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Abstract
This paper examines the role of the post-1945 international environment on the
maintenance and termination of interstate wars. I theorize that the immense growth
of international norms and institutions promoting peace and stability after the Sec-
ond World War has significantly decreased the signaling costs that belligerents incur
for engaging in intra-war diplomacy, while also increasing the costs for avoiding it.
Consequently, warring states have greater leeway—or necessity—to enter negotia-
tions without any interest in finding peace. I collect a new daily-level dataset on ne-
gotiations for all interstate wars from 1816 to present to evaluate these claims. I find
strong evidence that post-1945 wars see more frequent negotiations, but that these
negotiations are often far less predictive of conflict termination. I also demonstrate
that post-1945 negotiations are heavily driven by international pressures stemming
from concerns over battlefield instability. These original data and insights establish
a dynamic framework that enables a more policy-relevant study of conflict manage-
ment, highlights a historical angle to conflict resolution, and speaks to the utility of
viewing diplomacy an essential dimension to understanding war.
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What effect has the post-1945 international order had on the trajectory and resolution of

conflicts?

Qualitative scholarship has broadly identified the post-1945 international environment as being

a historically important turning point with respect to war and peace.1 Scant quantitative scholar-

ship has followed suit. Recent work demonstrates that formal peace treaties and decisive victories

have fallen significantly since 1945, but far less has been said about intra-conflict dynamics that

precede and potentially shape those terms.2 This partially stems from a dearth of quantitative

measures available to analyze intra-war activity. Moreover, numerous studies and databases of

interstate and intrastate conflict begin their analysis after 1945, precluding any comparisons across

what many would consider to be a qualitatively important temporal break.3 Statistical work on

conflict therefore tends to adopt a non-dynamic and ahistorical approach to understanding war.

Such trends have led to significant gaps in the study of conflict resolution. In particular, we

know that two-thirds of all interstate wars in the last two centuries have ended through a settlement

short of total military victory or defeat.4 This indicates that diplomacy plays an important role in

understanding the nature of armed conflict. Nevertheless, we have a weak grasp of the motivations,

frequency, and effectiveness of wartime negotiations—and whether the nature of these dimensions

differs before and after World War II (WWII).5 Formal models of conflict, which have investigated

intra-war dynamics in the absence of statistical data, portray negotiations as a constant process of

convergence between belligerents’ bargaining offers throughout the entire conflict.6 This assumption

is empirically dubious. As I will show, the timing and occurrence of negotiations also varies widely

within and across wars. Moreover, this approach obviates the possibility that the choice to negotiate

is a strategic one.

Such observations collectively suggest that studies of war require three refinements past our

current research. First, we need quantitative evidence on how the post-1945 environment has

1Goertz et al. 2016.
2Fazal 2013; Fortna 2009.
3For example, the Uppsala Conflict Data Program’s Armed Conflict Dataset begins at 1946, and the International

Conflict Management dataset by Bercovitch 1999 also begins at 1945. In civil war literature, see Fearon and Laitin
2003; Huth et al. 2011; Kaplow 2016; Licklider 1995; and Walter 2009.

4Leventoğlu and Slantchev 2007.
5“Negotiation” refers to direct or mediated communication between parties with the ostensible aim of creating a

mutually acceptable agreement (Iklé 1964). I provide more detailed definitions when discussing how I operationalize
negotiations in my new data.

6Filson and Werner 2002; Slantchev 2003.
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affected the conduct of war, if at all. Second, negotiations must take a central role in ascertaining

when, why, and how conflicts are managed and brought to an end. Third, wars cannot only be

understood by their initiation and termination, but also their conduct in the middle of active

conflict—an endeavor that requires systematic data on intra-war dynamics.

This paper addresses these issues. I contend that the post-1945 system has substantially

changed the motivations, frequency, and efficacy of wartime negotiations, though perhaps not in

the most obvious or desirable manner. Significant structural, normative, and institutional changes

since 1945 have created an environment that constantly promotes peace, stability, diplomacy, and

maintenance of the status quo. In this contemporary liberal order, negotiations are much less costly

to perform and, due to international pressures, are more costly to avoid. Numerous consequences

follow from this change, but the primary difference boils down to this: Negotiations in wars before

1945 tend to be very infrequent and quickly create peace, while negotiations after 1945 tend to be

much more frequent but less productive in forging peace.

I substantiate these claims by gathering new daily-level data that tracks diplomatic activity

across the last two centuries of inter-state wars. This new resource allows for an unprecedented

analysis of intra-war dynamics that provides strong support for my theoretical expectations, but

also sheds light on greater theoretical and empirical understandings of conflict.

At first glance, a study of wartime diplomacy reaching back more than seventy years may sound

anachronistic or irrelevant to contemporary theory and policy. However, the dramatic shifts that

occurred around 1945 not only define the backdrop for contemporary conflicts, but also provide

valuable leverage to understand what factors influence the efficacy of different modes of conflict

resolution. Explicitly analyzing how negotiations are used during war is also necessary to develop

more practical insights that highlight the importance of diplomacy, even when blood is being shed.7

The timing and occurrence of negotiations also varies widely within and across wars.8 Once it

is acknowledged that diplomatic bargaining ends when wars start, we see that the resumption of

negotiations during conflict is a distinct choice that a belligerent must make.

7For instance, understanding when and why diplomatic communications occur would cast substantial light on
whether interstate conflict is better understood as a war of attrition (Langlois and Langlois 2009; Powell 2017), a
convergence process (Slantchev 2003; Smith and Stam 2004), or something else.

8I will illustrate this point later using my new negotiation data.
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The Cost of Negotiating
Scholars have studied how costs from the battlefield may affect belligerents’ willingness to continue

fighting a war (Filson and Werner 2004; Gartner and Segura 1998; Klingberg 1966; Weisiger 2016).

Given that we know belligerents do not constantly negotiate during wars, we must also consider

what costs influence belligerents’ willingness to engage in wartime diplomacy that could potentially

bring hostilities to an end.

A primary cost of negotiating is that it is likely to signal weakness (Van Evera 1999). As

Schelling states, “one side or both may fear that even a show of willingness to negotiate will be

interpreted as excessive eagerness.”9 A substantial pool of economics literature makes this point

from the other end, suggesting that refusal to negotiate can be used as a signaling mechanism

concerning one’s resolve.10 Since wars are often motivated by information asymmetries, the first

request for talks may signal that a party is suing for peace. This could motivate the opponent to

fight harder or to make more extreme demands, as it believes that the requesting party must be in

a dire situation.11 It may also undermine the support of political allies and military forces of the

requesting state, as they believe that further efforts are unnecessary or that peace is at hand.12

These perceived risks are compounded by the fact that negotiations require mutual consent. A

state that makes the first move of seeking talks may be left exposed, having indicated a willingness to

settle the conflict while obtaining nothing in return. Importantly, having one’s request to negotiate

rejected is fundamentally different from having one’s proposal rejected conditional on negotiations

already taking place. Some formal models of war make a simplification where extreme offers are

considered equivalent to not negotiating.13 Such an approach presumes that the two sides are

constantly updating and communicating their bargaining positions. This assumption precludes the

study of negotiations as a strategic choice and, as we will see later, is not supported by the empirical

record.

Two brief anecdotes illustrate the perceived risks to engaging in diplomacy during conflict.

In the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905, Japan hesitated from offering to negotiate with Russia

9Schelling 1960, 53.
10Admati and Perry 1987; Cramton 1992.
11Pillar 1983.
12Iklé 1971; Lombardi 2009.
13Slantchev 2003 and Fearon 2013 are two examples.
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despite the fact that Japan had consistently routed the Russians on the battlefield. Japan skirted

the optics issue by asking President Theodore Roosevelt to offer mediation, but to do so without

mentioning Japan’s request.14 During the Vietnam War, in discussions with the Norwegian Ambas-

sador to Peking, the North Vietnamese Ambassador justified refusal to negotiate with the United

States by mentioning that “when North Vietnam showed an interest in negotiations Americans had

taken such interest as a sign of weakness and with results of stronger escalation.”15

A New Postwar Order

In a theoretical or ahistorical vacuum involving only the belligerents, engaging in diplomacy during

war implicates serious costs that can shape continued conduct of the conflict. However, the post-

1945 liberal international order has created new actors and conditions that dramatically modify

the costs to intra-war negotiations. At least three major interconnected changes, some of which

find their origins in the aftermath of World War I (WWI), account for this shift.

First, laws of war have become more robustly codified. The formalization of international laws

of war, which began with the Hague Convention in 1899, took a major step forward with the 1949

Geneva Conventions and post-war trials in Nuremberg, Tokyo, and Manila.16 Scholars may disagree

on whether compliance with laws of war reflects self-interests, robust international enforcement, or

internalized norms, but these laws do appear to matter and reflect changes in state behavior.17

Second, while leaders and the public questioned the legitimacy of war after WWI, the violence of

WWII consolidated an aversion to conflict.18 Norms regarding territorial integrity, border fixity, and

conquest have become integral sources of stability in the current international system.19 A combined

normative and legal framework has further bolstered the importance of state sovereignty.20 The

increase in democracies worldwide, which produces more nations with institutional and normative

motivations for avoiding conflict, reduced wars within a growing pool of like-minded states.21 The

14White 1964.
15Foreign Relations of the United States, 1964-1968, Volume V, Vietnam, 1967, ed. Kent Sieg (Washington:

Government Printing Office, 2002), Document 201.
16United States Army 2015.
17Fazal 2018; Morrow 2007; Von Stein 2005.
18Wright 1924; Mueller 2004.
19Atzili 2011; Carter and Goemans 2011; Finnemore 2003; Zacher 2001.
20Jackson 1987.
21Maoz and Russett 1993; Russett and Oneal 2001.
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devastating destructiveness of nuclear weapons has also inspired both cost-based and normative

motivations for avoiding conflict.22

Third, and perhaps most importantly, new institutions and actors emerged that were designed

to support these pacific views.23 International organizations allow states in anarchy to communicate

and coordinate their actions and can also socialize states into cooperation, both of which can affect

the restoration and maintenance of peace.24 Even though international institutions were not a new

concept, they surged in prominence following WWII.25 The League of Nations (founded in 1920)

and the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928 sought to avoid the use of war as an instrument of statecraft,

but ultimately fell short of expectations. Near the end of WWII, the presumptive victors sought to

learn from the mistakes of these past efforts. They emphasized the need for a more robust postwar

security organization where all great powers would have a seat at the table.26 The San Francisco

Conference, which produced the Charter of the United Nations on October 24, 1945 (less than two

months after Japan’s formal surrender), symbolized the establishment of that postwar order. This

founding document explicitly highlights the desire “to maintain or restore international peace and

security.” Since then, a growing number of fixed institutions have been established to promote that

purpose.27

The cumulative effect of these factors has been to create an environment that strongly en-

courages diplomacy, stability, and maintenance of the status quo.28 International actors, which

include both standing organizations that promote peace and individual states that oppose warfare,

have become far more assertive in promoting these attitudes toward order and have more tools to

support this cause.

Changing the Cost of Negotiating

The aforementioned transformations are well-established as independent observations. However,

new the international environment also has direct impacts on incentives to negotiate: Historically

high costs to negotiating decrease, while costs to avoiding negotiations increase.

22Halperin 1961; Tannenwald 2007.
23Haas 2017; Ikenberry 2011.
24Keohane 1984; Milner 1991; Risse-Kappan 1996.
25Russett et al. 1998.
26Russell 1958.
27Pevehouse et al. 2004; Shannon 2009.
28Howard and Stark 2017/18; Jervis 1989.
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Prior to 1945, warring parties typically have to make overtures on their own. Even if belligerents

sought mediation, this would typically involve making a request of another nation that has a

multitude of other priorities, and could introduce the risk of signaling weakness to yet another

party.

These risks to negotiation drop substantially after 1945. Not only does the normative climate

encourage diplomacy, but fixed institutions and organizations exist with the purpose of promoting

stability and security through both normative and legal means. When these international actors

exert pressure for peace, the traditionally high costs to negotiating fall, since belligerents—even

if they seek to resolve a conflict—can frame any subsequent talks as acceding to the will of the

international community rather than suing for peace. For instance, when the Cenepa Valley War

broke out on January 26, 1995, neither Ecuador nor Peru wanted extended hostilities and hoped

for diplomatic cover to resolve the conflict. On January 31, four nations—Argentina, Brazil, Chile,

and the United States, who were guarantors of a previous protocol between the belligerents in

1942—offered their mediation services. Both Ecuador and Peru quickly accepted and signed the

Montevideo Declaration, which called for “an immediate and effective ceasefire,” on February 28.

The Korean War of 1950-1953 presents another case. By May of 1951, both American and

Chinese leaders privately hoped to negotiate an end to the Korean War but were unwilling to

communicate this to their opponent. It was only when Jacob Malik, Soviet representative to the

United Nations, made a public radio address on June 24 calling upon the belligerents to discuss

a ceasefire that both sides agreed to talk. Tellingly, when accepting this proposal, the Chinese

Communist Party’s Central Committee went to great lengths to explain how the Communists

were better positioned for a protracted war and how the United States’ decision to negotiate was

therefore a sign of weakness.29

The Cenepa Valley and Korean Wars show how outside actors can help belligerents circumvent

the costly step of seeking negotiations. But when international parties apply enough pressure and

opprobrium, warring parties can even perceive heavy costs from avoiding diplomacy. States may

seek to alleviate those costs by engaging in negotiations, regardless of whether they genuinely seek

peace. In his seminal work on international negotiation, Fred Iklé describes this dynamic:

29Zhu 2001.
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[G]overnments are reluctant to refuse negotiation, no matter how unlikely or undesir-
able an agreement. They fear that such refusal would impair the good will of groups
important to them—their own parliament, the public in allied countries, or other gov-
ernments . . . Governments that negotiate in order to win public approval value the act
of negotiating as the Pharisee values prayer. It is not the thoughts behind the prayer
that matter, or the purpose pursued, or the deeds before and after—what counts is that
the ceremony be performed with the proper gestures.30

The Falklands War of 1982 provides a useful illustration of how the actors and norms of the

postwar order can constantly exert pressure to promote peace and stability, and how these external

pressures can push belligerents, including major powers, into negotiating. The conflict began on

April 2, 1982, when Argentinian forces staged an amphibious landing and wrested control of the dis-

puted islands from the United Kingdom. The next day, the United Nations Security Council passed

Resolution 502, which called for the immediate cessation of hostilities and a diplomatic solution.

Despite the United Kingdom’s support of this resolution, Prime Minister Thatcher immediately

indicated disinterest in a negotiated settlement.31 On April 5, U.S. Secretary of State Alexander

Haig began an aggressive round of shuttle diplomacy between London and Buenos Aires. Peruvian

president Fernando Belaúnde Terry attempted to revive Haig’s unsuccessful effort in early May by

bringing Argentina back to the table. When 1,000 Argentinian forces died at the sinking of the

light cruiser Belgrano on May 3, Argentina refused mediation for fear of looking weak. However,

two days later, the government agreed to UN Secretary General Javier Pérez de Cuéllar’s offer to

mediate. The United Kingdom felt it had no other choice but to also accept. In her memoirs,

Prime Minister Thatcher lamented the fact that she was “under an almost intolerable pressure to

negotiate for the sake of negotiation.”32 Unenthusiastic bargaining occurred through most of May

before British reinforcements landed in the Falklands on May 21, overtook the islands by June 13,

and forced the Argentinians to sign a document of surrender on June 15.

These external pressures for peace in the contemporary international environment suggest two

ways in which wartime negotiations change after 1945. First, the diluted costs to engaging in

negotiations and the augmented costs to ducking them should increase their overall frequency.

This leads to the first hypothesis.

30Iklé 1964, 53-54.
31Freedman and Gamba-Stonehouse 1990.
32Thatcher 1993.
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Hypothesis 1 Negotiations occur more frequently in wars after 1945 than before 1945.

My discussion indicates that more negotiations are not the same as more progress. Before 1945,

negotiations are less frequent because belligerents wait until the large signaling costs of diplomacy

are outweighed by the costs to continued conflict. The start of negotiations generally indicates a

willingness and agreement to codify mutually shared expectations and understandings based on

the battlefield. Negotiations should therefore lead to the termination of hostilities. Returning to

the Russo-Japanese War, Russian and Japanese plenipotentiaries had their first meeting on August

10, 1905. Since both sides entered discussions fully aware that Japan was the victor, talks moved

swiftly. A comprehensive agreement was arranged by September 1, and the resulting Treaty of

Portsmouth was signed on September 5—575 days into the war and 26 days after talks began.

In contrast, when the post-1945 international environment ratchets pressures to negotiate,

belligerents are more likely to enter talks for purposes unrelated to forging peace, such as placating

the parties which are constantly seeking peace.33 Negotiations are much less likely to indicate

genuine interest in the the resolution of conflict.

The Korean and Vietnam Wars are instructive here. The first negotiation of the Korean

conflict took place at Kaesong on July 10, 1951, over a year after hostilities began. The chasm

in the belligerents’ positions was immediately apparent. It took 481 days of negotiations over two

years to reach an agreement by July 27, 1953. During the Vietnam War, delegates from the United

States, South Vietnam, North Vietnam, and the Vietcong met in Paris on May 10, 1968 to begin

discussing a settlement. It was not until January 16, 1969—251 days after talks began—for the

delegations to even agree upon a table configuration.34 The Paris Peace Accord would not be signed

until January 27, 1973.

In effect, the links between negotiations and concessions that hasten war termination are rel-

atively tight before 1945, but then become more decoupled after 1945. This leads to the second

hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2 Intra-war negotiations before 1945 are associated with higher likelihood of

conflict termination relative to those after 1945.

33Iklé 1964; Pillar 1983.
34Kitchens 1974.
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Changing frequency and effects of negotiations after 1945 are logical reflections of increased

international pressures, but neither hypothesis directly addresses whether international pressures

are actually responsible for changes in negotiation behavior. Three additional patterns, if observed,

would support this claim. First, negotiations should be the consequence of third-party activity more

frequently after 1945 compared to before 1945.

Hypothesis 3 Negotiations are more likely to be motivated and led by external parties after

1945 relative to before 1945.

We can also delve exclusively into post-1945 wars to look for deeper evidence regarding external

pressure. If international actors are concerned by instability and deviations from the status quo,

then diplomatic pressure should increase when fighting becomes fluid and unpredictable. In addi-

tion, we ought to see evidence that this international pressure has a positive impact on launching

negotiations.

Hypothesis 4 International pressure to negotiate should increase when battlefield outcomes

become more unstable.

Hypothesis 5 Negotiations should be more likely to begin after the exertion of international

pressure for peace relative to when no pressure is applied.

Finally, note that my argument is consistent with the fact that more wars end with ceasefires

and other inconclusive modes of termination after 1945 compared to before it.35 Prior to 1945,

belligerents faced heavy costs for seeking negotiations, forcing them to “fight to the finish” to settle

problems on their own.36 The post-1945 environment allows warring states to negotiate and stop

fighting without exhaustively settling the key issues that triggered the conflict—a scenario that

would not have been as tenable in the past.

Data
Tests of the aforementioned implications require data on wartime negotiations, battlefield activity,

and international pressure. I create or gather these data at the daily level across 92 COW interstate

35Fazal 2013; Fortna 2009.
36Fortna 2004; Svensson 2009.
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conflicts since 1816. There are a total of 57 pre-1945 wars, ranging from the Franco-Spanish War

of 1823 to WWII. A total of 35 post-1945 wars cover the First Kashmir War of 1947-1948 through

the Invasion of Iraq in 2003.37 Dates for war onset and termination, as well as identities of active

belligerents, come from the COW Inter-state War Dataset.

Wartime Negotiations

Data on intra-war negotiations do not exist in a reliable quantitative form, especially for interna-

tional conflicts before 1945. I therefore construct my own by consulting over 400 historical texts,

primary sources, and periodicals that document these interstate conflicts.38

I define negotiations as direct or mediated communication between parties with the ostensible

aim of creating a mutually acceptable agreement.39 This is a somewhat broad conceptual definition,

so I use several additional conditions to operationalize it in more concrete terms.

First, these communications must involve an exchange or assessment of bargaining offers re-

lated to a settlement of hostilities. No distinction is made regarding these offers are “serious” or

whether concessions emerge from the discussion. The word “ostensible” in the provided definition

of negotiation speaks to this point. Such considerations cannot be coded in a consistent manner,

especially without detailed information on leaders’ intentions. They are also not relevant to test-

ing my expectations. Second, while talks can be done publicly or in secret, they must take place

between officially appointed representatives of each belligerent nation who, in relation to the first

condition, must make or assess bargaining offers.

Under these criteria, formal discussions in a summit or conference, mediated or otherwise,

clearly count as negotiations. Armistice talks at Kaesong and Panmunjom during the Korean

War qualify, as does the London conference of 1864, which was assembled to address the Second

Schleswig-Holstein War. “Unofficial” negotiations that have no formal conference also count, as

long as offers are exchanged and the individuals are assigned to engage in such discussions. Dur-

ing a period of stalemate in the Franco-Turkish War, French politician Henry Franklin-Boullion

quietly visited Ankara to discuss a direct proposal from the French government about settlement

37Three wars were removed due to lack of reliable data: the 1968-1973 Second Laotian War, the 1970-1971
Communist Coalition War, and the Sino-Vietnamese Border War of 1987.

38Many sources come from an annotated bibliography by Shirkey and Weisiger 2012.
39Iklé 1964.
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Era No Negotiation Negotiation

Both 30,517 (0.828) 6,332 (0.172)
Pre-1945 21,007 (0.885) 2,719 (0.115)
Post-1945 9,510 (0.724) 3,613 (0.275)

Table 1: Distribution of the negotiation variable. Parentheses represent proportions within the row.

with Turkish foreign minister Yusur Kemal Bey. This meeting on June 9, 1921 would count as a

negotiation.40 Informal talks that might take place among representatives in the halls of the United

Nations, on the other hand, do not qualify.

Shuttle diplomacy by a third party qualifies as negotiation, as it involves the exchange of bar-

gaining offers between official representatives of the belligerent states. Secretary of State Alexander

Haig’s frequent travels between the United Kingdom and Argentina during the Falklands War of

1982 exemplifies this. However, mediation attempts where a third party fails to get the consent of

warring states are not included, since no direct communications or exchange of offers takes place.

I use my historical sources and negotiation criteria to record individual dates on which ne-

gotiations took place between active belligerents. Note that I count short recesses between talks

as days with negotiation, provided that the parties explicitly planned to reconvene. For example,

between July 27 and October 8 of 1952, the United Nations Command and Communist delegations

met on a weekly basis in Panmunjom to negotiate an armistice for the Korean War. It would be

erroneous to consider each weekly meeting a new and separate event, as they were all part of a

continuous discussion between the same two groups. I consider all interceding days to be times

with negotiation. Based on this, I create a binary negotiation variable for each war-day. Every

sequence of uninterrupted 1’s in this variable is called a negotiation period. There are a total of

189 negotiation periods across these 92 wars.

Several descriptive statistics may allow us to get a better grasp of the new negotiation data.

Table 1 shows the distribution of my binary daily-level variable, both in aggregate and split apart by

time period. About 17.1% of all war-days also involved negotiations. However, this single number

masks significant heterogeneity. Approximately 11.5% of war-days feature negotiations in pre-

1945 wars, and that the number rises substantially to 27.5%—more than doubling—for post-1945

conflicts. This contrast provides preliminary evidence in support of Hypothesis 1.

40Indeed, about four months later, the same two individuals would sign the Treaty of Ankara for their respective
governments, ending the conflict.
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Figure 1: Descriptive statistics for negotiations.

Subfigure 1a shows the timing of the first negotiation across all COW interstate wars as a

function of their overall durations, which are normalized to a 0 − 1 scale.41 73 of 92 conflicts,

or 79%, experience at least one negotiation. The variability in their timing is high, emphasizing

that negotiations are a complex and irregular activity that does not reflect a constant exchange of

proposals. Subfigures 1b and 1c show how many negotiation efforts take place in each of the 92

wars, as well as the lengths of these individual efforts. Most wars feature no more than a couple

negotiation periods, and most of these discussions last no more than three weeks.

Further disaggregating these data at the war level provides evidence that is consistent with

some arguments made thus far about the changing nature of negotiation before and after 1945.

41Duration is clearly endogenous to the conflict. These plots are for illustrative purposes.
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Subfigure 2a shows what proportion of each war was spent negotiating, if negotiations took place

at all. This statistic has a noticeably higher mean and variance in post-1945 wars. Subfigure 2b

breaks apart data from Subfigure 1a to show the timing of the first negotiation (if one occurred)

according to historical era. The first negotiation tends to occur much earlier in the conflict after

1945, implying that post-1945 wartime negotiations tend to be ineffective in terminating hostilities.

We can view both descriptive patterns simultaneously. Figure 3 uses kernel regression smoothers

to summarize the trajectory of intra-war negotiations before and after 1945. The smoothed lines

indicate what proportion of wars experienced negotiations at each point during the overall conflict,

normalized on a 0−1 continuum. The contrast across the two time periods is dramatic and provides

preliminary evidence in support of my argument. Pre-1945 wars feature lower levels of negotiations

between the belligerents. However, when talks do occur, they tend to quickly settle the war. The

large spike in negotiations at the right-hand side of this figure makes this evident. Belligerents,

whether they fear looking weak or feel unrestrained, appear to refuse negotiations up until the point

where they are generally confident in their expectations about future fighting and are able to put

these expectations down on paper. On the other hand, after 1945, we see a bulge in negotiations

in the middle of the plot. This indicates that these wars feature much more frequent negotiations,

but that many of these discussions are not terminating the conflict. A small drop-off occurs before

another swell of negotiations emerge and eventually end hostilities. The two divergent trajectories

of wartime negotiation provide preliminary evidence in support of the first two hypotheses. I will

delve into additional tests in the Analysis section.

Battlefield Outcomes

Battles are a critical concept military officials utilize to approach armed hostilities.42 To assess

whether battlefield instability leads to heightened international pressure, I collect new data that

records approximately 1,700 battles across COW interstate wars.

I define a battle as a clash between organized forces of combatants over a contested strategic

objective. The objective can involve a literal fort, a bridge, or a city. This definition is a synthesis

of several that exist in the literature.43

42Dupuy 1987.
43See Clodfelter 2008; Eggenberger 1985; Jaques 2007; Showalter 2014. Formal models of war that use “forts”

have this strategic objective in mind (Smith and Stam 2004).
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Figure 3: Prevalence of negotiations over the course of wars.

The foundation of my data are derived from a reference by Jaques, but use a variety of other

references that also catalog battlefield activity.44 These volumes are composed of narratives that

either describe individual battles or entire periods of conflict, each of which has to be converted

into quantitative data. To do so, I record characteristics that can be consistently measured across

all battle descriptions. This results in two key pieces of information: the date(s) of the battle, and

the outcome of the battle. I briefly address each in turn.45

Dates

A battle begins when belligerents start engaging in hostilities over the contested strategic objective.

A battle is considered to end when a belligerent either succeeds or fails to claim the contested

strategic objective. About three-quarters of the battles in my dataset are shorter than two weeks in

duration; one-third last a single day. These battles are well-defined and have widely accepted start

and end dates with one-day discrepancies. I defer to Jaque’s coding to resolve most inconsistencies

in end dates, as this best ensures internal consistency of the data. I utilize war-specific resources

to determine dates when they are missing or inconsistent across sources.

Outcome

The concept of “victory” can be subjective, context-dependent, and retrospective. I minimize these

complications by defining outcomes with a more minimal and tactical condition that tracks the gain,

44Jaques 2007.
45See Appendix A for more details and examples.
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Figure 4: Histogram of instability measure (absolute value of the sum of all battle outcomes over the
previous 60 war-days.

maintenance, or loss of the disputed strategic objective. This is an easily applicable standard that

is also immediately evident to the belligerents and third parties during the war.

Each battle features an attacker and a defender. The attacker is the party attempting to claim

or destroy a strategic objective, while the defender is the party that occupies and hopes to defend

the objective. Attackers win when they size or destroy the objective; defenders win when they

maintain the objective by repelling the enemy attack. When battles involve encounters in which

neither side previously occupied the objective, the side which retreats as coded as the loser.

Each battle is given a score for its outcome using these criteria: +1 if the war initiator wins,

−1 of the war target wins, and 0 if inconclusive. For each war-day, I use these scores to calculate

the sum of all outcomes from battles completed over the previous 60 days, and then I take the

absolute value of that sum.46 I call this instability. A value of zero means that the battlefield is

stable and has not shifted in one side’s favor in the last 60 days. Higher values indicate that fighting

has recently tilted to one side’s advantage.

Subfigure 4a captures the distribution of this variable at the daily level. Subfigure 4b shows

the average level of instability for each individual conflict. Instability measures are not appreciably

different before and after 1945, except for some of the more extreme values that come from the

Franco-Prussian War and World War I. That said, we will focus on the post-1945 measures, as they

will allow us to test whether international actors in modern-day conflicts are more likely to call for

peace and negotiations when the battlefield becomes unwieldy and unpredictable.

46Results remain similar when using windows of 30 or 90 days. See Appendix E.

16



International Pressure

Tests of Hypotheses 4 and 5 require information on external pressures during post-1945 wars. Third

parties exert diplomatic pressure on belligerents in various forms. However, many challenges arise

when attempting to develop a threshold for what minor forms of activity qualify as manifestations of

“pressure.” In more contemporary conflicts, many efforts may also not yet be public information.47

As such, I opt for consistent measurement by relying on the most noticeable and encompassing

form of international pressure during post-1945 wars: United Nations Security Council resolutions

(UNSCRs). UNSCRs are directly relevant to my current study for two reasons. First, the United

Nations is the preeminent organization designed to promote international peace and stability. Sec-

ond, resolutions that pass the Security Council represent the agreement (or at least, lack of direct

disagreement) among the permanent five members, who ostensibly represent sentinels of the con-

temporary international order.

For each post-1945 war, I determine dates of passage for UNSCRs that make some effort to

place pressure upon belligerents to reduce or end hostilities. This generally involves calling for a

ceasefire, establishing commissions or peacekeeping forces designed to defuse tensions, or objecting

to inhumane activities during hostilities. I omit a handful of resolutions not related to these

purposes.48 A total of 83 UNSCRs fit these standards. Figure 5 shows how these are distributed

over the course of several decades.49

Control Variables

Several control variables common to studies of war duration and termination are included in some

of my statistical models.50

• Issue salience: Belligerents may be more willing to fight harder when a conflict involves

existential threats, which are often linked to wars with serious credible commitment issues. I

47The International Conflict Management database (Bercovitch 1999) likely faces these issues. Corbetta and Dixon
2005 have a dataset on third-party activities during interstate disputes, but their data explicitly focuses on tracking
non-neutral activities. The International Crisis Behavior dataset (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997) includes information
on mediation, some of which was used to create my negotiation data.

48For example, during the Gulf War, UNSCR 669 noted the growing number of requests for assistance from states
that were facing economic problems due to sanctions against Iraq. This resolution does not exert any direct pressure
on Iraq or Kuwait and is therefore not included in this study.

49Appendix C includes a list of these resolutions.
50Descriptive statistics for all variables are available in Appendix B.
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Figure 5: UN Security Council resolutions seeking peace, passed each year between 1947 and 2003.

use the classification scheme developed by Holsti (1991) and extend it to cover more recent

wars. Each side’s most important issue area related to the war is categorized as being,

in decreasing order: regime/state survival (2), a territorial or ideological dispute (1), or a

commercial or policy dispute (0). The sum of both side’s highest issue is used to measure

overall salience.

• Contiguity: Wars between more distant belligerents may be difficult to supply or manage

(Slantchev 2004). Conflicts between neighboring states may not only be easier to fight, but

involve more familiar parties and difficult issues such as territorial claims, which may lead

them to escalate (Diehl 1985). Utilizing the COW Direct Contiguity dataset, I create a

dummy variable for wars where belligerents share a land or river border.

• Capability ratio: States with greater military capabilities may be more successful in fighting

(Stam 1996). The Composite Index of National Capability (CINC) measure from the National

Material Capabilities dataset is used for this task. For each side in the war, the annual

CINC measures of all active belligerents are added together, with adjustments made when

belligerents in multilateral wars enter and exit. I take the CINC total for the war initiator

and divide it by the sum of both belligerents’ CINC totals. A value near 1 indicates that the

initiator has far more capabilities than the target; a value near 0 expresses the reverse.

• Democracy: A trove of democratic peace literature expects democracies to be more discerning,

credible and effective—yet impatient—belligerents in war.51 It is therefore important to

account for whether belligerents are democratic, particularly given the rise in democracies

51Reiter and Stam 2002; Schultz 1999.
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after 1945. A binary measure based on Polity tracks whether either side features at least one

democracy.

• Major/Nuclear power: Major and nuclear powers may wield much higher coercive capabilities,

providing them greater leverage to force bargains. Moreover, the threat of nuclear warfare

may help post-1945 wars become more limited and convince belligerents to maintain open

channels.52 I use the COW State System Membership dataset and Nuclear Production Ca-

pabilities dataset to track whether either side has at least one major or nuclear power as an

active belligerent.53

• Interwar period: The Kellogg-Briand Pact, the League of Nations, and the Paris Peace Con-

ference were all attempts to prevent future armed hostilities. While history suggests that

these efforts were fruitless, some of the dynamics I outline regarding the post-1945 environ-

ment certainly found their origins in this inter-war period.54 I include a dummy variable to

indicate war-days between the end of the First World War (November 11, 1918) and the end

of the Second (September 2, 1945).

• Post-Cold War: Despite a lack of literature on changes around 1945, substantial scholarship

reflected on how the Cold War and bipolarity shaped international relations.55 A dummy

variable indicates whether a war-day occurs after December 26, 1991—the day on which the

Soviet Union dissolved.

• Active battles: Using the battle data described above, I count the number of battles that are

actively taking place on each war-day.

• Completed battles: Again using the aforementioned battle data, I track the cumulative amount

of hostilities by counting the total number of battles concluded by each day of the war. The

value is logged.

The complete dataset amounts to 36,849 war-day observations on diplomatic activity. 23,726

of these observations are from before 1945, ranging from the 1823 Franco-Spanish War to WWII.

52Halperin 1961; Osgood 1957.
53Jo and Gartzke 2007. Only declared nuclear states and de facto nuclear states are used for this measure; “near

nuclear states” are not. After 1945, the lists of major and nuclear states largely overlap.
54Craig and George 1995.
55Gaddis 1992-1993; Gowa 2000; Kalyvas and Balcells 2010.
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The remaining 13,173 total observations range from the 1947 Kashmir War to the 2003 invasion of

Iraq.

Analysis
We now proceed to the analysis and results. Six key findings regarding wartime negotiations emerge

from the data and are consistent with the framework I have outlined.

Negotiations undergo a systemic change after 1945

Although I have laid out theoretical reasons why the year 1945 would be a turning point for intrawar

negotiations, it is worth taking a step back to probe whether the data themselves identify 1945 in

a similar way. I assess this using two different approaches.

First is a structural break test, which detects significant changes in a time series. To construct

this time series, I record the number of war-days that involved negotiations in each year between

1823 and 2003. I also track the total number of wars and war-days per year. I then apply the

structural break test to identify years on which the frequency of negotiations systemically changes,

accounting for the number of wars and war-days. The test with the lowest Bayesian information

criterion (BIC), and thus the best fit, identifies two structural breaks: 1945 and 1972.56 The break

at 1972 reflects the dramatic drop-off in negotiations after the United States’ exit from the Vietnam

War.57

As a second approach, I use daily-level bivariate logistic regressions. I regress my negotiation

variable on an indicator variable that takes the value one for all war-days after the year Y , where

Y ranges from 1824 to 2002. Figure 6 displays the 179 resulting BICs according to cutoff year Y .

The model with lowest BIC uses the cutoff of 1945.

These results are notable and allay concerns that changes in negotiation behavior are a result

of technological innovations. Advancements such as the telegraph and steam locomotive were

commonplace by the mid-nineteenth century, and automobiles and planes came into use in the

56Results of this test are not particularly noteworthy but available in the Online Appendix.
57If we limit the test to one structural break, it identifies 1947. This is largely indistinguishable from 1945, since

no wars take place between the end of WWII in late 1945 and the start of the First Kashmir War in 1947. See
Appendix D for more detailed results.
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Figure 6: BICs for bivariate logistic regressions. Outcome variable is negotiation, and explanatory variable
is an indicator taking the value 1 for all war-days after year Y . Vertical dotted line represents 1945.

early twentieth century. Neither test I performed identified these time frames as turning points in

negotiation.

The data therefore independently identify 1945 as an important year of change in wartime

negotiations, justifying further analysis based on a pre/post-1945 distinction.

Negotiations are more frequent after 1945

Hypothesis 1 asserts that negotiations should be more frequent in post-1945 wars. Recall that

Table 1 already lends credit to this claim, as the rate of wartime negotiations rose from 11.5%

before 1945 to 27.5% after 1945.

We can explore this point further. First, consider the total proportion of each war spent

negotiating. Subfigure 2a visually suggests a substantial increase in negotiation frequency after

1945. With relatively few observations, a t-test weakly rejects the null hypothesis that proportions

are the same across historical periods (p = 0.095).

Table 2 delves deeper and uses the war-day as the unit of analysis. I regress the occurrence

of a negotiation on the post-1945 indicator. Models 1 and 2 use logistic regressions with a lagged

outcome variable. Both the bivariate and full models indicate that post-1945 wars have a higher

propensity for negotiations compared to pre-1945 wars.

The logistic models face convergence issues when introducing both the post-1945 variable and

war fixed effects. Because we are simply interested in the marginal effect of being a post-1945 war
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on negotiation, Models 3 and 4 circumvent this by using an ordinary least squares regression with

war random effects (Angrist and Pischke 2009). The estimated impact of being a post-1945 war

is positive and statistically significant across both specifications. Given that we find substantively

similar results across all four models, we gain further confidence that specific model choice is not

responsible for this finding.

In both Models 2 and 4, wars with relatively more capable initiators tend to experience higher

levels of negotiation. Active battles also decrease the likelihood of negotiation. This may indicate

that belligerents are less willing to bargain verbally when they are fighting and hoping to learn

the outcomes of these hostilities. Interestingly, post-Cold War conflicts do not appear to have a

significantly different level of negotiation, suggesting that the adjusted costs to negotiating and

avoiding escalation are not a mere artifact of bipolarity.

The results thus far makes clear that the nature of wartime diplomacy underwent a systemic

shift in 1945, which was characterized by a significant increase in the rate of negotiations during

war.

Negotiations are less “effective” after 1945

Because negotiations are so costly to seek in pre-1945 wars, belligerents limit negotiations to dire

circumstances. Belligerents in post-1945 conflicts may engage in negotiations to settle wars, but

also to live up to external pressures that are not related to their interest in settlement. This

should muddle what used to be a clear link between diplomacy and the conclusion of hostilities.

Hypothesis 2 thus predicts that negotiations should be much more strongly linked to the termination

of war prior to 1945 compared to after 1945.

I assess this using a Cox proportional hazard model, which is appropriate for analyzing issues

of event duration and termination. My main explanatory variable is an interaction between the

post-1945 indicator and my negotiation variable. Standard errors are clustered by war.

It is instructive to first examine the isolated effect of negotiations on the termination of conflict,

irrespective of time period. Model 1 of Table 3 shows that, in isolation, negotiations indeed have

a highly positive impact on the likelihood of wars coming to an end on any given day. This would

provide some justification for the costly lottery perspective of war, where negotiations—if they

matter at all—are a mere mechanism to codify the outcomes of a conflict once it has effectively
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Table 2: Results of regressions for Hypothesis 1.

Dependent variable:

Negotiation

Logistic OLS

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Lagged DV 8.783∗∗∗ 8.612∗∗∗

(0.112) (0.116)
Post-1945 0.467∗∗∗ 0.602∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗ 0.227∗∗∗

(0.111) (0.171) (0.041) (0.070)
Issue salience −0.108 −0.047

(0.096) (0.031)
Contiguity −0.435∗∗ −0.005

(0.192) (0.063)
CINC ratio 0.633∗∗∗ 0.735∗∗∗

(0.217) (0.018)
Democracy 0.027 −0.219∗∗∗

(0.149) (0.009)
Major/Nuclear 0.115 −0.046

(0.181) (0.061)
Instability 0.071 0.002∗∗

(0.046) (0.001)
Active battles −0.145∗∗ −0.010∗∗∗

(0.057) (0.001)
Completed battles 0.114 0.067∗∗∗

(0.075) (0.003)
Interwar period 0.289∗ 0.090

(0.172) (0.078)
Post-Cold War 0.154 0.088

(0.436) (0.110)
Constant −5.257∗∗∗ −5.548∗∗∗ 0.130∗∗∗ −0.270∗∗∗

(0.088) (0.320) (0.025) (0.089)

Observations 36,757 36,757 36,849 36,849

Lagged DV X X
Clustered SEs (War) X X
War REs X X

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
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come to an end. Yet in Model 2, we see that the effect is not robust to the inclusion of other

controls. These seemingly inconsistent results cast doubt on the utility of viewing negotiations as

an informative predictor of war termination.

These reservations disappear, however, once we account for a systemic shift after 1945. Model 3

of Table 3 features only the interaction but is telling nonetheless. The coefficient for the negotiation

variable, which now represents pre-1945 negotiations, increases in magnitude relative to Models 1

and 2. However, the interaction term is negative, indicating that negotiations in post-1945 wars

have a far diminished impact on war termination. Unlike what we saw when ignoring time periods,

this change is highly robust to the inclusion of all control variables.

To make these interactive results easier to interpret, Figure 7 uses Model 4 to calculate the

marginal effect of negotiations on the termination of conflict before and after 1945.58 The highly

positive link between negotiations and war termination is clear before 1945. Diplomatic communi-

cation in pre-1945 conflicts leads to relatively swift settlements. Compared to the baseline hazard,

negotiations in pre-1945 wars increase the likelihood of termination by almost a factor of 10.59 Once

we turn to post-1945 conflicts, the marginal effect of negotiations on termination remains positive,

but its magnitude drops by approximately two-thirds and the effect loses its statistical significance

at the 95% level.

Figure 7 shows that even though post-1945 wars often conclude with negotiated settlements,

far more negotiations take place that do not help forge peace. The fact that so many unproductive

negotiations occur after 1945 is an indication that other factors unrelated to genuine interest in

peace inform belligerents’ increased willingness to negotiate. If my broader argument regarding the

58See Brambor et al. 2006 for more details on interaction models.
59The marginal effect equals 2.288, and exp(2.288) = 9.855.
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Table 3: Cox proportional hazard models on war termination, addressing Hypothesis 2.

Dependent variable:

War termination

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Post-1945 3.444∗∗∗ 2.576∗∗

(1.022) (0.976)
Negotiation 1.813∗∗∗ 0.486 2.429∗∗∗ 2.288∗∗∗

(0.218) (0.851) (0.280) (0.310)
Post-1945 × Negotiation −0.415∗∗∗

(0.152)
Issue salience 0.132 −0.317∗

(0.431) (0.147)
Contiguity 0.521∗∗ 0.597∗∗

(0.271) (0.281)
CINC ratio 0.153 0.342

(0.440) (0.438)
Democracy 0.190 0.156

(0.256) (0.268)
Major/Nuclear 0.099 0.161

(0.261) (0.263)
Instability −0.282 −0.232

(0.174) (0.181)
Active battles −0.597∗∗∗ −0.622∗∗∗

(0.153) (0.157)
Completed battles 2.770∗∗∗ 2.681∗∗∗

(0.777) (0.763)
Interwar period −0.046 −0.189

(0.299) (0.348)
Post-Cold War 1.026∗∗ 0.920∗∗

(0.454) (0.453)

Observations 36,849 36,849 36,849 36,849
Events 92 92 92 92
Clustered SEs (War) X X X X

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01

25



No Pressure Pressure

Pre-1945 89 (0.767) 27 (0.233) 116
Post-1945 24 (0.329) 49 (0.671) 73

113 76 189

Table 4: Negotiation periods according to historical era and whether motivated by third-party pressure.
Row-wise proportions in parentheses.

post-1945 liberal order is true, then the influence of external parties promoting peace and stability

should help to explain much of this change.60

External parties are more responsible for negotiations after 1945

In order to shed light on what role external parties played in decreasing the costs to negotiating

or increasing the costs to avoiding it, I turn back to the historical sources used to generate my

quantitative data. I determine whether each of the 189 negotiation periods in my data was driven

by external pressure and/or spearheaded by a third party. Note that I do not count third-party

mediation efforts that solely occur as a result of a belligerent soliciting them, since this does not

reflect any direct external pressure to initiate diplomacy.

Two examples help clarify this distinction. In the Ugandan-Tanzanian War of 1978-1979, the

Organization of African Unity constantly urged belligerents to negotiate and eventually convened

an ad hoc mediation committee in Nairobi. This counts as a positive case of third-party pressure.

On the other hand, during the Russo-Finnish War of 1939-1940, Finland asked Sweden to mediate

a resolution to the conflict. The failed two-week effort that followed indeed involved a third party,

but Sweden had not previously applied pressure to make Finland and Russia negotiate, nor did it

volunteer its good offices. This does not count as a negotiation based on third-party pressure.

Table 4 presents the distribution of negotiation periods depending on whether they take place

before or after 1945 and whether they are products of third-party activity. In pre-1945 wars,

27 of 116 negotiations, or about 23%, emerge from external endeavors to promote peace. Those

figures skyrocket to 49 of 73 negotiations, or about 67%, in post-1945 conflicts—nearly a three-fold

increase. A χ2 test of independence resoundingly rejects the null (p� 0.01).

60In Appendix F, I use a multistate model to show evidence in favor of both Hypotheses 1 and 2 in a single
analysis.
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Figure 8: Boxplot of battlefield instability in the presence or absence of UN Security Council resolutions.

The dramatic rise in negotiations motivated by third parties attests to both the increased

presence of external actors in the modern era, as well as the higher amounts of pressure they

manage to successfully exert on belligerents. These trends support Hypothesis 3.

Battlefield instability invites international pressure after 1945

Table 4 reveals a dramatic jump in the proportion of wartime negotiations that are driven, at least

in part, by external initiatives. However, it does not speak to why outside parties are motivated to

exert greater pressure in contemporary conflicts, nor does it indicate how often their attempts to

encourage peace actually influence negotiation behavior—if they do at all. For evidence on these

points, I now focus on post-1945 wars to find more precise evidence regarding the sources and

effects of international pressures for peace on wartime diplomacy.

Hypothesis 4 suggests that if international actors seek to promote peace and stability, they

should be more likely to pressure belligerents into considering peace when wars become unstable

and less predictable. Recall that I use United Nations Security Council resolutions (UNSCRs)

as a proxy for international pressure. I therefore compare battlefield instability on days when a

resolution involving the war in question is passed to days without the passage of a resolution.

Figure 8 presents a boxplot of these data. A distinctly higher level of battlefield instability

exists on days featuring successful UNSCR votes. A simple t-test also indicates this difference to

be statistically significant (p� 0.01).

We can evaluate the relationship between instability and international pressure with two addi-

tional tests. First, consider a hazard model where the outcome of interest is time to the passage of
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a UNSCR, if any. Because multiple UNSCRs may be approved during a single conflict, I utilize a

hazard model with recurrent events.61 Models 1 and 2 in Table 5 reflect the results. Both indicate

that high battlefield instability is associated with increased international pressure for peace, as

represented by UNSCRs.

Second, we can treat the simple occurrence or non-occurrence of UNSCRs as the key outcome,

which places less emphasis on the temporal dimension. UNSCRs are quite uncommon; they are

only passed on 0.6% of all war-days. I therefore use logistic regressions that apply Firth’s correction

to the likelihood, which is appropriate when dealing with rare events.62 Models 3 and 4 present the

generated estimates, which continue to demonstrate that battlefield instability is positively linked

to the application of international pressures. In both Models 2 and 4, these results exist despite

the inclusion of controls for major/nuclear belligerents and the post-Cold War period.

International pressure impacts negotiation initiation after 1945

Lastly, we investigate whether international pressures reshape the costs to negotiations enough to

make belligerents participate in them.

There are 83 UNSCRs passed that called for some form of ceasefire, organized a committee

or peacekeeping force, or condemned humanitarian violations. Of these 83 acts of international

pressure, 15 were followed by the start of new negotiations within the next three weeks—a rate

of 18.1%.63 This is not a high number, which attests to the complexity of war and the limited

capabilities that the United Nations has to coerce belligerents into changing their behavior.

Nonetheless, this single statistic is not as meaningful without a point of reference. I therefore

perform a placebo test by randomly picking 83 war-days (excluding ones on which UNSCRs passed)

and counting how many of these see new negotiations emerge in the next 21 days. I rerun this

process 5,000 times to get a distribution of initiated negotiations, which can serve as a hypothetical

control population.

Figure 9 shows the distribution of initiated negotiations from these 5,000 runs. The number of

negotiations observed in the data, 15, is indicated with a vertical line. We see that the randomized

process produces a distribution that is significantly lower than the actual total. On average, 8.7 of

61I adopt a counting process approach, since the order of these events is not relevant.
62King and Zeng 2001.
6330 UNSCRs, or 36.1%, were passed while negotiations were ongoing.
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Table 5: Cox proportional hazard models and logistic regressions (with Firth’s correction), addressing
Hypothesis 4. Cox models are stratified by Post-Cold War.

Dependent variable:

UNSCR passage

Cox PH Logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Instability 0.516∗∗∗ 0.198∗ 0.192∗∗∗ 0.456∗∗∗

(0.130) (0.088) (0.063) (0.067)
Issue salience 1.173∗∗ −0.430∗∗

(0.412) (0.149)
Contiguity −0.780 0.009

(0.735) (0.366)
CINC ratio 0.754 0.354

(0.504) (0.428)
Democracy −1.534∗∗ 0.731∗∗

(0.749) (0.297)
Major/Nuclear 0.268 −0.320

(0.676) (0.326)
Active battles 0.174 0.216∗∗

(0.115) (0.095)
Completed battles 0.929∗∗ −0.586∗∗∗

(0.297) (0.157)
Post-Cold War −0.494∗∗∗ −0.014

(0.115) (0.309)
Constant −3.335∗∗∗ −3.889∗∗∗

(0.329) (0.659)

Observations 13,123 13,123 13,123 13,123
Events 83 83
Clustered SEs (War) X X
War FEs X

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
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Figure 9: Distribution of negotiations that began within 21 days of 83 randomly chosen war-days. Process
is run 5,000 times. Vertical line represents actual observed number of 15.

83 (10.4%) randomly chosen war-days have negotiations begin in the next 21 days. The median is

9 of 83 (10.8%). 95% of the total distribution lies between 4 and 14 (4.8% and 16.9%), which does

not include the actual value of 15. As such, the temporal connection between UNSCRs and the

initiation of wartime diplomacy is unlikely to be explained by pure chance.

Finally, we can apply another hazard model with recurring events, where the event is the

start of negotiations. This exercise may seem superfluous given that there are 83 UNSCRs and

73 negotiations, but the results are still reassuring. Table 6 shows that UNSCRs substantially

hasten the initiation of wartime negotiations. Compared to the baseline hazard, the passage of

a UNSCR relating to a conflict increases the probability of talks by a factor of six.64 Model 2

also indicates a statistically significant and negative coefficient for issue salience. This, along with

negative estimates from hazard models concerning war termination in Table 3, presents strident

evidence that belligerents are less willing to negotiate or stop fighting in wars that involve high

stakes.

It is worth re-emphasizing that UNSCRs are not the only mechanism, nor is the United Nations

the only institution, through which international actors pressure belligerents to communicate or

cease hostilities. Even so, these resolutions represent a consistent action that is straightforward

to record, as well as a collective statement by the key powers of the post-1945 order. The results

64βUNSCR = 1.807, and exp(1.807) = 6.092.
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Table 6: Cox proportional hazard models on negotiation initiation, addressing Hypothesis 5.

Dependent variable:

Negotiation initiation

(1) (2)

UNSCR passage 1.650∗∗ 1.809∗∗

(0.788) (0.824)
Instability 0.081

(0.120)
Issue salience −1.527∗∗∗

(0.453)
Contiguity −0.147

(0.484)
CINC ratio −0.292

(0.531)
Democracy 0.487∗

(0.338)
Major/Nuclear −0.768∗∗∗

(0.443)
Active battles 0.013

(0.124)
Completed battles 0.130

(0.316)
Post-Cold War 0.828∗∗∗

(0.333)

Observations 13,123 13,123
Events 73 73
Clustered SEs (War) X X

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
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here indicate that this high-level form of international pressure is indeed motivated by instability,

and that it is associated with an increase in belligerents’ likelihood of initiating talks—regardless

of whether any genuine interest in peace exists.

Conclusion
While the existence of armed conflict is permanent, its nature is not. Military historians have

carefully tracked the transformation of tactics, weapons, and strategy over time.65 Political scien-

tists have noted the decades-long rise in intra-state conflict and asymmetric warfare.66 Much less

attention has been placed on how the post-1945 environment has affected the overall management

of conflict, particularly at the proverbial bargaining table.

Aided by a host of new daily-level war negotiation data, I have outlined a framework that

highlights several crucial consequences that the post-1945 world has had on the management of

conflict. WWII sparked a series of structural, normative, and institutional changes that embodied

an acute aversion to armed conflict, hopes of a pacific international community, and desire “to

maintain international peace and security.”67

This systemic-level transition radically shifted the calculus and behavior of parties that enter

into conflicts. Due to international pressures for peace exerted by new international actors but-

tressed by norms regarding peace and stability, belligerents experienced far fewer risks and greater

benefits from engaging in diplomacy, even when they had no incentives to make concessions or

settle. The post-1945 environment establishes two competing dynamics: States may use negoti-

ate more often without any interest in peace, but may also be more willing to stop fighting when

hostilities prove inconclusive. New data I have collected on intra-war negotiations and battles illus-

trate a series of patterns—which we could not have previously seen—that match this overarching

narrative.

Some of these ideas regarding conflict may seem intuitive in retrospect. This study is unique,

however, in taking the 1945 line seriously and leveraging it to theorize and assess the calculus of

conflict. This admittedly brings about a “big picture” theory regarding a seismic systemic change

65Parker 2005.
66Arregúın-Toft 2001; Fearon 2004; Sullivan 2007.
67United Nations 1945.
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where causally identified relationships are difficult, if not impossible, to prove. Regardless, the

ramifications are clear and direct a spotlight on diplomatic and dynamic aspects of war that have

been sidelined. The results are also substantively important, as they present a serious set of risks

and caveats to the institution and norms-rich environment in which we live. On a related note, this

study demonstrates how quantitative methods can be harnessed to gauge constructivist aspects of

international affairs.

The policy and welfare implications of these results are ambiguous. On one hand, if modern-day

wartime negotiations are associated with prolonged conflict and the prevention of comprehensive

settlements, this is troubling and points toward giving war a chance.68 On the other hand, wars

after 1945 have been slightly shorter on average, and a decent portion of wars halted by ceasefires

have remained quiescent thus far. External pressures that promote peace may therefore contribute

to the shortening of many wars. Nonetheless, war duration is only one reflection of welfare losses,

and we have yet to create adequate alternatives to gauge war’s destructiveness. While Weisiger

has recently amassed data on military casualties across interstate wars, civilian casualties are

unfortunately becoming more relevant in protracted conflicts.69 Besides human costs, economic

costs have been understudied, as have the effects of increasingly lethal conventional weaponry.70 If

international pressures help to initiate more negotiations and hasten conflict termination but also

incentivize belligerents to fight more intensely in a reduced time period, then further research is

required to navigate that trade-off.

Domestic institutions may play an important role in further tests regarding the costliness of

wartime diplomacy. Even though all states may harbor reputational concerns with seeking talks,

democracies are also likely to be concerned with undermining domestic support for the war effort in

a manner that non-democracies are not. Work on autocracies finds that non-democratic leaders are

also held accountable for failing to live up to their promises.71 Nonetheless, democratic leaders must

corral a much larger pool of opinion and are more likely to require citizens’ material and human

sacrifices to sustain a war effort. Greater insights on this topic may produce richer theories regarding

sources of democratic peace and of the democratic advantage in international competition.72

68Luttwak 1999.
69Downes 2008; Valentino et al. 2006; Weisiger 2016.
70Some exceptions include Collier 1999; Glick and Taylor 2010; and Mansfield and Pevehouse 2000.
71Weeks 2008.
72Reiter and Stam 2002; Schultz and Weingast 2003.
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Lastly, this paper shows that post-1945 negotiations often occur when the belligerents have no

desire to settle the conflict. It is certainly possible that states enter such negotiations to merely

assuage external pressures, but this may be a short-sighted view of how some of these cheaper

negotiations could be exploited for other political and military purposes unrelated to settlement—

that is, for “side effects.”73 For example, on at least two occasions during the Arab-Israeli War

of 1948-1949, Israel unscrupulously acceded to international pressures to cease fire and negotiate

with the Arab states when the battlefield was not moving in its favor. By making seemingly honest

but unacceptable offers, Israel gained propaganda benefits from framing the Arab states as the

recalcitrant party. Meanwhile, Israel used the temporary lull in fighting to rearm and prepare

for further hostilities. It is likely not a coincidence that the end of these talks was followed by

favorable battlefield outcomes for Israel.74 Further work is necessary to ascertain the strategic logic

behind these forms of bad-faith negotiations in contemporary conflicts, particularly with respect

to when and how international pressures for peace may impact this calculus. If some negotiations

indeed go beyond being merely unsuccessful to being cynically used to promote a war effort, then

knowledge about those dynamics would be a critical step forward in our academic and policy-based

understanding of modern wartime diplomacy.

73Iklé 1964; Pillar 1983.
74Tal 2004.
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Appendix A: Defining and Coding Battles
Definitions of battles tend to be broad and attempt to capture units of combat in a manner that
minimizes ex post assessments. Three examples attest to this.

• “At the simplest level, a battle is any clash between organised forces of combatants. While
this allows no distinction in scope, scale or significance, considerations such as significance are
often applied only in retrospect and may have very little to do with scope or scale.” (Jaques
2007)

• “A battle is usually defined as a general fight or encounter between hostile military forces.
Some of the elements of the definition include length of time of the encounter, scale (intensity)
of fighting, size of the forces involved, influence of a particular campaign, and decisiveness
of the action. A battle may be further defined by distinguishing it from a skirmish, a raid,
or a siege. This book, however, uses the term battle in the broadest sense—that is, as a
confrontation between opposing armed forces that resulted in casualties or in a change in the
military position.” (Eggenberger 1985)

• “A battle is combat between major forces, each having opposing assigned or perceived opera-
tional missions, in which each side seeks to impose its will on the opponent by accomplishing
its own mission, while preventing the opponent from achieving his. A battle starts when
one side initiates mission-directed combat and ends when one side accomplishes its mission or
when one or both sides fail to accomplish the mission(s). Battles are often parts of campaigns.
Battles between large forces usually are made up of several engagements, and can last from
a few days to several weeks.” (Dupuy 1987)

Note that campaigns are a fundamentally different unit of combat. Campaigns are aimed are
achieving strategic goals (those that relate to national policy and the entire conflict), while battles
focus on realizing operational goals (those concerning the actual employment of military forces to
gain an advantage over the enemy to advance the strategic objective).1 This distinction is strong;
campaigns are not individual battles, but composed of many constituent battles. For example, the
Gallipoli Campaign of World War I consists of 19 battles.

Despite the apparent abstract nature of the definition of a “battle,” most battles are not
controversial and are recorded across multiple sources. Table 1 shows how different resources vary
in their coverage of the Seven Weeks’ War between Austria and Prussia in 1866. While I do not
include dates here, all sources agree on battles that they discuss.

This table is a good representation of how thoroughly each resource catalogs battles, and why
I use Jaques’s dictionary as the backbone of my battle data. Jaques almost always provides the
most comprehensive list of battles. Eggenberger simply covers fewer battles for all wars, focusing
on events that were often retrospectively seen to have strategic importance to the overall war.
Clodfelter and Showalter write about individual wars in extended narratives. As a consequence,
their review of battles tends to be driven by a chronological and continuous flow that focuses on
strategically key battles and smaller battles that happen to be part of the larger narrative. Also
note that the CDB90—the current quantitative database of record—only contains a single battle
for this entire conflict.2

1Rogers, Clifford J. 2006. “Strategy, Operational Design, and Tactics.” In International Encyclopedia or Military
History, ed. James C. Bradford. New York: Routledge.

2Both Showalter and the CDB90 include the Battle of Custoza, which is not on this table. However, the Battle
of Custozza takes place between Italy and Austria and is typically counted as part of a separate Italian War of
Independence (not recorded in COW).
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Battles (Jaques) Clodfelter Eggenberger Showalter CDB90

Aschaffenburg
Blumenau
Gerchsheim
Gitschin X X
Hammelburg
Helmstadt
Huhnerwasser
Kissingen
Koniggratz X X X X
Langensalza X X X
Laufach
Liebenau
Munchengratz X X
Nachod X X
Podol
Schweinschadel
Skalitz X
Soor X
Tauberbischofsheim
Tobitschau
Trautenau X X
Werbach
Wiesenthal
Wurzburg
Zella

Table 1: Battle coverage for the Seven Weeks’ War (1866).

Looking at the coverage of battles across these five sources, seveal battles in Table 1 are only
included in Jaques’s dictionary. However, each of these battles is documented in more detailed
historical texts that focus solely on the Seven Weeks’ War. Wright and Hozier (1872) provide a
very comprehensive example.3

It is worth emphasizing that all of these resources agree upon what constitutes a battle. Dif-
ferences in the number of recorded events is based on the depth of coverage, and not fundamental
conflicts about what the unit of analysis captures.4

A.1: Example Codings
I present four example entries from Jaques’s dictionary and discuss how each one’s outcome is
coded. These examples underscore how codings are relatively straightforward. The names in bold
refer to other battles included in the dictionary and are in bold in the original dictionary text.

3Wright, Charles H. and Henry M. Hozier. 1924. The Campaign of 1866 in Germany. London: Harrison and
Sons.

4In contrast, we could imagine a scenario where one collection records ten battles to represent what another
collection considers to be a single battle.

3



Minsk | 1941 | World War II (Eastern Front)

When Germany invaded Russia, Panzer Generals Heinz Guderian and Herman Hoth
circled behind Minsk, where they trapped 15 Soviet divisions. The double encirclement
of Minsk and Bialystok yielded 320,000 prisoners, 2,500 tanks and 1,400 guns, and
Russian Commander Dmitri Pavlov was arrested and shot. The Germans continued
east towards Smolensk (22 June-9 July 1941).

The narrative makes clear that German forces attacked the Soviets. Moreover, the Germans
handily won this battle on multiple dimensions, including the seizure of Minsk. Since German/Axis
forces are the initiator of the overall war and also the attacker in this battle, this battle gets a score
of +1. The positive sign reflects the fact that the war initiator won the battle, and the magnitude
of 1 reflects the fact that the attacker won the battle.

Cañada Tarija | 1934 | Chaco War

When Bolivian forces in the disputed Chaco Boreal concentrated near Picuiba under
Colonel Francisco Peña, Paraguayan Colonel Frederico Smith advanced northwest from
Camacho and encircled Colonel Angel Bav́ıa at Cañada Tarija. Almost 1,200 Bolivians
were forced to surrender, after which Bav́ıa committed suicide and Peña was dismissed
from command (26-27 March 1934).

The paragraph indicates that Paraguayan forces took the offensive against the Bolivians and
realized a relatively decisive victory that involved a surrender of military forces. Paraguay was the
target of the overall war, and Bolivia was the initiator. Therefore, the victor at Cañada Tarija was
the war target, leading to a score of −1.

Ouadi Doum | 1987 | Libyan-Chad War

When Libya sent two columns 50 miles south from Ouadi Doum to retake Fada, both
were routed with terrible losses and Chad’s army advanced after brutal fighting to take
Ouadi Doum and huge booty. The disaster cost Libya perhaps 3,000 killed and her
occupation of northern Chad was effectively over. Further Libyan defeat at Maaten-as-
Sarra in September ended the war (19-22 March 1987).

The description indicates that Libya started the battle by sending forces against Chadians at
Fada. However, Libya suffered a resounding loss and was driven out. Chadian forces thus managed
to maintain their position in Ouadi Doum. Chad was the war initiator, so the battle score is +1.

Plevna (2nd) | 1877 | Russo-Turkish Wars

With the Danube fortresses of Svistov and Nicopolis secured, Grand Duke Nicholas
marched south against Plevna, defended by 30,000 Turks under Osman Pasha. Follow-
ing costly Russian assaults in July General Mikhail Skobelev led a fresh attack, which
captured two redoubts. However, he was driven out with a claimed 20,000 casualties
and the siege continued (10-12 September 1877).

Russian forces took the offensive against a Turkish stronghold and suffered a humiliating loss.
The Turks successfully repulsed an assault and maintained their position in Plevna. Turkey was
the target of this war, so the assault on Plevna gets a score of −1.
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A.2: Comparisons of Battle Narratives
For illustrative purposes, I show how four sources—Jaques, Clodfelter, Eggenberger, and Showalter—
record several identical battles. These comparisons demonstrate how most records agree upon the
key features of each battle, and how I reconcile any differences that may arise.

Battle of Plevna
As previously mentioned, Turkey was the target of the Russo-Turkish War and was the defender
in this particular battle. Given that Turkey defended its position against the Russians, the assault
on Plevna gets a score of −1, where the negative sign reflects a victory by a war target.

Showalter only describes Plevna in terms of a single siege. The other sources also acknowledge
that Plevna was besieged for months but specifically identify several distinct battles where Russian
forces make concentrated assaults to break through. I adopt the predominant approach here and
record the constituent battles.

Jaques:

With the Danube fortresses of Svistov and Nicopolis secured, Grand Duke Nicholas
marched south against Plevna, defended by 30,000 Turks under Osman Pasha. Follow-
ing costly Russian assaults in July General Mikhail Skobelev led a fresh attack, which
captured two redoubts. However, he was driven out with a claimed 20,000 casualties
and the siege continued (10-12 September 1877).

Clodfelter:

The third attack on Plevna, the “Great Assault,” fell on September 11 after a 4-day,
30,000-round shelling that killed or wounded 500 Turks.... All along the perimeter of
Plevna the attackers lost on those two days 18,600 killed or wounded and 2,000 taken
prisoner. Osman’s stalwarts lost about 5,000 dead or disabled. After this disastrous
failure, Frants Todleben, the hero of Sevastopol, was put in charge of siege operations.

Eggenberger:

The Russian army of investment, now 90,000 strong, launched a new assault on Septem-
ber 11 under the command of Grand Duke Michael, younger brother of Nicholas and
Czar Alexander II. A force led by Gen. Mikhail Skobelev captured two redoubts on the
southwest, but a Turkish counterattack regained the positions the second day. In all,
the Russians lost 20,000 men in the futile two-day battle. Turkish casualties were about
5,000. The firm Ottoman resistance aroused the admiration of most of the civilized
world.

Showalter:

A force of 110,000 Russian, Romanian and Bulgarian troops under the Grand Duke
Nicholas and Prince Carol I of Romania defeated Osman Nuri Pasha’s 40,000-strong
Turkish garrison, but sustained an estimated 40,000 casualties.
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Battle of Sinope
The four entries all agree on the basic information about the Battle of Sinope during the Crimean
War: the battle attacker (Russia), battle defender (Turkey), date (November 30, 1853), and out-
come (victory for Russia). Since Turkey was the initiator of the overall war, any of these four
accounts produces a score of +1.

Jaques:

Near the start of the war, Russian Admiral Paul Nakhimov attacked Sinope Harbour
on the Black Sea, where Osman Pasha commanded nine frigates and three corvettes.
With Russia using newly invented naval shells against wooden hulls, the Turkish fleet
was utterly destroyed. Over 4,000 died, including Osam fatally wounded. Only one
steamer escaped in the smoke (30 November 1853).

Clodfelter:

This Russian defeat [at the Danube] was more than balanced when at the end of the
month Admiral Paul S. Nakhimov led a squadron of 6 ships-of-the-line, 3 frigates, and
several smaller ships against Turkish Admiral Hussein Pasha’s flotilla of 7 frigates, 3
corvettes, and 2 small steamers anchored in Sinope Harbor on the Black Sea coast of
Anatolia. The Russian ships, firing new explosive shells instead of the traditional round
shot, massacred the smaller Turkish vessels.... November 30, 1853.

Eggenberger:

Although Turkey (Abdul Medjid I) opened the war with a victory over Turris along
the Danube on November 4, the contest at sea took a different turn. Czar Nicholas I
sent a Russian fleet across the Black Sea. On November 30 the Russian vessels trapped
nine Turkish ships in the harbor at Sinope. A heavy, no-quarter bombardment totally
destroyed the Ottoman squadron and harbor installations. More than 4,000 Turks were
killed. The battle aroused the indignation of Great Britain and France, who promptly
ordered their fleets into the Black Sea to protect Turkish shipping. The war would soon
widen.

Showalter:

30 November 1853: A Russian flotilla of 12 ships under Nakhimov attacked an Ottoman
flotilla of 14 ships under Osman Pasha at Sinope, on the northern coast of modern-day
Turkey. The Ottoman force also head support from shore batteries. Superior Russian
gunnery and ammunition won a decisive victory. While Nakhimov suffered damage to
three ships, the Russians destroyed the entire Ottoman flotilla and knocked out two
shore batteries.
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Se La and Bomdi La
The battles at Se La and Bomdi La took place during the 1962 Sino-Indian (Assam) War. The
narratives below are relatively short and/or devoid of precise statistics. (The fact that two sources
discuss them simultaneously attests to the lack of specific information they contain.) They are
examples of battles that lack reliable measures of force deployments or casualties, which prevents
a dataset from including such variables.

Nonetheless, these records indicate that the Chinese initiated and won both battles. China is
the overall war initiator, so both battles receive a score of +1. I defer to the dates Jaques provides,
as they are more precise than those in the other sources. The relatively higher detail of Jaques’s
narratives also lend greater credibility.

Jaques (two separate entries):

[Se La] In the wake of Chinese victory at the Namka Chu in northeast India (20 October),
the border war eased for diplomatic manoeuvring and India reinforced the forward
position at Se La. When the Chinese attacked again in force, Brigadier Hoshiar Singh
initially held them off and inflicted costly losses. He was finally overwhelmed and the
invaders drove south on Bomdila (16 November 1962).

[Bomdi La] Renewing their offensive in the border war in northeast India, Chinese forces
took Se La, then drove south through Dirang Dzong towards the last major Indian
position at Bomdila, where troops under General Anant Singh Pathania were badly
beaten in a major defeat. China declared a unilateral ceasefire and partly withdrew,
but retained some key strategic conquests (18-19 November 1962).

Clodfelter:

Se La and Bombdi were the locations of two heavily fortified Indian positions in the
North-east Frontier Agency during the 1962 Sino-Indian War. Se La was cut off and
Bombdi fell to Chinese attacks between 17 and 20 November 1962.

Eggenberger: No entries.

Showalter:

...November 17-21, practically wiped out the Indian 4th Infantry Division at Se La and
Bomdi La on the western flank of the NEFA front and captured Walong on the eastern
flank.
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Appendix B: Descriptive Statistics
Below are descriptive statistics for all wars, also broken down to pre-1945 and post-1945. Table 2
provides some summaries of several features of war, such as their average length, proportion of time
spent in negotiations, and so on. Tables 3 and 4 present summary statistics of the variables used
in the statistical analysis.

Table 2: Summary statistics at the war level.

Min. 1Q Med. Mean 3Q Max.
War length (days) All 5.00 59.75 152.00 402.15 443.00 3735.00

Pre-1945 7.00 67.00 181.00 418.90 507.00 2175.00
Post-1945 5.00 31.00 93.00 374.90 262.50 3735.00

Battle length (days) All 1.00 1.00 3.00 20.50 13.00 2075.00
Pre-1945 1.00 1.00 3.00 21.64 13.00 2075.00
Post-1945 1.00 2.00 5.00 14.89 14.00 326.00

Negotiation length (days) All 1.00 3.00 9.00 33.49 29.00 1306.00
Pre-1945 1.00 2.75 9.00 23.42 29.75 192.00
Post-1945 1.00 3.00 9.00 49.49 27.00 1306.00

Number of negotiations All 1.00 1.00 1.5 2.05 3.00 10.00
Pre-1945 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.42 3.00 8.00
Post-1945 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.92 3.00 10.00

Total battles All 1.00 3.50 6.00 17.92 12.00 453.00
Pre-1945 1.00 4.00 7.00 24.00 15.00 453.00
Post-1945 1.00 3.00 6.00 8.79 8.75 50.00

First neg. (prop. of war) All 0.00 0.22 0.64 0.60 0.99 1.00
Pre-1945 0.00 0.35 0.78 0.64 0.98 1.00
Post-1945 0.00 0.09 0.44 0.53 1.00 1.00

Prop. w/ negotiations All 0.00 0.01 0.07 0.16 0.24 0.75
Pre-1945 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.13 0.19 0.52
Post-1945 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.21 0.39 0.75

Table 3: Summary statistics for continuous variables.

Min. 1Q Med. Mean 3Q Max.
Issue salience All 0.00 2.00 2.00 2.49 3.00 4.00

Pre-1945 0.00 2.00 2.00 2.31 3.00 4.00
Post-1945 0.00 2.00 2.00 2.82 4.00 4.00

CINC ratio All 0.01 0.30 0.52 0.55 0.82 0.99
Pre-1945 0.02 0.31 0.52 0.55 0.80 0.99
Post-1945 0.01 0.28 0.53 0.56 0.93 0.99

Instability (60-day) All 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.39 1.00 25.00
Pre-1945 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.75 2.00 25.00
Post-1945 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.73 1.00 10.00

Active battles All 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.04 1.00 23.00
Pre-1945 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.38 1.00 23.00
Post-1945 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.42 1.00 8.00

Completed battles (logged) All 0.00 1.39 2.30 2.36 2.89 6.11
Pre-1945 0.00 1.39 2.30 2.36 2.89 6.11
Post-1945 0.00 1.39 2.57 2.28 3.37 3.83

8



Table 4: Summary statistics for binary variables.

0 (No) 1 (Yes)
Negotiation All 30,517 (0.828) 6,332 (0.172)

Pre-1945 21,007 (0.885) 2,719 (0.115)
Post-1945 9,510 (0.725) 3,613 (0.275)

Contiguity All 16,658 (0.452) 20,191 (0.548)
Pre-1945 10,817 (0.456) 12,909 (0.544)
Post-1945 5,841 (0.445) 7,282 (0.555)

Democratic belligerent All 26,592 (0.722) 10,257 (0.278)
Pre-1945 17,451 (0.736) 6,275 (0.264)
Post-1945 9,141 (0.697) 3,982 (0.303)

Major/Nuclear belligerent All 16,241 (0.441) 20,608 (0.599)
Pre-1945 9,791 (0.413) 13,935 (0.587)
Post-1945 6,450 (0.492) 6,673 (0.508)

Post-Cold War All 35,072 (0.952) 1,777 (0.048)
Pre-1945 N/A N/A
Post-1945 11,346 (0.865) 1,777 (0.135)
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Appendix C: United Nations Security Council Resolutions
Tables 5 and 6 list the 83 United Nations Security Council resolutions I use as indicators of inter-
national pressure for peace during post-1945 conflicts. A very brief (and incomplete) summary is
also provided.
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Table 5: UN Security Council resolutions passed that promoted peace in wars initiated between 1947 and
1980.

War name Date UNSCR Purpose
First Kashmir 1/20/1948 39 Establishes three-member commission
First Kashmir 4/21/1948 47 Seeks resolution and mediation
First Kashmir 6/3/1948 51 Relating to commission
Arab-Israeli 5/22/1948 49 Orders ceasefire
Arab-Israeli 5/29/1948 50 Orders ceasefire
Arab-Israeli 7/7/1948 53 Appeals for prolonging of ceasefire
Arab-Israeli 7/15/1948 54 Calls for ceasefire
Arab-Israeli 8/19/1948 56 Seeks truce in Palestine
Arab-Israeli 9/18/1948 57 On assassination of Bernadotte
Arab-Israeli 10/19/1948 59 On assassination and recalls previous resolutions
Arab-Israeli 10/29/1948 60 Creates subcommittee on Palestine
Arab-Israeli 11/4/1948 61 Calls for truce and relates to committee
Arab-Israeli 11/16/1948 62 Calls for ceasefire
Arab-Israeli 12/29/1948 66 Demands implementation of 61
Korean 6/25/1950 82 Calls on cessation of hostilities
Korean 6/27/1950 83 Calls on cessation of hostilities
Korean 7/7/1950 84 Establishes UN Command
Korean 7/31/1950 85 Requests support for UNC
Korean 11/8/1950 88 Summons PRC representatives to discussions
Soviet Invasion of Hungary 11/4/1956 120 Passes discussion to emergency session of UNGA
Second Kashmir 9/4/1965 209 Calls for ceasefire
Second Kashmir 9/6/1965 210 Calls for ceasefire
Second Kashmir 9/20/1965 211 Demands ceasefire
Second Kashmir 9/27/1965 214 Demands ceasefire
Second Kashmir 11/5/1965 215 Demands meeting of representatives with UNSG
Six Day War 6/6/1967 233 Calls for ceasefire between Israel and Syria
Six Day War 6/7/1967 234 Calls for Middle East ceasefire
Six Day War 6/9/1967 235 Requests UNSG to meet with Israel and Syria
Six Day War 6/11/1967 236 Condemns Israel-Syria ceasefire violation
Six Day War 6/14/1967 237 Calls on Israel to ensure safety of civilians and refugees
Yom Kippur War 10/22/1973 338 Calls for ceasefire
Yom Kippur War 10/23/1973 339 Reaffirms 338
Yom Kippur War 10/25/1973 340 Demands ceasefire and establishes emergency force
Yom Kippur War 10/27/1973 341 Establishes emergency force formally
Turco-Cypriot 7/20/1974 353 Demands withdrawal and negotiations
Turco-Cypriot 7/23/1974 354 Calls for ceasefire
Turco-Cypriot 8/1/1974 355 Calls UNSG to take action on possible ceasefire
Turco-Cypriot 8/14/1974 357 Calls for ceasefire and negotiations
Turco-Cypriot 8/15/1974 358 Deplores non-compliance with 357
Turco-Cypriot 8/15/1974 359 Deplores killing of peacekeepers, calls parties to cooperate
Turco-Cypriot 8/16/1974 360 Disapproves military actions of Turkey
Turco-Cypriot 8/30/1974 361 Calls upon alleviation of human suffering
Turco-Cypriot 12/13/1974 364 Extends peacekeeping force
Iran-Iraq 9/28/1980 470 Calls for ceasefire
Iran-Iraq 7/12/1982 514 Notes mediation efforts, calls for ceasefire
Iran-Iraq 10/4/1982 522 Calls for ceasefire
Iran-Iraq 10/31/1983 540 Condemns international law violations, requests mediation to proceed
Iran-Iraq 2/24/1986 582 Deplores use to chemical weapons, calls for ceasefire
Iran-Iraq 10/8/1986 588 Calls for implementation of 582
Iran-Iraq 7/20/1987 598 Demands ceasefire
Iran-Iraq 5/9/1988 612 Condemns use of chemical weapons
Iran-Iraq 8/9/1988 619 Creates UNIIMOG to observe ceasefire implementation
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Table 6: UN Security Council resolutions passed that promoted peace in wars initiated between 1982 and
2003.

War name Date UNSCR Purpose
Falkland Islands 4/3/1982 502 Demands ceasefire
Falkland Islands 5/26/1982 505 Urges cooperation to end ceasefire
War over Lebanon 6/5/1982 508 Demands ceasefire
War over Lebanon 6/6/1982 509 Demands Israeli withdrawal
War over Lebanon 6/18/1982 511 Extends mandate of UN Interim Force in Lebanon
War over Lebanon 6/19/1982 512 Calls for respecting humanitarian conditions and aid
War over Lebanon 7/4/1982 513 Calls for respecting humanitarian conditions and aid
War over Lebanon 7/29/1982 515 Demands Israel lift blockade on Beirut to allow aid
War over Lebanon 8/1/1982 516 Demands ceasefire and note violations
War over Lebanon 8/4/1982 517 Calls Israel to return troops to previous positions
War over Lebanon 8/12/1982 518 Demands parties to observe previous resolutions
War over Lebanon 8/17/1982 519 Extends mandate of UN Interim Force in Lebanon
War over Lebanon 9/17/1982 520 Demands Israeli withdrawal
War over Lebanon 9/19/1982 521 Condemns massacre of Palestinians in Beirut
Gulf War 8/2/1990 660 Condemns Iraq
Gulf War 8/6/1990 661 Sanctions Iraq
Gulf War 8/18/1990 664 Demands Iraqi withdrawal
Gulf War 8/25/1990 665 Sanctions Iraq
Gulf War 9/16/1990 667 Condemns attack on foreign diplomatic personnel
Gulf War 9/25/1990 670 Sanctions Iraqi civil aviation
Gulf War 11/28/1990 677 Condemns Iraq
Gulf War 11/29/1990 678 Authorizes Gulf War to uphold previous resolutions
Gulf War 3/2/1991 686 Suspends military operations, demands resolution implementation
Gulf War 4/3/1991 687 Establishes terms for ending war
Gulf War 4/5/1991 688 Demands Iraq end its dictatorship
Gulf War 4/9/1991 689 Establishes UN Iraq-Kuwait Observation Mission
Bosnian Independence 2/21/1992 743 Establishes peacekeeping mission
Bosnian Independence 4/7/1992 749 Authorizes deployment of forces to former Yugoslavia
Bosnian Independence 5/15/1992 752 Demands ceasefire
Bosnian Independence 5/20/1992 755 Admits Bosnia and Herzegovina into UN
Bosnian Independence 6/8/1992 758 Enlarges UN Protection Force, calls for humanitarian consideration
Bosnian Independence 6/18/1992 760 Sanctions Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
Bosnian Independence 6/29/1992 761 Calls for additional deployments for UN Protection Force
Bosnian Independence 6/30/1992 762 Establishes joint commission, strengthens force
Bosnian Independence 7/13/1992 764 Calls for adherence to ceasefire
Azeri-Armenian 4/30/1993 822 Demands ceasefire
Azeri-Armenian 7/29/1993 852 Demands ceasefire and withdrawal
Azeri-Armenian 10/14/1993 874 Calls for preserving ceasefire and withdrawal
Azeri-Armenian 11/12/1993 884 Condemns ceasefire violations, demands ceasefire
Badme Border 6/26/1998 1177 Demands ceasefire
Badme Border 1/29/1999 1226 Urges Eritrea to accept settlement
Badme Border 2/10/1999 1227 Demands ceasefire
Badme Border 5/12/2000 1297 Demands ceasefire
Badme Border 5/17/2000 1298 Imposes arms embargo
Badme Border 7/31/2000 1312 Establishes UN Mission in Ethiopia and Eritrea
Badme Border 9/15/2000 1320 Authorizes deployment of forces
War for Kosovo 5/14/1999 1239 Calls for access to displaced persons for aid
War for Kosovo 6/10/1999 1244 Establishes Interim Administration in Kosovo
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Appendix D: Structural Break Test
In the main text, I describe a structural break test where the time series of interest is the total
number of war-days featuring negotiations in each year between 1823 and 2003. The tests incor-
porate measures for the total number of wars and the total number of war-days in each year. The
model with the best (lowest) Bayesian information criterion identifies two breaks at 1945 and 1972.
This appendix presents more comprehensive results.

Table 7 shows statistics for model fit for m breaks, where m can range from 0 to 5. Note
that the BIC is lowest for m = 2. Table 8 identifies the same structural breaks but includes the
95% confidence intervals. The intervals lend even more support for the m = 2 model. Confidence
intervals become very large with higher numbers of breaks. In the case of m = 3, the model fails to
identify a valid lower bound for the 1852 break. All models with at least two breaks feature narrow
bounds around 1945 and 1972.

m 0 1 2 3 4 5
RSS 808,989.690 655,702.005 382,125.700 363,753.762 349,025.019 336,261.494
BIC 2,107.018 2,088.846 2,009.317 2,021.055 2,034.270 2,048.244
Year(s) 1947 1945 1852 1852 1852

1972 1945 1881 1881
1972 1945 1914

1972 1945
1972

Table 7: Results from structural break test.

m
1 [1923, 1947, 1951]
2 [1941, 1945, 1946] [1971, 1972, 1976]
3 [1714, 1852, 1866] [1941, 1945, 1946] [1971, 1972, 1976]
4 [1830, 1852, 1857] [1850, 1881, 1905] [1941, 1945, 1946] [1971, 1972, 1976]
5 [1830, 1852, 1857] [1865, 1881, 1888] [1897, 1914, 1933] [1941, 1945, 1946] [1971, 1972, 1976]

Table 8: Structural breaks with 95% confidence intervals. Each entry is [lower bound, identified break,
upper bound].
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Appendix E: Other Instability Time Frames
The main analysis uses a measure of battlefield instability that is based on the previous 60 days of
fighting. Here, I test whether my main result is robust to the use of other time frames.

Table 9 replicates the same analysis using a 30-day variant of the instability measure. The posi-
tive relationship between battlefield instability and the passage of UNSCRs urging peace disappears
in Model 2, which is the hazard model with full controls. However, positive and statistically signif-
icant findings remain for the bivariate hazard model, as well as both versions of logistic regressions
with Firth’s correction. This potentially indicates that shorter retrospective views of instability are
not quite as strong in inviting international pressures of peace and diplomacy.

Table 10 uses a 90-day measure. Results are consistently strong across all four models. Note
that the statistical significance of instability becomes increasingly more robust as the time frame
increases in Model 2. It is not significant to any useful level when using the 30-day measure; it is
significant at the 90% level with the 60-day window (see main text); and it is significant at the 95%
using the 90-day measure. In terms of a counting process, instability over longer periods of time
seem to better explain international pressures.
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Table 9: Cox proportional hazard models and logistic regressions (with Firth’s correction), addressing
Hypothesis 4, using 30-day window for instability. Cox models are stratified by Post-Cold War.

Dependent variable:

UNSCR Passage

Cox PH Logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Instability (30-day) 0.626∗∗∗ 0.109 0.178∗∗ 0.444∗∗∗

(0.142) (0.090) (0.079) (0.067)
Issue salience 1.213∗∗ −0.412∗∗∗

(0.410) (0.151)
Contiguity −0.844 −0.152

(0.744) (0.350)
CINC ratio 0.442 −0.019

(0.458) (0.396)
Democracy −1.385∗ 0.829∗∗∗

(0.731) (0.287)
Major/Nuclear 0.264 −0.231

(0.682) (0.320)
Active battles 0.170 0.206∗∗

(0.113) (0.092)
Completed battles 1.108∗∗∗ −0.492∗∗∗

(0.287) (0.148)
Post-Cold War −0.500∗∗∗ −0.104

(0.115) (0.305)
Constant −3.167∗∗∗ −3.649∗∗∗

(0.317) (0.635)

Observations 13,123 13,123 13,123 13,123
Events 83 83
Clustered SEs (War) X X
War FEs X

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
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Table 10: Cox proportional hazard models and logistic regressions (with Firth’s correction), addressing
Hypothesis 4, using 90-day window for instability. Cox models are stratified by Post-Cold War.

Dependent variable:

UNSCR Passage

Cox PH Logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Instability (90-day) 0.481∗∗∗ 0.218∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗ 0.474∗∗∗

(0.128) (0.088) (0.062) (0.069)
Issue salience 1.156∗∗ −0.469∗∗∗

(0.412) (0.149)
Contiguity −0.779 −0.016

(0.733) (0.366)
CINC ratio 0.770 0.403

(0.502) (0.435)
Democracy −1.515∗∗ 0.752∗∗

(0.747) (0.300)
Major/Nuclear 0.264 −0.392

(0.675) (0.328)
Active battles 0.184 0.206∗∗

(0.115) (0.096)
Completed battles 0.850∗∗ −0.645∗∗∗

(0.307) (0.165)
Post-Cold War −0.487∗∗∗ 0.021

(0.116) (0.314)
Constant −3.466∗∗∗ −3.833∗∗∗

(0.343) (0.662)

Observations 13,123 13,123 13,123 13,123
Events 83 83
Clustered SEs (War) X X
War FEs X

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
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Appendix F: A Multistate Model
For the sake of familiarity and accessibility, the main paper opts to use a series of logistic regres-
sions and Cox proportional hazard models to understand the propensity and effects of intra-war
negotiations. A great deal of serial correlation in the negotiation data suggests that the act of (not)
negotiating is better treated as a transition from one phase to another, rather than a discrete choice
made at each time t. See Table 11. This is indeed how negotiations work: Parties agree to meet for
sustained periods of time, and do not constantly restart talks once they fail. Furthermore, although
the bargaining model of war implies that negotiations set the stage for settlements, factors that
encourage diplomatic communications may not be the same or have the same effect as those that
push wars to a conclusion (Findley 2012).

To (t+ 1)
No Negotiation Negotiation Termination

From (t)
No Negotiation 30,242 (0.992) 178 (0.006) 52 (0.002)

Negotiation 140 (0.022) 6,105 (0.971) 40 (0.006)

Table 11: Transition matrix showing potential state changes from day t to day t+ 1 of a war. Proportions
per row in parentheses.

Model Overview
All these considerations point to the use of a multistate Markov model.5 Metzger and Jones (2016)
provide a useful overview and justification of multistate models, so I will limit my discussion to
key points relevant to this study. A multistate model is a series of stratified Cox hazard models,
where we determine what factors may influence the duration of a single phase before it transitions
to another. In our context, a multistate model lets us analyze when and how wars enter and exit
negotiations, as well as when and how they end, in a single setting.6 Wars can move in and out of
negotiations until they eventually come to an end. Moreover, unlike a logistic regression, multistate
models allow for variables to have different effects for each transition.

We must define the potential states during war. Figure 1 illustrates the three states included
in my model, as well as their relationships. Each war-day is one of three states: war without nego-
tiations (W ), war with negotiations (N), or termination of conflict (T ). Periods with negotiations
can include active hostilities; the main distinction is whether or not negotiations take place. The

No Negotiation
(W )

Negotiation
(N)

Termination
(T )

Figure 1: State diagram of war. The letters W , N , and T are abbreviations used throughout the results.

5I use the R package msm (Jackson 2011).
6An alternative might be separate logit and hazard models for negotiations and terminations, respectively.
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Table 12: Multistate model on the post-1945 shift without controls. Standard errors in parentheses, and
hazard ratios in brackets.

Transition:

W → N N →W W → T N → T

Post-1945 0.337∗∗ −0.584∗∗∗ 0.796∗∗∗ −1.521∗∗∗

(0.154) (0.171) (0.277) (0.378)
[1.401] [0.558] [2.216] [0.218]

Observations 36,849 36,849 36,849 36,849
Log-likelihood −2, 369.475

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01

model permits repeated movement in and out of negotiations (recursive transitions), and war can
terminate from either state. This reflects the fact that some wars do end with military activity.
War termination is an absorbing state; every conflict eventually reaches this point and then is
finished.

Returning briefly to Table 11, the large entries in the table were for W →W (fighting without
negotiations) and N → N (remaining in negotiations) indicate high serial correlation in the data.
This enhances the case for using a Markov model.7 These states are the outcome variables we seek
to explain.

Results
Table 12 displays the results from a simple model that looks only at the effect of being a post-
1945 conflict. Note that the entire table encompasses one model, with each column reflecting the
results for a particular transition. The first and second columns, when considered sequentially,
present corroborating evidence for Hypothesis 1. The positive coefficient for entering negotiations
(W → N) indicates that post-1945 wars tend to enter negotiations more quickly. The negative
coefficient for N → W then shows that once post-1945 wars are in a state of negotiation, they
tend to stay there longer compared to pre-1945 conflicts. Put together, these results show that
negotiations start more quickly and last longer—and thus, are more common—in post-1945 wars.

The last column of Table 12 speaks to Hypothesis 2, which predicted that negotiations in
post-1945 conflicts should be less likely to result in the termination of conflict. The negative
and statistically significant coefficient strongly supports the notion that negotiations in post-1945
conflicts are much less likely to terminate conflicts than negotiations in pre-1945 conflicts.

Table 13 adds a series of control variables. It appears that the post-1945 environment may not
explain when negotiations begin (non-significant effect for W → N). However, when negotiations do
occur, some feature of the post-1945 environment decreases their likelihood of being ended (negative
coefficient for N → W ). This supports Hypothesis 1. Additionally, the post-1945 variable helps
to explain the decreased likelihood of negotiations leading to the overall termination of hostilities
(negative coefficient for N → T ), which bolsters Hypothesis 2.8

7Processes with the Markov property are considered to be memoryless; the conditional probability of the state in
time t+ 1 is only dependent on factors at time t and not the times before it.

8Note that looking at transitions from N → T is analogous to the Post-1945 × Negotiation interaction term in the
main paper’s proportional hazard model, except that negotiations are treated as a potential state in the multistate
model.
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Estimates for some of the other variables are also worth mention and highlight the utility
of allowing factors to have differential effects on individual transitions. Issue salience appears to
hamper the initiation of negotiations (W → N) as well as their success (N → T ). This suggests that
the key disagreement of the war undermines diplomatic efforts. Positive coefficients on post-Cold
War for W → N and N →W suggest that more recent wars have bounced in and out of negotiations
more frequently, but this activity also has no further impact on patterns of war termination. Such
findings arguably provide more evidence for my argument: International pressures may have become
even higher and easier to exert—perhaps to a fault—once Cold War tensions dissipated. Lastly,
positive estimates for momentum across most transitions shows that clear recent battlefield trends
play an important role in forcing belligerents to consider new strategies and adjust bargaining
positions.
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Table 13: Multistate model on the post-1945 shift with controls. Standard errors in parentheses, and
hazard ratios in brackets.

Transition:

W → N N →W W → T N → T

Post-1945 0.370∗ −0.626∗∗ 0.923∗∗ −0.977∗

(0.210) (0.288) (0.376) (0.555)
[1.447] [0.535] [2.517] [0.376]

Issue salience −0.423∗∗∗ −0.130 −0.365∗∗ −0.815∗∗∗

(0.101) (0.132) (0.184) (0.224)
[0.655] [0.878] [0.694] [0.443]

Contiguity −0.119 0.790∗∗∗ 0.178 1.091∗∗

(0.195) (0.284) (0.347) (0.465)
[0.888] [2.203] [1.194] [2.976]

CINC ratio 0.204 −0.692∗∗ 1.016∗ −1.694∗∗

(0.321) (0.338) (0.601) (0.689)
[1.226] [0.501] [2.761] [0.184]

Democracy 0.301 0.198 0.644∗∗ 0.012
(0.183) (0.190) (0.324) (0.390)
[1.351] [1.219] [1.903] [1.012]

Major/Nuclear −0.061 −0.158 −0.009 0.152
(0.189) (0.258) (0.333) (0.417)
[0.941] [0.854] [0.991] [1.165]

Instability 0.131∗∗∗ 0.026 0.264∗∗∗ 0.161∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.040) (0.045) (0.041)
[1.140] [1.027] [1.302] [1.174]

Active battles −0.085 0.118∗ −0.333∗∗ −0.569∗∗∗

(0.053) (0.065) (0.140) (0.212)
[0.918] [1.125] [0.717] [0.566]

Completed battles −0.143∗ −0.236∗∗ −0.224 0.105
(0.085) (0.107) (0.166) (0.207)
[0.867] [0.790] [0.799] [1.111]

Interwar period 0.270 −0.348 −0.239 −0.425
(0.212) (0.276) (0.466) (0.458)
[1.310] [0.706] [0.787] [0.654]

Post-Cold War 0.914∗∗∗ 0.789∗∗ 0.357 −0.230
(0.271) (0.320) (0.500) (0.838)
[2.495] [2.200] [1.429] [0.795]

Observations 36,849 36,849 36,849 36,849
Log-likelihood −2, 238.314

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
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