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  Preface


  This book is a revised version of Jacques Koko’s dissertation, submitted to the Graduate School of Humanities and Social Sciences at Nova Southeastern University in Florida on July 9, 2008. It presents an empirical assessment of United Nations peacekeeping operations (UNPKOs), in an effort to identify the major variables or factors that determine the success or failure of such operations. The decision to study the determinants of success in UNPKOs emerges out of our shared concern about the widespread belief that UN peacekeeping operations are often not successful, as well as from our desire to inform scholars, practitioners and the general public about the conditions in which they can be made more successful.


  Our study uses data from the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations’ website and other relevant sources to compile an original dataset on 15 variables representing the most important characteristics of 46 peacekeeping operations carried out by the United Nations Organization between 1956 and 2006. A relatively well-known statistical technique named “principal components factor analysis” is then used to exploit the correlations between the 14 independent variables in order to regroup them into a smaller set of factors that can explain the success or failure of these operations. The four factors identified by our factor analysis model account for more than 70% of the variance among the characteristics of the 46 peacekeeping operations.


  These results show that the success of a UN peacekeeping operation can be explained by a small number of factors that are related to four categories of variables, namely: i) the scope of resources invested in peacekeeping; ii) the duration and intensity of conflict and time of preparation for peacekeeping intervention; iii) the political support for peacekeeping from the UN Security Council; and iv) the type of conflict.


  We hope that the results of this study will be helpful to UN policy-makers, peacekeeping scholars, and to all the practitioners involved in the design, planning, implementation, and evaluation of UNPKOs. We also hope that this book will be a useful learning tool for students and researchers in the fields of political science, conflict analysis and resolution, and international peace and security studies.




  Jacques Koko and Essoh Essis


  Union, New Jersey


  December 2009
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  Introduction


  Peacekeeping is one of the three major concepts developed or endorsed by the United Nations Organization (hereinafter referred to as “the UN”) to identify and distinguish the various types and cases of civilian and military intervention conducted under its mandate to promote global peace and security through the prevention, management, resolution, and positive transformation of intrastate and interstate conflicts. The other two concepts are peacemaking and peacebuilding. Johan Galtung believes that these concepts are important because they carry three different approaches to peace. In his view, peacekeeping is necessary to stop or reduce violence through the interposition of military forces between the conflicting parties while peacemaking promotes political reconciliation through mediation, negotiation, arbitration and conciliation; and peacebuilding works to achieve peaceful change through structural means such as socio-economic reconstruction (Galtung 1975).


  Former UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali has provided standard definitions for each of these concepts. Peacemaking falls under Chapter VI of the United Nations Charter, which prescribes the “pacific settlement of disputes” (Boutros-Ghali 1995, pp. 45-46; United Nations 2005, p.24). It involves political negotiations and mediations by diplomats and officials as well as arbitration and judicial settlement to address and resolve conflict issues. Peacebuilding refers to a broad plan of actions to transform post-conflict or conflict-torn societies into stable countries that enjoy sustainable peace. Peacebuilding strategies include state rebuilding, local capacity-building, confidence building, negotiation, mediation, facilitation, trauma healing, restorative justice and practices fostering forgiveness and reconciliation, among others (Boutros-Ghali 1995; Lederach 1997; Zehr 1993; Sampson 1997, Schirch 2005). Even though the UN Charter does not specifically mention the concept, peacekeeping falls under its Chapter VII, which authorizes the deployment of international troops to maintain peace and security. Peacekeeping refers to the various activities carried out by civilian and military personnel positioned in war-torn states by the UN and related regional organizations, with the consent of conflicting parties, to monitor ceasefire or to handle post-settlement reconstruction (Boutros-Ghali 1995; Zartman 1997).


  In other words, UN peacekeeping designates a complex set of policies, programs, projects, and actions in conflict prevention, management and resolution carried out by the UN, on behalf of the international community, through the deployment of UN troops, police officers and civilian personnel in conflict-shattered countries or regions (Boutros-Ghali 1995; Diehl, Druckman, and Wall 1998; Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999; Berman and Sams 2002; Wall, Druckman and Diehl 2002; MacQueen 2002; United Nations DPKO 2003; Durch 2004; Greig and Diehl 2005; Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2005).


  Our interest in the study of the determinants of success in UN peacekeeping operations (hereinafter referred to as “UNPKOs”) was spurred by a number of important observations that might be categorized as practical, theoretical, and methodological considerations.i At the practical level, we note the fact that peacekeeping operations have become the standard strategic option and method utilized by the UN for the management of intrastate and interstate conflicts, especially after the end of the Cold War. The first UNPKO was launched in 1948, under the name of United Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO), and the UN has initiated sixty-three (63) peacekeeping operations between 1948 and 2008. 75% of these operations have been initiated since 1988 (Greig and Diehl 2005). In fact, the growing number of UNPKOs initiatives in the early 1990s has led to the creation of the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) in 1992 to plan, manage, and implement peacekeeping operations adequately.ii


  In addition, we understand that peacekeeping operations do consume considerable amounts of human and financial resources that could be put to alternative good uses. As of February 2007, the total deployment of UNPKO personnel since 1948 had reached 101,642, including 73,307 military, 9,444 police officers and 18,891 civilian staff members; and the total number of fatalities in peacekeeping operations had reached 2,337 deaths (UNDPO 2007). As of September 2007, the total count of UN personnel serving in peacekeeping operations worldwide was 82,541 uniformed personnel (including 70,396 troops, 9,617 police and 2,528 military observers), 4,857 international civilian personnel, 11,443 local civilian personnel, and 1,986 UN volunteers; that is, a total number of 100,595 personnel serving in 17 peacekeeping operations (UNDPO Website 2008). According to a report by Peace Dividend Trust and the UN Peacekeeping Best Practices Unit, the United Nations spends approximately US$ 5 billion a year for peacekeeping missions (Carnahan, Durch, and Gilmore 2006). The figures provided by the UNDPO are even higher, with the field expenditures for 2006 approximating US$ 6.03 billion; the estimated cost of peacekeeping operations from July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008 being about US$ 7 billion; and the estimated total cost of UNPKOs from 1948 to June 30, 2008 about US$ 47.19 billion (UNDPO 2007; UN Website 2008).


  Finally, we are aware that Africa has hosted the largest number of all UNPKOs, including 17 (almost 37%) of the 46 operations scrutinized in this study. It currently hosts 6 (33%) of the 18 UNPKOs still on-going in the world (Liberia, Sudan, Côte-d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia-Eritrea, and Western Sahara), and about 70% of the total number of “peacekeepers” deployed worldwide (UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations 2007). The financial cost of these operations is also considerable. The United Nations Department of Public Information reveals that UNPKOs in Africa have cost just under US$ 3 billion for the year 2004 alone, and that the approved budget for 2004-2005 was US$2.80 billion (United Nations Department of Public Information 2004). In 2005, there were 15,000 peacekeepers in Liberia, at a cost of US$ 750 million a year (BBC News online 2005). However, despite the efforts implied by these numbers, peace still remains fragile or inexistent in the host countries, spurring the contention that UNPKOs do not matter because most of them are unsuccessful, or even ineffective (Greig and Diehl 2005).


  On the theoretical level, we note that as a consequence of the generalization of the use of (and reliance on) UNPKOs, there has been a significant increase in the number of studies that examine the conditions and motivations for their creation; describe their structure, resources, actions and modes of operation/implementation; assess their outcomes, effects and impacts; and/or seek to identify the determinants of successful peacekeeping operations. As expected, with the development of the literature on peacekeeping operations comes the habitual conflict of views and conclusions regarding their nature and modalities (typologies), their philosophical and moral justifications, the best way(s) (methods) to study them, and especially the proper criteria for assessing their processes and outcomes.iii


  The prevailing belief is that UNPKOs are generally not successful. In addition, we tend to be dissatisfied with the fact that scholars came up with relatively long lists of conditions for successful peacekeeping.


  Urquhart (1987 & 1990) suggests nine conditions for successful peacekeeping: i) broad support (political, military, diplomatic and financial) for the operation; ii) feasibility of the mission mandate; iii) viability of the political context; iv) composition of the “force”; v) collaboration from the disputing parties; vi) quality in the command process; vii) skill and sensitivity in directing the force; viii) discipline of the troops; and ix) lack of external imposed-upon solution.


  In the same vein, Evans (1993) identifies seven conditions for the success of peacekeeping operations, namely: i) clear and feasible goals in the mandate; ii) sufficient resources; iii) coordination between peacekeeping and peacemaking; iv) impartiality; v) local support; vi) external support; and vii) a clear exit strategy. Both Urquhart and Evans presented interesting and useful conclusions, but they were too subjective due to the interpretative approaches that characterized their studies.


  Consequently, we felt a need to provide at least a systematic summary review and a critical analysis of the major theoretical conclusions that have been proposed by scholars in this field of study and, to the extent possible, identify a small set of explanatory factors that are both empirically grounded, easily operationalizable and measurable, and most importantly, relevant for all policy design, planning, implementation, and evaluation purposes.


  From a methodological point of view, we note that only a few systematic and empirical studies involving large numbers of cases of peacekeeping have been conducted. With the notable exception of a recent study by Doyle and Sambanis (2006) on UN peace operations, the few studies that provide some insights into this matter do so from a limited empirical ground, from one or few case studies (e.g., Diehl 1994; Sambanis 1999; Urquhart 1987 & 1990; Evans 1993; Adebajo 2004).


  Diehl (1994) examined a few cases whereas Sambanis (1999) relied on the sole case of Cyprus. Adebajo’s study of the factors of peacekeeping success in Africa is based on six post-Cold War case studies (Mozambique, Angola, Somalia, Rwanda, Sierra Leone and the Democratic Republic of Congo). He found that the six factors that have contributed most to UN peacekeeping success are: i) willingness of the parties to disarm and accept the result of elections; ii) adoption of an effective strategy to handle spoilers; iii) nonexistence in war areas of economic resources that aliment conflict; iv) cooperation of regional actors in peace processes; v) termination of financial and military support to local actors by external players and its replacement with external diplomatic and financial support to peace processes; and vi) good leadership in UN peacekeeping missions (Adebjo 2004).


  In a study of the impact of peacekeeping on peacemaking, Greig and Diehl examined interstate conflicts from 1946 to 1996 and intrastate conflicts (“civil wars”) from 1946 to 1999 and found that peacekeeping inhibits negotiation and mediation efforts and decreases the probability of getting a settlement (Greig and Diehl 2005).


  In their ground-breaking work on the success of UN peacebuilding, Doyle and Sambanis (2006) examined all peace processes after civil war from 1945 through the end of 1999, by comparing peace processes with UN involvement to those without it. They found that “local and international capacities” influenced positively the chances of peacebuilding success, while “hostility levels” impacted negatively the probability of success (Doyle and Sambanis 2006). It must be noted, however, that their study was concerned with peace operations in civil wars cases only and did not examine peace processes in cases of interstate conflicts. In addition, the focus of their study was to identify the determinants of success in UN peacebuilding operations by comparing peace processes where the UN was involved to those where it was not (Doyle and Sambanis 2006). As a result, their study concentrates more on peacebuilding than on UN peacekeeping in the strict sense of the concepts.


  The present study focuses exclusively on UN peacekeeping operations. It builds upon the tradition of systematic comparisons over large numbers of cases in order to arrive at theoretical conclusions that are grounded in empirical reality, and are therefore operationally meaningful and policy relevant. It examines 46 UNPKOs (all UN peacekeeping operations) initiated from 1956 through 2006 to manage cases of intrastate and interstate conflicts, in an attempt to identify the most significant factors that could help to explain the success or lack of success of such operations.


  Considering the surge in peacekeeping, the large size of the peace operations, and their cost, one would expect peacekeeping activities to impact the target nations with peace dividends. For a number of target nations, empirical evidence demonstrates that peacekeeping resulted in successful transitions and free elections in cases such as Sierra Leone, Liberia, and the Democratic Republic of Congo. But in other cases the rules of instability and violence still prevail as in Haiti, Sudan, and the Democratic Republic of Congo to some extent. Sierra Leone would represent a case of positive transformation because of the decrease in the level of violence following peacekeeping operations in that country, while Haiti might stand for a negative example due to continuity in violence despite the presence of peacekeepers. Overall, the context of surge in peacekeeping –with related attributes of positive or negative changes within the target nations- frames the relevance of this study.


  Research Objectives, Questions, Hypothesis and Design


  Three specific research objectives are assigned to this study. The first objective is to identify the major factors that can explain the outcome of UNPKOs. The second objective is to measure the relative influence of each determinant or explanatory factor. The third objective is to arrive at empirically deduced suggestions and recommendations for future research and for policymaking.


  In order to achieve the research objectives listed above, we found it necessary to ask the following research questions: Why do some UNPKOs succeed and others do not? What are the criteria that must be used in order to provide an objective measure of UNPKO success? What are the major variables or factors that can explain the variation between successful UNPKOs and unsuccessful ones? How can these variables or factors be best identified and measured?


  To all these questions, we propose a simple tentative answer in the form of the following research hypothesis: The success of a UNPKO can be explained by a small number of factors that are related to four categories of variables, namely: i) the scope of resources invested in peacekeeping; ii) the duration and intensity of conflict and time of preparation for peacekeeping intervention; iii) the political support for peacekeeping from the UN Security Council; and iv) the type of conflict.


  In order to test this hypothesis, we used open-source information from the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations’ website and other relevant sources to compile an original dataset on 14 variables representing the most important characteristics of 46 peacekeeping operations carried out by the UN between 1956 and 2006, a time period of fifty years. We then used a relatively well-known statistical technique named “principal components factor analysis” which exploits the correlations between these 14 variables in order to regroup them into a smaller set of factors that can explain the success or failure of these operations. The four factors identified by our factor analysis model account for more than 70% of the variance among the characteristics of the 46 peacekeeping operations.


  The results from our study suggest that: i) contrary to a prevailing belief in academia as well as in the general public, UNPKOs have a relatively high rate of success (54%); ii) it is possible, and probably most effective, to identify the major determinants of UNPKO success through the use of statistical analytic models involving systematic comparisons over large numbers of cases, in order to enable empirically grounded and generalizable theoretical conclusions; iii) the success of a UNPKO is obviously a function of specific variables representing the major characteristics of the conflict and its context, but also a function of specific variables representing the major characteristics of the peacekeeping operation that is designed and implemented in order to manage that conflict.


  Chapter 1 provides a systematic review of the literature that is available on the concept of peacekeeping in general and on UNPKOs specifically. In so doing, it discusses the conceptual and methodological challenges that this study faces. Chapter 2 describes the dependent and independent variables that were identified and used in this study, as well as the data sources and the techniques used to develop the dataset for statistical treatment. Chapter 3 describes the statistical methods and techniques used for data processing. Chapter 4 presents the analysis and interpretation of the statistical results. Chapter 4 also discusses the major findings from the study and their implications for theory, policymaking and research. It underlines the limitations of this study and makes suggestions and recommendations for future research.


  


  Endnotes


  _____________________________________


  1. These lines introduce the reader to what motivates this research and to the goals of this book. They do so by stating the reasons why the authors have decided to examine the determinants of successful UN peacekeeping operations, and by describing the goals that are assigned to this research. The core rationale for studying the determinants of success in UN peacekeeping operations emerges out of the concerns expressed in the literature about the organization of the United Nations being ineffective because many of the UN peacekeeping operations proved unsuccessful (see Greig and Diehl 2005). The underlying assumption behind such concerns is that success or failure of UN peacekeeping depends solely on the United Nations. Although it can be said that the UN is responsible for the outcome of its peacekeeping operations, the analyst could also argue that the characteristics of these operations, and the characteristics of the conflict all represent critical factors that may affect peacekeeping outcome because peacekeeping is a process that evolves with specific conflict situations.


  2. To illustrate how the post-Cold War era has coincided with a surge in UN peacekeeping operations, some scholars noted that the UN has launched over three-fourths of its peacekeeping operations since 1988 (Greig and Diehl 2005).


  3. Despite its increased importance and the explosion of related studies, only few systematic and empirical studies involving large numbers of cases of peacekeeping have been conducted. In this regard, some of the most notable scholars include Doyle and Sambanis (2006), Greig and Diehl (2005), Diehl, Druckman, and Wall (1998), Bratt (1996), Diehl (1994). This research builds upon this tradition by making systematic comparisons over large numbers of cases in order to set empirically rooted generalizations. In doing so, the study expects to suggest the character of UN peacekeeping and some of the determinants of success in peacekeeping.


  Chapter 1

  

  Evolution of Peacekeeping as a Concept and of UNPKOs as an Object of Scholarly Study


  This chapter retraces the evolution of peacekeeping as a concept and of UNPKOs as an object of scientific study. In so doing, it discusses the conceptual and methodological issues that have been addressed by previous scholarly works on peacekeeping in general and UNPKO success in particular, and that have motivated our study.i The first section looks at the history of peacekeeping activities and the evolution of the concepts developed for its analysis and evaluation. The second section highlights some theoretical perspectives on peace and conflict studies and presents the philosophical foundations of peacekeeping. The last section presents some typologies of UN peacekeeping.


  Historical Overview of Peacekeeping Concepts and Activities


  The concept of peacekeeping emerged in the 1950s (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004, 1). However, the practice of collective intervention for the management of international conflict can be traced back to the Roman Antiquity, where a relatively stable consensus emerged among the major powers of the Roman Empire that they shared the responsibility of maintaining global peace and security by extending law enforcement activities beyond their national borders (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004). In modern times, the great powers often resorted to intervention as a way to safeguard international peace and security (Buzan and Little 2000) but efforts at multinational management of violent political conflict were formalized in the 19th century with the creation of the Concert of Europe, and institutionalized in the 20th century, through the League of Nations.



  The Concert of Europe



  The Concert of Europe was created in 1815 when the major European powers agreed that the preservation of international peace and security in the post-Napoleonic era required not only widespread diplomatic cooperation among themselves but also the systematic use of collective interventions to successfully manage international conflicts (Mangone 1954; Ikenberry 2001). Thus, several peacekeeping operations were organized in the 1820s under the auspices of the Concert of Europe, including the Austrian expedition in Naples and multinational interventions against Barbary pirates and against Turco-Egyptian forces during the Greek War of Independence (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004).ii


  However, that commitment to collective action for international peace and security did not last because the Concert of Europe collapsed under the combined effects of a clash of narrowly defined national interest ambitions and of the internal revolutions of 1830 and 1848. At some point, “preserving the peace was synonymous with securing the interests of the great powers” (Kissinger 1994; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004, p. 60).



  The League of Nations



  The League of Nations was created in 1919 to safeguard international peace and provide collective security in the aftermath of World War I. Articles 11.1 and 16.2 of the Covenant of the League of Nations outline the agenda of the organization to prevent and respond to international conflict through peacekeeping-type activities for collective security. Article 11.1 states that:


  Any war or threat of war, whether immediately affecting any of the Members of the League or not, is hereby declared a matter of concern to the whole League, and the League shall take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of nations.


  Article 16.2 is more specific:


  It shall be the duty of the Council in such cases to recommend... what effective military, naval or air force the Members of the League shall severally contribute to the armed forces to be used to protect the covenants of the League.


  In conformity with its Covenant, the League of Nations undertook several international peacekeeping and mediation activities between 1920 and 1925, including during the Aaland Island dispute between Sweden and Finland (1920), the Albanian territory dispute between Greece, Yugoslavia and Italy (1921-1923), and border clashes of 1925 between Greece and Bulgaria (Barros 1970, p.87-126; James 1990, p. 40-42; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004, p.69).


  In 1920, the League of Nations authorized the deployment of an international force of 3,300 troops made of British, Italian, Swedish, and Dutch soldiers to maintain law and order in Germany’s Saar region, and oversaw the international administration of the coalmines of the Saar Basin. The same year, it also tried to address the dispute between Germany and Poland over the port of Danzig. Between 1920 and 1922, the League oversaw post-war plebiscites in Schleswig, the Klagenfurt Basin, Allenstein and Marienwerder, Upper Silesia and Sopron with the support of the presence of international armed forces (James 1990; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004, p. 69). In each situation, the international military forces were deployed with the consent of the host territory, and they were allowed to use force only for self-defense. These two principles of consent of the parties and use of force for self-defense would tremendously influence UN peacekeeping practices in the Cold War era.


  Unfortunately, the League of Nations would slowly give up its ambition to promote collective security and peace. By the end of the 1930s, France and Britain were actively trying to instrumentalize the League to maintain their great power status. In response Japan, Germany, the US and the Soviet Union refused to participate in the League. Kupchan and Kupchan observe that certainty, utility and inclusivity are the three major characteristics of effective collective security organizations, and that the League of Nations collapsed when it failed to display these characteristics. It did not show sufficient certainty in response to aggression in many cases; was often not able to mobilize all forms of diplomatic, moral, economic and military coercion available to its members; and tended to exclude some states from its decision-making processes (Kupchan and Kupchan 1991; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004; also see Claude 1963; Bennet 1984).


  When the United Nations succeeded the League of Nations at the end of World War II, it immediately sought to reinforce its peacekeeping capabilities and would soon increase its multinational intervention activities.



  UN Peacekeeping Efforts: The Cold War Years



  In the Cold War era, the idea of continued reliance on the conduct of ad hoc multinational peacekeeping interventions came forward as a feasible alternative to that of a United Nations Army when the five permanent members of the Security Council failed to agree upon the “Collective Security Command” envisioned in the UN Charter. The first UNPKOs organized in conformity with the provisions of Chapter VII of the UN Charter to take actions to maintain international peace and security by using armed forces provided by members states were the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO, 1948-), the United Nations Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP, 1948-), and the United Nations Emergency Force I in the Middle East (UNEF I, 1956-1967). UNEF I would set the model for what is now referred to as “traditional peacekeeping”, requiring the consent of the conflicting parties, the neutrality of the peacekeepers, and the interdiction to shoot, except in case of self-defense (Berman and Sams 2000; Durch 2004; Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2004).


  The other UN peacekeeping efforts during the Cold War era include the United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon (UNOGIL, 1958), the United Nations Operation in Congo (ONUC, 1960-1964), the United Nations Security Force in West New Guinea (UNSF, 1962-1963), the United Nations Yemen Observation Mission (UNYOM, 1963-1964), the United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP, 1964-), the Mission of the Representative of the Secretary-General in the Dominican Republic (DOMREP, 1965-1966), the United Nations India-Pakistan Observation Mission (UNIPOM, 1965-1966), the Second United Nations Emergency Force in the Middle East (UNEF II, 1973-1979), the United Nations Disengagement Force (UNDOF, 1974-), the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL, 1978-), the United Nations Good Offices Mission in Afghanistan and Pakistan (UNGOMAP, 1988-1990), the United Nations Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group (UNIIMOG, 1988-1991), the United Nations Angola Verification Mission I (UNAVEM I, 1989-1991), and the United Nations Transition Assistance Group in Namibia (UNTAG, 1989-1990) (United Nations 2007). ONUC was the largest of all these operations, with close to 20,000 troops deployed (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2004).


  Traditional peacekeeping refers to peacekeeping as it primarily developed in the bipolar world that characterizes the cold war era. As such it aims to manage conflict between states by posting slightly armed or unarmed troops in a buffer zone between the belligerent forces in an attempt to deter them from resuming hostilities once they have agreed upon a ceasefire, and to create a space for political dialogue conducive to reaching a peace agreement between the conflicting parties. Those peacekeepers or blue helmets (so called in reference to the color of the UN stamped helmets they wear) are soldiers provided by UN member states and placed under the UN authority, at the request of the UN Security Council, to intervene in violent conflicts that threaten regional stability and international peace and security. Initially, the UN Charter did not allow peacekeepers to use force. They were simply expected to act as representatives of impartial third party actors, monitoring ceasefires and helping to create a secure haven for the diplomatic actions that are indispensable for the peaceful resolution of the conflict issues between the warring parties (Diehl, Druckman and Wall 1998; Berman and Sams 2000; Laremont 2002; United Nations DPKO 2003; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2004; Greig and Diehl 2005). In short, traditional peacekeeping generally features a one-dimensional military deployment operation in support of political negotiations. After the end of the Cold War, the practice of UN peacekeeping evolved to integrate other dimensions as well.



  The post-Cold War years



  In the late 1980s, the international system recorded a remarkable increase in the number of UNPKOs. “During this period the UN conducted more peacekeeping operations than it had undertaken in the previous forty years” of its existence (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2004, p. 75). The increased demand for peacekeeping operations was coupled with a paradigm-level shift which led to the introduction of “qualitative and normative transformations” in traditional peacekeeping practices (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2004, p.75). The qualitative transformation consists in the coupling of traditional peacekeeping operations with “the delivery of humanitarian aid, state-building programmes, local peacemaking and elements of peace enforcement” whereas the normative transformation consists in “the promotion of the Westphalian conception of liberal-democratic peace”, which prioritizes the security of human beings within states (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2004, p.75).


  Multidimensional peacekeeping refers to a broader multilateral conflict intervention strategy that integrates comprehensive non-military missions and activities with traditional, military-centered peacekeeping operations. Concretely, multidimensional peacekeeping operations have explicitly and formally added strong humanitarian, economic, political, and social functions to the mostly military aspects of traditional peacekeeping operations (Abi-Saab 1992, 1995; Durch 1996; Berman and Sams 2000; United Nations DPKO 2003; Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2004).iii


  Thus, while the military component remains essential in UNPKOs, the civilians elements included in multidimensional peacekeeping operations are charged with humanitarian, economic, political, and social functions in addition to their involvement in diplomatic activities such as negotiation and mediation. Besides helping the parties reach and implement peace agreements, they must provide humanitarian assistance to displaced civilian populations; assist the disarmament, demobilization and reintegration efforts; support the restoration of the rule of law; work to promote the respect of human rights in the field; assist in the establishment of transitional administrations; help strengthen public institutions; and oversee the conduct of free elections (United Nations DPKO, 2003; Durch 2004; Bellamy, Williams, Griffin 2004). After the end of the cold war, peacekeeping became explicitly multidimensional, dealing with interstate as well as intrastate conflicts.iv


  Theoretical Perspectives and Philosophical Foundations of Peacekeeping


  The debate on peacekeeping falls within the political and legal dilemma around intervention or non-intervention to address violent conflicts that threaten regional security and international peace. In addition to legal foundations provided by Chapters I, VI and VII of the Charter of the United Nations, the intervention/non-intervention dilemma is rooted in philosophical assumptions that justify both intervention and non-intervention. Political and moral philosophy theorizes on the importance of non-intervention as it safeguards the principle of state sovereignty and citizens’ self-determination (Mill 1859; Kellas 1998; Jackson 2000; Walzer 2000). However, political and moral philosophers also claim that sovereignty and self-determination could be dismissed for intervention in worst-case scenarios. They argue that intervention might be justified in the context of civil wars with cruel human suffering, in the face of severities repugnant to humanity, if there are gross violations of human rights such as ethnic cleansing (Mill 1859; Stedman 1993; Mandelbaum 1994; Walzer 2000). In other words, intervention for humanitarian purposes is ethically justifiable in the case of intolerable cruelties or massive atrocities. The justification of intervention results in making peacekeeping a third-party intervention strategy which the international community resorts to for conflict management.


  The politics of peacekeeping intervention relies more or less on such philosophical assumptions, and the scholarly literature on peacekeeping follows the conflicting perspectives inherent to those assumptions.


  Indeed, scholars hold divergent views on the role of peacekeeping (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004), how to conceptualize peacekeeping and how to evaluate it (Druckman and Stern 1997).


  Bellamy et al. (2004) argue that proponents of Westphalian politics and tenants of post-Westphalian politics strongly disagree on the role of peacekeeping in international politics. In the Westphalian perspective, peacekeeping is to occur and settle interstate conflict. This conception limits the role of peacekeeping to maintaining peace and order between states and supports traditional peacekeeping: here, the focus is the security of states. The post- Westphalian approach expands the role of peacekeeping to intrastate interventions to resolve conflict and restore peace and order. This conception of peacekeeping emphasizes the security of individuals within states and backs multidimensional peacekeeping (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004). This disagreement between Westphalian and post-Westphalian perspectives echoes the “tension within the UN Charter and international law... as to whether the security of states or the security of human beings should be prioritized” (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004, p. 2).


  Some arguments emphasize the usefulness of peacekeeping, whereas others highlight its uselessness and counter-productivity (Greig and Diehl 2005). Greig and Diehl (2005) attempted to present a synthesis of arguments for and against peacekeeping.


  The arguments in favor of peacekeeping are articulated around a rationale suggesting that peacekeeping could contribute to peacemaking by opening a space for dialogue between the disputants (Greig and Diehl 2005). Peacekeeping can also open a space for other crucial peacebuilding activities such as the conduct of peaceful elections and institution-building (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2004). By helping to maintain a ceasefire, for example, peacekeepers can provide a space for conflicting parties to engage in peace negotiations. In this regard, Boutros-Ghali (1995) stressed that peacekeeping expands peacemaking possibilities. A major assumption underlying such expectation is that violent conflict discourages successful peacemaking activities (see Kressel and Pruitt 1989; Bercovitch, Anagnoson, and Wille 1991; Pruitt and Carnevale 1993; Bercovitch 1997). Further, if this expectation positively associates peacekeeping with peacemaking, it can also imply that unsuccessful peacekeeping will result in failure in peacemaking as Greig and Diehl (2005) pointed out.


  A common argument against peacekeeping criticizes the fact that traditional peacekeeping does not address the root causes of conflict because it focuses solely on direct violence and not on structural violence. Other arguments negatively associate peacekeeping with peacemaking, meaning that peacekeeping limits or discourages diplomatic activities such as negotiation and mediation (Greig and Diehl 2005). This negative view on peacekeeping relies on some underlying assumptions rooted in rational choice and in Zartman’s (1985, 2000) concept of hurting stalemate. Rational choice assumes that civil wars and rivalries generate information about the capabilities of conflicting parties, which help them anticipate the results of future fighting and stop the confrontations once they acquire sufficient information (Fearon 1995; Wagner 2000; Reiter 2003; Greig and Diehl 2005). According to Greig and Diehl (2005), rational choice implies that peacekeeping intervention cuts the information flow of wartime and therefore jeopardizes the end of the fighting. In other words, peacekeeping interrupts the course of getting information conducive to ending war.


  Moreover, Greig and Diehl (2005) suggest that peacekeeping might decrease the possibility for the conflicting parties to reach a hurting stalemate by reducing the costs in human resources and in logistics. The notion of hurting stalemate translates a stage of deadlock where conflicting parties end up opting for negotiation or mediation after they feel that force could not help them reach their goals (Zartman 1985, 2000). The hurting stalemate reflects a state where the conflicting parties attempt to escape violence by eyeing ways of peaceful settlement (Young 1967; Holbrooke 1998; Greig 2001; Greig and Diehl 2005). In this regard, peacekeeping reduces or removes the pressure that wartime costs put on conflicting parties to opt for peacemaking (Diehl 1994; Greig and Diehl 2005).


  In conclusion some proponents and opponents of peacekeeping establish a relation between peacekeeping and peacemaking. However, the relationship they observe is often limited to whether peacekeeping contributed to opening a space for diplomatic activities such as negotiation and mediation to take place successfully.


  Peacekeeping could be trapped within impasses or fail if the conflicting parties experience a high level of hostility, power disparity, or relationship blockages due to previous record of enmity. Peacekeeping could also fail if the operation lacks adequate resources and support. In other words, the outcome of UN peacekeeping could be determined by a series of factors related to the characteristics of the peacekeeping operations, the nature of the conflict, and the nature of the parties and their relationship.v


  Peacekeeping in Relation to Conflict Management and Resolution


  The international system features violent interstate and intrastate conflicts that challenge global security and peace. Conflict could be defined as a manifestation of antagonism involving divergence of interests and incompatibility of goals among parties on a social level (Mitchell 1981; Boulding 1990; Hocker and Wilmot 1991; Pruitt and Kim 2004). It is a multidimensional process that could be interpersonal, organizational, national or international (Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Willie 1991; see Hocker and Wilmot 1991).


  In international politics, conflict is handled in many ways, including through negotiation and mediation. Scholars of conflict management suggest that conflict could be addressed through unilateral or bilateral strategies, or through the means of third-party intervention (Bercovitch & Houston, 1996; Bercovitch, Diehl, and Goertz 1997; Jackson 2000; also see Greig and Diehl 2005). Unilateral strategies may revolve around the use of violence for a win-lose outcome, whereas bilateral strategies involve bargaining to maximize a win-win outcome. Deterrence represents a common unilateral strategy, whereas negotiation stands for the most common bilateral strategy (see Greig and Diehl 2005, p. 623). The most common strategies of third-party intervention include mediation, arbitration, and adjudication (Carnevale and Pruitt 1992; Jackson 2000; Greig and Diehl 2005; Bercovitch, Anagnoson, and Wille 1991; Bercovitch & Houston 1996).


  Peacekeeping represents a third-party intervention strategy because it involves the mediation of peacekeepers in situations of violent conflict (Wall, Druckman, and Diehl 2002). As such, the international community has increasingly been relying on peacekeeping to manage and resolve violent conflicts that trap the international system (Druckman and Stern 1997; Wall, Druckman, and Diehl 2002; Greig and Diehl 2005).


  Typologies of United Nations Peacekeeping Operations


  Peacekeeping scholars have set different typologies of peacekeeping. In an attempt to understand the dynamics of UN peacekeeping, Bellamy and al. (2004) distinguish five types of peacekeeping operations, namely traditional peacekeeping, managing transitions, wider peacekeeping peace enforcement, peace support operations.


  Traditional peacekeeping indicates the intervention of UN forces in armed conflict situations mostly between states to create or facilitate conditions that allow peacemaking through negotiation or mediation. It usually occurs after a ceasefire between the fighting forces, and implies the consent of the parties, the impartiality and minimum use force on the part of the peacekeepers (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004; also see Berman and Sams, 2000). Traditional peacekeepers are tasked with patrolling buffer zones between the belligerents, monitoring borders, verifying processes of demilitarization, disarmament, and troop withdrawals. UNTSO, UNEF I, and UNFICYP represent examples of traditional peacekeeping (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004).


  Managing transition operations take place in contexts of war-shattered states’ transitions from violence to stability and peace. As transitional operations, they have a clear start and end, beginning after the signature of a peace agreement and ending with the conduct of elections or the declaration of sovereignty for a new state. They are multidimensional operations because they integrate significant military and civilian components to manage a transition process and facilitate the implementation of a peace agreement. The military tasks may include patrolling of buffer zones, separation of combatants, and verification of disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration of ex-combatants. The civilian functions encompass the management of “various aspects of transition, including civil administration, policing, democratic institution-building (often including reform of the judiciary and political system) and supervision of electoral process” as well as facilitation of humanitarian aid and promotion of human rights (Bellamy et al. 2004, p. 112). “Managing transition” operations are based on the consent of the former conflicting parties; they are impartial and make minimum use of force. Examples of “managing transition” operations include UNTAG, ONUSAL and UNAMIC (Bellamy et al. 2004).


  Wider peacekeeping stands for the enlarged dimensions of peacekeeping operations conducted with the consent of the disputants for peace and security in an environment of “potential or actual conflict”, guided by the principles of impartiality and minimum use of force (Bellamy et al. 2004, p. 128). Bellamy et al. (2005) identify wider peacekeeping with the following six major characteristics:



  
    	Wider peacekeeping interventions take place during violent conflicts, either in the absence of a ceasefire, a peace agreement or in a context of fragile or collapsed peace agreement;


    	They usually occur within states and not between states;



    	Their military functions increase to include the monitoring of ceasefires, the enforcement of no-fly zones, the separation of troops, the disarmament of the belligerent parties, the organization and supervision of elections, the distribution of humanitarian aid, the protection of civilian staff of the UN and other NGOs, and nation-building (Berdal 1993; HMSO 1995; Doyle et al. 1997; Bellamy et al. 2005);


    	They involve a high number of humanitarian NGOs that the peacekeepers need to cooperate with;


    	Their mandates often change several times in the course of the operation;


    	They embrace more tasks than traditional peacekeeping, but have limited resources to operate. They often lack finance and logistics (Bellamy et al. 2005).

  


  The United Nations Protection Force in Bosnia (UNPROFOR), UNAMIR, UNOMSIL and UNAMSIL illustrate cases of wider peacekeeping (see Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004).


  Peace enforcement indicates a UN or regional organizations’ mandated use of military force against a state or a group threatening global peace and regional security in an attempt to “restore or maintain international peace and security; enforce sanctions; defend the personnel of peacekeeping operations; provide physical protection to civilians in conflict zones; protect humanitarian activities” (Bellamy et al. 2004, p. 147; Goulding 1996). The concept of peace enforcement falls in the logic of collective security under Chapter VII of the UN Charter which grants the Security Council the power to identify any threat or breach of international peace and security and take enforcement measures in case peaceful means do not succeed in maintaining collective security (Boutros-Ghali 1992; Bellamy et al. 2004). To that end, the Security Council has often delegated the powers of Chapter VII to other entities, including UN member states and regional organizations to use military force on its behalf (Sarooshi 2000; Bellamy et al. 2004). Examples of peace enforcement include ONUC, UNOSOM I, UNOSOM II and UNMIH (see Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004).


  Peace support operations represent multidimensional operations that combine vigorous armed force with important diplomatic and humanitarian components. They are set as impartial UN-authorized intervention of force with functions, ambitions and means to address breaches of peace and transform war-shattered nations into liberal democracies. Peace support operations facilitate the creation of an interim UN administration that works towards the establishment of a functioning state based on the rule of law and democratic principles. Their functions expand to encompass “civilian policing, institution building, infrastructure reconstruction and national reconciliation” (Bellamy et al 2005, p. 165; Holm and Eide 2000; Hansen 2000a; Mackinlay 1998). The process usually ends when the interim UN administration transfers power to a local, democratically elected leadership (Bellamy et al. 2005; Thakur and Schnabel 2001). Examples of peace-support operations include the NATO-led Implementation Force (IFOR) and Stabilization Force (SFOR) from 1995 to present days in Bosnia, the Kosovo Force from 1999 to present days in Kosovo, the International Force in East Timor (INTERFET) from 1999-2000), the International Security Assistance (ISAF) in Afghanistan from 2001 to present days (see Bellamy, Williams and Griffin 2004).


  Alternative typologies of peacekeeping include the Stimson Center’s typology of peacekeeping and the systematic classification by Diehl, Druckman, and Wall (1998). The Stimson Center’s typology provides four interesting types of peacekeeping as traditional peacekeeping, multidimensional peacekeeping humanitarian intervention, and peace enforcement, Durch 2004). However, the Stimson Center’s category of humanitarian intervention does not seem consistent because the evolution of the practice of peacekeeping connotes all peacekeeping types with some degree of humanitarianism.


  Diehl et al.’s typology classifies peacekeeping missions according to their functions, scaling different peacekeeping functions along “primary versus third-party roles and integrative versus distributive process” (Diehl, Druckman, and Wall 1998, p.33). Their classification provides twelve types of peacekeeping missions, which encompass traditional peacekeeping, observation, collective enforcement, election supervision humanitarian assistance during conflict, state/nation building, pacification, preventive deployment, arms control verification, protective services, intervention in support of democracy , and sanctions enforcement. Even though we acknowledge and commend the merit of such a systematic classification, some of their criteria do not match the concern of our study. First, Diehl, Druckman, and Wall’s taxonomy is primarily concerned “with the military aspects of peacekeeping missions and not necessarily with some increasingly civilian-based aspects of those operations” (1998, p.38), whereas our study is concerned with both military and civilian components of peacekeeping. Moreover, some of the categories seem redundant and might overlap in a given peacekeeping mission. For instance, humanitarian assistance, protective services and election supervision could well be parts of a nation-building operation because nation-building should involve a restoration of the social contract, which requires some forms of humanitarian assistance and the protection of civilians’ rights. Observation could fit in traditional peacekeeping because it is hardly possible to distinguish the two types of intervention in practice (Diehl, Druckman, and Wall 1998). Diehl et al. acknowledge that their categories “are not mutually exclusive because a given military operation may include more than one of the missions outlined, either simultaneously or sequentially” (1998, p.38).


  Other typologies of peacekeeping are less systematic. Prior to (and during) the Cold War, a classic typology distinguished between traditional peacekeeping and observation (UN 1991, Diehl 1994; Diehl, Druckman, and Wall 1998). During the post-Cold War period, with the increase in civil wars, and the surge in peacekeeping, the categories of first-generation peacekeeping versus second-generation peacekeeping (or new peacekeeping) emerged (Mackinlay and Chopra 1992; Ratner 1995, Diehl, Druckman, and Wall 1998). Ramsbotham, Miall, and Woodhouse (1999) distinguished a first generation and a second generation of UN peacekeeping from 1956 to 1995 versus a third generation of UN peacekeeping (with new requirements) after 1995. In the same period, few classifications considered the stage of conflict, the timing of intervention, and the function of intervention (Thurman 1992; Diehl, Druckman, and Wall 1998). Segal (1995) developed a typology following the historical phases of peacekeeping missions, taking into consideration the political conditions that authorized the missions, and not necessarily their characteristics (Diehl, Druckman, and Wall 1998). As Diehl et al. suggested those classification efforts are narrow-minded and do not make a clear distinction between peacekeeping types. They also tend to ignore the commonalities of missions (1998, p.35).


  This exploratory study proposes to conduct an empirical research within a theoretical framework which suggests some factors that might affect UN peacekeeping outcome, regardless of peacekeeping typologies.


  The following chapter, Chapter 2, describes the data sources, the dataset, and the dependent and independent variables selected for this study.


  


  Endnotes


  _____________________________________


  1. This chapter unveils our approach to UN peacekeeping against previous scholarly works on peacekeeping. It points to the strengths and limitations of existing studies. The chapter looks at the history and nature of UN peacekeeping and the conditions for its success through a literature review that revolves around three points developed in three sections.


  2. Attempts to preserve international security and peace during the nineteenth-century Europe bolstered collective action to keep the peace, under the auspices of the Concert of Europe.


  3. The components of a multidimensional peacekeeping operation clearly integrate a series of non-military tasks into the traditional peacekeeping formula.


  4. Understanding the connotations brought into peacekeeping by the evolution of the phenomenon under study is of paramount importance as we examine the determinants of success in UN peacekeeping, because the characteristics of peacekeeping are likely to influence peacekeeping outcomes. The evolution of the concept of peacekeeping shows nuances with potential implications for peacekeeping outcomes. The impact of peacekeeping on war-torn nation-states is likely to differ, depending on the forms of peacekeeping. In other words, traditional peacekeeping is unlikely to have the same impacts than multidimensional peacekeeping.


  5. UN peacekeeping is a dynamic process that involves not solely the UN, but also other actors facing conflicting issues within particular contexts of time and space. Peacekeeping usually occurs in situations of war-torn societies where conflicting parties with power disparity struggle over difficult relationships. Therefore, analysts could anticipate that the outcome of peacekeeping might be a function of a number of variables related to the characteristics of peacekeeping operations and to those of conflicts.
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Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
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Table 2.1: Coding System

Variable Labels

Value Labels

PKOMAN = Peacekeeping
Operation Mandate

1*Ceasefire Monitoring/Observation’
2‘Multidimensional activities’

PKODUR = Duration of
Peacekeeping Operation

I*Less than or equal to 12 months’; 2°>12
months to 24 months’; 3*>24to36months’;
4£°>36 10 48 months’ §°>48 manths®

NUMIPO = Total Number of
Military and Police Personnel
Deployed

ILess than or equal to 1000°; 2°>1000 to
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NUCIST = Number of Civilian
Staff
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NUCOCO = Total Number of
Countries Contributing Military
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million’; 4°>300 to 400 million’; 5>400
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Start of Conflict and the Start of
PKO (Days from start of conflict)
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CONIS = Conflict Issue

1 “Non Secession’; 2 ‘Secession’

PEGREP = Percentage of Great
Powers Involved

I‘Less than or equal to 1%’; 2>1 to 5%’;
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PKORE = Region of Peacekeeping
Operation

17 *Africa'; 8 ‘America, Asia and Pacific’; 7
‘Europe’; 6 ‘Middle East’

PKERA = Era of Peacekeeping
Operation

1 “Cold War Era’; 2 ‘Post-Cold War Era’

PKOUT = Peacekeeping Outcome

1 ‘Failure’; 2 ‘Success’
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Operation

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 25 iterations.
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Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 25 iterations.
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Table 3.2: Final Statis

Communalities

Initial Extraction
Mandate of Peacekeeping 1.000 782
Operation
Total Number of Military 1.000 748
and Police Deployed
Number of Civilian Staff 1.000 .645
Total Number of Countries 1.000 .844
Contributing Troops
Percentage of Great Powers 1.000 779
Involved
Duration of Peacekeeping 1.000 427
Operation in Months
Era of Peacekeeping 1.000 578
Operation
Type of Conflict 1.000 734
Conflict Issue 1.000 487
Total Spending in US 1.000 .834
Dollar
Total Number of Fatalities 1.000 .535
in Conflict
Duration of Conflict in 1.000 .888
Days
Number of Days between 1.000 879
Start of Conflict and Start of
PKO
Region of Peacekeeping 1.000 663

Operation
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Figure 3.1: Optimal Number of Components
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Table 3.44 Component Matrix(a)

Component Matrix’

onent

w

Total Number of Countries
Contributing Troops

Total Spending in US Dollar
Total Number of Military and
Police Deployed

Number of Civilian Staff
Mandate of Peacckeeping
Operation

Era of Peacekeeping Operation
Duration of Conflict in Days
Number of Days between Start
of Conflict and Start of PKO
Total Number of Fatalities in
Conflict

Percentage of Great Powers
Involved

Conflict Issue

Duration of Peacekeeping
Operation in Months

Type of Conflict

Region of Peacckeeping

Operation

895

837
781

744
735

.766
.709

.609

-.579

13

-.570
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Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to

obtain a total variance.
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lable 3.1: Correlation Matrix Statistics (Model Adequacy and Significance
Tests)

Determinant of Correlation Matrix = 0.000
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.560
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square = 271.621

Significance Level = 0.000

Reproduced Correlation Matrix Summary Results
KMO and Barilett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .560
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square 271.621
df 91

Sig. 000
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860
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Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.






