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ABSTRACT

Recently all over the world, interest in the United Nations (UN) peacekeeping operations (PKO)
has reached new heights. It was no different for the participation of South and Central American
countries since the 1990s. Each of the democratic Latin American (LA) countries participates
in PKO in their own specific way and with a different number of military troops. Although
many scholars present reasonable arguments trying to assess the reasons for these Polities’ participations, it is yet unclear whether the president’s ideology has some influence on their contributions, and this variable is an important aspect within the region that experienced rightist
military regimes and the occurrence of the so-called Pink Tide. Therefore, I investigate if there
is some ideology-based explanation for variation in the participation in and troop contribution
to UN PKO concerning these countries. I assess this gap by analyzing whether the party’s ideological variant alongside the change of the LA countries’ presidents may have influenced the
Polity’s participation and the number of troops they have contributed to every UN PKO that
they have engaged from 1991 until the year of 2017. To do that, I use a panel data analysis
technique known as the REWB model to evaluate the 15 selected democratic Latin American
countries’ participation in UN PKO, also comparing the number of troops sent by those which
have participated. My results show a significant correlation between president’s ideology and
these two dependent variables, with the left-wing parties being associated with more participation and troop contribution. The outcome was also significant when I inserted the interaction
dummy term referring to whether the country experienced a past rightist military regime. I then
discuss my results in view of the MINUSTAH case, the Haitian mission on plain LA soil, by
analyzing each of the 15 countries' participation or absence.
Keywords: Latin American countries. Party’s Ideology. Participation in peacekeeping. Troop
contribution to peacekeeping. Panel data.
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RESUMO

Recentemente, em todo o mundo, o interesse pelas operações de missão da paz das Nações
Unidas (ONU) atingiu novos patamares. Não foi diferente para a participação dos países da
América do Sul e Central desde a década de 1990. Cada um dos países democráticos da América
Latina participa das missões de paz de maneira específica e com um número diferente de tropas
militares. Embora muitos estudiosos apresentem argumentos razoáveis tentando avaliar as razões para as participações desses países, ainda não está claro se a ideologia do partido do presidente tem alguma influência em suas contribuições, sendo que esta variável é um aspecto
importante dentro da região que experimentou regimes militares de direita e a ocorrência da
chamada Pink Tide. Portanto, este trabalho investiga se poderia haver algum elemento de base
ideológica que explicaria a variação da participação e contribuição de tropas para estas missões
no que diz respeito a esses países. Eu avalio essa lacuna analisando se a variação ideológica do
partido junto com a mudança dos presidentes dos países da América Latina pode ter influenciado a participação do país e o número de tropas com que contribuíram para cada missão de paz
que eles engajaram de 1991 até o ano de 2017. Para isso, utilizo uma técnica de análise de dados
em painel conhecida como modelo REWB para avaliar a participação nessas missões de 15
países democráticos latino-americanos selecionados, comparando também o número de tropas
enviadas por aqueles que participaram. Os resultados mostram uma correlação significativa da
ideologia partidária do presidente em relação a essas duas variáveis dependentes, com os partidos de esquerda sendo associados a maior participação e contribuição de tropas. O resultado
também foi significativo quando inseri o termo de interação referindo-se ao fato de o país ter
passado por um regime militar de direita. Em seguida, discuto meus resultados em vista do caso
da MINUSTAH, a missão haitiana em pleno solo latino-americano, analisando a participação
ou ausência de cada um dos 15 países.
Palavras-chave: Países latino-americanos. Ideologia do Partido. Participação em missões de paz.
Contribuição d tropas para missões de paz. Dados em painel.
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1.

Introduction
Recently all over the world, interest in the United Nations (UN) peacekeeping

operations (PKO) has reached new heights, especially the post-Cold War period has been
marked by a large increase in the number of peace missions (Sotomayor, 2010). It was no
different for the participation of South and Central American countries since the 1990s.
Regionally, Southern Cone States have made the most significant contributions to UN missions.
Latin American (LA) experts have highlighted two principal factors behind this choice: the
legacy of military authoritarian government and the need to re-civilianize social, economic, and
political affairs; and the drive by the new civilian administrations to insert their countries back
into the international community after a period of military-imposed isolation and insularity
(Buxton, 2013). Jenne (2019) supports this impression by affirming that:
Democratization and the growing demand for peacekeepers in the 1990s changed
Latin America’s contributor profile in important ways. Several states, including Brazil,
moved from mainly individual contributions in observer missions to sending
specialized units or substantive military troop contingents.

Each of the democratic Latin American countries participates in PKO in their own
specific way and with a different number of military troops. Although many scholars present
reasonable arguments trying to assess the reasons for these Polities’ participations, it is yet
unclear whether the president’s party ideology has some influence on their contributions as this
variable is an important aspect within the region that experienced rightist military regimes and
the occurrence of the so-called Pink Tide – the left-leaning governments that emerged at the
beginning of the century (Gardini and Lambert, 2011; Amorim Neto, 2015). Therefore, one
would wonder if there could be found some ideology-based elements that would explain the
variation of the participation in and troop contribution to UN PKO concerning these countries.
One example is the different contributor profiles of Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico,
which Sotomayor (2010) recognizes that they share international, regional, and domestic
similarities; however, since the end of the Cold War, these States have cooperated with the UN
and its peacekeeping efforts in different ways.
Moreover, Sotomayor (2014) affirms that little attention has been paid to evaluating
why States choose to engage in PKO and the consequences of their involvement. Also, scarce
studies that consider a wider range of conditions almost exclusively focus on international-level
determinants. Hereby, the impact of domestic-level conditions remains largely unexamined
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(Haesebrouck, 2015). The author continues by affirming that previous studies have not
systematically explored the impact of cross-democratic domestic variation on contributions to
UN PKO. Consequently, a structured analysis that examines the complex interplay between
domestic and international conditions has not been produced yet (Haesebrouck, 2015). The
present study seeks to fill this gap, as I combine international and domestic forces in a unified
model that aims to explain varying participation in and contributions to UN PKO by introducing
the president's party ideological variable, uncommon in the plurality of the participation studies.
Merke, Reynoso and Schenoni (2020) state that a narrow focus on the chief executive seems to
be the natural starting point for any theory of foreign policy change, as the authors main finding
is that “the effect of ideological change at the level of the incumbent president is no doubt the
most impressive one, both statistically and substantively.”
Therefore, I will here assess whether the party’s ideological variation alongside the
change of the LA countries’ incumbents may have influenced the Polity’s participation and the
number of troops they have contributed towards every UN PKO that they have engaged from
1991 – following the end of the Cold War – until the year of 2017. By way of the number of
participations and personnel contributions serve as better indicators of State objectives towards
this type of international mission (Bove and Elia, 2011). So, I will try to answer the following
question:
Has the Latin American president’s party ideology influenced the number of UN PKO
missions a country participates as well as the number of military troops contributed by a
participating country towards UN PKOs?
In order to do that, I will evaluate the 15 selected democratic Latin American countries’
participations in UN PKO between the year 1991 until 2017, also comparing the number of
troops sent by those which have participated. Additionally, I will use panel data analysis to
assess the correlation between my independent and dependent variables. An instrument
particularly used in this case, as Plumber, Troeger, and Manow (2005) state is that an "obvious
solution to the small-N problem has been the analysis of pooled time-series cross-section data
(hereafter, just 'pooled data')."
Plümper and Troeger (2007) assert that "the analysis of pooled data has important
advantages over pure time-series or cross-sectional estimates – advantages that may easily

11

justify the extra costs of collecting information in both the spatial and the longitudinal
dimension."
Additionally, it is clear that the gross involvement of these developing countries grew
when the UN deployed, in 2004, the Haitian mission, in plain Latin American soil, which like
most contemporary missions, MINUSTAH was planned and structured to enable it to face
political, economic, social and security problems (Braga, 2010, p.713). Hence, without having
the distance and regional factor that may have influenced some countries not to send their troops
to past missions, I will then conduct an in-depth case study on the countries' participation in
this important mission. Again mainly assessing the ideological aspects of the chief executives.
2.

Context
According to the United Nations (UN) website, “Peace Operations help conflict-ravaged

countries to create conditions for permanent peace,” guided by three basic principles: consensus
between the parties, impartiality, and the non-use of force except for self-defense and mandate
defense.
Whereas the typical peacekeeper of the past came from a wealthy country with solid
democratic institutions, the peacekeeper of the post-cold War era comes from poor and
democratizing countries. In the last 20 years, the sourcing of troops for United Nations (UN)
peacekeeping has shifted to low- and middle-income countries, which today supply the vast
majority of the more than 100,000 ‘blue helmets’ stationed around the world (Lundgren, 2017).
According to Rocha et al. (2019), the process of Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay
participation in Contemporary Peace Operations of UN was largely due to milestones such as
the Boutros-Ghali Report and the Brahimi Report. The former report refers to the Egyptian
diplomat Boutros-Ghali, who served as General Secretary of the United Nations between 1992
and 1996. Hence, his legacy is due to the complexity of the new international conflicts, with
the end of the bipolarity proper of the Cold War. Boutros defended five major concepts that
should guide UN actions to promote international security: preventive diplomacy, peacemaking,
peacekeeping, peace enforcement, and peacebuilding. The UN has already used many of these
provisions in conflict cases, such as the peacekeeping missions established since 1956.
However, the diplomat's proposal's innovation was the peace enforcement prerogative – an
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argument that would allow UN intervention in conflicts deemed to be threats to international
peace and security without the need for authorization from the parties.
Concerning the Brahimi report, the UN called for a renewed political commitment on
the part of the Member States, significant institutional change, and increased financial support.
They concluded that, to be effective, the UN peacekeeping operations should be adequately
resourced and equipped. Both reports contributed to the major participation of Latin American
countries.
What has influenced these countries that participated in Peace Operations was not only
geopolitical changes. Almost all South American countries participated in Peace Operations
(except Venezuela for more than two decades). Most of them did object to international
insertion. Some were influenced by their ideology and other issues.
In Brazil, for instance, the missions are addressed in the scope of the National White
Paper of Defense (LBDN in Portuguese). It becomes clear that the country tries to maintain
influence abroad through participation in these operations. Its participation increased from 2003
till 2014 (about one mission per year, being the leader of MINUSTAH).
In the case of Argentina, according to its White Book, Peace Missions are subsidiary to
armed forces. Even with the crisis in its economy (in 2001 and 2002, its GDP decreased
significantly), Argentina did not significantly alter its contingent.
Chile, however, is very connected to its own protection as well as its interests,
sovereignty, and territorial integrity. Furthermore, Uruguay had its missions as a strategy for
international insertion since 1995. Between the end of the 20th Century and the beginning of
the 21st Century, the number of militaries increased considerably.
These countries, according to Rocha et al. (2019), interpret Peace Operations by each
of its own needs, but all of them comprehend it as a subsidiary action to the principal functions
performed by armed forces. Nonetheless, Martínez and Durán (2016) state that the “armed
forces have become a more common tool of foreign policy that governments employ to conduct
operations and defend interests overseas, which have even turned into the most important type
of operations for the armed forces.”
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In peacekeeping missions performed under the UN’s aegis, the armed forces tend to
place a high value on military integration with the society and on the transparency of the civilmilitary interface, in which the dominant professional role is that of the soldier-diplomat and
corporate manager. “According to Charles Moskos, John Williams and David Segal, it is
through these common international experiences that the armed forces of countries such as
Canada have become increasingly democratized, liberalized, and civilianized” (Sotomayor,
2010). Moreover, Lundgren’s (2017) cross-national evidence from the 1991–2013 period
suggests that countries highly dependent on peacekeeping revenues are less likely to experience
attempted military seizures of government.
The idea that Latin America is somehow different from the rest of the world is prevalent
within and without the region (Gardini and Lambert, 2011). Therefore, studying this distinctive
region, with broad similarities and differences between, is the starting point for what I want to
assess in this work. Also, provided that domestic regimes have an impact upon international
relations, Malamud (2015) states that it is “the largest area whose chief executives are all
presidents and whose regional institutions come in all forms and colors.”
Finally, the literature presents a large scholarly production that examines the changes
of foreign policy concerning LA countries. Nevertheless, efforts to generalize these changes
beyond a particular country have been rather scarce. As a result, we now have good stories to
tell about individual foreign policies, but we are still a long way from establishing macro
observations (Merke, Reynoso and Schenoni, 2020), a gap which I intend to fulfill with this
research with the insertion of some domestic variables, mainly the incumbents’ party ideology.
By way of we have seen examples of erratic and bombastic foreign policies, like those of
Bolivia and Ecuador, that were also systematically unstable throughout the recent decades.
Conversely, Chile, Colombia, and Uruguay, whose foreign policies have been relatively
consistent in recent decades, have also been less prone to ideological shifts (Merke, Reynoso
and Schenoni, 2020).
Following this chapter I discuss the literature of my analyses. Then, in chapter 4, I
present and analyze the determinants for a LA country to participate in UN PKO already
discussed in the literature, also I argue about the use of the ideological variable, showing
significant results regarding the panel data analysis. Chapter 5 comes with the case study of
MINUSTAH, where I present some evidence towards the LA countries’ incumbents’
motivations to participate or not in it. Followed by the conclusion of this work.
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3.

Literature Review

3.1

Civil-Military Relations in Latin America
Civilian control is the “authority over institutional control mechanisms, oversight, and

professional norms” (Esparza, Henon and Gentry, 2020).
Re-democratization in the 1980s gave rise to an intense debate about appropriate roles
for South America’s armed forces. The region’s civilian leaders struggled to carve out missions
for their militaries appropriate to both the post-Cold War era's security environment and
democratic civil-military relations. As Amorim Neto (2019) presents in his study about Brazil,
in 2008, the foreign policy community strongly believed that the country should participate in
UN Peacekeeping, corroborating the idea that civilians want the military to operate outside the
national territory.
Martínez and Durán (2016) state that the “present and future challenge for civil-military
relations involves defining new roles and missions.” From this perspective, peacekeeping
participation was introduced as a policy designed to implement defense reforms at home using
strategies such as anchoring defense reform in international organizations such as the UN.
Participation in peace operations was used to re-orient the mission of the armed forces away
from domestic roles and towards external missions. This implies that peacekeeping policies
were driven by domestic impulses, specifically by civil-military relations (Sotomayor, 2010a).
Pion-Berlin (2008) states that there are often unexpected twists and turns to the political
road, and that is certainly true within civil-military relations. Moreover, Latin American
presidents and their defense ministers have had (with a few obvious exceptions) success at
building respectful relations predicated on military subordination to civilian control.
Nonetheless, the Latin American military and the political left often had a stormy
relationship marked by mutual distrust, intolerance, and violence (Pion-Berlin, 2008), as most
of the authoritarian military regimes that ended in the ’80s were in contradiction with the leftwing. Also, this suspicion may have influenced the participation in PKO in different ways for
leftist governments compared to right-wing ones, as these missions have some results
concerning military behavior and democracy.

15

Additionally, Cleary (2006) attested that, in the mid-2000s, leftist candidates had won
presidential elections in many Latin American territory. By way of leftist victories accumulated,
it became increasingly clear that they represented a regional trend rather than a series of isolated
events, and maybe that could have influenced some countries' decisions to send troops to the
PKO as a way to make the needed military reformation, post the authoritarianism era. Evidently,
in Carvalho apud Carvalho (2019), we can see that this ‘Left Turn’ has also made possible
convergences in defense and foreign policies related to the security of the Latin American
countries where there were leftist governments or that were UNASUR members.
Also, in all cases, the left shares (at least rhetorically and usually substantively) a
concern with redistribution and social justice, and it finds mass support among segments of the
population that are severely disadvantaged under the current socioeconomic order.
Correspondingly, some literature shows that there is a consensus that peacekeeping
service abroad affects civil-military relations at home (Lundgren’s, 2017; Sotomayor, 2014).
This occurs primarily via socialization: by participating in international peacekeeping,
militaries internalize norms that favor subordination to civilian authorities. Sotomayor (2014)
goes further and also draws attention to how peacekeeping can provide a mission reorientation
for armed forces in democratizing States. Moreover, Sotomayor (2013) presented The
Economist claim that peacekeeping encourages the democratization of the military mindset:
“The old generation is all about war and security. In another generation, we will have a new
military, with an international outlook and new ideas about conflict prevention, civilian
government, and the rule of law.” For example, Worboys apud Lundgren (2017) relate how in
Argentina, in the 1990s, peacekeeping facilitated the creation of ‘an entirely new identity for
the armed forces,’ which functioned to ‘direct their attention away from politics.’
Accordingly, Haesebrouck (2015) presents several studies that have examined the
impact of party politics on the foreign policy of established democracies. Building on evidence
that the electoral platforms of right-leaning parties are generally more pro-military than the
electoral platforms of left-leaning parties. Though, the narrative may change while talking about
PKO, where the military is deployed to sustain the implementation of a ceasefire or peace
agreement. “In consequence, the distinction between the pro-military right and pro-peace left
seems inadequate to explain participation in UN PKO” (Haesebrouck, 2015).

16

However, regarding the present study, I posit that, concerning the decisions towards
participating in UN PKO, ideology has played an important role. Since, for many Latin
American countries, in line with the overall decline of military coups in the region, neo-populist
governments have emerged in the guise of right-wing movements in the 1990s and on the left
in the 2000s. Additionally, Kuehn and Trinkunas (2017) affirm that “populism has been
described as a ‘thin’ ideology, meaning that it centers on a small set of core political concepts
that are not linked to substantive sociopolitical or socio-economic goals.”
Generally, neo-populist governments have avoided military intervention (Kuehn and
Trinkunas, 2017). Consequently, it is reasonable to think that these Latin American countries
pursued civilian control of the military as it is an essential factor to safeguard democracy
(Amorim Neto, 2019). Moreover, Amorim Neto (2015) also affirms that civil-military relations
are one of the pillars of democratic theory and practice.
However, how to change the role of the military and yet signal that they still have an
important part to play? Hunter (2007) reinforces this issue by acknowledging that:
The pressures to downscale the military in Latin America are multiple.
Democratisation, communism's demise and the virtual elimination of an internal
security threat, the decline of regional conflicts and free-market reforms have
restricted or eliminated previous military roles, political and professional, without
guiding the armed forces down clear new paths. While these developments are
positive from the standpoint of human rights, popular sovereignty, social welfare,
nuclear non-proliferation and international peace, at the same time, they create a risk
of leaving the military with little organisational justification.

For most of these countries, the answer to that was not something unknown, as Latin
America was a strong supporter of the UN from its creation in 1945 and a moderate contributor
to peacekeeping. Hence, the re-democratization experience from the 1980s on and the great
demand for peacekeepers in the post-Cold War era spurred an unprecedented interest in
peacekeeping across the region (Jenne, 2019; Sotomayor, 2014).
Jenne (2019) affirms “it was hoped that peacekeeping would help consolidate
democratic reform through the development of an apolitical military and stronger civilian
control.” Also, the process of democratization in many countries and the search for a new role
and identity for military corporations influenced the decision to invest in preparation and
participation in such endeavors, seeking the internationalization of the army under the
international standards of the United Nations (Herz, 2013; López, 2019). Hence, the next
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section brings a discussion on the general motivations that may have influenced the LA
countries foreign policies and their participation in UN Peacekeeping Operations.
3.2

Latin American Foreign Policy and Participation in Peacekeeping Operations
Gonnet and Hernández (2008) claim that foreign policy may be understood simply as

any activity developed by the national political system and directed to influence foreign subjects
and processes. March and Olsen (1998) also explain it as the application of rules associated
with particular identities to particular situations.
Amorim Neto and Malamud (2015) state that “foreign policy constitutes an intersection
area, as it is both a public policy developed from within the State and the main input of
international politics.” Moreover, in today’s world, and particularly in Latin America, the vast
majority of the foreign policy agenda has not concerned with questions of survival but rather
with issues such as economic prosperity, poverty alleviation, quality of democracy, human
rights, and regional and multilateral cooperation in spheres other than security (Gardini and
Lambert, 2011).
Among the same lines, Gardini and Lambert (2011) present the dualism between
ideology and pragmatism in what concerns to foreign policy. They say that these two elements
are “integral components of political behavior in general, but what constitutes an innovative
element is the considered and calculated variety in intensity, circumstance, purpose, and arena
of the mix of ideology and pragmatism,” which we can find in the foreign policies by the Latin
American countries. However, identifying factors affecting foreign policy is not the same thing
as tracing their influence.
A large body of literature has argued that the chief executive is the main actor in foreign
policy decision-making and, therefore, should be the central focus of any theory of foreign
policy change (Merke and Reynoso, 2016; Merke, Reynoso and Schenoni, 2020). Presidents
have typically enjoyed a wide margin of maneuver to conduct foreign affairs, and thus much of
Latin American foreign policy can be explained by studying presidential preferences (Malamud,
2015; Merke and Reynoso, 2016), including the party’s ideology they are affiliated to. Likewise,
research on Latin America foreign policy suggests that the study of presidential preferences can
illuminate important aspects of foreign policy change (Merke, Reynoso and Schenoni, 2020)
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Furthermore, as the political and historical context, both domestic and international,
offers opportunities and constraints to foreign policy styles and options (Gardini and Lambert,
2011). Nevertheless, Feliú, Galdino and Manoel (2008) assert that international factors, notably
the structure of the international system, are not able to explain all the complexity involved in
the interaction between States, nor to point out the determining variables in the adoption of a
determined foreign policy.
Through the following section of this chapter, I show the main lines of the agreements
made by Latin American countries. In the subsequent chapter, I thoroughly discuss the
determinants for these countries’ participation in UN PKOs.
3.3

Regional Integration and Agreements
Even in the presence of supposedly ideological affinities between a majority of the

2000’s left-leaning administrations, Latin American regionalism is characterized by a number
of competing projects whose rationales and agendas are often divergent, if not incompatible
(Gardini, 2011a). The long tradition of theoretical elaboration of Latin American regionalism
dates back to the first half of the nineteenth century. In his 1815 letter from Jamaica, Simón
Bolívar proposed the constitution of a federation of Hispanic republics as the only viable means
to achieve continental political, economic, and social development.
In 1844, the Argentine intellectual and politician Juan Bautista Alberdi proposed the
creation of a Latin American Union intended to foster economic prosperity and cooperation.
By the mid-1800s, the three most fundamental and enduring issues and principles of Latin
American regionalism were established: the relationship with the United States, the place of
Brazil, and the quest for an aggregative development model. Correspondingly, the Common
Market of the South (MERCOSUR), the Bolivarian Alliance for the Americas (ALBA), and the
South American Union (UNASUR) provide different responses to these three fundamental
issues. Gardini (2011a) argues that MERCOSUR, ALBA, and UNASUR in their current
formulation are not only incompatible but also dysfunctional in terms of the objectives they
purport to pursue. They are the product of different political logics and visions, as presented in
the following analyses.
Alongside the emergence of the Washington Consensus on free markets and electoral
democracy, and regionally, the creation of MERCOSUR, designed to attain greater
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international insertion within a largely accepted framework of norms, where the parties agreed
to develop the South American Community of Nations (CNS) with the aim of creating within
South America a region of peace, economic development, and political dialogue (Lambert,
2011). Hence, MERCOSUR emerged as a representation of a new form of Latin American
regional trade given its departure from the incentives proposed in previous decades that sought
to create an import-substitution model of a protected market (Onuki, Oliveira and Feliú, 2017).
Nevertheless, Malamud (2011) states that once a pragmatic approach to regional
integration, MERCOSUR has gradually become more ideologically loaded as its effectiveness
dwindled over time. Moreover, the questioning of neoliberalism and a quest for international
autonomy and multipolarity led to renewed vigor with regard to integration and the emergence
of both ALBA and UNASUR, which are largely political projects with a marginal economic
dimension. ALBA is essentially a tool for President Hugo Chávez’s regional activism and
agenda (Gardini, 2011a), where ideology may prevail, as the bloc is used to alter the regional
and international order.
Regionalism has been an increasingly important feature in Latin American foreign
policy and epitomizes tensions between ideology and pragmatism (Gardini and Lambert, 2011).
Regional integration is perceived as a priority that will facilitate a common response to
international peace and security challenges. Feliú, Galdino and Manoel (2008) affirm that there
is an idea where the more the countries of South America integrate into the regional and global
economies, the more interdependent and overlapping domestic and international policies of
countries in the region become.
However, despite the attempts to create cohesion through various regional structures,
the broader South or Latin American region and the Global South, in general, are barely
presenting a coherent set of complementary positions on the variety of national strategic choices
involved. The process of forming a cohesive regional response to international conflict
management is still in its infancy (Avezov, 2013).
Correspondingly, in recent times, the mounting rejection of neoliberalism and the
consequent ideological divide in Andean America that presently separates Bolivia, Ecuador,
and Venezuela from Chile, Colombia, and Peru has heightened the tension between pragmatism
and ideology (St. John, 2011).
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While the international agenda of the Bolivarian Revolution is clearly ideological (Raby,
2011), MERCOSUR and, more recently, UNASUR’s main objective is to promote regional
integration by coordinating and organizing various fields, from economic issues to topics
related to the armed forces (Vales, 2013). With the South American Defense Council, which
first convened in early 2009 under the auspices of the South American Community of Nations
(UNASUR), is one important step forward in this regard and represents the first multilateral
organ in the region specifically tasked to deal with matters of defense policy (Kenkel, 2013).
Moreover, this pursue for regional integration by military cooperation vis à vis the
growing demand for peacekeeping operations was a common ground for many countries yet
searching to solidify their civil-military relations. Indeed, Herz’ (2013) analysis showed that:
The election of left-leaning governments in several countries, stressing the importance
of South American integration in the context of social and political change. There is
a clear trend towards increased interaction between South American countries in the
areas of defense and security today. Joint military operations and training have
become commonplace. The move towards civilian control of the military, and armed
forces’ adaptation to new roles in accordance with international norms, as well as
greater interest in security issues among the political and intellectual elites has
reinforced this development.

Southern Cone countries began grudgingly to accept involvement in Chapter VII
missions to use these missions as opportunities to train in real combat situations. They have
come to be identified as compatible with preventive diplomacy principles and peaceful
resolution of conflicts (Souza Neto, 2013).
One of the most prominent case of this kind of cooperation is the UN mission studied
in this work: MINUSTAH, as it reinforces the process of collective identity-building. Although
this mission was by no means a MERCOSUR initiative, its members converged in Haiti by
chance and then cooperated in an ad-hoc manner (Sotomayor, 2013). According to Solar (2019),
for the regional contributors, such as Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Uruguay (widely known as
ABC+U), the MINUSTAH has oiled new mechanisms for regional integration that will last as
long as security in the region is seen as a mutual task. MINUSTAH was also crucial in creating
operational and political capacity in the region while facilitating trust and confidence-building
among participating States (Avezov, 2013). Indeed, Brazil was engaged in a “targeted attempt
to develop a specifically Brazilian, Southern, form of peacebuilding as a counterproposal to the
liberal-democratic Northern model that pervades the UN approach today” (Kenkel, 2011).
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Besides these challenges of integration, we have older economic agreements which had
their ups and downs during the second half of the last century, namely CACM (Central
American Common Market) and CAN (Andean Community of Nations) that, together with
MERCOSUR, accounts for different groups of countries trying to make an economic biding
effort. Additionally, both CACM and CAN “rebirth” in the 1990s along with the creation of
MERCOSUR, becoming the three most important blocs towards its States members, in which
we can find what Malamud (2015) affirmed about CACM that the mechanism that linked
democratization of the end of the 1980s to integration had an institutional foundation:
presidentialism.
4.

Determinants of the participation in and troop contributions to UN PKOs
Brazil’s former Foreign Minister Celso Amorim realized that the emerging power’s

desire for global clout came with a steeper price tag:
Our participation in the UN mission in Haiti also arises from the principle that peace
is not a free international good: the maintenance of peace has a price. That price is
participation. To be absent from or to evade giving an opinion or to act in a crisis
situation can signify exclusion from the decision-making process or worse,
dependency in relations to other states or regions (Amorim apud Kenkel, 2011).

Accompanying the recent rise in the overall theoretical and methodological
sophistication of the literature on peace operations, analyses of States’ motivations to
participate in and contribute troops to such missions have gained in both number and rigor over
the last several years (Kenkel, 2011). Nevertheless, Neack (1995) affirms that the realist
explanation of State participation in UN peacekeeping is that States do whatever they can, given
their power resources, to protect and preserve their national interests. If national leaders see
their States’ interests inexorably linked to the continuation of the international status quo, they
will support and defend the status quo.
It is also important to notice that participation in peace operations is always a highprofile foreign policy action for any country. This is so mainly because these operations are
among the most visible and delicate policies undertaken by the UN. So, every engagement in
such operations has subtle political implications and affects the whole international insertion’s
strategy of the troop contributor.
On the more practical and empirical side, ideology and pragmatism are the concepts that
best capture, reconcile, and potentially make sense of apparently divergent (and often seemingly
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incoherent) rationales, agendas, and policies in contemporary Latin American international
affairs (Gardini and Lambert, 2011). Moreover, ideology cannot be the main justification for
any country’s foreign policy, as Gardini (2011) affirms that both ideology and pragmatism are
integral and complementary components of it, in fact, of any political activity in the broader
issue. Enlighted by the fact that a policy dominated only by ideas would easily turn into a
utopian expression, while one guided solely by pragmatism would risk slipping into short-term
opportunism at best and a long-term lack of direction at worst.
On the other hand, Hey (2016) affirms that the “ideological orientation of the
policymaker or policy-making group emerges as the strongest predictor of policy, largely
because it helps to determine the weight and direction of the causal relationship between policy
and many of the other variables mentioned here.” Supported by Gardini’s (2011) affirmation
that countries without the good resources developed countries have may be tempted by a greater
emphasis on ideology, which would be the case of LA countries. Hence, Ideology is the main
motivation for this research as we have witnessed, in these past decades, many changes
(ideologically speaking) in these countries – beginning with the end of the Authoritarian
Regimes and the Cold war, where many rightist populist governments have emerged, passing
through the aforementioned Pink Tide, and getting until the recent years – alongside a great
variation in their participation towards UN PKO.
Among the same lines, Stein and Caro (2017) argue that “one of the most important
developments in the Latin American political landscape since the late 1990s has been the
significant shift to the left in several countries in the region.” The 1998 election of Hugo Chávez
in Venezuela was just the beginning; it was quickly followed by the elections of Ricardo Lagos
in Chile, Lula da Silva in Brazil, Néstor Kirchner in Argentina, Tabaré Vázquez in Uruguay,
and Evo Morales in Bolivia, among others. In 1998, before the election of Hugo Chávez, none
of the countries in Latin America (except for Cuba) were under the control of a government on
the left.
Although there is a long tradition of research on the impact of partisanship and ideology
on macroeconomic outcomes (Stein and Caro, 2017), there is little work analyzing the
relationship between a State’s presidents’ ideology and its participation in PKO. As seen above,
it was presented here a great variety of different governing presidents and parties, which allows
me to have a great deal of data to analyze. As Amorim Neto (2015) stated that, among all public
policy areas, foreign policy is the one that most easily can be changed by means of symbolic
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gestures and official pronouncements by the chief executive and the foreign minister. Also,
Malamud (2015) confirms this idea by affirming that most times, actual presidential systems
have performed closer to concentration rather than to separation of power, especially in most
Latin American countries, reinforcing the well-established “prominent role that Latin American
presidents have played in crafting and implementing foreign policy” (Malamud, 2015).
For instance, the decision-making process for the deployment of peacekeeping troops
in Brazil is ad-hoc and under-institutionalized. As a result, it is quite malleable that personalities
play an excessive role in either speeding it up or holding it hostage. As Amorim Neto (2006)
posits, presidents are policy maximizers; they desire to translate their preferences into policy
above all. This makes the actual outcome of the process highly dependent upon politics and
personality. Therefore, the government's overarching attitude in power can leave a strong
(occasionally party-political) mark on the country’s pattern of deployments to peace operations
(Kenkel, 2011).
In what concerns to the incumbents’ party ideology, Botelho and Alves (2017)
commented on Coppedge’s (1997) study, who does an extensive classification of Latin
American political parties over time and countries. They agree to recognize that the left-right
dimension can be problematic in Latin America. However, they justify its use for several
reasons, including the fact that the specialists consulted in each country were able to apply it
for the vast majority of the cases and, therefore, certified the importance of this criteria.
Rathbun’s (2004) model demonstrates that leftist parties will be more supportive of UN
PKO than other military operations. The general goal of promoting peace and stability
corresponds to their inclusive conception of national interests, as supporting the UN
peacekeeping system complies with their preference for multilateralism, as Esparza, Henon and
Gentry (2020) affirm that “Nations willing to send troops to peace operations evince a broader
global community and the best of human intentions.” Moreover, contributing to UN PKO does
not contradict their averseness to the use of military means (Haesebrouck, 2015). The
antimilitaristic left does not consider the use of force a bad thing in what concerns UN PKO
since the consent of local actors is a fundamental principle of UN Peacekeeping.
On the other hand, given the exclusive conception of national interests, Haesebrouck
(2015) affirms that rightist leaders will be less inclined to support UN PKO solely for securing
the public good of greater worldwide stability. Therefore, the author continues by saying that a
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history of contributing to UN PKO is not expected to induce support from rightist parties; a
current example is established by Brant and Machado (2020), who assert that, in Bolsonaro’s
administration, the budget for the participation of Brazil in peace operations in the world will
reach, in 2021, its lowest historical level, after suffering a drop of 70% in relation to this year's
budget.
Although Sotomayor (2014) affirms that, in the 1990s, politicians and lawmakers
presented peacekeeping as an opportunity for the armed forces to acquire a new mission after
the leftist guerrilla had ceased to exist – and both right and left-wing democracies may seek
civilian control over the military –, it is commonly known that most of the military regimes that
emerged after the 1960s were used as an excuse for the right-wing not letting the “communist
left” get into power, intensified by the “joint repressive actions conducted by intelligence
services in Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, Chile, Paraguay and Bolivia during the 1970s and early
1980s targeting leftist militants and leaders” (Hirst and Lima, 2015), namely Operation Condor.
Therefore, I posit that States led by leftist governments are more willing to participate in UN
PKO, as they feel a stronger need to rush towards control over the military, since even “if the
risk of a coup d’état is minimal, the lack of adequate oversight over the armed forces continues
to be relevant for countries in Latin America and beyond” (Pion-Berlin & Trinkunas, 2007).
Also, some factors affecting whether a country participates in an operation might differ
from the factors affecting how participants allocate troops to those operations (Lebovic, 2004;
Victor, 2010; Bove and Elia, 2011). I thus partake two dependent variables. The first measure,
‘Participation,’ indicates how many UN PKO a Latin American country contributed armed
troops in a given year. The second, ‘Troop_Contribution,’ counts the number of soldiers
committed annually to every PKO, so I delineate the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1a: The more to the left is the President, the more the country participates in UN
PKO.
Hypothesis 1b: The more to the left is the President, the more troops the country contributes
to UN PKO.
Moreover, as the past rightist military authoritarian rules that occurred in the beginning
of the Cold War, and then being reinforced by the Operation Condor, are imperative to my
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proposition, as it directly influences the reaction of the Latin American left-parties towards the
military, I set the following two hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2a: The relationship between a country’s participation in UN PKO and the
president’s ideology is moderated by the fact that the country had a rightist military regime
after the 1960s.
Hypothesis 2b: The relationship between the number of troops a country contributes to UN
PKO and the president’s ideology is moderated by the fact that the country had a rightist
military regime after the 1960s.
However, as Kathman and Melin (2016) tell us that conceptualizing contributions as a
single binary choice is misleading, the vast literature about participating in UN PKO has shown
that there are many reasons for a State to contribute (Blum, 2000; Lebovic, 2004; Perkins and
Neumayer, 2008; Victor, 2010, Bove and Elia, 2011; Sotomayor, 2010; Sotomayor, 2013;
Sotomayor, 2014; Gaibulloev et al., 2015; Uzonyi, 2015; Kathman and Melin, 2016; Ward and
Dorussen, 2016; Coleman and Nyblade, 2018); each asking distinct questions and shedding
light on different aspects. Carvalho (2019) states that some works often consider variables
related to the international level of analysis. Conversely, it is important to acknowledge that,
when considering States' behavior towards these operations, they are talking about foreign
policy, which is affected by international variables while, as well as any public policy, it is also
related to domestic politics. In line with Feliú and Miranda (2011) found that the analyzes that
favor the incorporation of the domestic arena in the foreign policy decision process, commonly
called foreign policy analysis, have gained significant relevance in the recent international
academic scenario.
Though LA countries’ motivations for participation in UN peace operations vary
considerably from case to case, I discuss the most influencing variables found in the literature:
a) Level of democracy
This concept is keen to my research, and more strongly towards LA countries, as they
have passed across a diversification of regimes throughout the last century; moreover it is also
one of the few domestic factors consistently linked to peacekeeping contributions (Haesebrouck,
2015).
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Lebovic (2004) demonstrated with relevant coefficients that a country’s level of
democracy predicts participation in UN PKOs. At the same time, the descriptive and robust
model results strongly indicated that the multilateral peace operations of the post-cold war era
relied on democratic participation: “a country’s level of democracy accounts for whether and
how much countries contributed personnel to these operations when competing with a host of
variables linked to liberal and realist theory” (Lebovic, 2004).
Similarly, Perkins and Neumayer (2008) show that more democratic countries are more
likely to provide troops to PKOs, with levels of democracy emerging as one of the most
influential determinants governing the probability of country participation. So, I will assess the
following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 3a: The higher the level of democracy a Latin American Country has, the more
UN PKOs it participates.
Hypothesis 3b: The higher the level of democracy a Latin American Country has, the more
troops it contributes to UN PKOs.
b) Number of active military personnel
The size of a State’s military is another important variable to be considered when
analyzing how many PKOs per year a country participates and, more importantly, the average
number of troops this country displaces in a year. With respect to it, Victor (2010) affirms that
“States with larger militaries can both contribute to more PKOs and deploy a larger number of
peacekeepers at one time,” although he found out that Military size has a positive and significant
coefficient, suggesting that States with larger armed forces tend to deploy more peacekeepers.
He also concluded that it does not appear to have a significant effect on PKOs/year. “That is,
how large a State’s armed forces are does not seem to affect how likely it is to join a PKO,
although” (Victor, 2010).
Also, Bove and Elia’s (2011) study “lends evidence to support the insight of Victor
(2010) that the size of a State’s military predicts the contribution to UN peacekeeping.”
Moreover, although Daniel & Caraher (2006) showed evidence that the size of a Nation’s active
ground forces is a weak indicator of willingness to contribute, they concluded that it is a strong
indicator of contribution size. Hence, I will assess the hypotheses below:

27

Hypothesis 4a: The higher the number of active military personnel a Latin American Country
has, the more UN PKOs it participates.
Hypothesis 4b: The higher the number of active military personnel a Latin American Country
has, the more troops it contributes to UN PKOs.
c) House Control
Having in mind that my dependent variable relates directly towards the decisions that
Presidents made, it is essential to know if the president’s party has control over all the
parliament houses so that they would have support for their resolutions. Even though I discussed
that LA Presidents have a great deal of power over a foreign policy decision, indeed, when the
president’s party do not have control over the houses, it may deliver mix results, as maybe the
view of the president is not what is setting up the agenda of foreign policy, and even
participation in PKO. This issue is particularly relevant in relation to Latin American countries,
as several studies point out that disputes between presidents and legislatures play important
roles in democratic breakdowns (Feliú and Pinheiro, 2016).
Onuki and Feliú (2014) concluded that legislative behavior is similar in international and
domestic issues, as evidenced by the indices of party unity in both arenas. Moreover,
Haesebrouck (2015) sustains that the variation in institutional constraints on executive action
might have an impact on peacekeeping contributions by relying on the structural model of
democratic peace, where several scholars showed that States in which parliament has a veto on
military deployments are less likely to resort to the use of force. In line with it, Auerswald’s
(1999) concludes that chief executives are more reluctant to use force if parliaments can
overturn its decision to do so.
Conclusively, Feliú and Miranda (2011) found a strong association between the legislator
belonging to a party of the governing base and voting in favor of sending troops, measured by
means of the Chi-square test. By way of I present the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 5a: If the Latin American Country’s President party has control over the houses
of parliament, the more UN PKOs it participates.
Hypothesis 5b: If the Latin American Country’s President party has control over the houses
of parliament, the more troops it contributes to UN PKOs.
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d) Participation of the Country in a regional economic agreement
States have been pressured by allies to participate in intervening coalitions or have
altered their position vis à vis a specific conflict context due to changes in the interpretation of
international norms by their leading policy partner. Also, Mullenbac (2005) states that “as one
of several conflict management techniques available to third-part actors, peacekeeping is
perhaps the one technique that is most influenced by pressures and constraints originating from
the international system.”
UN PKOs are increasingly composed of troops from multiple countries, and Ward and
Dorussen (2016) expected countries to care about the coalition of countries involved in a
particular peacekeeping mission.
Sotomayor (2014) focused on the contributions of democratizing States and argued that
their contributions signal a commitment to upholding international agreements. Supported by
Lebovic’s (2004) statement that contributions to UN peace operations from a country are
explained by its capabilities, alliances, and conflict involvement. Perkins and Neumayer (2008)
also expected the probability of any country participating in PKO to rise as more States in the
same region also participate. Also, they found evidence that regional location provides a
“context” for strategic comparison, cooperation, and foreign policy action, with States more
likely to participate when more of their regional peers do so.
Additionally, Kathman and Melin (2016) also found a positive and significant
coefficient for the rivalry among countries of the same region, indicating that States embroiled
in an ongoing interstate rivalry commit greater numbers of troops. However, they did not find
a significant correlation for their regional variable.
Conversely, Santa-Cruz (2015) contends that “in the Latin American efforts at region
building, even when they have an ostensibly economic nature, identity matters more than
interests, and is the key explanatory factor, hence the repeated – and mostly unproductive –
attempts at Latin American economic integration.” Hereafter, I will also test the following
hypotheses towards the three main economic agreements, that exists for the whole analyzed
period (CACM, CAN, and MERCOSUR):
Hypothesis 6a: If a Latin American Country integrates in a regional economic agreement
(CACM, CAN or MERCOSUR), the more UN PKOs it participates.
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Hypothesis 6b: If a Latin American Country integrates in a regional economic agreement
(CACM, CAN or MERCOSUR), the more troops it contributes to UN PKOs.
e) GDP per capita
Lundgren (2017) affirms that economic motivations are central to many developing countries
that have become the predominant contributors. The beneficiaries of economic benefits may
include the national government, military institutions, individual militaries, and private firms;
however, in the typical case, the military is the main beneficiary, instead of the State.
Moreover, according to its Uruguayan advocates, participation in these operations
promotes the country’s foreign policy by opening opportunities for achieving concrete national
political and economic goals (Gonnet and Hernández, 2008). Victor (2010) also affirms that
A major incentive for developing countries to participate in UN peacekeeping is that
they receive a monthly stipend per soldier. For the poorest countries, this money can
be highly attractive for leaders – both autocratic and democratic – who are struggling
to pay troop salaries, fund government functions, and perhaps even distribute adequate
patronage. A better-funded military and government can help a leader maintain
regime stability and promote their own political prospects, whether through satisfying
the salary demands of troops, the policy demands of the public, or the patronage
demands of important political clients.

Drawing towards this rationale, he found that poorer countries contribute more to
peacekeeping. Thus, countries with lower GDP per capita are expected to deploy more
peacekeepers and to contribute more to peacekeeping.
Therefore, this is an important variable to go into our proposition as, “in much of the
peacekeeping literature, financial and material support for peace operations is attributed to the
interests and capabilities of the participants” (Lebovic, 2004). Confirmed by Bove and Elia
(2011), the ‘mercenarization’ hypothesis – “Poorer countries are more likely to join a UN
operation, as found by Victor (2010), although the number in armed forces is not statistically
significant.” Even though Coleman and Nyblade (2018) strongly criticize the test of Bove and
Elia, affirming that they “do nothing to account for the skewed distribution of GDP per capita.
If one were to use the natural log of GDP per capita, the relationship looks different – or indeed
non-existent,” as the authors show in their work.
Moreover, Kathman and Melin’s (2016) GDP/capita indicator showed no significant
effect on the probability of contributing troops. Furthermore, Blum (2000) found no significant
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correlation between a state's level of wealth and the personnel contributed, not allowing
meaningful conclusions to be drawn about the matter.
Nonetheless, I follow here the thoughts of Coleman and Nyblade (2018) when they say
that they “do not contend that the peacekeeping for profit narrative is never accurate. However,
its significance as an explanation for contemporary UN peacekeeping contributions has been
vastly overstated.” Concluding that even if this variable shows a bit of nonunderstanding in the
ongoing literature, it must appear in my model, as it clearly influences the countries contribution,
as follows:
Hypothesis 7a: The lower the GDP per capita of a Latin American Country, the more UN
PKOs it participates in the following year.
Hypothesis 7b: The lower the GDP per capita of a Latin American Country, the more troops
it contributes to UN PKOs in the following year.
4.1

Method
Comparing different countries is always a hard task because of their particularities and

inherited differences; therefore, the regression coefficients of simple econometric OLS
estimators could have omitted variable bias. However, Stock and Watson (2015) show us a
method for controlling for some types of omitted variables without actually observing them.
This method requires a specific type of data, called panel data, in which each observational unit,
or entity, is observed at two or more time periods. They also affirm that “by studying changes
in the dependent variable over time, it is possible to eliminate the effect of omitted variables
that differ across entities but are constant over time” (Stock and Watson, 2015).
Also, Plumper, Troeger & Manow (2005) sustain that pooling offers us at least two
advantages compared to either a pure cross-section of units or a pure time series. First, the
number of observations increases, and so do the degrees of freedom. Second, pooling makes it
possible to control for exogenous shocks common to all countries and reduce the omitted
variable bias.
By studying panel data analysis, we usually get in front of the uncertainty of the two
key approaches we should use: fixed effects (FE) and random effects (RE) models. Indeed, the
combined country and time fixed effects regression model can eliminate omitted variable bias
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arising both from unobserved variables that are constant over time and from unobserved
variables that are constant across countries. Moreover, panel data at the country level has the
advantage that it is easier to identify how a structural change in the president’s ideology has
affected the dynamics of the country’s participation in and troops' contribution to PKO.
Fixed effects modeling is used more frequently in economics and political science,
reflecting its status as what Schurer and Yong called as the ‘gold standard’ default (Bell and
Jones, 2015), as the panel data model lets me control for unobserved variables that differ from
one country to another. Plümper and Troeger (2007) state that “these clear advantages of the
FE model come at a certain price,” mainly when making a multilevel analysis. Moreover, Bell,
Fairbrother, and Jones (2019) argue that “in most research scenarios, a well-specified RE model
provides everything that FE provides and more, making it the superior method for most
practitioners.” By way of one of FE drawbacks, the problem of estimating time-invariant
variables in panel data analyses with unit effects has widely been recognized (Plümper and
Troeger, 2007), since the FE model uses only the within variance for the estimation and
disregards the between variance, it does not allow the estimation of time-invariant variables
(TIVs); hence RE becomes a preferable choice (Hsiao, 2007; Plümper and Troeger, 2007;
Schunck, 2013; Bell and Jones, 2015; Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones, 2019; Hill et al., 2020).
Nevertheless, Greene (2011) asserts that “random effects (RE) approach allows TIVs
but involves an assumption that is rarely palatable, that the common effects are uncorrelated
with the regressors. When this assumption fails (as it usually appears to do), the estimator is
biased in the same way that OLS estimates are. Consequently, I will ultimately use both
methods, as I will test for models with two level-data structures, where observations (at level
1) are clustered into groups of countries (at level 2). As estimating a FE model is justified for
the purpose of controlling for the potentially large number of unmeasured explanatory variables
(Plümper and Troeger, 2007), it does not usually include random slopes and failing to do so can
lead to incorrect SEs as well as being a less interesting and realistic model. A random-effects
model is such because it has random effects (that is, higher-level entities treated as a
distribution) in it, rather than fixed effects (higher-level entities treated as dummy variables) in
it.
For years, there have been discussion on how to use these methods together. Plümper
and Troeger (2007) presented the FE vector decomposition model (FEVD) in which, under
specific conditions, “produces more reliable estimates for time-invariant and rarely changing
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variables in panel data with unit effects than any alternative estimator of which we are aware
of.” However, Greene (2011) affirmed that the “FEVD estimator (…) is illusory,” as he explains
it exploits an interesting algebraic result that reaches an old conclusion via a new path – the
estimator is the original Least Square Dummy Variable (LSDV). Additionally, Breusch et al.
(2011) conclude that with “appropriate justification for the instruments, FEVD is just IV
(instrumental variables). Without that justification, FEVD is just mistaken.”
Furthermore, Bell and Jones (2015) “have shown that the main criticism of RE, the
correlation between covariates and residuals, is readily solvable using the within-between
formulation” proposed by them, which is the closest model proposed by Mundlak (1978). The
authors explain that:
We as researchers are aiming to understand the world. FE models attempt to do this
by cutting out much of “what is going on,” leaving only a supposedly universal effect
and controlling out differences at the higher level. In contrast, an RE approach
explicitly models this difference. (…) To be absolutely clear, this is not to say that
within-between RE models are perfect—no model is. If there are only a very small
number of higher-level units, RE may not be appropriate. As with any model, it is
important to consider whether important variables have been omitted and whether
causal interpretations are justified, using theory— particularly regarding timeinvariant variables. No statistical model can act as a substitute for intelligent research
design and forethought regarding the substantive meaning of parameters. However,
the advantages of within-between RE over the more restrictive FE are at odds with
the dominance of FE as the ‘default’ option in a number of social science disciplines
(Bell and Jones, 2015).

Therefore, this within-between random effects (REWB) model is the most suitable
considering my analyses. The within-effects are essential to my assessment of ‘Ideology’ over
my dependent variables, since it can capture the effect of the independent variable changing
over time (Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones, 2019). Additionally, between-effects in longitudinal
studies are often equally illuminating, despite being non-changing by definition. Accordingly,
Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones (2019) conclude that, with a panel dataset, for example, it will often
be worth modeling associations at the higher level in order to understand the ways in which
individuals differ – not just how they change over time.
With that consideration in mind, as I have deeply investigated the countries here
analyzed and the variety of variables used in the vast literature of PKO, I believe I will be able
to make the assessments proposed in this thesis, in accordance with what Hsiao (2007) affirms:
[although] “panel data offer many advantages, they are not panacea. The power of panel data
to isolate the effects of specific actions, treatments, or more general policies depends critically
on the compatibility of the assumptions of statistical tools with the data generating process.”

33

4.2

Analysis

4.2.1. Data and econometric models
Data are time series over the period from 1991 to 2017 (27 years) for the following 15
democratic Latin American countries: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Dominican
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru,
and Uruguay, resulting in a balanced panel with a total of 405 observations. I do not include
Cuba and Venezuela for they have lost their democratic status; neither Haiti as the country had
an important PKO on its lands in the 2000s; nor Costa Rica or Panama as, for most of the
analyzed years, these countries appeared without regular military force (Høivik and Aas, 1981;
Segura et al., 2016; CIA, 2020).
My first dependent variable (‘Participation’) is the number of a country’s participation
in PKOs in a given year. Here I summed the monthly data, retrieved from the International
Peace Institute, within each year analyzed, then I divided by twelve to acquire the average
monthly participation in that year.
My second dependent variable (‘Troops’) is concerned with the number of a country’s
military personnel (troops) participating in UN PKOs from 1991 to 2017. Similarly to the
former variable, I also summed the monthly data from the International Peace Institute within
each year analyzed, then I divided by twelve to acquire the average monthly troop contribution
in a given year. However, to better analyze what has influenced the country’s number in
contribution, I here consider only the countries that have participated in at least half of the years
studied (14 years), excluding the following countries: Colombia, Dominican Republic, Mexico,
and Nicaragua. Since my first dependent variable has the purpose of assessing a LA country's
motivation to participate, this second variable attends to the motives influencing the countries
that participate to send more or less military personnel on the missions.
Towards the background of the discussion of ideology in which influences the number
of PKO a country participates, and the personnel sent to these operations (troop contribution)
presented earlier in this thesis, I specify an econometric model where the main explanatory
factors are:
(1) president’s party ideology (‘Ideology’), represented as 0 – for right president’s party; 0.25
– for center-right; 0.5 – for center; 0.75 – for center-left; and 1 – for left) – to measure the
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ideology, I used data provided by Murillo, Oliveros and Vaishnav (2010) that locate parties in
government in a five-point scale (these data were corroborated by Cruz, Keefer and
Scartascini’s (2018) three-point scale party orientation, where in the cases data were missing
from the main used database, I retrieved them from this one; also, when both databases did not
present data towards a specific year I considered the party of this year as being from the center
– with the value of 0.5); and
(2) a dummy variable to account for a past rightist military rule (‘Military_rule,’ =1 if positive,
=0 otherwise), where it will be tested as might having a moderator effect towards the effect of
the former variable over the dependent variables. The following countries were attributed as ‘1’
considering the periods in parenthesis: Argentina (1976-1983), Bolivia (1971-1985), Brazil
(1964-1985), Chile (1973-1990), Ecuador (1972-1979), El Salvador (1931-1979), Guatemala
(1954-1996), Honduras (1963-1974), Paraguay (1954-1989), Peru (1975-1980), and Uruguay
(1973-1985); the remaining 4 got the value ‘0’ (Corkill, 1977; Gettleman, 1987; Dix, 1994;
Lessa, 1996; McSherry, 2005; Soledad, 2010; Doyle and Osorio, 2013; Galván, 2013; Schenoni
and Mainwaring, 2018).
We have seen that in Latin America, the contribution varies throughout the countries
(Sotomayor, 2010; Aguilar, 2011; Feinsilber, 2015; Jenne, 2019). Also, the data presented in
this analysis show that the number of PKOs a country participates and of troops being sent also
differ over the years. This phenomenon could be ascribed to variations of the domestic and
international changes related to each country.
In order to capture solid information across the Latin American countries, I have
collected the data as follows, to serve as control variables: (1) ‘Level_of_democracy’ –
Marshall and Gurr’s (2020) Polity5 Project; (2) ‘Personnel’ (data were available until the year
of 2012, so I use the value of the year 2012 for the five subsequent years) – Greig and
Enterline’s (2017) Correlates of War (COW) Project; (3) whether the chief executive controls
all houses (‘House_control’, also a dummy variable to distinguish if the president has control
(=1) or not (=0) of all houses.) – retrieved from Cruz, Keefer and Scartascini (2018); (4) three
dummy variables indicating if the country participates in ‘CACM’, ‘CAN’, ‘MERCOSUR’ or
neither of these agreements – Gibler’s (2009) COW Formal Interstate Alliance Dataset; and (5)
last year’s GDP per capita (‘logGDPpp_last’) – World Bank national accounts data.
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Here I set up some econometric models to account for the influence behind the
singularity of my dependent variables in the long run. All the aforementioned independent
variables can be considered exogenous concerning the dependent variable. My first two
equations are represented below:
Participationit = β0 + β1.Ideologyit + β2.Military_rulei + β3.Level_of_democracyit +
β4.Personnelit + β5.House_controlit + β6.CACMit + β7.CANit + β8.MERCOSURit +
β9.logGDPpp_lastit + αi + λt + εit

(A)

Troopsit = β0 + β1.Ideologyit + β2.Military_rulei + β3.Level_of_democracyit + β4.Personnelit
+ β5.House_controlit + β6.CACMit + β7.CANit + β8.MERCOSURit + β9.logGDPpp_lastit + αi +
λt + εit

(B)

where αi is the entity fixed effect, and λt is the time fixed effect.
Moreover, I will then test whether ‘Military_rule’ has moderating effects on the effect
of Ideology over my dependent variable ‘Participation’, by the following proposed equation:
Participationit = β0 + β1.Ideologyit + β2.Military_rulei + β3.Ideologyit* Military_rulei +
β4.Level_of_democracyit + β5.Personnelit + β6.House_controlit + β7.CACMit + β8.CANit +
β9.MERCOSURit + β10.logGDPpp_lastit + αi + λt + εit

(C)

It is noteworthy to mention that the interaction above towards the dependent variable
‘Troops’ will not be tested. The reason for that is the simple fact that, as I cut off the countries
that have participated only in a few or none UN PKO missions, I ended up with only the
countries that had past rightist military authoritarian rules, in other words, all the remain
countries have the value ‘1’ for the interaction variable ‘Military_rule.’
So, I then specify a dynamic econometric model. Differences among countries arise
only in the long run because of differences in structural factors such as economic development,
social capital, and political institutions.
To examine both cross-sectional and longitudinal associations between our level 1 and
level 2 variables, I use a REWB linear model. This kind of hybrid model, to date more typically
employed in political science research, allows for simultaneous estimation of cross-sectional
(between-group) and longitudinal (within-group) associations for group-level predictors
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(Rummo et al., 2020), with heterogeneity modeled at both levels (Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones,
2019). To estimate the within-between model, I standardized the values for each country-level
exposure and then decomposed each variable into the following two: (1) the mean for each
country from 1991 to 2017 (represented by the between-effects) and (2) the group-meancentered value for each year (country-year value minus country mean, represented by the
within-effects). According to Rummo et al. (2020), the latter is “equivalent to the coefficients
estimated by econometric fixed-effects models, which account for country-level time-invariant
confounding.” I estimate the model by using Schunck’s (2013) discussion of the following
hybrid model (Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones, 2019 – by assuming homogeneous effects across
countries) using Stata software:
yit =β0 + β1(xit - 𝑥¯ i) + β2ci + β3𝑥¯ i + μi + 𝜖it

(1)

where subscript i denotes level 2 (countries) and t denotes level 1 (years). yit is the dependent
variable, xit is a level 1 independent variable that varies between and within clusters, and ci is
a level 2 independent variable that varies only between clusters. μi is the level 2 error and the
random intercept, and 𝜖it is the level 1 error. While it is not necessary to include the cluster
mean (𝑥¯ i) to obtain the within estimate of β1, its inclusion ensures that effect estimates of level
2 variables are corrected for between-cluster differences in xit (Schunck, 2013). While β2 is in
itself a between effect – level 2 variables cannot have within effects since there is no variation
within higher-level entities (Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones, 2019). To address potential
confounding, I control for all described covariates. The model assumes a normal distribution of
the residuals at individual level and the residuals of the outcome.
I also compare my equations using the next three models that are currently more often
used (Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones, 2019):
The simplest option is to ignore the structure of the model entirely by using an OLS
regression, assuming that all observations in the dataset are conditionally independent:
yit =𝛽0 +𝛽1OLSxit +𝛽2OLSzi + (𝜖it) (2)
The authors also affirm that, depending on the field, perhaps the most commonly used
and recommended method of dealing with differing within and between effects as outlined
above is ‘fixed effects’ modelling. The result is that between effects (associations at the higher
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level) cannot be estimated, as the cross-cluster differences in the effects of lower-level controls
reduces the precision of estimated context effects. The model can be reduced to the following
within effects estimate:
(yit −ȳi)=𝛽1 (xit - x̄i)+(𝜖it)

(3)

The coefficient 𝛽1 will be the same as the model (1) because the REWB will provide
exactly the same coefficient results for the within effect (coefficient and standard error) as the
FE model (Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones, 2019).
The last commonly used model employs the random effects framework, but does not
estimate separate relationships at each of the two levels:
yit =𝛽0 +𝛽1RExit +𝛽2REci +(μi +𝜖it )
4.2.2

(4)

Omitted variable bias in the within‐between RE model
All of the models I consider here are subject to a variety of biases. Most significantly

for our present purposes is the possibility of omitted variable bias.
As with fixed effects models, the REWB specification prevents any bias on level 1
coefficients due to omitted variables at level 2 (Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones, 2019). To put it
another way, there can be no correlation between level 1 variables included in the model and
the level 2 random effects—such biases are absorbed into the between effect, as confirmed by
simulation studies (Bell and Jones, 2015). When using panel data with repeated measures on
individuals, unchanging and/or unmeasured characteristics of an individual will be controlled
out of the estimate of the within effect. However, unobserved time-varying characteristics can
still cause biases at level 1 in either an FE or a REWB model (Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones,
2019). Similarly, the authors also affirm that, in a REWB model, unmeasured level 2
characteristics can cause bias in the estimates of between effects and effects of other level 2
variables.
This would be a problem if I wish to know the direct causal effect of a level 2 variable
(Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones, 2019). However, I do not look for the direct, causal effect of a
level 2 variable, as I intend to see these variables as proxies for a range of unmeasured social
processes, which might include those omitted variables themselves, or as I have proposed for
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the Military_rule variable: a moderating effect towards the main effect of Ideology over my
dependent variables.
Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones (2019) assert that “as long as we interpret any coefficient
estimates with these unmeasured variables in mind and are aware that such reasoning is as much
conceptual and theoretical as it is empirical, such coefficients can be of great value in helping
us to understand patterns in the world through a model-based approach.”
4.3

Results

4.3.1

Assessing the Participation of a Country in UN PKO
The total number of countries in my analytic sample was 15 (n = 405 in total over the

studied period – 1991 to 2017), representing 75% of all Latin American countries. Across this
period, the average Participation for the full analyzed sample was 1.228 (SD = 1.619). The
average of the Ideology variable in the sample was .494 (SD = .360), and the average
Military_rule of the participant countries was .733 (SD = .443). By analyzing the turn of the
Millennium, and the surface of the Pink Tide alongside it – when the average Ideology was
from .352 (SD = .226) to .577 (SD = .397) –, the average Participation across the countries also
raised from .465 (SD = .984) to 1.677 (SD = 1.748). Additionally, data descriptive statistics for
the variables Participation and Ideology are presented in Appendix A.
After these verifications, I ran the Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test for
random effects, and the null hypothesis that variances across entities are zero was rejected
(chibar2 = 111.27; p < .001), so the random effect model can deal with heterogeneity better
than pooled OLS, as predicted for the panel data format.
Then, I examined the model proposed in the methodological section. I applied the
within-between RE model in Stata software, as Schunck (2013) presented in his work, toward
the equations A and C, represented by the models 1 to 4, in Table 1, where models 1 and 3 were
built without the control variables to identify the coefficients' stability and their significance.
Next, I report the estimates of the full model with the covariates, models 2 and 4.
Based on the REWB model, I first assess model 2 (without interaction and with the
control variables) which, with an overall R2 of 0.52 (being able to explain 33% of the within
variation and 85% of the between), I was able to confirm the Hypothesis 1a, as I observed a
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significant positive within-country association for Ideology and Participation (β = 0.672, pvalue < .01). The model also resulted a significant between-country relationship for
Military_rule and Participation (β = 1.568, p-value < .001), again positive.
Furthermore, I observed significant within-country associations with Participation for
both ‘Personnel’ (β = -0.008, p-value < .01) – a surprising negative coefficient, although the
theory predicts a positive comparison only between countries, which my results showed as
expected (β = 0.004, p-value < .001), confirming Hypothesis 4a – and ‘logGDPpp_last’ (β =
1.259, p-value < .001) – this result tells us that a country positive variation on its last years’
GDP would influence a higher participation in PKO, not supporting the Hypothesis 7a, not even
when analyzing the between effect of the variable, while its coefficient goes the expected way
(β = -0.253), it was not significant though; reinforcing what Esparza, Henon and Gentry (2020)
affirmation that “the remuneration to the armed forces from peacekeeping missions would not
be enough to sustain the replacement, let alone growth, of necessary weapons platforms.”
Moreover, the model also showed significant between-country associations with
Participation for House_control (β= -0.690, p-value < .05) – which discloses that the mean
house control of the country relates to a negative participation, what may not be a proper
comparison as this variable is particularly attained to the countries internal institution, as the
Hypothesis 5a has a viability when comparing the within effects of the variable; however, its
coefficient was also negative (β= -0.205) and it was not significant for me to retrieve something
about it – and ‘MERCOSUR’ (β=0.968, p-value < .001) – a positive effect in concordance with
the literature, supporting, in part, my Hypothesis 6a, as I did not find significant results for the
other blocs (‘CACM’ and ‘CAN’), meaning that, through the analyzed period, the Mercosur
agreement may have had a significant influence towards the participation of its members.
Nevertheless, the within and between-effects of Level_of_democracy, were not significant as
shown in Table 1, so my Hypothesis 3a was not supported.

.272 (2.058)

0.30
0.13
0.59

R² overall
R² within
R² between

Sqrt Variance: Level 1
1.475
1.156
Sqrt Variance: Level 2
0.416
0
rho
0.22
0
Walld chi2
76.95***
428.64***
Total number of observations: 405; † p<.1 * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

0.52
0.33
0.85

1.136 (1.537)

.017 (.046)
-.007* (.003)
1.259*** (.141)
-.205 (.158)

.140 (.104)
.004*** (.001)
-.253 (.183)
-.690* (.286)
-.345 (.308)
-.140 (.248)
.968*** (.213)

1.431
0.512
0.263
89.22***

0.32
0.16
0.60

-.583 (5.141)
.419 (2.181)

-.628 (.572)

.672** (.198)

-.643 (.639)
1.568*** (.198)

constant

1.462*** (.191)

2.436 (5.305)

1.704 (1.162)
1.397** (.428)

Variables
Explanatory
Ideology
Military_rule
Control
Level_of_democracy
Personnel/1000
logGDPpp_last
House_control
CACM
CAN
MERCOSUL
Interaction effects
Ideology*Military_rule
1.698*** (.470)

.102 (.421)

1.122
0
0
515.04***

0.54
0.35
0.89

-1.713 (2.689)

-4.496 (3.503)

.197† (.112)
.005** (.002)
-.171 (.191)
-.308 (.410)
-.360 (.304)
-.082 (.249)
.811** (.243)

3.163 (3.032)
3.492* (1.512)

1.482** (.443)

.013 (.045)
-.007** (.003)
1.240*** (.139)
-.219 (.156)

-.500 (.401)

Model 4
Between effects
Within effects

With Interaction (C)
Model 3
Between effects Within effects

Participation
Model 2
Between effects
Within effects

Without Interaction (A)

Model 1
Between effects Within effects

Table 1. Econometric models for Participation
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Model 4, with the interaction term (and with the covariates), supported my Hypothesis
2a, with the significant positive within-effect of Military_rule over the within-effect of Ideology
on Participation (β=1.482, p-value < .01), roughly represented in figure 01 below. In addition
to it, the between-effect of the interaction was also significant; however, it does not tell us much
as it represents the variation of the mean Ideology across the countries, which is not informative
as I seek here to differentiate among the variety of types of ideology in power each year.
The interaction model resulted an overall R2 of 0.54, where it can explain 35% of the
within variation and 89% of the between. Also, although most of the effects of this model were
similar to the ones found in model 2, it also yielded some alternative results, mainly in what
concerns the between effects, where, when comparing the means of the countries of the 27 years
studied, Level_of_democracy presented a positive coefficient as posited in my Hypothesis 3a,
still with significance only at the 10% level (β=0.197, p-value < .10), which tells us that the
countries with higher levels of democracy tend to participated more in UN PKO, with a
confidence level of 90%. Another variable with different results was the ‘House_control’ that
presented some abnormal outcomes in the previous model, and here it was inconclusive as the
coefficient (negative once more, β= -0.308) was not significant.
Figure 01. Military_rule interaction effect
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4.3.1.1 Robustness Checks
In this section, I compare the results previously discussed with the ones obtained by
applying the most used models in Panel Data (econometric models 2, 3, and 4). First, I did a
pooled regression with all the 405 observations together without and with the interaction
(models 1 and 4 of Table 2, respectively), neglecting, as theorized before, the cross-section and
time-series nature of our data. The major problem with this model is that it does not distinguish
the inherent characteristics between the countries I am analyzing, denying the heterogeneity
and individuality that indeed exists among them.
Table 2. Robustness checks for Participation

(1)
OLS

Variables
Explanatory
Ideology

.905*** (.185)

Military_rule

1.015*** (.168)

Participation
Without Interaction (A)
(2)
(3)
(4)
Fixed Effects
Random Effects
OLS
.671*** (.187)

.737*** (.185)

-.095 (412)

.773† (.468)

.460† (.264)

With Interaction (C)
(5)
(6)
Fixed Effects
Random Effects
-.500 (.379)

-.425 (.379)
.099 (.545)

Control
Level_of_democracy

.040 (.042)

.017 (.043)

.023 (.043)

.031 (.041)

.013 (.043)

.017 (.042)

Personnel/1000

.001 (.001)

-.007* (.003)

-.003 (.002)

.0002 (.001)

-.007** (.003)

-.004† (.002)

logGDPpp_last

.727*** (.112)

1.259*** (.133)

1.152*** (.128)

.713*** (.111)

1.240*** (.131)

1.149*** (.127)

House_control

-.265† (.143)

-.205 (.149)

-.226 (.147)

-.299* (.143)

-.219 (.147)

-.241† (.146)

CACM

.999*** (.228)

1.289* (.569)

1.034*** (.226)

1.322* (.620)

CAN

.785*** (.213)

1.192* (.557)

.794*** (.211)

1.227* (.608)

MERCOSUL

1.226*** (.211)

1.402* (.599)

1.264*** (.209)

1.458* (.656)

Interaction effects
Ideology * Military_rule

1.257** (.464)

1.482*** (.419)

1.458** (.420)

constant

-6.881*** (.898) -8.749*** (.946) -9.891*** (1.064)

-6.268*** (.919) -8.502*** (.935) -9.278*** (1.089)

R²
R² within
R² between

0.46

0.47

Sqrt Variance: Level 1
Sqrt Variance: Level 2
rho
Test

0.19
0.33
0.09

0.44
0.32
0.64

1.156
1.184
0.506

1.156
0.399
0.257

F(9) = 37.84*** F(5) = 37.29***

wald chi2 (9) =
201.62***
Total number of observations: 405; † p<.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

0.28
0.35
0.23

0.44
0.34
0.62

1.122
0.993
0.469

1.122
0.491
0.305

F(10) = 33.69*** F(6) = 34.09***

wald chi2 (10) =
216.63***

My next model, also without and with the interaction (represented as models 2 and 5 in
Table 2) was the fixed effects model, which allows for the heterogeneity and individualities
among the 15 countries by letting them have their own intercept values. Finally, I applied the
random effect model, again without and with the interaction (models 3 and 6 of Table 2), by
forcing all the countries to have a common mean value for the intercept.
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After running these models, I carried out two Hausman tests, without and with the
interaction. The former showed significant differences between the coefficients for the fixed
effects and random effects model (p=.038); thus, the fixed effects model (2) would be more
appropriate. However, the results for the model with the interaction did not show significant
differences between the coefficients for the fixed effects and random effects model (p=.148);
hence, the random-effects model (6) would be more appropriate in this situation.
Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones (2019) criticize the recurrent use of the Hausman test in the
simple form above, as one should interpret it as a test of whether there is a contextual effect or
whether the between and within effects are different. This equates in the panel case to whether
the changing within effect is different from the cross-sectional effect. They go further and assert
that “perhaps most obviously is that the REWB model is a more general and encompassing
option than either FE or conventional RE, which do not distinguish between within and between
effects.”
However, for the sake of checking the reliability of this study, I compare models 3 and
5 of Table 2 towards the one applied by me (models 2 and 4 of Table 1), where both results
were similar to my study, as the model without the interaction (2) also presented a significant
and positive coefficient for the effect of Ideology over Participation; also, model 6 confirms the
interaction effect on the relation of Ideology and Participation, as Figure 2 below clearly
illustrates its significance through the marginal effect of the interaction variable.
Figure 02. Predictive Margins of ‘Military_Rule’ with 95% CIs
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Lastly, I ran the REWB model using the ideology measure from Cruz, Keefer and
Scartascini’s (2018) Database of Political Institutions (DPI). However, this database presented
many missing values for some country-years, and I completed these blanks with Murillo,
Oliveros and Vaishnav’s (2010) data (keeping in the DPI’s scale format of three measures –
right-wing (0), center (0.5), and left-wing (1)). Additionally, when both databases did not
present data towards a specific year, I considered the party of this year as being from the center
– with the value of 0.5). The results were similar to the previous section, although the withineffect of Ideology on Participation was only significant at a 10% level (β=0.163, p-value=.06),
the Military_rule between-effect was positive and significant (β=1.255, p-value<.001), as well
as its within interaction effect on the effect of the former on ‘Participation.’ This corroborates
my Hypotheses, and the loss of significance towards the ideology variable may be due to the
DPI’s three-point scale, as beforehand I had more information with the five-point scale one.
4.3.2

Assessing the extent of a Country’s Military contribution to UN PKO
After analyzing the motivations an LA Country might have had to Participate in UN

PKO, I now analyze its incentives for sending more or less military personnel to these PKO.
Kathman and Melin (2016) address this issue by affirming that if sizeable PKO troop
deployments are important to the pursuit of peace in war-torn countries, and recent research
suggests that larger PKOs are more likely to succeed, then we must understand what motivates
States to deploy their own soldiers as peacekeepers.
To assess that, I have first excluded from my analysis the following countries that had
participated in only 3 or fewer years studied, namely: Colombia, Dominican Republic, Mexico,
and Nicaragua; as I would not have enough years to compare the within effects of when they
contributed with more or less personnel. Moreover, all the remaining countries had been ruled
by past rightist authoritarian military regimes, as we saw that this factor had influenced the
participation of many countries, implying that the variable Military_rule will not be attended in
the next analysis.
The total number of countries in my analytic sample was 11 (n = 297 in total over the
studied period – 1991 to 2017), representing 73% of the countries studied in the last section and
55% of all Latin American countries. Across the period, the average Troop_Contribution for
the full analyzed sample was 132.09 (SD = 27.04), and the average of the Ideology variable in
the sample was .53 (SD = .38). By analyzing the turn of the Millennium, and the surface of the
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Pink Tide alongside it – the average Ideology was from .35 (SD = .24) to .63 (SD = .40) –, the
average Troop_Contribution across the countries also raised from 120.37 (SD = 284.28) to
453.56 (SD = 647.91). Additionally, data descriptive statistics for the variable Troop
Contribution is also presented in Appendix A.
After these verifications, I examined the model proposed in the methodological section;
I applied the within-between RE model in Stata software, as Schunck (2013) presented in his
work, toward the equation B, represented by the models 1 and 2, in Table 3. Model 1 was built
without the control variables in order to identify the stability of the coefficients and their
significance. Next, I report the estimates of the full model with the covariates (model 2).
Based on the REWB model, I assess model 2 where, with an overall R2 of 0.65 (being
able to explain 22% of the within variation and 99% of the between), I was able to confirm the
Hypothesis 1b, as I observed a significant positive within-country association for Ideology and
Troop_Contribution (β = 220.97, p-value < .05). Also, I observed significant within- and
between-country (the coefficients for both are shown respectively in parenthesis) associations
with Troop_Contribution for the following variables: logGDPpp_last (β = 200.31, p-value
< .001; β = 484.33, p-value < .001) – here we have unexpected results as, besides the within
effect is similar to the previous section analysis, in contrary to what the theorists would expect,
I have the significant between-effect telling us that richer countries contribute more, contesting
my Hypothesis 7b, of course, in the case of comparing LA countries; and House_control (β =
185.02, p-value < .001; β = 450.55, p-value < .01) – this is in more harmony with what was
theorized in the Hypothesis 5b, as it probably happens because once a country decides to
participate, the incumbent will probably want to deploy a large number of troops, and they can
do it easily if they have the support of the houses of parliaments.
The model also showed significant within-effect for Personnel (β = 5.05, p-value < .05)
– the inner-country effect coincided with the literature – and with logic –, as the higher the
number of active personnel a country has, the higher number of troops is expected of it to deploy,
this supports in part my Hypothesis 4b as the between-effect was only significant at the 10%
level. Also, I found between-country associations with Troop_Contribution for:
Level_of_democracy (β=286.07, p-value < .001), a positive effect in agreement with the
literature, and to Hypothesis 3b, that implies that a more democratic country will contribute
with more troops; and the three agreements (p-value < .001) confirming the Hypothesis 6b.
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Table 3. Econometric models for Troop Contribution

Variables
Explanatory
Ideology
Control
Level_of_democracy
Personnel/1000
logGDPpp_last
House_control
CACM
CAN
MERCOSUL

Troop Contribution
Model 1
Model 2
Between effects
Within effects
Between effects
Within effects
1402.19* (697.98) 395.09*** (63.54)

626.98† (370.89)

220.97* (68.95)

286.07*** (45.70)
1.21† (.66)
484.33*** (66.70)
450.55** (138.01)
1364.85*** (137.26)
1141.19*** (131.05)
856.89*** (90.17)

29.34† (16.10)
5.05* (2.19)
200.31*** (48.74)
185.02*** (52.98)

constant

-402.81 (384.25)

-7340.69*** (705.75)

R² overall
R² within
R² between

0.24
0.12
0.33

0.65
0.22
0.99

Sqrt Variance: Level 1 131364.41
117993.89
Sqrt Variance: Level 2 155510.24
0
rho
0.542
0
Walld chi2
42.70***
523.98***
Total number of observations: 297; † p<.1 * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

4.3.2.1 Robustness Checks
In this section, I will compare the results previously discussed with the ones obtained
by applying the most used models in Panel Data (econometric models 2, 3, and 4). First, I did
a pooled regression with all the 297 observations (models 1 of Table 4), neglecting, as theorized
before, the cross-section and time-series nature of the analyzed data. The major problem with
this model is that it does not distinguish the inherent characteristics between the countries we
are analyzing, denying the heterogeneity and individuality among them.
My next model (model 2 in Table 4) was the fixed effects model, which allows for the
heterogeneity and individualities among the 11 countries by letting them have their own
intercept values. Finally, I applied the random effect model (model 3 of Table 4) by forcing all
the countries to have a common mean value for the intercept.
Concerning the reliability of this study, I compare models 2 and 3 of Table 4 towards
the one applied by me in Table 3 (model 2). Both results yielded similar effects, as the FE and
RE-models showed the same significant and positive coefficient for the effect of Ideology over
Participation as the REWB model.
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Table 4. Robustness checks for Troop_Contribution
Troop_Contribution
(1)
OLS

Variables
Explanatory
Ideology

(2)
Fixed Effects

(3)
Random Effects

265.74*** (75.08)

220.97** (69.18)

265.74*** (75.08)

Level_of_democracy

67.85*** (16.15)

29.34† (16.16)

67.85*** (16.15)

Personnel/1000

.83* (.35)

5.05* (2.20)

.83* (.35)

logGDPpp_last

266.87*** (43.40)

200.31*** (48.90)

266.87*** (43.40)

House_control

220.54*** (55.89)

185.02*** (53.16)

220.54*** (55.89)

CACM

464.93*** (106.58)

464.93*** (106.58)

CAN

373.46*** (102.61)

373.46*** (102.61)

MERCOSUL

614.48*** (87.42)

614.48*** (87.42)

constant

-3065.16*** (381.25) -2033.23*** (424.34) -3065.16*** (381.25)

R²
R² within
R² between

0.52

Control

Sqrt Variance: Level 1
Sqrt Variance: Level 2
rho
Test

F(8) = 38.80***

0.27
0.22
0.34

0.52
0.20
0.65

117993.89
192898.02
0.620

117993.89
0
0

F(5) = 15.84***

wald chi2 (8) =
310.41***

Total number of observations: 297; † p<.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

Additionally, I also ran the REWB model using the ideology measure from Cruz, Keefer
and Scartascini’s (2018) Database of Political Institutions (DPI), the same way I did for the
variable ‘Participation.’ The results support the ones found in previous section, since the withineffect of Ideology on Troop_Contribution was positive and significant (β=131.17, pvalue<.001), in accordance with Hypothesis 1b.
Finally, for the sake of amplifying my results, I ran the REWB model including all 15
countries used in the ‘Participation’ analysis, with and without the interaction. Although it
compares countries willing to participating with the ones that do not, the outcomes sustain the
above findings. The model without the interaction term (Wald chi2 test = 568.90, p-value<.001)
presented a positive and significant effect of Ideology over Troop_Contribution (β=210.05, pvalue<.001), in accordance with the previous analysis. Moreover, the model including the
interaction also resulted in a positive and significant interaction of Military_rule over the effect
of Ideology on Troop_Contribution (β=351.37, p-value<.01), as enlightened by the results of
the last section.
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4.4

Discussion
In this study, I employed an innovative multilevel model using 27 years of country-level

data and publicly available contextual data to assess relationships between a select group of
country-level determinants and their Participation in and Troop Contribution to UN PKO using
both between-country (cross-sectional) and within-country (temporal change) estimates, which
increases flexibility in model setup, allowing me to estimate the effect of level 2 variables while
providing effect estimates of level 1 variables that are unbiased by a possible correlation with
the level 2 error (Schunck, 2013). Similar to econometric fixed-effects models, my modeling
strategy provides strong support for causal inference by reducing unobserved, time-invariant
confounding (Rummo et al., 2020). Though some of my findings were substantively similar to
previous works, I presented here some new informative evidence about Latin American
countries' participation in UN PKO.
The REWB model usually yields the same results as an FE-model; however, I
additionally have information about the random effects – and the model can incorporate timeinvariant covariates, which was the case in my analyses. Also, Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones
(2019) affirm that many research questions cannot be answered by FE, and it can only ever
present a partial picture of the substantive phenomenon represented by the model.
My estimates show significant positive parameters concerning the effect of ideology
over the number of UN PKO participations and contributed troops throughout the studied years.
Also, its relation to participation is significant moderated by whether a rightist military
authoritarian regime has ruled the country. This confirms the hypotheses proposed in this thesis
with the exception of Hypothesis 2b (which was not fully tested), and it is indispensable to note
the meaning that all the countries selected for the troop contribution study – the ones that have
participated in most of the considered years – have had military rules in the past. So, as showed
in the analysis of the countries' participation, this reinforces that these countries tend to send
more troops to UN PKO; however, I cannot affirm it was a moderating effect in this case
because I did not analyze the cases missing military rule.
Based on these results, I can assess that, if the president’s party belongs to the rightwing ideology, this government will contribute with fewer troops than if the party ideology
were towards the left-wing or the center; also, the left-wing would be more willing to send a
higher number of military troops than the centered party ideology. In other words, the right-
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wing ideology is associated with lower levels of troop contribution while the left-wing
accompanies a higher number of troops, a more nuanced fact in the face of a previous rightist
military rule.
This implicates in some pioneering knowledge in what concerns participation in PKO
and ideology studies. And the appearance of a more complex left in Latin America, where
center and/or rightists’ governments, aligned to the United States – for example the ones in
Colombia and Mexico – do not have much history in participating in UN PKO; and other leftist
government, opposed to the so-called imperialism – as Bolivia – appears with a considerably
high engagement towards these operations, as it is clear in Appendix A. Hence, these facts open
more possibilities for future investigation in this matter.
5.

The Case of MINUSTAH: Motivations for the LA countries’ participation
MINUSTAH initiated its deployment to Haiti in May 2004, just a few months after the

fall of its President Jean-Bertrand Aristide. From the beginning, the mission faced intense
challenges, resulting from the complex Haitian scenario, the peculiarities of the UN system and
of MINUSTAH’s structure, the role of other international actors, and even the lack of
experience of the mission’s military contingents (Braga, 2010). And it was conceived with three
main tasks in view: establishing a secure and stable environment, promoting human rights and
contributing to reconciliation and political processes.
Bove and Elia (2011) assert that the positive externalities generated by an operation are
first and foremost consumed by the conflict-ridden country and by those neighboring countries
that are particularly at risk and are keen to consolidate neighborhood stability. The authors
confirmed the interests linked with the possibility that a conflict may spill over into surrounding
areas. “The ‘same area’ dummy is strongly significant and positive, emphasizing that
contributor geographic propinquity to the conflict region bolsters the peacekeeping contribution
to that region” (Bove and Elia, 2011).
As reported by Perkins and Neumayer (2008), as well as by Bove and Elia (2011), with
robust explanations, countries which are physically closer or positioned in the same region as
the target of a particular PKO are more likely to provide troops.
As a matter of fact, the majority of the troops came from South American countries (48
per cent in 2006 and 61 percent in 2010). In terms of regional cooperation, “it is also important
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to note that former regional rivals such as Brazil, Argentina and Chile have managed to achieve
an unprecedented level of collaboration, commitment and mutual confidence” (Braga, 2010).
Thus, besides the proximity and regional interests of the Latin American countries,
MINUSTAH occurred together with the rise of the Pink Tide, and I support that the latter had
an important influence for the 9 LA countries that have participated in this mission since the
first year, also the other 3 that have been included throughout the subsequent years. I try to
assess this issue by a part of the willingness of the countries that participated in a UN PKO in
their own region by analyzing the president’s ideology of each contributor country in Latin
America by the time they began to participate in the mission, as “since the intervention in Libya,
leftist governments attributed an important role to regional actors’ participation in these
operations, in order to help solving conflicts” (Carvalho, 2019).
Figure 03 presents the details of each participating LA country towards MINUSTAH,
and we can identify three different entries: (1) Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and El Salvador started
sending military troops while a left-wing president was governing; (2) Mexico and Uruguay
began to send their troops with a center-oriented incumbent; and (3) Bolivia, Ecuador,
Guatemala, Honduras, Paraguay, and Peru did it while governed by right-wing presidents.
Although group (3) comprises half of the countries analyzed, the countries that made most
remarkable military contributions are in the groups (1) – ABC countries – and (2) – Uruguay.
Figure 03. LA countries entrance in MINUSTAH
Country

Entrance in MINUSTAH President in power Party's Orientation

Argentina

MAY/2004

Néstor Kirchner

Center-left

Bolivia

MAY/2004

Carlos Mesa

Center-right

Brazil

MAY/2004

Lula da Silva

Left

Chile

MAY/2004

Ricardo Lagos

Left

Ecuador

NOV/2004

Lucio Gutiérrez

Center-right

El Salvador

FEB/2013

Mauricio Funes

Left

Guatemala

AUG/2004

Alfonso Portillo

Right

Honduras

SEP/2013

Porfirio Lobo Sosa

Right

Mexico

APR/2015

Enrique Peña Nieto Center

Paraguay

MAY/2004

Nicanor Duarte

Center-right

Peru

MAY/2004

Alejandro Toledo

Center-right

Uruguay

MAY/2004

Jorge Batlle

Center
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Moreover, it is also noteworthy to uphold that the ABC+U countries have faced past
rightist military rule, supporting the findings of the previous chapter: that these countries, while
governed by left-wing parties (or center-oriented in the case of Uruguay), send more military
troops towards peacekeeping than rightist governments.
Along the same lines, in what concerns to the willingness to participate in MINUSTAH,
I also observed that, regarding the three countries that have initiated their military participation
after the year 2004 (when MINUSTAH deployments began): Mexico, El Salvador, and
Honduras tell us interesting stories. While Mexico remained without military participation
towards UN PKO for most of the analyzed period in the previous chapter with a longstanding
right-oriented government, here we can see that, by the time the right-wing left the power, the
country started deploying military troops to MINUSTAH. Similarly, El Salvador lingered a
long period with rightist incumbents and lacked military participation in UN PKO missions,
and in 2013 a left-wing government inaugurated its military entrance in Haiti. However,
Honduras leads us to an opposite direction; although the rightist president Ricardo Maduro did
not participate in this mission in the beginning (in 2004), neither did the subsequent leftist
governments in power from 2006 to 2010, it happened only in 2013 with the right-wing
governing again.
Nevertheless, a process tracing approach would be necessary to achieve more profound
reasons for these countries’ participations, as Sotomayor (2010) argued in his study that many
factors influence a country to take a part or note in a PKO. For instance, we may discover that
the leftist governments in Honduras did not send military troops because the incumbent was
weak and, indeed, he was deposed in 2009. Haesebrouck (2015) affirms that an important
constraint to participate in PKO is the “extent to which a State’s military capabilities are
stretched by engagements in other operations. Thus I present below some relevant information
about all the 15 selected LA countries’ foreign policies, leading to their participation or not in
the MINUSTAH.
-

Argentina
Over the last eighty years the policies flowing out of the Casa Rosada have been at least

as many as the presidents themselves. Although in most countries foreign policy tends to be
less politicized than domestic policies, and thus more durable, this has not been the case in
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Argentina. “This is tantamount to saying that foreign policy has been mostly determined by
domestic rather than international factors” (Malamud, 2011).
Since the return to democracy in 1983, successive Argentine governments have
developed initiatives to establish civilian control of the armed forces and formulate defense
policy in line with democratic principles and international consensus (Diamint, 2013). In the
1990s, Argentina took a leadership role in the region, promoting cooperation with organizations
that control and ban the use of weapons of mass destruction, advocating democracy clauses as
a condition of membership in institutions and civilian control of the military as a precondition
for democratic consolidation, and pursued more active participation in United Nations (UN)
peace operations.
Moreover, Sotomayor (2013) affirms that Argentina’s engagement in UN PKOs clearly
coincided with the government’s efforts to realign the country internationally and to restructure
its restive armed forces. Also, in Argentina, the Joint Training Center for Peace Operations
(CAECOPAZ) has been located, since 1995, positioning itself as the first center of its kind in
the western hemisphere (Goyes, 2019).
Foreign relations between Venezuela and Argentina became closer after Néstor
Kirchner took office (Malamud, 2011), becoming ideologically closer, although not as much as
Bolivia. Defense Minister José Pampuro and Foreign Affairs Minister Rafael Bielsa convinced
an apathetic Kirchner to use peace operations as a foreign policy tool to signal some goals. In
which included Argentina increasing its peacekeeping commitment in order to promote sub
regional military cooperation with its South American neighbors (Sotomayor, 2013).
Participation in UN missions was part of a strategy to clean and purge the army, which
had traditionally posed a considerable threat to domestic stability (Sotomayor, 2014). As
Diamint (2013) alleges that “in the case of Argentina, successive democratic governments have
been faced with the challenge of overcoming a history of military coups, a legacy of degrading
authoritarianism, and, as a consequence of these policies, a series of economic disasters.
Finally, Sotomayor (2014) showed that Argentina was not motivated by geostrategic
and security considerations to deploy troops to the UN. Moreover, the desire to reform the
military and to shape their roles in a post authoritarian age has encouraged Argentina to join
peacekeeping efforts. The country’s first participation in MINUSTAH with a center-left
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president is an expression of this new perception, based on sending troops, ideas, and
experiences in return for norms fixed by the international community and practices agreed upon
by the nations of the region (Diamint, 2013).
-

Bolivia
After a slow but steady drift to the right, a revolution in 1952, led by the Nationalist

Revolutionary Movement (MNR), overthrew a rightist military regime. The global context featured a proliferation of leftist governments at the time, marked by the rise of the USSR to superpower status and the communist revolution in China.
Bolivia’s revolutionary government was ousted 12 years later, after which the country
fell victim to the falling dominoes of successive military governments and flimsy civilian regimes (Rochlin, 2007), until the year of 1982.
The rise to power of Morales led to a rapid deterioration of relations with Washington,
and in this case, ideology does appear to have played a major role; alongside domestic politics
exacerbated by poverty, inequality, regional ethnic hostility, political instability, and a historical
absence of democratic tradition, including an almost constant threat of military intervention
(Birns and Sanchez, 2011).
At the regional level, Morales has sought to raise the profile of his country within different regional blocs. Bolivia is a key member of ALBA and has shown support for a number
of its initiatives. Morales has also expressed strong support for UNASUR in its attempts to
strengthen regional cooperation and solidarity and reduce U.S. influence in the region.
While support of the majority population is key to the Morales’ socialist experiment,
Rochlin (2007) affirms that the government desperately needs to construct a strong and loyal
relationship with the military. In 2007 the Morales government earmarked some of the funds it
received from hydrocarbon nationalization to fortify the armed forces. While the military had
demonstrated unwavering support for the Morales government, the president could take the
support of the armed forces for granted.
Given the historical record of profound political instability, and the presence of both
national and global enemies of the socialist project in Bolivia, keeping the support of the armed
forces is key for the Morales government (Rochlin, 2007).
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Although Bolivia began to send military troops to Haiti in a rightist government. The
2005 election and 2009 reelection of Evo Morales to the presidency of Bolivia have significantly altered the country’s domestic and foreign-policy landscape, as part of the Pink Tide and
as a supporter of ‘21st century socialism.’ Latin America’s shift to the Left has ushered in a
fresh landscape with regard to strategic affairs. Nowhere is this clearer than in the case of Bolivia (Rochlin, 2007).
-

Brazil
Comparatively inside the region, Brazil has been much constant regarding foreign pol-

icies. Although, as much as change is found alongside continuity, the means available to
achieve the objectives, as Saraiva (2011) reveals, were not constant, but rather vary according
to the specific historical and political context, with the latter presenting a critical meaning for
his research.
The author continues by affirming that Brazil has frequently adopted multifaceted ways
of behavior in terms of international policy, seeking to simultaneously benefit from the possibilities of the international system, and also assume a position of leadership, especially of
Southern hemisphere countries. Impression which Kenkel (2013a) corroborates by sustaining
that Brasília “has become the force motrice of accelerating regional integration processes and
the cradle of a prominent emerging power’s foreign conduct.”
After the end of the military rule (1964-1985), while the Collor government attempted
to impose a change in foreign policy it did not translate into practice and did not survive much
beyond the impeachment of the president, it did give rise to a crisis of paradigm within Itamaraty, leading to a division within the Brazilian Foreign Office into two main lines of thinking –
the autonomist and the pragmatic institutionalist.
The emergence of competing orientations led to the rise of different characteristics under the Cardoso and Lula da Silva governments, and hence a break with the consistency of the
past. While the most permanent principles underlying foreign policy were maintained, policy
was adapted to different contexts and situations (Saraiva, 2011).
As Lula’s first step, the priority of Brazil’s candidature to permanent membership of the
UN Security Council was reinforced. Also, a more ideologically oriented group, with roots in
academic and political groups, emerged during the Lula administration, establishing an
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important dialogue with Itamaraty and exercising some influence over foreign-policy decisions
(Saraiva, 2011), as of participating in IN PKO. With the foreign policy community strongly
believing that Brazil should participate in these missions. This is evidence that corroborates the
idea that civilians want the military to operate outside the national territory (Amorim Neto,
2019).
The need to signal a credible commitment to peace and cooperation amidst domestic
instability motivated Brazil to play a larger role in UN peace missions (Sotomayor, 2014). Indeed, Brazil has traditionally been a major player in the UN system, having served as a nonpermanent member of the Security Council more times than any other country in the Americas,
and surpassed only by Japan at the global level (Sotomayor, 2013). Although between 1968 and
1988 Brazil decided not to participate in UN peacekeeping, following a similar path to that of
Argentina and Uruguay. The return to democracy, however, brought Brazil back to UN politics.
As the country democratized, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs increased its presence in
the international organization. Sotomayor (2013) states that democratization has played an important role in shaping Brazil’s multilateral policy and its return to peacekeeping affairs has
largely been motivated by foreign and domestic policy imperatives. Hence, Brazil ended up
with the leading role in the UN Peacekeeping Forces in Haiti, which can be seen as an attempt
to consolidate Brazilian leadership in the region and increase its importance in the international
arena, even though this violates traditional principles of noninterventionism (Saraiva, 2011).
Despite patterns of continuity, foreign policy under Lula has shown signs of change and
flexibility, as a result of the decision-making process for defense policy issues being under
institutionalized, fragmented, and hostage to both bureaucratic and partisan politics (Kenkel,
2013a).
Saraiva (2011) affirms that the coexistence of autonomist and progressive orientations
reflected a difficult but innovative balance between ideological beliefs and pragmatism. Also,
Lula’s supporters view large peacekeeping commitments, of the kind witnessed in MINUSTAH,
as a valuable opportunity to reform an anachronistic military institution (Sotomayor, 2013).
Without doubt the autonomist line, stronger during the Lula government, rested greater
importance on beliefs, seeking both the reinforcement of autonomy and the search for a stronger
projection of the country as a rising power on the international scene. Saraiva (2011) places

56

these beliefs approximate to what can be understood as ideology, creating a backdrop that
guides behavioral patterns in foreign policy. She also concludes by saying that “the changing
international milieu, in the form of a more multipolar, fragmented international scene, and the
election of left-leaning governments in South America, strongly influenced Brazilian foreign
policy.”
-

Chile
Chile has been widely recognized as having adopted a pragmatist approach to foreign

relations since the return of democracy in March 1990 (Fermandois, 2011).
As other countries in the region, Chile passed through a military regime (1973-1990)
leaded by Augusto Pinochet, characterized by an avid anti-Communist reaction. Pinochet’s foreign policy was ideological in its anti-Communism, reflecting the ideological nature of the regime itself (Fermandois, 2011).
Driven by economic success that was the “Chilean model” (Fermandois, 2011), Chile
became a precursor of the neoliberal economic reforms of the so-called Washington consensus
in the 1990s. Alongside the transition to democracy, it came a critique of the Pinochet regime,
and especially the role of human rights violations against its opponents.
Although the center-left Concertación governments remained in power for the two
decades that followed, the end of the Cold War had preceded in Chile by a consensus between
Right and Left on issues of both human rights and democracy; as the Left dropped more radical
or revolutionary interpretations of both in the 1980s and instead adopted a more social
democratic position, with which the Right felt it could coexist, with Chile being keen to become
a model of transition and pursued centrist, “normal” policies that combined (almost
interchangeably) ideology and pragmatism (Fermandois, 2011).
Chile drew closer to the issues of global governance as put forth by the United Nations,
bringing a whole new sense of belonging to the international community. Solar (2019) affirms
that “this move reflected not only on newly found pathways adhering to such norms but also on
ad hoc and localistic ways for internalizing democracy and human rights.” Moreover, the country has seen the globalization process as a series of opportunities that allow it to advance its
economic and social development (Gutiérrez, 2010).
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This contributed to improving its global image; as a result, Chile began to be seen as an
economically and politically reliable country. It increased its stature and to some extent came
to be considered a privileged actor in various international forums, including the UN (Gutiérrez,
2010). The nation has continuously seeking a place as a non-permanent member of the UNSC,
and its participation in PKOs was a way to show the country’s merits regarding world security
issues.
Gutiérrez (2010) affirms that “recent scholarship has divided Chilean experience in UN
peace operations into three stages in terms of its complexity, nature and context”, these are:
from the resolution of the Chaco War until 1990; from 1993, when the second stage of Chilean
participation in PKOs has been marked by the transition from individual contributions to contributions consisting of specialized units; and the last stage characterized by a significantly more
complex composition of forces, beginning in 2004.
Thus, since the end of the Cold War the nature of Chilean participation has changed
considerably. As noted in the National Defense White Paper of 2010, Chile went from a limited
role of “observer” to the active role of “actor” in international peace cooperation. With a clear
message that Chile wished to adopt a common Latin American post-dictatorship policy.
Chile’s non-permanent membership of the UN Security Council in 2004 demonstrated
its ability to cooperate at the international level in support of global peace and stability, a “reaffirming move for the political establishment and a compromise for multilateralism” (Solar,
2019). As a consequence Chile, for the first time, deployed a large troop unit (more than 500
personnel) as part of the MINUSTAH, the decision to participate in was taken personally by
the leftist President Lagos, after conferring with a small number of collaborators (Feldmann
and Montes, 2013).
Lagos’ decision paved the way for the first major Chilean involvement in this area; before 2004, Chilean involvement in PKO had been somewhat modest. Feldmann and Montes
(2013) also sustain that the “shock was great since Chile had little interest in the Haitian situation or in peace operations and because the announcement was preceded by neither public debate nor journalistic, academic or political analysis.”
However, as we have been seeing happening throughout the region, “Chile saw involvement in MINUSTAH as an opportunity to socialize its armed forces through a mission whose
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raison d’être was intimately related to a cosmopolitan worldview linked to norms such as collective security, human security and R2P” (Feldmann and Montes, 2013). Consequently, the
authors assert that MINUSTAH was seen as a positive influence that could help ease and further
consolidate the transition of the Chilean armed forces from a delegitimized and ideologically
outdated force to a military firmly aligned with democratic values. Moreover, it would
strengthen relations with key regional players such as Argentina and Brazil to reverse a certain
degree of regional isolation, as Chile has encountered difficult relations with several governments of the so-called Pink Tide, as following the center-left reforms introduced elsewhere in
Latin America was unthinkable in Chile (Fermandois, 2011).
By 2004, 14 years after the inauguration of the new democracy, but only a few since
General Pinochet had finally retired from the Army and therefore reduced his influence on
politics, there still was a profound need to enhance and legitimize the new role of the armed
forces in Chilean democracy (Feldmann and Montes, 2013).

-

Colombia
The country has largely adhered to a close relationship with the United States since

World War I as evidence of a predominantly conservative ideological orientation in the nation’s
foreign policy, as Arana (2004) affirms that “the influence of North American foreign policy
has been present and has marked the course of the country's foreign policy.” That perspective
would be further reinforced by the fact that during the Cold War years Colombian governments,
without exception, adhered to the Western, anti-Communist position dominated by the United
States, Colombian foreign policy has thus been predominantly pragmatic, but this does not
mean that it was devoid of values and ideas (Randall, 2011).
Although Colombian relations with the United States, the country has consistently
sought to balance for multilateral ties and commitment to major international organizations,
such as the UN, the OAS, and the Andean group. Randall (2011) also states that “the country’s
foreign policy has also tended to be dominated by a small foreign-policy elite, of which the
president has without exception been the most significant player.”
As the foreign minister, Noemí Sanín was vigorous in pursuing a prominent place for
Colombia in the international arena, seeking a seat on the UN Security Council, with the
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following basic principles: peaceful resolution of conflict; respect for international law; nonintervention; and the self- determination of people (Randall, 2011). In the year of 2001 Colombia
held the chair of the UN Security Council as a non-permanent member.
Uribe’s foreign policies have been definitively presidentialist in nature, and his government has been widely viewed as highly centralized and conservative, verging on the autocratic.
Yet, distinctions of left and right, do not readily apply to Uribe. His officials stress that any
attempts to define Uribe in ideological terms are misleading (Randall, 2011).
Velásquez (2007) also identifies that one of the outstanding results of the Democratic
Defense and Security Policy has been the process of strengthening the Armed Forces necessary
for a State with an internal armed conflict to have better deterrent and offensive capacity.
The Colombian forces have also participated in PKO, as since 1982, the National Army
of Colombia has maintained an infantry battalion in the Sinai Peninsula as part of the independent multinational force and observers (MFO) overseeing the terms of the peace agreement between Israel and Egypt; and the National Police has contributed more than 100 officers to the
UN Stabilization Mission in Haiti, with no military participation. Likewise, the Colombian
Navy participated in international maritime security operations in the Indian Ocean, the Horn
of Africa, and the Gulf of Oman; and according to the Colombian Ministry of Defense, since
2010, the armed forces have trained more than 29,000 servicemen and women from other countries under defense/security regional agreements. However, the right-wing governments of Colombia has had limited participation in the years of greater internal fight. As Fernandez-Osorio
(2017) presented the three main reasons used to justify Colombia’s participation in PKO: the
need to gain international recognition, the need to improve prestige and legitimacy, and the
need to seek alternative sources of funding for the armed forces.
Also, as suggested by Martinez and Duran apud Fernandez-Osorio (2017), well-developed international missions may help to modernize the armed forces, change the mentality of
the servicemen and women, and improve legitimacy, public opinion, and civil-military relations.
Finally, the government of Juan Manuel Santos (2010-2018) has given a round turn to
Colombian foreign policy. In his electoral campaign that message was not perceived, which
began to be glimpsed from the moment of his election and was confirmed in his possession and
the start of his mandate (Ramirez, 2011). Trying to make up for lost time due to the
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concentration of the country and the State in the internal armed conflict, and for tensions with
neighbors. Also, participation in peacekeeping operations (PKO) has been an objective of the
Military Forces of Colombia for many years. In the current context, López (2019) places it as
a result of the capacities acquired in the matter of irregular conflicts and after the signing of the
Peace Agreement between the national government and the Revolutionary Armed Forces of
Colombia (FARC).
-

Dominican Republic
The foreign policy of the Dominican Republic revolves around two axes. The first one

is, as for most countries in the region, obviously, Washington, D.C. The second one is Port-auPrince (Sagas, 1994). As Haiti and the Dominican Republic are two nations trapped by historical circumstances in a small Caribbean island, that is why relations with Haiti have always been
more a matter of security than of anything else.
While Haiti is popularly perceived in the Dominican Republic as a chaotic, unstable and
undemocratic country, the Dominican government has been indifferent to and not supportive
of democratic change in Haiti (Sagas, 1994). The author also argue that the foreign policy of
the Dominican Republic towards Haiti is guided by two axioms:
First, Haiti is perceived as a country unfit for democracy, given the human, political,
and economic obstacles it would have to face. Second, and as a consequence of the
first, the Dominican government perceives democratic developments in Haiti as
threatening to the national interest (Sagas, 1994).

Therefore, it has sought to preserve an authoritarian status quo in Haiti. Moreover, Maríñez (2002) acknowledged that the Constitution of the Dominican Republic states in its article
3 that “The principle of non-intervention constitutes an invariable norm of Dominican international policy.” Putting the country away from PKOs.
-

Ecuador
Peace operations are a recent topic for Ecuador, both in terms of political action and in

relation to academic studies that have sought to understand the country's insertion process in
this new sphere of action at the global level. On the one hand, peacekeeping missions appear as
part of the axis of Ecuadorian foreign policy. On the other hand, they are also part of the defense
policy that has sought to expand its borders (Ojeda, 2019).

61

The author continues explaining the delay of Ecuador that has prevented it from developing efficient mechanisms to respond effectively to the renewed global agenda, especially
with regard to UN missions, and without disregarding political motivations, that is: Ecuador is
part of a large number of States that are considered peripheral, weak, fragile and with a low
direct impact on the international system. With non-existent prominence, the Andean country
has sought to maximize its capabilities by strengthening ties, as regional blocs, to consolidate
group action in larger political platforms (Ojeda, 2019).
It has been through the promotion of an agenda that reinforces a culture of peace among
the nations that Ecuador has sought to expand its lines of defense and foreign policy to safeguard international security and peace, once it has managed to overcome bordering divergences
with Peru (Ojeda, 2019). In relation to regional integration, Ecuador maintained integration
posture within the framework of South-South thinking: The pivotal role should point towards
the closest link between CAN and MERCOSUR (Serrano, 2019). Moreover, in 2000, a group
of Peacekeepers were sent to the city of Córdoba - Argentina, for an exercise of Peace Missions
“Cabañas 2000”. On November 10, 2003, the Peace Mission School Unit "Ecuador" (UEMPE
in Spanish) was officially inaugurated. The sending of troops and the exchange with Latin
American countries that excel in peace missions contributed to the strengthening of the school's
bases (Goyes, 2019).
Though, for the final period of the Correa government, the 2014-2017 Defense Political
Agenda was established. In this document, the defense objectives were set out in three main
axes: guaranteeing the defense of sovereignty and territorial integrity and participating in integral security; support national development in the exercise of sovereignty; contribute to regional
and world peace (Ojeda, 2019; Goyes, 2019).
Nevertheless, the development of this coherent public policy does not guarantee participation. Starting in 2007, the government focused more on the region, with the South-South
Cooperation Agenda as the basis for Ecuadorian intervention in the missions that have been
carried out in Haiti (Goyes, 2019).
On this foundation, Ecuadorian foreign policy has pursued to improve its position on
the international scene and obtain greater political recognition. However, the themes that guide
the country's foreign policy from one government to another have varied. For example, prior to
2007, the Ecuadorian government paid attention to border problems with neighboring countries,
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cooperation with the United States to the detriment of the importance of national security and
protection. After 2007, foreign policy focused on regional integration and international cooperation, based on a restructuring of the logic of cooperation and a preponderance of the humanistic perspective on security (Goyes, 2019).
Therefore, Aguilar apud Goyes (2019) states that the participation of the Armed Forces
is not only related to defense, security and sovereignty. Its intervention is linked to issues such
as development, democratic consolidation or the fight against poverty. Under these premises,
the Ecuadorian Armed Forces have promoted the work of their soldiers in PKO missions, either
as members of the General Staff, Military Observers, or as a contingent of support for multinational troops. In the 2007-2013 period, Ecuador's greatest contribution was to the Stabilization
Mission in Haiti, although it participated in 8 operations in total. Although Ojeda (2019) identified that the sending of military observers can be translated as a political-ideological option
by the government in office, considering that the greatest period of Ecuadorian contribution
was concentrated during the left-wing government of Rafael Correa.
-

El Salvador
In El Salvador, the social conflict was not converted into an armed confrontation, and

the military coup of October 15, 1979 opened up the possibilities of a peaceful process of transformation. However, things tended to be rejected by the business groups that had the support
of the armed forces and the social situation was polarized, also giving rise to guerrilla organizations deciding to launch a military offensive in January. The Salvadoran civil war - which is
the landmark in the transition of this country - can be considered the result of the failure of
various reform processes.
The Salvadoran military governments promoted and aborted successive reform processes in which they allowed certain levels of popular organization and mobilization (Tejada,
2005).
Political violence could not be contained, and both the 1982 Constituent Assembly elections, and the 1984 and 1988 presidential elections were held in the framework of a civil war.
The military and the agrarian oligarchy were effectively displaced from power by a new economic sector that made the Nationalist Republican Alliance (ARENA in Spanish) the embodiment of their political project that has remained in power for fifteen years. Although credible
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elections were held in El Salvador since 1982, until 1994 these were made on the basis of the
exclusion of the left from the political system (Tejada, 2005). The left returned to power in
2009, with President Mauricio Funes, alongside the beginning of a higher number of militaries
being sent to MINUSTAH.
-

Guatemala
In Guatemala, where the armed conflict began in 1962 and had its origins in the US

intervention in 1954, the situation was defined by a deep political crisis in which, on the one
hand, the economic elites were in open conflict with military power and political elites; and, on
the other, important popular, urban and rural sectors were politically mobilized with demands
of both an economic-social nature and the opening of the political system. At the same time, at
least four guerrilla organizations were carrying out military operations of a certain size against
the army and other state entities (Tejada, 2005).
From the 1963 coup, the army became fully responsible for state control and, although
a civilian government was allowed between 1966 and 1970, the so-called generalato was established until 1982, an agreement between the economic and political elites with the high command military so that a member of the army, the Defense Minister, would assume the presidency of the Republic.
In 1984, 1990, 1994 and 1995 electoral processes were carried out in which the vote of
the voters was respected, although not all political options could participate and not all citizens
could freely exercise their rights, while the country continued to war until December 1996
(Tejada, 2005). When peace was achieved, event that Montobbio (1997) affirms to have had
profound significance: “The agreement puts an end to a long cycle of violence. At the same
time, it gives political citizenship to all sectors of Guatemala's society. The peace process also
offers many keys to be taken into account in the peace-making efforts of the United Nations.”
Effort that made the country to start the participation in MINUSTAH together with its
neighbors, even though a rightist president was on the chair at the moment. Guatemala presence
in Haiti continued regardless the ideology of its chief executives. A strong outlier from what I
have proposed in this thesis.
-

Honduras
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The conduct of foreign policy in Honduras has traditionally been dominated by the presidency, with the minister of foreign affairs essentially executing that policy (Merrill, 1995).
After Honduras returned to civilian rule in 1982, however, the military continued to exercise
power over aspects of foreign policy associated with national security. Military influence over
these aspects of foreign policy continued through the end of the decade, when regional hostilities subsided and reduced Honduras's geostrategic importance for United States policy toward
the region.
With the change in government in 1990, however, politicization once again became the
norm, President Callejas's active involvement in the regional integration process in Central
America has tended to eclipse the prominence of the role of the minister of foreign affairs in
the process of formulating foreign policy.
Although remaining a powerful factor in the political system, the military is increasingly
facing challenges from civilians who are beginning to hold it responsible for involvement in
human rights violations. Nevertheless, Merrill (1995) proclaims that many observers have noted
that although Honduras has held regular elections and has begun to hold the military accountable, the nation still faces numerous political challenges, most notably reforming the administration of justice so that both military and civilian elites can be held accountable for their actions,
realizing civilian control over the military, and rooting out corruption from government.
But in March 2009, a World Bank report found that the country’s two-party system,
dating to the 19th century, stood out in comparison with other Latin American countries for its
lack of ideological difference, since both major parties, the Liberal and the Conservative, are
center-right.
The Zelaya government (2006-2009) mounted arguably the most powerful challenge to
this state of affairs. Zelaya reflected a fundamental principle: that democracy cannot be sustained, cannot resolve contradictions, and cannot improve conditions for the majority while
citizens remain uninvolved in political struggle (Fasquelle, 2011).
Meanwhile, the 2008 financial crisis hit Honduras hard. The flow of migrants out of the
country increased, along with the deportation of those detained en route and subject to increasingly draconian justice (Fasquelle, 2011). The president’s adversaries joined in a clear
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conspiracy against the president, declaring the plan to carry out the poll illegal and unconstitutional (Fasquelle, 2011).
Lastly, the Honduran military coup d’état of 2009 happened under these specific circumstances. But the ouster of President Manuel Zelaya fits within a larger historical pattern;
typical of right-wing coups, it took place with the support of traditional political sectors that
control the institutions of state, the business elite, and their foreign allies (Fasquelle, 2011).
Though the circumstances were very distinctive from Guatemala’s situation, only after a few
years did the right-wing government in Honduras started its participation in MINUSTAH, configuring with the former, another case that does not fit to my Hypotheses.
-

Mexico
Mexico's foreign policy, a product of its colonial past, has remained, above all, in the

defense of internal national interests (Ojeda apud Sandoval, 2019). Its ultimate goal has been
to preserve and affirm national sovereignty, a concept that has evolved with time and has acquired different meanings, since preserving independence and territorial integrity has to maintain a political or economic model. As Amorim Neto and Malamud (2015) also states that
“Mexico’s foreign policy is determined mostly by its national capabilities.” The set of Mexico's
foreign policy has been, and most likely will continue to be determined by a single relationship:
that which has with the United States.
Though, when Felipe Calderón (2006-2012) was elected, promising that Mexico would
run for a seat at the UN Security Council, the second annual report issued by the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs begins by stating that foreign policy would promote Mexico’s interests beyond
its borders and identifies Mexico’s active participation in the construction of a world order
guided by the values and principles of democracy as a foreign policy “national objective” (Covarrubias, 2011).
The language of democracy promotion has not dominated the agenda, relations with
Cuba have improved, and left-wing presidents such as Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, Michelle
Bachelet, Daniel Ortega, Rafael Correa, and Néstor Kirchner, among others, have visited Mexico. As during Fox’s government (2000-2006), Mexico won a nonpermanent seat at the Security
Council, and the president has made it clear that Mexican troops will not participate in peacekeeping operations.
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Even though, in 2005, the Senate approved an amendment allowing the Mexican president to commit troops to international combat and noncombat missions. Any troops committed
to peacekeeping operations would require a vote from the Senate, but the executive was given
the power to send military units for humanitarian missions without Senate approval (Navarro,
2014).
Even with the president's powers, Mexico had not provided military and civilian personnel to UN operations since the amendment was approved in 2005. Some observers noted
that Mexican troops were already busy with other duties at home during the last administration
(Navarro, 2014).
However, later on. In an address to the UN General Assembly in New York, centrist
President Enrique Peña Nieto (2012-2018) committed to provide Mexican soldiers to the UN
Peacekeeping Forces. Peña Nieto's announcement does not represent any change in policy, as
the Mexican president is already allowed to send personnel from the Navy, Army, or Air Force
to peacekeeping missions with approval from the Senate (Navarro, 2014). Certainly regarding
peacekeeping operations, the military and other domestic actors argued that in defending principles and not joining such operations, Mexico was protecting its national interests
Covarrubias (2011) sustains that both the issues of democracy and human rights and
Mexico’s participation in peacekeeping operations involved a conflict between ideology, principles, and pragmatism, as well as reflecting conflicting interpretations of the national interest.
So, in what concerns to ideology, Mexico has not had a leftist government since the end of the
Cold War (Amorim Neto and Malamud, 2015).
-

Nicaragua
Since 1979 the governments of Nicaragua have had clear ideological predispositions.

Close (2011) states that the Sandinistas (FSLN, Sandinista National Liberation Front) governments tend toward the radical left, as witnessed between 1979 and 1990 and after 2006 (Tejada,
2005).
During the period between, with the rightist administrations of UNO (National Union
of the Opposition, 1990–1996) and the PLC (Constitutional Liberal Party, 1996–2006) in
power, the lean is toward the free-market right. In each case, ideological motives are clearly
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visible in domestic and foreign affairs, but generally more clearly on the domestic side. In
foreign affairs Nicaraguan governments have been pragmatic ideologues (Close, 2011).
The author stresses that the balance between pragmatism and ideology has changed
since 2001, with ideology now being more prominent. Since one conservative administration
(Bolaños) and one leftist administration (Ortega) have followed this path, one might hypothesize that the specific blend of ideological and pragmatic elements in Nicaraguan foreign policy
is contingent on the president’s preferences (Close, 2011).
Ultimately, although the country has not sent troops to Haiti in neither government cited
above, it actually does not have a history of participating in these types of peacekeeping missions. This indeed reinforces my findings by the fact that Nicaragua did not have a rightist
military regime, though its government did not have the need to democratize their armed forces,
as theorized.

-

Paraguay
Paraguay has overcome a transition from authoritarian rule after the breakdown of the

Stroessner dictatorship in 1989. Optimists argue that despite some occasional windows for institutional breakdown and the rise of political leaders such as Lino Oviedo (who was condemned for a coup attempt in 1996, and who presumably was behind another coup attempt in
2000), the Army has grown into an organization committed to the defense of democracy. Pessimists maintain that corruption has undermined the country’s transition from authoritarian rule.
Yet, corruption in the military remains a concern. Most experts consider Paraguay as a
case of military autonomy, where the Army has not been submitted to real political control by
civilian authorities (Chinchilla and Vargas, 2016).
Therefore, the country is interested in reforming its military but does not have enough
resources to do so alone. UN peacekeeping payments are essential to reimburse part of the cost
of the new equipment that is required to reach UN missions standards. Also, they help their
troops’ training and education in the long term. As Paraguay considers that better trained and
equipped troops are necessary to respond to current global threats and defend national sovereignty. Paraguay adheres to the multidimensional view of security prompted by the
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Organization of American States (OAS); and in October 2001, Paraguayan authorities approved
and supported the establishment of the Paraguayan Joint Peace Operations Training Centre
(CECOPAZ). Along with other centers created in Argentina, Chile, and Peru, it seeks to promote education for peace, with a cross-disciplinary approach for the joint training of military,
civilian, and police force.
Chinchilla and Vargas (2016) argue that “Paraguay believes that in the globalized world,
where problems, crises, and threats may have spillover and contagion effects, peacekeeping can
serve different goals.” It can enhance national prestige and regional influence because it is easier to be heard in a discussion as a contributor country, thereby allowing small states to speak
knowledgeably about important topics of international affairs. The authors affirm that it would
be premature to state that Paraguay has developed a “peacekeeping habit,” because UN peacekeeping is not yet viewed as a routine part of the country’s foreign and defense policies. Also,
most of Paraguay’s deployments occurred under the flags of neighboring states.
One of the goals of Paraguayan defense policy is to encourage the country’s association
to peacekeeping missions. Paraguay can also take part in humanitarian support initiatives, and
confidence-building measures, to help preventing crisis and conflicts (Chinchilla and Vargas,
2016).
The main supporter of providing UN peacekeepers is the Government of Paraguay. And
there are no legal obstacles concerning this decision. Therefore, Paraguayan authorities keep
their own right to decide whether or not they authorize deployments. However, Chinchilla and
Vargas (2016) assert that barriers are not linked to political will but rather to resources, which
are often too scarce to reach the required UN standards in a timely manner.
Another eventual barrier to contributing peacekeepers, the authors add, could be
domestic security issues. The rise of a Marxist-Leninist insurgent group called Ejército del
Pueblo Paraguayo (EPP) in the northern Department of Concepción since 2008, may force the
government to refocus on internal security. Nevertheless, the EPP is too small to represent a
major security threat to the government and a broad consensus seems to have formed that it is
important for Paraguay to provide UN peacekeepers (Chinchilla and Vargas, 2016).
Lastly, Paraguayan authorities judge that the institutional benefits of integrating peacekeeping teams also bring political returns, including institutional/cultural renovation and
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learning of new languages. So, Paraguay has contributed to United Nations (UN) peacekeeping
missions since 2001. More recently, Paraguay’s contribution has increased from 1.14% of all
Latin American peacekeepers in 2007 to 2.78% in 2014 (Chinchilla and Vargas, 2016). With
the exception of Haiti, all Paraguayan involvements may be perceived as symbolic contributions (i.e. deployments of fewer than forty uniformed persons). Moreover, within this mission,
although a center-right president initiated the country’s participation, it was only with a leftist
government that the numbers have been increased and perpetuated until the end of the operation.
Also, Paraguay is a member of MERCOSUR, a fact that was delineated as an important influence for a country to participate in UN PKO.
-

Peru
Peru has had a turbulent political history, alternating between periods of democratic and

authoritarian rule (Taft-Morales, 2013). The country’s most recent transition to democracy occurred in 1980 after 12 years of military rule.
Peru then entered a period of relative political stability, economic growth, and poverty
reduction, begun by a capable interim government headed by President Valentin Paniagua (November 2000 - July 2001) – when a moderate, market friendly social democracy emerged as
the main political force (Fermandois, 2011) –, and continued by Peru’s first president of indigenous descent, Alejandro Toledo (2001-2006).
Softening his populist rhetoric, Alan García launched a political comeback and won the
presidential race in 2006. Following his unsuccessful bid for the presidency in 2006, Ollanta
Humala moderated his stance five years later from an extreme leftist, populist, nationalist approach allied with Venezuela’s.
Peru is a member of the South American regional integration organizations, CAN, UNASUR, and the Pacific Alliance, and an associate member of MERCOSUR. In what concerns
Peruvian participation in UN peacekeeping, it basically started by sending about 200 troops as
part of the UN Stabilization Mission in Haiti, coinciding with the center-rightist Toledo’s term,
which has continued, and even doubled participation, with the ongoing leftist Garcia.
-

Uruguay
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Despite the great incentive and collaboration for peace operations during the 1990s,
Uruguay has participated in these operations uninterruptedly since the 1950s (Vales, 2013).
Over the course of the beginning of the Century, Uruguay has emerged as one of the top
ten contributors of military personnel to United Nations (UN) peace operations (PKOs). The
number of blue helmets sent to UN missions has substantially increased from less than 100
observers in 1982 to some 1,000 peacekeepers in 1993 and over 2,500 blue helmets in 2010
(Sotomayor, 2013), the latter occurring with the leftist governments of Tabaré Vázquez and
José Mujica. Also, it was the first State in the region to find a center to train peacekeepers was
Uruguay in 1982; this was institutionalized into the National School for Peace Operations
(ENOPU) in 2009 (Kenkel, 2013). The factors explaining this strong participation lie in both
foreign policy preferences and, mainly, in the state of civil-military relations in the country
(Guyer, 2013).
Guyer (2013) claims this “is a legacy of authoritarian rule (1973–1985) and should be
interpreted within the framework of the political dynamics between civilian authorities and the
military during the democratic transition process.” Moreover, the author adds that the motivations for Uruguay’s expansive participation in UN PKOs lie more in its domestic politics, particularly the extent and shape of civilian control over the armed forces, than in its foreign policy
traditions. As “Uruguayan governments have never trusted the armed forces as an effective tool
for national defense, reserving them instead as a last resort in case of domestic political troubles”
(Guyer, 2013).
Twelve years in government allowed the military to hold onto significant political power
after the return to democracy. Lacking an enemy and in search of a plausible new doctrine, and
basically unreformed despite 20 years of democratic rule, the armed forces have found in peace
operations a new and attractive calling that fulfills several of their needs. By way of it has been
mutually beneficial for both military and civilian actors within government. (Guyer, 2013).
Sotomayor (2013) goes further and affirms that “certainly, the Uruguayan case can be
compared to those of Argentina and Brazil, based on important control variables.” The three
nations are also all members of the same subregion; however the similarities are not as intriguing as the differences. In contrast to the two States, Uruguay has not relied on peace operations as a signaling strategy. Instead, participation in UN peace operations has primarily been
used to fund the armed forces and, by extension, to justify their existence in a democratic era,
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since “it appears that peace operations help maintain at least a quarter of the force and may
finance an even greater share” (Sotomayor, 2013).
In fact, the author asserts that “this South American country would have never volunteered blue helmets had it not been for two fundamental crises within the armed forces themselves: namely an identity crisis and a budgetary emergency, both caused by the democratization process itself.” Objectively, military involvement in peace operations contributed to attenuating potentially serious civil-military tensions throughout the democratic transition process.
When busy with overseas deployments, the armed forces could disengage more promptly from
involvement in internal political roles.
Moreover, Guyer (2013) enriches the argument by stating that,
from an institutional perspective, PKO participation has been a legitimating mission
for the armed forces as well as a non-negligible source of ad hoc funding, especially
during the 1990s, when defense budget allocations were strongly reduced in line with
the demands of the International Monetary Fund. From the standpoint of individual
officers, peace operations are a professionally appealing mission with significant
economic benefits, as military salaries are among the lowest in the Uruguayan public
sector.

Therefore, instead of investing precious resources in costly and ultimately ineffective
military means, Uruguayan diplomacy has worked hard to build up good ties with powerful
international allies and pursued the so-called “pendulum strategy,” oscillating between Buenos
Aires and Brasilia (Guyer, 2013).
Nevertheless, the election in 2005 of the first left-wing president ever in Uruguayan
history, Tabaré Vázquez, marked an important point in the evolution of Uruguayan civil-military relations (Pion-Berlin & Martínez, 2017). And, again similar to its close neighbors “parts
of the left and center-left coalition Frente Amplio, amongst them members of the former guerrilla group Tupamaros, had been declared ‘internal enemies’ during the dictatorship” (Guyer
and Jenne, 2019). Vázquez made important strides in calling those responsible for grave human
rights violations during the dictatorship to justice.
Additionally, peacekeeping was strictly confined to the area of defense policy and no
attempt was made to integrate it into Uruguay’s foreign policy portfolio (Sotomayor, 2014),
this began to change in 2005, when the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was rather accidentally
drawn into peacekeeping as Uruguay’s South American neighbors set up a coordination mechanism to discuss their participation in MINUSTAH. Moreover, another step towards integrating
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peacekeeping into the area of foreign policy originated with Uruguay’s candidacy for the UN
Security Council for the term 2016- 2017. After its bid had been made official in 2008, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs found in peacekeeping the country’s most tangible contribution to
the UN and turned it into a key pillar of its candidacy and declared as a goal a non-permanent
seat on the Security Council for the period, Uruguayan activism in New York has permanently
grown (Guyer, 2013; Guyer and Jenne, 2019).
Although the belief of most scholars about peacekeeping’s effects in Latin America,
Sotomayor (2014) concluded that Uruguay’s massive involvement in UN peacekeeping “has
increased the army’s leverage vis-à-vis other services and even civilians.” The author further
argued that peacekeeping failed to introduce significant changes in the military, and that it has
neither empowered diplomats nor increased civilian intervention in defense policies. Furthermore, Guyer and Jenne’s (2019) findings are broadly in line with Sotomayor’s, although more
nuanced, as they draw slightly different conclusions, finding that, “without peacekeeping, dissatisfaction in the military would have been higher due to low salaries and the lack of professional opportunities to perform military tasks. Dissatisfaction, in turn, is one of the fundamental
challengers of democratic civil-military relations.”
Finally, having seen all this information about the analyzed countries, I was able to
provide an in-depth corroboration of my empirical results, as the main participating countries
goes in the way proposed in this thesis, and there are only few cases against it. Nevertheless,
while such a ‘process tracing’ approach would provide strong evidence at the within-case level
concerning the causal mechanisms, it would not be able to make robust statements at the crosscase level (Beach and Pedersen, 2013). Consequently, in concern to validating these results
towards participation in MINUSTAH, or other specific missions, I suggest a future study using
the Comparative Historical Method (CHM) approach – by means of the Qualitative
Comparative Analysis – aiming to discover the necessary and sufficient conditions for a country
to participate, taking into consideration the president’s party ideology as the main cause of study.
As Amorim Neto and Rodriguez (2016) observe that while the greatest challenge facing
multivariate regression analysis is finding operational indicators for valid and reliable
quantification of concepts, CHM is more concerned with the development of causal
mechanisms, a highly conceptual effort.
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6.

Conclusion
Foreign policy change has been, and continues to be, a common concern among Latin

American scholars. Merke, Reynoso and Schenoni (2020) affirm that “pundits and practitioners
from different ideological persuasions often lament the abrupt changes in foreign policy and
the lack of a stable, long-term, and consensual foreign policy.”
This thesis addresses the possible motivations that Latin American countries might have
had towards Participation in UN PKO and their military contributions, a similar and yet a
diverse group of participants. Although I already knew this was the case, the findings serve as
corroboration and a reminder that presidents often follow their preferences in foreign policy
across the board, despite variation in presidential power from country to country (Merke,
Reynoso and Schenoni, 2020).
My comprehensive empirical study suggests that, at the State level, ideology plays a
role. Overall, LA countries with a left-wing president commit more to these operations. But a
country’s participation in and contributions to UN peacekeeping operations are also explained
by its number of active military personnel and relative wealth. At the international system level,
the membership to a regional economic agreement influences the participation and size of
intervention. Also, I found some inconclusive results about the country’s level of democracy,
and whether the incumbent’s party control all the houses of parliament.
Although I tried here to do a generalizable research, with a forward-thinking
econometric model, it is imperative to notice that some country characteristics are unique of the
region studied; I suggest this study to be replicate inside other regions and that it would englobe
countries with distinctive characteristics from the ones I analyzed, i.e. parliamentary
democracies.
Additionally, I tried and succeeded in some level to answer my thesis’ proposition that
leftist Latin American governments have participated more in United Nations peacekeeping
efforts. With a significant result that would be able to predict what Brant and Machado (2020)
found out about the latest Brazilian rightist president that the year 2021 will mark the first time
since 2004 that Brazil will not have a robust participation in UN missions; experts affirm that
a change of focus on the use of force from the Brazilian armed forces is set up.
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However, considering the region studied, it is difficult to generalize some LA countries’
motivations to participate. By way of Amorim Neto and Malamud (2015) compare Mexico’s
foreign policy, for instance, with Argentina’s: while continuity and responsiveness to the
international environment appear to be the dominant features of the former, fickleness and
sensitivity to domestic whims have been a central trait of the latter. Countries like Brazil might
be placed somewhere in the middle of the continuum, between Mexico and Argentina.
Therefore, I also suggest other complementary approaches like the process tracing used by the
authors above along with other CHM approaches that would be able to add value and validity
to the findings.
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APPENDIX A
Countries’ Data Descriptive Statistic Graphs for the variables Participation, Troop
Contribution, and President’s Ideology
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