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“Someone who produces both the danger and at a price the shield against it [danger] 
 is a racketeer. Someone who provides a needed shield but has little control over the 
danger’s appearance qualifies as a legitimate protector.”










(Tilly 1985: 175)

The end of the Cold War allowed for the emergence of two salient security–related phenomena: the increased instance of civil warfare and the privatization of security. Neither subject has attracted sufficient attention from scholars. Much of the international relations literature still focuses on interstate disputes even though they now constitute the minority of conflicts.
 In fact, by 2001 scholars documented only one case of intrastate war (Collier 2003).  Furthermore, the possibility that these two trends are intertwined has also been ignored. The conflicts waged in sub-Saharan Africa during the 1990s demonstrate the importance of dissecting the budding relationship between the types of wars currently waged and the ways wars are increasingly conducted. 

There is abundant evidence determining civil wars in the African context often involve private military companies (PMCs) as key actors (Avant 2005, Arnold 1999, Leander 2000, Musah and Fayemi 2000, Schreier and Caparini 2005, Shearer 1998, Singer 2003). This article aims to showcase this linkage empirically.
 It surveys the effect of the presence of PMCs in forty-seven countries across Sub-saharan Africa, revealing they have a significant impact on the likelihood civil conflict. While this may seem an obvious relationship, PMCs claim their services extend solely to the training and professionalization of troops, military support functions, and most recently peacekeeping. This research explicitly connects them to a stake in the perpetuation of security dilemmas and hopes to empirically assess how large a role PMCs have in “creating” demand. 

The following section surveys the intricate relationship between the rise of private military companies and the contemporaneous increase in civil warfare. I introduce a modified model of civil war incorporating the presence of private military contractors alongside more conventional indicators and subsequently give a quick outline of each indicator. The model is estimated using maximum likelihood estimation (logit) on the period from 1990 to 1998. I conclude with an evaluation of my findings and their implications for future scholarship. Based on preliminary results, I advocate the careful consideration of outsourcing defense operations to private interests in the African context. Evidence suggests contracting PMCs in tenuous regimes potentially engenders dangerous externalities and regional instability since their profit motive is collinear with the “appearance of danger.” 

The Rise of Private Military Companies


Deborah Avant ventures, “The current market for private security is neither natural nor inevitable, changes (material and ideational) placed private security options on the agenda.”
  The changing security environment in the aftermath of the Cold War rendered conventional notions of national militaries as conscripted armies loyal to their respective states obsolete. The majority of Western countries have already outsourced much of their defense to private contractors. A growing trend toward privatizing certain military operations in developed countries brings new considerations to light regarding the possible effects of outsourcing security in emerging markets. The question of conserving state sovereignty is especially pressing considering many private military companies represent the foreign policy interests of their home countries.

The trend toward military downsizing in the wake of the Cold War resulted in a parallel shift toward privatizing security in developed countries as improvements in technology increasingly rendered the conduct of war remote (Mandel 2000). However, the persistence of low-level regional and domestic conflicts in the developing world, largely due to the resurfacing of ethnic tensions in the absence of Cold War identities, demonstrated there was still a need for the limited deployment of troops.
 With the end of the military detente between the Soviet Union and the U.S., the West was not prepared to fully mobilize its servicemen to resolve local disputes of limited import, nor was it able to considering massive post-Cold War downsizing.
 Such sentiments were especially pronounced in the aftermath of the failed U.S. intervention in Somalia and the U.N. debacles in Somalia and Rwanda. Declining capacity, coupled with the reticence of multilateral organizations and major powers to intervene in conflicts where domestic and international publics clamored for “righteous action,” created a large, untapped market for PMCs in developing countries. Furthermore, the “complicated ethnic agendas, blurred boundaries between combatants and civilians, and loose military hierarchies” of civil wars often precluded formal intervention and generated a ready market for flexible private military entrepreneurs (Shearer 1998). In fact, PMCs have been quickest in adapting to the complex security agenda of the 21st century and the low-intensity conflicts arising from the prevalence of civil wars. 

Private military companies were and are ideally placed to take advantage of this security vacuum. They are unfettered by political constraints and largely guided by the profit-motive.
Their impartiality renders PMCs uniquely equipped to help resolve potential stalemates in civil war through “semi-legitimate” coercion. Furthermore, they benefit from an expanded pool of qualified personnel often-times trained at no expense to the companies themselves and are able to headhunt top military recruits with lucrative signing bonuses.
 All of these advantages are compounded by the decreasing costs of relatively sophisticated weaponry due to former Soviet states flooding the arms market with dated, but cheap technology.  Notoriously, a number of PMCs have had flexible payment options, often accepting mineral and hardwood concessions in exchange for services, potentially giving them a permanent stake in the security of particular states, while further confounding notions of national sovereignty. Importantly, they also elicit the incentive to creatively manage stability if contract renewal is contingent on the outbreak of violence. Thus, the post-Cold War scenario offers a plethora of opportunities for intervention or standard military support and procurement activities, whether preparing a state for the violence to come or participating in it.
The market figures associated with the private military industry overall foreshadow its global growth potential. In 1997, its revenues were projected to rise from $55.6 billion in 1990 to $202 billion in 2010, and actually attained $100 billion by 2000.
 Considerable scholarship attests to the increased presence of private military companies in actual combat over the past decade, as well. Evidence from Musah and Fayemi (2000) demonstrated their involvement in multiple conflicts within Africa. Between 1950 and 1989 fifteen companies were active in military conflicts in the region, while from 1990 to 2000 more than 80 firms participated in conflicts across the region.
 Private military companies have operated on almost every continent with more than 100 companies currently active in over 50 countries worldwide, impacting the outcome of a range of intrastate conflicts—most notoriously in Croatia (Military Professional Resources Incorporated or MPRI), Angola (Executive Outcomes), and Sierra Leone (Sandline).
In fact, Schreier and Caparini (2005) claim, “Not since the 17th century has there been such a reliance on private military actors to accomplish tasks directly affecting the success of military engagements.” The CEO of DynCorp, one such firm, noted in Fortune magazine, “You could fight without us, but it would be difficult.”

Finally, the market for force has a distinct dynamic. In ordinary markets the entry of new enterprises hurts the profitability of established corporations forcing competition. However the market for force is actually encouraged by increasing the number of PMCs since it tends to heighten conflict and necessitate the extension of existing contracts (Mehlum, Moene, and Torvik 2002). Ann Leander (2005: 618) clarifies, “Supply in the market for force is self-perpetuating—it creates its own demand.” Africa’s recent ethnic conflicts, most notoriously in Angola, Sierra Leone, Uganda, and the decades-long skirmishes in the Congo explicitly demonstrate how violence begets military contractors who have a stake in perpetuating security dilemmas as a source of income. In fact, the outbreak of civil war not only expands the market for PMCs, it has also fostered the emergence of “military commercialism” on the part of neighboring countries. Military Commercialism entails adjacent nations hiring out their armies (usually for mineral concessions) to quell domestic turmoil within another sovereign state (Dietrich 2000).
  

PMCs, Public Security, and Civil War


Fearon and Laitin (2003) emphatically proclaim that the cataclysmic changes unleashed in the aftermath of the Cold War had no systematic effects on the perceived increase in civil conflict. They propose current levels of civil warfare were attained prior to the dissolution of the Soviet Union. In many ways, this is not a controversial assertion since Truman’s doctrine of national self-determination legitimized many a civil war in the wake of World War II.
 This paper does not intend to challenge Fearon and Laitin’s assertion. Rather, it hopes to draw attention to the shifting causal explanations for civil war arising from the post-Cold War scenario. Specifically, the trend toward privatizing defense has distinct effects on the extent of public security in the African context and thus, by extension, on the likelihood of civil war.

Anne Leander (2005) attempts to dissect contemporary research proffering linkages between the services PMCs render and their potential to enhance public security in the context of weak states. They may help break cycles of violence through their ability to mobilize quickly and at a third of the cost of the United Nations.
 Advocates claim their apolitical nature mandates professionalism and flexibility, a much needed commodity within the African security apparatus. In fact, Howe (2001) maintains the majority of African leaders rely on private forces in response to the lacking professionalism of local militaries. Considering the dubious reputation of security forces in the region many of whom openly engaged in looting, racketeering, and violence against domestic populations, many would see PMCs as a welcome respite from the arbitrary coercion of local servicemen. Yet, Leander persuasively argues that the expansion of PMCs distinctly impacted the price and availability of military services, altering the status quo in ways that did not enhance security and, in fact, are likely to lead to civil war. I briefly outline her main contentions in the following paragraphs and utilize her arguments as the cornerstone of my analysis.


Firstly, the nature of the market for force renders it imperative that PMCs play a key role in determining perceptions of threat. Market logic pushes PMCs to both become the supplier and the monitor of security services, establishing themselves as security providers and security experts defining what services are necessary. Thus, we are back to Charles Tilly’s (1985: 175) conundrum of actors who simultaneously “…produce both the danger and at a price the shield against it.” Logically, the supplier has an interest in seeing a growth in demand. Yet, this is still not a sufficient condition to imply that PMC presence breads insecurity, since increased securitization could also in fact enhance public security. More problematic is the issue of controlling the PMC clientele, i.e. differentiating between legitimate and illegitimate clients. Herewith the context of an increasing supply of security providers paired with a decreasing threshold for contracting services due to competition, leads to a potentially bleak outcome where disparate interests are able to hire effective praetorian guards and pit them against each other (as in the case of Angola and the Democratic Republic of Congo). Furthermore, in the African setting simply distinguishing between state actors as legitimate and non-state actors as illegitimate offers no easy solution to regulation—one only need think of the civil conflicts in Rwanda, Sudan or the Democratic Republic of Congo. Finally, the fluid, contractual nature of PMC operations renders it even more difficult to regulate the industry since companies are ephemerally created and dissolved around particular conflicts or agendas.


By diverting funds into the private market for security, public security is also potentially weakened. The displacement of public security providers may oftentimes lead to a weakening in security coverage for the general population and even create incentives for military profiteering since public military jobs lose their attractiveness and oftentimes their paychecks, as well.
 This was exemplified in the civil war in the Democratic Republic of Congo where Zimbabwean, Ugandan, and Rwandan troops all fought to gain control over Congo’s diamond mines—the promised concession for their support of Mugabe’s regime against rebel factions (Dietrich 2000). 


The market for force may unleash countervailing incentives encouraging “patchy” public security provision, exacerbating domestic tensions and allowing insurgency an ample breeding ground. Furthermore, by reducing the need to recruit or conscript large portions of the citizenry, PMCs can give illegitimate governments an effective carte blanche by eliminating the need for rulers to make concessions in terms of security coverage to the general population. That necessity is further reduced by the low importance of taxation since many a weak African state can rely on the sale of natural resources to subsidize domestic coffers, rendering the state itself less accountable to its citizens.  Finally, these companies may not have an interest in completely resolving certain conflicts (except possibly in the cases where they are granted mineral concessions as payment) and thus may play a large role in perpetuating them. Importantly, many PMCs are hired to deter civil war through surgical strikes on opposing parties as in the cases of Angola, Sierra Leone, and the DRC. While there is much anecdotal evidence corroborating both advocates’ and critics’ contentions regarding PMCs efficacy, there have been no systematic efforts to trace these effects empirically. The following model aims to expand scholarship into this arena by introducing a new model for civil war. 

Modeling Civil Wars

I utilize Fearon and Laitin’s (2003) recently released dataset on civil wars which builds on similar attempts to quantify intrastate conflict by Doyle and Sambanis (2000), Esty et al (1998), Gleditsch et al (2002), the Institute for International and Strategic Studies (2000), Licklider (1995), Singer and Small (1994), Sivard (1996), and Valentino (2002).  They code the instance of violent civil conflicts according to the following criteria: (a) it involves violence between state and organized non-state actors—the latter seeking to seize power from the government, take control of a locality, or use violence to generate a change in state policy; (b) at least 1,000 individuals are killed for the duration of the conflict with more than a 100 deaths per year; (c) at least 100 fatalities on both sides including civilian casualties. While Fearon and Laitin’s coding scheme is similar to that utilized by the Correlates of War project, a cursory comparison of the conflicts included and excluded revealed, at least historically, their data incorporated relevant civil conflicts and their durations more accurately and completely than Singer and Small (1994).
 

Fearon and Laitin (2003) perceive two schools of civil war scholarship: “perennialist” and “modernist” approaches. Both broadly touch up on salient factors explaining the outbreak of civil conflict. While the perennialist school looks to deep-seated ethnic and cultural difference for its explanatory power (Connor 1994, Huntington 1996, Ignatieff 1994, Smith 1986), the modernist school explores the relevance of modernization and economic growth as a predictor of domestic conflict (Gellner 1983, Gurr 1971, Horowitz 1985, Muller 1985, Paige 1975, Russett 1964). Thus, I use a diverse array of indicators encompassing the central themes apparent in these literatures alongside my indicator of choice—the presence of PMCs—when estimating the likelihood of civil war. The model represents a cross-section of the factors proposed by Collier and Hoeffler (1998) and Fearon and Laitin (2003). I elaborate on their importance in the following section. Please refer to the Appendix for descriptive statistics.
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The Presence of PMCs


Ideally, testing the impact of the increased presence of private military companies on the instance of civil war across all developing countries would increase the scope of this project. However, documentation of PMC activity in the developing world is still anecdotal at best and has only recently become more accessible. Consequently, attempts to collate and code data have been limited. Despite such obstacles, there is scope for preliminary quantitative exploration. The African subcontinent may well be the most promising test region for a quantitative analysis. A slew of scholars documented the presence of private military companies in Africa over the 1990s, and, in many a case, the subcontractors themselves advertised their activities.
 Musah and Fayemi’s (2000) seminal compilation of private military operators in Africa was the first to systematically track subcontractor involvement in the region, reporting more than 80 foreign companies active between 1990 and 1998. I code their data as additive instances of foreign private military companies’ presence per country per year from 1990 till 1998 across forty-seven countries with readily available information in Sub-Saharan Africa.
 

Selection bias is an issue of concern since the sample is limited to African countries. Though Africa has experienced an inordinate amount of subcontractor activity relative to other regions, the majority of the sampled countries have not consistently contracted private military companies over the past decade.
 However, there is still enough variation within individual panels and the sampled time period to draw substantive conclusions regarding the impact of private military companies (please refer to Table I in the Appendix). 
Ethno-linguistic Fractionalization and Democracy


Heterogenous societies are oftentimes plagued by more domestic conflict than homogenous societies, regardless of whether the heterogeneity is a byproduct of social stratification or ethnic identity. In the absence of Cold War identities, ethnic fractionalization was dubbed the culprit in many a civil war (Connor 1994). With the 1990s these conflicts were once again perceived as pitting disparate ethnic groups against each other. Horowitz (1985) nuances these arguments by positing the relationship between ethnic diversity and conflict is non-monotonic, extrapolating that the majority vs. minority dynamics are more salient in determining the likelihood of civil conflict. While there are alternate measures of ethno-linguistic fractionalization for Africa such as the Scarritt and Mozaffar (1999) dataset, as well as Posner’s (2004) PREG scores (politically relevant ethnic groups), most of these measures are static and rely heavily on the original ELF indices (Roeder 2001). Thus I use the ELF scores in my analysis. They are, however, somewhat problematic since they don’t tend to vary over short time period, but do serve as useful controls for semi-permanent ethnic and linguistic cleavages.

Regime type can have significant effects on the political choices countries make relative to the rules of minority/ethnic incorporation (witness assimilationist policies in France versus pluralist policies in the United kingdom), as well as the more straightforward notion of how arbitrarily governments’ wield their coercive apparatus against political dissenters. Interestingly, the efficacy of coercive mechanisms can both mitigate and exacerbate ethnic, economic, and political cleavages. Thus, the state’s coercive capacity as a function of regime type may not reveal sufficient information about the likelihood of civil war. However, political incorporation with the ability to air ones grievances in a relatively open political forum may go a long way toward pacifying conflicting interests. Still, the transitioning context of most of Africa may render this measure inconclusive. Most of the African countries in question are located somewhere on the continuum between authoritarian and transitioning regime, with a few choice exceptions. I operationalize regime-type with the POLITY IV measure.

Economic Growth and Economic Crisis


As Huntington (1964) aptly demonstrated modernization can be profoundly destabilizing for fledgling nations. Human displacement, the exacerbation of socio-economic tensions, and the general break with traditional life have often times led to civil conflict whether between ethnicities, particular ideological factions, religious factions, or socio-economic classes. Interestingly, as with democracy, increased levels of GDP tend to be associated with a pacification of potentially conflicting interests in cases where the pie is more equally distributed, and, in fact, is largely contingent on the perception of absolute gains from economic growth. As standards of living improve within societies, economic growth unleashes status quo pressures that give people a stake in the current situation persisting over time, potentially neutralizing domestic cleavages. Importantly, it can also exacerbate tensions between the “haves” and the “have-nots” in society as income become more disparate. Economic growth is operationalized through GDP per capita from the World Bank’s Human Development Indicators.

I also include an indexed measure of economic crises reflecting banking and currency crises for individual countries. Economic crises can have a powerful impact on the government’s ability to spend indiscriminately, as well as coerce. They can also deepen existing fissures in unstable societies, thus they should be controlled for. The indicator is operationalized as a dummy variable indicating whether a banking or currency crisis occurred and is taken from Leblang’s (2002) dataset on speculative attacks in the developing world. 

Trade and IGO Membership

Wallerstein (1979) claimed a country’s integration into the global economy was a key factor in domestic policy formulation. Increasing incorporation into the global market via trade or multilateral debt has been associated with ever more conditionality for peripheral states. Depending on the nature of the state system, rising international trade could exacerbate pre-existing socio-economic divisions within society or redirect public spending towards more benign areas in the interest of gaining credibility with international institutions. The more incorporated a country is into the global economy via trade, the less rational it is for that country to engage in domestic activities potentially leading to internal instability. I operationalize trade openness through a measure of exports vs. imports over GDP.

Russett, Oneal, and Davis (1998) posit membership in intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) conditions state behavior by fostering a quasi-legal and norms-oriented interdependence. The soft power exercised by IGOs within the international community can serve as a potent method of coordinating expectations of state conduct. Especially IGOs with liberal economic agendas encourage a re-appraisal of the benefits of both intrastate and interstate conflict by providing incentives for accommodation. 
 These organizations can have a norm-inculcating function in the instance of states with domestic conflicts. The threat of UN intervention or IGO sanction (if nothing else, reputation-wise) for behavior even within the sovereign realm may help dampen the likelihood of civil war. 

Military Spending and Interstate Disputes

The outbreak of cross-boarder disputes in Africa has had a history of destabilizing the domestic politics within the countries involved—at times even leading to regime change in adjacent nations who harbor refugee (Cleaver 2000, Dietrich 2000, Leander 2005, Musah and Fayemi 1999). Thus, the spillover effects of war from neighboring countries, not to mention the domestic audience costs of the failed negotiation of an interstate war can bode ill for domestic stability and the duration of particular regimes. I use the Correlates of War datasets measures for the instance of militarized interstate disputes.

The amount of expenditures allocated toward defense as a proportion of gross domestic product also reflects the level of militarization within a state. While this may be more of a response to external pressures, it has oftentimes been fairly salient in determining the level of violence within the African state, which, more often than not, is plagued more by domestic rather than interstate conflict. In developing countries these resources can easily be shifted toward internal coercion in the interest of consolidating power. The data are gleaned from the World Bank’s Human Development Indicators.

Finally, I control for aggregate level of arms imports in U.S. dollars (a measure collated from the Stockholm Institute for Peace Research’s database) and population. While military spending may encapsulate a large portion of defense-related expenditures, controlling for arms imports allows us to gage possible discrepancies between state-funded militarization and trends in the private arming of citizens. The latter may have a significant impact on the likelihood of domestic violence between state and non-state actors. A priori private militarization may play a partial role in illuminating the likelihood of violence by illuminating the propensity of citizens to arms themselves in the expectation of conflict.
I control for population, determining how population size may affect the relative weakness or strength of a state and its consequent ability to mitigate domestic strife.

Empirical Results 


Table one reveals the results of the model, which mostly display the expected relationships. The presence of PMCs demonstrates the expected positive significant relationship with the instance of civil war, as does ethno-linguistic fractionalization, surrounding interstate disputes, increases in military spending and arms imports, and the occurrence of economic crisis. Ethno-linguistic fractionalization’s significance in this context contrasts with the recent non-findings of Fearon and Laitin (2003) and implies the import of such cleavages may be unique to particular regions. Interestingly, membership in intergovernmental organizations also has an unexpected positive and significant relationship. This may partially be explained by the presence of semi-permanent formal security organizations within the African subcontinent, many of them specifically in the region to help ameliorate outbreaks of violence. Hence, why appear collinear with the outbreak of conflict. Because MLE estimators cannot control for the time sequence of IGO membership and the variable itself is an undifferentiated and un-weighted measure, it may be   difficult to infer the meaning of these results. Economic growth and trade display the expected dampening effect on civil war, while democracy remains insignificant—likely due to the fluctuating and transitioning nature of the political systems in Africa resulting in muted effects.
The substantive results, however, are quite striking and reveal the sheer magnitude of the impact of PMC presence on the likelihood of conflict. I disaggregated the effect of individual PMCs and found the presence of only one in a country increased the likelihood of civil war by 10%. The countries of Uganda, South Africa, Rwanda, Liberia, and Algeria all hosted single PMCs before and during their civil conflicts. The presence of two PMCs increases the likelihood by 30%, three by 61%, four by 75%, and to five by 83% (please refer to Table I in the Appendix). In fact, the instances the severest conflicts usually involved more than two PMCs. The bloody civil wars in Angola (1994-1996), the Democratic Republic of Congo (1997-1998), and Sierra Leone (1994-1998) illustrate the potent and exacerbating effects of multiple PMCs in-country. Even more striking is the effect of PMC presence at its maximum when other indicators are held at their means. It alone increases the likelihood of civil war by 82%. The second highest performing indicator is economic growth, which decreases the likelihood of war by 46%. All other indicators have less than a 10% effect on the likelihood of civil war. Overall, these results hold if we incorporate Singer and Small’s  (1994) version of the dependent variable into this model.

Table I. Logit Estimation of the Instance of Civil War from 1990-1998

	Intrastate Disputes                                                                            Coeff./ Std. Errors

	Presence of Private Military Companies
	1.380 *

(.576)

	Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization
	2.699 *

(1.170)

	Intergovernmental Organization Membership
	0.095 **

(.029)

	Democracy
	-0.026

(.014)

	Arms Imports
	2.08e-09

(0.01)

	Economic Growth (log)
	-2.20 ***

(0.570)

	Military Spending (log)
	1.70 ***

(0.395)

	Trade Openness (log)
	-1.26 *

(0.607)

	Economic Crisis
	0.248 **

(0.084)

	Interstate Disputes
	 1.35 **

(0.531)

	Population
	-3.84e-08 **
(1.62e-08)

	Observations
	250

	Adjusted R 2
	0.44

	Note: Estimated coefficients are given with standard errors underneath. Asterisks indicate statistical significance at the p<0.05 (*), p<0.01 (**), p <0.000 (***) level. Countries in sample=47. 





Countries with milder civil wars and no PMC involvement were Sudan, Somalia, Senegal, Mali, Burundi, Djibouti, and Central Africa Republic. Interestingly, Malawi and Mozambique hosted PMCs, but did not experience any civil wars during their tenure. The following countries did not document the presence of PMCs during their civil conflicts: Burundi (1993-1998), Central African Republic (1993-1994), Djibouti (1993-1994), Mali (1990-1994), Senegal (1990-1998), Somalia (1990-1998), and Sudan (1990-1998).


Despite their significance and the magnitude of their effect, the findings for PMC presence are plagued by the problem of endogeneity. While the existence of these actors may indeed exacerbate the instance of civil war, they could just as easily be post-hoc participants drawn by the promise of profit from yet another conflict. Disentangling the sequence of PMC involvement is paramount to determining their legacy in Africa. The data reflect variation in their presence; at times coinciding with civil conflict and at times not. This can be attributed to their multi-faceted services, from training and professionalization of the existing military, to direct combat support in the case of intrastate and interstate conflict. Considering the magnitude of their effect on the likelihood of war, however, it is improbable PMCs have confined themselves to non-combat activities. Anecdotal evidence tracing the performance of the now defunct Executive Outcomes in Sierra Leone, Angola, and the Congo attests to the quasi-mercenary function such companies provide. Furthermore, explicit attempts by the South African government and the former Organization of African Unity (now the African Union) to extensively regulate PMC activity add credence to the notion that their presence has often been unwelcome. Though their corporate structure allows PMCs to evade accusations of mercenary activity by those pleading article 47 of the U.N. Charter, as Leander (2005) rightly points out, a business plan does not exonerate one from illegitimate activity as the debacles of Enron, Worldcom, and Parmalat exemplify.
Implications

            The model presented is fairly robust and explains a significant portion of the variance in civil wars. It introduces several new indicators that may become increasingly salient for modeling civil war in the post Cold War scenario, including the presence of private military companies, economic crises, military spending levels, and IGO membership. Each of these concepts uniquely contributes to the emergence of civil war and have not been simultaneously incorporated into previous models. As the most robust indicator, PMC presence as a proxy for the effect of the unregulated privatization of security within developing countries may have an especially fruitful role in future scholarship. Importantly, the emergence and presence of PMCs is collinear with the instance of civil war, thus we encounter a significant problem with endogeneity since these companies are attracted to unstable regions and may thus be drawn into their activities post-hoc. However, considering many of these companies were contracted out by African nations to modernize their militaries and remained in the region to negotiate civil wars, one has to consider the possibility that PMCs do indeed have a sizable role in creating their markets by perpetuating particular perceptions of threats among their employers (Leander 2005). Utilizing survival analysis in future scholarships may help pinpoint their direct impact on the duration of conflict and allow us to sidestep the potential problems engendered by endogeneity. 

Finally, the presence of PMCs is largely a fact of life in the developing and developed world. Not only has demand for private military companies increased, it is fluid in its demographics. An astonishing array of countries and even organizations contract their services. Militarily capable nations such as the US and UK are prime clients of the industry, usually contracting with them for peripheral combat support (MPRI, Aegis, CACI, etc.). Nowhere has the ground been as fertile for the gestation of private military companies as in the United States.  For example, from 1994 to 2002 U.S.-based private military companies generated 3000 contracts with the Department of Defense, exceeding $300 billion in revenue.
 The U.S. government’s massive defense subcontracting in Iraq exemplifies these trends in the context of actual military engagement.
 Many European nations also depend on private military companies for the deployment of peacekeeping contingents since their respective constituents are increasingly wary of committing troops to UN peacekeeping efforts. Latin American countries use them to combat drug cartels (MPRI, Dyncorp, etc.), while Southeast Asian nations solicit their help in fighting terrorism or quelling domestic insurgencies. Finally, many an African state has relied on PMCs to re-establish internal security and public order (Schreier and Caparini 2005). 


Naturally, PMC activity has distinct dynamics in each of these scenarios, but has had an especially negative legacy in the developing context. The lack of regulation for the industry has emerged as a problem resulting in issues as varied as the Abu Ghraib scandal to the exploitation of the civil conflict in the Congo for mining concessions. This research demonstrated a highly significant relationship between their presence and public insecurity—in this case the likelihood of civil war. Such results mandate tighter and more industry-specific regulation beyond what is currently available for penalizing mercenary activity. In fact, labeling PMCs as mercenaries may allow them to easily sidestep international sanctions due to the vague nature of existing provisions against mercenary activity.


The U.N. Additional Protocol of the Geneva Conventions defines mercenaries as non-national entities taking part in localized hostilities for “private gain,” but most contemporary PMCs serve in support functions rather than direct combat. Many of these companies avoid direct combat to insure their activities do not coincide with those sanctioned by the U.N. in Article 47 of the 1977 Additional Protocol I of the Geneva Conventions, the Organization of African Unity (OAU) Convention for the Elimination of Mercenaries in Africa of 1977, and the International Convention Against the Recruitment, Use, Financing and Training of Mercenaries of 1989. In fact, employees of military companies are considered non-combatants under international law and are thus not eligible for prisoner of war status when directly engaging in combat.
 Considering the vague definition of “mercenary” under the Additional Protocol, most companies have been able to successfully operate without much sanction, especially since the U.S. has not endorsed these efforts by the international community and is not party to any agreements limiting mercenary activity.
 Moreover, the provisions within the U.N. protocol do not apply to civil war, arguably the most prolific type of conflict today and one in which PMCs have most often been employed (Angola, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Chechnya, the former Yugoslavia). 


As Shearer (1998) appropriately points out, the absence of detailed international laws governing, not just identifying, the activities of such firms requires that domestic governments pick up the slack and encourage more vigorous policies regulating the incorporation and future activities of these companies in their points of origin—the U.S., U.K. France, Israel, South Africa, Russia, and a host of other countries. This may single-handedly represent the West’s biggest contributions toward insuring African stability in the future. 

Appendix

TABLE I.  Descriptive Statistics for Indicators

	Variables
	Obs.
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Min.
	Max.

	Intrastate Disputes
	423
	0.163


	0.369


	0
	1



	Presence of PMCs
	423
	.226
	.983
	0
	11

	Military Spending/GDP
	334
	3.324
	4.294
	.22
	35.28

	Arms Imports
	396
	9,502,525
	3.15e+07


	0
	3.80e+08



	Interstate Disputes
	423

	.241
	.428
	0
	1

	GDP per Capita
	377
	685.092
	904.861
	-51.935
	6872.804



	Trade
	365
	72.834
	38.687
	15.201
	275.232

	Multilateral Debt 


	392
	37.620
	22.653
	0
	82.38



	Regime Type 


	368
	-2.086
	5.740
	-10
	10



	IGO Membership


	420
	24.302
	7.406
	2
	43



	Population
	423
	1.32e+07
	1.86e+07
	352000
	1.21e+08

	Economic Crisis
	423
	0.243
	1.407
	0
	10

	
	
	
	
	
	


TABLE II. Substantive Results for PMC Presence
	

	One PMC
	Increases likelihood of civil conflict by 10%

	Two PMCs
	Increase likelihood of civil conflict by 30%

	Three PMCs
	Increase likelihood of civil conflict by 61%

	Four PMCs
	Increase likelihood of civil conflict by 75%

	Five PMCs
	Increase likelihood of civil conflict by 83%

	With X set at mean:  Pr Civil War (0) = 0.95

                                  Pr Civil War (1) = 0.04 


TABLE III. Substantive Results for Maximum Levels of all Indicators with Others Held at Mean
	

	Presence of Private Military Companies
	Increases likelihood of civil war by 82%

	Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization
	Increases likelihood of civil war by 0.5 %

	Intergovernmental Organization Membership
	Increases likelihood of civil war by 2%

	Democracy
	Decreases likelihood of civil war by 2%

	Arms Imports
	Increases likelihood of civil war by 6%

	Economic Growth
	Decreases likelihood of civil war by 46%

	Military Spending
	Increases likelihood by 8%

	Trade Openness
	Decreases likelihood of war by 6%

	Economic Crisis
	Increases likelihood of civil war by 5%

	Interstate Disputes
	Increases likelihood of civil war by 1%

	Population
	Decreases likelihood of civil war by 34%


.
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� In fact, thirty percent of U.S. personnel alone had been decommissioned according to Singer (2003).
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� Many recruits have previous experience in the British Special Air Service or the South Africa and American special forces units. In fact, PMCs also tend to heavily recruit retired generals from the self-same organizations to staff tactical consulting units (Singer 2003).
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� Correlates of War Projects Inter-governmental Organization dataset. 1990-1998.
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� International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, 2002. The Business of War: Privatizing Combat, the New World Order. Washington, DC: The Center for Public Integrity.  
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� This may be a byproduct of the stranglehold the military industrial complex has had on previous administration and the reality that most PMCs are incorporated in the U.S.
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