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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Abstract: Since the end of the Cold War, the number and scope of UN peacekeeping missions 

has increased tremendously. However, the speed of economic growth and recovery in the 

developing world remains seemingly unchanged in areas where conflicts occur. If the aim of UN 

missions today is not just to reach a peace agreement or maintain a ceasefire, but to establish a 

stable government and new peaceful institutions, we would expect to see better economic 

outcomes and improved social indicators in areas where peacekeeping is present. Using 

statistical modeling, this paper will demonstrate that there is no significant effect of UN 

peacekeeping on post-conflict economic growth or democratization. Further, there is little 

evidence that the UN’s failure is a result of it taking on harder cases. Rather, it appears that the 

UN is most likely to intervene in those cases where post-conflict recovery is most likely to be 

robust. Based on this evidence, I conclude that pressure for UN intervention in civil wars is 

generally misguided, because the effects of such an intervention are negligible. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Introduction 

 

 One of the most prominent debates surrounding UN intervention in the last several years 

has been the conflict in Darfur, Sudan. NGO’s, interest groups, and members of the public have 

all called – loudly and repeatedly – for the UN to intervene, and now that they finally have, to 

get more involved. Though parties on all sides of the debate can make normative claims about 

whether intervention should occur and why, a more effective way to move the debate forward is 

to overlook normative issues and perform an empirical rigorous analysis of whether or not the 

UN actually performs well in these situations. This paper will aim to use empirical evidence and 

statistical analysis to conclude that UN intervention in fact has no effect on post-conflict 

recovery. 

 The end of the Cold War was expected to usher in an ―era of peace,‖ but the 1990’s were 

marked instead with a rise in the number of active civil conflicts around the globe. In the 1990’s, 

no fewer than 31 new civil conflicts began. In 1999, twenty-five civil wars were ongoing (Fearon 

and Laitin, 2003: 75). This period is rivaled only by the 1960s and 1970s, which saw the start of 

19 and 25 civil wars, respectively (Fearon and Laitin, 2003: 77). Many people believed that this 

was the result of the new international order that arose with the fall of the Soviet Union. 

However, Fearon and Laitin (2003: 75) argue instead that the increase in civil conflict is 

evidence of a continuing trend across the latter half of the twentieth century. Regardless of the 

nature of the trend, the undeniable shift in the last twenty years away from inter-state conflict 

and towards growing incidence of civil war has led the political-science field to focus strongly 

on the phenomena of intra-state conflicts. Efforts have been made not only to understand their 

causes and various internal variables of each conflict episode, but also to look at ways to 

understand and encourage the end of these conflicts and to promote peaceful outcomes. 
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 The end of the cold war also meant that the UN Security Council, a body once paralyzed 

by US and USSR vetoes, was finally able to make progress and intervene in aid of international 

peace and security in a way that had never been possible before. The 1990’s saw a host of both 

successes and failures by the UN in attempts to stop violent conflict. The widely publicized 

failures of peacekeeping missions in the former Yugoslavia, Rwanda, and Somalia called into 

question the legitimacy and limitations of UN military interventions. This led to the concept of 

the Responsibility to Protect (R2P), conceived in 2001 and formally accepted into UN vernacular 

at the 2005 World Summit. The R2P asserts that if a state is manifestly failing to protect its 

citizens from mass atrocities and peaceful measures are not working, the international 

community has the responsibility to intervene: first diplomatically, then more coercively, and as 

a last resort with military force. 

 UN intervention takes several forms, primarily through a loophole system known as 

peacekeeping. There are two chapters of the UN Charter that deal with settlement of disputes that 

are likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security. The first, Chapter VI, 

deals with pacific settlement, and also gives the Security Council the right to investigate and 

arbitrate, which are usually put in practice under observer missions, diplomatic envoys, and good 

offices (UN Charter). Chapter VII gives the Security Council the right to impose economic 

sanctions under Article 41 and the right to ―take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be 

necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security‖ under Article 42 (UN Charter). 

Obviously, diplomatic means are always the first employed by the United Nations, and Chapter 

VI takes precedent in all cases. This can range from preventive diplomacy, peacemaking or 

negotiating settlements, to post-conflict maintenance and continued negotiation. Peacekeeping 

goes a step beyond this with the deployment of troops. However, the presence of troops does not 

mean that the UN is using force. Peacekeepers have a wide range of mandates, from preventing 
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conflicts to containing violence to protecting and building peace after a conflict. UN 

peacekeeping aims to adapt to each conflict in order to meet the challenges of each situation. 

Because peacekeeping was conceived when the Cold War paralyzed the Security Council, early 

goals were limited to maintaining ceasefires and stabilizing violence in order to make diplomatic 

solutions more reachable, but as the Cold War ended, the range of activities and mandates for 

peacekeepers expanded exponentially. Peacekeepers now help build government institutions, 

promote human rights, set up local police forces, and disarm former combatants (UN 

Peacekeeping). In the 1990’s, UN peacekeeping shifted from inter-state conflicts to intra-state 

conflicts and civil wars. However, political realities constantly limit the work that peacekeeping 

interventions can attempt. The UN constantly faces criticism for failing to respond to situations 

appropriately, either for being too weak to cope with violence or for interfering with national 

sovereignty.  

This paper will aim to explain this phenomenon theoretically and through demonstrated 

empirical evidence. Though the number and scope of peacekeeping missions has increased 

tremendously, the speed of economic growth and recovery in the developing world remains 

seemingly unchanged in areas where conflicts occur. If the aim of UN missions today is not just 

to reach a peace agreement or maintain a ceasefire but to establish a stable government and new 

peaceful institutions, we would expect to see better economic outcomes and improved social 

indicators in areas where peacekeeping is present. Given empirical evidence for the lack of 

improved economic recovery after UN interventions, I expect that we are unlikely to see any 

significant effect of peacekeeping and diplomacy in post-conflict reconstruction. This raises the 

question of whether outside interstate intervention in conflicts really works, and if it is at all 

worthwhile. By gaining a better understanding of the effectiveness of UN intervention in civil 

conflict, we can hope to be more effective in dealing with civil conflict in the future. It may be 
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that there are more effective ways to cope with violent outbreaks in countries than to push for 

United Nations involvement. 

I will look at the end of all civil conflicts in the post-war period – from 1950 until 2000 – 

and see whether the UN helps or hinders post-conflict growth. I will then use a selection model 

to further explain these findings and to check for robustness. I find that there is no significant 

effect of UN peacekeeping on post-conflict economic growth or democratization. Further, there 

is little evidence that the UN’s failure is a result of it taking on harder cases. Based on this 

evidence, I conclude that pressure for UN intervention in civil wars is generally misguided, 

because the effects of such an intervention are negligible. 

 

Literature Review 

 

  Because civil wars have been so prominent in international politics over the last several 

decades, and because United Nations peacekeeping has expanded in scope and use over the same 

period, the literature examining both of these phenomena is relatively developed. This paper will 

examine the existing work of several authors and draw upon the paradigms established therein, 

as well as the questions raised. The major themes found in the literature include the definition 

and causes of a civil war, the choice to intervene and the likelihood of intervention success, and 

the emerging normative structures around the newly conceived Responsibility to Protect. 

 

Civil Wars 

 

Two of the biggest problems in any study of civil wars, particularly in one such as this, 

are a) defining civil war and b) understanding correlating variables that make war more likely so 
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that they can be controlled for. It is nearly impossible to compose a list of civil wars, measure 

their effects, and account for their factors without an operational definition that fits the 

theoretical level of the research.  

 

Definitions 

 

The precedent set for this was put in place by Small and Singer in their seminal work on 

civil war, Resort to Arms: International Civil Wars, 1816-1980, published in 1982. The book 

defined civil war as ―any armed conflict that involves (a) military action internal to the 

metropole, (b) the active participation of the national government, and (c) effective resistance by 

both sides‖ (Singer and Small, 1982: 210). While this definition seems somewhat 

comprehensive, it leaves out many important considerations. First, terms like ―internal‖ can be 

difficult to define in cases where borders are somewhat ambiguous, disputed, or changing. This 

is also a problem in the case of anti-colonial wars and wars of independence, where the territory 

can be considered either an internal part of the mother state or a state in its own right, such as in 

Algeria. Many studies will exclude these wars for this reason, but in some innate sense they are 

indeed an internal struggle for power over territorial control. Second, what counts as a national 

government is often contentious during a civil war. Some failed states are without government, 

and several parties make a claim to the title. Finally, one of the biggest problems with this 

definition is that it gives no guidelines on scale. Both a single riot and a drawn out conflict are 

coded as a civil war, regardless of how long the conflict persists or how many people are 

involved. 

As Small and Singer’s Correlates of War (COW) project has expanded, their definition 

has been refined to deal with most of these issues. As it has become respected as a central data 
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source for studies in the sub-field, most papers have used a definition of civil war that borrows 

from this. Fearon and Laitin’s 2003 paper is a good example of this. Their working definition for 

civil wars is as follows: 

 

(1) They involved fighting between agents of (or claimants to) a state and organized, non-state groups 

who sought either to take control of a government, to take power in a region, or to use violence to 

change government policies. (2) The conflict killed at least 1,000 over its course, with a yearly average 

of at least 100. (3) At least 100 were killed on both sides (including civilians attacked by rebels). The 

last condition is intended to rule out massacres where there is no organized or effective opposition. 

(Fearon and Laitin, 2003: 76) 

 

 They see no reason in principle for excluding anti-colonial wars, but run all of their 

analysis both with and without these wars to ensure that these assumptions are not critical to any 

results.  

 Nicholas Sambanis, in contrast, is very critical of the Small and Singer definition and 

those that build off of it with little consideration. He believes that many studies rely heavily on 

COW data without questioning their coding rules. He very strongly critiques coding by number 

of deaths, as Fearon and Laitin do, either yearly or cumulatively, and its issues for onset and 

termination. For example, with the Fearon and Laitin definition above, a 9 year war resulting in 

900 deaths would not be coded as a civil war, but a 10 year war resulting in 1000 deaths would 

(Sambanis, 2004: 819). He also examines the question of extrasystemic wars, which are similar 

in nature to intrastate wars but raise questions of internality.  

To counter this, he proposes his own working definition for civil war that attempts to 

sidestep glaring issues, pulling heavily from previous authors and works. He accounts for many 

of the stated problems, but in many ways he over-complicates things. He often gives several 
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alternative criteria for meeting a condition that make it difficult to rule specific cases out or in, 

such as defining the onset year as ―the first year that the conflict causes at least 500 to 1,000 

deaths. If the conflict has not caused 500 deaths or more in the first year, the war is coded as 

having started in that year only if cumulative deaths in the next 3 years reach 1,000‖ (Sambanis, 

2004: 829). He also overcomplicates when trying to avoid one-sided violence and massacres, by 

deciding that ―Throughout the war, the weaker party must be able to mount effective resistance. 

Effective resistance is measured by at least 100 deaths inflicted on the stronger party. A 

substantial number of these deaths must occur in the first year of the war. But if the violence 

becomes effectively one-sided, even if the aggregate effective-resistance threshold of 100 deaths 

has already been met, the civil war must be coded as having ended, and a politicide or other form 

of one-sided violence must be coded as having started‖ (Sambanis, 2004: 830). Ultimately, in 

trying to question the coding methods of civil war studies and present a critically determined 

alternative, he proves his own point. There is no easy or simple definition for civil war, and when 

trying to come up with an operational understanding of what civil war is, we tend to either under-

define or over-complicate criteria. 

The Uppsala conflict database relaxes the definition by defining an armed conflict as ―a 

contested incompatibility that concerns government and/or territory where the use of armed force 

between two parties, of which at least one is the government of a state, results in at least 25 

battle-related deaths in one calendar year,‖ and offering additional definitions for 

incompatibility, use of armed force, government, state, battle related deaths, and what makes it 

classified as intra-state. Ultimately, this is the definition and coding used for this project, as it 

allows the greatest flexibility in altering the definition in various models. 

 

 

http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/data_and_publications/definitions_all.htm#incomp
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/data_and_publications/definitions_all.htm#arm_for
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/data_and_publications/definitions_all.htm#gov
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/data_and_publications/definitions_all.htm#state
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/data_and_publications/definitions_all.htm#brd
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Selection Factors 

 

 Fearon and Laitin’s 2003 article ―Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,‖ deals with civil 

war selection in terms of what characteristics of a country make it more likely to have a civil 

war. While they note that one in six countries were at war in 1999, they argue that this was due a 

steady accumulation of conflict since the end of the Second World War, rather than the Soviet 

collapse (Fearon and Laitin, 2003: 77). In other words, wars start at a higher rate than they end. 

 The wars that they see as the main factor in this trend are guerilla insurgency movements, 

and it is the conditions that favor insurgency – ―state weakness marked by poverty, a large 

population, and instability –  [that] are better predictors of which countries are at risk for civil 

war than are indicators of ethnic and religious diversity or measures of grievances such as 

economic inequality, lack of democracy or civil liberties, or state discrimination against minority 

religions or languages‖ (Fearon and Laitin, 2003: 88). Sambanis, by contrast, argues in his 2001 

article ―Do Ethnic and Nonethnic Civil Wars Have the Same Causes?: A Theoretical and 

Empirical Inquiry‖ that ethnic heterogeneity does in fact have an effect on civil war onset. He 

finds that wars that he classifies as ―ethnic‖ have different causes than non-ethnic ones. Fearon 

and Laitin argue that finding like his are reversed when controlling for economic factors, while 

Sambanis argues that economic indicators are negligent. 

Regardless of which indicators have the strongest effects, a good study will control for all 

possible selection variables. Fearon and Laitin’s selection effects have a huge impact on their 

suggestions related to intervention, which are as follows: 

 

Regarding prevention, our analysis suggests that while economic growth may correlate with fewer civil 

wars, the causal mechanism is more likely a well-financed and administratively competent 
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government. In specific terms, international and nongovernmental organizations should develop 

programs that improve legal accountability within developing world militaries and police, and make 

aid to governments fighting civil wars conditional on the state observing counterinsurgency practices 

that do not help rebels recruit militias. Governments that follow horrible, war-perpetuating 

counterinsurgency practices or are so corrupt as to be hopeless should be left on their own or, when 

there are major implications for regional stability or international terrorism, be viewed as candidates 

for "neotrusteeship" under the United Nations or regional military and political organizations such as 

NATO and the European Union. The latter system, which we already see operating, in effect, in 

Bosnia, Kosovo, and East Timor, should be rationalized so as to improve internal coordination among 

the many players involved in such operations. (Fearon and Laitin, 2003: 88-89) 

 

This implies that polity scores of the government in question will be strongly correlated to 

the probability that an intervention is successful. Also, the fact that these authors see 

economic development as one of the key indicators of war gives serious underpinning to 

the concept of promoting development and post-war economic growth as a way to prevent 

future conflict and promote lasting peace.  

 

Intervention 

 

 Some of the most important literature relating to this study has to do with foreign 

intervention in civil conflict. Patrick Regan’s book Civil Wars and Foreign Powers is one of the 

most prominent works on intervention, but focuses largely on unilateral interventions and looks 

only briefly at UN intervention, which he treats as an entirely separate category. This analysis is 

much less developed than the rest of his book; the analysis is based on comparative case studies 

rather than quantitative data and is less convincing and less empirically supported than the 

primary part of the book. He points out that multilateral interventions have different functions 
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than unilateral interventions in that they focus less on ending violence and more on reducing the 

chance of recurring violence after the parties have reached a settlement. He argues that for a 

multilateral intervention to be successful, it must be neutral with the consent of all parties and 

have a clearly defined operational strategy. One of the problems with his study, and almost all 

other existing studies on intervention, is that it is dependent on a definition of ―success‖ that can 

be difficult to measure and quantify in scalable way. This is why this paper will view success in 

related discreet terms, as opposed to binary subjective definitions for ―success.‖ 

 Regan entirely ignores diplomatic interventions in this book, because of ―conceptual 

differences‖ such as lower costs, lower risk, and a more simple decision making process (Regan, 

2000: 6). However, he focuses extensively on them with Aydin in ―Diplomacy and Other Forms 

of Intervention in Civil Wars.‖ Here, the authors argue that the effect of interventions on civil 

conflicts looks different when you account for the role of mediation in conflict and the fact that 

interventions tend to decline in effectiveness over time. They argue that ―diplomatic 

interventions are effective conflict management strategies that dramatically change the course of 

events in a civil war,‖ and also that timing and the combination of multiple strategies have a 

serious effect (Aydin and Regan, 2006: 754). All of these seem true intuitively, and presented 

with empirical evidence for them the strength of this relationship seems expanded. As such, this 

study will attempt to account for intervention timing and will treat the use of diplomatic and 

military intervention as separate phenomena that can occur either independently or 

simultaneously. 

 Sambanis and Doyle focus specifically on the role of United Nations intervention in 

terms of both peacekeeping and peacebuilding. They argue that peacekeeping is generally 

successful in terms of democracy building and ending violence. They find that democratic 

peacebuilding ―is more successful after nonidentity wars, after long and not very costly wars, in 
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countries with relatively high development levels, and when UN peace operations‖ occur. 

Violence ending intervention is ―is more dependent on muscular third-party intervention and on 

low hostility levels‖ (Doyle and Sambanis, 2000: 795). Ultimately, they believe that enforcement 

operations can end violence but cannot promote lasting peace (Doyle and Sambanis, 2000: 795). 

They also argue that ―truly intractable‖ conflicts require a combination of intervention strategies, 

much along the lines of Regan and Aydin’s argument that combined methods of intervention can 

be most successful in difficult situations. 

However, they say nothing of other types of peacekeeping goals, such as rebuilding the 

economy and governments institutions, or of social and health indicators such as infant mortality, 

access to medication, and life expectancy. This is a common theme in all of the intervention 

literature discussed. Focusing on a binary variable of success in terms of whether or not fighting 

is stopped, or if democracy is established, is a limited view of the goals of multilateral UN 

intervention. This paper will attempt to overcome this obstacle by defining success not based on 

the intervention itself but by the ultimate goals of development and stability that are the 

underlying work of the UN in all situations, including peacekeeping missions and other 

interventions.  

 

United Nations Peacekeeping and the Responsibility to Protect 

 

  Since the increased use of peacekeeping in the 1990’s and the birth of the Responsibility 

to Protect, a debate about humanitarian intervention has surfaced in political science literature. 

The vast majority of this debate circles around whether or not the R2P will become an 

international legalized norm, which is not relevant to inquiries here. However, in the course of 
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this literature several interesting and important observations and claims about peacekeeping and 

the R2P have been made. 

 Many authors address some of the key problems with peacekeeping, which are inevitable 

when dealing with an ad hoc solution to an institutional problem. The UN structure allows very 

little room for effective military intervention. One reason for this may be that it doesn’t support 

―quick and decisive‖ action. Varying institutional structures can get in the way. Veto powers can 

undermine intervention; seeing diplomacy through before military intervention is slow; and 

intervention is always politically costly, meaning actors have an incentive to avoid it (Bannon, 

2006: 1160).  Interventions also vary considerably from one to the next not only in terms of 

mandate, scope, and effectiveness, but also in terms of controversy and public opinion. Some 

interventions (Liberia, Iraq, Haiti, Sierra Leone, East Timor) are less controversial, while others 

(Somalia, Rwanda, Bosnia) are criticized as ―too little too late, misconceived, poorly resourced, 

poorly executed, or all of the above‖ (Evans and Sahnoun, 2002: 100). 

 The Responsibility to Protect is based on the concept of humanitarian intervention, which 

has a long history. This leads to assumed selection bias in terms of cases that have a high number 

of deaths or that are ethnic or religious. This can also be emphasized in the increased push for 

thinking about the ―responsibility to protect‖ as separate from the ―right to intervene‖ (Evans and 

Sahnoun, 2002: 101). This is something that goes beyond the ability of states to intervene and 

implies that they actually must. Further, ―the Summit agreement suggests that Chapter VII action 

is also appropriate for purely internal matters when peaceful means are inadequate and national 

authorities are failing to protect their populations.‖ (Bannon, 2006: 1159). This brings the idea of 

humanitarian intervention solidly into civil conflicts and overrides the sanctity of national 

sovereignty in United Nations doctrine. All of these considerations are important to the selection 

effects of when and where the UN will intervene in civil conflicts. 
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Analytical Framework and Theory 

  

 As discussed in the introduction, if the aim of UN missions today is not just to reach a 

peace agreement or maintain a ceasefire, but to establish a stable government and new peaceful 

institutions, we would expect to see better economic outcomes and improved social indicators in 

areas where peacekeeping is present. To claim this, we need to provide a logical theoretical 

backdrop in which this would be true. What is it about UN intervention that could improve 

economic growth and performance? Why would UN peacekeeping matter? 

 Theoretically, UN intervention is presented as a solution to the commitment problem 

posed by negotiated settlement. UN presence in a conflict can act as a third party guarantor to 

ensure that parties do not back out of their agreements once they have disarmed or made other 

concessions. Without such a guarantor, factions will be reluctant to disarm because they cannot 

trust that the other group will keep their promises, and indeed the group in power will have little 

incentive to keep them once other factions have disarmed or acquiesced. This can lead to very 

unstable situations and make peace agreements short-lived. In short, this means that the 

likelihood of relapse without a UN presence is much more likely. Therefore, in theory the 

presence of a UN diplomatic envoy, peacekeeping force, or other method of intervention should 

mean that peace is more lasting and credible. This can be measured by economic growth because 

the more confident a population is in the newly won peace and the less fighting and instability 

remains after the war, the more likely a population becomes to reinvest in a recovering economy. 

When people are occupied with preparing for another war, still focused on protecting themselves 

in post-conflict mayhem, or have strong feelings against the current political situation, they are 

less willing and also less able to participate in economic activities and take risks to invest in the 

future. Certainty is key when building an economy and a UN presence can provide that certainty. 
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Selection Problems 

 

 In order to measure the effect of UN intervention on post-conflict economic growth, there 

are a number of important control variables that must be included and selection effects that must 

be considered. Many factors can affect both the choice to intervene and economic (and social) 

performance. Control variables are included to minimize the effects of other factors that can 

affect growth. Selection factors occur when these conditions that are either conducive or a 

hindrance to growth either attract or deter UN intervention. These include the type of war, the 

characteristics of the country in which the intervention occurs, and outside variables that affect a 

willingness to intervene and the selection of the intervention type. Controlling for these effects is 

extremely important, especially considering the unobserved outcomes. Which wars and countries 

lead to intervention is based on a selection that in itself will affect economic performance, 

regardless of whether intervention occurs. The difficulty is that we don’t know how these 

selection effects will affect economic performance – whether they have a positive effect and 

predict better economic growth, or a negative effect that predicts lower economic growth. 
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Chart 1: Some selection considerations 

Type Favoring Intervention Controlling Variable 

The types of countries in which intervention occurs: 

Countries that already have a strong economy, 

especially one that trades with the interveners 

Volume of trade with the permanent five 

members of the security council, GDP per 

capita 

Countries with fertile and easy to navigate 

terrain, which are more likely to have a 

developed economy and infrastructure already 

Percent mountainous terrain 

Countries that are nearby to the interveners in 

terms of geographical region 

Region  

Countries that are part of the intervener’s sphere 

of influence, including former colonies 

Former British or French colonies 

Countries that are more or less democratic Polity2 scores 

The types of wars in which intervention occurs:  

Resource wars in which the interveners have a 

vested interest in what happens to the disputed 

resource and who controls it after the war 

Whether the country is a major oil producer 

Humanitarian crises that induce public outcry Intensity 

Wars that are widespread and threaten to 

destabilize a region 

Region, intensity 

Wars that may greatly alter the political 

structure and economic policies of the country 

in which they are fought 

Immeasurable in quantitative terms 

Other Confounding Variables 

Whether another type of intervention occurs Both diplomatic and military UN intervention 

are coded as separate dummies 

Whether a different party intervenes General and US intervention is coded 

separately from UN intervention 

 

Hypotheses and Discussion 

 

 If UN intervention does act as a solution to commitment problems posed by post-conflict 

settlement, there are several indicators of this phenomenon that we would expect to see. Acting 

as a solution to commitment problems, we expect UN intervention to be more successful in 

certain types of war and when enacted in certain ways. This has led to the following hypotheses, 

based on types and indicators of a war and on types and variations in intervention. Things that 

are expected to influence the effectiveness of a third party guarantor include the way a war ends 
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and the difficulty of establishing and maintaining peace, the timing of an intervention, and 

tailoring the type of intervention to the demands of the specific situation. 

 

H1: Intervention will cause the greatest increase in post-conflict economic recovery 

when there is a negotiated settlement as opposed to a war that is won outright. 

 

Theoretically, if the UN’s purpose is to solve the commitment problem of a negotiated 

settlement, it will have little effect in cases where a negotiated settlement is not reached or 

required. When the war is won outright, there is no need to promote cooperation between the 

victorious side and the defeated factions. The victor merely imposes its will on the other, and no 

commitment problems arise. Therefore, we would not expect to see a change due to UN 

intervention in cases where there is no negotiated settlement. In the data, this would be shown by 

a larger positive coefficient for economic growth in cases where there was an intervention and 

there was a negotiated settlement. 

 

H2: Intervention will cause a greater increase in post-conflict economic recovery 

when it starts after the end of the war rather than during a war, and this effect will 

be stronger the longer it continues afterwards. 

 

UN intervention is meant to increase the effectiveness and stability of a negotiated settlement, as 

opposed to creating one. When intervention is used for its intended purpose, it becomes more 

effective. The longer the intervention remains in place, the more confidence is invested in the 

settlement and the less likely all parties become to back out. Over time, parties reintegrate and 

the need for a third party guarantor lessens. Therefore, the longer a third party remains involved 
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before leaving, the more stable the settlement will be once they do. In results, we would expect 

to see the positive effect of intervention go up as the length of intervention goes up.  

 

H3: Intervention will cause a greater increase in post-conflict economic recovery the 

greater the number of factions involved in the conflict. 

 

Larger numbers of interested parties make the commitment problem more difficult to solve. It is 

easier to broker an agreement that makes two parties happy than one that pleases six. Further, it 

is easier to convince one party to make concessions and prevent them from backing out after they 

are made than several parties. The presence of a neutral third party can help to lessen some of 

these difficulties. In the data, we would expect to see worse growth in cases where there were a 

larger number of factions, and a stronger positive effect of intervention on growth in these cases. 

 

H4: Diplomatic intervention will cause a greater increase in post-conflict economic 

recovery when it takes place during the war; military intervention will cause a 

greater increase in post-conflict economic recovery if it takes place afterwards. 

 

Diplomatic intervention is better tailored to helping groups reach a settlement or ceasefire, while 

military intervention is better suited to enforcing the settlement or ceasefire once it has been 

reached. Therefore, we would expect that when diplomatic intervention occurs during a conflict 

to help reach a settlement, it will be more useful than after that settlement has been reached. 

Likewise, we expect that military intervention will be more useful in enforcing peace after an 

agreement has been reached than in simply creating peace and producing an agreement. In the 
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results, these effects will show up relative to timing and whether the intervention was diplomatic 

or military. 

 

H5: Military intervention that fails to lead to a settlement or ceasefire will cause 

worse economic performance in the post-war period. 

 

Military intervention that fails to lead to a settlement or ceasefire is essentially intensifying the 

conflict by adding another party, as opposed to lessening it by helping to bring about a stop to 

the fighting. Longer periods of intense fighting should, by nature, lead to worse economic 

performance. Therefore, if military intervention during a conflict does not lead to a peaceful 

settlement, we expect that post-conflict growth will be lessened. 

 

Research Design, Methodology, and Data Description 

 

This paper will examine time series data of all country years between 1950 and 2000 to 

compare not only how nations fare after civil wars dependent on whether or not intervention 

occurred, but also how these results compare to nations in which there was no civil war. 

Although the data is organized by country year, each conflict episode has been given a unique 

conflict ID, meaning that it is possible to analyze data either by country year or by conflict, 

providing the greatest range of flexibility to the data. 

This will be a large-N study looking at as many incidences of civil war and UN 

intervention as possible, using simple multivariate regression. Because the dependent variable is 

a measure of economic growth rather than a binary success measure, and because it has a normal 
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distribution across all samples used in regression, this is the simplest and most effective way to 

asses the relationship between the variables.  

 

Data sources 

 

 Data is comprised of variables collected and coded from several existing datasets, as well 

as a number of self-coded and generated variables.  

 

UCDP Conflict Termination Database 

 

 This has been produced by the Uppsala Conflict Data Program, which is one of the most 

widely used data sources on global armed conflict. The data set is organized by conflict ID year 

for years of armed conflict only. Because of this, there is no variable coded for whether war 

occurs in that year. The codebook is well documented and very detailed, and as with most of the 

UCDP data available, the coding tends to be very consistent. There is a serious focus on 

reliability. For example, the start and end dates of each conflict are coded down to the day, and a 

variable is included measuring the accuracy of each conflict’s dates. The most serious problem 

with the dataset is an unclear coding of country. Because wars are fought between states, many 

wars are coded as existing in two locations. This is fine for border disputes and true interstate 

wars, but for many cases, such as the Suez Canal crisis, which was clearly fought in Egypt and 

not England, such coding is simply inadequate. This meant that the time consuming task of going 

through all locations for the data and replacing some with accurate country codes was necessary. 

Otherwise, the data provided for the years included represents significant accuracy and is very 

trustworthy. 
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Correlates of War Project Intra-State Wars and Dyadic Trade Databases 

 

 The COW project is also one of the most widely used data sources on global armed 

conflict. The project grew out of Singer and Small’s 1963 project and has grown considerably 

since to include about fifteen data sets on not only characteristics of war but also causal and 

descriptive factors.  

 The Intra-State Wars database is organized by war number. While it is coded clearly by 

state location, it is not organized by year, and instead has start and end date variables. This 

means that the dataset is difficult to merge with other sets before making considerable changes to 

its layout. Very few variables of use are actually included in the dataset, and unfortunately one of 

the key variables – total number of deaths – has extreme amounts of missing information, 

rendering it almost totally useless. The intervention variable, however, which measures generally 

if outside intervention occurred in the war, is useful for this project. 

 The dyadic trade data is characterized most by its sheer volume, because the dataset is 

simply huge. Further, there is remarkably little missing information for a dataset of this size. It is 

organized by country dyad years, and unfortunately, though arguing for a larger dataset is 

difficult, each dyad is listed only once, rather than with either state as the first or second, which 

makes it difficult to merge with other data. It is, however, very detailed in that it includes 

separate variables for imports and exports of each country. The accuracy of the data is 

questioned, because the information is taken from the International Monetary Fund, which relies 

on state reporting. While there is probably no better way to measure trade data, state reporting 

tends to be biased and inaccurate, and the validity of the data, especially with China, is 

somewhat questionable. 
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Regan, 2000 and Aydin and Regan, 2006 

 

 Regan has done more work on creating intervention-based databases than any other 

author. The database he compiled for his 2000 book, like the COW Intra-State Wars data, is 

organized by conflict and includes aggregate data for the conflict, as opposed to country year 

data. However, though the dataset is small, there is little missing information and based on the 

specificity of scientific method outlined in the book we can be reasonably certain that the coding 

is consistent. Unfortunately, the variable for intervention is not broken down to include whether 

the US, UN, or another party intervened. 

 The dataset from his 2006 paper with Aydin is considerably more detailed, but focuses 

exclusively on diplomatic intervention. It is extremely useful in breaking down US and UN 

intervention, the type of diplomatic intervention, and providing duration of the diplomatic 

intervention, as well as timing. It would probably have been more useful, with such time series 

variables, to organize the data by country year instead of conflict. Also, unfortunately, because 

much of this data is missing for non-diplomatic intervention, it is not as useful as it could have 

been had other datasets included similar variables. 

 

Fearon and Laitin, 2003 

  

 This is a comprehensive data set including all country years from 1945 to 1999 and as 

such serves as the base for this project’s dataset. It also means that the data includes absolutely 

vital variables including whether or not there is a war in a given year, onset and termination. It 

also includes variables on ethnicity, geography, and oil production, all of which were difficult to 

find elsewhere, that they aggregated and hand-coded for their paper. Based on their 
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methodology, I am inclined to trust their data as reliable, but because their definition of a war 

differs considerably from the UCDP definition, some adjustments were made to the war 

variables, and both the UCDP and Fearon & Laitin termination variables were included in the 

study. While they are largely the same, some slight differences do exist. 

 

Penn World Tables 

 

 This dataset measures economic data for 188 countries, organized by country year, 

largely based around GDP statistics measured in a variety of ways. It is one of the most 

comprehensive sources for population and GDP variables. All of their data is adjusted to base 

year international prices, and the volume of available variables to measure the real wealth of a 

country is enormous. The data is based around a series of benchmark studies by the International 

Comparison of Prices Project and extended to account for non-benchmark countries. While 

based on UN survey data, the aggregation and amalgamation of data makes it significantly more 

reliable than values reported directly from governments. The standard real gross domestic 

product per capita variable used in this study is obtained from an aggregation using price parities 

and domestic currency expenditures for consumption, investment and government. This data is 

reliable and forms the base of the dependent variable of this study. 

 

Polity IV Project 

 

 The Polity IV Project focuses exclusively on polity scores, which are actually taken from 

Fearon and Laitin’s dataset for the purposes of this paper. The project makes constant assessment 

of the governing and authority patterns of states and provides scores accordingly. Though no 
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coding of democratic or autocratic characteristics will ever be perfectly conceived or scaled, this 

project has done what it can to account for the difficulties involved and is without a doubt the 

best measure available. 

 

The Dependent Variable 

 

 Because the study seeks to account for the effects of United Nations intervention in civil 

war in empirical economic terms, the dependent variable for this study is a measure of growth in 

terms of GDP per capita in the period after a war ends. The primary variable measures the 

percent change in GDP per capita from one year before the war ends to five years after. I have 

included the year before the war ends to account for coding in years, because there can be a big 

difference between annual GDP per capita if a war ends in January versus November. Analysis 

was also run using the same growth measure for two and ten year periods. I also ran several 

regressions using change in the natural logarithm of GDP per capita, but found little substantive 

difference in the results and believe that the scaling of a percent change is more useful for this 

model than the logarithm. 

I had originally intended to also measure the effects of intervention in terms of social 

indicators including the change in infant mortality rates and life expectancy. Unfortunately, the 

volume of missing data for these statistics was overwhelming. Instead, I have included a measure 

of the change in polity scores in the post-conflict period, since democratization and institution 

installment is also a stated goal of many peacekeeping operations and other UN interventions. 
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Chart 2: Dependent Variables 

Variable Description Source Mean 

for all 

nation 

years 

Mean 

for all 

civil war 

ending 

years 

Standard 

Deviation 

Five year 

growth 

The percent change in real gross 

domestic product per capita in 

2005 dollars, adjusted for 

purchasing power parity, from 

one year before the war is 

coded as ending until five years 

after. 

Penn World 

Tables v. 6.3 

42.97 36.95 43.66 

Two year 

growth 

The percent change in real gross 

domestic product per capita in 

2005 dollars, adjusted for 

purchasing power parity, from 

one year before the war is 

coded as ending until two years 

after. 

Penn World 

Tables v. 6.3 

18.92 14.32 21.96 

Ten year 

growth 

The percent change in real gross 

domestic product per capita in 

2005 dollars, adjusted for 

purchasing power parity, from 

one year before the war is 

coded as ending until ten years 

after. 

Penn World 

Tables v. 6.3 

96.03 78.35 107.34 

Five year 

change in 

polity 

The change in polity scores 

from one year before the war is 

coded as ending until five years 

after. 

Polity IV 

Project 

6.27 -23.21 1.19 

 

Independent Variables 

 

 These include a series of intervention variables measuring different factors in UN 

intervention that may affect growth rates post-conflict, including not only whether intervention 

occurs, but also the type or intensity of intervention, and whether an agreement is reached. 
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Chart 3: Independent Variables 

Variable Name Description Source 

Peacekeeping Whether there was a UN peacekeeping intervention in 

the coded year. Coded 1 if peacekeeping occurred, 0 

otherwise. 

Self coded, UN 

DPI data. 

UN diplomacy Whether there was a UN diplomatic intervention in 

the coded year. Coded 1 if UN diplomacy occurred, 0 

otherwise. 

Aydin and 

Regan, 2006 

Type of UN 

intervention 

The type of UN intervention that occurred in the 

coded year. Coded 0 if no intervention, 3 if diplomacy 

occurred, 4 for good offices, 5 for an observer 

mission, 6 if a peacekeeping mission mandated under 

Chapter VI of the UN charter occurred, 7 if a 

peacekeeping mission mandated under Chapter VII of 

the UN charter occurred, and 8 for a UN-mandated 

outside force. 

Self coded, UN 

DPI data. 

Peace agreement Whether there has been a peace agreement signed 

between the conflict parties. Coded 1 if there has been 

a peace agreement, otherwise a 0 is coded. 

UCDP Conflict 

Termination 

Database 

Peacekeeping across 

conflict episode 

Generated as the maximum value of peacekeeping 

across the entire conflict episode. 

Self coded, UN 

DPI data. 

UN diplomacy across 

conflict episode 

Generated as the maximum value of UN diplomcy 

across the entire conflict episode. 

Aydin and 

Regan, 2006 

Type of UN 

intervention across 

the conflict episode 

Generated as the maximum value of the type of UN 

intervention across the entire conflict episode. 

Self coded, UN 

DPI data. 

Peace agreement for 

the entire conflict 

episode 

Generated as the maximum value of peace agreement 

across the entire conflict episode. 

UCDP Conflict 

Termination 

Database 

 

Control and Selection Variables 

 

 These variables were included to account for other factors that might have an effect on 

the dependent variable as well as on the selection of intervention variables. These include 

economic and political indicators, as well as the occurrence of non-UN intervention and regional 

dummies. This list is not exhaustive of all possible confounding variables, but should strike the 

best balance possible between the factors with the largest influence, and the number of 

observations in the sample to make reasonable assumptions. 
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Chart 4: Control Variables 

Variable Name Description Source Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Log population Natural logarithm of the country 

population in thousands. 

Penn World 

Tables v. 6.3 

8.26 1.99 

Log GDP per capita Natural logarithm of real gross 

domestic product per capita in 2005 

US dollars, adjusted for purchasing 

power parity. 

Penn World 

Tables v. 6.3 

7.53 1.31 

Log of trade flow 

with the P5 

Natural logarithm of the sum of 

imports and exports in 2008 US 

millions of dollars between the 

observed country and all five 

permanent members of the UN 

security council in the year of 

observation. 

Correlates of 

War Project 

Trade 

Dataset v. 

2.01 

6.94 2.07 

Intensity in the 

coded year 

Coded 0 for years when less than 25 

battle related deaths occurred, 1 for 

years of minor armed conflict (25-

999 battle related deaths), and 2 for 

years of war (with more than 1,000 

battle related deaths). This is used to 

account for large amounts of 

missing data in terms of actual 

numbers of deaths. 

UCDP 

Conflict 

Termination 

Database 

- - 

War intensity Generated as the average value of 

intensity across the entire conflict 

episode. 

UCDP 

Conflict 

Termination 

Database 

- - 

Oil Coded 1 if more than 1/3 of export 

revenues are generated by fuel, 0 

otherwise. 

Fearon and 

Laitin, 2003 

- - 

Estimated percent 

mountainous terrain 

Estimated percent of mountainous 

terrain. 

Fearon and 

Laitin, 2003 

17.91 20.97 

US intervention Coded 1 if the US intervened 

diplomatically, 0 otherwise. 

Aydin and 

Regan, 2006 

- - 

UN intervention 

across conflict 

episode 

Generated as the maximum value of 

US intervention across the entire 

conflict episode. 

Aydin and 

Regan, 2006 

- - 

Any intervention Coded 1 if there was any 

intervention in the coded year, 0 

otherwise. 

Fearon and 

Laitin, 2003 

- - 

Any intervention 

across conflict 

episode 

Coded 1 if there was any 

intervention during the conflict 

episode, 0 otherwise. 

Fearon and 

Laitin, 2003 

- - 

Former British 

colony 

Coded 1 if the country is a former 

British colony, 0 otherwise. 

Fearon and 

Laitin, 2003 

- - 
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Variable Name Description Source Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Former French 

colony 

Coded 1 if the country is a former 

French colony, 0 otherwise. 

Fearon and 

Laitin, 2003 

- - 

Africa Coded 1 if the country is in Africa, 0 

otherwise. 

Self coded - - 

Mid East & North 

Africa 

Coded 1 if the country is in the 

Middle East or North Africa, 0 

otherwise. 

Self coded - - 

Asia and Oceania Coded 1 if the country is in Asia or 

Oceania, 0 otherwise. 

Self coded - - 

Americas Coded 1 if the country is in the 

Americas, 0 otherwise. 

Self coded - - 

Polity score The measure of how democratic or 

autocratic a country is on a scale 

from -10 to 10, with scores of -10 to 

-5 representing autocracies, -5 to 5 

representing anocracies, and scores 

from 5 to 10 representing 

democracies. 

Polity IV 

Project 

-0.44 7.54 

Ended Coded 1 if the war ends, 0 

otherwise. 

Fearon and 

Laitin, 2003 

- - 

Episode end If the conflict is inactive the 

following year(s), this variable is 

coded as 1. If not, a 0 is coded. 

UCDP 

Conflict 

Termination 

Database 

- - 

Outcome Type of termination, coded 1 if a 

peace agreement terminates, 2 for a 

ceasefire agreement with conflict 

regulation, 3 for a ceasefire 

agreement, 4 for a victory, 5 for low 

or no activity, 6 for any other 

possible outcome, and I have coded 

7 conflicts that do not terminate 

clearly before the data time series 

ends. Outcomes 1, 2, and 3 are used 

to represent a negotiated settlement. 

UCDP 

Conflict 

Termination 

Database 

- - 

Negotiated 

settlement 

Coded as 1 if the [conflictoutcome] 

is coded as 1, 2 or 3; 0 otherwise.  

UCDP 

Conflict 

Termination 

Database 

- - 
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Results 

 

Robustness and Distribution 

 

The occurrence of conflict strongly affects economic growth. Chart 5 compares growth 

rates in all country years with the growth rates of countries during war, after war, and when no 

war occurs.  

Chart 5: Summary of the dependent variable 

Group Number of 

Observations 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Robustness test 

versus no war 

Change in GDP over five 

years 

6749 42.97133 43.65953 - 

Change in GDP over five 

years if war 

873 34.02456 42.30131 t = 6.4319 

Change in GDP over five 

years if no war 

5531 44.17681 43.50363 - 

Change in GDP over five 

years if war ends 

244 36.95264 53.05513 t = 2.5129 

 

As we would expect to see, growth rates are highest when there is no war in a country, 

lower in post-war periods, and lowest during a war. Also expected is the fact that there is a very 

significant difference between growth rates in war and non-war years. It is also notable that 

growth rates vary considerably more in post-war periods than at any other time. This is indicative 

of the uncertainty of these periods and the fact that, depending on various factors, there is room 

for both extreme growth and extreme economic downturn in a post-conflict recovery period. This 

primary dependent variable, which measures the percent change in GDP per capita over a five 

year period, displays a normal distribution all together and within the groups used to test the 

model – years of war and post-war periods. 
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Second, we consider the general effect of UN intervention, both peacekeeping missions 

and diplomatic missions, on these growth values, and their robustness. Neither peacekeeping nor 

diplomatic interventions are nearly as robust an indicator of growth as war. 

Chart 6: Robustness test of peacekeeping on the dependent variable 

Group Number of 

Observations 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Change in GDP over 5 years when 

there is a peacekeeping 

intervention during a war 

275 28.04052 47.12723 

Change in GDP over 5 years when 

there is not a peacekeeping 

intervention during a war 

597 36.74563 39.65235 

Robustness: t = 2.8338 

Chart 7: Robustness test of UN diplomacy on the dependent variable 

Group Number of 

Observations 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Change in GDP over 5 years when 

there is a diplomatic intervention 

during a war 

217 38.16023 57.41356 

Change in GDP over 5 years when 

there is not a diplomatic 

intervention during a war 

655 32.62216 35.90053 

Robustness: t = -1.6725 

Chart 6 shows that when peacekeeping occurs the average five year increase in GDP per 

capita is 28%, but in cases where the war ends without UN military intervention the growth rate 

is 37%. These results are significant to 1%. For diplomatic intervention, the presence of a UN 

intervention during a war increases average post conflict growth from 33% to 38%, however this 

is not statistically significant. 

Here we see that while countries that received diplomatic intervention from the UN 

perform better, countries where a peacekeeping mission takes place actually perform worse. The 

effect of peacekeeping is also more significant than that of diplomatic intervention. In this case, 

we can say that UN intervention does not help post-conflict growth at all – peacekeeping actually 
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causes countries to perform worse economically, and the positive effects that diplomacy has are 

minor and not robust. 

 

Regression Models 

 

Having reviewed these basic statistics, I subject the effect of UN intervention to detailed 

statistical analyses using simple multivariate regression. In order to test these effects while 

controlling for other important factors, I set up four groups of models to assess the effects of UN 

intervention on post conflict growth. Each set includes ordinary least squares regression on post-

conflict growth periods of two, five and ten years respectively. While the coefficients of these 

two variables hold true to the evidence presented in the charts below, once you control for 

economic and regional factors they become insignificant. 

The first of these models, represented in Chart 8, tests the effects of these and a number 

of other variables on post conflict growth based on whether or not any UN intervention occurred 

during any point in the conflict episode. The second, represented in Chart 9, tests the same 

variables but includes only the UN intervention that took place in the last year of the war. The 

third uses the same variables as those in Chart 8, but also includes the polity score of the 

country, which may have an effect on economic growth and the decision to intervene. This 

model is represented in Chart 10. All of these models include only cases of post-war growth. No 

mid-war or non-war years are included. 

Though in the first model UN diplomacy is significant in the five year period, this is not 

the case in any of the 8 other regressions presented here (nor in numerous other regressions run 

that were not selected as representative). Therefore, this finding is omitted as a statistical 

anomaly. There is no indication that UN diplomacy is significant in the majority of cases. 
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Generally, the factors that are significant predictors of post-conflict growth are the economic 

factors we would expect to be predictors of growth anyway, including the log of GDP per capita 

in the year the war ends and the log of trade flow volume with the permanent five members of 

the UN Security Council. It should be noted that the log of GDP per capita variable always 

presents a negative coefficient, meaning that the higher GDP per capita at the end of the war, the 

lower the growth rate in the post war period. This is probably due to the fact that countries that 

are already performing better economically will grow at a slower, perhaps even healthier rate, or 

because they suffered less economic damage during the war, and therefore have less recovering 

to do afterward.  

Another consistent finding is that region is a good predictor of post-conflict growth rates, 

especially for longer periods of time. Africa consistently performs worse than any other region, 

and this becomes more significant over time, especially in a 10 year period. It is also surprising 

that war indicators such as length and intensity have no effect on growth rates. Because war is so 

strongly correlated with lower growth rates, we would expect to see longer wars produce worse 

rates, but controlling for cases in which war is occurring anyway, the length and intensity of the 

conflict does not affect post-conflict economic growth. 

Unfortunately, because UN intervention has no significant effect on post-war growth, the 

five hypotheses for how this effect would present itself are rendered invalid. For example, H1 

states that ―Intervention will cause the greatest increase in post-conflict economic recovery when 

there is a negotiated settlement as opposed to a war that is won outright.‖ The model represented 

in Chart 11 represents only cases where the war ends with a negotiated settlement. As expected, 

the coefficients for peacekeeping and UN diplomacy are bigger across the board, but none of 

them are statistically significant. Further, because this model has fewer than 60 observed cases, 
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we must be even more suspect of the results. Because there was no measurable effect to observe, 

the findings for the rest of the hypotheses are not presented here. 

These findings can be summarized in the regression model in Chart 12. This model uses 

all country years, even those where war is not present, to look at general predictors for economic 

growth over a five year period. The only insignificant factors in predicting growth are 

intervention. Polity score, war, time, and region all matter, but intervention remains insignificant. 

This is clear evidence that in all periods, not just those of post-civil war recovery, UN 

intervention is not relevant in predicting how well a country performs economically. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



UN Intervention in Civil War and Post-Conflict Economic Recovery 

Kelly Siegel  34 

Chart 8: Regression Model 1 

Variable 2 year growth 5 year growth 10 year growth 

Log population -2.466 

(2.41) 

-7.040 

(4.03) 

-4.702 

(6.96) 

Log GDP per capita -6.273* 

(2.82) 

-23.224** 

(4.73) 

-42.765** 

(8.08) 

Log of trade flow with 

the P5 

2.879 

(2.07) 

7.595* 

(3.48) 

6.500 

(6.05) 

Length of the war -0.121 

(0.21) 

-0.065 

(0.36) 

-0.150 

(0.66) 

Maximum type of UN 

intervention in the war 

2.529 

(3.45) 

1.676 

(5.78) 

13.689 

(9.73) 

Peacekeeping -7.774 

(15.31) 

-5.250 

(25.68) 

-42.059 

(43.63) 

War intensity -3.385 

(4.261) 

-4.891 

(7.15) 

-20.997 

(19.11) 

Peace agreement -2.124 

(6.33) 

-6.694 

(10.61) 

-23.946 

(18.56) 

Oil 4.425 

(5.34) 

9.987 

(8.96) 

38.854* 

(15.48) 

Estimated percent 

mountainous terrain 

0.013 

(0.10) 

0.055 

(0.16) 

0.051 

(0.29) 

UN diplomacy 12.173 

(6.64) 

22.199* 

(11.14) 

27.007 

(19.74) 

US intervention -1.929 

(6.61) 

-3.646 

(11.09) 

-20.628 

(19.11) 

Any intervention -5.550 

(7.14) 

-1.527 

(11.98) 

-21.801 

(20.51) 

Negotiated settlement 5.137 

(5.80) 

8.369 

(9.73) 

19.674 

(17.29) 

Former British colony 0.328 

(5.10) 

3.337 

(8.55) 

15.091 

(14.59) 

Former French colony -7.127 

(6.09) 

-8.641 

(10.21) 

-3.431 

(18.04) 

Africa -1.364 

(8.07) 

-32.311* 

(12.54) 

-93.307** 

(23.08) 

Mid East & North Africa 9.218 

(8.47) 

0.761 

(14.22) 

-20.433 

(25.04) 

Asia and Oceania 7.231 

(8.68) 

-9.846 

(14.56) 

-37.085 

(25.22) 

Americas -0.198 

(7.53) 

-14.258 

(12.63) 

-35.022 

(21.68) 

Constant 63.068* 

(30.61) 

232.346** 

(51.35) 

437.776** 

(86.90) 

R-squared = 0.1262 / 0.2479 / 0.3561 

Number of observations = 181 / 181 / 167 

* significant to 5% ** significant to 1% 
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Chart 9: Regression Model 2 

Variable 2 year growth 5 year growth 10 year growth 

Log population -2.299 

(2.38) 

-6.646 

(3.99) 

-5.437 

(6.89) 

Log GDP per capita -6.519* 

(2.79) 

-23.548** 

(4.68) 

-43.320** 

(8.02) 

Log of trade flow with 

the P5 

3.107 

(2.04) 

7.830* 

(3.42) 

7.71 

(5.97) 

Length of the war -0.05 

(0.21) 

0.041 

(0.36) 

-8.33 

(12.54) 

Type UN intervention in 

last year of war 

-1.428 

(4.07) 

-1.466 

(6.84) 

-8.330 

(12.54) 

Peacekeeping in last year 

of war 

23.799 

(23.14) 

32.993 

(38.84) 

93.140 

(72.12) 

War intensity -2.440 

(4.21) 

-3.653 

(7.07) 

-16.913 

(12.42) 

Peace agreement -3.601 

(6.14) 

-9.393 

(10.30) 

-24.988 

(18.04) 

Oil 4.451 

(5.20) 

10.941 

(8.73) 

35.256 

(15.19) 

Estimated percent 

mountainous terrain 

0.014 

(0.10) 

0.054 

(0.16) 

0.0985 

(0.283) 

UN diplomacy 10.093 

(6.43) 

18.101 

(10.79) 

22.250 

(18.94) 

US intervention -2.881 

(6.44) 

-6.166 

(10.80) 

-23.211 

(18.88) 

Any intervention -2.108 

(4.87) 

-0.272 

(8.17) 

0.098 

(14.06) 

Negotiated settlement 5.172 

(5.72) 

8.600 

(9.60) 

17.099 

(17.17) 

Former British colony 0.919 

(5.02) 

3.951 

(8.42) 

17.950 

(14.43) 

Former French colony -6.594 

(5.97) 

-8.313 

(10.03) 

-2.936 

(17.80) 

Africa 0.524 

(7.921) 

-29.055* 

(13.29) 

-88.018** 

(22.77) 

Mid East & North Africa 8.609 

(8.31) 

0.556 

(13.95) 

-23.092 

(24.55) 

Asia and Oceania 6.945 

(8.50) 

-9.889 

(14.27) 

-38.536 

(24.77) 

Americas 1.096 

(7.46) 

-11.895 

(12.51) 

-32.287 

(21.55) 

Constant 59.430 

(30.18) 

225.827 

(50.65) 

432.530 

(86.01) 

R-squared = 0.1478 / 0.2657 / 0.3667 

Number of observations = 181 / 181 / 167 

* significant to 5% ** significant to 1% 
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Chart 10: Regression Model 3 

Variable 2 year growth 5 year growth 10 year growth 

Log population -2.828 

(2.01) 

-7.611 

(3.94) 

-4.854 

(7.00) 

Log GDP per capita -6.532** 

(2.37) 

-23.065** 

(4.64) 

-43.077** 

(8.15) 

Log of trade flow with the 

P5 

4.284* 

(1.75) 

9.057** 

(3.43) 

7.173 

(6.18) 

Length of the war -0.051 

(0.18) 

0.015 

(0.35) 

-0.088 

(0.67) 

Maximum type of UN 

intervention in the war 

1.799 

(2.87) 

0.899 

(5.62) 

13.510 

(9.77) 

Peacekeeping -5.222 

(12.71) 

-3.142 

(24.88) 

-40.156 

(43.67) 

War intensity -1.813 

(3.57) 

-3.278 

(6.99) 

-20.571 

(12.51) 

Peace agreement -2.034 

(5.32) 

-6.398 

(10.41) 

-24.747 

(18.82) 

Oil 4.211 

(4.51) 

8.939 

(8.82) 

38.846 

(15.72) 

Estimated percent 

mountainous terrain 

-0.074 

(0.08) 

0.003 

(0.16) 

-0.030 

(15.72) 

UN diplomacy 7.031 

(5.57) 

18.248 

(10.91) 

22.690 

(20.10) 

US intervention -7.486 

(5.60) 

-7.803 

(10.97) 

-24.557 

(19.56) 

Any intervention -2.231 

(5.97) 

0.726 

(11.69) 

-19.331 

(20.65) 

Negotiated settlement 0.736 

(4.88) 

5.417 

(9.56) 

15.675 

(17.67) 

Former British colony -1.406 

(4.43) 

3.228 

(8.67) 

13.070 

(15.39) 

Former French colony -6.377 

(5.11) 

-7.844 

(10.01) 

-2.812 

(18.27) 

Africa 11.607 

(7.01) 

-23.135 

(13.72) 

-83.56** 

(24.20) 

Mid East & North Africa 19.516** 

(7.39) 

7.165 

(14.48) 

-11.075 

(26.46) 

Asia and Oceania 17.863* 

(7.32) 

-1.574 

(14.33) 

-29.522 

(25.65) 

Americas 10.996 

(6.43) 

-5.933 

(12.59) 

-26.688 

(22.31) 

Polity score 0.148 

(0.30) 

-0.199 

(0.59) 

0.356 

(1.05) 

Constant 49.606 

(25.56) 

218.847** 

(50.04) 

431.441** 

(87.59) 

R-squared = 0.1927 / 0.2525 / 0.3542 

Number of observations = 179 / 179 / 165 

* significant to 5% ** significant to 1% 
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Chart 11: Model on cases where a negotiated settlement happened 

Variable 2 year growth 5 year growth 10 year growth 

Log population -4.839 

(7.31) 

-16.775 

(13.31) 

3.399 

(16.45) 

Log GDP per capita -25.982** 

(6.84) 

-60.761** 

(12.46) 

-58.34** 

(15.06) 

Log of trade flow with 

the P5 

17.374** 

(5.23) 

37.795** 

(9.52) 

25.922* 

(11.66) 

Length of the war -0.616 

(0.57) 

-1.254 

(1.03) 

-1.509 

(1.25) 

Maximum type of UN 

intervention in the war 

9.911 

(7.46) 

9.105 

(13.59) 

20.989 

(18.52) 

Peacekeeping -49.402 

(40.30) 

-39.489 

(73.40) 

-49.863 

(99.15) 

War intensity 31.090 

(24.16) 

63.159 

(44.01) 

70.263 

(54.43) 

Peace agreement 13.476 

(14.61) 

16.623 

(26.60) 

18.388 

(33.33) 

Oil -67.021 

(36.82) 

-127.356 

(67.07) 

-125.891 

(81.57) 

Estimated percent 

mountainous terrain 

0.102 

(0.41) 

0.465 

(0.75) 

1.754 

(0.91) 

UN diplomacy 38.325 

(19.84) 

64.752 

(36.14) 

66.662 

(44.54) 

US intervention -31.076 

(15.05) 

-45.063 

(27.41) 

-27.463 

(35.06) 

Former British colony 9.252 

(15.95) 

19.887 

(29.06) 

47.386 

(35.50) 

Former French colony 43.725 

(23.69) 

75.068 

(43.16) 

156.980** 

(55.03) 

Africa -59.252 

(30.14) 

-138.230* 

(54.90) 

-219.543** 

(67.10) 

Mid East & North Africa -113.717 

(69.72) 

-181.242 

(126.98) 

-229.05 

(155.71) 

Asia and Oceania -39.203 

(33.03) 

-94.868 

(60.15) 

-141.987 

(73.28) 

Americas -50.906 

(30.15) 

-124.806* 

(54.92) 

-177.305* 

(67.99) 

Polity score -1.033 

(0.65) 

-1.821 

(1.19) 

-2.625 

(1.58) 

Constant 124.568 

(83.31) 

394.961* 

(151.74) 

285.243 

(186.38) 

R-squared = 0.4478 / 0.5265 / 0.6421 

Number of observations = 57 / 57 / 52 

* significant to 5% ** significant to 1% 
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Chart 12: General predictors of growth, all country years: 

Variable 5 year growth 

Year -0.638** 

(0.04) 

Polity score -0.549** 

(0.08) 

War -5.941** 

(1.63) 

Any intervention -3.165** 

(2.90) 

US intervention -4.125 

(7.53) 

Peacekeeping 7.225 

(3.821) 

Africa -19.933** 

(1.75) 

Mid East & North Africa -7.695** 

(2.13) 

Asia and Oceania 1.875 

(1.77) 

Americas -15.395** 

(1.65) 

Constant 1315.786** 

(81.00) 

R-squared = 0.1029 

Number of observations = 5266 

* significant to 5% ** significant to 1% 

 

Polity Model 

 

 Because economic aid and recovery is not always a stated goal of UN missions, military 

or diplomatic, in civil wars, it is only fair to use an actual stated goal – democratization – as an 

alternative dependent variable for measuring the success of UN operations. The variable used for 

this measures the change in polity scores over a five-year post-war period. As we would expect, 

countries tend to become gradually more democratic during peace time, and slightly more 

autocratic during a war. 
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Chart 13: Robustness test of war on a five-year change in polity scores 

Group Number of 

Observations 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Change in polity score over 5 years 

during a war 

722 -2.799927 148.0739 

Change in polity score over 5 years 

when there is not a war 

4393 7.755312 116.0441 

Robustness: t = 2.1709 

  

When regressing changes in polity score in the post-conflict period against the same set 

of variables that were used to measure economic growth, almost none of them were significant 

predictors as to post-war democratization. Both types of UN intervention – military and 

diplomatic – have large negative coefficients, which imply that UN involvement actually tends to 

make countries less democratic. The one variable that was a significant predictor, not 

surprisingly, was whether there was a peace agreement during the conflict episode. Countries 

that had a peace agreement tended to become about 103% more democratic than countries that 

did not have a peace agreement. This is probably due mostly to the fact that peace agreements 

tend to include democratization and power sharing agreements as a major factor in maintaining 

and creating peace, and country enacting these agreements will naturally become more 

democratic. Barely missing the 5% significance mark is also trade flow with the permanent five 

members of the Security Council, which also has a positive effect on countries’ polity scores. 

This is likely due to the fact that lower trade barriers and democratization often go hand in hand. 

However, generally speaking, UN involvement is not a good predictor of post war 

democratization, and seems to be loosely if at all linked to factors of war, such as intensity, or to 

regional and geopolitical factors. 

 

 



UN Intervention in Civil War and Post-Conflict Economic Recovery 

Kelly Siegel  40 

Chart 14: Model using polity change as the dependent variable 

Variable 5 year change 

Log population -29.758 

(21.65) 

Log GDP per capita -11.723 

(29.01) 

Log of trade flow with the P5 46.386 

(23.84) 

Maximum type of UN intervention in the 

war 

-2.263 

(20.47) 

Peacekeeping -25.303 

(113.88) 

War intensity 33.995 

(40.83) 

Peace agreement 103.725* 

(46.94) 

Oil -37.249 

(48.11) 

Estimated percent mountainous terrain -0.296 

(1.01) 

UN diplomacy -42.186 

(60.45) 

US intervention 77.017 

(67.05) 

Former British colony -44.930 

(49.04) 

Former French colony -97.417 

(58.82) 

Africa 72.285 

(76.35) 

Mid East & North Africa 81.496 

(82.66) 

Asia and Oceania 52.531 

(75.82) 

Americas 17.823 

(67.35) 

Polity score -4.471 

(3.33) 

Constant -34.187 

(280.00) 

R-squared = 0.1279 

Number of observations = 141 

* significant to 5% ** significant to 1% 

 

 



UN Intervention in Civil War and Post-Conflict Economic Recovery 

Kelly Siegel  41 

 The UN appears to have no significant effect on post-war growth, economic or 

democratic. Though peacekeeping has a consistently negative coefficient, indicating that it 

worsens economic growth, and diplomatic missions have a consistently positive coefficient 

(except when using polity as the dependent variable), indicating that they improve economic 

growth, neither of these factors is significant when controlling for other indicators of economic 

performance, such as existing GDP per capita, trade flows, and region. 

 However, it is important to keep in mind that UN intervention is not random. The UN 

Security Council decides when and if to intervene, and may cherry pick cases based on certain 

factors. It may choose to get involved in only the easiest cases where success is mostly assured, 

or alternatively it might feel compelled to intervene in the hardest to resolve case—those cases 

which most need UN assistance. If the latter is the case, then finding a negative effect of UN 

intervention would not be surprising and the observed negative impact of UN intervention would 

be explained by these selection factors. However, the cases in which the UN chooses to intervene 

are more ambiguous and seem more closely tied to the former of these two explanations, as I will 

demonstrate below.  

 

Selection Model 

 

Finally, one of the arguments for the reasons that UN intervention isn’t having a 

significant effect on post-conflict economic and democratic growth rates is that the United 

Nations is actually intervening in cases that are the most difficult to solve. The purported nature 

of the UN is as an organization that will deal with the World’s problems, and because 

peacekeeping is supposed to be a last resort after all other options have been exhausted, it is 

entirely possible that the UN is intervening in cases where no one else wants to go. 
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To account for this possibility, a logistic selection model comparing the likelihood of UN 

peacekeeping in a war to the likelihood of US involvement highlights what makes the UN and 

also the world’s other most frequent intervener more or less likely to get involved in a conflict. 

Chart 15: Selection Model 

Variable UN peacekeeping US intervention 

War intensity 0.597* 

(0.24) 

1.917** 

(0.24) 

War length 0.067** 

(0.01) 

0.023* 

(0.01) 

Log of trade flow with the US - -0.527** 

(0.15) 

Log of trade flow with the P5 -0.383** 

(0.11) 

0.519** 

(0.20) 

Polity score -0.154** 

(0.02) 

-0.005 

(0.02) 

Log population -1.33** 

(0.17) 

-0.419** 

(0.14) 

Log GDP per capita 0.746** 

(0.18) 

0.542** 

(0.19) 

Constant 6.776** 

(1.67) 

-3.840* 

(1.73) 

Number of observations   = 723 / 629 

Log likelihood = -261.23791 / -304.15222 

 Contrary to what cynics might suggest, it appears that the UN actually gets involved in 

cases one might consider more difficult. They are more likely to send a peacekeeping mission to 

a war with a high number of deaths, and also become slightly more likely to intervene the longer 

the war goes on. This is also true for the US, but to an even more pronounced degree in the case 

of intensity. The UN becomes less likely to intervene the more trade the target country does with 

permanent members of the Security Council, probably because there is always the worry that 

political discrepancies can lead to economic costs, and decision makers are loathe to lose 

significant trading partners. This is also true of the US with their personal trading partners, 

though the opposite when it comes to target countries’ aggregate trade with all P5 members. 

What is also interesting is that the UN intervenes more often in more autocratic countries, while 
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polity scores do not affect the US decision to intervene. This is an interesting finding if we 

consider the professed policy of the last administration, but that is not relevant here. 

 What contradicts the idea that the UN gets involved in the most difficult cases, though is 

that they are more likely to send peacekeeping missions to smaller, richer countries, where one 

would expect they would face the least opposition and have to expend the fewest resources to 

undertake a mission. This is indicative of the realities of UN peacekeeping operations. It’s 

expensive to intervene in a civil war, and even after all the politicking involved in getting 

Security Council approval for a peacekeeping operation, there is another battle to get funding, 

troops, equipment, and other resources to actually make the mission happen. Further, because 

GDP per capita is one of the best indicators of economic growth, the fact that the UN intervenes 

in countries that are better off economically implies that they will have less of an effect on post-

conflict recovery. Thus, while the UN may take cases where wars are long and bloody, they do 

pick their battles. 

 

Conclusions 

 

 The UN presents peacekeeping as a mechanism not only for ending violence in a country 

or countries engaged in war, but also as a path to institution building, democratization, and 

promoting human rights. If this were the case, we would expect to see an improvement in polity 

scores after a conflict. Further, many studies present UN intervention as a third party guarantor 

after a conflict, enabling warring parties to overcome commitment problems and set up a lasting 

peace. This would push people to invest more heavily in the economy because they trust that a 

second war is not on the horizon. If these theoretical arguments are true, empirically we would 
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expect that the presence of a UN military or diplomatic intervention in civil armed conflict 

would lead to post-conflict economic growth.  

 However, evidence shows that UN intervention has no significant effect on post-conflict 

growth in civil war countries. Rather, the best indicators for post-war recovery are economic and 

regional. The effects of these are strengthened as the post-war period becomes longer. Further, 

there is no significant effect of UN intervention on post-war change in polity scores. The only 

significant predictor of post-conflict democratization is whether or not a peace agreement was 

reached.  

 Finally, the argument that the lack of solid evidence in favor of the benefits of UN 

intervention in civil armed conflict may be due to the fact that the UN tends to get involved in 

cases that are most difficult to solve may have some merit. While the UN is more likely to send a 

peacekeeping mission to a smaller and richer country, they are also more likely to intervene in a 

longer and bloodier war. Therefore, while it seems unlikely given the evidence that UN 

intervention has any effect on post-war recovery, this may be due to a selection bias.  

 Still, even if a selection bias exists, the cases in which the UN gets involved are generally 

a waste of politick, time and money. In all cases where there is public outcry and international 

pressure for the United Nations to get involved in ending a civil war, the response should be to 

keep the UN out. If UN intervention has no effect on post-conflict recovery and democratization, 

then the energy, money, and political resources needed to enact a UN peacekeeping mission 

would be better not spent. 
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