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Abstract

This study investigates how the United Nations’ (UN) stance affects the duration of civil 

conflicts. Moving beyond the common assumption of institutional neutrality, this research 

introduces a key conceptual distinction: while traditional bias is often viewed as an a priori 

favoritism rooted in external interests, stance represents a purposive, reactive, and asymmetric 

pressure intentionally imposed by the UN as an independent political agent after observing 

battlefield behavior. Rather than focusing on the subjective perceptions of local actors, this 

research analyzes stance as a conscious strategic choice manifested in UN Security Council 

resolutions. The paper argues that neutral peacekeeping is more effective at shortening conflicts 

than any non-neutral intervention. The proposed mechanism is that neutrality facilitates conflict 

termination by allowing the UN to serve as a credible informational and relational mediator. In 

contrast, the imposition of asymmetric pressure, regardless of its normative motivation, tends to 

disrupt strategic balances and impede communication between belligerents. Using a Cox 

proportional hazards model on 210 civil conflicts (1946-2015), the empirical results strongly 

support this hypothesis: neutral UN involvement is significantly associated with shorter conflict 

duration. Conversely, the intentional adoption of a stance that is inclined toward the state or 

inclined toward the rebel generally tends to prolong the conflict.
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1. Introduction

This research investigates how the United Nations’ (UN) stance toward belligerents in 

civil conflicts is related to the duration of civil conflicts. As the world’s largest intergovernmental

organization, the UN is mandated to safeguard international peace and stability while promoting 

development and human rights across the globe. Peacekeeping operations constitute one of the 

UN’s most significant instruments for mitigating violence and protecting civilians in conflict 

zones. While previous studies largely assume that the UN acts as a neutral third party, an 

important yet often overlooked aspect concerns the variation in the organization’s stance toward 

different conflict parties. In practice, the UN sometimes exhibits explicit favoritism toward one 

side or condemns a particular actor for violations of international human rights law.

For example, in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), the UN adopted a 

pro‑state position by strongly denouncing insurgent groups and armed factions for grave abuses 

of local human rights. As stated in Security Council Resolution 1635:

“Reiterating its serious concern regarding the continuation of hostilities by militias and 

foreign armed groups in the eastern part of the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and at the 

threat they pose to the holding of elections in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. Deploring 

the violations of human rights and international humanitarian law carried out by these militias and

groups and stressing the urgent need for those responsible for these crimes to be brought to justice

(UN, S/RES/1635).”

In this case, the UN supported the government side while condemning rebel groups and 

employing sanctions as instruments of pressure. By contrast, in the Darfur conflict, the UN 

identified the Sudanese state as the primary perpetrator of human rights violations, holding it 

responsible for the ensuing humanitarian crisis. Security Council Resolution 1564 declared:

“Declares its grave concern that the Government of Sudan has not fully met its 

obligations noted in resolution 1556 (2004) and the 3 July Joint Communiqué with the 

Secretary‑General to improve, as expected by the Council, the security of the civilian population 
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of Darfur in the face of continued depredations, and deplores the recent ceasefire violations by all

parties, in particular the reports by the Cease Fire Commission of Government of Sudan 

helicopter assaults and Janjaweed attacks on Yassin, Hashaba and Gallab villages on 26 August 

2004 (UN, S/RES/1564).”

These contrasting cases exemplify how the UN’s stance toward warring parties can vary 

substantially across contexts. Existing scholarship generally characterizes UN peacekeeping as 

neutral and impartial compared with other forms of intervention, largely due to its multilateral 

nature (Coleman, 2007; Kim, 2017). However, in fact, the UN often seeks to identify human 

rights violators and imposes sanctions or issues condemnations against them (Rhoads, 2019). The

implications of such behavior, where the UN applies asymmetric pressure on combatants, referred

to in this study as its stance, for the duration of civil conflicts, remain insufficiently understood. 

This article thus asks: How is the UN’s stance correlated with the duration of civil conflicts? 

Does supporting the government side lead to a more constructive outcome than showing 

sympathy toward rebel groups? I argue that the UN’s stance is a critical factor in peacekeeping 

effectiveness. Specifically, neutral peacekeeping operations are more effective in halting violence

than those that explicitly favor one side, regardless of which side receives support. To test this 

argument, the study employs a two‑stage quantitative research design covering 210 intrastate 

conflicts from 1946 to 2015. The first stage estimates the determinants of the UN’s stance using 

fixed‑effects Logistic regressions, while the second analyzes its impact on conflict duration via a 

Cox Proportional Hazards Model. 
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2. Literature Review

The existing literature provides extensive evidence that UN peacekeeping is effective in 

reducing wartime violence and civil conflict by addressing problems of asymmetric information 

and commitment. Scholars widely argue that UN peacekeeping missions play a constructive role 

in resolving local information asymmetries and commitment dilemmas.

Previous studies emphasize that the persistence and recurrence of civil wars are largely 

due to the inability of conflicting parties to make credible commitments. After signing peace 

agreements, combatants, especially rebel groups, are often required to disarm to reduce security 

threats and facilitate the formation of a national army. During this process, however, belligerents 

fear that their opponents may renege on the agreement and resume fighting when they are 

unprepared. In such circumstances, without a credible third party to oversee the disarmament 

process, local actors face serious commitment problems because they cannot ensure their own 

security once the civil war formally ends (Walter, 2002, 20-21).

The UN has been identified as a credible third party capable of mitigating these 

problems. First, UN peacekeeping interventions can significantly raise the costs of continued 

fighting for local belligerents, thereby alleviating issues of imperfect information. Second, the 

UN can offer credible security guarantees when rebel groups agree to disarm, which reduces the 

risk of defection. Finally, compared with interventions conducted by individual states, UN 

peacekeeping enjoys a stronger moral foundation in the eyes of both the international community 

and local actors due to its humanitarian mandate and the requirement of host-state consent. This 

legitimacy makes UN peacekeeping particularly effective in reducing violence (Hultman et al., 

2019, 50).

A growing body of empirical research further supports the effectiveness of UN 

peacekeeping in mitigating conflict and improving governance outcomes. For example, violence 

against civilians is significantly less likely to occur in areas under the influence of UN 

peacekeeping operations compared with zones without peacekeepers (Hultman et al., 2013). The 
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deployment of peacekeeping forces also helps limit the geographical spread of civil wars 

(Beardsley, 2011; Beardsley & Gleditsch, 2015). In addition, UN missions are found to facilitate 

peaceful mediation and decrease the probability of one-sided victories (De Rouen & Sobek, 

2004). The long-term impact of peacekeeping on sustaining local peace is likewise significant 

when peacekeepers employ various incentives to promote cooperation among local actors 

(Matanock & Lichtenheld, 2022). In sum, the conventional wisdom underscores the positive role 

of UN peacekeeping in reducing local information asymmetries and commitment failures. The 

sustained presence of peacekeepers can meaningfully contribute to the consolidation of local 

peace (Walter et al., 2021).

Beyond assessing whether UN peacekeeping promotes the establishment of local peace, 

scholars have also sought to identify which types of peacekeeping operations are more effective. 

Much of this research focuses on whether the material capacity of UN peacekeeping, such as 

troop size and resource commitment, is associated with its effectiveness (Hultman et al., 2016). 

Beardsley’s (2012) work showed that the UN’s different types of involvement might introduce 

different effects on the duration and outcome of international crises. His research suggested that 

military interventions conducted by the UN can be effective in reducing the probability of one-

sided victory, while diplomatic engagement is critical in terminating crises. Addressing conflict 

duration, Kathman and Benson (2019) demonstrate that larger troop deployments are correlated 

with shorter conflicts. Their proposed mechanism is that larger forces are more capable of (1) 

increasing the cost of combat by physically separating belligerents, (2) improving information 

sharing through monitoring, and (3) providing credible security guarantees, all of which reduce 

the time needed to reach a negotiated resolution. 

Focusing on conflict severity, Beardsley et al. (2019) reach a similar conclusion, showing

that wartime violence tends to decrease as peacekeeper numbers increase, and that this effect is 

greatest when combined with diplomatic mediation. The mechanism, they argue, is that the two 

tools solve distinct bargaining failures: mediation helps parties identify and sign an agreement by 
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facilitating information flow, while peacekeeping helps them implement it by solving the credible

commitment problems that arise after a deal is struck. Similarly, Clayton and Dorussen (2022) 

emphasize this strong positive interaction in facilitating the termination of civil wars. They posit a

complementary mechanism where peacekeeping relies on the political process driven by 

mediation, and peacekeepers, in turn, support mediation by stabilizing the field and providing a 

valuable source of independent information. 

Furthermore, the personnel composition and cultural diversity within an operation are 

also seen as a crucial part of UN peacekeeping. Bove & Ruggeri (2015) argued that diversity 

among peacekeepers enhances effectiveness by integrating individuals from different cultural and

professional backgrounds, whose complementary perspectives improve mission implementation. 

In addition, multinational peacekeeping forces can foster internal accountability, as personnel 

from different countries monitor one another’s performance. Through these mechanisms, 

peacekeeping operations with higher levels of diversity are found to be more successful in 

achieving their intended objectives.

Beyond focusing on the peacekeeping effectiveness from the perspective of UN 

peacekeeping components, some studies also indicate that the interaction between UN 

peacekeepers and local actors can be especially important. For instance, Ruggeri et al. (2013) 

indicated that the effect of the UN’s military deployment can be conditional on local power 

balance. When the rebel group is relatively weak, the UN’s intervention will be more likely to 

gain trust from rebel leaders, in turn contributing to an earlier end of civil conflicts. Ruggeri et 

al.’s (2017) later research also suggested that peacekeepers can halt local violence and facilitate 

peace by providing information that makes the peace agreement more credible in the eyes of local

leaders. The effectiveness of terminating a civil war relies on the presence of a UN peacekeeping 

operation, rather than its capability.

Regarding the stance of UN peacekeeping, existing scholarship has not reached a 

consensus on its effects on local peacebuilding. Challenging the idea that neutrality is always 
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superior, Benson and Tucker (2022) investigate the effect of explicit “naming and shaming” 

within UN Security Council (UNSC) resolutions. They find that a non-neutral gesture can be 

highly effective, but its success is conditional. Specifically, their analysis demonstrates that PKOs

with both higher troop levels and a higher intensity of resolutions that condemn rebel actors 

experience a significant reduction in one-sided rebel violence against civilians.

The authors propose two primary mechanisms for why this combination of condemnation

and capacity is effective. The first is credible deterrence. UNSC resolutions alone might be 

dismissed by rebels as “cheap talk,” but when paired with a large troop deployment, the 

resolutions become a credible signal of the UN’s commitment. The military presence acts as a 

“sunk cost,” enhancing the believability of the UN’s threat to impose future costs on rebel groups 

for their transgressions. Second, the resolutions provide operational clarity. By explicitly “naming

names” and identifying specific abuses, the resolutions give peacekeeping forces a “roadmap and 

justification” for targeted action. This clarifies the mission, focusing operations on specific 

malefactors rather than upholding a passive, neutral posture that might allow spoilers to act with 

impunity.

From a micro-level perspective, Duursma (2023), for instance, theorizes two distinct 

mechanisms for securing local ceasefires in non-state conflicts. The first is a mediation-based 

logic: civilian peacekeepers are perceived as impartial, which allows them to “mediate and build 

trust” and engage state officials to prevent them from spoiling the peace process. The second is a 

capabilities-based logic: military peacekeepers provide security for negotiations, arrange 

logistics, and can apply “military pressure,” all of which make a ceasefire more likely. Oestman 

& Wilson’s (2023) experiment study also highlights that biased peacekeeping will impede the 

trust between different local groups, while neutral peacekeeping will be beneficial to promote 

cooperation among conflict parties. Similarly, Nomikos (2025) provides valuable insights into 

how impartial missions mitigate communal conflict. He finds that non-biased peacekeeping is 

generally perceived as protecting civilians across all communities, whereas biased external actors 
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are often distrusted by those outside their favored group. As a result, impartial peacekeeping can 

build greater intercommunal trust, reduce localized violence, and foster cooperation among 

different societal groups. Hartwig (2025) offers a more pessimistic view of biased interventions. 

His research suggests that peacekeeping efforts explicitly supporting the government side may 

undermine state-building and exacerbate long-term instability. 

Overall, the existing literature has demonstrated various theoretical mechanisms by 

which UN peacekeeping can be effective in reducing local violence and terminating civil 

conflicts. As discussed in the previous section, research from a micro-level perspective (e.g., 

Duursma, 2023; Oestman & Wilson, 2023; Hartwig, 2025) has powerfully shown that perceived 

impartiality is a core mechanism for peacekeeping success. These studies consistently find that 

when local actors perceive a mission to be biased, the peacebuilding effort is undermined.

However, this exposes a key limitation in the existing literature: a lack of conceptual 

clarity. Current research tends to treat all “non-neutral” peacekeeping behavior as a homogenous 

bias, focusing primarily on how such bias is perceived by local parties, such as eroded trust or 

power vacuums. This focus on the subjective interpretation of conflict actors fails to conceptually

distinguish those perceptions from the UN’s purposive behavior. Specifically, the literature 

conflates the image of the UN in the eyes of the belligerents with the actual sentiments expressed 

or the conscious asymmetric pressure imposed by the UN as a political agent after observing 

battlefield behavior.

This paper shifts the analytical focus to the UN as a purposive international actor. A 

stance represents the UN’s conscious decision to favor a specific side after observing battlefield 

dynamics. This choice manifests as an imbalance of political, symbolic, and material pressure. 

where the organization seeks to increase the strategic costs for one actor while lowering them for 

another. By framing it as asymmetric pressure, this study investigates how the UN’s active 

selection of a favored side alters the strategic environment of the conflict.
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This conceptual confusion also leads to other limitations. For instance, existing research 

does not pay sufficient attention to the relationship between the different policy instruments and 

the stance the UN adopts. Does the effect of the UN’s stance depend on the levers used to enforce

it (e.g., troop deployments, sanctions, or humanitarian aid)? This question remains unanswered. 

In this regard, this research will carefully fill these gaps by conceptually distinguishing stance 

from bias and by examining how this stance, when combined with different material instruments, 

affects the duration of civil conflicts.
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3. Theory

This research investigates the relationship between the UN’s stance and the duration of 

civil conflicts. The concept of stance refers to the UN’s attitude and behavioral strategy toward 

the parties involved in a conflict, shaped by its assessment of the local human rights situation and 

its judgment regarding which side bears primary responsibility for violations.

When the UN adopts a neutral stance, it refrains from identifying any specific party as a 

human rights violator and seeks to impose the costs of continued conflict symmetrically on all 

belligerents. In contrast, when the UN adopts a non-neutral stance, it identifies one party as a 

principal violator of human rights and applies asymmetric pressure accordingly. In such cases, the

UN may condemn the offending actor and support the opposing side to deter behavior that 

worsens local humanitarian conditions.

The theoretical framework of this study proceeds in four steps. First, it builds upon 

conventional explanations of conflict onset and continuation to establish the underlying logic of 

how civil wars persist. Second, it incorporates insights from previous perspectives on the material

and normative foundations of UN peacekeeping, clarifying the motivations and principles guiding

the UN’s decision to adopt different stances in civil conflicts. Third, it outlines the various policy 

levers available to the UN for influencing conflict dynamics, such as sanctions, condemnations, 

or troop deployments. Finally, the study develops a theoretical model linking different UN 

stances to variations in civil conflict duration through multiple causal mechanisms.

3.1 The Explanations of Civil Conflicts

Understanding why actors on the battlefield choose to continue fighting rather than 

pursue conflict resolution lies at the core of research on conflict duration. Existing studies 

addressing this question generally fall into three broad categories: rationalist explanations, weak-

state explanations, and belligerent tactic explanations.

From a rationalist perspective, belligerents are viewed as strategic actors who make cost-

benefit calculations when deciding whether to fight or negotiate. Although continuing a civil war 
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is highly costly, resulting in casualties, civilian suffering, and the destruction of infrastructure 

(Walter, 2002, 8), some wartime actors may still obtain tangible benefits from sustained conflict. 

These benefits can include control over natural resources, the elimination of domestic rivals, or 

the consolidation of state power (Walter, 1997). When the potential payoffs from fighting 

outweigh the associated costs, rational actors are incentivized to prolong hostilities. While most 

rationalist scholars emphasize the role of security threats and military costs in shaping conflict 

behavior, proponents of greed-based theories argue that the concentration of economic resources 

can itself create incentives to continue fighting. For instance, Fearon and Laitin (2003) contend 

that the presence of natural resources makes state control more desirable for rebel groups, thereby

motivating them not only to initiate but also to sustain civil wars.

Weak-state theory highlights the importance of domestic institutional capacity in shaping 

the onset and persistence of civil conflicts. Scholars argue that the likelihood of conflict 

emergence is closely linked to a state’s financial and military capabilities (Hendrix, 2010; Thies, 

2010). Without sufficient material resources, the state may fail to maintain its monopoly over the 

legitimate use of force within its territory. Moreover, some researchers emphasize that social 

control constitutes another critical dimension of state capacity. When a state cannot effectively 

govern its population and territory, insurgent groups are more likely to mobilize ethnic 

communities and provoke local instability (Müller-Crepon et al., 2021).

Proponents of belligerent tactic explanations focus on the strategic choices of combatants 

as key determinants of conflict duration. Prior research finds that irregular conflicts, such as 

guerrilla warfare and terrorist campaigns, tend to last considerably longer than conventional wars.

Rebel groups engaged in irregular warfare often cultivate close ties with local populations and 

build resilient organizational structures. By contrast, conventional wars typically produce large-

scale casualties in the short term, which can accelerate conflict resolution (Arjona, 2014; Balcells 

& Kalyvas, 2014). These findings suggest that the tactical and technological capacities of rebel 

organizations are strongly correlated with the duration of civil conflicts.
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In sum, conventional wisdom identifies three major explanations for the onset and 

continuation of civil wars: rationalist, weak-state, and belligerent tactic perspectives. These 

frameworks provide the conceptual foundation for the theoretical model developed in this study. 

Building on these insights, the following section examines the UN’s motivations for imposing 

asymmetric pressure on conflict parties and the policy instruments through which it seeks to 

influence civil war dynamics.

3.2 The Determinants of UN Peacekeeping Stance

Having examined the interests of local actors in civil conflicts, it is also essential to 

analyze the purpose and motivations of the third party, in this case, the United Nations (UN). This

study combines two different categories of previous perspectives when analyzing the 

determinants of the UN’s stance. The first school highlights the significance of the private 

interests of member states in constraining peacekeeping decisions and behaviors. The second 

perspective argues that the UN usually follows its organizational norms and principles when 

deciding how to intervene in a conflict. 

The interest involvement of P5 members in a conflict is a strong predictor when the UN 

makes a decision about whether to intervene in a civil conflict or not. For instance, Fortna (2008) 

indicated that the interests and intentions of Great Powers matter when the UN deploys 

peacekeeping operations. She observed that the UN is unlikely to intervene in a civil conflict 

when the violence is contiguous to a P5 member’s territory. Beardsley and Schmidt’s (2012) 

empirical research also admitted that the private interests of the P5 members will be a significant 

factor in influencing when and how the UN is involved in a civil conflict. They generated a 

similar view that the UN is less likely to intervene in a civil conflict when P5 members support 

two opposing sides or when the conflict happens next to their territory. Beyond discussing how 

great powers like the P5 can influence the decision-making process within the UNSC, some 

scholars also argued that the timing, scope, and personnel of peacekeeping troops can be limited 

by various member states (Gaibulloev et al., 2015; Kathman & Melin, 2017; Lundgren, 2021). In 



12

short, according to the previous literature, the UN’s peacekeeping decision can be a function of 

the member states’ private interests and strategic goals. In this regard, I believe that the realpolitik

factors, such as the competition between different member states, can also influence how the UN 

chooses its stance when intervening in a civil conflict.

Some scholars also indicated that the UN follows its organizational rules and norms when

keeping peace with respect to humanitarianism. This perspective builds upon the extensive 

literature on biased interventions conducted by external states. Unlike interventions by sovereign 

actors, such as great powers or kin states, that are often driven by strategic or material interests, 

including the acquisition of natural resources, regime change, or the protection of ethnic kin 

(Koga, 2011), UN peacekeeping operations operate under a distinct normative logic. As 

Finnemore (1996, 73) notes, in the case of state-led interventions, “claims of humanitarian 

motivation and justification are suspect.” By contrast, the UN’s legitimacy rests on its formal 

commitment to global norms, which differentiates its behavior and underlying rationale from 

those of other third-party interveners.

Based on this distinction, it is reasonable to assume that the UN may, at times, support 

one side in a civil conflict, but for fundamentally different reasons than state actors. When the UN

identifies a party as a “human rights spoiler,” an actor responsible for repeated humanitarian 

violations, it becomes normatively motivated to penalize that party and assist the opposing side. 

To pursue this objective, the UN can draw on a range of instruments, including naming and 

shaming, economic sanctions, and military deployments (Beardsley & Cunningham, 2015; 

Howard, 2019, 3; Benson & Tucker, 2022).

Among the UN’s organizational norms, the protection of human rights and civilians 

stands as the most central principle guiding peacekeeping behavior. Several studies demonstrate 

that humanitarian considerations, rather than great-power interests, are the predominant 

motivation behind most peacekeeping deployments (Beardsley & Schmidt, 2012; Hultman, 
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2013). In this regard, civilian protection is not merely “cheap talk” or rhetorical symbolism but 

constitutes the fundamental justification for the UN’s use of force in intrastate conflicts.

In this regard, I consider the protection of human rights during wartime to be the UN’s 

most fundamental organizational interest under its current normative framework. Within this 

human-rights-oriented context, belligerents that comply with international human rights law or 

pose a lesser threat to local humanitarian conditions are more likely to receive support from the 

UN (Stanton, 2020). In contrast, actors identified as human rights spoilers may face material 

sanctions and moral condemnation from the organization.

UN Security Council (UNSC) resolutions provide clear evidence that the UN frequently 

takes sides in civil conflicts for humanitarian reasons. For instance, in 2016, the UNSC strongly 

condemned the human rights abuses perpetrated by the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA):

“Strongly condemning the upsurge of violence and instability in the Central African 

Republic (CAR), in particular in September and October 2015, and the threats of violence, human

rights violations and abuses and international humanitarian law violations, including against 

women and children; the attacks against United Nations peacekeepers, international forces and 

humanitarian personnel; the continuous cycle of provocations and reprisals by armed groups, both

inside and outside of Bangui and denial of humanitarian access, committed by armed elements, 

which continue to adversely affect the dire humanitarian situation faced by the civilian population

and to impede humanitarian access to vulnerable populations.”

This resolution demonstrates the UN’s firm stance against the LRA’s human rights 

violations, emphasizing the detrimental consequences of rebel violence rather than state actions. 

Previous research also shows that the UN’s positions expressed in its resolutions can significantly

shape subsequent peacekeeping arrangements (Benson & Kathman, 2014; Kathman et al., 2023). 

This implies that the UNSC often explicitly favors one conflict party when making decisions and 

that later peacekeeping activities tend to align with these established stances. In short, 

maintaining human rights during civil conflicts constitutes the strongest normative motivation for 
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the UN to authorize peacekeeping mandates. Guided by this humanitarian imperative, the UN 

may adopt a stance favoring one conflict party while opposing another, a position that can have 

downstream effects on the implementation and effectiveness of its peacekeeping operations.

3.3 What does the UN do?

Once the UN identifies which party bears primary responsibility for humanitarian crises 

on the battlefield, it can form an attitude toward a specific side and design corresponding policy 

instruments. It is intuitive to assume that when the UN shows empathy to one side and identifies 

it as the victim of a conflict in its resolutions, that side becomes more likely to receive support 

from the international community, both materially and symbolically.

According to Howard (2019, 1-27), the UN exercises influence over conflict parties 

through three main mechanisms: coercion, inducement, and persuasion. The first two represent 

material instruments, while the third operates in the non-material domain.

Coercion involves the deployment of peacekeeping troops or police forces to constrain 

the strategic options of belligerents. One of the UN’s central objectives in civil conflicts is the 

protection of civilians. Consequently, actions such as massacres, the initiation of hostilities, and 

wartime sexual violence are viewed by the UN as violations of human rights and threats to 

international stability. In these circumstances, the organization assumes responsibility for 

safeguarding civilians and eliminating sources of insecurity (Beardsley & Schmidt, 2012; 

Hultman, 2013; Hultman et al., 2013). By doing so, the UN raises the material and reputational 

costs imposed on human rights spoilers, thereby discouraging continued violations.

Inducement refers to a range of institutional and economic instruments, such as sanctions,

humanitarian aid, and market restrictions, through which the UN seeks to influence the strategic 

behavior of conflict parties. By altering the costs of fighting and the balance of power on the 

battlefield, these measures can effectively constrain violent behavior. For instance, Radtke and Jo 

(2018) found that UN sanctions generate significant economic shocks, territorial losses, and 

battlefield casualties for targeted insurgent groups. As the financial and operational costs of 
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warfare rise, such groups are likely to weaken, thereby increasing the prospects for conflict de-

escalation.

Persuasion, by contrast, operates in the realm of ideas and norms. It involves efforts to 

reshape the preferences of combatants through mechanisms such as naming and shaming, 

mediation, and education. For example, “naming and shaming” human rights spoilers in UN 

Security Council (UNSC) resolutions imposes political and reputational costs on local actors. The

UNSC resolution addressing the situation in Afghanistan serves as a useful illustration of how the

UN communicates its stance, signals disapproval, and seeks to alter the strategic calculations of 

rebel groups through moral condemnation and normative pressure.

“Condemning in the strongest terms all attacks, including Improvised Explosive Device 

(IED) attacks, suicide attacks and abductions, targeting civilians and Afghan and international 

forces and their deleterious effect on the stabilization, reconstruction and development efforts in 

Afghanistan, and condemning further the use by the Taliban, Al-Qaida and other extremist groups

of civilians as human shields.” (UNSC, 2008 S/RES/1833)

Such condemnations can, to some extent, generate empathy within the broader 

international community, thereby attracting greater global attention to the protection of local non-

combatants and reducing the likelihood that spoilers will receive external support (DeMeritt & 

Conrad, 2019). Moreover, public condemnation of human rights violators can undermine their 

legitimacy in the eyes of domestic audiences.

In this context, the balance of power on the battlefield and the associated costs borne by 

each warring party may shift as a result of UN policy interventions. For instance, peacekeeping 

operations can increase the strategic and reputational costs faced by local actors, particularly 

those identified as human rights spoilers, thereby altering the local power distribution and 

ultimately influencing the duration of civil conflict (Fjelde et al., 2019).
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3.4 How does the UN’s Stance Influence the Duration of Civil Conflicts?

Although previous studies have underscored the UN’s contributions to stabilizing conflict

environments, providing information to belligerents, preventing conflict contagion, and offering 

security guarantees, these functions are generally applicable to all peacekeeping operations 

regardless of stance. The present analysis, therefore, focuses on the variation introduced by the 

UN’s stance, that is, whether it acts neutrally or favors one conflict party.

It is argued that neutral peacekeeping represents a more effective instrument for 

achieving the UN’s overarching goals than peacekeeping that overtly favors one side. Three 

mechanisms help explain why neutrality is more conducive to reducing violence and shortening 

conflicts.

First, in contrast to missions that are in favor of one side, neutral peacekeeping is better 

positioned to make credible commitments in the eyes of both local elites and civilians. This 

credibility, in turn, alleviates local security dilemmas by reducing fear and mistrust among 

warring parties. When the UN maintains impartiality, it is perceived as a trustworthy mediator, 

strengthening its role as a legitimate platform for dialogue and coordination. Through repeated 

interactions under UN guidance, local actors’ threat perceptions toward one another may 

gradually shift, paving the way for intergroup cooperation and reconciliation. Consequently, 

social cohesion can be built on a more stable foundation, and the level of violence is likely to 

decline (Nomikos, 2025, 69). This mechanism directly corresponds to rationalist explanations of 

conflict persistence, which highlight private information as a key factor sustaining warfare. By 

facilitating communication and information exchange, the UN helps reduce informational 

asymmetries, thereby increasing the probability of reaching a durable peace.

The second mechanism concerns cases in which the UN favors the state while opposing 

rebel organizations. In such situations, peace resolutions that align with the government’s position

often aim to strengthen state authority and reestablish control over contested territories. However,

this process may simultaneously undermine the parallel social and governance structures 
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established by insurgents within their areas of influence. As a result, UN operations that exhibit a 

clear pro-government stance risk becoming entangled in what Hartwig (2025) described as a 

“violent state-building process.” During this process, the fragile social cohesion previously 

maintained under rebel administration can erode, generating renewed instability and obstructing 

local reconciliation. This mechanism resonates with the weak-state theory, which views civil 

conflict duration as a function of the state’s capacity to govern its domestic society. When UN 

peacekeeping reinforces state power at the expense of established local institutions, it may 

inadvertently disrupt existing social orders without providing viable alternatives for governance. 

Consequently, such interventions can hinder the state’s ability to consolidate control and prolong 

episodes of violence. In short, UN peacekeeping missions that explicitly favor the government 

side may contribute to the weakening of local social structures and create new obstacles to 

sustainable peace.

The third mechanism highlights the relationship between the stance of the third party and 

the instruments it is allowed to use. According to Gent and Shannon (2011), the effectiveness of a

third party is mediated by the choice of conflict management instruments. They argue that as bias 

increases, third parties are restricted to less intrusive strategies like “good offices,” as disputants 

are only willing to grant decision control to an intermediary, through intrusive and binding 

mechanisms like arbitration, when that intervener is perceived as impartial. Extending this to UN 

peacekeeping, it implies that the UN’s robust material instruments are more likely to be accepted 

by local combatants when the UN maintains an impartial stance. In this framework, neutrality 

serves as a prerequisite for the “joint consent” needed to deploy more intrusive peacekeeping 

mandates, whereas showing explicit preference would lead dispute actors to resist such high-level

intervention to avoid unfavorable outcomes.

Overall, the existing literature presents a range of plausible arguments concerning 

whether neutral peacekeeping is more effective in mitigating civil conflict violence and fostering 
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peace than peace operations that are beneficial to one side. Building on these insights, this study 

proposes the following hypothesis for empirical examination:

H1.1: Compared with peacekeeping operations that favor one side, neutral peacekeeping 

is more likely to shorten the duration of civil conflicts.

Two alternative explanations regarding the relationship between the UN’s stance and 

conflict duration also warrant careful consideration. First, some scholars contend that 

peacekeeping missions favoring a specific conflict party may be more effective in shortening 

conflicts by resolving information asymmetries. Kydd’s (2003) formal model demonstrated that 

third-party mediators achieve credibility precisely because they are biased toward the party they 

are communicating with. According to this logic, neutral mediators are primarily motivated by 

the desire to end hostilities regardless of the terms, which creates an incentive to misrepresent the 

opponent’s resolve to force a settlement. Consequently, their counsel is often dismissed as “cheap

talk.” By contrast, a biased mediator, such as the UN showing preference for a specific side, is 

perceived as more credible by its favored party when counseling restraint, as it is trusted not to 

lead its ally into an unfavorable or dangerous deal. Thus, under the condition of incomplete 

information regarding resolve, bias can enhance the credibility of UN signals, enabling the 

mission to extract necessary concessions and reduce conflict duration.

Second, other scholars emphasize the capacity and motivation of biased mediators. Third 

parties that possess private interests or sustained relationships with one conflict side may be more

committed to influencing conflict outcomes than neutral peacekeepers (Savun, 2008). Similarly, 

Svensson (2009) argued that mediators with a preference often have historical or institutional 

connections with the actors they support, providing them with multiple leverage points to 

encourage mutual concessions. In contrast, neutral mediators lack both the motivation and the 

tools to exert comparable pressure on belligerents. Furthermore, Favretto (2009) contended that 

high levels of bias act as a credible index of an intervener’s resolve, signaling to the disfavored 

party that the third party is fully committed to enforcing a settlement through military coercion if 
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necessary. In sum, these alternative perspectives suggest that international actors displaying a 

clear preference may possess both greater credibility and capacity to influence the trajectory and 

outcome of civil conflicts than neutral third-party interveners.

Benson and Kathman further extend this logic to the UN’s behavior. They argue that the 

UN tends to deploy more personnel to the battlefield when its preferred side faces a disadvantage 

(Benson & Kathman, 2014). This finding suggests that when the UN holds a clear preference for 

one conflict party, it may make stronger military commitments than in cases where it remains 

neutral, much like other third-party interveners and mediators. Benson and Tucker’s (2022) 

research provided additional support for this argument. They find that neutral peacekeeping 

missions may inadvertently allow spoilers to continue transgressive behavior, whereas 

peacekeeping operations that issue strong condemnations against one side can more effectively 

constrain belligerent actions.

In short, if a third party’s stance serves as a source of legitimacy and acceptance, external

actors with a distinct preference for one conflict party may be more successful in establishing and

maintaining local peace. Accordingly, this perspective can be summarized in the following 

hypothesis:

H1.2: Compared with neutral peacekeeping, peacekeeping favoring one side is more 

likely to shorten the duration of civil conflicts.

Building on the potential impact of the UN’s stance on the power balance within a 

battlefield, it is reasonable to expect that the UN’s position may affect civil conflict duration 

differently depending on which party it supports. The balance of power is a critical determinant of

conflict persistence. When the state is substantially stronger than the rebel organization, civil 

wars tend to last longer because weaker insurgent groups often resort to guerrilla tactics as a 

survival strategy. By contrast, when the two sides possess roughly equal capabilities, conflicts are

more likely to conclude quickly through negotiated settlements (Hultquist, 2013; Balcells & 

Kalyvas, 2014).



20

Accordingly, the UN’s stance, by shifting the relative balance of power, may exert 

heterogeneous effects on the duration of intrastate conflicts. Given that government forces are 

generally stronger than rebel organizations, a pro-government stance is likely to reinforce existing

power asymmetries, potentially prolonging the conflict. Conversely, when the UN supports the 

rebel side, the battlefield balance may become more even, which could facilitate negotiations and 

contribute to a shorter conflict duration.

H1.3: Compared with neutral peacekeeping, peacekeeping that favors the state is more 

likely to prolong the duration of civil conflicts.

H1.4: Compared with neutral peacekeeping, peacekeeping that favors the rebel group is 

more likely to shorten civil conflicts.

Furthermore, the magnitude of the UN’s influence on civil conflict duration may vary 

depending on which side it supports. Although UN peacekeeping has become increasingly active 

in recent decades, it does not operate in a political vacuum. The effectiveness of peacekeeping is 

often constrained by contextual variables at the local level, most notably, the principle of state 

sovereignty.

Given the UN’s institutional commitment to respecting sovereignty, it is reasonable to 

assume that the organization treats states and insurgent groups differently when assigning 

responsibility for violence and humanitarian crises. When rebel groups are identified as human 

rights spoilers, the UN can impose relatively severe sanctions and coercive measures to alter their

behavior. In contrast, when the state is deemed responsible for human rights violations, the UN 

generally avoids directly challenging or attempting to overthrow it, even when condemning its 

conduct. As a result, interventions and sanctions against states tend to face stronger political and 

operational constraints. Phayal & Prins’s (2020) findings provided strong support for this 

argument. In their article, they argued that though peacekeeping deployments can reduce the 

intensity of violent clashes in the short term, they only have a limited effect on the violence and 

atrocities conducted by the host government.
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Consequently, I argue that the UN’s ability to alter the local balance of power may be 

more pronounced in cases where it supports the state than when it favors insurgent groups, whose

victimization narratives often limit the organization’s leverage (Fjelde et al., 2019).

H1.5: The influence of peacekeeping favoring the state on civil conflict duration is 

stronger than that of peacekeeping supporting the rebel group.

While this research primarily examines the effects of UN peacekeeping stances on civil 

conflict duration, an inquiry that emphasizes the ideal and normative dimensions of UN behavior 

in dialogue with constructivist literature, it is also important to consider whether these effects are 

conditional on the material characteristics of peacekeeping operations.

Conventional wisdom highlights that the effectiveness of peacekeeping is closely tied to 

the material resources provided by the UN and the broader international community. With greater

logistical and financial support, peacekeepers are better equipped to exert pressure on belligerents

or to offer credible incentives for ending hostilities. Accordingly, this study argues that material 

support can amplify the impact of the UN’s stance on conflict duration. When UN Security 

Council (UNSC) resolutions not only articulate the UN’s support toward specific parties but also 

announce tangible material commitments, such as troop deployments or aid delivery, their 

influence on the course of intrastate wars is likely to be stronger.

In this research, three primary material instruments are considered through which the UN 

may pursue its peacekeeping objectives: military deployments, economic sanctions, and 

humanitarian aid.

The provision of military power is particularly pivotal for peacekeeping effectiveness. 

Existing research demonstrates that peacekeeping operations with frequent security or military 

mandates tend to perform better in safeguarding local stability (Mailhot, 2024). Moreover, 

Benson and Tucker (2022) found that the UN’s resolutions exert stronger influence when 

accompanied by military deployments.
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Considering the role of peacekeeping stance, the effect of UN military support on civil 

conflict duration is unlikely to be unidirectional. Rather, the deployment of UN peacekeeping 

troops is expected to amplify the impact of the UN’s stance on how long a civil conflict persists. 

Similar dynamics can be observed with economic sanctions and humanitarian aid, which also 

alter the power balance and shape the strategic behavior of belligerents. Among these three 

material levers, however, the military instrument is generally regarded as the most coercive, while

humanitarian aid is considered the least forceful (Nye & Welch, 2016). Accordingly, this study 

posits that all three instruments enhance the effect of the UN’s stance on conflict duration, with 

military deployments exerting the strongest moderating influence and humanitarian aid the 

weakest.

H2.1: The UN peacekeeping stance’s effect on the conflict duration is strengthened when 

the UNSC announces the deployment of peacekeeping troops to the battlefield.

H2.2: The UN peacekeeping stance’s effect on the conflict duration is strengthened when 

the UNSC announces the establishment or extension of sanctions toward local combatants.

H2.3: The UN peacekeeping stance’s effect on the conflict duration is strengthened when 

the UNSC announces requests for humanitarian aid for the local society.

Table 1 Theoretical Mechanisms of How UN Peacekeeping Stance Influences the Duration of
Civil Conflicts

Hypothesis Opinion Mechanism

H1.1 Neutral peacekeeping will be

more likely to shorten civil 

conflicts.

(1) Neutral peacekeeping à Act as a credible 

platform à Promote communication and 

cooperation between different local parties and 

factions à Attenuate local security dilemma à

Civil conflict duration will be reduced. 

(A response to the rationalist explanation)
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(2) Peacekeeping with a preference for the state 

à Change the previous social control system à

Civil conflict duration will be extended.

(A response to the weak state explanation)

H1.2 Peacekeeping with an 

explicit preference will be 

more likely to shorten civil 

conflicts.

(1) The UN’s preference à Commitments are 

more credible. à Belligerents who are supported 

are more likely to accept the mediation or 

intervention from the UN. à Civil conflict 

duration will be reduced.

(A response to the rationalist explanation)

(2) The UN’s preference à The UN has more 

motivation and capacity to intervene in the 

conflict. à The UN can be more capable in 

offering security commitments and protecting 

civilians. à Civil conflict duration will be 

reduced.

(A response to rationalist explanation)

H1.3-H1.5 The effect of the UN’s 

stance on civil conflict 

duration is conditional on 

which side the UN supports.

The UN has a preference for one conflict side. à 

The power balance on the battlefield can be 

influenced. à Conflict duration can be impacted.

(1) The UN supports the state. à Peacekeeping 

can strengthen the power asymmetry between 

belligerents. à Rebels are more likely to apply 

guerrilla warfare as a viable strategy. à The civil 

conflict can be extended.

(A response to the belligerent tactic explanations)
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(2) The UN supports the rebel group. à 

Peacekeeping will mitigate the power asymmetry 

between belligerents. à Negotiation is a more 

compelling choice, and the cost of continuing the 

war will be high. à The civil conflict will be 

shortened.

(A response to the belligerent tactic explanations)

H2.1-H2.4 The effect of the UN’s 

stance on civil conflict 

duration is conditional on 

the different intervention 

instruments the UN 

employs.

The UN can intervene in the civil conflict with 

various material instruments. à Different policy 

levers can enhance the capacity of peacekeeping. 

à The effect of UN’s stance on conflict duration 

might be strengthened.

(A response to rationalist explanation)
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4. Research Design

To mitigate potential selection bias, this research follows Fortna’s (2008) approach by 

first examining the assignment characteristics of the core explanatory variable, the UN’s stance, 

before exploring its relationship with civil conflict duration. It is important to note that while this 

two-stage design effectively accounts for selection dynamics, the empirical framework is 

ultimately descriptive. Therefore, the findings should be interpreted as robust correlations rather 

than strict causal inferences. The analysis proceeds in two stages. In the first stage, the study 

investigates the determinants of the UN’s stance. To unpack this decision-making process, several

Logistic Models with conflict-level fixed effects are estimated to predict (1) the likelihood that 

the UN favors the state rather than remaining neutral, and (2) the likelihood that it favors the rebel

group rather than remaining neutral.

Following Fortna (2008), potential explanatory variables identified in previous literature 

are divided into two broad categories: supply-side factors, reflecting the characteristics of the UN 

and the broader international system, and demand-side factors, capturing the domestic features of 

conflict-affected states.

On the supply side, three variables are included: the P5’s alliance ties, the P5’s foreign 

policy affinity, and the Cold War period. The first two variables represent the interests of the 

Permanent Five (P5) members of the UN Security Council. While humanitarian concerns may 

motivate peacekeeping operations, a substantial body of research highlights the decisive influence

of great powers within the UNSC. For instance, Smidt et al. (2024) demonstrate that economic 

linkages between P5 members and host states can constrain the UN’s willingness to adopt robust 

human rights mandates and may reduce its capacity to curb battlefield violence.

The relationship between the P5 and the belligerent state is captured at two levels. The 

first measures the existence of a military alliance between the host country and any P5 member, 

based on data from the Correlates of War (COW) project. The second measures foreign policy 

affinity between the conflict-affected state and the P5 members, using the United Nations 
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General Assembly (UNGA) Ideal Points Dataset (Fjelstul et al., 2025). Since policy preferences 

vary across P5 members, the mean ideal points of the U.S., the U.K., and France are averaged to 

create a variable termed Western Affinity, while the mean ideal points of China and Russia are 

averaged to form Eastern Affinity.

The end of the Cold War also marked a significant turning point for UN behavior in 

intrastate conflicts. With the growing emphasis on humanitarianism and human rights protection, 

the UN’s criteria for intervention have evolved substantially (Gilligan & Stedman, 2003). Thus, 

we may expect the organization’s decision to favor one side in civil conflicts to differ before and 

after the Cold War.

In addition to international-level factors, domestic conditions within host states may 

shape the UN’s stance. Accordingly, this study includes several demand-side variables reflecting 

internal political and military dynamics.

The first demand-side variable is regime type, which captures the institutional and 

ideological characteristics of the belligerent government. Previous research finds that regime type

affects both the onset and duration of civil conflicts. Democracies are generally more adept at 

managing internal dissent, while autocracies often rely on coercion, and hybrid regimes tend to be

the most unstable (Bartusevičius & Skaaning, 2018). Moreover, institutional constraints in 

democracies can limit state-led repression, making democratic governments more likely to 

receive UN support. Moreover, I also included another institutional variable referring to the 

human rights situation within a country, since whether the government respects domestic human 

rights or not may be an important indicator for the UN to decide its stance.

Another important factor is the ideology of the rebel group. Studies show that insurgent 

movements with liberal or secular orientations tend to commit fewer human rights violations than

conservative or religious groups (Basedau et al., 2022). Consequently, liberal insurgents may 

attract greater international sympathy and be more inclined toward negotiation under UN 

pressure.
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The regime type variable is coded as a binary indicator based on data from the Varieties 

of Democracy (V-Dem) Project, distinguishing democratic from non-democratic states. 

Information on rebel ideology named Liberal Rebel is drawn from the Rebels and Religion 

(R&R) Dataset, which records the ideological incompatibility between governments and 

insurgents and details the ideological claims of rebel groups.

Another variable is conflict intensity. As noted in Gilligan and Stedman’s (2003) seminal 

study, the UN tends to deploy peacekeepers in conflicts characterized by the highest levels of 

violence and severe civilian casualties. This finding suggests that conflict intensity is a critical 

factor shaping the UN’s decision to initiate peacekeeping operations. Moreover, as previously 

discussed, the UN’s stance in civil conflicts may largely depend on the extent to which 

combatants violate human rights and humanitarian norms. In this regard, we can reasonably 

expect that the intensity of warfare influences not only the likelihood of UN intervention but also 

the design and implementation of its peacekeeping strategies, including the organization’s stance 

toward the warring parties. To operationalize this variable, I follow prior research and use 

wartime deaths as an indicator of conflict intensity. Data are drawn from the UCDP/PRIO Armed 

Conflict Dataset, which systematically records the annual number of battle-related deaths 

resulting from organized violence across countries. In this dataset, intensity level has been coded 

as a binary variable, with 1 referring to a high-intensity conflict with more than 1000 battlefield 

deaths, and 0 referring to a low-intensity conflict with fewer than 1000 deaths.

The final demand-side variable captures the power balance between the state and the 

rebel group. Previous studies suggest that battlefield balance affects both the UN’s stance and 

conflict duration. Greater asymmetry tends to prolong wars, while parity is associated with 

quicker resolutions. Moreover, weaker insurgents are more likely to resort to indiscriminate 

violence, provoking international condemnation and increasing the likelihood of UN sanctions 

(Wood, 2010; Stanton, 2020). This study measures power balance using data from the Non-State 
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Actor (NSA) Dataset (Cunningham et al., 2013), coded on a five-point ordinal scale where higher 

values indicate a stronger state position.

In Stage 1, the selection model is operationalized using a series of fixed-effects Logistic 

Models. This stage analyzes the determinants of the UN’s deviation from neutrality. Three 

separate models are estimated: (1) a baseline model using a binary stance as the dependent 

variable to capture the overall probability of any non-neutral stance. This binary dependent 

variable is created based on the value of absolute stance, with value equal to 0 assigned a 0, and 

values not equal to zero assigned a 1, (2) a Logistic Model predicting the choice to “Support the 

State” versus “Others,” and (3) a Logistic Model predicting “Support the Rebel Group” versus 

“Others.” Each model includes all supply-side and demand-side variables.

After estimating the assignment models of the UN’s stance, the second stage examines 

how the UN’s stance affects the termination of civil conflicts using a Cox proportional hazards 

model. The key independent variables capture the UN’s stance and various peacekeeping 

instruments reflected in UN Security Council resolutions, while a set of relevant covariates is 

included to isolate the effects of peacekeeping activities and institutional stances on conflict 

outcomes.

The dependent variable is the duration of civil conflicts. Conflict onset and termination 

follow the standards established by the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) Conflict 

Termination Dataset. According to UCDP, a conflict episode begins when a dyad first meets the 

criteria for active armed conflict and is considered terminated when an active year is followed by 

a year with fewer than 25 battle-related deaths.

The core explanatory variable, UN stance, is measured by the attitudes expressed toward 

different warring parties in UN Security Council resolutions, using the UN Conflict Resolution 

(UNCR) dataset (Benson and Tucker, 2022). Resolutions record the collective positions of UNSC

member states and therefore provide a reliable indicator of the organization’s overall attitudes, 

which influence subsequent intervention decisions.
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In the UNCR dataset, Benson and Tucker classify UN attitudes into nine categories: pro-

gov, pro-rebel, pro-all, anti-gov, anti-rebel, anti-all, mix-gov, mix-rebel, and mix-all. Among 

these, four categories, pro-government, pro-rebel, anti-government, and anti-rebel, indicate the 

UN’s support or opposition to one side in a civil war. Based on this, a composite variable, stance, 

is constructed by summing the values for pro-gov and anti-reb, and subtracting the values for pro-

reb and anti-gov.

The stance variable ranges from -7 to +7, where negative values represent a pro-rebel 

orientation, positive values represent a pro-government stance, and zero represents neutrality. To 

distinguish neutrality from the absence of engagement, another variable is included that measures 

the number of UNSC resolutions expressing explicit attitudes during each conflict episode.

In the first regression models, the absolute value of the stance variable is used to test 

whether explicitly biased peacekeeping is more effective in reducing violence than neutral 

missions. To further assess the direction of bias, a categorical variable, stance factor, is 

constructed: values greater than zero are coded as 1 (pro-government), values less than zero as 2 

(pro-rebel), and values equal to zero as 0 (neutral).

Finally, to test Hypotheses 2.1-2.3, the model examines whether the effect of the UN’s 

stance on conflict duration is conditioned by material peacekeeping instruments, namely 

peacekeeping deployment, economic sanctions, and humanitarian aid. Indicators are created for 

(1) the initiation or expansion of peacekeeping operations, (2) the establishment or extension of 

economic sanctions, and (3) the inclusion of humanitarian aid provisions in UNSC resolutions. 

All the material instrument variables are coded in a binary style, with 0 referring to no signals of 

applying the relevant instrument and 1 referring to the existence of the policy. Interaction terms 

between stance and each of these indicators assess whether the effectiveness of the UN’s stance 

varies across different peacekeeping mechanisms.

To address potential reverse causality, all independent variables are lagged by one year. 

As noted by Hultman et al. (2014), it typically takes the UN about six months to determine 
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peacekeeping force size, and the organization cannot compel member states to contribute troops, 

often delaying full deployment even after a resolution has been adopted. It is therefore reasonable

to assume a temporal gap between the UN’s expression of stance and the implementation of 

peacekeeping actions capable of influencing conflict dynamics.
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5. Empirical Results

5.1 Descriptive Analysis

Figure 1 illustrates the overall trend in the United Nations’ expressed sentiments toward 

civil conflicts from 1946 to 2015. Prior to 1960, the UN seldom issued statements or resolutions 

addressing intrastate conflicts. However, following the end of the Cold War, the organization 

began to assume a far more active role in global peacekeeping and conflict management. Since 

the 1990s, the UN has more frequently articulated its concerns regarding domestic conflicts, 

reflecting its growing institutional engagement with internal security crises. Notably, the number 

of Security Council resolutions expressing sentiment on such issues peaked in 1993 and has 

remained consistently above ten resolutions per year thereafter. Overall, the number of 

resolutions concerning civil conflicts in the post-Cold War era is substantially higher than that 

during the Cold War period, underscoring the UN’s expanding involvement in intrastate 

peacekeeping efforts.
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Figure 1: UN Resolutions with Attitudes and Sentiments over Time

The UNCR dataset records information on 210 civil conflicts between 1946 and 2021, 

among which the United Nations explicitly expressed concern over 52 conflicts. The figure 

illustrates the distribution of the UN’s sentiments and attitudes toward belligerent parties in these 

cases, revealing several noteworthy patterns. First, in the majority of instances (33 cases, or 

63.46%), the UN adopted a stance supporting the state rather than the rebel group. This finding 

aligns with the theoretical expectation that UN peacekeeping generally respects state sovereignty 

and seldom seeks to undermine existing regimes. Second, the UN rarely supports rebel groups in 

civil conflicts. Only six observations (11.54%) show instances in which the organization 

expressed greater empathy toward rebels than toward governments. Third, in 13 cases (25%), the 

UN remained neutral, either supporting both sides in their efforts to promote a ceasefire or 

condemning both for exacerbating humanitarian crises. In sum, these data suggest that, contrary 
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to earlier arguments portraying the UN as a consistently neutral actor, the organization’s actions 

are actually in favor of one side in most intrastate conflicts. The UN’s stance thus varies across 

conflicts, reflecting the diverse political and humanitarian contexts in which it operates.

Figure 2: Distribution of UN Stance in Conflicts

The UNCR dataset records information on 210 civil conflicts between 1946 and 2021, 

among which the United Nations explicitly expressed concern over 52 conflicts. The figure 

illustrates the distribution of the UN’s sentiments and attitudes toward belligerent parties in these 

cases, revealing several noteworthy patterns. First, in the majority of instances (33 cases, or 

63.46%), the UN adopted a stance supporting the state rather than the rebel group. This finding 

aligns with the theoretical expectation that UN peacekeeping generally respects state sovereignty 

and seldom seeks to undermine existing regimes. Second, the UN rarely supports rebel groups in 

civil conflicts. Only six observations (11.54%) show instances in which the organization 
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expressed greater empathy toward rebels than toward governments. Third, in 13 cases (25%), the 

UN remained neutral, either supporting both sides in their efforts to promote a ceasefire or 

condemning both for exacerbating humanitarian crises. In sum, these data suggest that, contrary 

to earlier arguments portraying the UN as a consistently neutral actor, the organization’s actions 

are actually in favor of one side in most intrastate conflicts. The UN’s stance thus varies across 

conflicts, reflecting the diverse political and humanitarian contexts in which it operates.

Figure 3: Anti-Gov Sentiment across Time

Beyond the proportions of different UN peacekeeping sentiments and attitudes, the 

UNCR dataset also reveals how the UN’s stance toward civil conflicts has evolved over time. 

During the Cold War era, UN peacekeeping generally adopted an anti-government orientation, 

often expressing sympathy toward rebel groups. Before 1990, the number of anti-government and

pro-rebel resolutions was relatively high, whereas pro-government or anti-rebel resolutions were 

rare.
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Figure 4: Pro-Gov Sentiment across Time

However, following the end of the Cold War, the UN gradually increased its support for 

incumbent governments and demonstrated greater respect for state sovereignty. In the post-Cold 

War period, rebel groups were more frequently identified as human rights violators or “spoilers,” 

prompting the UN to impose sanctions or issue condemnations against them. This shift reflects a 

broader transformation in the UN’s normative framework, from one of cautious neutrality to a 

more state-centric and sovereignty-oriented approach to peacekeeping.
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Figure 5: Anti-Reb Sentiment across Time

5.2 What Factors Can Influence the Distribution of the UN’s Stance?

In the first-stage analysis, I regressed the UN’s stance on various supply-side and 

demand-side variables to explore under what conditions the UN will be more likely to favor one 

side or remain neutral. I created three models to explore which factors might be the strongest in 

explaining when the UN favors one side and which side it favors. The regression results are 

displayed below.
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Figure 6: What Factors Let the UN Favor One Side in Civil Conflicts

The first model regressed a binary dependent variable, the UN’s stance (binary), on a 

series of independent variables to investigate under what conditions the UN will decide to show 

its favor to one side rather than remain silent or neutral. The results can be summarized into the 

following findings. Firstly, the ideology of the conflict sides is pivotal in explaining the UN’s 

selection in deciding whether to favor one specific party or not. The coefficients of the 

democratic regime and liberal rebel are significant in this model. The coefficient of the 

democratic regime variable is positive, showing that the UN is more likely to express its stance 

when a civil conflict happens in a democratic country. However, the coefficient of liberal rebel is

negatively significant, suggesting that the UN prefers to remain neutral when it comes to a 

conflict that contains a liberal rebel group. Secondly, my regression analysis also suggests that the
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decision for the UN whether to express its stance or not is also restrained by the great powers 

(represented by the P5). The coefficients of Western Affinity and Eastern Affinity are both 

negative and significant, showing that when a state’s foreign policy interest is close to the great 

powers, regardless of the Eastern side or the Western side, the UN will be more prudent in 

expressing its sentiment and stance. 

However, the binary Stance variable is limited in its ability to distinguish which specific 

side the UN favors. To address this, I disaggregated the construct into two separate indicator 

variables: Government Inclined and Rebel Inclined. These were derived from the original stance 

(factor) variable. Specifically, State Inclined is coded as 1 if the UN expresses a pro-government 

stance (factor level 1) and 0 otherwise. Similarly, Rebel Inclined is assigned a value of 1 for pro-

rebel stances (factor level 2) and 0 otherwise. These refined measures allow for a more granular 

assessment of the UN’s directional preference. 



39

Figure 7: When does the UN Favor the State?

The State Inclined model shows a null result of the potential explanatory variables, 

indicating that no factors have a strong and stable predictive power in terms of when the UN will 

favor the state. This finding suggests that the UN’s inclination toward sovereign states may be 

driven by internalized institutional norms rather than tactical or environmental contingencies. In 

other words, the UN’s support for government legitimacy appears to be a systemic baseline that 

remains relatively invariant to the specific characteristics of a given civil conflict.
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Figure 8: When does the UN Favor the Rebel Group?

The Rebel Inclined model reveals that several variables may influence the possibility for 

the UN to favor the rebel group. First, the end of the Cold War is a significant watershed in UN 

peacekeeping. The coefficient of Cold War is significantly positive, showing that the UN is more 

likely to support the rebel group after the end of the Cold War. This finding may imply that 

during the Cold War era, the UN had a stronger norm of respecting sovereignty rather than 

highlighting the wartime violence and humanitarian issues. Second, the coefficients of 

Democratic Regime and Liberal Rebel are both significant, while the former is positive and the 

latter is negative.

Contrary to the conventional expectation that the UN would naturally align with 

democratic states, the positive coefficient for Democratic Regime suggests that democratic 
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incumbents are more susceptible to losing UN favor during civil conflicts. This may be attributed 

to the higher standard of conduct imposed on democracies, where state-led violence is more 

easily scrutinized and politically condemned by the international community.

Simultaneously, the negative coefficient for Liberal Rebel indicates that pro-democracy 

rhetoric by non-state actors does not automatically translate into UN support. This could reflect 

an institutional caution against revolutionary movements that threaten to overturn the established 

sovereign order, regardless of their ideological claims. Collectively, these results imply that the 

UN’s decision to favor rebels is driven more by the perceived failure of the state to uphold its 

normative obligations than by a simple ideological affinity for the rebels’ political platform.

5.3 How does the UN’s Stance Influence Civil Conflict Duration??

To test the theoretical hypotheses, this study employs a Cox proportional hazards model. 

In this framework, the dependent variable is the timing of conflict termination, and the model 

estimates the hazard rate, that is, the instantaneous likelihood that a conflict ends at a specific 

time, conditional on its continuation up to that point. A positive coefficient indicates an increased 

hazard rate, suggesting that conflict termination becomes more likely and occurs sooner. 

Conversely, a negative coefficient implies a reduced hazard rate, meaning that the conflict is 

more likely to persist over time. The results of the regression analyses are presented in the 

following tables.
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Figure 9: The Correlation between the UN’s Stance and Conflict Termination Hazards without
Control Variables

Figure 9 presents the results of the baseline empirical models, which exclude control 

variables to capture the direct relationship between the core explanatory variable, the UN 

peacekeeping stance, and the dependent variable, civil conflict duration. Model 1.1 tests whether 

conflicts are more likely to terminate sooner when the UN explicitly supports or opposes one 
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side. The coefficient of the absolute value of the stance variable is negative, indicating that each 

additional resolution reflecting the UN’s asymmetric attitude for either party decreases the 

likelihood that the conflict will end in the following year. This primary finding provides 

systematic statistical evidence supporting the argument that neutral peacekeeping is more 

effective in promoting conflict termination than peacekeeping operations favoring any of the 

conflict parties. Accordingly, the results lend substantive support to Hypothesis 1.1, which posits 

that neutral peacekeeping is more likely to shorten intrastate conflicts. By contrast, Hypothesis 

1.2, which anticipates that peacekeeping favoring one side would more efficiently end violence, is

not supported.

Model 1.2 examines whether the UN’s support for the state or its favoring of rebel groups

exerts different effects on the duration of civil conflicts. The coefficients for both variables are 

negative and statistically significant, indicating that, compared with neutral peacekeeping, 

operations in which the UN favors either side reduce the likelihood that a conflict will end within 

the next year. These results provide empirical support for Hypothesis 1.3, which posits that UN 

peacekeeping favoring the state tends to prolong intrastate conflicts. However, the findings also 

suggest that the UN’s support for rebel groups may similarly extend conflict duration, contrary to 

Hypothesis 1.4, which expects pro-rebel peacekeeping to shorten civil wars.

While the standard output from Model 1.2 provides coefficients for the “pro-government”

and “pro-rebel” stances relative to the “neutral” reference category, it does not provide a direct 

statistical comparison between these two non-neutral stances. To formally test whether the effect 

of a pro-government stance is different from that of a pro-rebel stance, I conducted a post-

estimation general linear hypothesis test. This test directly evaluates the null hypothesis that the 

coefficient for “pro-rebel” is equal to the coefficient for “pro-government.” This test is crucial for

evaluating Hypothesis 1.5, which posits that the influence of these two stances may differ in 

strength. The test result shows that we do not have enough confidence to reject the null 
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hypothesis, indicating that there may not be a significant difference between the effects of 

favoring the state and supporting the rebel group on the hazard of conflict termination.

Model 1.3 introduces an interaction term to assess whether the effect of the UN’s stance 

on civil conflict duration is conditional on the deployment of peacekeeping troops. The 

coefficient of the interaction term between absolute stance and deployment of peacekeeping 

operations is significant, indicating that when the UN deploys its peacekeeping troops, the effect 

of stance on conflict duration will be attenuated. This initially appears to contradict the theoretical

expectation. However, this effect loses its statistical significance once additional control variables

are introduced in Model 2.3. This shift suggests that the initial finding is highly sensitive to 

model specification and likely represents a spurious correlation rather than a robust causal 

relationship. Therefore, this result should not be over-interpreted as evidence against the primary 

hypothesis.

Model 1.4 and Model 1.5 also offer similar insights about the marginal effects of UN 

peacekeeping stance combined with different material policies. In these two models, the 

coefficients of the core explanatory variable, the absolute value of the UN’s stance, are both 

negative, suggesting that remaining neutral within civil conflicts will be more likely to lead to an 

earlier end than favoring one party. The coefficients of the interaction terms in these models are 

both positive, indicating that implementing sanctions or aid can also mitigate the effect of the 

UN’s stance on conflict termination. Nevertheless, these two coefficients are neither significant, 

showing that further robustness checks will be necessary.

Including only the core explanatory variables in the regression model is insufficient, as 

potential endogeneity may arise from omitted confounders. To address this concern, additional 

empirical analyses are conducted using extended models that incorporate variables potentially 

influencing both the UN’s stance and the duration of civil conflicts. The regression results of 

these elaborated models are presented in the following figures.
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Figure 10: The Correlation between Absolute Stance and Conflict Termination Hazards

As shown in Figure 10, the empirical models incorporating control variables provide a 

more robust test of the proposed hypotheses. In Model 2.1, the coefficient of the core explanatory

variable, the absolute value of the UN’s stance, remains negative and marginally significant, 

consistent with the findings from Model 1.1. This result indicates that neutral peacekeeping 
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continues to serve as a more effective mechanism for reducing conflict duration than 

peacekeeping operations that favor one side. Accordingly, these findings offer strong empirical 

support for Hypothesis 1.1, which posits that neutrality enhances peacekeeping effectiveness. By 

contrast, Hypothesis 1.2, which expects peacekeeping that favors one side to be more conducive 

to conflict termination, should be cautiously rejected.

Figure 11: The Correlation between the Factor Stance and Conflict Termination Hazards
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Model 2.2 yields a null result. Though both coefficients of Favor the Government and 

Favor the Rebel Group are negative, which are consistent with my assumed direction, they are 

neither significant, suggesting that we should be prudent in accepting our original Hypotheses 1.3

and 1.4. This indicates that the impact of UN intervention on conflict duration is primarily driven 

by the deviation from neutrality itself, rather than the specific direction of the bias. These findings

also invite a reconsideration of the theoretical mechanism linking the UN’s stance to conflict 

outcomes. A non-neutral stance may impose asymmetric pressure on belligerents, thereby altering

the power balance on the battlefield and influencing the conflict’s persistence. If this mechanism 

holds, the impact of peacekeeping should vary depending on which side the UN supports. 

However, my empirical analysis indicates that maintaining neutrality in peacekeeping appears to 

be a more effective strategy for facilitating conflict termination in a shorter time frame, which 

may challenge the mechanism that the UN’s peacekeeping stance can influence conflict duration 

by changing the power balance on the battlefield.

Figure 12: The Effect of Absolute Stance with Material Instrument Interactions

Models 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 examine whether the effect of the UN’s peacekeeping stance on 

civil conflict duration is conditional on the specific policy instruments the organization employs. 
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The underlying theoretical mechanism posits that when the UN expresses its stance in 

conjunction with the announcement of material instruments such as troop deployments, sanctions,

or humanitarian aid, it may alter the conflict dynamics, thereby influencing the duration of civil 

conflicts. However, the empirical results provide limited support for these theoretical 

expectations. Across all three models, the findings do not demonstrate statistically significant 

evidence that the moderating effects of these policy instruments meaningfully condition the 

relationship between the UN’s stance and conflict duration.

Model 2.3 incorporates the peacekeeping mandate variable and its interaction term with 

the UN’s stance to evaluate whether the effect of the stance is conditional on the deployment of 

peacekeeping troops. However, the coefficient of the interaction term in this model is not 

significant, suggesting that the correlation between the UN’s stance and the duration of civil 

conflicts may not depend on the status of military instruments. I also examined whether economic

instruments, such as sanctions and humanitarian aid, function similarly to military power in 

conditioning the effect of the UN’s stance. The statistical results provide no significant evidence 

that these two instruments alter the marginal effect of the UN’s stance on conflict duration, as 

both interaction terms are statistically insignificant. Consequently, Hypotheses 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 

are not supported, as none of the material instruments significantly condition the relationship 

between the UN’s stance and civil conflict duration. 

This finding resonates with insights from previous literature. The existing analysis 

indicates that while UN peacekeeping can influence the duration of intrastate conflicts, the 

mechanism whereby peacekeeping alters the relative power balance between the state and the 

rebels does not appear to hold in this context. If that mechanism were valid, I would expect that 

peacekeeping favoring different sides would have asymmetric effects on conflict duration and 

that the UN’s stance would be amplified when combined with multiple material levers. However, 

the regression results tell a different story. The evidence supports Howard’s (2019, p.14) 

argument that UN peacekeeping possesses limited military capacity, which constrains its ability 
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to provide credible security guarantees or to act as a combat-effective force comparable to 

national militaries. Consequently, the deployment of UN peacekeeping troops, while 

symbolically significant, may not substantially alter the balance of power within civil conflicts.

To summarize, the statistical analyses indicate that, compared with peacekeeping 

operations that favor one side, neutral peacekeeping constitutes a more effective instrument for 

the UN to reduce civil conflict and promote short-term peace. This finding remains robust across 

all model specifications, regardless of whether control variables are included. Hence, the results 

provide strong support for Hypothesis 1.1 while offering little evidence in favor of Hypothesis 

1.2. Building on the proposition that neutrality enhances peacekeeping effectiveness, this study 

further examined whether the UN’s favor toward different conflict parties, the government or the 

rebel group, yields distinct effects on conflict duration. Drawing on theories of power balance and

conflict persistence, it was expected that peacekeeping supporting rebels might shorten wars, 

whereas pro-government peacekeeping could reinforce power asymmetries and impede local 

peacebuilding. However, the empirical evidence does not support these expectations. Neither pro-

government nor pro-rebel peacekeeping contributes to shorter conflicts compared with neutral 

missions. Finally, models incorporating the UN’s material variables reveal no strong evidence 

that the relationship between the UN’s stance and conflict duration is conditional on the 

instruments the UN applies in a conflict. Overall, these findings collectively underscore that 

neutrality remains the most constructive and reliable approach for the UN in managing and 

resolving civil conflicts.

5.4 Exploratory Analysis

Beyond exploring the baseline correlation, I extended the analysis in two directions. I 

first conducted a component disaggregation analysis, breaking down the stance variable into its 

four categories, progov, proreb, antigov, and antireb, and replacing stance with them in our 

model. This would help me determine which narrative signal is the most significant in shaping 
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wartime dynamics. Secondly, I conducted several mechanism checks to identify which factor 

might be pivotal in bridging the independent and dependent variables.

Figure 13 shows the results of the disaggregation analysis. When including all four 

different political signals of the UN’s stance in a Cox Proportional Hazards Model, only the 

coefficients of progov and proreb are significant, while neither the signals of oppose the 

government nor oppose the rebel show predictive power in terms of the duration of civil conflicts.

The coefficient of progov is negative, indicating that sending a signal of favoring the state will be 

generally related to a longer duration of civil conflict. However, when the UN favors the rebel 

group, this political posture might be related to an earlier end of local violence. 

Figure 13: Component Disaggregation Analysis
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The disaggregation analysis in Model 5.1 provides a more nuanced picture. While the 

baseline results show that non-neutrality generally prolongs conflict, this effect is primarily 

driven by pro-government stances, which constitute the vast majority of UN interventions. 

Interestingly, when the UN explicitly favors the rebel group, it is associated with a higher hazard 

of conflict termination. This suggests that the UN’s influence on conflict duration may be 

asymmetric: supporting the stronger incumbent reinforces power imbalances and prolongs 

fighting, whereas supporting the weaker challenger may facilitate an earlier resolution by 

mitigating power asymmetries, even though such cases are empirically rare.

This finding may also be interpreted as evidence for Hypotheses 1.3 and 1.4, which 

predict that civil conflicts are more likely to be prolonged when the UN favors the state and more 

likely to be shortened when the UN favors the rebel organization. This finding also resonates with

the mechanism that the UN’s political signals and behaviors can influence the power distribution 

on the battlefield, which may further impact the tactics that conflict parties apply and, in turn, 

change the duration of civil conflicts. To test whether this mechanism is strong in explaining the 

changes in conflict duration, I further conducted a mechanism test, which will be illustrated in 

detail in the following introduction.

I further conducted several mechanism analyses to explore which factors might be 

influential when acting as a mediator. I firstly examined the role of the power asymmetry between

the state and the rebel group in bridging the correlation between the UN’s stance and the duration 

of civil conflicts. I employed a classical mechanism test approach containing three models as a 

complete set. The first model reveals whether the explanatory variables can predict the value of 

the mediator. The second model is a total-effect model, which regresses the dependent variable on

the core explanatory variables and control variables. The third model is an indirect-effect model 

that contains the core variables of interest, control variables, and the mediator.
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Figure 14: Mechanism Test of the Power Distribution Between the State and the Rebel Group

In the first stage, I regressed the relative power between the rebel group and state on the 

four political signals sent by the UN with four separate models. The four signal variables were all 

lagged for one year in order to attenuate the reverse causality issue. As the regression results 

indicate, only the coefficient of favor the rebel is significant. Furthermore, the coefficient of this 

variable is also positive, showing that the signals of favoring the rebel group are likely to be 

related to a relatively stronger rebel organization in the following year. I then moved forward to 

the total-effect and indirect-effect models. In the total-effect model, the coefficient of favor the 

rebel is positive and marginally significant. Furthermore, the coefficient of this variable is also 

positive and marginally significant, with a significantly positive coefficient of rebel strength. In 

this regard, the results show that though the power distribution between the state and the rebel 

might be powerful in explaining the duration of a civil conflict, it itself is not a mediator of the 

effect of the UN’s pro-rebel signals. Therefore, the mechanism by which the UN’s stance 

influences the conflict duration by influencing the power dynamics on the battlefield is not 

reliable in this research.
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Figure 15: Mechanism Test of the State Authority

I conducted the second mechanism test, exploring whether the UN’s political signals may

be related to the state’s authority within the country, in turn influencing the duration of civil 

conflicts. In the first stage, I regressed the control of the state variable on the components of the 

UN’s stance. The regression models show that only the coefficient of oppose the rebel is 

marginally significant and negative, indicating that the UN’s anti-rebel stance may be related to a 

lower level of state authority in the short term, which is consistent with the findings of previous 

research (Hartwig, 2025). However, the coefficients of the oppose the rebel variable are not 

significant in the total-effect and indirect-effect models. The coefficient of the control of the state 

also shows no power in predicting civil conflict duration. In this regard, this mechanism may not 

be stable in explaining the correlation between the UN’s stance and the duration of civil conflicts.
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Figure 16: Mechanism Test of Peacekeeping Deployment

The third mechanism focused on the potential mediating effect of UN peacekeeping 

deployment. According to my theoretical expectation, a neutral UN will be more likely to be 

accepted when it applies a strong instrument such as military deployment. Therefore, I regarded 

the resolution of sending peacekeeping troops to the battlefield as a potential mediator that may 

bridge the correlation between the UN’s stance and the duration of civil conflicts. The results 

displayed in the mediation analysis sufficiently support my perspective. I first regressed the 

peacekeeping operation variable on the absolute value of the UN’s stance and a series of control 

variables. The coefficient of the absolute stance is negative, indicating that the likelihood for the 

UN to deploy its military power on the battlefield will reduce when the UN favors one side. This 

finding is consistent with our theoretical expectation. In the total-effect model, the coefficient of 

the absolute stance is negative and significant. However, in the indirect-effect model, the 

coefficient of the core explanatory variable becomes closer to 0 and is only marginally 

significant, while the coefficient of peacekeeping deployment is positive and significant. These 

findings resonate with the previous research that when the UN holds a neutral stance, its military 

deployment might be more likely to be perceived as acceptable in the eyes of local belligerents, 

which may, in turn, contribute to an earlier end of civil conflicts.
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6. Robustness Check

To evaluate the robustness of the findings under alternative measurements and model 

specifications, a series of robustness checks was conducted. The relevant procedures are detailed 

in the following section.

In the main empirical analysis, the absolute value of the UN stance variable was 

employed to capture the intensity of the UN’s favor toward either side, regardless of direction. As

a robustness test, the squared term of the stance variable ($stance^2$) was introduced to assess 

the potential nonlinear relationship between the UN’s stance and conflict duration, specifically, 

whether neutrality differs substantively from explicitly partial interventions. According to the 

theoretical framework, when the UN favors one side, civil conflicts are expected to last longer 

than when the UN remains neutral. Thus, a nonlinear pattern may exist between the stance 

variable (ranging from -7 to +7) and conflict duration. Incorporating the squared term allows for 

testing whether the marginal effect of partiality, favoring either the state or the rebel group, 

differs systematically from neutrality in shaping the likelihood of conflict termination.

The model results indicate that the coefficient of the squared stance term is negative and 

statistically significant, suggesting a nonlinear relationship between the UN’s stance and the 

hazard of conflict termination. When the UN favors rebel groups, the likelihood that a conflict 

will end in the following year is relatively low. As the stance value approaches zero, indicating 

that the UN adopts a neutral position, the hazard of conflict termination increases. However, once

the stance value becomes positive, implying support for the state, the risk of termination again 

decreases, indicating a longer conflict duration.

This nonlinear pattern aligns with the theoretical expectation that the conflict-shortening 

effect of peacekeeping is substantially weaker when the UN favors one side than when it remains 

neutral. The relationship remains robust after the inclusion of multiple control variables, 

underscoring that neutrality represents a more viable and effective approach for UN intervention 

in civil conflicts. In summary, Hypothesis 1.1 remains robust across model specifications, while 
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Hypothesis 1.2 is rejected. The results suggest that peacekeeping operations favoring one side are 

not more effective than neutral missions in shortening the duration of civil conflicts.

In the second step, I conducted proportional hazards diagnostics for each empirical 

model. According to Box-Steffensmeier and Zorn (2001), one key assumption of the Cox 

proportional hazards model is that “the hazard ratios (i.e., the conditional relative risks across 

strata) are proportional to one another and that this proportion is maintained across time.” If this 

assumption is violated, the estimated model coefficients may be biased. In other words, the effect 

of the UN’s stance on conflict duration should remain stable across time. 

The end of the Cold War represents a critical watershed in this respect, as both the UN’s 

material capacity and its normative conception of peacekeeping changed significantly thereafter. 

To address this potential concern, I conducted proportional hazards diagnostics for each empirical

model. The tests revealed that two control variables, regime type and liberal rebels, may violate 

the proportional hazards assumption, potentially biasing the coefficient estimates. 

To correct for these violations and improve model robustness, I incorporated these three 

variables as stratification terms in the final models. This approach relaxes the proportionality 

requirement for the problematic variables while ensuring consistent estimation of the effects of 

the key explanatory variables. The results of the stratified models are presented in Figure 18, 

which shows that, after accounting for these proportionality concerns, the coefficients of the core 

explanatory variables remain consistent with previous specifications.

Specifically, Model 4.1 indicates that the absolute value of the UN’s stance continues to 

be negatively associated with conflict duration, reinforcing the argument that neutrality is a more 

effective intervention strategy than favoring one side. In Model 4.2, supporting the rebel group 

still corresponds to a lower hazard of conflict termination than supporting the state, consistent 

with earlier findings. Finally, the results show that none of the material instruments, such as 

peacekeeping troop deployment, sanctions, and aid, can significantly change the marginal effect 

of the UN’s stance on civil conflict duration, which is consistent with our previous findings.
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7. Conclusion

In most peacekeeping cases, the United Nations has shown an explicit favor toward one 

side in civil conflicts. While most previous research has tended to conceptualize the UN as a 

neutral actor (compared with other third parties), emphasizing the material characteristics of 

peacekeeping operations, such as troop deployment and resource allocation, this study instead 

examines whether the UN’s stance itself exerts an independent effect on the duration of civil 

conflicts. Building on established insights from the literature on peacekeeping and third-party 

interventions, this research develops several hypotheses to explore how the UN’s stance interacts 

with conflict dynamics, as summarized below.

The first perspective argues that the UN can promote local peace more effectively when 

acting as a neutral actor. This view aligns with both rationalist explanations and weak-state 

theories. From a rationalist standpoint, neutrality enhances the UN’s credibility in the eyes of 

belligerents, facilitating intergroup communication and reducing mutual threat perceptions. This 

process can gradually foster cross-group cooperation and diminish incentives for continued 

fighting. From a weak-state perspective, peacekeeping that favors the government may 

unintentionally undermine state capacity-building, thereby hindering the establishment of a stable

post-conflict order.

Conversely, an alternative strand of scholarship suggests that peacekeeping that is in 

favor of one side may perform better than neutral missions. This line of reasoning also draws on 

rationalist logic. External actors that clearly favor one side are perceived as more trustworthy by 

local combatants, making their mediation efforts more likely to secure cooperation and shorten 

conflict duration. Moreover, once the UN signals its stance, it may be more willing to invest 

material and political resources to support its favored side. In this sense, biased peacekeeping 

may exert a stronger influence on local conflict dynamics by aligning international intervention 

with the strategic interests of one combatant party.
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From the perspective of belligerent strategies and battlefield dynamics, a third scenario 

can also be proposed, one in which the UN’s stance exerts distinct effects depending on the side it

supports. In most intrastate conflicts, the government side tends to possess superior military 

capacity relative to the insurgents. As the power asymmetry between the belligerents widens, the 

duration of the conflict tends to increase, since weaker rebels may resort to guerrilla warfare as a 

sustainable tactic. Consequently, when the UN favors the state, it may inadvertently reinforce the 

power imbalance, thereby prolonging the conflict. In contrast, when the UN supports the rebel 

group and condemns the government, the power disparity may narrow, fostering conditions for 

negotiation and a quicker resolution of violence.

Building on this logic, the effect of the UN’s stance is expected to be amplified when 

accompanied by material instruments. Distinct policy tools, such as military deployments, 

sanctions, and humanitarian aid, can alter the balance of power on the battlefield and shape 

belligerents’ strategic incentives. Prior research suggests that these instruments differ in their 

degree of compellence: military interventions are generally the most coercive, whereas sanctions 

and humanitarian assistance are comparatively limited in their ability to influence combatants’ 

behavior.

The empirical results of this study, however, tell a different story. The analysis indicates 

that neutral peacekeeping is a more effective approach for the UN to shorten civil conflicts, 

regardless of which side the organization might otherwise favor. This finding lends support to the 

argument that neutrality enhances the UN’s credibility, allowing it to serve as a trusted platform 

for communication and coordination among warring factions. By contrast, the mechanisms 

emphasizing that partisan peacekeeping can end wars by shifting the battlefield balance or 

increasing local acceptance receive little empirical support. Across all model specifications and 

robustness checks, the evidence consistently shows that neutral peacekeeping contributes more 

effectively to conflict termination than operations displaying support for either belligerent.
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Finally, this study suggests that the effect of the UN’s stance is not conditional on any 

material instruments. While previous research has generally treated material instruments, such as 

military deployments, sanctions, and humanitarian aid, as powerful levers through which the UN 

can intervene in civil conflicts, the question of whether these instruments amplify or mitigate the 

effect of the UN’s stance has remained underexplored. However, the empirical analysis reveals 

that none of these policies meaningfully interacts with the UN’s stance in shaping conflict 

duration. 

However, this research is still flawed for several reasons. Firstly, the stance variable 

based on the text analysis of UNSC resolutions refers only to the UN’s attitudes at the narrative 

level. Whether the UN’s peacekeeping practice on the battlefield favors one side or not is not 

consistent with this organization’s original decision. However, due to the constraints of the 

available data, I was not able to explore whether the UN’s sentiment expressed in its resolutions 

can be unbiasedly converted to peacekeeping stances. Secondly, although this research develops 

potential explanations linking the UN’s stance to conflict duration, it provides a nuanced 

empirical test of these pathways. My mechanism analysis allows for the formal rejection of two 

explanations: that the UN’s influence operates by shifting the relative power balance or by 

bolstering state authority and control. The only reliable mechanism will be that the UN’s 

neutrality will be more likely to gain the joint consent for its material instruments from local 

actors, which may be helpful in shortening local conflicts. According to established theory, 

another “true” mechanism of peacekeeping effectiveness lies in the UN’s ability to facilitate 

information sharing and manage the strategic relationship between the state and rebel groups. 

While these informational and relational factors are theoretically consistent with the robust 

effectiveness of neutral peacekeeping found in my models, they remain empirically unobservable 

due to current data limitations. Consequently, while I can conclude that the UN does not shorten 

conflicts by altering material capacities, the verification of its role as an informational and 

relational mediator remains a task for future research. In this regard, future studies may combine 
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some qualitative case research to further discover the most convincing mechanism in terms of this

topic.
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Appendix A

Figure A.1: Robustness Check with a Quadratic Measurement
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Figure A.2: Robustness Check with Stratified Controls
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Appendix B

Table B.1: Regression Tables for the Selection Models

Non-Neutral Pro-Government Pro-Rebel

Conflict Intensity 0.046 0.655 -1.335

Democratic Regime 2.055** 0.369 32.337***

Liberal Rebel -1.530** -0.460 -1.585***

Cold War -1.734 -1.347 22.061***

Rebel Strength 0.958 -0.128 1.041

Eastern Affinity -1.147** -0.093 -3.190

Western Affinity -1.184* -0.842 3.161

Num.Obs. 352 73 52

Table B.2: Regression Tables for Primary Models

Model 1.1 Model 1.2 Model 1.3 Model 1.4 Model 1.5

|Stance| -0.486*** -0.893** -0.718*** -0.496**

Favor the State -0.883**

Favor the Rebel -1.271**

Any Action 0.697*** 0.761*** 0.510 0.699** 0.485

Peacekeeping 0.401

Sanction 0.216

Aid 0.599

|Stance| × 
Peacekeeping

0.722*

|Stance| × 
Sanction

0.348

|Stance| × Aid 0.048

Num.Obs. 580 580 580 580 580
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Table B.3: Regression Models with Control Variables

Model 
2.1

Model 
2.2

Model 
2.3

Model 
2.4

Model 
2.5

|Stance| -0.359* -1.195 -
0.684***

-0.217

Favor the State -0.775

Favor the Rebel -0.944

Any Action 0.726* 0.804** 0.468 0.820** 0.410

Peacekeeping 0.676

Sanction -0.091

Aid 0.794*

|Stance| × 
Peacekeeping

1.079

|Stance| × Sanction 0.528

|Stance| × Aid -0.335

P5 Ally 0.134 0.035 0.234 0.006 0.083

Western Affinity -0.038 -0.023 -0.118 -0.051 -0.029

Eastern Affinity -0.544** -0.541** -0.544* -0.538** -0.530**

Cold War -0.348 -0.299 -0.264 -0.285 -0.297

Rebel Strength 0.610* 0.620* 0.383 0.637* 0.597*

Liberal Rebel -0.434 -0.393 -0.572 -0.388 -0.472

Democratic Regime -0.424 -0.368 -0.585 -0.407 -0.456

Conflict Intensity -
1.481***

-
1.514***

-
1.279***

-
1.472***

-
1.507***

Num.Obs. 454 454 454 454 454
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