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With civil war recurrence, interpreted as peacebuilding failure, at an all-time high, 

research that explores factors related to the effectiveness of peacebuilding has become 

critical. An emerging field of inquiry asks whether the timing, sequencing, or synergistic 

effects of peacebuilding processes may play a role in civil war recurrence. Peacebuilding 

is often evaluated in terms of whether a critical event or ‘benchmark’ is achieved, but 

quantitative analysis of relationship of the timing and sequencing of such events to 

peacebuilding success has only recently begun. Prior research has explored the timing, 

sequencing, and synergistic effects of a few specific peacebuilding benchmarks, but no 

comprehensive analysis has been conducted of the larger set of events that can be 

considered to be peacebuilding’s repertoire. This research makes two primary 

contributions to the knowledge of peacebuilding processes. It is the first quantitative 

research that examines temporal relationships among many rather than a few 
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peacebuilding benchmarks. Representing the first phase of a comprehensive look at the 

timing, sequencing and synergy of peacebuilding processes, this research limited its 

scope to temporal relationships among political and security-related events. Further 

development of the project will incorporate processes of economic change. Second, the 

dataset created for the research, the Peacebuilding Events Time Series dataset, may be 

valuable resource for future quantitative exploration of peacebuilding processes. General 

findings suggest that while many peacebuilding benchmarks (comprehensive peace 

agreements, amnesties, new constitutions, DDR) do have an effect on peacebuilding 

success, the timing and sequencing of such events do not have an effect on peacebuilding 

success. Other results suggest that the time from the cessation of violent to the first 

peacetime election does not play a role in civil war recurrence. This contradicts other 

findings in the literature, but appears to be a result of the use of different datasets and 

operational criteria. Constitutional amendments, passed at any time in the peacetime 

period have a surprising positive relationship with peacebuilding success, suggesting that 

gradual changes to political structures may be more effective than the “fresh starts” of 

new constitutions. 
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Introduction 

In the last twenty years, the number of new civil wars has been at the lowest 

levels ever, while civil war recurrence is at an all-time high (Hewitt et al. 2012). Since 

the 1990s, the field of peacebuilding—activities that seek to address the root causes and a 

civil war and prevent its recurrence, has expanded rapidly in theory, practice, and 

research. With civil war recurrence, interpreted as peacebuilding failure, as a significant 

problem, research that explores factors related to the effectiveness of peacebuilding has 

become critical. An emerging field of inquiry asks whether the timing, sequencing, or 

synergistic effects of peacebuilding processes may play a role in civil war recurrence. 

Writing of UN peacebuilding, Sambanis in 2010 writes that “a related and even 

more difficult question is how different interventions should be sequenced: does security 

come first and everything else second? Does the economy come first? Or should all 

reforms be tried simultaneously? Although opinions on sequencing in the policy literature 

abound, there is to date no useful guide to answer these questions if we look for strong 

empirical evidence in support of a specific sequencing plan” (2010, 156). Sambanis 

suggests that several “rules of thumb” do exist, although they are generalizations from a 

single or a few cases; further, he argues, the generalizations can be problematic 

depending on context (2010).  
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Recent quantitative research has explored the timing, sequencing, and synergistic 

effects of a few specific peacebuilding benchmarks, but no comprehensive analysis has 

been conducted to date of the larger set of events that can be considered to be 

peacebuilding’s repertoire. When investigating new fields of inquiry, dealing with ‘fresh 

data’ or looking at known data in a new way, exploratory research that looks for general 

trends and identifies areas for further research is often indicated (Coppedge 2012; 

Gerring 2001).Taking a largely atheoretical approach, this research offers a broad, 

exploratory analysis of ‘critical events’ or benchmarks commonly cited in the 

peacebuilding literature. This research makes two primary contributions to the knowledge 

of peacebuilding processes. It is the first comprehensive, quantitative research that 

examines temporal relationships among many rather than a few peacebuilding 

benchmarks. It also offers a comprehensive time series dataset of peacebuilding events 

covering 114 countries from 1945-2010. Jarstad (2008) notes that the field is lacking a 

database that ‘captures’ peacebuilding processes: the dataset developed for this research 

addresses this gap. 

In chapter 1, current knowledge of civil war, civil war recurrence, and 

peacebuilding is reviewed. Chapter 2 examines what we know and what we don’t know 

about timing, sequencing and synergy in peacebuilding processes. Having laid out these 

gaps in our knowledge of peacebuilding processes in chapter 2, chapter 3 develops an 

approach to research that seeks to answer some of the questions raised in chapter 2. 

Including both inductive and deductive approaches to the acquisition of knowledge, the 

research uses time series analysis of countries that have experienced civil war, examining 



3 
 

events and finite processes to look for patterns in timing, sequencing and synergy that 

help explain why some civil wars recur and some stay ended. The choice of methodology 

is discussed, as well as its advantages, disadvantages, and potential issues. Chapter 4 

describes the process of data collection and dataset creation, as well as describing the 

overall approach to statistical methodology 

Chapter 5 describes the research process and statistical analysis, providing details 

on how research questions were answered and explored. Specific statistical tests, 

significant as well as insignificant results, and the paths by which research progressed are 

discussed. Issues and challenges that arose during the research process are noted. Results 

of the research are then summarized and reviewed. In chapter 6, I take what the insights 

gained from research and place them in a broader context. Implications of the research 

for theory and further research are explored, as are weaknesses and strengths of the 

research and its conclusions.  

Results of the research suggest that while many peacebuilding benchmarks 

(comprehensive peace agreements, amnesties, new constitutions, DDR) do have an effect 

on peacebuilding success, the timing and sequencing of such events do not have an effect 

on peacebuilding success. Other results suggest that the time from the cessation of violent 

to the first peacetime election does not play a role in civil war recurrence. This 

contradicts other findings in the literature, but appears to be a result of the use of different 

datasets and operational criteria. This research uses the UCDP dataset of armed conflict, 

focusing on civil wars with a minimum of 1000 battle deaths over the duration of the 

conflict and includes contiguous years with 25-999 battle deaths. Other research 



4 
 

(Brancati and Snyder 2009) uses the COW criteria of 1000 battle deaths in a single year 

as the criteria for civil war; moreover, they consider civil wars a dyadic levels rather than 

state-wide levels, hence the ‘first elections’ explored in their research also include 

elections that took place while major violence was still taking place in the country. Flores 

and Nooruddin (2012) use the UCDP armed conflict dataset but exclude elections that 

took place after GDP per capita returned to pre-conflict levels. As such, the conclusions 

concerning elections are the first that examine elections taking place in a context of low 

levels of violence. Constitutional amendments, passed at any time in the peacetime period 

have a surprising positive relationship with peacebuilding success, suggesting that 

gradual changes to political structures may be more effective than the “fresh starts” of 

new constitutions.  
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CHAPTER 1: HOW TO BUILD WAR AND PEACE 

 

Introduction 
Unless one takes a wholly deterministic view of the world (whether guided by 

religious dogma or social theory), war and peace are human constructs—the result of 

choices made by individuals and groups to resolve conflicts by violent or nonviolent 

means. Given a choice, most individuals would choose peace over war, yet many choose 

war. What are the factors, forces and contexts that lead individuals to take up arms? More 

specifically, for this research, in which situations are individuals more likely to take up 

arms against their governments and fellow citizens? The first section of this chapter 

explores factors that play a role in the onset of civil war, using a new analytical 

framework that can be used for the analysis of both war and peace. 

Peacebuilding evolved as a means of setting up the structures and conditions that 

foster sustained peace. Reconstruction of social, political and physical structures has 

always taken place after war, but in the last part of the twentieth century, focused 

activities and academic attention grew on purposive peacebuilding—activities aimed at 

preventing the recurrence of war and providing the foundations for a lasting peace. 

Yet, many civil wars recur, which is the problem this research seeks to address. 

As the depth and breadth of peacebuilding activities have increased, one of the factors in 

civil war recurrence has been attributed to failures in peacebuilding processes. Critical 
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reviews of peacebuilding have suggested ways to improve practice by highlighting 

challenges and developing knowledge of what does and does not work. Attention has 

been drawn to issues of security, situations in which peacebuilding can actually hinder 

prospects for peace, tensions between Western and local viewpoints and institutions, and 

the problems of coordination and planning. The second section of this chapter examines 

peacebuilding and its challenges, providing a background to discussion in chapter 2 on 

how increasing knowledge of timing, sequencing and synergy in peacebuilding processes 

may be able to improve peacebuilding planning and, ideally, peacebuilding success. 

Civil War 
In Revolutionary Change, Johnson defines civil war broadly as “the purposive 

implementation of a strategy of violence in order to effect a change to social structure” 

(1966, 57). Gurr points out that at its most basic level, civil war is considered to be a type 

of political violence: “collective attacks within a political community against the political 

regime, its actors—including competing political groups as well as incumbents—or its 

policies” (1970, 4). How is civil war different from other types of political violence? Gurr 

suggests that the violence be organized and have widespread participation by the people 

of the state, distinguishing civil war from spontaneous uprisings and military coups. 

Licklider (1993, 9) adds that the violence must be among “geographically contiguous 

people,” thereby distinguishing civil war from colonial wars of independence, in which 

the contested political structure was found in a non-contiguous territory over which the 

colonial power had control.  
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Civil war can be defined as a conflict between a group within a contiguous state 

and the government of that state, in which each seeks to advance their interests through 

the use of major organized violence. Five elements form the core of the idea of civil war: 

conflict, group (or, often, groups), the state, government, and violence. The state is a 

structure by which a group of people is governed—a particular form of human 

organization, with the common criteria that the international community recognize it as a 

sovereign territory. Government can be viewed as the leadership or policies of a state at a 

particular moment in time. A group indicates that a subset of people within the state is 

taking collective action (usually directed by individuals—an important distinction) 

towards some end. Conflict indicates that the group has identified interests that are at 

odds with the government or its policies. Violence, in its definitional sense when applied 

to civil war, is intentional physical harm or death inflicted on human beings by other 

human beings. Further, civil war is two-way violence. One-way violence inflicted by the 

state on citizens is commonly considered to be repression; one-way violence inflicted by 

citizens on the state is more properly violent protest or terrorism. Instances of one-way 

violence often play a role in the lead-up to civil war, but for this study I will be focusing 

on the two-way exchange of organized violence between citizens and the state that is at 

the core of civil war.  

The state has a structure, a purpose (or, more precisely, purposes) within the 

bounds of a defined collectivity: rebels in a civil war may have issues with any or all of 

these. In the literature on civil war, “the state” and “the government” are sometimes often 

interchangeably, but an important distinction should be made between the two terms. The 
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state can be viewed as the formal codified structure for the governance of the state. 

Government, however, constitutes the particular people, policies and actions that exist at 

a particular moment—the instantiation of the state, if you will. Governance (from the 

Greek kybernan, “to steer”) indicates the direction of the activities and policies of the 

state, instituted and directed by particular people at a particular moment in time. In 

summary, what rebels rebel against is a particular manifestation of the state—its structure 

and/or its governance. Sometimes the goals of rebel groups may be simply to depose the 

people in power while leaving the structural organization of the state basically 

unchanged; at other times rebels may depose the people in power with the intention of 

changing the structure and purpose of the state. 

While the government, on the one hand, represents the particular instantiation of 

the state at a certain period of time, this should not be taken to mean that it changes from 

one moment to the next. Government originates from the structure of the state and yet 

also has its own structure—and structuration. Governments—by which I mean 

individuals, policies and non-formalized power structures—can also persist across time 

and space, which can make change difficult when the formal structures are of the state, 

are changed while the structuration or cultural patterns of the old system persist. Even 

after changing leadership, state structure or purpose (if the rebels win), previous 

structures (values, norms, practices) may persist over time, which may be one reason for 

recurring civil wars.  

Modern theories of civil war include those that arise from theories of conflict 

generally, of violent conflict in particular, and finally, of violent conflict internal to and 
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directed towards the state. They range from micro to macro levels of analysis—from 

theories of motivations of individuals, to the structures of the state and international 

system. As Eckstein (1964) notes in his introduction to Internal War, one of the 

important parts of doing “pre-theory” work when examining a new phenomena is 

categorization, in which the subject is delineated and classified according to elements of 

commonality and difference. Early work on civil wars distinguished between those that 

use conventional versus guerilla warfare (Thornton 1964); later civil wars were divided 

into ethnic (and then, more broadly defined, identity) wars versus ideological wars 

(Holsti 1996). Since the 1960s, research and thinking about civil war has generally 

progressed from typologies to dynamics, causes, prevalence, duration, interventions, and 

to how civil wars end. In the last twenty years, increased attention has been devoted to 

civil war recurrence, or the conditions under which civil wars end and stay ended, which 

is the main subject of this research. As with the increased study of any phenomena, as 

scholarly attention intensifies and deepens, theories are refined, alternate theories 

developed, quantitative and qualitative research flourish, and new avenues of research are 

discovered.  

The Structure-Population-Leadership Framework 
Making sense of scholarship in civil war and peacebuilding can be a challenge 

due to its breadth and scope, as it draws from different academic disciplines and schools 

of thought, often utilizing very different research methodologies. To this end, I offer a 

framework for looking at society that can be used in both civil war and peacebuilding 

analyses, the Structure-Population-Leadership framework (SPL). This framework (see 
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table 1) views society at three different levels—Structure, Population, and Leadership, 

including observable and unobservable elements of each. This section will discuss the 

SPL framework generally; in the sections that follow the framework will be applied to 

give an overview of contemporary scholarship on causes of civil war, and then 

peacebuilding activities.  

 

Table 1. The Structure-Population-Leadership Framework 
 Unobservable Observable 
Structure 
 
 

Worldviews 
Culture 
Norms 
Mental models that support 
institutions 
 

Constitutions and laws 
Physical geography 
Economic structure 
Regional, International & 
Supranational structures 

Population 
 

Individual psychology 
Individual motivation  
Group qua group psychology 
Self-constructed identities 

Demographics  
History 
Individual histories and 
narratives 
 

Leadership 
 

Psychology and motivation of 
leaders 
Leadership style 
Organizational culture 

Interactions between 
leaders (talks, meetings, 
negotiations, settlements) 
Case studies and personal 
accounts of specific 
leaders 
 

 
 

The first level of the SPL framework, Structure, encompasses economic and 

political structures, geographic and environmental contexts, as well as elements of culture 

such as worldviews, norms, values and beliefs. The Population category includes theories 

and research that focus on demographics as well as psychological or social theories that 

apply at the level of the individual. The Leadership level includes consideration of the 
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behavior and motivations of leaders involved in the dynamics of war and peace. Each 

level of the SPL framework incorporates observable and unobservable elements, i.e., 

empirical reality and the theories used to understand and explain it, including culture. 

Categorizing current theory and research on civil war and peacebuilding using the SPL 

framework can of course be seen as drawing artificial boundaries. As with any conceptual 

model, there will always be examples that do not quite fit in any one category, or fit 

equally as well in one or more of the categories.  

In the SPL framework, structure is very broadly defined as systemic influences on 

behavior (constraining and enabling) that persist over time. Their existence over time and 

space is generally beyond the control of any one individual. The Structure category 

includes, at the observable level, political, legal, social, and economic structures, whether 

at the substate level of groups or clans, state level interstate structures, or global 

structures. It also includes the physical environment in that it also persists over time and 

plays a role in constraining and enabling behavior. Unobservable aspects at the Structure 

level include the common components of culture, such as worldviews, values, norms, 

including the ‘mental models’ that support and reproduce institutions and other 

observable structures.  

The Population category, admittedly, somewhat awkwardly encompasses both 

group characteristics or demographics and individual and group psychology. At the 

observable level, the Population category includes analysis of demographic information 

such as age, education, ethnicity, national origin, or religion. Scholarship at the 

unobservable level of Population includes theories from psychology, social psychology 
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and sociology. It includes analysis and observation of empirical and constructed group 

identities, which allows for analysis of the general characteristics of a society as well as 

self-defined collectivities. The Population category also includes consideration of 

history—accounts of entire collectivities —within which can be found changes to 

demography, constructed identities, as well as theorized changes to individual and group 

psychology. The key concept is that whether considering the observable (demographics) 

or the unobservable (social or psychological theories), the Population category applies to 

relatively ‘anonymized’ individuals.  

Leadership is included has its own level of analysis because it is an important 

component of conflict dynamics, for several reasons. The agentic power (and motivations 

and influences upon it) of leaders remains vitally important to analysis, intervention, and 

policy. Azar (1990) notes that leaders have the ability to direct their groups towards war 

or peace, though their ability is necessarily constrained due to group dynamics and the 

structures in which they exist. The ‘observable’ level of analysis in the leadership 

category includes quantitative studies on leader-directed group decisions (negotiations, 

peace settlements) as well as case studies of and personal accounts by individual leaders. 

At the unobservable level, relevant theories applicable to the leadership category include 

those from political psychology and from social psychology, but also theories of 

organizational culture and management styles —topics that I believe are under-

appreciated (or at least currently out of favor) in the processes of war and peace.1 The 

                                                
1 Lewis (1939) pioneered the analysis of leadership styles, promoting democratic 

styles as the ideal, but more recent explorations of organizational culture and leadership 
styles (Schein 1997) offer additional, perhaps less ethnocentric insights. Theories and 
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study of elites also falls under the leadership category, as elites (whether elite due to 

social, political or economic standing) also have power and influence and hence agentic 

power.  

In the pyramidal SPL model (see figure 1), structure is placed at the bottom, as 

everyone is born into pre-existing structures—political and economic as well as cultural. 

Structural elements are also among the slowest to change. Population is in the middle, as 

demographic, identity, individual psychology, even history may be intertwined with or 

independent of (to some degree) structural elements. At the top of the pyramid is 

Leadership, as leaders arise from particular populations, and yet are also products of their 

geographic and cultural structures. At the same time, leaders can be agents of change, 

able to effect significant downward changes in population elements (education or health, 

for example) as well as structural elements (political or economic structures, even 

cultural structures to some degree). As discussed and as reflected in figure 1, the SPL 

model has two layers—an observable or empirical layer, and a more unobservable layer 

that indicates cultural influences or theorized influences. 

 

                                                                                                                                            
research applicable at this level include those based on Western cultures generally (Judge 
et al. 2002), but should also, quite importantly, include insights from cross-cultural social 
and organizational psychology (Bond and Smith 1996), and studies of leadership 
practices in specific cultures (Ergeneli, Gohar, and Temirbekova 2007; Safi 1995). 
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Figure 1. The Structure-Population-Leadership framework 

 

In summary, the SPL model may be seen as akin to micro, meso and macro levels 

of analysis, but this is oversimplifying and reifying each level of analysis. In reality, each 

influences the other—individual behavior and psychology is mediated by culture, as are 

strategies and leadership styles. Structure can constrain or enable certain types of 

leadership styles and decisions. Specific demographic groups may support specific 

leaders—and those groups may change over time. The SPL framework also 

acknowledges the unobservable influences of psychology and culture. It acknowledges 

elements that are slow or difficult to change, such as demographics and structure, while 

acknowledging the agentic power of individuals as leaders. The leadership category 

allows for analysis of regional and international leaders (formal or informal) that are 
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involved in processes of war and peace, in addition to the ‘usual suspects’ of government 

and rebel leaders.  

The SPL framework is similar to Azar’s (1990) preconditions for protracted social 

conflict and as such may be considered an extension of it (though it was not developed as 

such). Azar’s ‘communal content’ and ‘needs’ correspond to the demographic and 

psychological components of the Population category. The agentic analysis afforded in 

the Leadership category can be said to include two elements of Azar’s ‘process 

dynamics’, namely the actions and strategies of communal groups and the state. 

‘Governance’ and ‘international linkages’ are considered in the Structure category. 

Azar’s third element of process dynamics, ‘mechanisms of conflict’, meaning observable 

processes, may be seen within all three categories—Population, Leadership, and 

Structure. 

Causes of Civil War 
The SPL framework can be applied to the analysis of civil war—consideration of 

the demographics of the population, its history (and any attendant psychological effects 

theorized to extend to significant portions of the population), the behavior of leaders and 

well as socioeconomic and cultural structures that serve as conflict drivers.  

Structural influences on civil war include systemic influences on behavior that 

persist over time. Rubenstein notes that “structural conflict is the product of a patterned 

relationship that fails to satisfy the basic needs or secure the vital interests of one or both 

parties”(1999, 174). These include observable elements such as economic and political 
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structures, as well as the environment. Unobservable influences on civil war onset consist 

primarily of cultural influences such as worldviews, beliefs and norms of behavior. 

Geography and environment are perhaps the most observable influences on civil 

war. The simple presence of a nearby state that is unstable or undergoing a civil war is a 

high predictor of civil war within that state itself (Sambanis 2001; Salehyan and 

Gleditsch 2006). Countries with mountainous terrain have been found to be more likely 

to have a civil war. This has been theorized to be due to mountainous areas being easier 

to withdraw to and defend. Environmental resources have also been found to play roles in 

civil war (Le Billon 2001). Countries that depend on or have an abundance of primary 

commodities such as diamonds (Lujala, Gleditsch, and Gilmore 2005) or oil (De Soysa 

and Neumayer 2007) have been found to be at increased risk of civil war. Homer-Dixon 

(1999) brought scarce resources back into the picture suggesting that scarcity of 

renewable resources such as water, arable land, and forest should be considered as 

significant causal factors in conflict. Lee (2010) and others (Hendrix and Glaser 2007; 

Hendrix and Salehyan 2012) suggests that climate change has influenced conflicts in the 

past and will continue to do so in the future (perhaps even more so) in terms of increased 

competition for scarce resources and expansion of dry areas as the climate changes.  

Political structures have also been found to play a causal role in civil war. 

Following the idea that human beings naturally want to be free and equal would suggest 

that oppressive regimes would be most prone to civil war. However, analysts have found 

that it is not particularly oppressive regimes (autocracies) but rather partial or emerging 

democracies that are more susceptible to civil war (Hegre et al. 2001; Mansfield and 
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Snyder 2005; Goldstone et al. 2010). This may be due to the ability of autocratic states to 

govern through fear and physical control and/or the instability or weakness of political 

institutions found in emerging democracies. 

Cultural influences, as structures that govern acceptable and expected behavior 

that persist over time, are theorized to play a significant role in the causes of war. They 

can derive from worldviews, values and norms in which violence is an acceptable means 

of the resolution of disputes and conflicts. In some societies the cultural support for 

violence may be more deeply ingrained, supported by systemic webs of social, political 

and economic structures. Confortini writes, “violence is aided, sustained, and reproduced 

through institutions, practices, and discourses” (2006, 357). Volkan suggests that 

histories of conflict and animosity can lead to deep-seated mistrust and hatred, 

embedding itself in the cultural consciousness of an identity group. A society without a 

general history of violence may develop a culture of violence (especially as exchanged 

with ‘the other’) during the course of a prolonged civil war. Straddling both observable 

and unobservable structural sources of conflict is the concept of cultural violence, in 

which a group’s identity and/or cultural practices are suppressed or marginalized by the 

state or dominant groups. This may take the form of institutionalized bans on the use of 

ethnic languages in education or the public sphere, but also in the form of cultural 

hegemony.  

In analyzing causes of civil war, the Population category includes demographic 

data, individual psychology and motivation as well as history. Many quantitative studies 

of causal influences on civil war consider demographic data in their analyses. Foremost 
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among any of the demographic variables found to have an influence on civil war start up 

conditions is the level of poverty. As Sambanis notes, “civil war is a problem of the poor” 

(2002, 216). Whether measured as income per capita (Collier and Hoeffler 2000; Fearon 

and Laitin 2003) or its common proxy, infant mortality (Esty et al. 1998; Goldstone et al. 

2010), poverty has been found to be a significant predictor of civil war (Pinstrup-

Andersen and Shimokawa 2008; Taydas and Peksen 2012). Humphreys and Weinstein 

(2008), using participant survey methodology, found that poverty and low education level 

were strong motivators for rebels to join the RUF and CDF in the civil war in Sierra 

Leone—supporting the idea that access to resources are mobilizing factors (individuals 

were often paid to join groups). 

Demographic analysis at the Population level also considers population trends and 

movements including refugee flows. There is the ‘population bulge’ theory of civil war, 

which suggests that large numbers of unemployed young males, having more time than 

responsibilities, combined with the natural tendencies of youth to challenge authority and 

be open to ideas, increase the likelihood of political violence (Esty et al. 1998; Urdal 

2002). Salehyan and Gleditsch found that the presence of refugees from nearby countries 

increases the likelihood of violence (2006). Education, or rather lack of it, has also been 

found to play a role in civil war (Collier and Hoeffler 2000; Thyne 2006). Civil war has 

been found to be more common in states with large populations (Fearon and Laitin 2003; 

Collier and Hoeffler 2004). 

Some modern scholars, noting the prevalence of ethnic conflict in contemporary 

civil wars, have suggested that countries with high ethnic divisions are more susceptible 
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to civil war. Research has been conducted on the relationship between the ethnic, 

linguistic and religious diversity of a population and civil war, although there is relatively 

little consensus on the effects of diversity when not combined with other variables; as 

such it may have only an indirect effect on civil war onset (Blimes 2006). Sambanis 

(2001) found ethnic heterogeneity to be a factor in ethnic wars but not in revolutionary 

wars. Fearon and Laitin (2003) found (after controlling for income, as poverty was 

already determined to play a role in civil war) that countries with more ethnic or religious 

diversity were no more likely to fall into civil war than more homogenous countries. 

Dixon (2009) suggests that these mixed results may be due to collapsing two types of 

diversity (religious and ethnic) into one, noting that none of the ethnic-only variables are 

positively associated with civil war. Dixon suggests, as do Hegre and Sambanis (2006), 

that clarity is needed when talking about diversity—clarity on what is being examined 

(racial divisions, ethnic versus linguistic differences or religious heterogeneity) and why. 

Reynal-Querol (2002) for example, finds religious differences to be more important than 

linguistic differences, although a “consociational” democracy (incorporating the element 

of Structure) helps with this effect. These variables represent the major consensus of 

quantitative studies of civil war that focus on demographic variables; however 

‘consensus’ here does not mean 100% agreement. Many of these factors are contested 

(particularly ethnic heterogeneity and population bulge), and results will often vary based 

on which dataset and statistical methodology used by the authors.2 

                                                
2 See Sambanis (2002) and Dixon (2009) for overviews of the quantitative 

literature and the variety of its findings, as well as the excellent critical article “The Perils 
of Policy by P-Value: Predicting Civil War” by Ward et. al. (2010) 
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At the unobservable level, psychological and social psychological theories 

considered to be at work in civil war include the role of in-group/out-group distinctions 

and perceptions, enemy images, dehumanization and humiliation. Tajfel discusses the 

roles that ethnocentrism, social categorization, and perceptions of ‘difference’ play in 

intergroup conflict (1982). Kelman (2009) and others (Bar-Tal 1998) discuss the 

cognitive and psychological processes involved in interactions with other groups, the 

propensity in conflict to see one own’s group as ‘good’ and other group as ‘bad’ that can 

cement prejudices and often turn the other group into an undifferentiated ‘Other.” Enemy 

images, either already present in the history of group relations, or generated in current 

conflict processes, can impede communication, hinder resolution, and enable 

dehumanization which makes killing more psychically tolerable (Rieber 1991). Volkan, 

combining group psychology with identity and history, proposed that, especially in 

protracted conflicts, a group can adopt a “chosen trauma” from its history that then 

becomes part of its identity, which makes the conflict even more difficult to resolve 

(1997).  

Doob and Dollard’s frustration-aggression hypothesis (1939) suggests that when 

human beings’ goals are sufficiently impeded or frustrated, they may resort to violence. 

Gurr’s theory of relative deprivation (1970), while incorporating elements from the 

Structure category, such as wealth or social status, suggests that changes in these 

elements (particularly pertaining to inequality) may heighten the perception of 

deprivation, which then can play a factor in violent conflict. Finally, Basic Human Needs 

theory (see Burton’s 1990 edited volume) suggests that ontological human needs such as 
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security, meaning, identity, justice, and recognition play roles in conflict. If these needs 

are not satisfied, violent conflict is more likely to occur. 

The Leadership category includes theories and research concerning the agentic 

actors in a civil war—leaders of rebel groups and governments as well as other 

stakeholders and intervening organizations. Azar (1990) notes the emergence and nature 

of leadership as one of the preconditions for protracted social conflicts. Leaders mobilize, 

motivate and inspire, provide public ‘positioning’ statements, and make decisions on 

military tactics.  

The greed versus grievance debate has received an enormous amount of attention 

in civil war scholarship over the last decade. I will not review the history of the debate in 

the literature here, but do mention it because it speaks directly to individual motivations 

in civil war processes.3 This topic concerns whether motives in civil war can be 

differentiated as arising from private rewards, often a race for (frequently ‘lootable’) 

resources, versus ‘noble’ group interests or legitimate grievances.  

The role of honor and its antithesis, humiliation, should also be considered as they 

influence the motivation and behavior of agentic behavior in civil war. Concepts of honor 

and dignity may be ‘uncomfortable’ for Western social scientists, as Berdal (2003) notes, 

although honor was seen by Aristotle as a potential factor in leaders leading a polity to 

civil war. Basic Human Needs theory also gives weight to the roles of recognition and 

communal esteem play in conflict. Among the individuals qua individuals (rebels, not 
                                                

3 Among the most prominent studies are those of Berdal & Malone (2000), Collier 
& Hoeffler (2000; 2004), Ballentine & Sherman (2003), Walter (2004), Regan & Norton 
(2005), Bodea & Elbadawi (2007), Hoeffler (2011), and Zartman (2011). See also case 
studies of Pakistan (Aslam 2011) and Sri Lanka (Korf 2006). 
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their leaders), the ‘greed’ theory of civil war has been questioned, as large portions of 

populations in war-prone states are poor: However, given that political leaders and elites 

are (usually) wealthy, the ‘greed’ theory of civil war is more easily applied to motivation 

at the leadership level, particularly with respect to elites in countries with primary or 

easily capturable resources. 

As reviewed using the SPL framework, many factors come into play in generating 

the ‘perfect storm’ that leads to civil war, some observable, some theoretical or less 

observable. Observable elements suggested (and sometimes disputed) to play a role in 

civil war included demographic factors such as overall poverty levels in a country, 

refugees from nearby countries, overall population size, and a relatively high percentage 

of often unemployed males, all complicated and given more weight when compounded 

with ethnic or religious heterogeneity. Observed, structural influences on civil war 

include environmental, political and socioeconomic variables that tend not to change year 

by year. These include environmental factors such as mountainous regions, economic 

dependence on natural resources such as diamonds or oil, and climate change. Other 

observed structures include emerging democracies and group level inequalities in income 

and political access.  

Unobservable factors derived from social science theories may also play roles in 

the onset of major political violence. These include psychological factors such as 

negative in-group/out-group distinctions, enemy images, dehumanization, and 

perceptions of deprivation when compared to others. Basic human needs theory suggests 

that the thwarting of the satisfaction of basic human needs such as identity, welfare, 
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freedom and meaning they play a primary role in social and political violence cultural 

support for the use of violence as a social practice and as an acceptable means of conflict 

resolution also exerts a significant influence.  

Whether qualitative or quantitatively derived, there are a multitude of causal 

factors of civil war. Each are important to consider, research and analyze in their own 

right, but all should be considered together (people, leadership and structure, at 

observable and unobservable levels) for more comprehensive and holistic analysis. This 

section has discussed, broadly, the development of the study of civil war, classification of 

civil wars by certain attributes, and the causes of civil war onset found in theory and 

research using Structure-Population-Leadership framework.  

The Problem of Recurrence 
As research on civil war progressed, attention began to extend their gaze from 

how civil wars start to how civil wars restart. Sarkees (2000) observes that over half of 

all civil wars that took place between 1944 and 1997 were followed by another civil war. 

My research, using the UCDP dataset covering wars between 1945 and 2010, suggests 

that two thirds of the 114 civil wars during this time period were recurrences. Early 

research on civil war recurrence focused on determining whether the ‘known’ causes of 

civil war apply equally to a second civil war, or how the civil war ‘ended’ (settlement, 

victory, etc.). In many quantitative studies, a second civil war in the same country (after a 

certain predetermined period of time) is treated as another independent occurrence of 

civil war—as if it were in a new country altogether and involves a completely different 

set of circumstances. However, what these studies may be overlooking is that it is the 
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same collectivity, the same culture and (often) the same set of structures and institutions 

that are present in the second civil war. Frequently, the same politicians or political 

factions are back in the game as well. While acknowledging the changeability of events 

and contexts internal and external to the state, the historicity of the state provides one 

reason to use it as a unit of analysis, and especially in this research, to see any subsequent 

civil war as a ‘failure’ of the peace that followed the first civil war.  

Causal factors on civil war are many—forces arising from the culture, psychology 

and behavior of groups and leaders, to social, economic and geographic structures of the 

state and beyond. We know that structures—visible and invisible tend to perpetuate 

themselves and resist change: As Archer (1995) points out, social processes and change 

may lead to ‘emergent’ structures that then themselves tend to persist across time and 

space—witness war economies, black markets, and cultures of violence. Yet sometimes 

countries do seem to escape civil war, which brings our focus to factors relating to civil 

war recurrence.  

Most research has been conducted on factors that influence peacebuilding success 

or failure in a negative peace framework, that is, failure is the restart of civil war; 

sometimes including consideration of a sustained peace that includes plus some modicum 

of democracy (Doyle and Sambanis 2000). Research that focuses on factors associated 

with the recurrence of civil war include consideration of start-up conditions for the 

previous war (poverty, education, etc.), how the previous war ended, and peacebuilding 

activities and achievements that took place afterwards. Recurrence has been found to be 

less likely in established democracies and autocracies; in “emerging” or “partial” 
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democracies civil war is more likely to recur (Hegre et al. 2001; Mansfield and Snyder 

2005). Other research suggests that wars that end in victory rather than a settlement are 

more likely to recur (Licklider 1995; Walter 1997; Hoddie and Hartzell 2003). Focusing 

further on terminations of civil war, Quinn et al. (2007) suggest that civil wars that end 

with rebel victories rather than government victories or even settlements are less likely to 

recur. Doyle and Sambanis (2000; 2006) find that high levels of local hostility and low 

levels of local capacity (measured pre-war or at the time of its conclusion) increase the 

chance of recurrence. Deaths and the placements from the previous war, the number of 

hostile factions, and ethnic war, and victories rather than settlements were considered to 

be indicators of higher levels of hostility. Local capacity was measured with the typical 

economic indicators of per capita GDP, energy consumption, and natural resource 

dependence, measured at the start of the war and its conclusion. 

Studies that focus on recurrence increasingly consider what takes place after a 

civil war ends, moving into the arena of evaluating the success of peacebuilding 

activities. Adding peacekeeping operations to their study of hostility and local capacity, 

Doyle and Sambanis (2000) found that peacekeeping reduces the likelihood of civil war 

recurrence—that is, peacekeeping increases the chances of peacebuilding success. 

Fortna’s (2008) well researched book also support this conclusion. Quinn et al. (2007) 

suggest that civil wars that end with peace agreements supported by peacekeeping 

operations are less likely to recur than those with peace agreements only. Post-war 

development indicators, such as GDP per capita or infant mortality, are also considered to 

reduce the rate of recurrence (Quinn, Mason, and Gurses 2007). Collier et al. (2003) 
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discuss the idea of a ‘conflict trap,’ in which the economies of poor countries (already at 

risk for a civil war) are further weakened during civil processes. When combined with an 

economy that depends on natural resources, poor, resource-dependent countries that 

experience civil war find it especially difficult to achieve a sustained peace. Quinn et al. 

(2007) measure these indicators two years after the conclusion of the war. Flores and 

Nooruddin (2009) find that infusions of aid from the World Bank tend to reduce 

recurrence, but they note that this conclusion may be misleading, as they argue that the 

World Bank tends to “invest” in situations where war is less likely to recur in the first 

place. 

Walter’s (2004) research suggests that that a higher quality of life and greater 

access to political participation significantly reduce the likelihood of civil war recurrence. 

Higher quality of life was measured as infant mortality; political participation, or “voice,” 

was measured as the country’s overall Polity score, executive constraint (a Polity 

subscore), and political openness from Freedom House. In terms of attributes of the prior 

war, Walter found that civil wars surrounding partition issues and longer wars were 

positively related to war recurrence.  

Looking more at the element of time, civil war recurrence studies begin to focus 

on the average number of years to civil war recurrence. In their 2007 article, Suhrke and 

Samset explore these durations of peace, noting of conclusions and discrepancies found 

in the literature. They write that Collier and Hoeffler’s (2002) conclusion that post-civil 

war countries face a 50% risk of recurrence within the first five years, was subsequently 

used in subsequent research and mentioned by policymakers for years, despite the fact 
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that Collier et al. later refined their data and methodology, reducing this 50% figure for 

recurrence to 21-23% within four years (2006; 2006) Suhrke and Samset come to a 

similar conclusion: that about one quarter of civil wars may relapse within five years. 

Walter’s (2004) study of civil wars from 1945 and 1996 reported the median time to civil 

war recurrence as 14 years. In their research on ethnic civil wars covering the period 

between 1950-2006, Gurses and Rost (2013) found the average time to recurrence was 

ten years; Brancati and Snyder (2013) come to the same ten year conclusion in their study 

of civil wars covering 1945-2008, as does the research conducted for this study, covering 

the years 1945-2010.  

Civil war is a central concern of the fields of conflict resolution and IR. The 

previous section discussed the causes of civil war onset and brought attention to research 

on the problem of recurrence. Peacebuilding is seen as one way of reducing the rate of 

civil war recurrence—increasing the chances and quality of a lasting peace. In the 

following section, peacebuilding goals and activities are examined using the Structure-

Population-Leadership framework, and ways in which the record of peacebuilding 

‘success’ may be improved are discussed. 

Peacebuilding 
Given the complexity of civil wars, it comes as no surprise that building peace 

after wars is equally complex. A society rebuilding itself after war is not new, but 

intentional activities of external actors to aid in such rebuilding is a new practice. Johan 

Galtung (1964) was the first to use the term “peacebuilding” but the term did not gain 

wide recognition until 1992 with the publication of Agenda for Peace by UN Secretary 
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General Boutros Boutros-Ghali. Over the last 20 years peacebuilding has seen rapid 

growth in practice and institutionalization in the international community, as well as 

expanded and formal consideration in the academy. Peacebuilding is a relatively new 

field. Its conceptual frameworks and research agendas have expanded as the practice of 

peacebuilding has developed and faced new challenges. Early work on peacebuilding was 

largely theoretical, then moving on to case studies and expansion and refinement of its 

lenses, formulations and activities. Quantitative analysis of peacebuilding, beginning in 

the 2000s, has focused on variables that help explain or predict peacebuilding “failure,” 

most often defined as a return to civil war. This section provides an overview of 

peacebuilding activities using the Structure-Population-Leadership framework, that then 

guide the choices for the variables studied in the research. 

Generally speaking, peacebuilding refers to activities taken to promote peace in 

countries affected by war. More specifically, the goals of peacebuilding are to 1) rebuild 

a society from the ravages of war, 2) address the causes of the conflict, and 3) prevent 

future conflict. These goals, however, are subject to variation because their interpretation 

and implementation depend on which societal factors are thought to play a role in the 

onset of violent conflict, and prevent future conflict, as well as one’s conception of 

‘peace’. Call (2008) notes that conceptions of peacebuilding, in their attempts to resolve 

conflict, may focus on its root causes, pointing out that these may be the causes attributed 

to the conflict in particular (such as poverty or identity conflict), or causes generally held 

to be relevant in all situations. 
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While the physical reconstruction of roads, bridges and buildings are included in 

peacebuilding activities, the term also includes intentional changes to economic and 

political structures and activities intended to aid in psycho-cultural practices that support 

peace. While the former requires understanding of physical engineering, the targeted 

changes to a society of the latter implies to some degree what has been called ‘social 

engineering,’ and are thus subject to more debate on and preconceptions of the ‘peace’ 

that is to be built—and how to build it.  

Many conceptions of peacebuilding differ in terms of their conception of the 

‘peace’ that is being built. As such, any discussion of peacebuilding becomes intertwined 

with a discussion of peace. Central in the idea of preventing the recurrence of conflict is 

the concept of a peace that lasts. It is at this point that Galtung’s (1969) concepts of 

negative peace, positive peace and cultural peace are useful. Negative peace, according to 

Galtung, is simply the absence of physical violence. If one uses this definition, a country 

that experiences a civil war followed by a 30-year repressive dictatorship may be 

considered to be ‘at peace.’ Galtung (1969) defines positive peace as social justice, the 

egalitarian distribution of power and resources, or “structural peace.” In his later, more 

broad definition of peace (1995) Galtung adds cultural peace, by which he means a 

culture that delegitimizes the use of violence and promotes the nonviolent management of 

conflict. For Galtung, “peace = negative peace + positive peace + cultural peace” (1995). 

Most current conceptions of peacebuilding incorporate, though the degrees vary 

considerably, elements of all three of Galtung’s elements of peace—negative peace, 

positive peace, and cultural peace—though they vary considerably in degrees. The first, 
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negative peace is a given, which, following Galtung’s definition of direct violence would 

include interpersonal violence, but most definitions of ‘peace’ in the peacebuilding 

community, with its focus on civil war defined as government-focused violence, limit it 

to intercommunal and not interpersonal violence.  

Galtung’s second component of peace, positive peace or the presence of social 

justice, is addressed by current concepts of peacebuilding in several ways. Firstly, current 

peacebuilding practices include development or poverty reduction as a goal. This 

recognizes that poverty plays a role in the onset of violent conflicts, and incorporates a 

component of Galtung’s positive peace or structural peace. Human rights, also included 

in most goals of peacebuilding, also speak to positive peace. The Security Council 

resolution that established the UN peacebuilding commission, for example, recognizes 

that “development, peace, and security and human rights are interlinked and mutually 

enforcing” (UN Security Council S/RES/1645). While peace as negative peace (‘not at 

war’) is common in many quantitative studies of civil war, the use of peace as negative 

peace plus some indicators of positive peace (usually democratic measures, or some 

degree of improvement in well-being) as a dependent variable is becoming more 

common. Finally, coming more closely to the social justice described by Galtung, but less 

frequently found in formal definitions of peacebuilding, are activities that address 

structural inequalities, which may include redistribution of income or resources or 

increased access to political institutions for marginalized groups. Though the degree to 

which social justice is incorporated in concept may differ widely, the basic idea is that 

amelioration of suffering, most often worded as “development,” is an important 
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component of peacebuilding. As the goal is a peace that lasts, sustainable development is 

often promoted as a goal, due to its potential to provide for long-term economic stability 

and reduce the possibility of future conflicts over natural resources. 

Galtung’s third component of peace, cultural peace, requires peacebuilding 

activities that seek to reducing cultural or eliminating structures and practices that support 

the use and sanctioning of violence; this includes the development of cultural practices 

the value peace and nonviolent means of addressing conflict. This relates to Galtung’s 

addition of a transformative element to his definition of peace: “peace is what we have 

when creative conflict transformation can take place nonviolently” (Galtung 1995, 5). 

Lederach (1997) includes a ‘transformational’ element in his conception of 

peacebuilding, meaning engagement with the social and structural factors that supported 

violence, while simultaneously engaging with factors that promote a constructive, 

positive future. 

Like others in the conflict resolution (and IR) fields, Galtung accepts that 

conflicts will occur in human society (and many of them may be constructive in terms of 

promoting social justice), but stresses that they can and should be dealt with without the 

use of violence. Jeong, acknowledging that there will be ‘new conflict dynamics’ in any 

society, points out that in peacebuilding, “the main issue is to gradually create conditions 

which will ensure that there is no reason to resort to destructive means again” (2005, 4).  

In terms of addressing the past, peacebuilding also includes activities that address 

the past and the sources of the current conflict, using Basic Human Needs theory. One 

then finds building peace as an end and two processes: the end being the satisfaction of 
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basic human needs plus processes of addressing the past and establishing patterns for 

nonviolent and transformative futures.  

If there is diversity in the goals of peacebuilding, the diversity and variability of 

the goals of peacebuilding is also reflected in its activities, or the means by which peace 

is built, as well as in the diverse of the of actors engaged in it. Peacebuilding activities 

may include political processes, such as establishing a transitional government, writing a 

new constitution, or holding free and fair elections. Measures aimed towards improving 

the economy may include implementing changes to tax codes or welfare policies, land 

reform, establishing stable banking and investment practices, and ‘marketization’ of the 

economy, with the idea that capitalism forms a component of a peaceful society, though 

this is contested (Schneider 2014; Keen 2005). Efforts to secure basic physical security 

may include demilitarization, de-mining, or providing or supporting an effective police 

force. Social, psychological, and cultural activities may include promoting civil society, 

and effective and non-hate promoting media, trauma healing, and reconciliation, meaning 

activities that seek to reduce enemy images and develop trust and cooperation.  

Peacebuilding Actors 
Actors involved in peacebuilding activities can range from individuals, to 

community organizations, to individual states, coalitions of states, international and 

global governmental and nongovernmental organizations, with budgets from thousands to 

billions of dollars. Global or trans-national actors are often those focused on single 

issues, such as health (for example, Doctors without Borders), poverty and development 

(Catholic Relief Services). Humanitarian relief (the Red Cross and Red Crescent), or 
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human rights (Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch). While individual states may 

participate unilaterally, many peacebuilding activities involve international organizations 

such as the UN, NATO or ECOWAS, or ad-hoc coalitions of individual states. Smaller 

nonprofits such as Common Ground will often focus on the ‘softer’ elements of 

peacebuilding such as reconciliation, trauma healing, or other cultural programs to 

transition from a brutal past to a brighter future.  

Peacebuilding Models 
Many peacebuilding models organize activities generally along disciplinary 

divisions in the social sciences, becoming essentially ‘to do lists’ for intervenors. For 

example, Ramsbotham et al. (2011) divide peacebuilding activities into four domains of 

security, politics, socio-economics, and reconciliation and justice. David (2002) assigns 

peacebuilding activities into three transitional domains: security, democratic, and socio-

economic. Similarly, Jeong (2005) divides peacebuilding activities into four primary 

domains of security, development, social rehabilitation, and political reform. While a 

checklist or inventory model is easy for scholars to understand and refine, in practice it 

has its advantages and disadvantages. First, many agencies engaged in peacebuilding 

activities perform activities that cut across several categories, thereby blurring some of 

the distinctions and making disciplinary models of peacebuilding less useful in 

determining possible areas for linkages, coordination and integration.  

Peacebuilding models based on particular theories of conflict or peace include 

those by Dugan (1996) and Cockell (2000). Emphasizing a human security approach but 

also more of a basic human needs approach than the ‘social sciences’ models, Cockell 
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divides peacebuilding into domains that support different kinds of human security: 

political security and governance, community security and societal stability, personal 

security and human rights, and economic security.  

Peacebuilding models also exist that deal with the element of time. These 

consider such issues as which peacebuilding activities can or should be implemented at 

which point in time, and how long peacebuilding is expected to take. In his Integrated 

Peacebuilding Framework, Lederach (1997) emphasizes the importance of long-term 

thinking from the very start of peacebuilding processes, stressing that the big picture 

should be kept in mind from the very start of a peacebuilding process. He writes,  

Constructing such a process entails the unfolding of a design “architecture” that 
moves through stages. The design explicitly envisions short-term crisis response 
to protracted internal conflict as embedded and informed by a long-term point of 
view. Within the time frame of conflict progression, it is necessary to develop the 
capacity to think in longer units of time—in decades instead of weeks and 
months. Such an architecture recognizes and integrates specific roles and 
functions and their corresponding activities as the dynamic elements that create 
and sustain the movement along the continuum of constructive transformation 
over time. (1997, 78–79) 
Ramsbotham’s model of Intervention-Reconstruction-Withdrawal operations 

mentions two stages of withdrawal — the first after the situation is stabilized and some 

structures have been established; the second after ‘normalization’ and some degree of 

cultural peacebuilding (Ramsbotham 2000; Ramsbotham, Miall, and Woodhouse 2011). 

Both Lederach and Ramsbotham note that while the phases are conceptualized as 

taking place one after the other, in practice they should begin at the same time, making 

the issue of timing and sequencing particularly complex. Ramsbotham et al. note that the 

phases are not sequential (as if one comes before the other) but ‘nested’ — “in postwar 
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peace support the beginning tasks must be initiated at the same time (longer-term 

peacebuilding and middle-term statebuilding must from the start accompany what it is 

hoped will thereby be shorter-term peacekeeping)” (2011, 211). While Lederach’s model 

was the first to directly speak to the time element in peacebuilding, interest in and 

concern for the sequencing of peacebuilding activities has been increasing, whether 

focused on particular activities or specific time periods. 

Peacebuilding Activities 
If we are to explore timing, sequencing, and synergy in peacebuilding activities, 

which begins in the next chapter, we must first put together the ‘to do list’ of activities 

and goals, which so far have been only discussed generally. The SPL framework 

introduced earlier in the chapter as a means of given an overview of civil war start-up 

conditions will be used here as a vehicle to conceptually organize and list peacebuilding 

activities.4 The components of peacebuilding discussed in the following paragraphs are 

enumerated in the SPL framework in table 2. 

As mentioned previously, the Structure category covers the observable structures 

of economic, political and legal frameworks, as well as the unobservable cultural values 

and worldviews that may support (or undermine) those structures. The Population 

category includes both the observable and unobservable as they relate to populations and 

                                                
4 See Jeong (2005) and others (Ricigliano 2012; Lederach 1997; Philpott and 

Powers 2010), for overviews of activities involved in peacebuilding processes. The edited 
volumes by Brinkerhoff (2007), Jarstad and Sisk (2008), and Roeder and Rothchild 
(2005) examine issues relating to peacebuilding and governance; discussions of the 
intersection of peacebuilding and development are offered by Junne and Verkoren (2004) 
and others (Collier et al. 2003; Esman and Herring 2001). Paris (2004) and Kozul-Wright 
(2011) cover both statebuilding and development. 
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individuals qua individuals; in the peacebuilding context, this involves population 

movements such as resettlement of IDP’s and movements of former combatants, as well 

as trauma healing and the challenges of returning to civilian life. The Leadership category 

focuses on the behaviors of and relations between leaders — both observable aspects 

such as meetings, interactions, power-sharing agreements as well as unobservable aspects 

such as leadership style and trust between leaders. As the SPL framework includes 

international actors, the Leadership category includes local-local, international-local, and 

international-international interactions of leaders. 

 

Table 2. SPL Peacebuilding Components 
  

Observable Unobservable 
  
Structure  Structure  
Economic structures of weapons supplies Violence as unacceptable behavior  
Sustainable economy (structure that supports jobs) Legitimacy of government 
Environmentally sustainable economy Acknowledgment of other, diversity, dignity 
Governmental structural changes (laws, constitutions) Worldviews that accept other worldviews 
Infrastructure – energy Reduce public enemy images  
Infrastructure – roads  
Infrastructure – hospitals, school  
Judicial reform  
SSR (Military/police reform)   
Free and Fair Elections  
  
Population Population  
TRCs, individual justice Activity 
Refugee, IDP movements Trauma healing 
Former combatants, demobilization, reintegration Reconciliation - history 
Freedom of movement Reconciliation – enemy images 
Job training Reconciliation – forgiveness 
Food Reconciliation – understanding the other 
Medical care  
Demilitarization  
Civil society   
Crime reduction  
Freedom from violence (negative peace)  
  
Leadership  Leadership –  
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Public acknowledgment of the other  Spirit of debate 
Power sharing (peace agreements, formal and/or informal) Responsive governance (ear) 
Existence of political parties  Violence not as a means of change 
Corruption/nepotism Impartial judges 
Trials of leaders (accountability, dealing with the past  
Transition from military to political leaders  
  
 

 

Peacebuilding – the Observable 
Observable or measurable peacebuilding activities in the SPL framework relate to 

structural measures that seek to improve the economy, improve governance, establish 

state structures or reforms, and build or rebuild infrastructure; activities involving 

populations or individuals qua individuals; and the behaviors and practices of leaders 

(governmental and otherwise). Observable changes to structure constitute some of the 

most common and well-known components of peacebuilding, often held to have the most 

overall societal impact. Changes to observable structures may also include efforts to 

redress structural inequalities and institutionalized patterns of discrimination. Economic 

development aids in providing a tax base and a functioning government. A fair, 

functioning, and lawful government can be essential in implementing economic change, 

improving infrastructure, and providing essential services. Police reform may seek to 

address structural imbalances, patterns of discriminatory treatment, human rights abuses. 

Observable structural changes to government and governance are among the most 

common in peacebuilding goals and activities, and are often some of the ‘first things to 

do’ after the violence stopped. These will sometimes, but not all the time, include 

transitional governments, whether arising internally from negotiated peace settlement, or 
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imposed from an external intervener. Often new constitutions are promulgated, or 

significant changes to the law are made, which may or may not be stipulated in peace 

agreements. Whether enshrined in new constitutions, or enacted via laws are 

constitutional amendments, structural government changes often include those targeted at 

establishing or extending ‘the freedoms,’ such as freedom of speech, freedom of 

assembly, or the lifting of restrictions on the media and the internet. Security sector 

reforms may include reorganization of the military and/or police sectors, or changes to 

their command structure. One of the most common peacebuilding practices, or 

‘benchmarks’ are elections, in which the governance, meaning people in charge, of the 

state may change by nonviolent and legal means. As government failure is considered to 

be a significant factor in start-up conditions to civil wars, it comes as no surprise that 

many peacebuilding actors focus on structural changes to government and governance. 

As many have noted the ‘nexus’ of peacebuilding and development, 

peacebuilding activities in this area may include structural changes to the economy 

including privatization of formerly government owned or operated companies, taxation 

measures (which may, according to which economic theory one adheres to, involve 

decreasing or increasing tax levies), infusion of capital from international institutions 

such as the World Bank or individual states, or changes to international tariffs and duties 

to improve import/export ratios. The goals of these measures are often to promote a 

solvent government, develop the business sector, or increase income per capita, although 

some suggest that many of these activities may be at odds with each other, or have 

significant unintended results.  
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Activities at the Population-Observable level of peacebuilding activities include 

the massive, mounted efforts of peacekeeping operations aimed at establishing security, 

the immediate, transitional, and eventually permanent provision of essential service, and 

the challenges of moving swaths of refugees, IDPs and former combatants to rightful or 

desired places. The ‘softer’ elements of justice, whether implemented publicly statewide 

in a statewide truth and reconciliation commission, or individually via various transitional 

justice systems are theorized to help in restoring a sense of meaning and right and wrong. 

The development of civil society is an important people-visible activity, as it purports to 

give individuals and nascent groups a sense of agency. 

As previously noted, even if structural and cultural systems are in place that 

support a civil war, it is eventually the decisions of leaders to engage in civil war or 

participate in the peace that follows. Many peacemaking and peacebuilding processes 

focus on the behaviors and relationships between leaders. Activities at this level include 

peace agreements, from the minor agreements in which even getting the parties to 

acknowledge each other is seen as a major accomplishment, to the more comprehensive 

peace agreements often considered as “conclusions” to civil wars—these fall in the 

Observable-Leadership category. Observable activities at the leadership level also include 

formal and informal provisions for power-sharing to the degree that they involve specific 

leaders or parties. Institutionalized, formal means of power-sharing enshrined in 

constitutions are considered visible structural changes.  

It may not be surprising that the observable components of peacebuilding 

activities are those most commonly found in official, sanctioned peacebuilding 



40 
 

operations. This is most likely because, in some respects they are “easier” to accomplish 

than changing culture or the mental models that support the effective functioning of the 

tangible instantiations of economic development, government, and infrastructure. 

Observable activities are of course more easily measured and subject to objective 

evaluation, making these activities fit more easily ‘fit’ with IGOs and NGOs that have 

established administrative and operational structures, outlooks, and historical records.  

Observable peacebuilding activities are those most commonly found in the 

mandates of UN peacebuilding missions, peace agreements, and the glossy brochures of 

non-profit organizations. They are relatively easy to document, evaluate, and quantify, 

which may explain why they so often found in conceptual frameworks of peacebuilding 

and quantitative research. Observable peacebuilding activities are also, at least in theory, 

easier to implement than unobservable changes, although even with the ‘easier’ changes 

of visible peacebuilding, there may be wide discrepancies between intentions and results. 

Peacebuilding – the Unobservable 
The unseen elements of peacebuilding activities are the changes in worldviews, 

cultures, norms, and expectations that many consider to be essentials to a truly 

sustainable peace. These changes may take years if not generations to develop, whether 

from targeted activities (that may, however, be initiated early in the peacebuilding 

process) the effects of tangible structural changes over time, or the simple development 

of more ‘peaceful’ worldviews or values.  

Deep cultural or unobservable structural changes in peacebuilding generally 

involve the broad issues of acceptance and the delegitimization of violence and violence-
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promoting elements of culture. The element of acceptance most clearly relevant to the 

typical challenges of visible and viable statebuilding is the acceptance and legitimacy of 

the government. If a population does not consider its government as legitimate or able to 

provide even its most basic functions, many of the visible attempts to establish fair and 

functioning regimes will prove fruitless. Acceptance, particularly in identity conflicts, 

also involves acceptance of ‘the other’ as legitimate and full members of society. 

Activities in this arena may involve reduction of enemy images found within the broad 

cultural structures of society, such as the media and textbooks. Perhaps most relevant to 

broader conceptions of peace, ‘acceptance’ would also include acceptance and 

acknowledgment of the ‘other,’ with a sense of and respect for the dignity of all, 

extended into the future and other potential ‘others’. Thus respect for and acceptance of 

differences is an important component of acceptance and the broad cultural changes 

involved in developing a sustainable peace. 

Also critical to the development of a culture of peace is the reduction or 

elimination of cultural norms, values, and worldviews that support or promote violence. 

This may also involve finding nonviolent yet culturally appropriate alternatives to 

cultural and societal practices that involve violence. The “cultural peace” of Galtung, of 

which we are speaking here, would include support for and the normalization of 

nonviolent approaches to conflict. Conflicts will be inevitable and may arise from 

relatively minor differences of interest to deep-rooted latent conflicts, but it is the vision 

of positive peacebuilding that conflicts will be addressed using acceptance, respect and 

dignity instead of violence. 
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The Population-Unobservable category of peacebuilding activities also relates to 

psycho-social processes of reconciliation and trauma healing. Post traumatic stress 

disorder and other stress syndromes can involve dysfunctional family relationships, 

hyper-vigilance to potential and often imagined threats, as well as continued hatred or 

fear of the ‘other’. As civil wars involve destruction of communities, and social 

relationships, activities involving trauma healing may involve individuals and 

communities, which then may, and should ay differ in the degrees to which they are 

culturally appropriate. 

Similar to trauma healing, yet with potentially broader and longer societal effects, 

are reconciliation activities. Although also dealing with internal psychological and 

emotional issues, reconciliation activities focus more on relationships and understandings 

of the ‘other.’ Reconciliation activities may include the sharing of narratives and 

histories, to develop understanding as well as potentially developing new narratives and 

shared visions of the future. It may also include the acknowledgment and sharing of 

enemy images with the intention of altering preconceptions and assumptions. In some 

settings, reconciliation efforts may involve degrees of forgiveness, whether expressed 

privately or publicly.  

Finally, we come to the Leadership-Unobservable category of peacebuilding goals 

and activities, which may be considered as crucial to changes in all the others. Cultural 

changes necessary to a sustainable peace can be found at the Structural or Population 

levels, but the most critical, especially immediately after the violence ends, are changes 

in leaders—whether existing, incumbent, or emerging. Leaders play crucial roles in the 
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initial reduction of violence, justice, governance, and the development of a ‘spirit of 

debate,’ including the rejection of violence as a means of dealing with conflict. Many 

peacemaking and peacebuilding processes involve the formal renunciation of violence by 

group leaders, whether announced publicly or enshrined in a peace agreement. However, 

the degree to which this is internalized may vary considerably and is in reality tested by 

time—hence the tenuous and precarious nature of transitions.  

In a sense, the observable components of peacebuilding, whether at the levels of 

structure, people, or leadership may be, and often are, considered to be visible signs of 

changes within the unobservable or cultural aspects of building peace. However, 

sometimes the unobservable aspects may be already present or developing, but may be 

hampered by the more tangible factors found at Population, Leadership, or Structural 

levels.  

Peacebuilding involves a multitude of cross-sectional activities, among horizontal 

and vertical cross-sections of organizations and individuals. Its goals include changes to 

the political, economic and structures of a society, changes to the behavior and attitudes 

of leaders, and improving the security and well-being of individuals. These are ambitious 

targets, and yet, whether due to self-interest or a concern for humanity, the international 

community and local actors continue to advance their efforts to build sustainable peace 

after civil war. Part of this advancement has included increased reflection and studies that 

focus on how peacebuilding may be improved. In the next section, issues of concern and 

areas for improvement are discussed, as action in these areas may increase the chances of 

peacebuilding success. 
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Improving Peacebuilding Practice 
Due to the complexities of war, peace, and human nature, it is not surprising that 

the record of peacebuilding successes is mixed, whether focusing on negative peace or a 

moderate peace with some level of democracy. Sandole notes that “even a cursory 

assessment of the record on peacebuilding indicates that it has not been too effective and, 

indeed, may actually have made matters worse in some cases” (2010, 77). The record on 

peacebuilding failure indicates that more knowledge is needed concerning factors that 

influence failure or success. However defined, peacebuilding failures and successes have 

led to increased reflection by practitioners and scholars. Peacebuilding actors, from the 

smallest NGOs to massive multi-agency operations, face many dilemmas and challenges. 

In this section, the challenges and critiques of peacebuilding are discussed by focusing on 

four areas: security, the potential for harm, assumptions that Western ways are best 

(accompanied by devaluation of local practices), and planning and coordination. 

The Security Problematique 
Issues regarding security in peacebuilding processes concern the question of using 

force or violence to quell violence, changes in security issues over the course of 

peacebuilding processes, as well as what ‘security’ means. For large part of its history, 

UN peacekeeping missions operated as ‘observers,” with the idea that the presence of 

neutral monitors could aid in parties’ adherence to cease-fires: the use of violence at that 

time was conceptually limited to the parties in conflict, not the intervenors. This allowed 

for some degree of intervention while still respecting a state’s sovereignty, as in these 

cases the UN had the consent, most often found in the peace agreement, to enter into the 

conflict as a calming influence. As the use of UN peacekeeping missions began to 
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increase and evolve, the use of force by third parties to enforce and facilitate peace began 

to gain ground.  

Two factors have led to the increased legitimacy (whether formal or informal) of 

the use of force by intervening parties. The first being the development of global norms 

that demanded responses to humanitarian crises, which are no longer limited to those 

created by environmental disasters, but now include the concept of human suffering 

involved in violent conflicts. In this respect the international community is taking on a 

function of a state, in that it is using violence (or the threat of violence), to provide 

security. The second factor, somewhat ironically, also relates to sovereignty, security and 

the use of force but in a different way: intervening forces have in many instances become 

targets of violence. Problems can arise when intervening forces used violence either on 

humanitarian or defense grounds, as they are then often perceived to lose their neutrality, 

thus extended state legitimacy issues to the international community. Interventions on 

humanitarian grounds without consent of the states or parties involved can be perceived 

as threatening the sovereignty of states. In post-conflict situations, one of the problems 

faced by the international community is that the “security” offered by intervenors can be 

perceived by local actors as undermining the state’s ability to govern or provide internal 

security. 

This brings us to the issue of challenges of security as the contexts and 

requirements for security change over time. In early phases of peacebuilding, security 

issues may be more emergent and focused on securing safe routes for humanitarian aid to 

reach its recipients. Whether begun soon after the signing of peace agreements, or later 
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due to political or logistical issues, security plays a major role in demilitarization 

processes. Security can be problematic during DDR processes, due to challenges of 

dealing with thousands of armed soldiers who may have very recently been in combat 

situations. If international norms and the increasingly porous nature of sovereignty lead 

to the increased use of force in international interventions, that nations may become more 

unwilling to participate in the early phases of peacebuilding when the threat or use of 

violence by intervenors can be critical in drawing down the conflict (see Syria, for 

example). In the medium-term, despite the initial reduction in violence, the power plays 

and threats to power involved before, during, and after elections often require a second 

wave of security provided by the international community, by which time peacekeeping 

forces may be in the process of drawing down, although this lesson is being learned to 

some extent.  

In the longer term are challenges relating to security and security sector reform. 

Intervenors are expected to transition from playing the role of local law enforcers, to 

training new or former police officers who will then be entrusted with enforcing the law 

and providing essential components of local security (sometimes both at the same time—

training police while ‘policing’ them as well). From supporting or enforcing the initial 

reduction in violence, to demilitarization processes, to increasing local security 

capacities, the first task of peacebuilding activities, that of providing or supporting a 

“negative peace,” faces many challenges, from systemic issues of sovereignty to local 

unwillingness to give up the use of arms. 
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Harming or Hindering 
Writing primarily about the rapid influx of humanitarian aid and intervening 

agencies soon after a conflict ends, Anderson (1999) points out that the financial and 

humanitarian aid that often flow very quickly into post-war situations may often be 

counter-productive. Aid (whether food or funding) may be stolen or redirected to support 

rebels, purchase weapons, or simply fill the coffers of elites. Excessive intervenor-driven 

aid can result in a culture of dependency, where ‘community needs’ are modified to 

match donor interests. Similarly, intervenor preconceptions about what individuals and 

communities “need” can obstruct attention to what individuals and communities actually 

need, if you ask them (Anderson and Olson 2003). At the very local level, cities with a 

large influx of Westerners working for well-funded international organizations may see 

inflation in prices for housing and commodities, preventing poor or periphery locals from 

participating in peacebuilding processes (this may be another reason why NGOs tend to 

work with middle class individuals). 

Two specific Western ‘exports’ have been criticized for being unhelpful to 

processes of building peace — especially the ‘moderate’ peace of negative peace plus 

some degree of democracy. As Paris (2004) and others (Mac Ginty 2010) point out, the 

neoliberal promulgation of an unfettered free-market economy as the cure for all 

economic woes has actually tended to hinder economic development in post-war 

economies and not provide its projected improvement in the lives of everyday people. 

Practices of trimming (often severely) government expenditures and employment (often 

tied to loans by international financial institutions) and privatization of government 

owned companies have often not spurred the expected increases in local investment or 
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employment. Some of the February 2013 protests in Bosnia, for example, could be said to 

be over the lack of ‘peace dividends’: privatized companies bought by investors after the 

war (often investors who profited from black or grey economies during the war) were not 

reinvested in but their resources sold for profit and the companies closed. Private 

investment is often encouraged but the profits then flow back overseas. Paris (2004) 

points out that a market economy, as it encourages competition, may in theory contribute 

to the development of the spirit of friendly (or at least nonviolent) competition 

characteristic of democracies. On the other hand, he suggests the ‘competition’ may only 

reinforce the heated pattern of contestation that, in part, helped produce the war. 

The criticism of the Western liberal approach to peacebuilding suggests that 

rather than focusing on liberal marketization, increased attention should be paid to 

welfare and improving the lives of every day citizens (Pugh 2010). This, of course, would 

entail a version of social welfare or social liberalism which many Western intervenors 

may find inimical. Taydas and Peksen (2012) find that welfare spending, separate from 

government spending generally (which can be funneled into military or other government 

projects) may reduce the possibility of civil war. Although their study focuses on civil 

war onset and not recurrence, it does suggest that states can “buy peace,” supporting 

Pugh’s contention that a peacebuilding success should be focused on a “greater concern 

for the welfare of everyday life” rather than traditional, macro markers of the health of an 

economy (2010, 275). The paradigm of the ability of liberal economic reforms to “trickle 

down,” at least in post-war situations, continues to dominate policy in post-conflict 

interventions. Pugh notes, however, that some international organizations have begin to 
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“budge,” moving away from imposing strict and rapid marketization and deregulation, 

towards acknowledging a human security that focuses on the individual, thereby 

producing a “peace dividend” that supports peacebuilding processes. Pugh notes that 

organizations such as the UN conference on Trade and Development, the UN 

Peacebuilding commission—even the World Bank—have made moves to acknowledge 

the importance of everyday welfare, education and health care in funding priorities. 

These developments, as Pugh suggests, are indicative of an increased awareness (in an 

Amartya Sen fashion, as Paris points out), of the difference between the between the 

theoretical and actual ability of individuals to “pursue a life of their choosing” (2010, 

271). 

Whether seeking to achieve the goals of a negative peace, a moderate peace, or a 

positive peace, peacebuilding interventions may often undermine the very purposes for 

which they are directed and funded. Short-term aid can end up funding militants or elites 

and inhibit sustainable growth. Efforts to promote democracy may actually end up 

institutionalizing the very divisions that were the source of the war. Liberal economic 

reforms often do not produce functioning governments or improve the daily lives of 

people, many of whom joined militant groups due to extreme poverty. The intention of 

introducing ‘liberating’ Western values and practices may actually end up disempowering 

and disvaluing ‘emancipated’ populations.  

Improving Results 
Whether the desired result is a negative peace, a moderate peace, or a positive 

peace, improving and measuring the achievement of goals continue to be challenges in 
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the field. Improving results in peacebuilding practice face three primary challenges: 

logistical challenges, the questions of what to evaluate and how, and the tricky issues of 

planning, coordination and integration.  

Even when the need is clear and time is urgent, organizations involved in 

peacebuilding activities must clear many hurdles before beginning their work. At the UN, 

agreeing on mandates and getting the votes on the Security Council can take weeks, 

sometimes months. Even when a mandate is established, it takes more time to collect 

commitments to and actual funding from donors. The logistics of organizing and 

transporting peacekeeping contingents often means additional delays between the 

authorization of omission and the bulk of the contingent arriving on the ground. 

However, there are, increasingly, more attempts to apply lessons learned. The calls for a 

UN standing force available for rapid deployment are being taken more seriously, 

training for peacekeeping personnel are including conflict resolution components. After a 

period of evaluation and reflection, the UN training materials for peacekeeping were 

significantly revised in 2009 (Curran 2013). Humanitarian and nongovernmental NGOs 

face similar tasks of motivating and justifying funding, having programs in place ready to 

go, and the often complicated and political issues of permissions and travel logistics. 

During or after peacebuilding activities, two questions may be asked: ‘Did we do 

what we set out to do?’ and ‘Did we do the right thing?’ One positive development that 

has taken place in the field is increased reflection, whether it be formal evaluation 

procedures, informal personal reflections, or in-the-moment reflective practices. 

Determining measures of success — what to measure and how to measure it — can be 
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challenging. Objective measures (the ‘visible’ elements of peacebuilding) are more easily 

measured — job training provided, participants in conflict resolution or trauma healing 

programs, combatants demobilized, or weapons collected. Holding an election, writing a 

constitution, establishing a truth and reconciliation commission, are easy and obvious 

“benchmarks” of some degree of peacebuilding success. The ‘softer,’ more intangible 

elements are more difficult to measure, though they are often equally as important. How 

does one measure trust, or reduction in enemy images? Signs or symptoms of a cultural 

of violence are easy to point to, but assessing the reduction, or an increase in “cultural 

peace” is a complex task that requires careful thought and innovative methodologies. 

Planning, Coordination, and Integration 
The ability of peacebuilding actors to provide “successful” or positive results can 

also be hindered by deficiencies in planning and coordination. Political, funding, and 

logistical issues can result in delayed or under-staffed personnel on the ground. Lack of 

planning or, on the other hand, too-rigid adherence to planned procedures and 

implementation can lead to mistakes or hinder other processes. The absence of planning 

and coordination among agencies can lead to mishaps and missed opportunities. 

Integration of activities, whether formal or informal, offers opportunities to conserve 

resources, avoid duplication, and provide multi-functional streams of support in situations 

where many people need many things at the same time. Crucial to all this is 

communication and knowledge — people at the top need to know what people at the 

bottom are doing (and thinking!) and vice versa. Knowledge-sharing between agencies — 

knowing what people are doing next door — is also important. 
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As the amount of military, government, and nongovernmental actors on the 

ground increased in peacebuilding activities in the 1990s, so did calls for increased 

coordination, first to prevent failures due to lack of communication and then to improve 

success. Actors began to see how coordinating timing and activities among various 

agencies can benefit everyone—intervenors and peacekept alike. On the other hand, the 

mandates and activities of agencies may sometimes be in conflict or undermine one 

another, requiring a degree of conflict resolution on the part of the intervenors 

themselves. Planning — intra-organizational as well as inter-organizational — is 

essential in terms of amassing the proper resources of funding and personnel, though due 

to the complex nature of peacebuilding operations and the situations and societies in 

which they operate, a significant degree of flexibility and ad-hoc decision-making is also 

important. 

Coordination involves the many types of actors in peacebuilding processes, 

including the big operations such as UNDPKO, UNHCR, NATO, military contingents, 

humanitarian and other issue-based organizations, even coordination with the media and 

observing organizations — and, lest we forget, the local actors on the ground — 

government officials, current or former militants, local NGOs and civil society, and 

everyday people who find themselves in the midst of all the mess. Coordination and 

integration can be difficult, as sometimes swift and effective action depends on a clear 

chain of command. In other situations, effectiveness may depend on inter-organizational 

channels of command and established relationships, collaborative efforts strategically 

designed to maximize effectiveness, all of which take time. 
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As Jeong (2002a) points out, integration can take place at horizontal or vertical 

levels. Horizontal integration involves coordination between actors who do 

complementary or different activities, the effectiveness of which may be improved if co-

strategized with other organizations. Vertical coordination includes responsive decision-

making processes, as well as clearer channels of effective communication, intra-

organizationally or in terms of gathering information from the ground. On the other hand, 

when the goals, values, or organizational cultures of intervening organizations may clash, 

inter-organizational conflict resolution may be necessary, which may involve finding 

shared values and concerns, working out compromises, or prioritizing issues of who, 

what, when, and where. Attention to civil-military coordination and communication has 

increased significantly with tasked specific personnel and departments, modules in UN 

and country-specific training programs devoted to the topic, as well as suggestions for 

improvement from scholars and practitioners (Lotze and de Coning 2010; Nan 2003; 

Anderson and Olson 2003). Recent research has also highlighted the issue of military 

coordination with private security contractors (Iris 2009).  

While it could be said that the field of peacebuilding in theory and practice is in 

the process of maturing, the process has not been without difficulty, and the current 

debates in the literature might suggest it is undergoing a bit of an identity crisis, as is 

common in maturation processes. Often, parts of the process of maturation include 

seeking out new knowledge, testing ideas or trying new behaviors. In Kuhnian terms, this 

is a phase in the development of a field of inquiry where dominant theories have been 

determined to be disproven, unhelpful, or at the very least in need of refinement. In this 
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respect the field of peacebuilding could be considered to be in its late adolescence or 

early adulthood. 

Conclusion 
This chapter discussed how war and peace are constructed. The factors that come 

into play in creating the ‘perfect storm’ of civil war are many, ranging from the structures 

of society, poverty, identity issues, and the drives and behavior of leaders. The many 

elements involved in building peace after civil war were discussed, ranging from 

observable and unobservable changes that address the past and seek to provide for a 

better future. Yet the ‘social engineering’ involved in peacebuilding is not without its 

critics and challenges. What works in the West may not work in other parts of the world, 

and what sustains a democratic peace may not be that which creates one. Sometimes even 

the best intentions can have destructive consequences.  

If one is building a house, there is a certain order in which things need to be 

done—plumbing before drywall, floors need to be leveled, tarps need to be on the ready 

if one is working on a roof, teams of strong individuals need to be in the same place at the 

same time if heavy objects are to be moved, and sometimes time must just be allowed for 

paint to dry. If contractors are not coordinated well, progress may be delayed or work 

may have to be redone.  

Humans have been building shelters for a long time: there is general knowledge 

about how long things take, and in which order they should be done. However, the 

purposive practice of building peace is new, and questions have arisen whether 

peacebuilding has similar requirements of timing and sequencing. Among the various 
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peacebuilding models, issues of implementation, and unanswered questions found in 

research, are questions relating to time — whether peacebuilding success can be 

improved from increased knowledge of the timing, sequencing and potential synergistic 

effects of peacebuilding processes. These questions are discussed in the following chapter 

and addressed in this research. 
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CHAPTER 2: PEACEBUILDING AND TIME 

 

“Time is what prevents everything from happening all at once” 

     - Science fiction author Ray Cummings 
 

 

Brynen (2004, 25) poignantly notes that “In any case of peacebuilding, time is not 

neutral.” Issues of coordination and resource maximization suggest that more research is 

needed on the timing, sequencing, and synergistic effects of peacebuilding activities. 

Knowledge of what activities enhance each other, what elements enable increased growth 

in other sectors, and what components have conditional or sequential relationships with 

other activities in this area could potentially reduce costs and increase chances of success.  

The timing, sequencing, and synergy of peacebuilding activities have been 

practical issues from the very start of the field, but gained more practical importance in 

the 1990s with the increase in multi-dimensional, multi-actor peacebuilding. Temporal 

issues and dilemmas have been highlighted in some of the literature, but research in this 

area (particularly quantitative research) is just beginning.  

In this chapter I explore the temporal nature of peacebuilding activities, argue that 

limiting analysis of activities that promote peace to “post-conflict” or “post-war” periods 

may be limiting, review what we know and don’t know about the issues of time in 
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peacebuilding processes, and then suggest a plan for research that would advance 

knowledge in this area. 

Jeong writes, “Temporal relationships among activities can be examined in terms 

of their mutual effects. Time frames should be considered in terms of the significance of 

each activity in a temporal order (either sequential or synchronic).” (2005, 29). 

The edited volume From War to Democracy by Jarstad and Sisk (2008) asked 

their authors to consider the “temporal dilemmas” involved in transitions from war to 

Democracy, which often involve trade-offs between justice and security and stability and 

democracy. Jarstad writes that “Without a minimum level of peace it is impossible to 

achieve free political contestation, popular participation, and human rights. This is why 

this book suggests that the sequencing, timing, and design of peace missions are vital for 

international support for war-to-democracy transitions… In the long run, the central issue 

is not choosing between peace or democracy, but rather what steps toward peace and 

democracy should be taken when, and how they are best timed, sequenced, and 

combined” (2008, 36). There have been some broad theoretical models, and several 

mentions that more knowledge is needed. 

 

Dynamics of Conflict and Peace 
Before moving on to an exploration of time and peacebuilding activities, we need 

to discuss them in terms of theoretical approaches of the chronologies of conflict and 

peace. The Oxford English dictionary defines “process” is the passing of time, a series of 

actions, with the active carrying out of a particular task. After observing or participating 
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in conflicts and their resolution, conflict scholars and practitioners have developed 

models of how conflicts, and conflict resolution, usually progress, while acknowledging 

that reality often does not match the general frameworks. Peace and conflict processes 

have been pictured as spirals, circles, curves and lines, whether descriptive or 

prescriptive. This section briefly discusses these attempts at making sense of the often 

complex dynamics of conflict and peace. 

The bell-shaped ‘conflict curve,’ often ascribed to Lund (1996) and found often in 

the literature on conflict, describes the escalation and de-escalation of conflict, with a 

settlement or an agreement of some kind as a turning point of the top. The starting points 

represents a time when latent conflict becomes manifest, and the ending point as some 

kind of return to normality. The conflict curve has also been used to describe various 

points at which different types of intervention (mediation, negotiation, observation, 

enforcement) are appropriate or more effective. Circles have been used to describe cycles 

of action, interpretation, and reaction in conflictual relationships, whether relating to 

cycles of vengeance, hostility, or processes of change. Conflicts can also “spiral,” in 

which the circles of action and reaction, even those that began with a relatively minor 

event, lead to more intense and hostile relations (Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim 1994). 

Introductory texts international interventions in violent conflicts use the conflict curve to 

explain conflict processes, commonly putting peacebuilding at the end of the curve 

(Levinger 2013). Thus, perhaps due to the somewhat late arrival of peacebuilding to the 

conflict resolution field, there are fewer models that address peacebuilding processes over 

time. 
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Lederach’s model of peacebuilding processes (1997) has received the most 

attention. With the time on the x-axis and Marie Dugan’s level of response from issue to 

system on the y-axis, suggests different time frames for peacebuilding activities and the 

issues that they address. Both axes include ‘nested’ activities in which the larger issues of 

desired futures and the systemic roots of the conflict. Lederach suggests that ‘crisis’ 

issues are addressed in the short term, which he conceptualizes as a period of months. 

Changes in relationships are addressed in 1 to 2 years; institutional change in 5 to 10 

years; larger systemic and generational issues may take 20 or more years. Lederach’s 

model is based on his years of experience in the field, as well as sustained reflection. 

Other models are not really models per se, but are rather overall observations that 

stopping the violence in providing ‘crisis response’ humanitarian assistance are the 

immediate concerns in peacebuilding processes, while structural changes are addressed in 

the longer term. There is general consensus that many peace building activities cannot 

commence until some basic level of security is achieved. What happens after this, 

however, tends to get more vague. Ricigliano (2012) suggests that relationship issues 

between the actors (by which he means the leaders) are more easily improved in the early 

phases of peacebuilding, while structural and cultural changes take longer and are more 

difficult. 

However linear or sequential processes of conflict and peace are conceived of in 

theory, scholars and practitioners discussing these processes have also acknowledged 

their limitations. Parties involved in conflict, despite having progressed to a certain level, 

will often revert back to previous phases; sometimes parties will skip phases altogether. 
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Jeong notes that “whereas dynamics of conflict resolution have to be extended to a 

comprehensive and durable peace process, the implementation of peace agreements may 

not necessarily be linear or orderly, and may not even guarantee and expected outcome” 

(2005, 5).The multidimensional aspects and the plenitude of actors involved in 

peacebuilding also, in some respects, reduces the overall applicability of a linear 

progression of peacebuilding activities. This is reflected in Lederach’s model that 

includes the initiation of long-term strategies during the short term. However, a linear 

approach to peacebuilding continues to be used in the field, and has some usefulness. As 

the quote at the beginning of the chapter indicates, and actors on the ground confirm, not 

everything can be achieved at once. Some things take time, and often achievements in 

one area must precede efforts in other areas — issues that remain challenges in 

peacebuilding theory and practice. Salomons points out that the check list model, “while 

possibly sequential in its execution, should not be sequential for planning purposes” 

(2004, 26). He notes that some activities such as procurement, have long lead times, 

while others such as food aid, demand shorter planning and response times. Salomons 

also highlights the importance of timing in security phases of peacebuilding, noting that 

violations of cease-fires need to be verified immediately if peacebuilding processes are to 

succeed. Lederach and Appleby are critical of the tendency to conceive peacebuilding 

activities as sequential, urging more of a synergistic approach:  

Most peacebuilding programs and initiatives develop around some form of 
sequential thinking, that is we first do A, then B, then eventually C. The logic of 
this approach is its capacity to provide phases and deliverable programs. The 
dynamic of change and social transformation is rarely if ever logical or linear, 
however. Thus the weakness inherent in sequential planning is its limited capacity 
to see emerging and unexpected interdependencies related to change within the 
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wider system. The capacity to notice simultaneity — the attentiveness to the ways 
in which A, B, and C are happening at the same time — increases one’s ability to 
identify the various aspects of change that eventually will be needed, nurture their 
development along the way even though they are not currently connected, and 
watch for opportune moments where they converge.” (2010, 39–40) 

 
In summary, then, linear conceptions of conflict and peace, whether curves, bells, 

spirals, or straight lines, have their limitations and do not often accurately reflect reality 

but nonetheless provide helpful analytics of the relationship between time and conflict. 

Abbott is critical of a linear approach to both the understanding of history and the 

study of it. He suggests that despite the known complexity of human existence, many 

modern social theorists and researchers see more strict sequences of causes and effects 

only within their disciplines, not looking at the ‘big picture’ of reality. Taking a more 

inter- or supra- disciplinary approach, Abbott suggests that “once we look at literatures as 

whole, a single variable acts as a node in a complex network of possible relationships 

among variables—sometimes dependent, sometimes independent, sometimes 

intervening” (2001, 29). In this sense the field of conflict resolution, while in its early 

stages saw conflict processes in a more simplistic manner, its interdisciplinary approach 

is aiding in the recognition of these mutual and varying effects. 

The distinction between conflict phases and peacebuilding phases is increasingly 

being blurred, both in theory and in practice. Scholars have pointed out that 

peacebuilding activities may take place before a conflict ends, this despite the fact that 

most current conceptions of peacebuilding, in attempting to provide the concept with 

some coherence, largely restricted it to post-conflict activity. Lederach notes two 

peacebuilding efforts in Mozambique—one locally generated, another sponsored by 
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UNICEF— were implemented at the grassroots level “before formal peace and electoral 

structures were established” (1997, 53). UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros Ghali’s 

conception of peacebuilding as a preventive activity extended its practice into situations 

where violence has not yet occurred. Lederach and Appleby note that “properly 

understood, the building and sustaining of a culture of peace and its supporting 

institutions requires a range of relationship-building activities encompassing the entire 

conflict cycle, rather than merely the post accord, coming-out-of-violence period” (2010, 

23). Schirch also notes that “peacebuilding needs to occur before, during, and after 

violence” (2004, 15). On the other hand, Wallensteen notes that while peacebuilding may 

include preventive measures “international efforts and much of scholarly understanding 

have come to concentrate on postwar situations” (2010, 47). If peacebuilding and 

development are intrinsically linked, as many have argued, then it stands to reason that 

development activities that take place before and during violent conflict should be 

considered as peacebuilding activities, especially if such activities are “conflict 

sensitive.” Bush notes that development organizations frequently find themselves 

working in the midst of conflict; moreover, more of them are choosing to remain in such 

situations (1998). 

Conceptual models of time as it relates to conflict and the building of peace tread 

a careful line between being conceptually useful and not accurately describing what 

actually happens. It is interesting to note that models of conflict processes involve actor-

based behaviors and attitudes, sometimes including phases for intervention by third 
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parties, while models of peacebuilding generally refer to the actions of intervenors, and 

less so the actions and attitudes of the actors involved.  

While the onset of civil wars can be considered as a process in itself, this research 

approach analytically separates conflict start-up conditions from conflict processes. It 

became increasingly apparent that, while much the literature considers peacebuilding as 

‘post-conflict activities,’ beginnings and endings are difficult to determine, and civil war 

and peacebuilding processes often overlap. Does peacebuilding begin when a settlement 

is signed, or when its implementation begins? Does it begin when violence ends? If so, 

what does “when the violence ends” mean—below a certain threshold of battle deaths, 

when a third party decides the situation is “secure,” or when soldiers lay down their arms 

and return to what’s left of their homes? Given the wide scope of peacebuilding actors 

and activities, conceptualizing peacebuilding as something that happens after a war ends 

(however that is defined) may be limiting both theoretically and practically. 

If the timing distinctions between “war” and “peace” are increasingly being 

blurred, it makes sense, then, to include in any consideration of time and peacebuilding 

processes to extend its analysis to the “pre-peace” time period. As another reflection on 

the blurry distinction between “wartime” and “peace time,” peacebuilding activities often 

take place in the midst of ongoing violence. In the literature, peacebuilding is often 

referred to as activities that begin when the violence ends, yet many studies focusing on 

peacebuilding use a peace settlement as “time zero.”  
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Peacebuilding Activities and Time 
The terms “peacebuilding activities” and “peacebuilding processes” are often 

used in the literature as blanket terms to denote the host of international interventions, 

domestic actions, as well as the internal or unobservable changes that are theorized to 

play important roles in a sustainable peace. This section discusses in more detail what we 

talk about when we talk about ‘peacebuilding processes’ and ‘peacebuilding activities’ in 

terms their relationship to time. In general, peacebuilding activities fall into one of three 

categories: events, finite processes, and indefinite processes. Discussing and 

conceptualizing peacebuilding practices in terms of these three types can be an aid in 

understanding and researching things that “happen” or “don’t happen” in peacebuilding 

processes. 

Peacebuilding events are observable, often much-publicized events, such as the 

promulgation of new constitutions, elections, or the signing of peace agreements. Their 

dates are easily verifiable, i.e., they are “fixed in time,” and are often conceived of as 

“benchmarks of success” of peacebuilding operations. At the same time, they are often 

the culminating event of months-long or years-long processes, such as constitutional 

conventions, election preparations, or pre-pre-negotiations. They are often considered as 

“critical events,” as observable indicators of changes in political or conflictual attitudes. 

Other peacebuilding “events” may include formal acknowledgment of “the other” (as in 

Palestinian recognition of Israel), the legal establishment of multiparty elections, or the 

establishment or legalization of rebel groups as political parties.5 Though they may not be 

                                                
5 If one takes a human security approach to peacebuilding that focuses on 

individuals, perhaps even analysis of individual narratives, “critical events” might include 
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“single events,” political, judicial, economic or security sector reforms, to the extent that 

they can be tied down to specific dates, may also be considered as peacebuilding events. 

While acknowledging the degrees of confidence involved, the cessation of major, armed 

violence can often (but not always) be assigned to a particular month, if not a date.  

To the extent that peacebuilding involves structured activities, it also includes 

finite processes, those that have generally definable beginnings and endings. These 

include formal peacekeeping and peacebuilding operations that may take as their starting 

point of the first boots on the ground (or, alternatively the adoption of a resolution by the 

Security Council), and the final withdrawal as the end date. Some of these finite 

processes are those geared towards the achievement of some event, such as constitutional 

commissions or preparation for elections. DDR processes also fall into this category. 

While they often have start-up issues, and long drawing-down processes, DDR processes 

generally fall into the finite category, as they usually are ascribed beginning dates and 

end dates (whether they achieved their goals within these time frames, is another issue). 

Other finite processes involve activities that may or may not have a “culminating event,” 

such as truth and reconciliation commissions or the lengthy trials of leaders for war 

crimes. Most of the “critical events” occur in state-wide contexts; fixed events, however, 

may include the more planned and programmatic activities of NGOs and local or 

                                                                                                                                            
securing housing, reuniting with family members, returning from displacement, even 
getting a job. During a trip to Bosnia in 2003, eight years after the war ended, a local 
related to me that he had just recently started to invites neighbors over for tea, a practice 
which had been common before the war. To him, this was an event that indicated some 
progress towards peace or the normalization of (changed) relationships. At the same time, 
however, he acknowledged that not all of his neighbors were included in such invitations 
(he had been interned and lost a son during the war). 
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contracted activities to rebuild infrastructure. Finite activities are amenable to 

measurement in terms of start dates, and dates, and duration. Finite activities may be 

considered as necessary to the achievement of critical events, or considered as contributes 

wars to more diffuse processes, such as the promotion of justice (as in truth and 

reconciliation commissions), or the satisfaction of basic human needs such as meaning 

(trauma healing are reconciliation programs), or bonding (refugee resettlement 

processes). 

In contrast, general processes are more diffuse and difficult to measure. 

Sometimes start dates can be generally ascertained, but end dates may be either difficult 

to determine or remain open ended. While the provision of humanitarian aid may be a 

finite process if measured by the presence and activities of humanitarian aid 

organizations, the provision of welfare by the state (basic human needs provided by the 

state, education, healthcare, etc.) may or may not have definitive start dates or end dates. 

Similar statements could be made about the establishment of the rule of law, efforts to 

reduce crime, or reduce corruption.  

If Ryan (2009) asks, “how do we know when transformation has ended?” the 

answer here is that, in terms of the ongoing satisfaction of basic human needs and the 

nonviolent resolution of future conflicts, it does not. Transformation-as-process, in terms 

of the just and nonviolent resolution of conflicts, i.e. the “peace” of which Galtung 

writes, is a continuous and continual process. While individuals may often be able to 

specify “when they knew the war was over” or when their attitudes towards “the other” 

changed, determining when the “deep structures” of culture began to change is difficult if 
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not impossible. Diffuse peacebuilding processes include both the ongoing provision of 

“tangible” items such as welfare or education, but also the inner psychological and 

cultural changes often considered to be difficult to measure. 

Peacebuilding processes, then, constitute different combinations, dynamics, and 

interactions between critical events, finite processes, as well as more general or diffuse 

processes. In a table 3, below, the “laundry list” of peacebuilding activities discussed in 

chapter 1 appears, with each activity defined as an event, a finite process, or a general 

process (that may or may not have a definitive start date). Making these distinctions can 

be an important step in thinking critically about time and peacebuilding. As Lederach 

points out, “conflicts are dynamic, not static, processes that emerge from what we might 

call, to borrow a term from Ed Hall, “Polychronic simultaneity”: multiple people creating 

multiple events at the same time” (Lederach 1997, 131). Emphasizing the complexity of 

time in peacebuilding processes, the above quote from Hall might be reworded as 

multiple people involved in processes of varying finality at the same or different times. 

To restate the quote from the beginning of the chapter, that “time is what keeps 

everything from happening at once,” in reality, however, everything, or at least many 

things, do happen at once, which is one of the challenges to coordination, integration, and 

synergy in peacebuilding processes.  

 

Table 3. Peacebuilding activities and time 

 
Event Finite 

Process 
Started 
Process Process 

Structure – Unobservable     
Violence as unacceptable behavior and 
instrument of change 

   
X 
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Legitimacy of government    X 
Acknowledgment of other, diversity, 
dignity, culture of openness 

  X 
X 

Worldviews that accept other worldviews    X 
Reduce public enemy images   X  
     
Structure - Observable     
Judicial reform  X   
SSR (Military/police reform)   X   
Free and Fair Elections X    
Economic structures of weapons supplies X    
Economic reform     
Environmentally sustainable economy,  X  X  
Governmental structural changes (laws, 
constitutions) 

X   
 

Infrastructure – energy  X   
Infrastructure – roads  X   
Infrastructure – hospitals, school  X   
     
Population – Unobservable   X  
Trauma healing   X X 
Reconciliation - history   X  
Reconciliation – enemy images   X  
Reconciliation – forgiveness   X  
Reconciliation – understanding the other   X  
     
Population - Observable     
TRCs, individual justice  X   
Refugee, IDP movements  X   
Former combatants, demobilization, 
reintegration 

 X  
 

Freedom of movement  X   
Job training  X   
Food  X  X 
Medical care  X  X 
Demilitarization  X   
Civil society     X 
Crime reduction – ongoing negative peace   X X 
Peacekeeping  X X   
     
Leadership – invisible     
Spirit of debate    X 
Responsive governance    X 
Violence not as a means of change    X 
Impartial judges    X 
     
Leadership – visible     
Acknowledgment of other (public 
acknowledgment, peace agreements) 

X   
 

Power sharing (peace agreements, formal 
and/or informal) 

X   
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Existence of political parties, transition 
from military to political 

X   
 

Corruption/nepotism   X  
Trials of leaders (accountability, dealing 
with the past) 

X   
 

 
 

Calls for More Knowledge 
Mentions of timing in the literature can be found in theoretical discussions, 

debates over issues or tradeoffs, or recommendations for further research. Jeong was on 

of the earliest scholars to explicitly raise the issue of time in peacebuilding processes, 

suggesting that “temporal relationships among activities can be examined in terms of 

their mutual effects” (2005, 29). Effective peacebuilding may involve planning activities 

based on optimal timing, sequencing, and synergistic effects, although Jeong notes that 

“advanced planning is seldom organized, as peacebuilding operations are characterized 

by a reactive response and evolution on an ad hoc basis” (2005, 219). 

Dividing peacebuilding activities into three columns of items to be completed in 

the short term, medium term, and long term, Miall et al. note that “each element depends 

integrally upon the others” (1999, 202). Making the general comment that “different tasks 

are best performed by different actors at different stages in the conflict cycle under 

principles of contingency and complementarity,” Miall et al. do not offer any further 

discussion about such contingent or complementary relationships.  

Some peacebuilding failures or missed opportunities can be attributed to 

inadequate knowledge about timing. Jeong notes that often, “the failure of implementing 

certain measures within a given time frame results in a setback to the entire process or 
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stop movement towards the next step”(2002b). Similarly, Herrero (2004) notes that the 

immediate post-war priorities of security and humanitarian aid often do not relate directly 

to the building of government institutions. However, he suggests, “the activities and the 

mechanisms used to respond to those priorities can facilitate or delay the building of 

permanent structures” (2004, 45). Plunkett notes that the task of a peace operation is 

“first and foremost” to restore the rule of law before engaging in recreating a state (2004, 

75). Junne and Verkoren point out that many economic improvements to markets cannot 

be effected until the rule of law is established (2004). Jeong (2005) notes that delays in 

implementation of demobilization and arms reduction can increase chances of violence in 

the transition period. 

In their introduction to Postconflict development: Meeting New Challenges, Junne 

and Verkoren write that “one of the crucial determinants of whether the shooting and 

looting will start again may be the degree of economic and social development that has 

been achieved in the meantime and the fair distribution of its fruits to different groups in 

the population” (2004, 1). Wallensteen notes that “arriving at the appropriate mix and 

spacing such activities in a reinforcing way is a major political task” (2010, 47). 

At the conclusion of their article on the prevalence of civil war, Elbadawi and 

Sambanis write that “One additional interesting question that we have not addressed 

concerns the sequencing of policy reforms to reduce the prevalence of civil war. Should 

economic reform precede or follow political liberalization? If democracy is a function of 

economic development, then policies of economic reform might have to be implemented 
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before political liberalization, although this formula has failed in several parts of the 

world” (2002, 332). 

Writing of UN peacebuilding, Sambanis in 2010 writes that “a related and even 

more difficult question is how different interventions should be sequenced: does security 

come first and everything else second? Does the economy come first? Or should all 

reforms be tried simultaneously?” (2010, 156). Sambanis suggests that several “rules of 

thumb” do exist, although they are generalizations from a single or a few cases; further, 

he argues, the generalizations can be problematic depending on context (2010).  

Common to questions concerning time and peacebuilding activities are the issues 

of ideal timeframes versus realistic time frames. Increased knowledge in this area would 

necessarily entail studying the time frames of successful peacebuilding processes versus 

timeframes in peacebuilding failures. Lederach and Appleby write: “We urge a more 

consistent incorporation of the myriad elements of peacebuilding practice in 

peacebuilding initiatives, as appropriate to the context, and a more realistic assessment of 

the time frame necessary for integrating them into a coherent program for sustainable 

peace” (2010, 24). They go on to note that “time has been the stumbling block of several 

otherwise savvy or at least well-intended interventions” (2010, 25). 

What to do first after the violence has stopped, when to hold elections, whether to 

channel funding first to infrastructure or jobs—answers to these questions could 

significantly improve peacebuilding planning and implementation.  
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What We Know 
Increasing our knowledge of timing, sequencing and synergy in peacebuilding 

processes—finding order in the chaos—involves two primary components: determining 

what did happen, and what should happen. Part of determining what should happen is 

assessing what worked and what didn’t work. In this section, what we know about 

timing, sequencing, and synergy will be reviewed, as well as gaps or areas where 

knowledge is lacking or could be improved. Areas and avenues for the generation of 

further knowledge that can fill in the gaps of ‘what we don’t know’ will be discussed. 

Focused exploration of timing, sequencing, and synergy in peacebuilding processes could 

be said to be in its early stages. There are a few quantitative studies that directly address 

these issues; other research (mostly case studies) addresses them indirectly or in a 

broader context. Most of the explicit attempts concern elections (Brancati and Snyder 

2013; Brancati and Snyder 2011; Flores and Nooruddin 2012). The work of Paris (2004), 

with its criticism of the immediate implementation of Western democratic models and 

economic liberalization, began the discussion of the sequencing of democratization and 

its subcomponents, well as when to introduce economic liberalization measures.  

Time and Timing 
Issues of time and timing concern questions concerning the duration of time 

between events or between events and the beginnings or endings of finite processes. 

Perhaps the most targeted, quantitative explorations of both timing and sequencing so far 

come, again, from the work of Brancati and Snyder (2009; 2011; 2013). The first 

(presented at a conference in 2009 but published in 2011), focused on factors that 
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influence the timing and presence of elections following civil war. The second examined 

the effect of the timing of postwar elections on civil war recurrence.  

First, Brancati and Snyder examine variables that influence the holding of 

elections generally, i.e. election occurrence, not war recurrence, is the dependent 

variable. As might be expected, due to the increased international involvement in civil 

war since the end of the Cold War, they find that civil wars that end after 1990 are more 

likely to hold post-war elections. UN intervention increases the likelihood of the holding 

of elections, although UN electoral assistance is not nor is assistance from the USAID 

(although UN electoral assistance does play a role in the timing of an election, making 

the election take place sooner rather than later). Victories, particularly government 

victories, they find tend to reduce the likelihood of holding an election, as opposed to 

civil wars that end in the settlements or truces. Having a history of regularly held 

elections in the past also has a positive influence in whether post-more elections are held; 

Brancati and Snyder relate this to the desire of populations to hold future elections and 

the institutional capacity of the government to conduct them. In terms of pre-peace 

factors that influence elections, they find that number of displaced persons reduces the 

likelihood of holding an election, but the duration of war and the number of totalities do 

not. Examining the effect of post-war forms of government, they find that power-sharing, 

whether considered as proportional representation or decentralization, also increases the 

likelihood of holding a post-war election. Brancati and Snyder also considered the 

potential effects of institutional capacity on whether elections are held. Considering per 

capita income, electricity consumption, and paved roads as indicators of the institutional 
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capacity to hold elections, Brancati and Snyder (somewhat surprisingly) find that 

institutional capacity can somewhat be related to the holding of elections, but the 

relationship is not significant.  

In their second study that focuses on election timing and recurrence, Brancati and 

Snyder (2013) suggest that, overall, holding elections “too early” increases the risk of the 

recurrence of war. This is significant, in that intervenors often push for holding elections 

as early as possible, whether due to financial or political pressure, or the desire to show 

that a “benchmark” was achieved. The theory behind the idea that elections can be held 

“too early” is that the political actors involved are the same actors that were involved in 

the war, a “culture of debate” is not developed: essentially meaning that elections simply 

reproduce the factions, hostilities, and often the very same interests from which the war 

arose.  

Brancati and Snyder find that, for civil wars that involved UN intervention, 

holding national election one year after the conflict ends reduces the probability of a new 

war by about 60%. Civil wars that end in victories that hold elections one year after 

words are similarly less likely to restart, by 40% for any election, 49% if the first election 

was a national election. If the political system is decentralized, elections held one year 

after the civil war ended tend to reduce the probability of a new war by 78%, 84% if that 

election is a national election. It should be noted that they measured decentralization 

broadly, coding it as a dichotomous variable in which decentralization is present if there 

was a subnational level of government that had administrative, fiscal, or political 

decision-making authority over at least one issue area. Brancati and Snyder do not 
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mention whether this decentralization existed previously or was the result of 

constitutional or other changes to political structure that may have taken place as part of 

the post-more processes. 

Flores and Nooruddin (2012) explored post-war elections and economic 

improvement in 119 post-war processes from 1960-2002. Calling post-war periods 

“recovery episodes,” Flores and Nooruddin consider a recovery episode successful if the 

GDP per capita returns to the highest level achieved in the five years before the war 

began: a recovery episode fails if war recurs. While Brancati and Snyder (2013) used the 

number of months from a war’s end to its first election, Flores and Nooruddin used three 

dichotomous variables indicating whether the election took place in the first year, the 

second year, or the third year or later. Recovery episodes that, as of 2002 did not see an 

election nor a return to pre-war GDP levels were excluded from analysis. They note 

several trends in elections: only 18% of recovery episodes in the 1970s had elections, in 

the 1980s almost 70% of recovery episodes had elections. In the 1990s, 50% of the 

recovery episodes had elections, but the number of recovery episodes in the 1990s double 

from what it was in the 1980s. 

Focusing on a country’s prior experience with democracy, Flores and Nooruddin 

find that, for ‘new’ democracies, waiting two years to hold the election significantly 

reduces the likelihood that war will recur. For states with a firmer footing in democracy, 

post-war elections held one year after the conflict can help prevent war recurrence. They 

argue that, post civil war countries with experience in democracy, politicians will find it 
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harder to rig elections, resort to violence if they lose, or go back on promises of 

coexistence or political change if they win.  

As the means by which democracy is measured is important in quantitative 

research, Flores and Nooruddin, using PITF’s Polity scale, define new democracies as 

countries that had scores of less than seven before the conflict (-10 being more autocratic 

and 10 being more democratic), that then jumped to more than seven in the first year after 

the conflict ended. Established democracies required a score of seven or more before the 

war began. This method of operationalizing new democracies and established 

democracies makes sense, but as they do not specify which pre—war year or years from 

which the pre-war polity numbers are drawn, the degree to which they actually reflect 

and established or unestablished democracy is not clear. On the other hand, the 

achievement of a polity score of seven, even for a few years before it drops dramatically, 

may be considered as having some experience with democracy — certainly more so than 

autocracies that remain in the negative numbers for decades. Some countries, for example 

went through great experiments with democracy in the 1960s, with a few years of high 

Polity scores, followed by decades of autocratic rule.  

This supports Brancati and Snyder’s conclusions that appropriately timed 

elections can pay a positive role in preventing conflict recurrence; Flores and Nooruddin 

add that elections also affect the timing of potential conflict recurrence (lengthening it). 

At the same time, they find that post conflict elections appear to hinder economic 

reconstruction. In summary, then, elections in new democracies can play a stabilizing 

rather than a destabilizing role if they are held in the third year or later after the war ends. 
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For established democracies, holding elections in the second year after the war's end 

appears to be the ideal time for established democracies—if the goal is preventing the 

recurrence of war. However, they also find that elections seem to delay economic 

recovery, putting those who seek to ‘schedule’ elections in a bind.  

Flores and Nooruddin acknowledge that their criteria and definitions of a 

“recovery episode” do not take into consideration the longer-term goals of peacebuilding, 

but add that that the achievements of these short-term objectives (first election or return 

to pre-war GDP levels) “likely” influences a long-term peace. 

Generally speaking, in terms of holding any election during a recovery period, 

Flores and Nooruddin find that elections lengthen the period of time to either economic 

recovery or the recurrence of war. This is good, they note, in that countries that hold an 

election may experience a longer period of (unstable) peace; on the other hand it also 

means that economic recovery will take longer: 

Turning to our central question, do elections help or hurt? The results are 
conflicting. The positive coefficients on the election variables indicate that 
holding elections during the recovery period increases the time until economic 
recovery and conflict recurrence. Clearly economic recovery is desirable, and so 
this suggests that post conflict elections might hurt the economy, which is 
consistent with Paris. Conversely, holding elections in the recovery episode also 
delays conflict recurrence, which is excellent news for a society recovering from 
the trauma of civil conflict. Taken together, these results state the post conflict 
elections lengthened the recovery. Put differently, countries holding post conflict 
elections tend to enter a protracted period of vulnerability during which recovery 
and recurrence both remain possibilities. (Flores and Nooruddin 2012, 563). 
While Flores and Nooruddin’s study is similar to Brancati and Snyder’s, the latter 

is a more comprehensive look at post-war elections, as Flores and Nooruddin exclude 

from their analysis elections that occur after economic recovery is achieved. However, 
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Brancati and Snyder’s research may not be a look at genuine “post-conflict” elections. 

Their civil wars cases are determined by dyad (one particular group vs. the government), 

and not whether there was civil war anywhere in a country. A detailed look at their data 

indicates that many of the elections considered as “post-conflict” were actually held 

while another dyadic conflict that qualifies as a civil war was ongoing.  

Collier and Hoeffler considered the issue of timing in their study of international 

aid and development in post-war nations, but focused on when international aid may be 

most effective rather than its impact on war recurrence. Sponsored by the World Bank, 

their study focused on the timing and flow of aid (2002). Their study is useful in 

presenting a big picture of the financial costs and challenges of peacebuilding in the long 

term (ten years or more). Using the World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional 

Assessments criteria (CPIA), Collier and Hoeffler found that during the first three years 

after war’s end, a country’s absorptive capacity, or the ability of its institutions and 

policies to benefit from infusions of funds, is no greater than non-post-conflict nations, 

but for the remainder of the first ten years after settlement, absorptive capacity in post-

conflict nations tends to be twice that of nations not in transition. Collier and Hoeffler 

suggest that during these periods of doubled need, funding tends to stay constant or even 

be phased out.  

Sequencing 
Discussion of how peacebuilding involves many activities at once has been 

common in the field since the rise of multidimensional operations and NGO involvement. 

At the same time, peacebuilding actors (acknowledging that not everything can happen at 
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the same time) have also been attempting to do things in a sequential fashion. For the 

most part, the sequencing of activities has been guided by exigency, urgency, or, as it 

turns out, theory that is not entirely transferable to post-war situations.  

The most notable research on sequencing of general processes is the case-study 

work of Paris (2004), that suggests that elections should wait until after governance and 

institutionalization have improved. Reflecting the same conclusion that the “glue” that 

holds modern established democracies together should not be applied immediately in 

post-war world situations, Paris similarly finds that rapid economic liberalization may 

increase the risk of renewed civil war. According to Paris, components of civil society 

such as free press and free speech, should be held off until a “spirit of debate” has been 

established. Paris’ conclusions have largely become accepted in the field. Gopin (2005) 

also suggests that before elections, peacebuilding processes should first promote a culture 

of debate, thereby making sure that democratic values are present before elections and 

changes to government structures are attempted. Afrikaners had decades of experience 

with elections and the peaceful transfer of power. The African National Congress had 

been empowering citizens and promoting democratic values among Black South Africans 

for decades by the time the first inclusive elections were held in 1995; the same could be 

said for Nicaragua in the 1970s. 

While the work of Taydas and Peksen (2012) addresses civil war onset and not 

recurrence, their finding that welfare, in terms of government spending on social 

programs, plays a role in civil war, suggests that improving the daily lives of citizens 

should take immediate precedent — everyday citizens may not be willing to wait for a 
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“peace dividend” that takes place years later after economic liberalization and 

adjustment. This reinforces the emphasis of ‘human security’ proponents and others that 

focus on what peace means in the daily lives of people rather than in economic indicators.  

The 2012 work of Brancati and Snyder is the most notable research that addresses 

timing and sequencing. In terms of event sequencing, they examine if it matters whether 

the first post-war election was a “subnational” election or a national election, finding that, 

overall, which type of election takes place first does not significantly influence the 

likelihood of war recurrence. An exception are national elections, that, when combined 

with UN intervention or civil war victories, tend to reduce the likelihood of war 

recurrence. Focusing on elections and demobilization, they find that DDR processes that 

are initiated prior to the first election following civil war also reduce the likelihood of 

war recurrence. Brancati and Snyder do not measure the duration of demobilization 

processes— an admittedly difficult task, thus making it a “quasi” finite process. 

Demobilization is coded as a dichotomous variable: coded one if demobilization began 

(actual demobilization, not authorized or planned) prior to an election. 

Synergy 
While some work on sequencing of broad processes (Paris 2004) has begun, as 

well as quantitative exploration of timing questions, far less attention has been paid to the 

issue of synergy, activities that mutually reinforce each other’s effects. Jeong writes, “in 

the synergetic interaction, the total effect is greater than the sum of the individual effects” 

(2002b). Practically speaking, this may be taken to mean examining if particular 

combinations of peacebuilding activities—whether events, finite processes, or general 
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processes that take place simultaneously have more of an effect than when they are 

separated by time. Lyons’ research on elections may have some bearing on synergy in 

peacebuilding processes. Focusing on elections, Lyons suggests that elections will go 

well if there are both ‘push’ and ‘pull’ factors operating at the same time. Push factors are 

activities that draw rebels away from violence, such as DDR processes. Pull factors are 

those that seek to draw leaders in to the political arena. Brancati and Snyder’s work 

(2013) seems to support Lyons conclusions—they found that elections that took place 

after DDR processes were initiated significantly reduced the likelihood of violence 

following the election. 

Paying particular attention to quantitative research, this section has reviewed what 

we know about general patterns concerning timing, sequencing and synergy that play 

roles in civil war recurrence, the holding and timing of elections, and post-conflict 

economic recovery. The following section explores ‘what we don’t know’, suggesting 

that a quantitative approach that takes a broad, comprehensive approach can add 

significantly to our knowledge of timing, sequencing and synergy in peacebuilding 

processes. 

 

What We Don’t Know 
In a sense, the inquiry into issues of timing, sequencing, and synergy in 

peacebuilding activities might be said to be so inchoate that “we don’t know what we 

don’t know.” General suggestions from the literature that we need to know more were 

previously discussed, as was knowledge from quantitative explorations to date. In this 
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section I make suggestions where more knowledge of timing, sequencing, and synergy in 

peacebuilding might improve its efficacy and success. 

Sambanis in 2010 writes that “Although opinions on sequencing in the policy 

literature abound, there is to date no useful guide to answer these questions if we look for 

strong empirical evidence in support of a specific sequencing plan” (2010, 156). 

Sambanis notes that several “rules of thumb” do exist, although they are generalizations 

from a single or a few cases; further, he argues, the generalizations can be problematic 

depending on context, i.e. “easy” versus “difficult” post-war contexts. (2010). One way 

to gather strong empirical evidence would be a broad quantitative look at peacebuilding 

events. Outlining the dilemmas of war-to-democracy transitions, Jarstad (A. K. Jarstad 

2008) offers “snapshot pictures” of 42 conflicts with peace settlements, writing in a 

footnote that “the processes of democratization and peacebuilding are ‘moving targets’ 

and there is no existing database that captures these phenomena… This database has the 

benefits of including all armed conflicts with at least 25 battle related deaths and is a 

systematic and continuous collection endeavor. However, it does not capture all peace 

processes” (2008, 34n). 

Research concerning sequencing has tended to fall in one of two categories: the 

first being the sequencing of general processes i.e. general trends that usually have no 

easily fixed beginning or end points. This has received a great deal of attention in 

literature, particularly the democratization and development literature. The second 

category comprises studies that address combinations of finite, or quasi-finite, processes 
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and events. No studies to date, to my knowledge, have addressed sequences just among 

events and their relationship to peacebuilding success or failure. 

Timing 
Timing is the issue that has received the most attention, but that by no means 

should suggest our knowledge of timing is complete. Brancati and Snyder (2013) provide 

one answer to the question of when the first election should be held in relation to the 

cessation of violence. However, as discussed previously, many of the first “post-conflict” 

elections they examine take place while another violent conflict is being waged between 

an armed group and the government. Moreover, as Brancati and Snyder’s research was 

based on the more strict COW criteria of 1000 battle deaths to code war onsets and 

endings, their “post-war” periods may have included years immediately following the 

war’s end that have 25-999 battle deaths (the UCDP criteria for ‘minor conflict’). Flores 

and Nooruddin collapse multiple conflicts so that a truer picture of a “post-conflict” is 

given, but they exclude elections that took place after economic recovery was achieved. 

Flores and Nooruddin use the UCDP dataset of all minor conflicts (minimum of 25 battle 

deaths) for their research, making the relevance of their conclusions to civil wars with 

over 1000 battle deaths over the course of the conflict questionable. As such, it appears 

that the question of the effect of the timing of the first election in peacetime on civil war 

recurrence has yet to be answered. 

A similar question might be asked in terms of the timing of the first election vis a 

vis a comprehensive settlement that calls for an election (which may have been signed 

before or after the violence ended—it is unclear if this makes a difference). Scholars have 
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argued that delaying elections provides more time for democratic processes and attitudes 

to develop. On the other hand, one might ask the question, “how long will people wait?” 

Is there a period of hope or patience, after which time leaders do not see the 

peacebuilding process going as expected and begin to consider a return to violence? 

Some peace agreements call for new constitutions in addition to elections, yet often the 

formation of constitutional assemblies is delayed. Delays could mean that important 

relationship issues are being negotiated, which is good. On the other hand, parties may 

delay new constitutions in order to consolidate power or put off the inevitable post-

constitution election that which they might lose. We also don’t know the average period 

of time between the promulgation of new constitution and the first election—and whether 

this matters. 

Joshi and Darbi (2013) offer a dataset of comprehensive peace agreements, with 

the goal of aiding research that focuses on the implementation of changes that were 

agreed to in the settlements. Noting that the implementation of peace agreements is hard 

to track (for example, police reform was implemented in Northern Ireland over 12 years 

after the Good Friday agreement was signed), research on timing could also provide more 

information on how long, generally, the implementation of specific provisions in peace 

settlements (such as political, economic or security sector reform) take to implement — 

and, again, whether such delays play a role in determining peacebuilding success or 

failure. In Northern Ireland, the delayed police reform led to complaints and resentment 

among Catholics, but violence did not return to its previous levels. On the other hand, 
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delayed security sector reform has been noted to be an issue in many post-war situations 

in Africa. 

Mentioned quite frequently in the literature is the importance of rapid 

intervention, yet I have seen no quantitative studies that evaluate the period of time 

between the onset of violence (major or minor) and the approval of a UN Security 

Council mandate, though assessing the time between violence onset and the first “boots 

on the ground” can be difficult, especially given that said boots often trickle in. One 

would expect to see that shorter reaction times increase the chances of peacebuilding 

success (especially given that civil wars of longer duration play a role in whether they 

recur). 

Other questions concerning time include “how much time will this take?” We 

often don’t know how long specific processes take, on average. Achieving a measure of 

security is one issue and is expected to vary widely, but intervenors often underestimate 

the length of time it will take to demobilize solders, rebuild infrastructure, or hold 

elections. Hohe notes that it took two and a half years for UNTAET to establish basic 

institutions for governance and administration in East Timor (2004). Much knowledge of 

how long activities take has come from general or inferred, knowledge, i.e. Truth and 

Reconciliation Processes generally take a few years, preparations for elections usually 

take months, constitution writing can take anywhere from months to years. But research 

has not addressed whether the length of these durations matter—can taking too short or 

too long a time to write a constitution impact peacebuilding success or failure? The 

quicker promulgation of a new constitution may provide a degree of political stability. 
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Paris argues against this ‘the sooner the better’ idea, as partial democracies need time to 

develop practices that can support said new constitutions, but using the “critical event” of 

a new constitution as an indicator of progress towards stability in quantitative analysis 

has the potential to refute or support his conclusion. 

Similar questions could be asked concerning the duration of truth and 

reconciliation commissions and transitional governments. Extended truth commissions 

could on the one hand signify a reluctance of the government to deal with issues of 

justice. On the other hand, TRCs that take more time could provide more psychological 

and cultural space for cultural shifts that move from focusing on the past to focusing on 

the future. It has been suggested that the transitional governments, particularly longer 

transitional governments, provide additional time in which parties may negotiate and 

renegotiate their interests and relationships. On the other hand, longer transitional 

governments, particularly those internationally administered, may see the increasing 

resentment in the general population; rebel and government leaders may tire of the limbo 

and return to violence, i.e. “politics by other means.” 

The importance of timing is also highlighted in discussions of what has become 

called a “culture of dependence.” In these situations, war-torn populations become 

economically (and, some suggest, psychologically) dependent on external sources for 

support and direction (Junne and Verkoren 2004; Brown 2004). However, little is known 

about how long this dependence takes to develop, specific contexts in which it is likely to 

develop, or how long it takes to escape from it. 
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Relating to the general consensus that welfare should be provided sooner rather 

than later after a conflict ends, research might consider how soon actual improvements to 

daily life appear in post-more countries, as suggested by human security proponents 

(Cockell 2000; Axworthy 2001; Richmond 2006). Such studies could also distinguish 

between former combatants, refugees, IDP’s, and those who remained in place, 

determining where limited aid may be most effectively used. Paris’s recommendation that 

liberal economic reforms should be put in place later, and the work of Taydas and Peksen 

(2012) on civil war onset, suggesting that states can “buy” peace, all propose that 

knowing when and if daily life improves on the ground can be important. State-wide 

measures such as GDP per capita or infant mortality might be less useful here, as they 

indicate averages, not distribution: hence other means of measurement, such as formal or 

informal surveys, might be more appropriate, perhaps especially more so if monthly 

rather than yearly information is collected (local actors already in place on the ground 

might be recruited to aid in such efforts). Advances in geo-spatial data, if combined with 

quality of life measures, could be even more helpful. 

Sequencing 
Unanswered (and unasked) questions concerning sequencing also can be found. 

Some of these questions may be very simple. We know, for example, that violence does 

not always cease immediately after peace agreements — even comprehensive peace 

agreements — are signed. On the other hand, sometimes peace agreements are signed 

some time after the violence has ended. How often do these situations occur, and what 

relationships, if any, do they have with other surrounding events and processes? Some 
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questions concerning sequencing of these relate to the growing idea that peacebuilding 

activities can and should begin before the violence ends. Transitional governments, for 

example, are often called for in peace agreements or held as important ways to stop the 

violence, yet we do not know how often they begin during versus after violence, or if this 

sequencing is of importance. The granting of amnesty is considered as a confidence-

building measure in peacemaking processes that lead towards a settlement. As part of 

post-war processes, amnesties can be seen as a willingness to let go of the past—hence a 

question could be asked whether amnesties before or before or after the violence ends (or 

both) make a difference in the recurrence of war. 

The success of peace agreements is often tied to the degree to which they receive 

popular support; as such, one might expect that peace agreements that are “ratified” or 

approved by referendum to contribute more towards peacebuilding success than those 

that are not. A similar question could be asked about constitutions. Jarstad (2008) 

discusses the issue of referendums on peace agreements or constitutions, noting that they 

have the potential to establish legitimacy. He points out, however, that the majority rule 

often used in referenda elections may increase polarization. Populations may vote for 

peace agreements simply to get the violence to end without attention to its finer points: 

settlements are, after all, negotiated by the power players, not the people who support or 

oppose them. Constitutions may see more legitimacy and success if input is sought at 

local levels (this has in fact been stipulated in several peace agreements); perhaps a 

similar idea could be applied to peace agreements—furthering even more the idea of 
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“bottom-up” peacebuilding. (I am digressing, however, into suggestions for 

improvements to practice, and will leave this matter for another time.)  

The flow of international aid is commonly thought to increase soon after a peace 

agreement is signed, but we also know that development activities can and often take 

place amidst violence. If economic motives play a large role in rebel recruitment, one 

might expect that improvements in daily life even during the conflict could lead to a 

decrease in recruits, or the willingness of rebels to follow their leaders. In turn, this might 

lead to leaders signing peace agreements as they begin to see their base shrinking. If true, 

such situations might be seen in comprehensive peace agreements that are signed after 

qualities of daily life begin to improve. 

Autocracies are often associated with, or even defined by the suppression of ‘the 

freedoms—free press, free speech, freedom of assembly. While the freedoms are usually 

taken into consideration in general indicators and indices of democracy, the growing 

literature on partial or emerging democracies suggests that more focused attention on the 

various “subcomponents” of democracy is warranted, including executive constraint, 

political competition or the division of powers (Marshall and Jaggers 2004; Vanhanen 

2000; Coppedge et al. 2011; Goldstone et al. 2010). If the subcomponents of democracy 

are considered as promoting peace (which, in general, they are, though their timing may 

matter), given that peacebuilding activities may take place before or after peace 

agreements are signed or the violence ends, it might be worthwhile to explore changes in 

levels of the freedoms before and after the “critical events” of comprehensive settlements 

or the cessation of violence. 
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Security sector reform is another difficult issue in which sequencing could be 

theorized to play a role. Ideally, security sector reform should be implemented before 

rebel armies are demobilized, as many are often integrated into the existing government 

forces. Effective policing (at the time of demobilization much of which may be absent or 

provided by the international community) should be in place by the time demobilization 

processes take place, so that former militants in theory return to situations of law and 

order. These ‘ideal’ situations are thought to be rare, but again, we to do not have 

quantitative confirmation of this, nor a sense of what actually takes place, in terms of 

SSR before or after DDR.  

The holding of elections is considered to be an important component of 

democracy, as well as one of the “benchmarks” of peacebuilding processes, as they are 

considered to be transitions that can institutionalize democracy. As such, it makes sense 

to include elections in consideration of the timing, sequencing, and synergy of 

peacebuilding activities. However, there may be degrees to which elections may serve as 

markers of the true development of democratic values and practices. In their studies of 

elections, neither Brancati and Snyder nor Flores and Nooruddin distinguished between 

elections that were generally deemed to be fair or unfair. In their discussion of 

improvements to the way democracy is measured, Cheibub et al. (2010) suggest that a 

change in the ruling party — that is, that is, the nonviolent transition of government from 

the hands of one party to another — may be a better marker of democracy than a simple 

fair election. Taking this into consideration, an exploration of sequencing processes and 

peacebuilding might explore who wins in the first election — was it the party that was in 
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place before (who then continue to rule, albeit with more legitimacy), was it the party 

associated with the rebels, or was the winner from another, perhaps more moderate, 

faction? Taking the Cheibub et al.’s ‘alternation’ criteria for democracy into 

consideration might suggest that civil wars that are followed by an election with a fair, 

nonviolent transfer of power are more likely to stay ended. This might be one way to 

determine whether a ‘culture of debate’ has developed or was already present among the 

parties. A final question related elections is that, if it takes time, as Paris suggests, for 

democratic values and practices to develop, we might see the second elections after the 

end of the civil war as “critical events.” If the average time to restart for civil wars is ten 

years, this usually places a second election (if there is a second election) within that time 

frame, further suggesting that second elections may be important.  

Synergy 
Expanding our knowledge of synergy presents more operational challenges. In 

some respect, the very presence of multiple peacebuilding activities at the same time 

would decrease the likelihood of occurrence. Yet reflections from practice suggest that 

very often activities may interact in non-synergistic ways, such as international aid 

injuring the development of viable local economic institutions. There are hints, where 

synergistic effects might be theorized. Drawing from the suggestion the regional stability 

plays a role in civil wars (the ‘neighborhood effect’), it could be useful to track whether 

regional or interstate peace agreements signed around the same time as intra-state 

agreements improve prospects for success. Another way to approach questions of synergy 

might be to consider “critical events” that take place in the same year. While, strictly 



92 
 

speaking, more this is more sequential than simultaneous, it could be argued that events 

taking place within a short period of time gain power and momentum from the rise in 

goodwill and hope frequently found after the signing of peace agreements. One could 

look for, then, “critical events” that take place during the same year as comprehensive 

peace agreements, such as elections, constitutions, DDR, or political reforms. This is 

similar to the exploration of timing, but timing would consider differences in durations of 

longer than year. Given the degree to which constitutions are associated with the 

legitimacy of government and the state, it could be argued that elections held in the same 

year as constitutions could further improve the state’s legitimacy and lead to increased 

stability. Demobilization operations begun during transitional administrations might also 

prove to be important. The power parity found in (or at least attempted in) transitional 

governments may provide a safe space (politically and physically) for leaders to draw 

down their forces. 

Answering Questions 
Given all these questions, how can answers be developed? How can we improve 

our knowledge of timing, sequencing, and synergy in peacebuilding processes? There are 

many paths one could take, each yielding potentially useful information and suggestions 

for theory, practice, research and policy. Large N studies could be conducted to look for 

overall trends, although Coppedge points out that quantitative analysis tends to be “thin” 

on theory. Comparative case studies such as those conducted by Paris may yield 

information about what to do, and what not to do, and why. In-depth case studies may 

also allow for exploration of time elements in terms of days and months instead of years, 
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and among different actors and organizations. Lund suggests that “a focused comparative 

research project on a set of key “best” and “worst” cases could produce very solid and yet 

policy-relevant propositions about what further elements of sustainable peace are 

obtained under what contextual conditions, and one differing military, diplomatic, and 

development intervention “packages” are applied and in what sequences” (2003, 46). 

Taking a bottom-up approach to research that focuses on the daily lives of individuals, 

narrative histories of individuals (government and rebel soldiers, refugees, those caught 

in the middle) could also yield potentially valuable information about the positive or 

negative effects of timing, sequencing, and synergy, with regard to the major state 

statewide events or milestones and their significance in the lives of individuals. The 

quantitative approach was chosen for this research, as that path is just emerging. 

Why Conduct This Research? 
An important question to ask when doing any kind of research is “Why?” Any 

kind of research can improve or add to existing knowledge, but whether such research 

can actually be helpful is another question. Improving our knowledge of timing, 

sequencing, and synergy in peacebuilding processes, particularly if it is found to be 

important in determining peacebuilding failure or success, could help in peacebuilding 

theory, practice, policy, and research. 

Increased knowledge in this area could aid in the development of understanding 

how societal change happens in post—war situations, or add to theories about the 

motivations and decision-making processes of leaders. In the introduction to their book 

Electing to Fight: Why Emerging Democracies Go to War, Mansfield and Snyder cite the 
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1970 work of Dankwart Rustow, who suggested a processual, sequential model of 

democratization. Rustow was attempting to describe a “genetic theory” of democracy and 

disentangle the confusion between correlation and causation he suggested was prevalent 

at the time. He writes, “the factors that keep democracy stable may not be the ones that 

brought it into existence: explanations of democracy must distinguish between function 

and genesis” (1970, 346). This was the beginning of the realization that what sustains 

democracies may not necessarily be that which creates them. Rustow suggested—as a 

starting point for further research—that democracy forms from four successive, necessary 

phases: a background of ‘national unity’ (thus immediately making his model 

problematic for many democracies emerging from civil war); some sort of a crisis, “a 

prolonged and inconclusive political struggle”; a “decision phase,” in which democracy is 

a choice that is made; and a “habituation phase,” in which populations and politicians 

gradually adjust and learn to trust the new system. 

Rustow was optimistic about the potential for developing a “genesis” theory of 

democracy. However, Mansfield and Snyder note that since Rustow made his comments 

in 1970, “such ideas about sequencing have not, however, played a central role in much 

subsequent scholarship or public policymaking on democratic transitions. We believe 

they should” (Mansfield and Snyder 2005, 67). Rustow’s work, which considering 

democracy specifically, may also be suggestive of approaches to understanding how 

peace develops. Consider the following quote from Rustow, which I reproduce in full due 

to its applicability to peacebuilding processes and how it captures the potential for 

examining timing, sequencing and synergy in peacebuilding to yield fruitful information: 
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To seek causal explanations, as I insisted earlier, does not imply simple-
mindedness. Specifically, we need not assume that the transition to democracy is 
a world-wide uniform process, that it always involves the same social classes, the 
same types of political issues, or even the same methods of solution. On the 
contrary, it may be well to assume with Harry Eckstein that a wide variety of 
social conflicts and political contexts can be combined with democracy. This is, 
of course, in line with the general recognition that democracy is a matter primarily 
of procedure rather than of substance. It also implies that, as among various 
countries that have made the transition, there may be many roads to democracy. 
Nor does a model of transition need to maintain that democratic evolution is a 
steady process that is homogenous over time. Such a notion of temporal 
continuity and presumably of linear correlation seems to lurk behind much of the 
literature of the Lipset-Cutright genre. Temporal discontinuity, on the contrary, is 
implicit in the basic distinction drawn earlier in this article between the functional 
and genetic questions. The same discontinuity may be carried into the genetic 
scheme itself. For instance, it may be useful to single out certain circumstances as 
background factors and to proceed step-by-step to other factors that may become 
crucial in the preparation, decision, and consolidation phases of the process. 
(1970, 345) 
However, we are increasingly learning, as Rustow suggests, that insights from 

how democracies are born (or maintained) do not necessarily apply in post-war 

situations. Knowing more about the specifics of timing and sequencing could play a role 

in learning how peace actually does emerge after war. 

Rustow’s comment that “correlation is not the same as causation: a genetic theory 

must concentrate on the latter” was prescient, in that over 30 years later, those seeking to 

build democracy from the rubble of war have come to the same conclusion (Paris 2004). 

Just because market economies and freedom of speech (even inflammatory or polarizing 

speech) are associated with consolidated, peaceful democracies does not mean their 

introduction in post-war situations necessarily leads to peace, or democracy. Following 

Rustow’s suggestion, perhaps we can learn more about the “genesis” of peace out of the 

darkness of war by studying the timing and sequencing of events.  



96 
 

Such advancements in theory might not develop immediately, however. 

Answered questions may lead to more questions. It may be that third or fourth generation 

questions are the ones that yield fruitful theory. 

Research that leads to conclusions, such as event A plays an important role in 

event B, may often lead to back-tracing explorations, as in, if A plays a role in B, what 

then plays a role in A? Brancati and Snyder followed such a line of inquiry; after finding 

that the timing of elections mattered in peacebuilding success or failure, they then looked 

for factors that influence the holding and timing of elections in the first place.  

Any significant insights on the importance of timing, sequencing, and synergy 

could have important implications for practice and policy. To be more fully supported, 

conclusions drawn using one type of methodology, of course, would be examined using 

other methods — such research could support or refute the original conclusions. 

Confirming or disconfirming research might also indicate other influential factors to 

consider. The growing realization that the rapid introduction of liberal economic policies 

led to the World Bank relaxing its ‘hurry-up’ approach and pay more attention to welfare 

and social service priorities. The international community does not have total control 

over events on the ground — specific context and challenges will always matter, 

individual leaders may choose to be spoilers or supporters of peace, but more knowledge 

about which sequences are more effective, when is ‘too short’ and when is ‘too long,’ can 

help intervenors guide processes in certain directions. For example, if the international 

community has been able to push for earlier elections, as it has, it could also push for or 

against other measures. Research that yields information on peacebuilding activities that 
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can take place before the violence ends may lead to increased opportunities for 

intervention or international support while violence is ongoing. Information on, ideally, 

how long finite events should take (such as constitutional commissions, DDR processes, 

or TRCs) could help mediators and actors construct more effective peace agreements. 

Firm knowledge of the importance of second elections could lend further support to 

advocates of longer-term peacebuilding support. 

Given that we are in the early stages of exploring timing, sequencing, and synergy 

in peacebuilding, it seems to me that more comprehensive, systematic exploratory 

analysis is in order. Such research would be large-N quantitative analysis rather than case 

studies, focusing on many events instead of just one or two. While ‘thin’ in theory, it 

would offer an opportunity to test many of the questions raised earlier. Collection of data 

to answer these questions might be considered as a first attempt at a ‘peacebuilding 

events dataset’. The ‘peace events dataset’ would include information on many of the 

events and finite processes mentioned above. If constructed as time series data, the data 

set can also incorporate existing measures of more general peace processes — 

development and democracy indicators, for example. Quantitative analysis using the 

peacebuilding events dataset would be an efficient way to provide some answers to two 

primary questions: 1) Are there patterns concerning timing, sequencing, and synergy in 

peacebuilding processes, and 2) Are they important? To what degree do any specific 

findings encourage (or discourage) a sustained peace? 

In conclusion, quantitative analysis of many of the questions raised in the 

previous section (gathered and restated in table 4) would provide a systematic and 
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efficient way of improving our knowledge of timing, sequencing, and synergy in 

peacebuilding processes. As mentioned before, Jarstad (2008, 34n) notes the absence of a 

dataset that “captures” the phenomena of peacebuilding processes: this dataset would fill 

that gap and provide answers to some of the questions raised in this chapter. The next 

chapter describes in more detail the methodological approach and describes how the 

peacebuilding events dataset was constructed.  

  



99 
 

 

Table 4. Research questions concerning timing, sequencing and synergy among peacebuilding events 
Question 
 
Time and Timing 
How long do TRCs usually last?  
Does the duration of TRCs matter? 
How long do transitional governments last? 
Does the duration of transitional governments matter? 
How long from the cessation of violence to the first election? 
Does the time to the first election matter? 
Does the time from the CPA to a new constitution matter? 
 
Sequencing 
Does military/police reform before DDR make a difference? 
Do regional peace agreements signed before CPAs increase the chances of peace? 
Is peace more likely if the first post-war election is a fair transfer of power? 
Are the outcomes of first or second elections important factors in a sustained peace? 
 
Synergy 
Do elections held the same year as DDR processes increase the likelihood of peace? 
Do elections held the same year that new constitutions are promulgated increase the 
chances of peace? 
 
Additional questions that arose during data collection and analysis 
Does a second election, regardless of outcome, increase the chances of peace? 
Does the outcome of the second election increase the chances of peace? 
Does the outcome of the first election influence whether a second election was held at 
all? 
Does the outcome of an election increase the likelihood of a democratic peace? 
Do constitutional amendments play role in the recurrence of civil war? 
 

 

Not all research need be guided by well elaborated and strongly grounded theory. 

Indeed, in his critical article on the state of peace research, Schrodt is critical of the 

tendency of researchers to test null hypotheses for which in fact the researchers ‘have no 

reason whatsoever to be believe are true’ (2014, 289). Anthropologist Zora Neale 

Hurston wrote “Research is formalized curiosity. It is poking and prying with a purpose.” 

Similarly, Rustow writes that “all scientific inquiry starts with the conscious or 
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unconscious perception of a puzzle” (1970, 339). This research, then, is the product of 

my curiosity (and that of others) about peacebuilding and time. 

 

Conclusion 
Some inroads have been made into increasing the knowledge of timing, 

sequencing, and synergy — what works and what doesn’t work, but clearly this field of 

inquiry is in its infancy. Unless, on the other hand, it is more of a dead end — that there 

are no general guidelines or patterns in peacebuilding activities concerning time that 

make a difference between peacebuilding success or failure — that everything is 

contextual.6 However, the only way to find out if this is only the beginning of inquiry or a 

dead-end is to do more research, perhaps more systematic research. 

This research does not attempt to address all these gaps, which may include 

quantitative confirmation of conclusions from case studies. Instead, I focus on the area in 

which knowledge seems to be particularly deficient: that of event-event interactions. 

Events delete last word interactions between events and finite processes are also 

considered, but the focus is on events. 

                                                
6 Thania Paffenholz, in her conclusion to the Peacebuilding: A Field Guide, edited 

with Luc Reychler, addresses the question, “Is timing relevant?” Her answer is no: I 
reproduce the entire quote here because context is often important: “In many publications 
on peacebuilding, much of the debate centers on the issue of time. It occurred to me when 
going through the present book again that timing of interventions in conflict areas was 
not really a topic. Many authors, including John Paul Lederach, Johan Svensson, Herbert 
Kelman, and Rachel Neild, do point out that peacebuilding is a long-term process, but 
they make no suggestions regarding specific time frames for individual peacebuilding 
actions. It seems, then, that there is no need to time interventions for peace. What is 
needed is commitment at any given time in order to establish a network for peace through 
many different local and international interventions. (2001, 539). 
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General questions to be answered by this research include the following: To what 

degree, if any, is timing important in the successful implementation of peacebuilding 

components? Are there suggestions that rapid peace dividends—events taking place 

sooner rather than later—plays a role in a sustained peace? Are there certain 

peacebuilding elements that “play well together”? Does the presence of one 

peacebuilding component indicate the increased likelihood of success of another? These 

are some of the questions I sought to address. 
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CHAPTER 3 – APPROACH TO RESEARCH 

Exploratory Research 
The questions raised in the last chapter might seem disparate and unconnected – 

and they are. As mentioned before, exploration of time and peacebuilding is just 

beginning, therefore it is an appropriate time for exploratory research. It is a new line of 

inquiry—in many respects, “we don’t know what we don’t know.” Answers to these 

initial questions might lead to further questions to be addressed in future research, 

whether focused case studies or further quantitative research. 

In a sense, time is a factor in a great deal of research, especially that which 

focuses on causality or correlation. This research is more akin to studies done in business 

or engineering contexts, where the “average” time to build a widget is calculated, or the 

sequences of building a complicated widget are determined and described. 

Exploratory research is that which explores trends and initial hypotheses, usually 

on hitherto uncollected data. The data may be completely unknown, as in textual analysis 

of narratives produced by qualitative, emic research; or the data may be known, but not 

yet collected or analyzed in a systematic manner. For example, while election dates for 

most countries in the world can be found in several datasets, Brancati and Snyder were 

the first to utilize that data and use it to explore timing of elections. Information on peace 

agreements has been collected and analyzed (Hoddie and Hartzell 2003; Stedman, 
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Rothchild, and Cousens 2002), but have not been analyzed in terms of time and other 

“critical events” in peacebuilding. 

Exploratory research is appropriate when we have new, or “fresh”’ data, as 

Coppedge (2012) points out. While data on the dates of peace agreements, constitutions, 

elections, etc. has always been “out there,” they have not yet been collected in a 

systematic way that allows for assessments of timing, sequencing, and synergistic effects 

— and their importance to peacebuilding processes. Hitherto uncollected data may be 

explored ‘top-down’ or ‘bottom-up,’ the former involving deductive reasoning, and the 

latter involving inductive reasoning. Deductive reasoning is common and expected in 

hypothesis testing. Inductive reasoning is more likely to be found in exploratory research 

and theory generation. 

While deductive reasoning — top-down, hypothesis testing — is commonly 

considered to be more “scientific,” in practice, scientific research involves both deductive 

and inductive processes. This is noted in the methodology textbooks, but usually after a 

long discourse on the importance of deductive reasoning in hypothesis testing. This 

research did involve answering specific questions, and thus included the standard 

scientific method of hypothesis testing on data when one does not know the answer, but it 

also has elements of grounded theory (applied in a quantitative context). Grounded theory 

involves ‘bottom-up’ analysis, using a combination of both deductive and inductive 

reasoning. The use of deductive reasoning is often frowned upon in more ‘scientific’ 

contexts, as it can lead to biased conclusions — assumptions of generality when in fact 

the data was hand-picked. However, the probability of bottom-up analysis—drawing 
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conclusions or suggestions from “under theorized” yet significant results found in data is 

more of a problem in situations where the data is a sample drawn from a larger ‘universe’ 

or population. In the analysis of civil wars, the sample is the universe — there is no 

alternate universe with different civil wars and different countries upon which theories 

and hypotheses could be retested. Research on civil war using the standard criteria of 

inclusion in the UCDP or COW datasets, using the time frame of 1945 to the present, 

usually results in examining the same 100 or so civil wars, plus or minus 20 or 30, 

depending on definitions and criteria. When a set is reduced due to time cutoffs, 

researchers commonly find themselves with the same (more or less) 50-100 or so civil 

wars upon which analysis can be conducted. 

Any generalizations drawn from findings of significance that use the universe of 

civil wars, then, can then be held as more generally valid than those that utilize samples 

from a larger population. Whether those findings are truly significant, or add to 

knowledge, however, depends on the training and knowledge of the analyst, and if they 

are ‘triangulated’ by cases studies or experience on the ground.  

Of course, there is a big difference between the casual observation of patterns and 

the testing of whether these patterns really are trends. The ‘patterns’ found may only the 

product of the “gaze” of the observer, whether due to bias or the limited number of cases 

observed. In the case of civil wars in peacebuilding processes, however, our gaze 

includes the universe. Since our gaze includes the universe of all civil wars, the 

observation of trends becomes more important. To use the metaphor of vision, just 

because one can see an entire room, does not mean that one can see every single object in 
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the room to the same degree. Despite the fact that the gaze may in fact take in the whole 

room, and practice, our eyes will focus on particular objects or areas. Detecting patterns 

is something that human beings are good at, particularly our eyes — which is why the 

simple examination of data plays an important role in research. In other words, deductive 

reasoning does play an important role in research, particularly in exploring ‘puzzles’ — 

significant patterns which previously were unknown and untheorized.  

Suggestions have been made that inductive reasoning –theory building from rather 

than on data—is undervalued in academic research today. Achen and Schrodt, in 

particular, lament the over-emphasis on hypothesis testing and lack of theory 

development in current social science research—particularly IR and political science. 

Achen writes that “certainly theory testing is a central task for methodologist. However, 

methodologists have another role as well, at least equally important. Theory needs things 

to explain, and finding them as part of our job, too. Much useful theory has emerged 

bottom-up rather than top-down” (2002, 441). Achen writes,  

Moreover, statistical analysis is not confined to theory evaluation. Quantitative 
analysis also discovers empirical generalizations that theory must account for. 
Scientific invention emerges from data and experiment as often as data and 
experiment are used to confirm prior theory. In international relations, the 
empirical finding (if that is what it is) that democracies do not fight each other has 
led to a great deal of intriguing theorizing. But all the theory is posterior to the 
raw empirical discovery. (2005, 328). 
Theory is that which seeks to explain puzzles. One sees a pattern in data, 

determines if it is an important pattern, and then begins to think about why this might be 

so. For example, in the field of IR and conflict resolution, someone had to notice in the 

first place that a lot of civil wars involved ethnic issues — then came the empirical 
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assessment of how many civil wars do in fact involve ethnic issues, and then came theory 

about why this is so. This process of exploratory research — determining overall trends 

and patterns is an important part of the research process — particularly as it can lead to 

puzzles that ask for explanations.  

Another example of the downplaying of inductive methods is the tendency of 

academic journals not to publish research that did not find significant results — which is 

a shame, really, as publishing even negative results can help develop and improve theory, 

not to mention having practical utility in the sense of reducing researchers’ time wasted 

on finding insignificant results that, unbeknownst to them, have already been found or 

duplicated by many others. Schrodt points out that “virtually all published research now 

reports only the final tip of an iceberg of dozens if not hundreds of unpublished 

alternative formulations” (2014, 293). (It would be interesting to have panels at 

conferences where researchers are able to report their non-significant results.) This is not 

to say that non-significant results are never reported in the literature — they are, but most 

often only in published research that has found significant results—results that more 

often than not support the researcher’s hypotheses. 

Quantitative hypothesis testing requires enough of something on which to test the 

hypothesis. One needs data first, and data comes from observation. Referring to the 

classic joke of a an inebriated individual looking for his keys underneath a street lamp—

because that’s where the light is, Achen points out that while some theories are indeed 

suggested by looking in the light, but “others will have to come from the darkness, under-
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illumined by theory. Searching and darkness requires more self-discipline than we have 

mustered thus far” (2002, 447).  

The preceding paragraphs, I hope, help emphasize the importance of exploratory 

research. Deductive, ‘from the ground up’ research applied to puzzles is an important part 

of theory development. Timing, sequencing, and synergy is one of the ‘puzzles’ of 

peacebuilding, as evidenced by these issues being raised repeatedly in the literature as 

“unknowns.” It is like walking into a new room and seeing what is there. However, as 

mentioned, one’s gaze is inevitably influenced by personal interest, objects seen 

previously, as well as what objects have been deemed it to be more important than others. 

In this respect, what we are looking for in this “new” room of data — events and finite 

processes — are objects previously known to be important, but in a different context. 

The State as Unit of Analysis 
Taking the purpose of the state as, at a minimum, providing structural means for 

the nonviolent resolution of conflict, up to being a satisfier of some basic human needs, a 

civil war can be considered as a form of state failure in the larger sense, or at least 

evidence of state incompetence. Gersovitz and Kriger, although discussing the state in 

terms of a monopoly of violence, suggest that “at a minimum, civil war is one form of the 

impairment of the state” (2013, 5). Note they write one form of impairment. Taking into 

account the challenges to the state and the growing importance of international actors in 

fulfilling the purposes of the state (as well their prolonged involvement in civil war and 

peacebuilding), a civil war may even be seen as a failure of both the state and of the 
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international system, perhaps especially so for ‘new wars’. Many of the challenges to the 

state are also challenges to the understanding of civil war, and how civil wars end. 

The state and groups within it are not always the only participants in civil war. As 

the number and complexity of actors in civil war came to be acknowledged, a distinction 

was made between purely internal civil wars between the state and its citizens, versus 

internationalized civil wars, in which other states play a major role in the conflict (both 

COW and UCDP make this distinction). While it could be useful to study ‘pure’ civil 

wars, this research includes both internal and internationalized civil wars, as it is 

increasingly difficult to gauge the degree of interference from other states (as well as 

other global influences). In the end, though, while other countries may play a role before, 

during, and after a civil war, it is still ultimately the people of that country that will 

choose how to govern themselves, to choose violent or nonviolent means of resolving 

conflict—another reason to make the state the unit of analysis in this research.  

Most recently, especially with recent challenges to the state as a level of analysis 

as well as its functions, research on civil war is differentiating even further, 

disaggregating elements down to microlevels of regional, local, and geo-spatial analysis, 

using quantitative methods as well as qualitative methods. Kalyvas (2006) draws 

attention to local social networks and rivalries and suggests that the processes of local 

violence during civil war should be distinguished conceptually from the general 

processes of civil war. 

The state is facing many challenges, both in the real world and in as a unit of 

analysis. Globalization is testing many long-held assumptions about the state as a unitary 
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actor in a chaotic world, as well as its ability to maintain order within are being 

challenged. While the state remains a definitional component of and a primary actor in 

civil war, the challenges to the state in concept and in practice also have a bearing on how 

civil war is both studied and understood. Analysis of civil war at sub-state levels of 

groups and geography is increasing apace. However, taking the primary importance of 

the state into account (despite its weaknesses and challenges), keeping in mind the 

historicity and continuous existence of the state in time and space, as well as considering 

that civil war may be seen as a dysfunction of the state, this research retains the state as 

its unit of analysis. 

The Dependent Variable 
It is interesting—and significant—to note that many (but not all) studies of civil 

war recurrence focus on wars that recur within a specific time frame — two years, five 

years, or, less often, 10 years. Hence, if a civil war restarted seven or 17 years later, that 

first war would nonetheless be treated as a success in the analysis. Though it is not often 

made clear why the shorter evaluative timeframe is used, one could make several 

conjectures. It could be argued that since the second (or third, or fourth) civil war often 

(but not always) involves different leaders, conditions and contexts, it should be 

considered as a separate dynamic. Doyle and Sambanis use the criteria of recurrence 

within two years as a failure. In a footnote in their seminal work, they note that “their 

model loses much of its predictive capacity and most key variables become non-

significant.” (2000, 787n)They note that after two to five years environmental disasters 

such as hurricanes or droughts as well as other factors may affect the stability of a 
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country, which they argue have little to do with either the success or failure of 

peacebuilding strategies. This suggests that their conception of a peace is limited, as 

peace, whether negative or positive (but particularly positive peace), relates to the ability 

of a society to nonviolently respond to conflict (including challenges from environmental 

disasters), regardless of where that conflict originates. 

It could also be argued that studies that use civil war recurrence within X number 

of years as a measure of peacebuilding success do so because most civil wars have been 

found to restart within that timeframe. This argument makes more sense to me, as if one 

has to deal with the strategic use of limited resources (funding, personnel, political will), 

one should use them in the most efficient manner — efficient in terms of resources and in 

their application at the most opportune time. However, I would argue that if the average 

duration of time to civil war recurrence is ten years, to study that period in terms of what 

peacebuilding activities took place, especially in quantitative, time series research, is 

appropriate. However, that does not necessarily mean that same time period should be 

used as a criteria for success, especially since the goals of peacebuilding include the 

development of structures and patterns of behavior that lead to a sustained peace. 

Nowhere in the definitions of peace or peacebuilding in the literature can be found peace 

equals five years of peace, or peace equals 10 years of peace — a “sustained” peace with 

a short time horizon, yet that is how it is defined, operationally in many of the 

quantitative studies that purport to study peacebuilding success or failure. Thus, I would 

offer that studies that seek to explore factors that determine peacebuilding success in 

terms of its ability to effect a sustained peace should consider recurrence at any time as a 
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peacebuilding failure, though the period within which peacebuilding activities (most 

often meaning international intervention) might be allowed to focus on the average time 

to restart. Such is the criteria and methodology used in this research. 

A Focus on Benchmarks 
As this was a ‘first pass’ at a comprehensive, exploratory look at peacebuilding 

processes and time—looking at area that are under-explored, it was decided to focus on 

events and finite processes (elections, TRCs, for example), rather than on continuous 

processes (development, improving governance). Time series analysis of continuous 

variables such as infant mortality, GDP or governance indicators has been in progress in 

the field for some time (though not in relation to ‘events’ other than the cessation of 

violence). Peacebuilding events and finite processes are often the most visible and lauded 

benchmarks of peacebuilding ‘progress’. They also constitute the most feature of the 

peacebuilding events dataset—hence the focus of the research was solely on events and 

finite processes rather than events, finite processes and continuous variables. However, 

later iterations of the research, for a more complete treatment of time in peacebuilding 

processes, would incorporate continuous indicators of development, governance, and ‘the 

freedoms’. 

Potential Issues 
Any choice of methodology carries with it advantages and disadvantages. 

Exploratory research may be ‘thin’ on theory, but its excavation of areas of interest may 

suggest regions where the potential for theory development is strong and more research is 

warranted. Large N studies of course leave out context, and context—the specific history 
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and situation of each country that experiences civil war—is important in the 

understanding and analysis of conflict. This is a drawback. However, if research that 

limits itself to case studies is likewise limited in that the generality of conclusions is 

unknown. Both are needed. The choice of variables may also be an issue. I chose those 

variables most often considered as benchmarks and that receive the most attention in the 

literature, but there may be events and finite processes important to peacebuilding 

success that were overlooked, remain buried in the literature, or have not yet been 

highlighted by researchers or practitioners. Utilizing the state as a unit of analysis 

eliminates from consideration the temporal dynamics between specific groups and the 

state. A great deal of attention has been paid to group-state dyadic conflicts in the 

literature, particularly in peacemaking processes (escalation, de-escalation, negotiation 

processes), but it would be interesting to explore further group-state dyadic processes in 

peacetime, whether the group is a political party formed from the aims of the rebel group, 

or remnants of rebels that continue to plague the state during ‘peacetime’. Admitting 

these drawbacks and tradeoffs, this research would nonetheless constitute an 

advancement in our knowledge of timing, sequencing and synergy in peacebuilding 

processes. 

Conclusion 
This chapter described the overall approach to research, arguing that exploratory, 

large N quantitative research is an appropriate means of advancing our knowledge of 

time and peacebuilding processes, especially if we are looking at the many different 

events and finite processes that make up peacebuilding activities. Seeking to take time 
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seriously, it was also argued that, at least for quantitative analysis, the period of ten years 

after the cessation of violence is an appropriate time period to focus on peacebuilding 

activities; however, one should look at recurrence only in that time period. If the goal of 

peacebuilding is the development of structures and processes that foster sustained peace, 

a sustained peace (i.e. civil war does not recur, ever) should be the dependent variable 

under study. In the next chapter, the specific methodologies for data collection, dataset 

creation and statistical methodology are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 4 - METHODOLOGY 

 

“Research is formalized curiosity. It is poking and prying with a purpose.” 

    - American anthropologist Zora Neale Hurston 
 

In the first section of this chapter I make the argument for my somewhat 

unconventional (at least by contemporary standards as evidenced by quantitative research 

that appears in journals) approach to research, in that I use both inductive and deductive 

reasoning. While it could be argued that I am departing from the traditional scientific 

method of hypothesis testing on data, it could also be argued that it is a return to classic 

methods of knowledge development and theory generation derived from noticing patterns 

or puzzles that spur ‘why’ questions. The second section describes the process by which 

the dataset was generated and gives details for each of the variables.  

Dataset Creation 
In this section I describe the process of generating the dataset and the decisions 

involved. After discussing the choice for the source of my civil war data, I describe how 

the time series data was put together, and how the “peace episodes” set was determined. 

Each of the event variables is then described in turn, with notes on where and how the 

data was collected. 
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Civil War Data 
The first order of business was to decide which set of civil wars to use in the data. 

UCDP and cow are the most commonly used in the literature, and are thus were the two 

strongest candidates. The PITF problem set (as opposed to its regime authority transitions 

set) also comprises a list of revolutionary and ethnic wars from 1948 to 2010 but, for 

reasons which I will not conjecture here, has been utilized less frequently in the 

quantitative study of civil war and the peacebuilding processes that follow it. As I was 

essentially creating a new dataset of peacebuilding events and finite processes, it made 

more sense to use as a base one of the datasets more widely used in the literature, with 

the idea that it could be used by other researchers in the future.  

While I decided to retain the common criteria for a civil war as armed conflict 

between organized groups and a government which involves at least 1000 battle deaths, I 

also wanted to include data on lower thresholds for potential future use—which UCDP 

has but COW does not (UCDP uses a code for low or high intensity). This suggested the 

use of the UDCP armed conflict dataset. I began with using the criteria of at least 1000 

Deaths Taking place within a year as the minimum criteria for definition is a civil war 

(UCDP considers years with 25 to 999 deaths as “minor conflicts”). However, in line 

with other data sets on civil war, I added to my list conflicts that resulted in over 1000 

deaths over the duration of the conflict. This resulted in a higher number of civil wars 

than studies that utilize COW data—for example Guinea-Bissou (6/7/1998-5/10/1999, 

with 1700 total battle deaths) is included in my set but is not found in the COW or Doyle 

datasets (but it is found in PITF). 
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It should be noted that determining the number of battle deaths can be difficult. 

Injury and death to individuals is easy to determine first-hand, but when attempts are 

made to get an idea of the level of destruction of violent conflict using aggregate totals of 

casualties from secondary or tertiary sources, problems arise. First among them, as noted 

by Obermeyer et al. (2008) is the tendency in groups in conflict to over-state the 

casualties they have incurred in the conflict, in an effort to persuade others of the urgency 

of their cause. On the other hand, Lacina and Gleditsch suggest that information on battle 

deaths is “frequently concealed by parties to the conflict, destroyed in the course of the 

war, or never recorded at all” (2005, 146). Second, there is the problem of what 

constitutes a casualty or “battle death”. Most quantitative studies use the term battle 

deaths strictly, referring to deaths that occurred from the use of arms. Some datasets 

distinguish between battle deaths on the government side and battle deaths on the rebel 

side (Correlates of War, Sarkees and Wayman 2010, hereafter referred to as COW). 

Others disaggregate the data even further, distinguishing between civilian and combatant 

deaths (Eck and Hultman 2007; Fjelde and Hultman 2013).  

Most definitions of civil war require the presence major, organized violence, with 

“organized” meaning that the group or groups in conflict with the state have a system of 

leadership or command structure and some expressed sense of political purpose. 

Sometimes organized political violence, whether it is resolved quickly or is sustained 

over long periods of time, nonetheless results in a “low” number of deaths.  

In most of the literature, the status of “civil war” or “major violence” is achieved 

when 1000 deaths have resulted from violence between the state and non-state groups—
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some quantitative datasets require this threshold to be met in a single year, others relax 

the rule and allow a minimum of 1000 deaths over the course of the conflict. Conflicts 

that result in less than 1000 deaths are termed “minor conflicts.” Short episodes of 

political violence in which less than 1000 people die could in theory be considered civil 

war, as they involve violence directed toward and returned by the government, but these 

“minor” conflicts are, for the most part, not defined as civil wars. While acknowledging 

the importance of studying the dynamics of high and low levels of political violence, this 

dissertation nonetheless focuses on major sustained political violence, as its effects on 

society and governance present more of a challenge to building peace after the violence 

ends. 

Another distinction has been made in the literature between ‘regular’ civil wars 

and colonial wars of independence. Some civil war datasets such as that of Fearon and 

Laitin (2003) include colonial wars of independence as civil wars, arguing they took 

place within a single empire, but most civil war datasets do not include colonial wars.7 

COW codes colonial wars as “extrastate” wars, and UCDP/PRIO codes colonial wars as 

“extra-systemic” wars. What both these coding decisions have in common is the idea of 

the contested political structure (the colony) existing beyond the boundaries of an 

internationally recognized state (the colonial power). Recall that Licklider includes in his 

                                                
7 Fearon and Laitin make the case for including colonial wars in civil war datasets 

by noting, for example, that excluding colonial wars from civil war datasets would 
exclude consideration of the conflict in Chechnya as a civil war. However, if one utilizes 
Licklider’s requirement that the violence be among geographically contiguous people the 
set would include Chechnya but not the colonial wars of the 1960s. Henderson (2000) 
analyzes not colonial wars per se but examines civil wars in former colonies due to the 
different cultural and structural legacies involved. 
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definition of civil war the requirement that it be among a “geographically contiguous 

people” (1993, 9). It could be argued that wars of independence against colonial powers 

could be considered civil wars in that groups with different positions on independence 

may engage in violence within the confines of the colonial territory (which may often 

have quasi-state qualities or a degree of self-government). However, while the contested 

political structure does involve a state, it also extends beyond that state as a contiguous 

territory. Further, the colonial population did not, generally, consider themselves citizens 

of the colonial power, nor did the colonial structure reflect an agreed-upon form of self-

governance. Colonial wars of independence should not, I believe, be considered civil 

wars, due to the fact that they can by definition occur only once, and that the original 

political structure (state/empire vs. ruled territory) did not reflect an agreed-upon form of 

self-governance of a people. In addition, a colonial war by definition cannot recur, and 

therefore does not lend itself to studies of civil war recurrence.  

For these wars that resulted in over 1000 deaths total, I also made the potentially 

controversial decision to use as their start and end dates the first year “minor conflict” 

was coded by UCDP, if it was followed by continuous conflict. My set, then, resulted in 

“longer” civil wars, differing considerably from sets that code their start and end dates 

strictly by the annual presence of over 1000 battle deaths. This decision was made for 

several reasons. Firstly, we know that conflicts escalate. While it could be argued that the 

civil war “officially” began when the 1000 battle deaths criteria was met, civil wars that 

are coded as ‘begun’ the first year of major violence may actually have been in an 

escalatory phase of a conflict that began years before. Secondly, it has also been 
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acknowledged that the criteria of 1000 battle deaths is rather arbitrary, so consideration of 

continuous years before this ‘magic’ threshold might be in order. Finally, as long, 

protracted conflicts are of particular interest, the “longer” civil wars in my dataset may 

more accurately reflect what scholars are referring to when discussing protracted conflict.  

Azar defined a “protracted social conflict” as “the prolonged and often violent 

struggle by communal groups for such basic needs as security, recognition and 

acceptance, fair access to political institutions and economic participation (1991, 13). 

These conflicts are distinguished by their tendency to be intra-state rather than between 

states, the involvement of identity issues (as opposed to resources), and their 

intractability, meaning the conflicts have persisted over time (even generations) and seem 

to be particularly resistant to resolution. Azar also suggests that protracted social conflicts 

involve ‘dysfunctional’ relationships between states and their populations, arguing that 

the concept of the state as traditionally serving the interests of communal identity groups 

(usually at the expense of another group) is another part of the problem. Burton (1998) 

added that these conflicts are usually “deep-rooted,” that is, not involving interests that 

can be negotiated but rather “irrepressible “ human needs that must be met if the conflict 

is to be resolved.  

Protracted conflicts may remain relatively quiet for years, and then erupt with 

surges of intense violence. In some cases, they may just simmer low levels of violence 

that may not meet the threshold to be considered a “civil war. ”Northern Ireland, 

Israel/Palestine, the Kashmir, and the Balkans are prime examples of protracted social 

conflicts. Protracted conflicts often exist over generations, and as such present their own 
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special challenges to peacebuilding efforts. Over long periods of time, this results in the 

conflict embedding itself into the structures, attitudes, and the cultures of the populations 

involved. Because they are so resistant to resolution and offer the most challenges to 

peacebuilding efforts, protracted social conflicts have become a prime source of concern 

in the field of conflict analysis and resolution. In summary, coding used for start dates an 

end dates allows the “festering” involved in protracted to be considered in the analysis 

(and, importantly, the end dates may more accurately indicate the resolution of conflict). 

However, the UCDP armed conflict dataset lists conflicts by group dyad—useful 

for some analysis but not for mine. In other words, if a government is engaged in 

violence with two different armed groups in a particular years, two ‘civil wars’ are coded. 

One issue I have always had when examining other research on civil war is the tendency 

some work to consider dyadic conflicts — i.e. those between a particular group and the 

government — as “separate” civil wars — even when there may be several of these 

dyadic conflicts overlapping in time. Such studies are useful for examining the processes 

and paths involved in the escalation and de-escalation of conflict between those particular 

armed groups and the government. However, if one of these (dyadic) “civil wars” ends 

while another is taking place, one could hardly call the country at peace, not even a 

negative peace (especially the people on the ground, who may be less interested in 

whether what is going on meets someone’s operational definition of one civil war or 

another). Thus, for overlapping “dyadic” conflicts, that can thus be seen as an extended 

period of time during which the government was at war with any armed group within it, 

the “start dates” for civil wars in my set were established from the earliest UCDP onset 
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date, and the end dates for civil wars in my set were established from the latest date that 

continuous violence was present for each state. This lets us establish “peace episodes.” 

Following these rules, the UCDP set yielded 114 episodes of peace in 47 countries 

between 1945 and 2010. It was this set that was used as the starting point.  

As discussed previously, if the average time to restart for civil war is around ten 

years, this suggests that the “look forward” period in which variables should be examined 

should be the same—but the criteria for peacebuilding success should not be limited to 

ten years of peace. In other words, I looked at how events during the first ten years of 

peace impacted whether the peace was effectively sustained in the long run. The ten year 

look-forward criteria thus excluded from consideration civil wars that ended on or after 

January 1, 2001, since we don’t have ten years to examine for those cases. This led to the 

unfortunate exclusion of post-war processes of the last decade, but I thought it more 

important to consider ten post-violence years rather than limiting the look-forward period 

to two or five years. 

Dependent Variables 
The primary dependent variable, peacebuilding success or failure (pf) was a 

dichotomous variable, coded as “0” if a civil war recurred. If there was no resumption of 

war through 2010 (peacebuilding success, albeit a negative peace) “1” was entered.  

With the growing interest in democracy in civil war, an additional variable that 

represented a consolidated democracy was added—applied only to the peacebuilding 

success cases. This variable (wc, for a “warm” peace rather than a “cold” or negative 

peace), was coded using a minimum polity score. Since we don’t know, really, how long 
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a democracy may take to ‘consolidate’ after civil war (recall Lederach’s point that many 

societal changes may take ten or twenty-plus years to take place), the Polity score was 

taken from 2010.8 To be considered for inclusion in the ‘warm’ peace set, a country had 

to have, in 2010, a Polity score of six or above. Walter’s (2004) study on civil war 

recurrence also used polity scores of six or above for her criteria of “true democracies.” 

Call and Cousins note that most current scholars use the more ‘moderate’ definition of 

peacebuilding: “actions undertaken by international or national actors to institutionalize 

peace, understood as the absence of armed conflict (‘‘negative peace’’) and a modicum of 

participatory politics (a component of ‘‘positive peace’’) that can be sustained in the 

absence of an international peace operation” (2008, 4). 

As is common among researchers who utilize others’ datasets, some 

modifications were made to the UCDP dataset. UCDP lists start dates and end dates for 

each conflict, but also indicate the degree to which these are known — in some cases the 

month might be known but not the day; in other cases the year is known, but the month 

cannot be determined with any certainty. In such situations I consulted the COW and 

PITF datasets and, if an end date was recorded for the same year that UCDP record of the 

conflict is having ended, I used that date. The same process was used for conflict onsets. 

If there was more than one conflict going on in a year (and UCDP codes start/end dates 

for each conflict dyad for each year), and both of them ended in that year, but only one 

                                                
8 Ulfelder and Lustik’s (2007) analysis of democratic transitions suggests that it 

takes about fifteen years for democracies to establish themselves. After fifteen years, the 
risk of reverting back to autocracy falls by half. However, they were focusing on 
transitions for all nations, not specifically on countries recovering from civil war. 
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had a precise end date, I use the more precise end date. This more accurately reflects 

dynamics, I think, especially if the known and date for was a high intensity conflict dyad.  

Determining end dates and start dates for conflicts, which necessarily influences 

the peace episodes, is easier when there is a considerable period of time between 

conflicts, i.e. between a war’s conclusion and recurrence. In some situations, UCDP had 

unknown and states, followed by unknown start dates. For example, Ethiopia (ID 133, 

start date 10/13/1993) had an end date of 12/31/1995, coded as day and month unknown. 

However, another conflict in Ethiopia was coded with a start date of 1/18/1996, coded as 

month and year known, specific date unknown. In these situations if there was less than 

30 days between an end date and a start date, and UCDP’s “precision” for the subsequent 

start date was month and year known, specific date unknown, these two conflicts were 

merged. While this could be seen as extending periods of violence and missing potential 

“peace episodes,” the very fact that it is difficult to determine with precision and ending 

suggests that the situation on the ground, if not violence, was at least so turbulent that no 

“peace” was felt. Specific decisions on these and other “micro-changes” to the data are 

included the appendix, which comprises of the codebook for the dataset. 

Several “civil wars” that flowed from UCDP’s dataset were removed. UCDP 

includes the United States in their set of civil wars (2001 – 2002, 2004 – present), with 

side B as Al Qaeda. This was excluded from the set for several reasons. Firstly, it 

(mostly) is not a war citizens of one country fighting each other. Second, with the 

exception of the terrorism events of 1993 and 2001, the “battles” in this conflict do not 
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take place on US soil. Thirdly, the United States vs. Al Qaeda, as a ‘civil war’, is not 

found in other civil war datasets. 

Another issue I addressed in modifying the UCDP data was that of perhaps 

artificially inflating a count of civil wars by strictly — too strictly — following common 

operational rules for inclusion of states that are ‘officially recognized’ by the 

international community, which can result in the addition of wars to a dataset that, really, 

should be considered as one war. Yugoslavia is the prime example. The violent battles 

fought in what we now call the former Yugoslavia from 1991 to 1995 are often 

considered as completely different cases in civil war datasets. UCDP has civil wars coded 

for Croatia, Bosnia, and Serbia, with various start and end dates between 1991 and 1995. 

Doyle and Sambanis code three wars occurring in Yugoslavia: Yugoslavia/Croatia from 

1991 to 1991, Yugoslavia/Bosnia from 1992 to 1995, and Yugoslavia/Croatia from 1995 

to 1995. This is what results if one strictly follows the definition of a civil war as 

occurring within an independent state. However, the time difference between the 

declarations of independence and the start of violence was a matter of days and weeks, 

not even months. In more accurate terms, perhaps, the Balkan wars of the early 1990s 

could be considered as secessionist conflicts in which the secessionists won. If the 

violence had continued and Serbia managed to retain control (which it largely had in the 

first place) over the Federal Republics of Yugoslavia, the entire war would have been 

considered a civil war. Further, the conflicts were ended with the Dayton peace 

agreement, which was signed by representatives from all three now-independent 

republics.  
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The violence that took place across Yugoslavia in the early 1990s did not, I 

believe, reflect an inability of the Bosnian, Croatian, or Serbian newly-declared republics 

to maintain their legitimacy or govern themselves nonviolently. As such, I believe the 

violence in the Balkans for 1991 to 1995 should be more properly considered as broad 

secessionist conflicts within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Following my practice 

of collapsing conflicts with overlapping start and end dates into one, I then only have one 

entry: Yugoslavia, with a start date of 7/27/1991, and an end date of 11/21/1995. Merging 

these “three” wars into one makes sense but has an unfortunate result: Yugoslavia ends 

up being excluded from analysis because there is no “post-peace” timeline to study, 

strictly speaking—civil war, by definition, cannot recur in Yugoslavia. In the future, if 

violence returns to Bosnia, it would, and I believe, should, be coded as a civil war for 

Bosnia (it’s first, on its own), as it reflects the relationship between its citizens and their 

government.  

In summary, then, my dataset was based on UCDP’s civil war dataset and 

“peacebuilding success” was defined as the non-recurrence of civil war. An additional 

dependent variable, “warm peace,” was created for use in some analyses and defined as a 

Polity score of 6 or above in 2010.  

Time Series 
In theory, since our look-forward period is ten years, the time series dataset would 

be comprised of the first ten years after the onset of peace. However, I decided that my 

“gaze” should not restricted to the post-war period, for several reasons. Firstly, as 

previously argued, it is increasingly being acknowledged that peacebuilding activities 
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may not be confined, theoretically or in practice, to post-violence periods. Secondly, 

some studies look at time forward from the date of the settlement, and others look at time 

forward from when the violence ended. This relates to the factor of ‘we don’t know what 

we don’t know”—that is, we don’t really know with any degree of certainty how often 

peacebuilding activities take place before or after a major peace agreement, or when the 

violence ends. We need a time series set that is able to look backwards and forwards from 

what I will be calling “time zero’—when the violence stopped. In addition, while very 

often a war-torn country will be flooded with humanitarian and other actors after a 

settlement is reached or a reduction of physical violence is achieved, some humanitarian 

actors will already have a presence prior to the cessation of violence. Structural or 

demographic changes (as well as elections) may also take place during the war. 

Some studies limit their look-back period to one year (prior state); others look 

back at one, two or five years (looking at prior state or prior dynamics). I decided to use a 

ten-year look-back period for this research. This lets two prior election cycles be 

included, is a longer period of time than other studies, and, admittedly, provides for a 

nice the symmetry between the pre- and post-periods. Requiring ten years of ‘look-back 

time’ reduced the set of civil wars further, yielding a total of 65 civil war for analysis, 29 

peacebuilding ‘successes’ (the war ended and stayed ended) and 36 failures (civil war 

recurred). 

I could have created a time series dataset restricting it to the -10 to +10 timeframe, 

but decided first to generate a full time series set (1945-2010), for several reasons. 

Firstly, many of the look-back and look-forward periods overlap. Looking forward, 
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strictly speaking, ten years ahead from a civil war’s conclusion may go beyond the start 

date of the next war; looking back ten years could extend beyond the prior war into the 

prior peace episode. I did not want to enter data twice. Secondly, I also was projecting the 

dataset to be of use to future researchers, who might use different time criteria. I was also 

interested in looking “beyond the light of the lamp” (beyond the -10 to +10 years 

formally included in analysis) for the pure reason of seeing what was there. Finally (and 

perhaps most importantly), a full time series set allowed data from other time series 

datasets (the World Bank, PITF, for example) to be imported relatively easily. The 

relational dataset software FileMaker Pro was invaluable here, as it allows datasets to be 

linked dynamically, providing access to all the variables in other datasets without 

necessarily making the main time series set too unwieldy. This extended dataset, was the 

primary repository for all annually-coded information, included every year for each 

country that met my criteria for civil war, covering the years 1945 through 2010. 

Independent Variables 
In the following section, I list the variables that were included in the dataset, their 

description, sources, and coding rules (this information can also be found in the 

Codebook). These are the variables commonly treated as benchmarks and peacebuilding 

processes. Event variables are usually fixed dates and times and most often there is 

general agreement on the year, month, and day. Their definitions, criteria, and the sources 

from which they were drawn are discussed here, more or less alphabetically. 
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Agreements  
Peace agreements are considered to be important parts in peacemaking processes. 

They often (but not always), lead to the end of civil wars. On the other hand, some civil 

wars end without the signing of a major peace agreement, some with no agreements at 

all. As the time distinctions between beginnings and endings of peacemaking and 

peacebuilding processes are difficult to determine, and not all civil wars end with peace 

agreements, the dates and types of peace agreements were included as variables. Three 

different types of peace agreements are coded: agreements generally, comprehensive 

peace agreements (CPAs), and regional peace agreements. 

General Peace Agreements  
I did not distinguish here between signed agreements that “resolved” issues versus 

those in which the parties agreed to talk, or agreed to ‘talk about talks’. In this respect 

they could be seen as indicators of at least the willingness to move toward settlement. 

Information was collected from the United Nations Peacemaker Database, and the 

Transitional Justice Institute/INCORE peace agreements database. The INCORE 

database covers documents “addressing militarily violent conflict with a view to ending 

it,” and incorporates peace agreement collections from the United States Institute of 

peace, conciliation resources, and the United Nations Department of Political Affairs 

(UNDPO), from 1989 to the present. The UNDPO’s set is more inclusive, including both 

major agreements and those that established an agreement to talk at some time in the 

future, covering the period 1934 to the present day. 

If a country had a peace agreement in any year, its peace agreement variable was 

coded as “1,” otherwise “0.” As a country may have many peace agreements in a single 
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year (Sudan holds the record with 12 in 2004), and, this may indicate, to some degree, the 

‘effort’ put in, the number of peace agreement signed in the year was also coded. I chose 

not to code the date for every single peace agreement signed in the year. Many of them 

were ‘talks about talks’, and thus they might not be seen as being a major event in 

peacebuilding processes (though they may have some cumulative effect).  

Comprehensive Peace Agreements  
Comprehensive peace agreements were included in the dataset, as they are often 

considered as conflict terminations, and their substantive consideration of value in 

determining civil war recurrence, For this variable a coding separate from other ‘plain’ 

peace agreements was entered for the presence of a comprehensive peace agreement 

within a particular year, and the date of its signing was entered. Sources included the 

Peace Accords Matrix produced by the Kroc Institute for international peace studies at 

the University of Notre Dame (Joshi and Darby 2013), and “full” agreements in the 

UCDP Peace Agreements dataset (1989-2005). The Peace Accords Matrix defines a 

‘comprehensive agreement’ as one in which the major parties are involved and the 

substantive issues of the conflict are included in the negotiation process. UCDP considers 

a peace agreement as a “full” agreement if one or more of the parts agree to settle the 

whole incompatibility. 

Variables were coded on an annual basis (one indicating its presence at some time 

during the year), but specific dates were entered for CPAs. This allowed for examination 

of overall timing, sequencing, and synergy analysis, but also examination of smaller time 

frames. 
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Regional peace agreements 
As civil wars are more likely if there is a conflict nearby, I wondered if there 

might be a peaceful ‘neighborhood effect’ that could positively impact intra-state 

peacebuilding processes. This I coded years in which a regional or interstate peace 

agreement was signed. Regional peace agreement information was obtained from the 

UNDPO Peace Agreement dataset. 

Amnesty  
When part of peacemaking processes, amnesties are often considered to be 

confidence-building measures, indicators of increased movement towards trust and the 

reestablishment of ‘normal’ relations. After peace has been established (whether counted 

as a comprehensive peace agreement or the cessation of violence), amnesties can mark a 

release of the past and a desire to move forward. 

Amnesties were coded as present in a given year if groups or specific individuals 

were either prematurely released from prison or measures were taken so that offenses 

committed during the war would not be prosecuted. Some peace agreements are more 

specific in referring to ‘war-related crimes’ versus ‘crimes’ — all these were counted. 

Dates amnesties were granted were also entered. 

Ceasefires  
Cease-fires are often, but not always, included part and parcel in peace 

agreements. If a cease-fire was part of the peace agreement, it was not coded. If a specific 

agreement on a cease-fire was made, this variable was coded as present for the year. The 

date the cease-fire was to begin (not when the agreement was signed) was also entered. I 

did not code the degree to which the cease-fire was actually honored. 
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Constitutional Commissions and Assemblies 
As one of my research questions concerned how long it takes to write a 

constitution (and whether this matters), formal constitution-processes were coded. These 

included elected constituent assemblies as well as appointed constitutional commissions, 

i.e. all constitutional processes with fixed start dates and end dates. When possible, the 

date the constitutional assembly concluded their work was entered as the end date, 

otherwise the date of promulgation of the new constitution was used. As my interest here 

was how long it takes to write a constitution, the date the committee assembled was used, 

not the date it was established or appointed. 

Constitutions  
The promulgation of a new Constitution is considered as a significant 

“benchmark” of a peacebuilding process, as it lays out the structure for governance and 

determines the relative power of the executive, legislative, judicial, and military 

branches. Information for constitution adoption and promulgation dates was obtained 

from the Comparative Constitutions Project dataset (Elkins, Ginsburg, and Melton) and 

the websites Nationmaster.com, the World Law Guide, and Constitutions, Treaties and 

Declarations, as well as news sources and case studies. If the date of adoption and date of 

promulgation differed (for example, adopted by the legislature and then ratified by 

referendum), the date of the promulgation or referendum was used. 

Constitutional Amendments  
Constitutional revisions and amendments were not on my original list of variables 

to examine. However, while looking for information on new constitutions, I noticed a fair 

amount of constitutional revisions, particularly those that changed the political structure. 



132 
 

Structural changes often called for or as a result of peace agreements (sometimes even in 

the absence of peace agreements) may take the place of new constitutions, but they also 

may take form as revised constitutions. As such, I thought these constitutional revisions 

ought to be considered. However, I did not wish to include any and each constitutional 

revision in my data: these would also include minor administrative restructuring, changes 

to bureaucratic titles, and other small adjustments. I therefore coded only those 

constitutional amendments that resulted in changes to the governmental structure — 

terms of office, restructuring the legislature, reductions or increases to presidential 

powers, or military and police restructuring. This allowed some degree of political reform 

to be included in the dataset. Political reforms are of course enacted by legislatures as 

regular laws, but these are more difficult to assess, track, and date.  

It soon became apparent that I could bias the data if I only included “positive” 

changes to constitutions — a distinction that could be useful in future research, but which 

would require more analysis and subjective judgment as to whether a constitutional 

amendment was “good for peace” or not. Thinking that constitutional amendments, 

whether for good or ill, can be considered as major structural changes, and also keeping 

in mind that constitutions, similarly, are difficult to judge in terms of weighing whether 

they are “good” or “bad,” all constitutional amendments that changed political structures 

or processes were included. Thus Iran’s 1989 amendment that eliminated the requirement 

that its Supreme Leader be chosen by popular acclamation was included, along with 

Cambodia’s 1999 amendment that created its senate. If a constitutional revision was 

detected in a given year, it was coded as present and the date was entered. If a year 
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yielded more than one constitutional amendment, the earlier date was used. The number 

of constitutional amendments in any given year was not recorded. Constitutional 

amendments are included in the Comparative Constitutions Project dataset (by year), but 

the substance of the amendments are not given, so it was used primarily to check years. 

Information on constitutional revisions was gathered from news sources and case studies. 

The World Law Guide web site was particularly helpful, as is listed constitutions and 

constitutional amendments by topic. 

DDR  
Information on demobilization, demilitarization, and reintegration processes were 

coded on an annual basis and, when known, by start date and end date. Information on 

DDR processes were obtained from Brancati and Snyder’s data on DDR processes as 

well as UN Annual Yearbooks, news sources and case studies. As Brancati and Snyder 

do, I used the date or year when DDR processes actually began, not when they were 

scheduled to begin. No distinction was made between demobilization, demilitarization, 

and reintegration. 

Elections  
Elections receive a great deal of attention in the literature, and received a 

considerable amount of coding attention. Information was coded on whether an election 

took place in a particular year, whether it was for a legislature or executive position, its 

date, as well as the type of outcome. Sources for election data included Hyde and 

Marinov’s (2012) National Elections Across Democracy and Autocracy dataset (NELDA, 
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covering all elections from 1945-2006), and Adam Carr’s Psephos dataset that, for non-

Western nations, has coverage mostly from the 1990s onward.  

Firstly, if an election took place within a given year, it was coded as present. 

Elections in which the executive office was contested (whether directly or indirectly in 

parliamentary systems were also coded. Elections for legislative position, with no 

executive ramifications were coded separately. For each of these two types of elections, 

the date of the election was coded.  

As discussed before, I was interested in the outcomes of elections — whether they 

resulted in a change of power, the continuation of power, and whether they were fair or 

unfair. In this respect, the NELDA dataset was particularly helpful, as it includes separate 

coding for many “fairness” factors, such as fraud allegations by Western monitors, the 

presence of international monitors, evidence of government oppression and violence, and 

whether opposition leaders were prevented from running. I did not use any one of these 

variables to determine the “fairness” of an election, but rather a combination of them, 

supplemented with case studies and news sources. In general, if there were fraud 

allegations by Western monitors, or Western monitors refused to go due to the unfairness 

of the election, the election was marked as unfair. In other situations where it an 

election’s fairness unclear from the NELDA data—for example an election that had free 

and fair concerns before the election, no fraud allegations afterwards, but opposition 

leaders were prevented from running—additional sources were consulted. I decided not 

to use “riots and protests after the election” as a criteria for unfairness, as the Nelda data 

for this variable included government use of tear gas against protesters, which can be 
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found taking place after Western ‘fair’ elections. NELDA also includes coding on 

whether an opposition party existed, and whether there were choices on the ballot. This 

information was also checked against Cheibub et al., who code “de facto” existence of 

more than one political party.  

What happened to the incumbents in power was particularly important to me, 

especially as a fair election that involved a non-violent transfer of power can be 

considered as perhaps a better indicator of democracy—the “alternation” rule suggested 

by Cheibub et al (2010). Fair elections the resulted in a continuation of power are 

qualitatively different than those that are unfair but nonetheless result in the re-election of 

the same party that has been in power for twenty years. Again, NELDA was helpful, as it 

includes coding for whether the incumbent party lost.  

This was used as a starting point. However, there were situations in which, from 

the NELDA data, it was unclear whether there really was a change in party. These 

situations included those in which there was a transitional or interim government, in 

which determining the “incumbent” required more analysis; also situations in which the 

incumbent did not run but had in fact designated a successor from a different or newly 

established party. As such, if the incumbent was replaced with a designated successor 

(NELDA codes this), an individual from the same party, or someone close to the 

incumbent who was widely seen as a means for the incumbent to retain behind-the-scenes 

control, the election was marked as a continuation of power. This information was also 

checked against Cheibub et al., who code if the “multiple” parties in fact belonged to the 

regime front. Similarly, if a transitional government was headed by an individual who 
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subsequently won the following election, that election was coded as a continuation of 

power.  

I also had to consider transitional governments when coding elections. If the 

transitional government was run by the military (hence being somewhat “party-less”), the 

first post-transition election was coded as a fair transfer of power only if a civilian won. 

In some situations, the military-run transitional government did have civilians appointed 

to it. If the civilian who won was, at least nominally, part of the transitional government 

won the election, it could theoretically be coded as a continuation of power. However, 

given the degree to which militaries like to retain their hold on governments (see Egypt), 

the very fact that a civilian was “allowed” to win, to me signified a willingness of the 

military to “let go” of the outcome of the election; such elections were coded as fair 

transitions of power.  

Military/Police Reform  
Security sector reform, whether or not specified in a peace agreement, is also 

considered an important factor in peacebuilding processes. This variable was coded as 

“present” in a given year if reforms to the military or the police forces were instituted. 

The reform may have resulted from a new constitution, a constitutional revision, laws 

enacted by the legislature or a simple presidential directive. Ascertaining dates for 

military/police reform was difficult, as many of the processes were instituted over time 

and a combination of means; as such, an exact date for military/police reform was not 

entered. Information was drawn from news reports, case studies, and while reviewing 

information used for the constitution and constitutional amendment data. The Peace 
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Accords Matrix at Notre Dame University does code whether police or military reforms 

were implemented after comprehensive peace agreements, but it does not (yet) provide 

information on dates. Information on military or peace reform was also obtained from 

news reports and case studies; details on new constitutions or constitutional revisions also 

yielded information that was not necessarily heralded in the press. 

Peacekeeping  
Years with UN peacekeeping operations, as well as their start dates and end dates 

were also coded. Distinctions were not made between different or overlapping operations, 

and when possible, the date when forces arrived on the ground was used rather than when 

the approving resolution was adopted by the Security Council. As the UN may have a 

small peacekeeping presence in a country for some time, additional coding was added if 

the peacekeeping presence for the year involved over 1000 troops. Deployments will rise 

and fall over the year according to funding, mandate changes, and logistical issues; when 

these changes were known, the monthly totals were summed and divided by 12. 

Information on peacekeeping start dates, and dates, and deployment numbers was 

obtained from UN annual yearbooks, news reports, and case studies. 

Referenda 
Referenda have been suggested as a means of measuring popular support for a 

peace processes. Referenda that approved peace agreements were coded for presence 

within the given year as well as for the particular date. Referendums on independence 

were not coded, nor were constitutional referenda, nor those on specific political 

questions (The 1985 referendum in Sri Lanka, for example, asked, “Do you support the 
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policies of President Ershad, and do you want him to continue to run this administration 

until a civilian government is formed through elections?”) Information on referenda was 

obtained mostly through case studies and news reports. The text of peace agreements also 

served as a guide, but were followed up with additional research to confirm dates. 

Transitional Governments  
I was particularly interested in transitional governments (Can they take too long? 

How often are new constitutions promulgated during transitional administrations?) 

Transitional governments, whether declared after a coup or as agreed upon in a peace 

agreement were coded by year, start date, and end date. If the end date was not explicitly 

mentioned, the date a new executive took office was used as the end date. Sometimes, 

particularly after a coup, the new leaders (usually military) would declare themselves to 

be a “transitional” government, but then went on to rule the country for years. If there 

was no mention in their declaration of a movement toward civilian rule, the creation of a 

new Constitution, or future elections in such declarations, they were not coded as 

transitional governments. Sometimes countries may have quite temporary “transitional” 

or “interim” governments, typically between votes of no confidence and new elections. 

Bangladesh, for example, has such a system (and thus often finds itself with elections 

coded in NELDA as ‘held after a transitional government was tasked with the holding of 

elections’. In the cases where these interim governments are already allowed or called for 

in the constitutions of these countries, such situations were not coded as transitional 

governments. Data for transitional governments was initially guided by NELDA but 

involved considerable confirmation and modification using other sources, including 
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USIP’s edited volume on interim governments (Guttieri and Piombo 2007), Ŝain and 

Linz’s Between States (1995), case studies and news sources. 

Truth and Reconciliation Commissions  
Truth and reconciliation commissions are commonly heralded as healing 

processes, whether for individuals or societies. TRC’s were coded for annual presence 

and for start date and end dates. Sources included Hayner (2002) and the collections 

offered by USIP and Amnesty International. New sources often had to be consulted to 

find exact start dates and end dates. 

Prior Regime Type 
The peace episodes also can be broken down by prior autocratic, democratic, and 

partially democratic regimes. These classifications were based on the country’s polity 

scores one year prior to the cessation of violence (Flores and Nooruddin 2012 use the 

same year). Autocratic regimes were coded as such if their average was -6 or less, partial 

democracies -5 to +5, and democracies scores of 6 or above. The  

Additional Variable Coding 
Each event variable was also assigned a letter: this allowed an initial visualization 

of the sequences of events. The letters assigned are noted in the appendix, that lists the 

variables, variable names, and alphabetical codes. The alphabetical codes for any events 

that took place within a year were input into a field, all_events. As a result—once I got to 

know the alphabetic codes very well—I could look at the data in all_events and be able to 

tell “everything that happened that year.” For example, Burundi, in 1993, the all_events 

variable has only an “N” recorded — a nonviolent, fair transfer of power was the only 

“event” that happened last year. Rwanda in 1994 has “AGKWQ,” from which I can 
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quickly tell that during that year, there was a peace agreement, a transitional government 

in place, peacekeeping forces (over 1000), and DDR processes were ongoing. The 

all_events variable was not used in analysis, but only for my own exploration and 

“gazing.” It also allowed me to easily search and find years with certain combinations of 

variables. The alphabetical events in all_events are not given in the order in which they 

occurred in that I incrementally added events as research progressed. Further, as some of 

the alphabetical event codes designated ongoing processes (Truth and Reconciliation 

Commissions, for example), having the data in all_events be chronological was not 

possible. Of the 865 country-years in the dataset that covered war and peace processes 

from ten years prior to ten years after the cessation of violence, 424 had at least one event 

occur. 

On the Fly Variables 
Other variables were generated as required by the research questions. I will not 

detail all of them here, as they can be found in the codebook, but they include, for 

example reg_pa_b4_CPPA (whether a regional peace agreement was signed before a 

comprehensive peace agreement), dur_P_to_first_el_yrs (time from the cessation of 

violence to the first executive election, or seq_firstel_b (the first peacetime election was 

an unfair continuation of power. 

Variables Not Included 
Some variables mentioned in the proposal were not collected. These included 

economic reform and refugee return. Economic reform, whether liberal marketization 

reforms or others, is difficult to assess and quantify. Economic reforms can be 
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implemented by legislative action, signed agreements with the World Bank or other 

international financial institutions, loan or interest forgiveness from the same, or trade 

agreements. The dates of implementation may vary considerably from the dates of 

signature. Relevant information concerning these factors would have been both difficult 

to gather, and of less usefulness when considering issues of timing, sequencing, and 

synergy in peacebuilding processes. 

The return of refugees to the land from which they fled can be considered a 

significant indicator of some degree of a return to normality; the same applies to the 

resettlement of internally displaced persons. However, while data on refugee flight, and 

the numbers of refugees from other countries present in a particular country are available, 

information on refugee returns is difficult to track and quantify. 

Two Datasets 
The research produced two datasets, the first being the main time series set that 

includes all variables for all civil wars in the UCDP dataset, in country-year format from 

1945-2010. This is the Peacebuilding Events Dataset that can be further developed by 

myself and others in the future—adding variables, extending years covered, etc. This set 

also includes all the associated country codes for correlation with UCDP, COW, PITF, 

the World Bank, and other datasets so they ‘play well’ together. FileMaker Pro’s 

relational database program allows me to easily dynamically include variables from other 

datasets, and then export the combined data to Excel for use in statistical program. 

Datasets the main time series set is connected to include PITF (both Regime Change and 

Major Episodes of Political Violence datasets), select variables from the World Bank, as 
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well as the collected variables in the University of Gothenburg’s Quality of Government 

dataset (Teorell et al. 2012), Cheibub et al.’s Democracy and Dictatorship Revisited 

dataset (2010) and the Democracy time series set of Norris (2009). 

However, I was looking at a specific set of peace episodes (65), a separate dataset 

was created using information collected from the main time series. This set, the peace 

episodes dataset, not in time series format, was the primary set used for analysis, and 

would be the primary set used for replication. When time-series analysis was conducted 

for this research (i.e. ten years before to ten years after the cessation of violence), those 

years were extracted from the main time series set. The Peace Episodes Dataset most 

closely resembles other publicly available data sets on civil war and its recurrence. It 

contains the country name, whether Civil War recurred or not, and the variables used for 

statistical tests that did not require the data to be in time-series or panel data format. 

Statistical Methodology: Sometimes, the Simpler the Better 
Achen (2005) and Schrodt (2014) write of another trend in contemporary political 

science research: too much and too complex testing. Achen, for example, proposes that a 

statistical model with more than three explanatory variables should be discouraged. The 

class statistical skills of plots and cross-tabulation, Achen suggests, are the best way to 

begin any analysis. It can uncover trends among subgroups that may bias overall results 

and reduce their generalizability. He writes, “those methods are simple, but 

sophisticatedly simple. They often expose failures in the assumptions of the elaborate 

statistical tools we are using, and thus save us from inferential errors. Doing that kind of 
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work is slow, and it requires limiting ourselves to situations in which the number of 

explanatory factors is small — typically no more than three” (2005, 338).  

Achen is particularly critical of ‘garbage-can regressions’, writing that 

“theoretical models are too often long lists of independent variables from social 

psychology, sociology, or just casual empiricism, in which long lists of even mildly 

hypothesized variables are tossed helter-skelter into canned linear regression packages” 

(2002, 424). His point is not that these methods should not be used; rather, that their use 

should be more carefully thought out.  

Adding additional variables, Achen argues, introduces “the curse of 

dimensionality,” in which collinearity among explanatory factors introduces unnecessary 

complexity, and reduces the generalizability of conclusions. Instead, he suggests, more 

attention should be paid to various subgroups within the data — as the analysts of civil 

war began to do with separate studies that focused only on ethnic civil wars, wars that 

end up with settlements, or peacebuilding processes that involve UN peacekeeping 

forces; the current focus is on emerging democracies. On the other hand, a finding that is 

found to be significant among all the sub-groups of a population can be said to more 

accurately reflect a generalizable finding. The classic example from statistics textbooks is 

that one cannot just use the average of the variable — one actually has to look at the data 

(this is where graphs and descriptive statistics come in) to see if there really is a general 

pattern (or even a normal curve) or whether other things are going on. 

Not all research need be guided by painstakingly-elaborated and strongly 

grounded theory. In his critical article on the state of peace research, Schrodt is critical of 
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the tendency of researchers to test null hypotheses for which in fact the researchers ‘have 

no reason whatsoever to be believe are true’ (2014, 289). As noted at the beginning of 

this chapter, anthropologist Zora Neale Hurston wrote, “Research is formalized curiosity. 

It is poking and prying with a purpose.” Similarly, Rustow writes that “all scientific 

inquiry starts with the conscious or unconscious perception of a puzzle” (1970, 339). This 

research, then, is the product of my curiosity (and that of others) about peacebuilding and 

time. 

In Schrodt’s 2014 article, “The Seven Deadly Sins of Contemporary Quantitative 

Political Analysis,” he is critical of research that incorporates ten or more independent 

variables in a model, or that use “a new and massively complex statistical technique that 

is at best unnecessary for the problem at hand, when a simple T-test or ANOVA would 

suffice, and is not infrequently completely inappropriate given the characteristics of the 

data and/or theory” (338).  

Following the principle of Occam’s Razor—the simpler the better—Schrodt 

grumbles that complex models can often become so complicated that, despite being able 

to find results with statistical significance, they end up decreasing the accuracy of the 

model on any new data. Further, he questions how the significant results in many 

published statistical results may actually be the result of clusters of outliers—which 

would have been discovered if, as Achen suggests, the same tests were conducted on 

subsets (and, I might add, one might now know what those subsets are unless, again, one 

looks at the data with an open mind). In other words, one doesn’t always have to 

introduce more and more variables to check for bias; sometimes that which is skewing 
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results may be in the data itself — but one has to look for it in order to find it. Schrodt 

further comments that prediction, rather than correlation, was the focus of early work in 

international relations, yet came to be belittled as not being statistically advanced enough. 

Similarly, in their article The Perils of Policy by P-Value: Predicting Civil Conflict, Ward 

et al. argue that focusing on statistical significance rather than the actual ability to predict 

can lead to potentially misleading results. Schrodt (2014) does acknowledge scholars in 

the IR tradition who have, over the years, maintained a theoretical and practical interest 

in prediction, specifically mentioning the work of the PITF (Bates et al. 2003) to develop 

models that actually have predictive ability. 

In summary then, taking these words of wisdom, and especially since this is 

exploratory research on data and variables that have not been ‘analyzed to death,’ this 

research emphasizes three primary statistical methodologies. The first is, as Achen 

suggests, just looking at the data —the examination of summary statistics and producing 

graphs that display general tendencies. The second is a focus on “simpler” statistical 

methods — t-tests and cross-tabulations—with more advanced test as necessary and if 

suggested from the initial findings. The third is testing on sub-populations — for example 

civil wars in countries with previous experience in democracy. Flores and Nooruddin 

(2012) add ‘prior democracy’ as a variable but did not test their findings on just that 

subset—a subtle difference, but one that can lend significantly more support to the 

generalizability of conclusions. Finally, the validity of any significant results is assessed 

in two ways. First, an in-sample approach is used, in which a certain percentage of the 

total number of cases (usually 25%) is randomly removed, and the tests run again for 
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significance. Second, significant findings are tested to determine the degree to which they 

are actually able to predict, in this case, whether a peacebuilding process results in 

success or failure.  

In short, I have a sense that there are patterns of timing, sequencing, and synergy 

in peacebuilding processes that can make the difference between peace or a return to war. 

While I have some ideas about what these patterns may be, and why these patterns may 

be, i.e. testable hypotheses relating in part to the importance of events taking place during 

the critical ‘wave of optimism’ period, I am also interested in simply examining the data I 

have to see if there are patterns for which I can then seek explanations. 
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CHAPTER 5 - ANALYSIS 

This chapter reports the results of research, and comparison of results with the 

few other quantitative studies that consider the effects of timing, sequencing and synergy 

on the recurrence of civil war. It takes a more narrative rather than formal format, as it 

really was process of discovery rather than methodically setting out to prove or disprove 

a hypothesis. 

Separate analyses were also conducted on civil wars that ended after 1990. With 

the passage of time, and particularly after the cold war ended and international dynamics 

and funding of civil wars began to change, scholars began to distinguish between civil 

wars before and after 1990, for several reasons. The end of the cold war changed the 

power dynamics of the international system, Military aid to developing countries with a 

history of or potential for civil war had begun to decline even in the 1980s. Beginning in 

the 1990s, the nature and number of actors in civil war increased significantly with the 

dramatic expansion of interventions by the United Nations and other international actors. 

The many effects of globalization—economic interdependence, the growth of 

multinational corporations, population shifts, climate change, and changes in 

technology—have changed how civil wars are funded and fought, how they end and how 

they may begin. Whether or not 1990 is used as a cutoff point for qualitative reasons, 

quantitative analysis of civil wars after 1990, allows inclusion of variables for which data 
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collection only began (or improved significantly) in the 1990s, for example the UN 

Millennium indictors, the GINI inequality index, and certain World Bank indicators. 

Summary Statistics and Exploratory Testing 
The dataset for analysis consisted of 65 peace episodes following civil wars that 

ended between January 1, 1955, through December 31,, 2000. Of these, 29 were 

peacebuilding successes (civil war did not recur) and 41 were peacebuilding failures 

(civil war recurred). Of the 29 peacebuilding successes, 12 of these were “warm,” with 

somewhat consolidated democracies as of 2010 (a Polity score of six or above).9 

Seventeen of the peacebuilding successes were “cold”—violence had not recurred but the 

Polity scores for 2010 were less than seven. The research explored both events and finite 

processes, but hereafter, for text flow, they are both referred to as “events.”  

This section presents the descriptive statistics results and initial exploratory 

testing on each of the variables, determining whether should be included in further 

analysis as well as initial tests for overall significance—i.e. whether a peacebuilding 

event at any time during a civil war or the peace which follows bears any relationship on 

whether the peace lasts. This necessitates generating a number of tables—which will 

require the patience of you, dear reader—but afterwards the text flow returns back to 

normal. 

The first order of business was to take a look at the peace episodes based on when 

they started to see if separate analyses for the post-cold war era were appropriate. In the 

                                                
9 The Polity dataset has many different variables and subscores that measure 

different characteristics of a state. When referring to “Polity score,” I am referring to the 
polity2 variable, that scores a country’s overall autocracy or democracy, using scores 
ranging from -10 to10. 
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entire dataset of 65 peace episodes, 36 began between 1955 and 1989; 29 began between 

1990 and 2000. The counts and percentages of events found in peace episodes in the two 

‘eras’ can be found in table 5. It is here where we determine how analysis should 

advance, based on where there is enough data to examine. From the results in table 5, it is 

clear that we should not be testing “modern” peacebuilding components such as DDR, 

peacekeeping forces, perhaps even comprehensive peace agreements on the whole set. As 

those events were absent or not common from 1955-1989, testing modern peacebuilding 

components on the entire period of peace episodes from 1955-2010 might yield 

inaccurate results. However, some events, particularly those concerning governance (new 

constitutions, constitutional amendments, election types, for example) are found in both 

eras and can be tested overall, making testing on the whole dataset appropriate in some 

cases—although results from utilizing the whole set should be tested again using just the 

post-Cold War set to look for differences. The development of multidimensional 

peacebuilding and the “laundry list” of things to do in the 1990s suggest that tests that 

involves modern peacebuilding components should utilize only the set of peace episodes 

that began in the 1990s. Utilizing the 1990-2000 set unfortunately leads to an even 

smaller “small-N” set (going from 65 to 29 cases). However, statistical tests performed 

on smaller-N sets may still generally be valid, especially if the more stringent criteria of p 

< .01 for significance is used, and careful attention is paid to the distribution of the 

variable in the set—that is why examination of the initial variable counts is important. As 

mentioned previously, the dataset is not a sample of a larger population of civil wars—it 

is our known universe of civil wars. Studies that perform analyses on small-N samples 
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drawn from larger populations may run into issues if the methods by which the sample 

was collected resulted in the sample not representing the population, perhaps by over- or 

under- representing certain subgroups or characteristics, which can bias the results (for 

example, drawing general conclusions on human behavior from students in an 

introduction to psychology class).  
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Table 5. Overview of peacebuilding events in wartime or peacetime, 1955-2000 

Total peace episodes: 65 
36 peace episodes beginning 1955-1989 

29 peace episodes 1990-2000 

Total war-
peace 

episodes with 
Event 

% war-peace 
episodes with 
event 1955-

1989 

% of war-peace 
episodes with 
event 1990-

2000 

Event 
   Amnesty (amnesty) 15 33% 67% 

Ceasefire 24 21% 79% 
Constitution 32 53% 47% 
Constitutional Assembly 10 40% 60% 
Constitutional Revision 28 25% 75% 
Coup 20 55% 45% 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement 
(CPA) 13 8% 92% 
DDR 12 0% 100% 
Executive Election 33 33% 67% 
Nonviolent transfer of power 23 39% 61% 
Nonviolent continuation of power 28 39% 61% 
Unfair continuation of power 21 52% 48% 
Unfair transfer of power 5 40% 60% 
Military/police reform 5 20% 80% 
Peace agreement 28 25% 75% 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 17 12% 88% 
Peacekeeping 18 22% 78% 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 10 20% 80% 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 1 0% 100% 
Transitional Government 10 40% 60% 
TRC 10 30% 70% 

 
 

The second order of business was to take a look at the explanatory variables 

without regard to timing, sequencing, or synergy. These tests whether the presence of any 

of the dependent variables influenced war recurrence—whether they were found during 

the war or in the peace that followed, which I am calling a war-peace episode. This would 

give me an initial idea of what might be significant and potentially suggest paths to 

follow. For these tests, I looked at if events or event processes took place during the prior 
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civil war (looking back, at most, 10 years, but not as far back as the prior peace), or 

during the peace episode. In this respect, these tests look for significance of an event at 

any time in the conflict-peace process. Cross-correlation tests were used for each 

individual event, using Fisher’s Exact test, as that is appropriate when number of 

observations is small and expected values are low. These results are presented in Table 6.  

 

Table 6. Events in wartime or peacetime, 1955-2000 
Total peace episodes: 65 

29 Peacebuilding success 
36 Peacebuilding failure (civil war 

recurrence) 

War-peace 
episodes with 

event 
Successes 
with event 

Failures 
with Event 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Amnesty (amnesty) 15 11 4 0.012 
Ceasefire 24 15 9 0.025 
Constitution 32 19 13 0.017 
Constitutional Assembly 10 6 4 0.236 
Constitutional Revision 28 20 8 0.000 
Coup 20 10 10 0.377 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 13 11 2 0.001 
DDR 12 9 3 0.021 
Executive Election 33 22 11 0.000 
Nonviolent transfer of power 23 17 6 0.001 
Nonviolent continuation of power 28 18 10 0.006 
Unfair continuation of power 21 12 9 0.128 
Unfair transfer of power 5 4 1 0.164 
Military/police reform 5 5 0 0.014 
Peace agreement 28 17 11 0.021 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 17 11 6 0.049 
Peacekeeping 18 11 7 0.084 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 10 5 5 0.486 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 1 1 0 0.446 
Transitional Government 10 4 6 0.514 
TRC 10 8 2 0.017 
Note: Significance levels of p < 0.05 are noted in bold.10 

                                                
10 In his article On Asterisk Inflation, Goldstein (2010) writes of the tendency in 

research articles in political science journals over the last ten years to use one, two or 
three asterisks to denote significance levels of p < .10, p < .05, and p < .01, respectively, 
instead of the historical (and still widely used in other social science disciplines) use of p 
< .05, p < .01, and p < .001. He suggests that political science follow the lead of the 
American Psychological Association, which now recommends reporting the actual 
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None of these results are surprising—essentially, peacebuilding activities are 

associated with peacebuilding success. I then ran the tests again on the civil wars that 

ended 1955-1989 (table 7) and those that ended in the 1990s (table 8), when international 

intervention increased dramatically. 

 

Table 7. Events in wartime or peacetime, 1955-1989 
Peacebuilding episodes 1955-1989 (36): War-peace 

episodes with 
event 

Successes 
with event 

Failures with 
event 

Fisher's 
exact 

13 Peacebuilding success 
26 Peacebuilding failure 

Amnesty (amnesty) 5 3 2 0.239 
Ceasefire 5 4 1 0.047 
Constitution 17 8 9 0.172 
Constitutional Assembly 4 2 2 0.459 
Constitutional Revision 7 5 2 0.044 
Coup 11 4 7 0.633 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 1 1 0 0.361 
DDR 0       
Executive Election 11 9 2 0.000 
Nonviolent transfer of power (N) 9 6 3 0.037 
Nonviolent continuation of power (C) 11 5 6 0.342 
Unfair continuation of power (B) 11 5 6 0.342 
Unfair transfer of power (T) 2 2 0 0.124 
Military/polite reform 1 1 0 0.361 
Peace agreement 7 4 3 0.499 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 2 1 1 0.598 
Peacekeeping 4 1 3 0.541 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 2 0 2 0.402 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 0       
Transitional Government 4 2 2 0.459 
TRC 3 3 0 0.040 

 
 

                                                                                                                                            
numbers instead of asterisks—letting the reader interpret the result. I will follow suit 
here, but results of p < .05 will be in boldface to assist in identification.  
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The results for the 1955-1990 set contain few surprises. I did not expect any of the 

peacebuilding events common in the 1990s to be significant, though their results are 

reported here so the counts may be compared. The importance of a ceasefire-actually 

getting the violence to stop, is not surprising, nor are executive elections—any election, 

mind you. What is interesting, however, are constitutional revisions, especially 

considering that revisions to constitutions are significant but new constitutions are not. 

We will return to the topic of constitutional revisions after learning more about their 

significance in the 1990s, and in wartime or peacetime periods. 

Next we turn to peacebuilding events that took place in wartime or peace in the 

1990s, when peacebuilding processes began to increase in size and scope. Again, the 

results (see table 8) are not surprising—peace episodes with a comprehensive peace 

agreement are more likely to stay ended, as are those with fair elections. It is good to 

know that new constitutions are back in the game in terms of significance. Constitutional 

amendments remain a significant factor in peacebuilding success. As we are in the early 

stages of analysis, we may also pay attention to results that are near significance—those 

of p < .10 or so. Amnesty, DDR, and peacekeeping are important, too, and in that order, 

but are less significant that the others. 
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Table 8. Events in wartime or peacetime, 1990-2000 
Peacebuilding episodes 1990-2000 (29) War-peace 

episodes with 
event 

Successes 
with event 

Failures with 
event 

Fisher's 
exact 

16 Peacebuilding success 
13 Peacebuilding failure 

Amnesty (amnesty) 10 8 2 0.058 
Ceasefire 19 11 8 0.493 
Constitution 15 11 4 0.048 
Constitutional Assembly 6 4 2 0.435 
Constitutional Revision 21 15 6 0.007 
Coup 9 6 3 0.336 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement 
(CPA) 12 10 2 0.013 
DDR 12 9 3 0.076 
Executive Election 22 13 9 0.374 
Nonviolent transfer of power (N) 14 11 3 0.018 
Nonviolent continuation of power (C) 17 13 4 0.008 
Unfair continuation of power (B) 10 7 3 0.221 
Unfair transfer of power (T) 3 2 1 0.580 
Military/police reform 4 4 0 0.077 
Peace agreement 21 14 7 0.055 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 15 10 5 0.180 
Peacekeeping 14 10 4 0.092 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 8 5 3 0.474 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 1 1 0 0.552 
Transitional Government 6 4 2 0.292 
TRC 7 5 2 0.292 

 
 

Wartime Versus Peacetime Events 
Now that we have an overall sense of the data, we can start looking at time. So far 

I have looked at events that occurred at any time during the war-peace episode—either 

during the prior war or in the peace that followed, but I didn’t know yet which events 

tend to occur in wartime or peacetime. I then looked at events that occurred in during the 

prior civil war (only wartime, not extending into the prior peace period), and events that 
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occurred during peacetime. “Year zero” was coded as the year in which UCDP coded end 

date of the war. As the end date may occur at any time during the year, year zero will 

have some violence in it but was included in the peacetime period rather than the wartime 

period as that is when the “change” occurred.  

Wartime Events 
Events that occurred during wartime that had an impact on a lasting peace 

included executive elections, a regional or interstate peace agreement, and constitutional 

amendments (see table 9). The significance of regional or interstate peace agreement 

during wartime supports the idea that “the neighborhood” is important—particularly that 

the support of the neighborhood is important for a sustained peace. The importance of 

regional support, particularly in cross-border issues and spill-over effects, can play a 

major role in the resolution of civil war has always been emphasized as important, but we 

now have more clear evidence that it is important. Regional peace agreements in wartime 

may affect the ‘peacefulness’ of the neighborhood—and since we know that having 

peaceful neighbors plays a role in civil war, it appears that peace agreements signed to 

prevent conflict spill-overs may also end up aiding the resolution of the conflict of the 

country experience civil war. This finding suggests that peace agreements signed with 

neighbors during a war, most often signed with the idea of ending the war, also play a 

role in whether the following peace is sustained. 

The finding of executive elections during wartime is not necessary significant, as 

they may occur more often in democracies, particularly full democracies—even during 

wartime. A prior fair transfer of power is near significance at .066, suggesting that the 
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more stringent definition of democracy of that includes ‘alternation’ may be of more use 

than the use of Polity scores in determining civil war recurrence—a t-test on the Polity 

score for the year prior to the civil war onset was not a significant predictor of civil war 

(p = 0.7797), nor for the year prior to the war’s end (p = .8798).  

 

Table 9. Events in wartime, 1955-2000 
Total peace episodes: 65 

29 Peacebuilding success 
36 Peacebuilding failure (civil war 

recurrence) 

Episodes with 
event in 
wartime 

 Successes 
with event 
in wartime 

Failures 
with Event 
in wartime 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Amnesty (amnesty) 6 4 2 0.239 
Ceasefire 13 7 6 0.330 
Constitution 22 12 10 0.187 
Constitutional Assembly 8 5 3 0.239 
Constitutional Revision 11 9 2 0.008 
Coup  15 8 7 0.315 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 5 3 2 0.397 
DDR 5 3 2 0.397 
Executive Election 18 13 5 0.006 
Fair transfer of power 9 7 2 0.066 
Fair continuation of power 14 8 6 0.367 
Unfair continuation of power 11 6 5 0.345 
Unfair transfer of power 3 2 1 0.418 
Military/police reform 0       
Peace agreement 18 11 7 0.084 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 12 9 3 0.021 
Peacekeeping 11 6 5 0.345 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 5 2 3 0.603 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 0       
Transitional Government 3 1 2 0.582 
TRC 3 1 2 0.582 

 
 

To determine the relative importance of the significant variables, logistic 

regression was performed on events common to both eras—thus CPAs were eliminated 

as most of them occurred in the 1990s. When looking at the relative importance, a fair 
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transfer of power is the only event approaching significance, at 0.060, with the odds ratio 

suggesting that civil war processes that include fair transfers of power at any time during 

war or peace are twice as likely to stay ended. However, this is an overall result—which 

makes looking at the democracy type prior to the war important.  

We also want to look at differences in results for the two periods—perhaps look 

for differences and confirm that some variables should only be looked at in the 1990s. 

For events that took place during wartime 1955-1989 (table 10), only executive elections 

were found to be significant. Overall, there were far fewer events happening in wartime 

in the pre-1990s era—indicative of international neglect paid to civil wars in the 1990s 

(in terms of resolving them—they certainly received attention and funding from the US 

and the Soviet Union). 

 

Table 10. Events during wartime, 1955-1989 
Total peace episodes 1955-1989: 36 

13 Peacebuilding success 
23 Peacebuilding failure  

Episodes with 
event in 
wartime 

 Successes 
with event 
in wartime 

Failures 
with Event 
in wartime 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Amnesty (amnesty) 3 2 1 0.291 
Ceasefire 1 0 1 0.639 
Constitution 10 4 6 0.527 
Constitutional Assembly 3 2 1 0.709 
Constitutional Revision 1 1 0 0.361 
Coup 8 3 5 0.618 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 0       
DDR 0       
Executive Election 6 5 1 0.016 
Fair transfer of power 2 1 1 0.598 
Fair continuation of power 9 4 5 0.414 
Unfair continuation of power 5 2 3 0.605 
Unfair transfer of power 1 1 0 0.361 
Military/police reform 0       
Peace agreement 3 1 2 0.709 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 0       
Peacekeeping 2 0 2 0.402 
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Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 1 0 1 0.639 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 0       
Transitional Government 2 0 2 0.402 
TRC 0       

 
 

Similar tests were then conducted on just the 1990s set (table 11). In this set none 

of the peacebuilding events that took place in the period of violence significantly affected 

the recurrence of war, though, similar to the results obtained from the entire 1955-2000 

set, constitutional revisions, regional peace agreements and fair transfers of power were 

close to significance. From these results, which are important on their own in terms of 

looking at events that took place in wartime, we can also begin to get an idea of events to 

look at in terms of timing, sequencing, and synergy.  

 

Table 11. Events in wartime, 1990-2000 
Total peace episodes 1990-2000: 29 

16 Peacebuilding success 
13 Peacebuilding failure  

Episodes with 
event in 
wartime 

 Successes 
with event 
in wartime 

Failures 
with Event 
in wartime 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Amnesty (amnesty) 3 2 1 0.580 
Ceasefire 12 7 5 0.537 
Constitution 12 8 4 0.254 
Constitutional Assembly 5 4 1 0.236 
Constitutional Revision 10 8 2 0.058 
Coup (no episodes had a coup during 
wartime) 7 5 2 0.292 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 5 3 2 0.604 
DDR 5 3 2 0.604 
Executive Election 12 8 4 0.254 
Nonviolent transfer of power 7 6 1 0.074 
Nonviolent continuation of power 5 4 1 0.236 
Unfair continuation of power 6 4 2 0.435 
Unfair transfer of power 2 1 1 0.704 
Military/police reform 0       
Peace agreement 15 10 5 0.180 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 12 9 3 0.076 
Peacekeeping 9 6 3 0.336 
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Total peace episodes 1990-2000: 29 
16 Peacebuilding success 
13 Peacebuilding failure  

Episodes with 
event in 
wartime 

 Successes 
with event 
in wartime 

Failures 
with Event 
in wartime 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 4 2 2 0.617 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 0       
Transitional Government 1 0   0.552 
TRC 3 1 2 0.420 

 
 

Peacetime Events 
Next I looked for events that took place during peacetime, the traditional 

“peacebuilding” period, in which the international community can exert more control 

over what happens. As before, significance found for events found mostly in the 1990s—

and most of them were—should be overlooked. Events common to both the pre- and 

post-1990 eras found to be significant were amnesties, ceasefire, constitutional 

revisions—and all elections. The findings for the elections are interesting, especially that 

even unfair elections tended to reduce civil war recurrence. One might think this is a 

spurious finding, as many dictatorships in the 1970s and 1980s simply did not hold 

elections at all—and yet the pre- and post- 1990 eras had about the same number of 

unfair elections. Continuations of power have about the same effect on recurrence, with, 

again, fair transfers of power being more significant. Table 12 presents the results for 

testing of events after the cessation of war for all cases, 1955-2000. 

 

Table 12. Events in peacetime, 1955-2000 
Total peace episodes: 65 

29 Peacebuilding success 
36 Peacebuilding failure (civil war 

recurrence) 

Episodes with 
event in 

peacetime 

Successes 
with event 

in peacetime 

Failures 
with Event 

in 
peacetime 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Amnesty (amnesty) 10 8 2 0.017 
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Total peace episodes: 65 
29 Peacebuilding success 

36 Peacebuilding failure (civil war 
recurrence) 

Episodes with 
event in 

peacetime 

Successes 
with event 

in peacetime 

Failures 
with Event 

in 
peacetime 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Ceasefire 17 13 4 0.002 
Constitution 19 11 8 0.134 
Constitutional Assembly 3 1 2 0.582 
Constitutional Revision 23 17 6 0.001 
Coup  8 4 4 0.516 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 8 8 0 0.001 
DDR 11 8 3 0.042 
Executive Election 28 21 7 0.000 
Fair transfer of power 19 14 5 0.003 
Fair continuation of power 19 13 6 0.014 
Unfair continuation of power 17 12 5 0.013 
Unfair transfer of power 4 4 0 0.035 
Military/police reform 5 5 0 0.014 
Peace agreement 19 13 6 0.014 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 9 6 3 0.142 
Peacekeeping 15 10 5 0.048 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 8 4 4 0.516 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 1 1 0 0.446 
Transitional Government 7 4 3 0.622 
TRC 9 8 1 0.005 

 
 

I then looked at difference between the two periods. For the pre-1990 period, 

presented in table 13, it comes as no surprise that most elements of comprehensive peace 

processes (CPAs, UN involvement) were not significant, as they began in the 1990s (I am 

including them in the table so the exact numbers may be seen). Events that were 

significant are ceasefires, executive elections, fair transfers of power, and truth and 

reconciliation commissions. New constitutions have some relevance compared to the 

other non-significant results, but at p = .097 does warrant keeping an eye one. Since none 

of the other election types were significant, it might be safe to assume that fair transfers 

of power are taking up most of the significance associated with executive elections. This 



162 
 

is probably not the case however, as countries may (and certainly do) have more than one 

election in a peacetime period.11 In this sense, having any executive peacetime election is 

indeed important, but a fair transfer of power also has an effect, though less so than 

holding an election in the first place.  

 

Table 13. Events in peacetime, 1955-1989 

Total peace episodes 1955-1989: 36 
13 Peacebuilding success 
23 Peacebuilding failure  

Episodes with 
event in 

peacetime 

 Successes 
with event 

in peacetime 

Failures 
with Event 

in 
peacetime 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Amnesty (amnesty) 2 1 1 0.598 
Ceasefire 4 4 0 0.012 
Constitution 13 7 6 0.097 
Constitutional Assembly 2 1 1 0.598 
Constitutional Revision 6 4 2 0.109 
Coup 6 3 3 0.369 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 1 1 0 0.361 
DDR 0       
Executive Election 10 8 2 0.001 
Fair transfer of power 9 6 3 0.037 
Fair continuation of power 6 3 3 0.369 
Unfair continuation of power 9 5 4 0.158 
Unfair transfer of power 2 2 0 0.124 
Military/police reform 1 1 0 0.361 
Peace agreement 4 2 2 0.459 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 2 1 1 0.598 
Peacekeeping 3 1 2 0.709 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 2 0 2 0.402 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 0       
Transitional Government 2 2 0 0.124 
TRC 3 3 0 0.040 

 
 

Next I examined the overall effect of peacebuilding events in civil wars that 

ended in the 1990s (see table 14 below). This is where events traditionally associated 
                                                

11 I look at individual elections later on—specifically the outcome of the first 
election in peacetime. 
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with peacebuilding process, such as DDR, peacekeeping missions, etc. would be 

expected to be at least mildly significant, considering the mixed record of peacebuilding 

processes in the 1990s. Indeed, many of them were significant, with CPAs taking the 

lead, followed by amnesties.  

However, some results warrant more discussion. Amnesty was not found to be 

significant if present in wartime, but it was significant in peacetime, suggesting that 

amnesty as used as a break from the past may aid in promoting a sustained peace. 

Amnesty may be important factor in whether a comprehensive peace agreement is 

reached in the first place, but, after examining peacetime episodes with amnesties, the 

results did not suggest so. I did not look for amnesties prior to any peace agreement—as 

countries may have multiple peace agreements spread out over time, making before/after 

assessments is difficult. Similarly, again in the 1990s we find new constitutions are not 

significant. 

Here we start to see some interesting results in terms of elections. Again, having 

any executive election plays a role in civil war recurrence, but this time a fair transfer of 

power loses some of its significance, and a continuation of power, fair or unfair, assumes 

a more important role. This might reflect situations in which losers in elections are 

unhappy with the results and return to war. One explanation for the (slightly) lower 

significance attached to fair transfers of power in the 1990s is that increased international 

involvement may pressure warring parties into agreements when they are not, really, 

ready. How to assess or predict if a party will accept the results of an election if they lose 

thus warrants more examination at a future time. Truth and reconciliation commissions 
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(peacetime or wartime) in the 1990s, also lose their significance, going from p = 0.040 

for the 1955-1989 period to the p = 0.420 for the 1990-2000 period. 

 

Table 14. Events in peacetime, 1990-2000 
Total peace episodes, 1990-2000: 29 

16 Peacebuilding success 
13 Peacebuilding failure (civil war 

recurrence) 

Episodes with 
event in 

peacetime 

 Successes 
with event 

in peacetime 

Failures 
with Event 

in 
peacetime 

Fisher's 
Exact 

Amnesty (amnesty) 8 7 1 0.038 
Ceasefire 13 9 4 0.160 
Constitution 6 4 2 0.435 
Constitutional Assembly 1 0 1 0.448 
Constitutional Revision 17 13 4 0.008 
Coup  2 1 1 0.704 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 7 7 0 0.007 
DDR 11 8 3 0.135 
Executive Election 18 13 5 0.023 
Nonviolent transfer of power 10 8 2 0.058 
Nonviolent continuation of power 13 10 3 0.039 
Unfair continuation of power 8 7 1 0.038 
Unfair transfer of power 2 2 0 0.296 
Military/police reform 4 4 0 0.077 
Peace agreement 15 11 4 0.048 
Regional or interstate peace agreement 7 5 2 0.292 
Peacekeeping 12 9 3 0.076 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k 6 4 2 0.435 
Referendum on Peace Agreement 1 1 0 0.552 
Transitional Government 5 1 4 0.107 
TRC 6 5 1 0.136 

 
 

Summary 
From this initial review of the effects of peacebuilding events at any time in war 

or peace periods we begin to get an idea of what events to focus on in terms of questions 

beyond those originally asked. However, we should not limit ourselves to only examining 

those variables with strict statistical significance. Events of even mild significance may 
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become more powerful when interacting with other events. Thus when looking for 

sequences or synergy among events, we might look at events that are below the p = .50 

level of significant—spreading a wider net but eliminating variables that clearly have no 

relevance. As such, the variables with little significance can be eliminated from further 

exploratory analysis, depending on which period we are looking at. At this point we can 

also exclude events with so few instances that including them in analyses would continue 

to be unfruitful. The significant results so far are summarized in table 15, with events 

with no clear significance removed (coups, constitutional assemblies, referendums on 

peace agreements, and transitional governments, and peacekeeping forces numbering 

over 1000). Overall results are noted (I am including insignificant results of p < .10 as we 

may want to include them in later analysis), and the differences between periods can 

more be clearly seen. Amnesties are not significant in the 1955-1989 period, but they are 

in the 1990s, as are components comprehensive peace agreements—new constitutions, 

DDR, and military reform. The holding of any executive election retains its significance 

in the post Cold War period. This is most likely a result of more elections being observed 

in the 1990s. Truth and reconciliation commissions, oddly, played a role in a sustained 

peace for civil wars that ended in 1955-1989 period but not for the 1990-2000 period—

this despite the fact that there were more TRCs in the 1990s. This might be a result of 

TRCs being ‘pushed’ by the international community when the leaders or people are not 

ready, or governments (particularly when they are a continuation of power) establishing 

truth commissions but not granting them the power or the funding to work effectively 

(particularly when their results might be critical of members of the sitting government).  
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Table 15. Overview: peacebuilding events in wartime versus peacetime 
  

Overall 
wartime 

Wartime  
1955-
1989 

Wartime  
1990-
2000 

Overall 
peacetime 

Peacetime 
 1955-

1989 

Peacetime 
1990-
2000   

Amnesty (amnesty) - - - 0.017 - 0.038 
Ceasefire - - - 0.002 0.012 - 
Constitution - - - 0.001 0.097 - 
Constitutional Assembly - - - - - - 
Constitutional Revision 0.008 - 0.058 - - 0.008 
Coup - - - - - - 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement 
(CPA) - - - 0.001 - 0.007 
DDR - - -  - - 
Executive Election 0.006 0.016 - 0.000 0.001 0.023 
Fair transfer of power  - - - - - - 
Fair continuation of power  - - - - - - 
Unfair continuation of power  - - - - - - 
Unfair transfer of power  - - - - - - 
Military/polite reform - - - 0.014 - 0.077 
Peace agreement - - - 0.014 - 0.048 
Regional or interstate peace 
agreement 0.021 - 0.076 - - - 
Peacekeeping - - - 0.048 - 0.076 
Peacekeeping Forces over 1k - - - - - - 
Referendum on Peace Agreement - - -   - - 
Transitional Government - - -   - - 
TRC - -   0.005 0.040 - 

 
 

A few conclusions and suggestions for further analysis can be drawn from this 

initial pass at looking at peacebuilding events. Unsurprising overall results included the 

impact of UN peacekeeping forces, DDR, and amnesties on a peace that lasts. New 

constitutions are significant overall, wartime or peacetime, but not when broken down by 

period or wartime versus peacetime. What is of interest to me, however, is that some 

events that take place during wartime—before the violence ends—have some bearing on 
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whether civil war recurs. For the 1955-1989 period, executive elections held during the 

war had a significant effect on reducing war recurrence; for the 1990-2000 wartime 

executive elections lose their significance but constitutional amendments and regional 

peace agreements come to the fore.  

As mentioned before, regional peace agreements may play a role in civil war 

recurrence due to the ‘neighborhood effect’ (albeit marginally significant at .076—it 

depends on which criteria for significance one is using). However, the ‘neighborhood 

effect,’ particularly since it only is found in the 1990s may be a result of peacekeeping 

troops in nearby countries as much as it could be state leaders controlling their borders 

themselves. We know that having neighbors at war increases the likelihood of civil war 

onset; we also know that many regional peace agreements are signed with the aim of 

aiding in the resolution of civil wars. What is new, however, is that regional peace 

agreements play a somewhat significant role in sustaining the peace after the war has 

ended.  

Interestingly, constitutional revisions, in both wartime and peacetime were 

associated with a sustained peace, albeit only in the 1990s. This may be because changes 

to governmental laws or structures are often called for in comprehensive peace 

agreements. Constitutional revisions and CPAs were correlated to some degree (r = 

0.3619), but not perfectly, indicating that there still is something going on with 

constitutional amendments that warrants further testing. When constitutional revisions 

were placed in a logistic regression with CPAs, however, their significance increased. 

Looking at the 1990s set, and the presence of CPAS and constitutional revisions in entire 
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war-peace episodes, a CPA makes a sustained peace about five times more likely than 

another civil war (this with a moderate p value of .076), but constitutional revisions are 

ten times more likely to result in a sustained peace (p = .045). This was further confirmed 

by removing from analysis all peacebuilding episodes that had a CPA during war or 

peace. Of the 17 civil wars that ended in the 1990s without a comprehensive peace 

agreement, six were successes and eleven failures. While four out of the eleven failures 

had constitutional amendments, all six of the peacebuilding successes had constitutional 

amendments at some time over the entire war-peace period (p = .017).  

Looking in more detail at events that happen during wartime versus those that 

happen during peacetime, (still looking at the set of episodes without CPAs,) 

constitutional amendments enacted during wartime were somewhat significant at p = 

.099, while constitutional amendments enacted during peacetime were more significant at 

p = .043. This was, to me an important but serendipitous finding that resulted from the 

initial analysis of peacebuilding events without regard for time, timing, or synergy. I 

began collecting data on constitutional amendments while collecting information on new 

constitutions, realizing that there is more than one way to change the political structure of 

a state. I had no working hypothesis at the time, except the shared belief that constitutions 

are important parts of peacebuilding processes. As it turns out, however, that while new 

constitutions were significant only in peacetime from 1955-1989, they do not play a role 

in a sustained peace in the 1990s—in other words, as we have learned that elections do 

not a democracy make, new constitutions may not be important steps on paths to peace—

but changes to existing constitutions may be. Further discussion on this matter is reserved 
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for the final conclusions chapter. There are more important matters to get to right now—

finding answers to the questions concerning timing, sequencing, and synergy raised in 

chapter 2.  

Answers to Questions 
This section addresses the questions concerning timing, sequencing and synergy 

raised in the chapter 2. Most questions, unfortunately, were answered in the negative—

the time element among events does not play a significant role whether the peace lasts or 

not. A few results were found. Some of these are supported by the literature, but some 

raise questions about the findings of other studies. 

Time and Timing 
 

Truth and Reconciliation Commissions 
Two questions concerned truth and reconciliation commissions, the first 

concerning their duration; the second concerning how soon they begin after the violence 

has ended. Is a longer TRC preferable, as it could give more time for public testimony 

and meta-cultural “processing”? A shorter TRC might be an indicator that the issues were 

not dealt with in enough depth, held more for cosmetic reasons.  

On the other hand, a longer TRC may be an indicator of an unwillingness to let go 

of the past; the additional time might allow divisiveness over issues to arise, with groups 

seeing the “justice” as injustice (see Serbian reactions to the trial of Milosevic, for 

example). In the course of data collection it seemed a fair amount of TRCs took such a 

long time one would think the sitting government was not interested in the process, nor 

the results. A TRC of shorter duration might allow the public move on to a plausibly 
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brighter future and not linger in the past. Might a TRC be like a bandage over a wound 

that is festering because it has not been exposed to air? It inevitably hurts to take it off—

but it is better to rip it off quickly than slowly. For this question, I did not have a 

hypothesis either way.  

Overall, the average TRC lasted 2.3 years, which in and of itself was a question 

answered. However, the next question of “Does the duration of a truth and reconciliation 

matter?” was answered—and the answer is no. The average length of TRCs for civil wars 

that restarted was 4.3 years; wars that stayed ended had TRCs that lasted, on average, 1.5 

years. However, the two groups did not have equal variances (Bartlett’s test p = .013). 

Welch’s t-test for unequal variances (appropriate for small Ns) suggests it does not matter 

how long a truth and reconciliation commission lasts (p = .2909, t = 1.399).  

The next question concerning truth and reconciliation commissions concerned 

how soon they start after the violence ends. In this case, there were not enough 

observations to answer the question, as two of the eleven TRCs began before the violence 

ended (both peacebuilding failures). This left one failure to test along with the eight 

successes; hence no means to compare. 

Transitional Governments 
This concerned the question of how long transitional governments last before a 

new government is elected. Here I did have a hypothesis that the longer the transitional 

government, the more likely war is to recur. Without the minimum of a sooner-rather-

than-later peace divided of a new constitution and a new government (assuming that both 

transitional and new governments will have difficulty in the area of actual governance—
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getting things done), local populations will more likely to continue to look toward their 

respective leaders for leadership and support. This would continue to continue the 

divisions that led to the war and reduce the possibility of forming common interests 

among the different parties. In a way this was testing whether the provision of structural 

changes as peace dividends matter in terms of war recurrence. 

The results suggest that the duration of the transitional government does not play 

a role in the likelihood of being followed by a sustained peace. The overall mean duration 

of transitional governments was 2.5 years. The mean duration of transitional government 

for peacebuilding successes was 1 year, and the mean for peacebuilding failures was 3.52 

years. However, they did not have equal variances (Bartlett’s test p = 0.0569), and the 

Welch t-test result was not significant at p = 0.1138.  

Regarding whether transitional governments that began during wartime or 

peacetime might make a difference with regard to a lasting peace, I was only curious and 

did not have an idea either way. The Fisher’s cross correlation resulted in no 

significance—no difference was found in terms of peacebuilding success or failure based 

on whether the transitional government was formed during wartime or peacetime (p = 

0.311) 

Time to First Election  
Determining if the time to the first election matters was answering a question I 

have had for a long time, and also relates to Brancati and Snyder’s attempts to answer the 

question. Drawing on the idea of a rapid peace dividend, my hypothesis was that the 

longer duration of time from the end of the war to the first election, the more likely it is 
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that civil war will recur. I conducted my analysis as follows. First, I eliminated from the 

dataset peace episodes in which no election took place. This yields 28 peace episodes—

seven failures and 21 successes (recall we already know holding any election increases 

the chances of peace). The average time to the first election for peacebuilding successes 

was 2.3 years; for peacebuilding failures (war recurrences) it was 4.5 years, suggesting,--

at first—that if one delays an election, recurrence is more likely. However, the test to use 

to see if there is a statistical difference between the peacebuilding success group and the 

peacebuilding failure group) depends on whether the distribution of the data is normal or 

not—if it roughly fits a bell curve. In this case, the Shapiro-Wilkes test for normality 

indicated that the distribution for time to first election for peacebuilding failures was 

normal, but the distribution for time to first election for peacebuilding successes was not 

normal. These results suggested the use of Kruskal-Wallis or Mann-Whitney tests to 

determine the degree to which the duration of time from the end of the war to the first 

election plays a role in whether war recurs. Both these tests were negative (both resulted 

in p = 0.1294). This finding suggests that, ceteris paribus, the time it takes to get to the 

first election does not play a significant role in whether civil war will recur, i.e. there is 

no such thing as a “too-soon” election. This was not what I was expecting, and further, it 

contradicts the findings of Brancati and Snyder (2013) that, generally, “early” elections 

are more likely to result in civil war recurrence. Cox survival analysis conducted on the 

effect of years to the first election on civil war recurrence also confirmed this finding (p = 

0.588) 
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Now is an opportune time to discuss some questions I have about Brancati and 

Snyder’s methodology that could have impacted their results. The first involves the basic 

cases utilized for their analysis. In their list of civil wars, the 2004 election in 

Afghanistan is listed as the first election following the conclusion for all four of its civil 

wars in their dataset—1978-1992, 1992-1996, 1992-1996 (again), and 1996-2001 (2013, 

24). I find it curious that they list the same postconflict election date for multiple civil 

wars, as this would, to my mind, yield four different durations of time from the end of a 

civil war to an election—for the same election. Thus, Afghanistan’s four entries in their 

dataset have different duration entries for the time from the war’s end to the next election. 

Surely, when a war ends and one is thinking about the timing of an election, one is not 

thinking about the timing of an election, if there is a subsequent war. They could take 

account of this multiple coding of the same election for more than one war by eliminating 

from analysis elections that did not have an election (if there was no election, there is no 

timing to study). However, based on the number of observations noted at the bottom of 

model 8 (which measures the probability of war recurrence based on elections held one 

year or five years after the violence ends), their codebook, and a close reading of their 

Stata do-file that details “what they did,” it appears they did not eliminate civil war cases 

that were not followed by a peacetime election from their analysis.12 

                                                
12 In fact, the codebook for Brancati and Snyder’s research, under “inclusion 

criterion” specifically states that “censored” civil war cases, in which an election did not 
“break out,” are included in the analysis. Examination of their publically available data 
does indeed list three different durations for Afghanistan’s three wars in their dataset—
but all relative to the 2004 election. Similarly, two wars in Angola (1992-1994 and 1997-
2002) have as their post-war election date 5/9/2008. This results in the Angola’s 1992-
1994 civil war being assigned 166 months to the first post-conflict election, and the 1997-
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Other differences between our methodologies exist, however, which may factor 

into the equation. For their set of civil wars they used an updated Doyle-Sambanis set of 

civil wars, in which civil wars years are only coded as such if they reach over 1000 battle 

deaths for that year. This could impact the coding of end-dates and thus impact the coded 

duration of the time to the first election. Brancati and Snyder study the time period 1945-

2008—eight years beyond my cut-off date. Additional testing on my data—not yet 

attempted—could include some event analysis, which estimates, year by year, the 

influence of holding an election (or not) on the probability of recurrence. 

Flores and Nooruddin also studied the timing of post-war elections—but included 

in their analysis all ‘minor conflicts’ in the UCDP dataset (conflicts with 25-999 battle 

deaths were included); hence their findings may not be directly comparable to mine but I 

will discuss them here as they do have some relevance, particularly with regard to ‘old’ 

and ‘new’ democracies. Flores and Nooruddin (2012) were interested in the impact of 

election timing on conflict recurrence, but their main focus was in post-war economic 

stability— defined as a return to pre-war GDP per capita levels. The “peace episode” 

used in my research was the time from the conclusion of the civil war to war recurrence, 

or ten years post-war, whichever came first. Thus I looked at all elections that took place 

during peacetime. Flores and Nooruddin, on the other hand, define a “recovery episode” 

as the time from the conclusion of the conflict to conflict recurrence, or when GDP 

reached pre-conflict levels, whichever came first. This results in eliminating from their 

consideration of timing those election that took place in peacetime, but which took place 
                                                                                                                                            
2002 civil war being assigned 77 months to the first post-conflict election—yet both for 
the same 2008 election.  
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after GDP reached pre- conflict levels. In other words, if a country’s GDP returned to 

pre- conflict levels three years after the war was ended, and an election was held in the 

fourth year, that election was not considered in their analysis of election timing and 

recurrence.13 Their topic, of course, was the timing of elections and post-conflict stability, 

so it is understandable that post-conflict economic stability rather than strict recurrence 

becomes their primary dependent variable. Their findings included that new democracies 

that hold elections in the first year or two tend to face more recurrence; for established 

democracies, holding elections in the first year does not impact recurrence either way, but 

holding off elections until the second year or beyond has a positive bearing on 

recurrence.  

Flores and Nooruddin (2012) distinguish established democracies and new 

democracies by their Polity scores before and after the war: established democracies were 

those with scores of seven or above, and new democracies where those with pre-war 

scores of less than seven, that subsequently jumped to seven or above the year after the 

conflict ended. Their results suggest that the timing of elections does matter for these two 

different categories of polities emerging from war. Their results do add to our developing 

knowledge of the timing of elections after civil war, but they may not warrant direct 

comparison to mine, as we used quite different datasets. As mentioned, Flores and 

Nooruddin used the UCDP dataset, as I did, but included all conflicts, including the 

“minor” conflicts with 25-999 battle deaths in a given year. This yields a larger dataset 

(364 cases from 1960-2002) thus it could be said their findings may be more robust than 

                                                
13 They note this in footnote 5, p. 559). 
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my little set of 65 cases—but their conclusions, it should be noted, apply to civil 

conflicts, and perhaps should only be extended to civil wars with caution. Using UCDP’s 

set of ‘minor conflicts’ tends to add many single years with conflicts—conflicts that 

could ostensibly take place in an otherwise functional society with a more robust 

economy (leading to faster recovery times and quicker elections), thus making their 

findings perhaps less relevant to the exploration of elections following civil wars. 

 

Timing of CPAs and Elections 
While the above-referenced studies focused on the timing of elections vis a vis the 

cessation of violence (Brancati and Snyder 2013; Flores and Nooruddin 2012), since I 

have other events in my dataset, this allowed me to test the timing of elections in 

relations to other events. For example, perhaps it is not the timing from peace that matters 

as much as the timing from a comprehensive peace agreement—after all, five out of the 

eleven episodes in the dataset with CPAs, the agreements were signed prior to the 

cessation of violence. Again, this could be an issue of a peace dividend. Waiting too long 

might put the time of the election beyond the wave of hope that emerges after the signing 

of a comprehensive peace agreement. Given that signing a CPA in violence has no 

relationship on the likelihood of peace (p = .397), it might make sense to explore the 

timing of CPAs and elections. However, all of the CPAs (regardless of whether signed in 

wartime or peacetime) that were followed by elections were successes—civil war did not 

recur, leaving no failures with which to compare times to first elections. 
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Timing of CPA to New Constitution 
I also looked at the timing from the CPA to the promulgation of a new 

constitution—thinking, similar to the idea that a lengthy transitional government, that the 

advent of peace without structural changes would make leaders “restless” and more prone 

to finding additional ways to delay change due to wrangling with constitution-writing 

(this is regardless of the length of formal constitution writing processes). However, all of 

the CPAs that were followed by new constitutions were successes, thus preventing 

comparison. 

Sequencing  
 

Military/Police Reform  
With regard to military/police reform, I did enter into the analysis with a 

hypothesis that security sector reform before DDR processes would have a higher 

peacebuilding success rate. If military or police reform takes place before DDR 

processes, the integration of rebels into the formed military or police forces might go 

more smoothly, as the reorganized security force might be a different ‘animal’ than the 

one that was previously battling the rebels. If security forces are reformed (and funded!) 

prior to DDR processes, it might lead to a ‘pull’ factor that draws former militants away 

from irregular forces and into a system that is already looking towards the future. 

Delaying security sector reform until after DDR processes are complete or well under 

way would mean that former combatants (if they are to be integrated rather than excluded 

from armed service) enter into situations with pre-existing hierarchies and organizational 

cultures that may be less likely to ‘welcome’ them than if the change signaled by 
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reorganization did not take place. Only two cases of SSR before DDR were found in the 

dataset—Guatemala and Northern Ireland—both of which were successes, which means 

that comparison was not possible. I could not compare DDR processes with or without 

security sector reform regardless of sequencing, as security sector reform predicted 

success perfectly. 

Regional Peace Agreements 
The discovery of the importance of regional peace agreements in wartime to a 

sustained peace led me wonder if there were sequencing issues involved as well. I 

theorized that civil war would be less likely to recur for those episodes in which a 

regional peace agreement preceded a comprehensive peace agreement. Similar to if one is 

going through a stressful period, one calls on support of family and friends, having 

‘helpful people’ already in place when a CPA is signed may However, there was only one 

instance of a regional peace agreement being signed before a CPA. Since CPAs had 

already been found to be highly correlated with a sustained peace (p = 0.013 for 1990-

2000; the 1955-1989 period had only one CPA), no further testing was performed. 

Election Sequencing 
It was election sequencing that was the most rewarding aspect of the research. I 

did not have any hypotheses or ‘pre-theories’ in mind when I was collecting the data on 

elections, just a notion that the outcomes of elections (fair or unfair, change or 

continuation of power) matter. This was an occasion where exploratory analysis—

following a lead and seeing where it takes you—made a difference. Part of the data 

exploration for the research was simply examining the overall timelines for each country, 
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highlighting events that might be interesting to see if there were observable patterns. At 

first, I noticed a fair degree of fair transfers of power happening among the peacebuilding 

successes—and then that many peacebuilding successes happened to have fair transfers 

of power as their very first election outcome after the war ended. Perhaps the rapid 

change offered by a fair transfer of power after an election provides an immediate ‘peace 

dividend,’ while also in a sense starting the relationships of the winners and losers out on 

the right foot, in terms of being evidence of a culture of debate and acceptance of the rule 

of law. If the first election were a continuation of power (even if fair), feelings of 

resentment and inequality would be more likely to fester and rear their heads later, 

possibly in the form of violence. Of course, I wanted to test this, using the hypothesis that 

civil war recurrence will be less likely if the very first election outcome after war is a fair 

transfer of power. The hypothesis was supported when tested on the entire dataset (p = 

0.008), see table 16, although any fair election plays a role in a sustained peace in this 

situation (p = 0.000, which does not lend support to my theory that change sooner rather 

than later makes a difference. After removing cases that had no elections, the significance 

of the outcome of the first election after peace disappeared (p = .327 for fair transfers and 

p = .419 for fair continuations of power). No episodes had unfair transfers of power after 

an election, so these were not reported. 

 

Table 16. Outcome of first elections on sustained peace 

 
1955-2000 1955-1989 1990-2000 

All episodes (65)       
Any peacetime election 0.000 0.001 0.023 
First election fair 0.000 0.029 0.008 
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First election fair transfer of power 0.008 0.047 0.136 
First election fair continuation of power 0.024 0.459 0.058 
First election unfair continuation of power 0.639 0.499 0.704 
        
        
Only episodes in which elections were held (28)       
First election fair 0.144 0.133 0.490 
First election fair transfer of power 0.327 0.467 0.567 
First election fair continuation of power 0.419 0.622 0.500 
First election unfair continuation of power 0.220 0.222 0.490 
All values are reported p values for Fisher’s exact test    

 
 

Next I thought to take a look at the second elections that took place after the 

violence stopped—whether the outcome of the second played a role in whether or not 

peace was sustained. This is of course given that the peace survived long enough for a 

second election to be held, but considering that the average time to restart is about ten 

years, it made sense to look at the outcome of the second election. The results (table 17, 

top portion) showed, unsurprisingly, that holding a second election at all does increase 

the chances of peace (p = 0.044). For the period 1955-1989, a sustained peace was more 

likely if the second election was an unfair continuation of power—this is perhaps an 

artifact of the many sham elections held in autocracies in the 1970s. I then got curious—

if getting to the second election is important, does the outcome of the first election play a 

role in whether a second election is held? I then tested the outcome of the first election 

using the holding of a second election as the dependent variable. The results are 

presented in the bottom portion of table 17. along with the effects of a second election on 

a sustained peace. Overall, there was an interesting result—it appeared that a second 

election was more likely if the first election was a fair continuation of power, which 
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suggests a degree of path dependence. Perhaps a fair continuation of power in the first 

election provides a degree of stability (which might be welcome after civil war) that then 

provides the stability that enables a second election (which, overall, was suggested to 

play a role in a sustained peace). However, both these effects disappeared when 

examining the 1955-1989 and 1990-2000 periods separately.  

 

Table 17. Effect of second election on sustained peace, effect of first elections on second elections 
Effect of second election on sustained peace 1955-2000 1955-1989 1990-2000 
Only episodes in which elections were held (28)       
Any second election 0.044 0.133 0.219 
Second election fair transfer of power 0.292 0.800 0.350 
Second election fair continuation of power 0.249 0.333 0.567 
Second election unfair continuation of power 0.306 0.067 0.567 
        
Effect of first election outcome on having a second 
election       
Only episodes in which elections were held (28)       
First election fair transfer of power 0.651 0.667 0.559 
First election fair continuation of power 0.028 0.119 0.241 
First election unfair continuation of power 0.201 0.667 0.235 
All values are reported p values for Fisher’s exact test 

    
 

The Elusive Quest for Warm Peace 
The focus of this research was looking at civil war recurrence, i.e., what events, or 

timing, sequencing or synergy among them may contribute to a sustained peace. 

However, if the true goal of peacebuilding, is a peace á la Galtung (peace = negative 

peace + positive peace + cultural peace,) so far it might seem odd that I was not tracking 

progress towards positive peace in my analyses. As discussed, I coded a variable for a 

‘warm’ or democratic peace, that is, a negative peace with a fair degree of democracy (in 
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this case, a score in 2010 of 6 or more on the Polity score). Analyses were conducted 

using a warm peace instead of a cold peace as the dependent variable (this requires 

removing from analysis the ‘failures’ in which war recurred). Using the set of countries 

that remained at peace, a warm peace was then used as the dependent variable. 

Unfortunately, most of the tests performed suggested the presence, timing, sequencing, or 

synergy of events played no role in determining whether a country eventually achieved a 

warm rather than a cold peace. However, there were a few exceptions. For the entire set, 

if the first election is a fair transfer of power, the likelihood of a ‘warm’ peace increases 

somewhat (p = 0.074); the likelihood of a warm peace increases if the second election 

was a continuation of power (p = 0.030). However, these effects disappear when looking 

at the two eras separately (see table 18), so the results are less applicable to today’s 

world.  

 

Table 18. Outcome of first election on a democratic peace 
Effect of first election on a democratic peace 1955-2000 1955-1989 1990-2000 
Peacebuilding failures omitted       
First election fair transfer of power 0.074 0.643 0.231 
First election fair continuation of power 0.385 0.464 0.500 
First election unfair continuation of power 0.100 0.357 0.437 
        
Effect of second election on democratic peace       
Peacebuilding failures omitted       
Any second election 0.500 0.536 0.657 
Second election fair transfer of power 0.030 0.250 0.231 
Second election fair continuation of power 0.568 0.786 0.608 
Second election unfair continuation of power 0.671 0.750 0.608 
All values are reported p values for Fisher’s exact test 
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In summary, looking for sequencing patterns among election outcomes was 

interesting, and yet in the end proved unfruitful. There were some hints of path 

dependence, in terms of having a second election increasing the chances of a sustained 

peace, and an fair continuation of power in the first election increasing the chances of a 

second election, but these were not borne out when examining the 1955-1989 and 1990-

2000 periods separately—in other words, not as relevant for today. 

 

Synergy  
 

DDR and Elections 
Lyons suggests that DDR and elections may have a synergistic effect, that is, the 

potential for violence is reduced when there are both push and pull factors present. In this 

case the push is moving combatants out of their combatant roles, and the pull is the draw 

of political change via elections rather than war. This was testing by comparing outcomes 

for episodes with elections with and without DDR and elections in the same year. The 

Fisher’s test suggested that elections held without concurrent DDR had no effect on a 

sustained peace (p = 0.294). Elections held with concurrent DDR processes predicted 

success perfectly—all of these resulted in a sustained peace. Although there were only 

three case of elections held with concurrent DDR processes, this does support Lyons’ 

argument as well Brancati and Snyder’s finding that DDR processes initiated before an 

election tend to reduce the likelihood of war recurring. 
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Elections and Constitutions  
With the idea that the more concurrent change, the better, I also explored the 

effect of elections held in the same year in which new constitutions were promulgated (in 

this instance, I did not check for before/after patterns). The results did not support the 

hypothesis (p = 0.631). Again, this suggests that rapid change after violence do not 

increase the likelihood of a sustained peace. 

Additional Testing on Constitutional Amendments 
As the importance of constitutional amendments (unfortunately, not related to 

time) to a sustained peace was perhaps the most important finding of the research, 

additional testing was performed to confirm validity and check for correlations with 

factors already know to play a role in the non-recurrence of civil war. 

First, in-sample testing was performed, in which a random sample of the data is 

selected and the same significance tests performed. This is performed in lieu of having a 

larger population from which a different sample could be drawn (out-of-sample testing). 

Given the small number of cases (65), I had Stata choose 32 cases at random and perform 

significance tests on the effect of constitutional amendments (wartime or peacetime) on a 

sustained peace. As a comparison, the p result for the entire set before the random sample 

was drawn was 0.000 (Fisher’s exact test). After choosing a random sample of 32 cases, 

the result was p = 0.016 the first time, and p = 0.000 after I started again from the whole 

set and drew another random sample These were results for the entire time period under 

study. As we are particularly interested in the post Cold War era, I performed the same 

tests on the set of civil wars that ended 1990-2000. The result for the post Cold War set 

before drawing a random sample was p = 0.007. Again, I had Stata choose half of the 
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1990-2000 at random (15 out of 29 cases). The first result of random testing yielded p = 

0.004; the second p = 0.100; three more for a total of five random tests yielded p = 0.004, 

p = .0022, and p = 0.095. While one of the in-sample tests yielded a result of no 

significance, the other four did, suggesting that there indeed ‘something going on’ with 

constitutional amendments and a sustained peace. 

However, is that ‘something going on’ particularly related to the democracies in 

the dataset? It could be that democracies are skewing the results. I then performed 

correlation tests to determine if a prior democracy (Polity score of 6 or more prior to the 

war start) made constitutional amendments more likely. Results indicate that they were 

somewhat but not completely correlated, but in a very curious way. The correlation 

coefficient for a prior democracy was -0.2318, for a prior partial democracy 0.1109, and 

for a prior autocracy -0.2939. This suggests that while each polity type is somewhat 

associated with constitutional amendments (which we might guess already), 

constitutional amendments are more closely correlated with partial democracies. The 

correlation between prior autocracies and constitutional amendments was less strong. It 

still appears that is something going on, and that separate tests to determine the effect of 

constitutional amendments on a sustained peace be conducted separately for each prior 

polity type. The results were surprising. Testing the set of full democracies only (10 

cases) yielded p = 0.292 (Fisher’s exact test), suggesting that constitutional amendments 

do not play a significant role in whether civil war recurs in countries that were 

democracies prior to the war’s start. Testing the set of partial democracies (33) resulted in 

p = 0.001, indicating that constitutional amendments play a significant role in 
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determining whether civil war recurs in countries that were ‘quasi’ democracies prior to 

the war. Testing the set of autocracies (22) resulted in p = 0.067, short of highly 

significant but still suggestive that, in countries that were highly autocratic prior to the 

beginning of the war, constitutional amendments may play some role in making a 

renewed war less likely. To me, this was a finding that deserved some thought and is 

discussed in the final chapter on conclusions. The timing of constitutional amendments 

was not found to be significant, as Cox survival analysis found no ties (p = 0.218). 

Known and Potential Issues 
The conclusions (or lack thereof) may have been impacted by issues with data. 

CPAs were coded based on the sets provided by USIP and Notre Dame’s Peace Matrix 

Project, both of which may have paid more attention to comprehensive peace agreements 

that resulted in the cessation of violence. My subjective judgment, albeit based on rules I 

had established, was involved in determining the type of election outcome (fair/unfair, 

transfer or continuation of power) as well as whether or note to code a constitutional 

amendment. Although NELDA’s information on elections was helpful, after the initial 

coding of election outcome, I confirmed each one (or changed it) after consulting 

additional sources. The entering of constitutional amendments may have been biased 

from consulting studies of peace processes (thus entering only ‘good’ amendments—

establishing multiparty elections, allowing the use of local languages in schools, for 

example). However in my coding I also drew upon studies of entire conflict processes, 

thus ending up including the ‘bad’ amendments as well (extending presidential terms, 

abolishing legislatures, for example). I also benefited from the dataset of the Comparative 
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Constitutions Project, which allowed me to check that I had not missed any amendments 

that changed political structures.  

Since the focus of the research was on time, the start dates and end dates of 

conflicts were of absolute importance. UCDP does give the degree of confidence for the 

start dates and end dates. Most civil wars with quite unknown start dates or end dates (i.e. 

year is known, month and date unknown) were older ones where less information is 

available (1960s and early 1970s). I did modify these when COW or PITF had 

information on the date of a start of a civil war for that specific year. The potential for 

unclear dates to influence the results is reduced for the 1990s as UCDP has more precise 

dates coded for those later years. Whether ‘perfect’ knowledge of civil war start dates and 

end dates would have impacted the lack of results remains an unknown. 

I had planned on using more advanced statistical methodologies for the research 

but as the final data set, following my rules, was quite small, I did not feel it necessary as 

the results were clear enough. The general rule for allowing a degree of generalizability 

utilizing small samples is a minimum of 90 or so cases; some suggest 200. Doyle and 

Sambanis’ classic study (2000) had 124 cases. Quinn et all’s (2007) study on recurrence 

utilized 111 case studies. Walter’s research (2004), also on recurrence, had 59 cases (less 

than mine!), but she was focusing on the traditional dependent variables associated with 

civil war onset (identity, poverty, how it ended, etc.); hence utilizing the same statistical 

methodologies as similar studies makes sense. Walter also utilized the ‘throwing 

everything into a logistical model’ methodology, the growing criticism of which I 

discussed earlier (Schrodt 2014). In my mind, the simpler the better—for scholars and 
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policymakers alike, who may not be well-versed in coefficients and the differences 

between statistical models one and four.  

In “The perils of policy by p-value: predicting civil conflicts,” Ward et al. 

acknowledge the utility of finding statistically significant relationships in complex 

models, but caution that the actual utility of the conclusions of such studies is not often 

‘put to the test’. (Quinn et al.’s 2007 study is a fine exception: their model successfully 

predicted 76% of civil war recurrence and 91% of no civil war recurrence in their set.). 

Using my research data, a constitutional amendment taking place during the civil war or 

the peace that followed (up to 10 years after the peace) successfully predicted 20 out of 

29 (68%) of the peacebuilding successes (no war recurrence) in the dataset, and 28 out of 

36 failures (77%). Of the smaller set comprising just those civil wars that ended 1990-

2000, the presence of a constitutional amendment during wartime or peacetime 

successfully predicted 15 out of 16 successes (93%), but only seven out of thirteen 

failures (53%). The questions asked and answered in this research are summarized in 

table 19 below. 
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Table 19. Questions and answers concerning peacebuilding events and time 
Question  Answer/Importance 
   
Time and Timing   
How long do TRCs usually last?   2.3 years 
Does the duration of TRCs matter?  No 
How long do transitional governments last?  2.5 years 
Does the duration of transitional governments matter?  No 
How long from the cessation of violence to the first 
election? 

 2.5 years 

Does the time to the first election matter?  No 
Does the time from the CPA to a new constitution 
matter? 

 Unable to answer – all CPAs 
followed by constitutions 
were followed by a sustained 
peace 

   
Sequencing   
Does military/police reform before DDR make a 
difference? 

 No 

Do regional peace agreements signed before CPAs 
increase the chances of peace? 

 Unable to answer – only one 
CPA was preceded by a 
regional peace agreement 

Is peace more likely if the first post-war election is a 
fair transfer of power? 

 No 

   
Synergy   
Do elections held the same year as DDR processes 
increase the likelihood of peace? 

 Yes 

Do elections held the same year that new constitutions 
are promulgated increase the chances of peace? 

 No 

   
Additional questions that arose during data 
collection and analysis 

  

Does a second election, regardless of outcome, increase 
the chances of peace? 

 Yes 

Does the outcome of the second election increase the 
chances of peace? 

 Yes—for fair continuations of 
power, but only for the period 
1955-1989. 

Does the outcome of the first election influence 
whether a second election was held at all? 

 Somewhat – for the 1955-
2000 period, but not for the 
1990s 

Does the outcome of an election increase the likelihood 
of a democratic peace? 

 Somewhat – for the period 
1955-1989, but not for the 
1990s 

Do constitutional amendments play role in the 
recurrence of civil war? 

 Yes 
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CHAPTER 6 - DISCUSSION 

Implications 
To my bewilderment, overall, I did not find any striking patterns of timing, 

sequencing or synergy among peacebuilding events that make a difference in a sustained 

peace. The results of the research did not support my theory that, in the wake of war, the 

sooner the observable benchmarks of peacebuilding appear, the less likely it is that war 

will recur. Based on my research, holding elections sooner rather than later does not 

make a difference in terms of whether war occurs, nor do the outcomes of the first or 

second elections.  

What does this lack of significant findings mean? As knowledge development in 

any field involves conclusions of non-relevance as well as relevance, we might then ask 

what are the implications of no patterns of timing, sequencing and synergy in 

peacebuilding processes? First, it lends support to the idea that that each country’s path to 

peace is unique. A checklist of ‘things to do’ for intervenors may, in fact, be enough to 

guide peacebuilding processes. On the other hand, an entire decade was omitted from 

analysis, but including those years would have prevented a ten-year look-forward period. 

As Paris (2004) notes in his study of three internationally administered transitional 

governments, more time yields more cases for analysis. 

The finding that DDR and elections happening during the same year was 

significant. The small number of cases in the set, and the small number of case in which 
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DDR and election did happen during the same year (3), would, in theory, suggest the 

results might be taken with a grain of salt. However, as case studies exist that support this 

conclusion (Lyons 2005), the finding becomes more sustainable.  

This research focused on large-scale, state wide events. It may well be that timing, 

sequencing or synergy patterns exist at regional or local levels—surely between and 

among organizations. Water and essential services should be restored in towns prior to 

refugee or IDP resettlement, but whether this has a bearing on a sustained peace or just 

the well-being of everyday people was not possible to capture in this research and lends 

itself to case studies or evaluations by local actors.  

The lack of significant findings is, of course, based solely on the events that I 

chose to look at. I did not examine negative events — ‘spoilers’ or otherwise disruptive 

events that can impact plans and projections — such as assassinations, the onset (rather 

than the simple presence) of civil wars in nearby countries, or terrorist attacks in or by the 

citizens of the post-civil war country. There may be other issues of timing, sequencing, 

synergy, or path dependency, where the presence of one event or process makes another 

more likely —but with a dependent variable other than civil war recurrence, such as 

successful DDR programs, refugee resettlement, etc. 

The time and energy I spent constructing the dataset was considerable; I am sure 

that other scientists have expended a great deal of effort with little to show for it at the 

end. Other scholars may find the dataset useful, adding events or looking at the same data 

in a different way. I did not have the time to add continuous variables to ‘the mix’ for this 

research as I originally intended. I have an interest in ‘thresholds’— minimum levels of 
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well-being or the freedoms that, once reached (thus becoming a kind of event), may aid 

in sustaining a peace: this may be my next project. With the interest in criminal violence 

following civil wars — assassinations, and general increases in crime, crime data could 

also be added (though getting this data from countries recovering from war can be 

tricky), tracked annually and checked for changes to judicial or anti-corruption laws. 

While the results of this research did not support the ideas that I had about time 

and peacebuilding processes, they may have other implications for how we think about 

peacebuilding and time. Firstly, If the results of this research (or ‘non-results’) are 

combined with the suggestions of others that poverty plays a central role in the onset of 

civil war and prevention of its recurrence (Taydas and Peksen 2012; Pugh 2010), they 

suggest that the international community’s immediate concern at the conclusion of a civil 

war should be the rapid provision of welfare assistance and an increase in the quality of 

life; there need not be a rush to the writing of elections or the holding of elections. 

Secondly, the importance of constitutional amendments—gradual changes to political 

structures—to peace (albeit a negative peace, as amendments were not associated with 

‘warm’ democracies from my analyses) suggests that changing everything all at once 

indeed may end up overlooking processes and structures that are working.  

Constitutional Amendments 
I will take some time here to discuss the most significant finding of my 

research—constitutional amendments being significantly associated with a sustained 

peace. I did not find any patterns of interactions relating to time between constitutional 

amendments and other events, nor were they particularly more significant in wartime 
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versus peacetime. However, the finding that they are important may have several 

implications for how we think about timing and peacebuilding activities. 

Firstly, the suggestion the constitutional amendments are more important than 

new constitutions suggests that remaking everything anew may not always yield the 

intended results. Perhaps paths to peace should be taken small steps at a time, rather than 

by leaps and bounds (the absence of other findings regarding ‘the sooner the better’ also 

bolsters this idea). In a way, the findings concerning constitutional amendments support 

the idea, as the title of Abbott’s (2001) book indicates, “time matters”—though not in the 

way that I was thinking it does. Lederach and others have consistently pointed out that 

cultural change takes time — and may often be imperceptible. It appears that the best sort 

of structural change also takes time—the people who may be the most impatient during 

peacebuilding processes may be the intervenors themselves.  

Constitutional amendments are minor or major changes to documents that provide 

the basic structure and functions of governance. They are ‘change from within’. In this 

respect, the research supports recent criticisms of Western peacebuilding practices that 

overlook ‘what is already working’ in a society. Existing constitutions, even if flawed, 

may have subtle stabilizing effects that arise from and relate to that particular society. 

Boege et al. (2009) and others (Brown et al. 2010; K. Johnson and Hutchison 2012) 

suggest that intervenors may need to consider the possibility that political structures other 

than ideal Western models, i.e., structures already embedded in local practices and 

receiving the benefit of some degree of legitimacy, may yield more fruitful results than 

those which are carbon copies of what works in the West. Pouligny (2005) stresses out 
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that post-war societies will often already have functioning forms of civil society and 

social networks in place. They may not look like their Western counterparts, but they 

may nonetheless serve as effective channels of communication and discourse. Jabri is 

critical of Western actors’ inability to see working practices among the ‘peacekept’—

which, it appears, may even include their flawed (in Western eyes) constitutions. Perhaps 

it is these unseen, non-institutionalized channels that nonetheless lead to changes to 

political structures.  

Constitution-writing in societies in divided or post-war societies has received 

some attention in the literature. Lijphart (2004) suggests that some forms of power-

sharing may be appropriate for divided societies, recommends proportional rather than 

majoritarian electoral systems and parliamentary rather than presidential or semi-

presidential political structures. On constitutional amendments he is largely silent, except 

for his recommendation against amendments being passed by referendum, that may end 

up being ‘blunt instruments’ used against minorities.  

In her case studies of constitution writing in three divided countries (Ireland, 

Israel and India), Lerner (2010) suggests that authors of the establishing constitutions 

often postponed addressing the divisive issues of identity. In this manner, the adopted 

constitutions (although Israel does not have a constitution per se, only a set of ‘Basic 

Laws’) ended up “reflecting the divisions which polarized the society in question while 

avoiding a clear-cut decision between competing visions of the state” (2010, 74). She 

suggests that the constitutional writing processes in these cases involved a “creative 

constitutional tool-box” rather than a definitional model (2010, 74). Lerner argues that 
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taking a ‘incrementalist’ constitutional approach by deferring important questions of 

identity to the political realm allows the questions to be considered in a way that does not 

threaten the very foundation of the country: 

Ultimately, in all three cases, the framers recognized that democracy cannot exist 
as only majority rule, and that decisions over the very definition of the 
collectivity, its ultimate values and commitments, should rest on a wide 
consensus. When a wide consensus does not exist at the time of constitutional 
drafting, a longer time frame is required for a gradual formation of national 
identity. By deferring controversial choices to future political institutions, the 
framers broke the link between constitutions and revolutions. They introduced an 
innovating understanding of the relationships between constitutions and time, 
attempting to rein in the radical change usually associated with a moment of 
constitutional adoption. (2010, 80) 
 

Lerner’s conclusions suggest that the writing of constitutions should be more 

contextual and involve less ‘dramatic’ changes. She notes that taking ‘ambiguous’ 

approaches to constitution-writing may have the risks of being overly-rigid in terms of 

not allowing subsequent modifications, potentially ‘non-liberal’ results in the sense that 

some human rights are not codified, or may result in conflicts between legislative and 

judicial branches of government. While Lerner’s study focused on the initial writing of 

constitutions rather than on constitutional amendments, her findings do reinforce to the 

conclusions of this research. 

There is a school of thought in the general political economy literature that 

suggests that gradual changes in political economy (including those enshrined in 

constitutions) may be preferable and have a better result in the long term than ‘shock 

therapy’ (Paris’ 2004 conclusions of economic change in post-war countries also supports 

this view). In “Bargaining on law and bureaucracies: A constitutional theory of 
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development,” Brousseau et al. (2010) suggests that incremental change aids in sustained 

legitimacy. While their focus is on economic change, they do suggest that “citizens and 

economic agents are the most potent aspect of an interactive framework in which both the 

extent and enforcement of their rights are continuously renegotiated with the rulers. Even 

when those rights are narrow and unequal, agents rely on them to contest. They sue, 

bargain, and protest, and thus agents may change the game within which they interact. 

Constitutionalization becomes a process because agents’ benefits cannot be limited to 

those deriving from one-off sovereign commitments” (2010, 255, italics in the original). 

The importance of constitutional amendments may also call into question, to some 

degree, Western conceptions of how the ‘voice’ of the people is spoken and heard. The 

Banks Cross-National Time Series dataset, commonly used for comparative analyses of 

political and economic indicators, includes a variable on “legislative effectiveness” that 

seeks to measure the degree to which a legislature exerts independence from the 

executive, ranging from ineffective or ‘rubber stamp’ legislatures, to partially effective, 

to effective legislatures. One might, then, suspect that most of the constitutional 

amendments in my dataset were products of effective legislatures. On the contrary, of the 

56 amendments among 27 countries in my dataset, only 10% of them originated in 

countries that were coded as having ‘effective legislatures’ for that year. The remainder 

were split evenly between countries that were coded as ‘partially effective’ and 

‘ineffective’ legislatures for the year in which the amendment was passed. The median 

Polity score for all countries that enacted these amendments was minus five.  
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This suggests that there may be other means of leaders hearing the voices of the 

people other than legislative bodies. Hofstede’s cross-cultural research (2005) points out 

that in some cultures, direct confrontation is avoided: communication is more often 

indirect. In such cultures, communication is more implied or subtle. Such communication 

often falls under the radar of Westerners — but ideas, concerns and reactions are 

nonetheless communicated. This, then, points more directly to the ability of a leader to 

‘listen’—regardless of the means by which the message is communicated. This could 

even apply to leaders in autocratic countries that do not have an institutionalized ‘voice’ 

of the people. 

Nor, apparently, are partial democracies incapable of change—although they may 

still be struggling with the observable aspects of democracy that catch the eyes of 

Westerners. Some of these amendments were ‘tweaking’ constitutions that were 

promulgated only a few years previously: changing the electoral system, switching 

between unicameral or bicameral legislatures, or fine-tuning judicial reforms—all of 

which indicate, to me, a degree of reflection on how things were working and willingness 

to adapt to local circumstances. Taken one of the time, these amendments may not be 

viewed as groundbreaking events on the course to peace, but to the degree that they 

indicate flexibility on the part of government leaders — whether kings or parliaments—

they may be seen, to some degree, as subtle indicators that conflict—or potential 

conflict—is being dealt with in a nonviolent manner.  

In her theory of morphogenesis, or how societies change, Archer (1995) suggests 

that changes in social structure and societal structure may change at different rates (this is 
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her main issue with Giddens’ structuration theory). Archer suggests that when there is 

conflict between these two, those in power may react in one of two ways: resist or 

compromise, both ways in which they may retain some degree of power. It appears that 

in post-war situations (and even in periods prior to the conclusion of civil wars), there are 

signs that ‘change is afoot’—although perhaps not in ways not apparent to those who 

study how peace is built, or rather, grown. 

Another possible explanation for the significance of constitutional amendments 

relates to the common requirement that they be passed by a greater majority of the 

legislature than other laws, which may have two effects. The first, and more apparent, is 

that such amendments require more consensus between and among parties — if they 

can’t agree on anything else, at least they can agree on constitutional amendments, and 

that is a start towards the development of a culture of debate, particularly in emerging 

democracies. The second involves the degree to which constitutions are difficult to 

change. If there are fluctuations in political power, it behooves a party in power not to 

support changes that could hurt it if it loses the next election. In this respect, there could 

be a degree of Rawls’ (1971) ‘veil of ignorance’ at work here, wherein more just laws are 

implemented when one does not take one’s specific interests into consideration—which 

is really just an elaboration (perhaps in a bargaining kind of way) of empathy, or ‘that 

could be me’. 

One might also think that gradual changes to structures of governance would be 

more influential in homogenous societies and not in those with ethnic divisions. 

However, using the same methodology used previously in examining the effects of 
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constitutional amendments on a sustained peace by type of democracy, the relationship of 

constitutional amendments to a sustained peace was tested again on only civil wars in 

which identity played a role (43 out of 65). Again, the results suggest that constitutional 

amendments in peacetime play a significant role in a sustained peace, in the overall 1955-

2000 period the significance level was p = 0.000, in the 1955-1989 period the 

significance level was p = 0.063, and in the 1990-2000 period the significance level was 

p = 0.010.  

It is curious that the amendments in my dataset included those commonly 

considered as not contributing to peace or democracy, such as those that increase powers 

to the president or prohibit challenging royal or party authorities. At this moment, I have 

no explanation for this; case studies that explore how such ‘bad’ measures may, in the 

short or long run be of some good, may be warranted. On the other hand, there may be 

other factors leading up to amendments that play a more pivotal role: amendments are 

only the effects of something else going on that we have not yet been able to detect. This 

might involve a considerable amount of ‘backtracking’ of not only the broad social, 

political, and cultural contexts at the time of such amendments, but also the more specific 

micro-processes — the who, when, and how such legislation was introduced and passed. 

Whether amendments may be more products of cultural change or changes to the social, 

political or economic structures of a society (or both) also warrants exploration. 

I am not, of course, suggesting that we should leave non-democratic governments 

alone, or let peacebuilding processes take as long as they need. My research, however, 
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suggests that if we are trying to ‘hurry peace along’, we should look elsewhere than the 

timing and sequencing of major peacebuilding ‘benchmarks’  

What’s Next 
The results from the research for this dissertation, particularly those that concern 

elections and constitutional amendments, may be submitted to journals for publication. It 

might be time for an edited volume on time and peacebuilding that incorporates case 

studies, insights from the field, as well as quantitative analysis from my research and 

others, such as Flores and Nooruddin and Brancati and Snyder. While not related to 

timing, the Structure-Population-Leadership framework, after further development and 

application to case studies, may be of use among the options for theoretical analysis in 

the field—I particularly want to explore the SPL framework in the context of Archer’s 

(1995) theory of morphogenetic societal change.  

If there is enough interest, the Peacebuilding Events Dataset could become a 

collective effort (much like the PITF dataset), with variables added and developed as time 

progresses. Making the dataset a collective effort with appropriate funding would also 

allow for additional coders, thereby increasing inter-coder reliability, a potential issue I 

identified earlier.  

It is also my hope that future datasets (that could be integrated with the 

Peacebuilding Events Dataset) could include measures of the ‘unobservable’ or cultural 

elements of peace. The ‘softer,’ more intangible elements are more difficult to measure, 

though they are often equally as important. How does one measure trust, or reduction in 

enemy images? Signs or symptoms of a cultural of violence are easy to point to, but 



201 
 

assessing the reduction, or an increase in “cultural peace” is a complex task that requires 

careful thought and innovative methodologies. In his critique of contemporary 

quantitative peace research, Schrodt (2014) points out that, despite perceptions in the 

conflict resolution and IR fields that intangible or ‘inner processes’ are difficult to 

capture and quantify, psychology has been doing so for quite some time: lessons can be 

taken from other fields as to how to measure the ‘unmeasurables’. Advancements in 

textual processing may provide some means of measuring the qualitative components of 

peace, such as reduction of enemy images and prejudices, common values, inter-group 

collaboration and integration, even degrees of forgiveness and reconciliation. A dataset 

that incorporates observable political, social and economic elements as well as indicators 

of the ‘unmeasurables’ may result in a dataset that more accurately reflects the inter-

disciplinarity of the field of conflict resolution, that Sandole (2010) suggests is still 

developing. Improving and integrating knowledge of peacebuilding has faced, and will 

continue to face many challenges from disciplinary boundaries and prejudices, but there 

are increasing signs of perspective-sharing and the acknowledgment of information from 

a wide variety of sources—an interdisciplinary, collective time-series dataset could be 

another way to increase this collaboration. 

Concluding Remarks 
I was hoping that finding significant patterns of timing, sequencing and synergy 

among peacebuilding activities might yield recommendations for policy. On the surface, 

the dearth of findings does not immediately suggest implications for policy. However, it 

might be suggested that Western intervenors tone down any insistence on completely 
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rewritten constitutions. A new constitution from my research, does not have a bearing on 

a sustained peace. On the other hand, changing the existing constitution may contribute 

towards a lasting peace. In other words, it might be better to work with what you have 

instead of trying to make the world anew. 

This research began and concluded with curiosity, which, I think, is a good thing 

for a scientist. As I have mentioned, next steps could include more traditional time series 

exploration of continuous data from other datasets—measures for poverty or 

subcomponents of democracy, or measures of the freedoms. My dream would be to 

incorporate some degree of measurement of the unobservable components of peace and 

change—indicators of ‘cultural peace’. I will certainly begin case studies that trace the 

paths of constitutional amendments. Approaching the topic from an individual rather than 

the state-level unit of analysis, the collection of narratives that document ‘critical events’ 

in the lives of individuals (whether of events in their own lives or their perceptions of the 

events considered in this research) could be quite interesting. 

This research sought to discover patterns of time in peacebuilding processes, in 

which the timing, sequencing or synergy among major peacebuilding benchmarks made a 

difference towards the establishment of a sustained peace. Overall, it did not. These non-

findings, however, combined with the significance of constitutional amendments at any 

time during the peace period, do suggest that the building of peace is an organic rather 

than an engineered process. Over 35 years ago, Sambanis noted, “Conventional wisdom 

suggests that each war is as different as the society that produced it” (259). It seems the 

same can be said about peacebuilding processes. In chapter 4, I discussed Achen’s 
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metaphor distinguishing between research that searches ‘underneath the lamp post’ 

versus research that seeks to shed light in unilluminated areas. While the bulk of my 

research, it could be said, shed light on empty space, it does suggest a few areas that 

warrant getting a flashlight out. 
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APPENDIX 

CODEBOOK 
 

PEACE EVENTS DATASET  
 

Description 
This codebook describes the creation of a variables utilized in the dissertation, “Does 
time matter? Looking for patterns of timing, sequencing and synergy in peacebuilding 
processes.” Two datasets were created for the research. The first was the Main 
Peacebuilding Events time series dataset, which comprised of annual data in a time series 
format for 47 countries from 1945-2010. The second was the Peace Episodes dataset, 
comprising of data coded for each of the 65 peace episodes studied in the research. The 
Main Peacebuilding Events time series had binary variables coded for each year in which 
an event occurred; specific dates for some events were coded separately. The Peace 
Episodes set contained data drawn from the Main Peacebuilding Events set, but which 
were specific for that peace episode. The Peace Episodes set was the primary set used for 
analysis. The datasets are available in Excel, Stata, or Filemaker Pro formats. 

 
Civil Wars 
The set of civil wars utilized the Armed Conflict dataset Version 4-2011 of the Uppsala 
Conflict Data Program/Centre for the Study of Civil Wars, International Peace Research, 
Oslo (UCDP). The criterion for inclusion in this dataset was a civil war with over 1000 
battle deaths over the duration of continuous conflict.  
 
This included all armed conflicts coded with an ‘intensity’ (int) code of 2 in in the set. 
However, for those wars coded with an intensity of 2 in the UCDP set, I wanted to 
include escalation and de-escalation periods. If the years with over 1000 battle deaths 
were preceded or followed by contiguous years with fewer battle deaths (int = 1) in the 
UCDP set, the start date of the conflict with the lower intensity was used. Similarly, if 
years with over 1000 battle deaths were followed by years of lower intensity, the later 
end date was used. This yielded ‘longer’ civil wars than those in other datasets such as 
those in the Correlates of War, but more accurately reflected entire course of the conflict. 
Conflicts coded as internal and internationalized internal conflicts in the UCDP set were 
included. 
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The UCDP Conflict dataset codes conflict by dyad group: each armed group fighting 
with the government in a particular year. As I was interesting in the situation in the 
country as a whole, these were merged. If UCDP coded two civil conflicts beginning in 
the same year, the earlier start date was used. If UCDP coded two civil conflicts ending in 
the same year, the later end date was used. If a start/end date was coded by UCDP with a 
start precision of level 5 or more (day and month unknown), other sources were consulted 
to determine start or end dates. If COW or PITF had a more precise start date for a civil 
war beginning or ending in the same year, that date was used. If a start date or end date 
was undeterminable from either of these sources, January 1st and December 31st were 
used as start dates and end dates respectively. If the end date of one conflict dyad in a 
certain year was certain, and a later start date for another group within the same year 
were found, and both were certain dates, it was assumed that there was indeed a period of 
‘peace’ during that year and two civil wars were then coded for this dataset. If an end 
date for one dyad during a year was uncertain, and a start date for another dyadic conflict 
was also uncertain (and precise dates were not found in COW or PITF), the conflict was 
coded as continuous. 
 
Several “civil wars” in UCDP’s dataset were removed. UCDP includes the US in their set 
of civil wars (2001 – 2002, 2004 – present), with side B as Al Qaeda. This was excluded 
from the set because it is not a war involving citizens of a country using violence over 
contested issues of governance or internal policy; it is also not found in other civil war 
datasets.  
 
Another issue I addressed in modifying the UCDP data was that of a tendency in other 
datasets to perhaps artificially inflate the count of civil wars by strictly — too strictly — 
following common operational rules for inclusion of states that are ‘officially recognized’ 
by the international community, which can result in the addition of wars to a dataset that, 
really, should be considered as one war. Yugoslavia is the prime example.  
 
The violent battles fought in what we now call the former Yugoslavia from 1991 to 1995 
are often treated as completely different cases in civil war datasets. UCDP has civil wars 
coded for Croatia, Bosnia, and Serbia, with various start and end dates between 1991 and 
1995. Doyle and Sambanis code three wars occurring in Yugoslavia: Yugoslavia/Croatia 
from 1991 to 1991, Yugoslavia/Bosnia from 1992 to 1995, and Yugoslavia/Croatia from 
1995 to 1995. This is what results if one strictly follows the definition of a civil war as 
occurring within an independent state.  
 
However, the time difference between the declarations of independence and the start of 
violence was a matter of days and weeks, not even months. In more accurate terms, the 
Balkan wars of the early 1990s could be considered as secessionist conflicts in which the 
secessionists won. If the violence had ended with the Federal Republics of Yugoslavia 
intact, the entire war would have been considered a civil war. The violence that took 
place across Yugoslavia in the early 1990s did not, I believe, reflect an inability of the 
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Bosnian, Croatian, or Serbian newly declared republics to maintain their legitimacy or 
govern themselves nonviolently. 
 
Following the practice of collapsing conflicts with overlapping start and end dates into 
one results in one civil war entry: Yugoslavia, with a start date of 7/27/1991, and an end 
date of 11/21/1995. Merging these “three” wars into one has an unfortunate result: 
Yugoslavia is then excluded from analysis because there is no ‘post-peace’ period to 
study—civil war, strictly speaking, cannot recur in Yugoslavia. In the future, if armed, 
major violence occurs in Bosnia, it would, following the coding for this dataset, be coded 
as a civil war for Bosnia (its first, on its own), as it reflects the relationship between its 
citizens and their government.  
 

Peace Episodes 
Utilizing these rules for coding start dates and end dates yielded a set of 114 civil wars 
from 1945 through 2010. If a conflict was ongoing as of 2010, it was excluded from the 
dataset. These included the following 16 conflicts: Afghanistan (start date 6/4/2003), 
Algeria (start date 12/9/1991), Chad (start date 12/18/2005), Colombia (start date 
1/1/1964), Ethiopia (start date 1/1/1998), India (start date 1/1/1979), Iraq (start date 
4/4/2004), Israel (start date 11/1/2000), Pakistan (start date 8/1/2004), Philippines (start 
date 9/1/1969), Rwanda (start date 2/25/2009), Somalia (start date 10/24/2008), Sudan 
(5/17/1983), Turkey (8/15/1984), Uganda (start date 2/21/1994), and Yemen (start date 
12/17/2009). 
 
The research required a maximum of ten ‘look forward’ years and 10 ‘look backward’ 
years from the date the civil war ended, thus civil wars that ended prior to 1/1/1955 or 
after 1/1/2001 were excluded from the set. This yielded a total of 65 ‘peace episodes’. 
The ‘look backward’ or ‘wartime’ period was extended only through the prior civil war: 
years of peace prior to the civil war were excluded from consideration. The ‘look 
forward’ or ‘peacetime’ period was extended forward through ten years beyond the start 
of the peace episode, or the start of the following civil war, whichever came first. The list 
of civil wars, start and end dates for ‘wartime’ and ‘peacetime’, as well as whether war 
recurred, are listed in table 20. Each peace episode was assigned a “pepcode,” generated 
by the country abbreviation plus a number that indicated if it was the peace episode after 
the first civil war, second civil war, etc. 

 

Table 20. List of civil wars and peace episodes 

Pep 
Code 

Country 
Name 

War  
Start Date 

War  
End Date 

Peace 
Episode  

Start Date 

Peace 
Episode 
End date Restarted 

ANG1 Angola 11/11/1975 10/01/1995 10/02/1995 12/31/1995 Yes 
ARG1 Argentina 08/11/1974 12/31/1977 01/01/1978   No 
AZE1 Azerbaijan 12/30/1991 03/17/1995 03/18/1995   No 
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Pep 
Code 

Country 
Name 

War  
Start Date 

War  
End Date 

Peace 
Episode  

Start Date 

Peace 
Episode 
End date Restarted 

BNG1 Bangladesh 02/28/1975 12/28/1991 12/29/1991   No 
CAM1 Cambodia 05/31/1967 04/17/1975 04/18/1975 12/29/1978 Yes 
CAM2 Cambodia 12/30/1978 12/25/1998 12/26/1998   No 
CAO1 Cameroon 01/01/1960 12/31/1961 01/01/1962   No 
CHA1 Chad 07/31/1966 11/24/1972 11/25/1972 02/27/1976 Yes 
CHA2 Chad 02/28/1976 09/30/1984 10/01/1984 12/31/1985 Yes 
CHA3 Chad 01/01/1986 11/01/1987 11/02/1987 03/02/1989 Yes 
CHA4 Chad 03/03/1989 12/31/1994 01/01/1995 10/29/1997 Yes 
CHN1 China 05/01/1956 12/31/1956 01/01/1957 03/09/1959 Yes 
CHN2 China 03/10/1959 04/23/1959 04/24/1959   No 
CON1 Congo 06/06/1997 12/29/1999 12/30/1999   No 
CUB1 Cuba 12/05/1956 12/31/1958 01/01/1959   No 

DRC1 

Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo 01/18/1964 08/01/1965 11/05/1967 10/18/1996 Yes 

DOM1 
Dominican 
Republic 04/24/1965 08/31/1965 09/01/1965   No 

SAL1 El Salvador 09/14/1979 12/31/1991 01/01/1992   No 
ETH1 Ethiopia 01/11/1964 12/31/1996 01/01/1997 12/31/1997 Yes 
GRG1 Georgia 12/28/1991 12/31/1993 01/01/1994   No 
GUA1 Guatemala 01/01/1965 12/31/1995 01/01/1996   No 
GNB1 Guinea-Bissau 06/07/1998 05/10/1999 05/11/1999   No 
IND2 India 01/01/1956 12/31/1959 01/01/1960 01/01/1961 Yes 
IND3 India 01/01/1961 12/31/1971 01/01/1972 12/31/1978 Yes 
INS1 Indonesia 01/01/1958 10/31/1961 11/01/1961 12/06/1975 Yes 
INS2 Indonesia 12/07/1975 12/31/1989 01/01/1990 06/18/1999 Yes 
IRN1 Iran 05/31/1979 12/31/1988 01/01/1989   No 
IRQ1 Iraq 12/31/1961 03/11/1970 03/12/1970 07/30/1973 Yes 
IRQ2 Iraq 07/31/1973 12/31/1996 01/01/1997 04/03/2004 Yes 
IRQ1 Iraq 07/14/1958 03/10/1959 03/11/1959 12/30/1961 Yes 
ISR1 Israel 01/01/1949 12/31/1999 01/01/2000 10/31/2000 Yes 
LAO1 Laos 11/12/1959 04/26/1961 04/27/1961 01/30/1963 Yes 
LAO2 Laos 01/31/1963 09/14/1973 09/15/1973   No 
LEB1 Lebanon 05/15/1958 07/31/1958 08/01/1958 09/01/1975 Yes 
LEB2 Lebanon 09/02/1975 10/21/1976 10/22/1976 08/31/1982 Yes 
LEB3 Lebanon 09/01/1982 12/31/1986 01/01/1987 03/13/1989 Yes 
LEB4 Lebanon 03/14/1989 10/13/1990 10/14/1990   No 
LBR1 Liberia 12/26/1989 09/10/1990 09/11/1990 05/30/2000 Yes 
MOR1 Morocco 11/04/1975 12/31/1989 01/01/1990   No 
MZM1 Mozambique 01/01/1977 10/04/1992 10/05/1992   No 
MYA1 Myanmar 01/31/1948 10/01/1992 10/02/1992 05/21/1993 Yes 
NIC1 Nicaragua 10/10/1977 07/19/1979 07/20/1979 04/16/1982 Yes 
NIC2 Nicaragua 04/17/1982 04/19/1990 04/20/1990   No 
NIG1 Nigeria 07/06/1967 01/12/1970 01/13/1970   No 
OMA1 Oman 01/01/1969 12/11/1975 12/12/1975   No 
PAK1 Pakistan 03/26/1971 12/16/1971 12/17/1971 12/31/1973 Yes 
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Pep 
Code 

Country 
Name 

War  
Start Date 

War  
End Date 

Peace 
Episode  

Start Date 

Peace 
Episode 
End date Restarted 

PAK2 Pakistan 01/01/1974 07/05/1977 07/06/1977 12/31/1994 Yes 
PAK3 Pakistan 01/01/1995 12/31/1996 01/01/1997 07/31/2004 Yes 
PER1 Peru 08/22/1982 12/31/1999 01/01/2000   No 
PHI1 Philippines 07/31/1946 12/31/1954 01/01/1955 08/30/1969 Yes 
RUS2 Russia 11/26/1994 08/31/1996 09/01/1996 07/17/1999 Yes 
RWA1 Rwanda 10/03/1990 07/19/1994 07/20/1994 07/11/1996 Yes 
SER1 Serbia 03/06/1998 06/03/1999 06/04/1999   No 
SOM1 Somalia 03/03/1986 12/31/1996 01/01/1997 10/23/2006 Yes 
SAF1 South Africa 01/01/1966 08/08/1988 08/09/1988   No 
SRI1 Sri Lanka  04/30/1971 06/09/1971 06/10/1971 09/09/1984 Yes 
SUD1 Sudan 01/01/1963 01/31/1972 02/01/1972 05/16/1983 Yes 
SYR1 Syria 06/16/1979 02/02/1982 02/03/1982   No 
TAJ1 Tajikistan 05/10/1992 12/23/1996 12/24/1996   No 
THI1 Thailand 10/31/1974 12/31/1982 01/01/1983   No 
UGA1 Uganda 01/22/1979 01/31/1992 02/01/1992 02/20/1994 Yes 

UKG1 
United 
Kingdom 08/31/1971 12/15/1991 12/16/1991   No 

YEM2 Yemen 10/01/1962 05/23/1970 05/24/1970 04/27/1994 Yes 
YEM3 Yemen 04/28/1994 07/07/1994 07/08/1994 12/16/2009 Yes 
ZIM1 Zimbabwe 04/04/1973 12/21/1979 12/22/1979   No 

 
 

Time Series Variables 
Each country-year in the dataset included the country name (this were modified by me 
(et_name) to be consistent for tracking over time when sorted by year, to include 
information on hence “Russia” has entries from 1945 through 2010; as does Serbia).  
Country names from UCDP/COW were modified (et_name) for consistency so that 
sorting by country and year made intuitive sense. Data for years prior to independence for 
newly established countries was taken from its prior larger entity (i.e. Soviet Union 
information was used for ‘Russia’ (and all former Soviet Union members) for years prior 
to 1989; information for Yugoslavia was used for years before which specific country 
information was available for Bosnia, Croatia and Serbia). Codes were also added for 
country codes and ID numbers that correspond with the COW, PITF and World Bank 
datasets. In table 21 the variables used in the time series set are listed. Variables for 
which data were collected but not used in the research are included. 

 

Table 21. Peacebuilding event variables 
Variable name Description 
aka_name Alternate names by which the country is known 



209 
 

Variable name Description 
all_events This was a text field that included alphabetic codes that denoted 

whether an event occurred during that year. The coding for those 
events is found in table 22. 

amnesty Coded 1 if amnesty (prisoner release or pardon for crimes during the 
war) took place that year. 

amnesty_d Date of amnesty. The first date was coded if there were multiple 
amnesties granted in a single year. 

ceasefire Coded 1 if a ceasefire was signed that year, separate from a ceasefire 
stipulated as part of a peace agreement. If specified in the text of the 
ceasefire agreement, the date the ceasefire was to begin; else the date 
the ceasefire agreement was signed was used. 

ceasefire_date Date ceasefire was signed. 
const Coded 1 if a new constitution was promulgated that year.  
const_as Coded 1 if a constitutional assembly was in place during that year. 
const_as_sd Date the constitutional assembly began its work. If this date differed 

from the date the assembly was approved or stipulated and the date the 
assembly actually began its work was known, that date was used. 

const_d Date the constitution was promulgated. If the date a constitution was 
approved differed from the promulgation date, the promulgation date 
was used. 

const_as_ed Date the constitutional assembly concluded its work. If this date was 
unknown, the date the new constitution was promulgated was used. 

constrev Coded 1 if a constitutional amendment was passed during that year. 
constrev_d Date the constitutional amendment was passed. If multiple 

amendments were passed in the same year, the earlier date was used. 
coup Coded 1 if a coup took place during that year. 
coup_d Date coup took place. If multiple coups took place during the same 

year, the earlier date was used. 
cowabb COW alphabetic code for that country. 
cownum COW numeric code for that country. 
cpa Coded 1 if a comprehensive peace agreement was coded for that year.  
cpa_d Date the comprehensive peace agreement was signed. 
dates_notes This is a text field that included details on other relevant events and 

contexts that occurred during that year were noted. These included 
dates of all amendments and coups if multiple instances were found in 
the same year, as well as brief notes on the type of amendment. 

ddr Coded 1 if DDR process were taking place that year. 
disaster Coded 1 if an environment disaster (floods, hurricanes, earthquakes) 

took place that year that resulted in over 1,000 deaths or over 300,000 
displaced. 

disaster_d Date disaster took place. 
elec_un Coded 1 if an election that year was monitored by the UN. 
election_b Coded 1 if an unfair election took place that resulted in a continuation 

of power.  
election_c Coded 1 if a fair election took place that resulted in a continuation of 

power. 
election_n Coded 1 if a fair election took place that resulted in a transfer of power. 
election_t Coded 1 if an unfair election took place that resulted in a transfer of 

power. 
et_name Name of country. 
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Variable name Description 
et_pep_ed End date of peace episode. 
et_pep_sd Start date of peace episode. 
et_pep_yr0 Coded 1 if the peace episode began that year. 
et_pepcode Peace episode code, based on the country’s abbreviation (et_abb) and 

the sequential number of civil wars in that country, from 1945-2010. 
et_vep_ed Date the violence ended, for the civil war prior to that specific peace 

episode. 
et_vep_sd Date the violence began, for the civil war prior to that specific peace 

episode. 
etabb Country abbreviation. I modified the COW codes so the country 

abbreviations were consistent for the same territorial state over time, 
regardless of formal name changes. 

exec_elec Coded 1 if an executive election occurred that year. Includes direct 
presidential elections as well as elections by assemblies for presidents 
or prime ministers. 

exec_elec_d Date of executive election. If an election took place over several days, 
the first date was used. If there was a by-election, the final election date 
that determined the future executive was used. 

exec_elec_type The alphabetic code (b, c, n or t) for the outcome of the executive 
election for that year. 

in_et_cw Coded 1 if the civil war was included in the set used for the dissertation 
research. 

in_prior_vep_et Coded 1 if the year was during the prior civil war for a particular peace 
episode. 

in_this_pep_et Coded 1 if the year was during the peace episode. 
leg_el_date_nelda The date of a legislative election. From the NELDA dataset. This was 

used to determine if legislative elections occurred prior to executive 
elections. 

milpolref Coded 1 if military/police reform took place during that calendar year. 
Reforms were coded if they were enacted by constitutional 
amendment, other legislation, or executive decision. Exact dates were 
not coded. 

pa_any Coded 1 if any peace agreement was signed during that calendar year. 
Includes agreements that agree to future negotiations. 

pa_date Date of the peace agreement was signed. If multiple peace agreements 
were signed during a particular year, the first date was used. 

pa_notes This is a text field that includes dates and notes for all peace 
agreements and ceasefires signed during that year. 

pa_reg_any Coded 1 if a regional or interstate peace agreement was signed during 
that year.  

pa_reg_date Date the regional peace agreement was signed. If multiple regional 
peace agreements were signed during a particular year, the first date 
was used. 

pas_count Count of total peace agreements were signed during that year. Does not 
include regional peace agreements. 

peacetime Coded 1 if the year was the end date of the war, through the following 
ten years or the start of the following civil war. Years coded with 
peacetime = 1 will necessarily both have violence and no violence in 
them, but indicates the year in which peace began. 
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Variable name Description 
pep_yr_et Relative year from the date of the start of the peace episode. Coded 0 

from the year the peace episode began (end date of the war). Each 
subsequent year was coded as 1, 2, 3, etc. Years prior were coded as -1, 
-2, -3, etc. Prior years were only coded through the start date of the 
prior civil war.  

pepnum Sequential number for the peace episode the country was in, for that 
year. Matches the number attached to et_abb for et_pepcode. 

pk Coded 1 if a UN peacekeeping force was present during that year. 
pk_ed Date when all major UN peacekeeping operations ended. If the exact 

date most troops arrived was known, that date was entered (small 
monitoring groups of less than 100 personnel were not counted). If not, 
the official operation termination date was used. 

pk_sd Date when UN peacekeeping operation began. If multiple UN 
operations overlapped, the earliest date was entered. If the exact date 
troops arrived was known, that date was entered. If not, the date the 
operation was approved by the UN security council was used. 

pk_un_mil_auth The monthly average, for that year, of peacekeeping forces authorized 
by UN mandates. 

pkcountmax The maximum amount of peacekeeping forces mandated for that year. 
pkover1k Coded 1 if the average number of peacekeeping troops authorized for 

that year numbered over 1000. 
polity2 POLITY2 code for that country-year from the PITF Regime Authority 

Characteristics and Transitions dataset. 
ref Coded 1 if a referendum on a peace agreement was held that year. 
ref_d Date referendum on a peace agreement was held. 
tg Coded 1 if a transitional government was in place during all or part of 

that year. 
tg_ed Date transitional government ended. If unknown, the date a new 

executive was elected was used. 
tg_sd Date transitional government began. This included transitional 

governments formed as part of peace agreements, or those announced 
after coups. Does not include informal power sharing agreements. 

trc Coded 1 if a TRC was held during part or all of that year. 
trc_ed Date TRC ended. Usually the date a final report was offered to the 

public. If not, the date the commission terminated its work was used. 
trc_sd Date TRC began. 
ucdp_int Coded 2 if the battle deaths for that year totaled over 1000, 1 if the 

total battle deaths were 25-999. Based on the conflict intensity code 
from the UCDP dataset. If the conflict was coded a 2 in UCDP, 2 was 
entered. For years in which UCDP coded multiple dyadic conflicts, 
both at intensity levels of 1, the total numbers of battle deaths from the 
multiple conflicts were summed. If these totaled over 1000 battle 
deaths for that year, 2 was entered. 

wartime Coded 1 if the year is between the start date of the prior war, through 
the year prior to the end date of the war. Indicates an entire year with 
violence. 

wbabb World Bank country abbreviation. 
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Alphabetic Codes for Events 
An alphabetic code was also assigned to each event: these were entered in the all_events 
text field. 

 

Table 22. Alphabetic codes for events 
Event Code 
Amnesty F 
Ceasefire X 
Comprehensive peace agreement O 
Constitution I 
Constitutional amendment J 
Constitutional assembly L 
Coup H 
DDR W 
Disaster D 
Election – fair continuation of power C 
Election – fair transfer of power N 
Election – unfair continuation of power B 
Election – unfair transfer of power T 
Election monitored by UN Z 
Military/police reform Y 
Peace agreement A 
Peacekeeping troops numbering over 1000 Q 
Peacekeeping troops present K 
Referendum V 
Regional or interstate peace agreement E 
Transitional government G 
TRC R 
 

 

Peace Episode Set Variables 
These were variables used in the analysis of the 65 peace episodes. All these were 
generated by examining the Main time series set. Peacetime (inpep), indicates the event 
took place the year the violence stopped to the year violence began again (civil war 
recurred), or 10 years, whichever came first. Wartime (invep) indicates the event took 
place the year before the violence ended, back to the start of the civil war, or ten years 
back, whichever came first. 

 

Table 23. Variables used in peace episodes set 

Variable Description 
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Variable Description 
amnesty_cpa_same_yr_inpep Amnesty granted any year before the CPA was signed.  
amnesty_inpep Amnesty during peacetime 
amnesty_invep Amnesty during wartime 
amnesty_invep_or_inpep Amnesty during wartime or peacetime 
bd_total Total battle deaths over the course of the war 
bothNandP2_6 Coded 1 if the country had a fair transfer of power and 

reached a Polity score of 6 or above during the peace episode 
ceasefire_inpep Ceasefire during peacetime 
ceasefire_invep Ceasefire during wartime 
ceasefire_invep_or_inpep Ceasefire during wartime or peacetime 
const_inpep New constitution during peacetime 
const_invep New constitution during wartime 
const_invep_or_inpep New constitution during wartime or peacetime 
const_as_inpep Constitutional assembly during peacetime 
const_as_invep Constitutional assembly during wartime 
const_as_invep_or_inpep Constitutional assembly during wartime or peacetime 
constrev_inpep Constitutional amendment passed during peacetime 
constrev_invep Constitutional amendment passed during wartime 
constrev_invep_or_inpep Constitutional amendment passed during wartime or 

peacetime 
count_pas_inpep Total count of peace agreements signed during peacetime 
count_pas_invep Total count of peace agreements signed during wartime 
count_pas_invep_or_inpep Total count of peace agreements signed during wartime or 

peacetime 
coup_inpep Coup during peacetime 
coup_invep Coup during wartime 
coup_invep_or_inpep Coup during wartime or peacetime 
cpa_inpep CPA signed during peacetime 
cpa_invep CPA signed during wartime 
cpa_invep_or_inpep CPA signed during wartime or peacetime 
ddr_inpep DDR occurring during peacetime 
ddr_invep DDR occurring during wartime 
ddr_invep_or_inpep DDR occurring during wartime or peacetime 
ddr_with_milpol_anyt DDR and military/police reform anytime wartime or 

peacetime (did not have to be in the same year) 
ddr_without_milpol_anyt DDR over the entire episode without military/police reform 

in the entire episode 
dem_priortowar Democracy prior to the war. Coded 1 if the Polity score for 

the year before the start of the civil war was 6 or above 
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Variable Description 
demtype_priortowar  Ordinal variable for democracy type prior to the war. Coded 

0 (autocracy) if the Polity score for the year before the start 
of the civil war was -6 or less. Coded 1 (partial democracy) 
if the Polity score for the year before the start of the civil war 
was -5 to 5. Coded 2 (democracy) if the Polity score for the 
year before the start of the civil war was 6 or more. 

elec_un_inpep Election monitored by UN, held during peacetime 
elec_un_invep Election monitored by UN, held during wartime 
elec_un_invep_or_inpep Election monitored by UN, held during wartime or 

peacetime 
election_b_inpep Unfair election resulting in a continuation of power during 

peacetime 
election_b_invep Unfair election resulting in a continuation of power during 

wartime 
election_b_invep_or_inpep Unfair election resulting in a continuation of power during 

wartime or peacetime 
election_c_inpep Fair election resulting in a continuation of power during 

peacetime 
election_c_invep Fair election resulting in a continuation of power during 

wartime 
election_c_invep_or_inpep Fair election resulting in a continuation of power during 

wartime or peacetime 
election_n_inpep Fair election resulting in a transfer of power during 

peacetime 
election_n_invep Fair election resulting in a transfer of power during wartime 
election_n_invep_or_inpep Fair election resulting in a transfer of power during wartime 

or peacetime 
election_t_inpep Unfair election resulting in a transfer of power during 

peacetime 
election_t_invep Unfair election resulting in a transfer of power during during 

wartime 
election_t_invep_or_inpep Unfair election resulting in a transfer of power during 

wartime or peacetime 
et_abb Country abbreviation 
et_name Country name 
et_ongoing_2010 Coded 1 if the conflict was ongoing in 2010 
et_pep_ed Peace episode end date (date prior to civil war recurrence) 
et_pep_sd Peace episode start date (date following the date the civil 

was coded as ended) 
et_pep_yrs Duration of peace episode in years 
et_pepcode Unique code assigned to each peace episode. Consists of 

country abbreviation plus a number indicating whether it was 
the first peace episode, second, etc. 

et_pepnum Number indicating whether it was the first peace episode, 
second, etc.  

et_pepset_idnum Unique number for each peace episode (1-65) 
et_total_peps Total number of peace episodes for this country 
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Variable Description 
et_total_veps Total number of civil wars for this country 
et_vep_ed Date the civil war ended 
et_vep_sd Date the civil war began 
et_vepcode Unique code assigned to each civil war. Consists of country 

abbreviation plus a number indicating whether it was the first 
civil war, second, etc. 

et_vepnum Number indicating whether it was the first civil war, second, 
etc. 

et_vepset_idnum Unique number for each civil war in set 
exec_elec_inpep Executive election held during peacetime 
exec_elec_invep Executive election held during wartime 
exec_elec_invep_or_inpep Executive election held during wartime or peacetime 
ident Coded 1 if the civil war was coded as an identity or ethnic 

war in other datasets. 
in_et_10to10set_1955_1989 Coded 1 if the peace episode began between 1/1/1955 

through 12/31/1989 
in_et_10to10set_1990_2000 Coded 1 if the peace episode began between 1/1/1990 

through 12/31/2000 
in_et_set Coded 1 if used for this research 
inet_10to10_set Coded 1 if the peace episode began between 1/1/1955 

through 12/31/1989 
leg_elec_inpep Legislative held during peacetime 
leg_elec_invep Legislative held during wartime 
leg_elec_invep_or_inpep Legislative held during wartime or peacetime 
milpolref_inpep Military/police reform during peacetime 
milpolref_invep Military/police reform during wartime 
milpolref_invep_or_inpep Military/police reform during wartime or peacetime 
N_onlyinP Coded 1 if the country had a fair transfer of power during 

peacetime, but did not reach a Polity score of 6 or above. 
Coded only for peacebuilding success countries only. 

neitherP2_7norNinP Coded 1 if the country did not have a fair transfer of power 
during peacetime, nor a Polity score of 6 or above. Coded 
only for peacebuilding success countries only. 

P2_6_onlyinP Coded 1 if the country reached a Polity score of 6 or above 
during the peace episode, but did not have a fair transfer of 
power. 

p2score_6plus2010  Coded 1 if the country’s a Polity score of was 6 or above in 
2010 

pa_any_inpep Coded 1 if any peace agreement signed during peacetime 
pa_any_invep Coded 1 if any peace agreement signed during wartime 
pa_any_invep_or_inpep Coded 1 if any agreement signed during wartime or 

peacetime 
pa_reg_any_inpep Regional or interstate peace treaty signed during peacetime 
pa_reg_any_invep Regional or interstate peace treaty signed during wartime 
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Variable Description 
pa_reg_any_invep_or_inpep Regional or interstate peace treaty signed during wartime or 

peacetime 
pf Peace or fail. Coded 1 if war did not recur through 2010 
pk_inpep UN peacekeeping mission present during peacetime 
pk_invep UN peacekeeping mission present during during wartime 
pk_invep_or_inpep UN peacekeeping mission present during during wartime or 

peacetime 
pkover1k_inpep  UN peacekeeping mission with over 1000 troops 

present during peacetime 
pkover1k_invep  UN peacekeeping mission with over 1000 troops 

present during during wartime 
pkover1k_invep_or_inpep  UN peacekeeping mission with over 1000 troops 

present during during wartime 
polity2_1yr_beforeP Polity score one year before the war ended 
polity2_1yrb4_cw Polity score one year before the war began  
priorautocracy Coded 1 (autocracy) if the Polity score for the year before 

the start of the civil war was -6 or less 
priordem Coded 1 (democracy) if the Polity score for the year before 

the start of the civil war was -5 to 5 
priorpartialdem Coded 1 (partial democracy) if the Polity score for the year 

before the start of the civil war was -6 or above 
ref_inpep Referendum on peace agreement signed during peacetime 
ref_invep Referendum on peace agreement signed during wartime 
ref_invep_or_inpep Referendum on peace agreement signed during wartime or 

peacetime 
tg_inpep Transitional government during peacetime 
tg_invep Transitional government during wartime 
tg_invep_or_inpep Transitional government during wartime or peacetime 
trc_inpep TRC during peacetime 
trc_invep TRC during wartime 
trc_invep_or_inpep TRC during wartime or peacetime 
vep_last_yr Last calendar year of civil war 
wc Warm/cold. Coded 1 if the country’s Polity score in 2010 

was 6 or above. Coded for peacebuilding success countries 
only. 

polity2_2010 Score on POLITY2 variable in 2010 
 

 

General Coding Notes 
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Information from the following was used for event coding: specific datasets concerning 
elections (NELDA, Golder, Latin American Election Statistics at UC San Diego, 
Electoral Institute for Sustainable Democracy in Africa), constitutions and constitutional 
amendments (Comparative Constitutions Project, NationMaster, and 
Politicsresources.net), peace agreements (UN Peacemaker, Peace Matrix at the University 
of Notre Dame); UN Annual Yearbooks; Keesing’s World Events and other news sources 
(international as well as local if in French or Spanish); case studies and journal articles. 
 
Amnesties (amnesty, amnesty_d) 
Amnesties were coded 1 a given year if groups or specific individuals were either 
prematurely released from prison or measures were taken so that offenses committed 
during the war would not be prosecuted. Some peace agreements are more specific in 
referring to ‘war-related crimes’ versus ‘crimes’ — all these were counted. Dates 
amnesties were granted were also entered (amnesty_d). 
 
Ceasefires (ceasefire, ceasefire_date) 
If a specific agreement on a cease-fire was made, this variable was coded 1 for that year 
(ceasefire), along with its date (ceasefire_date). If specified, the date the cease-fire was to 
begin was entered, rather than when the agreement was signed. If multiple ceasefires 
were signed that year, the earlier date was used. If a cease-fire was part of the peace 
agreement, it was not coded. 
 
Constitutions (const, const_d) 
New constitutions promulgated during that year were coded as 1 (const) and the date 
promulgated was entered (const_d). Information for constitution adoption and 
promulgation dates was obtained from The Comparative Constitutions Project dataset 
(which codes years only, not dates), and the websites Nationmaster.com, the World Law 
Guide, and Constitutions, Treaties and Declarations, news sources and case studies were 
also consulted. If the date of adoption and date of promulgation differed (for example, 
adopted by the legislature and then ratified by referendum), the date of the promulgation 
or referendum was used. Years in which constitutions were suspended were not coded as 
new constitutions as such, although the Comparative Constitutions Project appears to 
code years in which constitutions were suspended as ‘new constitutions’.  
 
Constitutional Commissions and Assemblies (const_as, const_as_sd, const_as_ed) 
Formal constitution-writing processes were coded 1 if they took place during that year 
(const_as). These included elected constituent assemblies as well as appointed 
constitutional commissions—in other words, constitutional processes with fixed start 
dates and end dates (const_as_sd, const_as_ed). When possible, the date the 
constitutional assembly concluded their work was entered as the end date; otherwise the 
date of promulgation of the new constitution was used. The date the committee 
assembled was used, not the date it was established or appointed. Note this variable 
inevitably does not include informal processes of consultation and drafting.  
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Constitutional Amendments (constrev, constrev_d) 
Coded 1 in constrev if a constitutional amendment was passed that year that resulted in 
changes to the governmental structure — terms of office, restructuring the legislature, 
reductions or increases to presidential powers, or military and police restructuring. This 
allowed some degree of political reform to be captured for that year. Minor 
administrative restructuring, changes to bureaucratic titles, and other small adjustments, 
laws determining judicial penalties (death penalties, jail terms) were not coded. ‘Good’ 
constitutional amendments (those establishing multiparty elections, for example) were 
coded as well as ‘bad’ constitutional amendments (those revoking presidential term 
limits, increasing powers of the president or the military). The date the amendment was 
passed by the legislature was entered (constrev_d); if multiple constitutional amendments 
were passed in the same year the earlier date was used. Constitutional amendments that 
were voted upon but which did not pass were not included. 
 
Coups (coup, coup_date) 
Coups (coup) were coded 1 if the country’s leadership changed in an extra-legal manner 
and at least one person was killed. The date was also entered (coup_date). If multiple 
coups occurred in the same year, the earlier date was used. ‘Soft’ coups, in which a 
president steps down under pressure (which admittedly may have included the threat of 
violence), or in which the president was dismissed following the laws of the country at 
the time, are not included. Future updates to the dataset will include separate coding for 
soft coups. 
 
DDR (ddr, ddr_sd, ddr_ed) 
Information on demobilization, demilitarization, and reintegration processes were coded 
1 if present for that year (ddr). If the date DDR processes began was known, it was 
entered in ddr_sd. If the date DDR processes concluded (either formally, or a date on 
which there was general agreement that the majority of DDR processes were concluded), 
that date was entered in ddr_ed). Information on DDR processes were obtained from 
Brancati and Snyder’s 2012 data on DDR processes as well as UN websites, UN Annual 
Yearbooks, news sources and case studies. As Brancati and Snyder do, I used the date or 
year when DDR processes actually began, not when they were scheduled to begin. No 
distinction was made between demobilization, demilitarization, and reintegration. 
 
Elections (exec_elec, exec_elec_date, exec_elec_type, leg_election, leg_el_date_nelda, 
election_b, election_c, election_n, election_t) 
Years in which elections were held in which the executive office was contested (whether 
directly or indirectly in parliamentary systems) were coded 1 in exec_elec. Years with 
elections for legislative or local positions with no executive ramifications were coded as 
1 in leg_election. For each of these two types of elections, the date of the election was 
coded (exec_elec_date, leg_el_date). 
 
Four types of election outcomes were coded: fair elections that resulted in a continuation 
of power (election_c); or in a transfer of power (election_n); and unfair elections that 
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resulted in a continuation of power (election_b) or in a transfer of power (election_t). 
Elections (regardless of outcome) that were subsequently annulled were not entered. 
Similarly, elections, which were fair but followed by coups before the new leaders took 
power, were not coded. Elections that resulted in the winner holding office for some time 
before being overthrown were coded. Overall, elections that involved a free and fair 
contestation of power de jure and de facto were coded as fair. Elections that were neither 
free (no de facto opposition) or marked by significant fraud (not fair) were coded as 
unfair).  
 
Information from the NELDA dataset was used as a starting point, as it includes coding 
for whether the executive position was contested in that election, whether there were 
choices on the ballot, multiple parties allowed, issues concerning fairness raised before 
the election, whether international monitors claimed the election was unfair, whether 
particular parties were banned, etc. NELDA also included information on whether the 
incumbent party lost as well as if a designated successor won (who may or may not have 
been a member of the incumbent party).  
 
The following factors were considered in coding an election as fair: Free designated 
competitive with opposition choices on the ballot, and fair as voter registration and 
administration of the elections were generally held to be non-biased. For an election to be 
coded as unfair, no choices were on the ballot (this could be due to a one-party system, 
opposition leaders prevented from running by criminal convictions generally held to be a 
means of preventing them from running, or boycotts resulting in no choices on the 
ballot); there were fraud allegations by Western monitors; or Western monitors chose not 
to observe the elections because there were already sufficient indications that the election 
would not be run fairly. 
 
The following rules were observed in coding elections based on the NELDA data: 

 

Table 24. General rules for coding election outcomes 
General rules coding election outcomes  
Rule Decision 
No fraud allegations by Western monitors + opposition 
exists (yes) and choices on ballot (yes) and free and fair 
concerns before election (no) 

Fair 

Fraud allegations by Western monitors (no) and 
government harassment of opposition (yes) and choices 
on ballot (yes). NELDA’s coding for government 
harassment was very broad 

Fair 

Fraud allegations by Western monitors (yes) or 
Western monitors refused to go because minimum 
requirements for a fair election were not followed (yes) 

Unfair 

Western monitors refused to go because election was 
unfair (yes) and opposition groups boycotted (yes) 

Unfair 



220 
 

General rules coding election outcomes  
Fraud allegations by Western monitors (unclear).  Additional research: 

If other sources indicated the election was fair, 
and no other coding suggested unfairness (i.e. no 
civilian deaths before or after the election, no 
government harassment of the opposition), the 
outcome was coded as fair. 

Western monitors refused to go because election was 
unfair (unclear)  

Additional research 
If other sources and other NELDA data indicated 
there were no other indications of unfairness, the 
outcome was coded as fair. If NELDA was silent 
or unclear on other fairness issues, but other 
sources indicated the election was unfair, the 
outcome was coded as fair. 

All indicators of fairness, but government harassment 
of the opposition.  

Additional research 
NELDA coding included details on government 
harassment of the opposition. If the harassment 
included arrests, killings, or government denying 
access to the media, the election was coded as 
unfair. Elections with general reports of 
harassment or violent protests, with all other 
signs pointing to a fair election, were coded as 
fair. 

 
 

Transitional Governments (tg, td_sd, tg_ed) 
Transitional governments are governments that provide leadership and the rule of law and 
yet are designated as temporary with an explicit mention of a transition to a stable 
government at some future time. These were coded if they arose from legal means (i.e. 
following a peace agreement or special legislative vote) or extralegal means (coup or 
victory). Only those with elements designating their ‘transitory’ character were included, 
either with transitional, interim, etc. in their title, or an announcement after takeover that 
the transitional government would function only until an election was held or constitution 
was promulgated. Coded if present during a particular year (tg); start and end dates were 
also entered (tg_sd, tg_ed). If the end date was uncertain, the following date on which an 
elected executive took office was entered. 
 
Peace Agreements (pa, pa_date, pa_count) 
General peace agreements, regional/interstate peace agreements, and comprehensive 
peace agreements were coded separately. Notes on peace agreements were noted in 
pa_notes, including the name of the agreement if named (Ohrid Agreement, Accra III, for 
example), dates of other agreements signed that year, and details on issues covered. 
 
All intrastate peace agreements were included—both agreements that settled an issue or 
those that agreed to future talks. The UNDPO’s dataset was the primary set consulted 
(covers 1934- present day), the INCORE database of peace agreements was also 
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consulted (covers 1989-present). Additional sources had to be consulted for dates signed, 
as the text of the agreements in the UNDPO set did not always have signature dates. If a 
country had a peace agreement in any year, its peace agreement variable was coded as 1. 
The cumulative number of peace agreements signed during a given year was entered in 
pas_count. If multiple peace agreements were signed in the same year, the earlier date 
was used. 
 
Regional Peace Agreements (pa_reg_any, pa_reg_date) 
These were peace agreements marked in the UCDPO as ‘inter-state’ or ‘regional’. If a 
country had a regional peace agreement for that year, pa_reg_any was coded as 1; the 
date was entered in reg_pa_date. If multiple regional peace agreements were signed in 
the same year, the earlier date was used. 
 
Comprehensive Peace Agreements (cpa, cpa_date) 
Coded 1 if a comprehensive peace agreement was signed during that year(cpa), as well as 
the date signed (cpa_date). Sources included the Peace Accords Matrix produced by the 
Kroc Institute for international peace studies at the University of Notre Dame (Joshi and 
Darby 2013), and ‘full’ agreements in the UCDP Peace Agreements dataset (1989-2005). 
The Peace Accords Matrix defines a ‘comprehensive agreement’ as one in which the 
major parties are involved and the substantive issues of the conflict are included in the 
negotiation process. UCDP considers a peace agreement as a full agreement if one or 
more of the parts agree to settle the whole incompatibility. 
 
 

Specific Coding Notes 
 

Republic of Congo – 2002 
The presidential election in which Nguesso won was coded as unfair. NELDA’s coding 
for this election indicated the elections had free and fair concerns before the election, 
there were no fraud allegations by Western monitors who were present, and no 
government harassment of the opposition. However, multiple opposition leaders were in 
exile, having been tried in absentia for ‘economic crimes,’ and the remaining opposition 
leader, André Milongo, withdrew a few days before the election, claiming fraud.  

Republic of Congo – 2009 
The presidential election in which Nguesso won again was coded as unfair. NELDA’s 
coding for this election indicated that free and fair concerns existed before the election, 
and there was no harassment of the opposition by the government. However, no Western 
monitors were present, several opposition leaders withdrew due to allegations of fraud 
(several had been disqualified by the elections commission, which was not independent), 
and again several were in exile having been tried in absentia.  
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Bangladesh – 1990, 1996 
A caretaker government was introduced in 1990 for the lead-up to the first multiparty 
elections in years. This was an extra-legal transitional government and was coded as a 
transitional government. The first elections of 2/15/1996 were annulled after widespread 
allegations of being unfair. After a constitutional amendment passed on 3/26/1996 that 
institutionalized transitional governments that, among other things, ran elections, the 
second elections of 6/15/1996 were coded as a fair transfer of power. 

Bangladesh – 2007 
Despite Bangladesh’s institutionalized caretaker governments, after the ruling parties 
could not come to agreement over interim leaders and the institutionalized interim 
government extended beyond its 90 day mandate, in 2007 an extra-constitutional 
military-backed transitional government was installed that ruled between 2007 and the 
elections held December 2008. This interim government, which took action to contain or 
reduce corruption during its ‘inter-regnum’ periods, was coded as a transitional 
government. 

Colombia – 1990 
The plebiscite of 5/27/1990 approved the election of a constituent assembly, which was 
signed by the president on 8/27/1990. The assembly delegates were elected 12/9/1990: 
that date was used for the start date of the constitutional assembly. 
 

Dominican Republic – 1965-1966 
This period saw multiple competing transitional governments, a few of which were 
backed by the US that was occupying the country. The start date for the earliest declared 
interim government was used (4/24/1965, when Molina of the ‘constitutionalist’ faction 
that supported the 1964 election was appointed interim president). At the conclusion of 
the US-managed interim government, the date the new stable government was elected 
(6/1/1966) was used as the end date. 

Ghana – 1978 
A referendum on the system of government passed “Do you approve whether or not some 
form of Union Government would become the basis of Ghana’s political system?” Due to 
its ambiguities (‘some form’, ‘would become’), it was not counted as constitutional 
amendment. A new constitution was promulgated the following year. 

Jordan – 1974 
A constitutional amendment was passed that grants women the right to vote, allows the 
king to dissolve the senate or dismiss any senator. The date could not be determined and 
was entered as 7/15/1974. 

Liberia 1990-1997 
Liberia had several transitional governments during this time period, in and out of periods 
of relative stability. No distinctions were made among these. The start date of the earliest 
transitional government (11/22/1990 when Amos Sawyer was sworn in as interim 
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president) was entered for tg_sd, and the date before Charles Taylor was elected president 
(7/19/1997) was entered for tg_ed. 

Nigeria 1999, 2002 
Nigeria initiated a Judicial Commission for the Investigation of Human Rights Violations 
on 6/14/1999. The final report was released to the president in May 2002 but never to the 
public (although two human rights organizations unofficially released the report in 
January 2005). The TRC end date was entered as 5/1/2002. 
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