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Abstract

Can civilian personnel of UN peacekeeping operations (PKOs) help protect civilians in conflict-affected
countries? Existing studies on peacekeepers’ effectiveness in protecting civilians are limited to uniformed
personnel. This manuscript shifts the research focus to the civilian dimension of protection. It argues that
civilian personnel reduce noncombatant targeting through manipulating its perceived efficiency. First,
through their presence and monitoring activity, civilian peacekeepers raise reputational costs for one-
sided violence. Second, through facilitating local resistance to armed groups, civilian peacekeepers in-
crease domestic costs of one-sided violence. Third, through supporting peaceful settlements, civilian
peacekeepers increase the benefits of refraining from one-sided violence. Finally, through their informa-
tion support to UN military operations, civilian peacekeepers augment the military costs for one-sided
violence. All four mechanisms likely apply more to non-state armed groups than government-sponsored
armed groups, because the former are most susceptible to international detection, domestic consequences,
local conflict settlement and military costs. Using original data on local deployments of civilian personnel
in 12 peacekeeping operations in Sub-Saharan Africa (1998-2021) together with existing data on local
military deployments, spatial models test these arguments. The argument receives partial support. In
the 2000-2011 period, civilian peacekeepers in greater numbers are negative associated with atrocities
committed by non-state armed groups. The results have important implications for the composition and
activity of PKOs with protection mandates.
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Introduction

In many conflict-affected host countries of UN peacekeeping operations (PKOs), civilians face wide-spread
and substantial risks of becoming victims of violence. In response, almost all PKOs are tasked with the pro-
tection of civilians (Hultman, 2013; Salvatore et al., 2022). Contrary to conventional wisdom about PKOs,
protection of civilians is not only a task for UN military and police. As explained by the UN Department
of Peace Operations’ guidelines, the protection of civilians requires the “integrated and coordinated activi-
ties by all civilian and uniformed mission components” (United Nations, 2019). At the local level, civilian
peacekeepers from the “Human Rights” section engage in “monitoring and investigation of abuse, sensitiza-
tion to international humanitarian law (IHL), and the fight against impunity, all of which [shall] contribute
to preventing and responding to threats of physical violence against civilians” (Razza and Sherman, 2020).
Moreover, civilian peacekeepers in the “Civil Affairs” section help “to identify, plan for and take concrete
steps to protect local communities from risk”, “support reconciliation and conflict management at the lo-
cal level” and “relay information on potential risks and threats to civilians to other civilian elements of the
mission and uniformed components” (United Nations, 2012). But are these efforts effective? Do locally
deployed civilian personnel in PKOs help protect civilians in conflict-affected countries?

The existing research literature fails to answer this question, because its theories of protection primarily
focus on the uniformed parts of peacekeeping personnel (Carnegie and Mikulaschek, 2020; Fjelde, Hultman,
and Nilsson, 2019; Hultman, Kathman, and Shannon, 2013). Researchers started investigating the impact
of some civilian activities (Blair, 2021; Duursma, 2021; Smidt, 2020a,b) and broader civilian peacekeeping
mechanisms such as inducement and persuasion (e.g. Howard, 2019). However, none of these works explore
how civilian activities or personnel in PKOs matter for the protection of civilians.

Furthermore, existing findings on whether peacekeeping helps protect civilians are decidedly mixed.
Some cross-national analyses show that PKOs help reduce civilian killings (Bove and Ruggeri, 2015; Haass
and Ansorg, 2018; Hultman, Kathman, and Shannon, 2013), at least when non-state armed groups are the
perpetrators (Carnegie and Mikulaschek, 2020; Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019). Other studies find that
PKOs have no effect on civilian targeting (e.g., Costalli, 2014; Nomikos, Sener, and Williams, 2023, on
Bosnia and Mali) or even incentivize civilian victimization by rebels (Karlsrud, 2015; Salvatore, Ruggeri,
and Polo, 2022; Wood, Kathman, and Gent, 2012). This lack of scholarly consensus on whether peacekeep-

ers fulfill one of their primary goals—the protection of civilians—warrants more research.



Finally, empirical investigations of protection efforts by PKOs miss some of the arguably most impor-
tant and challenging cases for safeguarding noncombatants.! We know little about protection effects in
the modern operating environments of peacekeeping, such Mali or the Central African Republic, that are
characterized by a surge in non-state armed violence (Duursma, 2022) and where PKOs have “stabilization
mandates” for supporting counter-insurgency (Karlsrud, 2015; Paddon-Rhoads, 2016). As such, we actually
do not know whether the above findings on more or less effective civilian protection hold in the modern era
of peacekeeping.

This manuscript helps fill these knowledge gaps. First, it provides a theoretical argument on the civil-
ian dimension of PKOs’ involvement in civilian protection that centers on how local presence of civilian
peacekeepers reduces the efficiency of one-sided targeting by non-state armed groups. Second, through
considering the impact civilian and military deployments both separately and jointly, it sheds light onto the
conditions under which peacekeepers effectively protect the host population. In so doing, it might help rec-
oncile divergent findings in the literature. Finally, the manuscript offers original spatially and temporally
disaggregated data on local deployments of civilian peacekeepers in African countries in the 1998-2021 pe-
riod. These data is used for the first comprehensive analysis of the effects of civilian peacekeeping personnel
on the protection of noncombatants. By extending the time frame of analysis, it also sheds light onto whether
existing accounts of local civilian protection through UN peacekeeping hold in new operating theaters.

Synthesizing insights on one-sided violence, communal conflict, and civilian resistance, this manuscript
starts from the premise that attacks against civilians are driven by their perceived efficiency to reach political
or military goals. Armed groups target civilians when they associated with it (i) few international political
costs , (ii) limited domestic political costs, (iii) limited benefits from exercising restraint, and (iv) mini-
mal military costs. This manuscript argues that civilian peacekeepers can address each of these sources
of the perceived efficiency of one-sided violence. First, civilian peacekeepers monitor non-state armed
groups and local security developments, thereby helping to impose reputational costs for noncompliance
with international standards of non-combatant immunity. Second, civilian personnel facilitate coordination
on non-violent resistance among domestic populations, thereby increasing domestic costs for armed groups
perpetrating violence against civilians. Third, civilian peacekeepers assist local leaders with managing politi-

cal conflicts and locating peaceful settlements, thereby increasing the benefits of exercising restraint. Finally,

'The only cross-national local-level analyses of civilian protection effectiveness stops in 2011 (Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson,
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civilian peacekeepers offer valuable intelligence to UN military troops, thereby augmenting military costs of
one-sided targeting and strengthening deterrence. Non-state armed groups are more susceptible to all these
mechanisms than government-sponsored armed groups, since governments are likely able to prevent civilian
peacekeepers’ presence and activity when and where they order atrocities. Overall, the main expectation is
that civilian peacekeepers’ local presence reduces violence against civilians perpetrated by non-state armed
groups.

The manuscript tests this argument using original data on civilian personnel in 11 PKOs in ten African
countries in the period 1998-2020. Africa is the locus of peacekeeping, especially since the turn of the
century, and the time period captures all PKOs with civilian protection mandate deployed on the continent
so far. The units of analyses are spatial grid-cells (of roughly 55 km squared) and months. The degree of
spatial disaggregation is suitable, since “civilian protection is to a great extent a story of local dynamics, and
necessitates an analysis that explicitly recognizes the local deployment patterns of peacekeeping” (Fjelde,
Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019, 107). As violence against civilians can escalate fast and may vary widely within
a year, monthly units seem more appropriate than yearly ones. As a first step, two-way fixed effects linear
regression models estimate grid-cell specific relationships between civilian personnel numbers and the level
of one-sided violence in the 2000-2011 by replicating and extending the analyses of Fjelde, Hultman, and
Nilsson (2019). The regression models include a variety of time-varying confounders to controls for potential
alternative explanations. Moreover, matching and instrumental variable analyses help exclude the endogene-
ity due non-random deployment of peacekeepers to subnational locations as an alternative explanation for
peacekeepers’ effects on one-sided violence.

The findings are three-fold. First, they suggest that civilian personnel deployments help reduce violence
against civilians perpetrated by non-state armed groups. This result hold when we considerthat civilian per-
sonnel are deployed randomly. Second, contrary to the expectations, civilian and military peacekeepers’
effects on one-sided violence do not seem to reinforce each other. Yet, civilian peacekeepers’ presence par-
tially relies on prior deployment of PKO troops. Finally, the results hold in the 2000-2011 period. However,
they have not been tested for the extended time frame. This will be the second and next step.

If these findings hold after further robustness tests, then they have profound implications for research
and practice. For example, the results suggest that existing studies have tended to under-estimate the local
effectiveness of PKOs in protecting civilians by neglecting the civilian peacekeepers’ presence. For practice,

the findings suggest that the Department of Peace Operations should prioritize co-deployment of civilian and



military peacekeepers and motivate them to coordinate to strengthen civilian protection effectiveness.

Previous research

The peacekeeping literature has provided important insights on the military dimension of civilian protection
by UN PKOs (Bove and Ruggeri, 2015; Carnegie and Mikulaschek, 2020; Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson,
2019; Haass and Ansorg, 2018; Hultman, Kathman, and Shannon, 2013). We learn that the blue-helmeted
soldiers may prevent atrocities i.a. through providing a visible deterrent, controlling and restricting the
movement of armed groups, or retaliating against perpetrators of violence (Carnegie and Mikulaschek, 2020).
In so doing, uniformed peacekeepers raise armed groups’ costs of targeting civilians (Hultman, Kathman,
and Shannon, 2013), especially in the sub-national localities, in which they are deployed (Fjelde, Hultman,
and Nilsson, 2019).

Yet, the actual practice of civilian protection efforts in peacekeeping goes beyond beyond military pres-
ence and activity. In fact, as described by UN doctrine for the protection of civilians in peacekeeping, the
first pillar of protection is “dialogue and engagement” by civilian peacekeeping components, including “me-
diation between parties to the conflict, local conflict resolution and social cohesion activities, investigation,
advocacy with non-state armed groups and governments forces, or reporting on human rights and protec-
tion concerns” (United Nations, 2019, 10). Moreover, even the second pillar of PKOs’ protection strategy,
the “provision of physical protection”, views “civilian mission components as a protective presence through
their regular, visible, direct engagement with civilian populations at risk.” It requires “coordination between
civilian and uniformed components, to jointly determine priority areas for deployment, presence and actions”
(United Nations, 2019, 12). An investigation of the effectiveness of this civilian dimension of protection by
PKOs is long overdue.

To be sure, there is a small and growing body of research on the local-level impact of the civilian activities
in United Nations PKOs. But none of these works examine civilian protection. That is, we know that
UN mediation effors following armed clashes significantly prolonged local lulls in fighting in Sudanese
Darfur (Duursma, 2021) and that reconciliation activities (i.e., inter-community meetings) mitigated inter-

group communal violence in Cote d’Ivoire (Smidt, 2020b).> Moreover, civilian peacekeepers’ election-

“Similarly, Krause (2019b) mentions that in South Sudan, civilian peacekeepers from the Civil Affairs section repeatedly bro-

kered peace deals between communities in conflict. A lab-in-the field experiment in Mali shows that the deployment of (uni-



education activities helped foster peaceful electoral participation in Liberia and Cote d’Ivoire (Mvukiyehe,
2017; Smidt, 2020a). Thus, civilian peacekeepers have been shown to mitigate violence, i.e., communal and
non-state armed conflict and electoral coercion, that also threatens civilians.> However, theory and analysis
are limited to single countries and, more importantly, have stopped short of examining civilian peacekeepers’
effects on one-sided violence.

Considering the civilian dimension of PKOs’ protection efforts is also interesting in the light of decidedly
mixed findings regarding whether peacekeeping actually helps protect civilians. On the one hand, cross-
national quantitative analyses show that PKOs reduce civilian killings, especially if they deploy troops in
greater numbers (Carnegie and Mikulaschek, 2020; Hultman, Kathman, and Shannon, 2013), from more di-
verse countries (Bove and Ruggeri, 2015) and higher-quality military staff (Haass and Ansorg, 2018). On the
other hand, other works suggest the exact opposite. A comprehensive policy-oriented analyses commissioned
by the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations (now Department of Peace Operations) found
“dramatic gaps that undermine the ability of peacekeeping missions to protect civilians” (Holt, Taylor, and
Kelly, 2009, 1-2). Several cross-national analysis show that civilian killings even increase in the presence of
peacekeepers, because contemporary PKOs’ support to counter-insurgency efforts incentivizes rebel groups
to compensate battlefield setbacks by targeting civilians (Salvatore, Ruggeri, and Polo, 2022; Wood, Kath-
man, and Gent, 2012). Moreover, if government forces commit atrocities against civilians, PKOs’ support
to counter-insurgency leads to violent self-protection by victimized groups (Nomikos, 2022b).* Finally, the
deployment of unarmed military observers rather than troops—which could be interpreted as a lack of inter-
national commitment to stop atrocities—is associated with more civilian killings (Hultman, Kathman, and
Shannon, 2013).> This latter finding implies the possibility that the presence of civilian peacekeepers aug-
ment civilian targeting, especially in locations where the UN does not deploy military troops. Considering

civilian peacekeepers’ effects on whether peacekeepers can fulfil one of their primary tasks—the protection

formed) peacekeepers locally can mitigate communal violence because of their impartiality in punishing non-cooperative behaviour
(Nomikos, 2022a).

3Indeed, theory on power in peacekeeping suggest that peacekeeping primarily works through civilian mechanisms, i.e., in-
ducement and persuasion (cf. Howard, 2019).

“RElated, Nomikos (2022a) also finds that the perception of unbiasedness of the PKO is crucial for reducing intergroup com-
munal conflict.

SFor instance, limited UN troop deployments with limited “observer” mandates proved ineffective in preventing civilian target-

ing in Bosnia (Costalli, 2014).



of civilians—may therefore also explain some of the mixed findings.

Finally, empirical investigations of civilian protection efforts by PKOs are cut short by their narrow peri-
ods of analyses that miss some of the arguably most important and challenging cases for civilian protection.
Specifically, the only cross-national local-level analyses of civilian protection effectiveness stops in 2011
(Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019). Therefore, it cannot help us assess whether peacekeepers are effective
in protecting civilians in the evolving operating environments of PKOs, especially considering the deploy-
ment of new PKOs in South Sudan, Mali and Central African Republic. Specifically, the modern operating
environments of PKOs are characterized by a surge in non-state and communal violence (Duursma, 2022)
and PKOs with stabilization mandates that participate in counter-insurgency in ongoing state-based armed
conflicts (Karlsrud, 2015; Paddon-Rhoads, 2016). As such, these environments pose new and particularly
thorny challenges to PKOs’ ability to protect civilians. Using original spatially and temporally disaggre-
gated data on local deployments of civilian peacekeepers in African countries in the 1998-2021 period, this

manuscript examines the local protection challenges and dynamics in the understudied cases.

Theory

The targeting of civilian is neither tragic and irrational nor unavoidable collateral damage but “primarily,
if not exclusively, instrumental and coordinated by powerful actors seeking tangible political and military
objectives” (Valentino, 2014, 89). Therefore, it is possible that international actors such as United Nations
PKOs can influence the decision-making rational of powerful actors—political elites that order or orchestrate
one-sided violence and armed groups that perpetrate it—in ways that make targeting of civilians a less
efficient strategy to reach military or political objectives (for a similar reasoning, see Fjelde, Hultman, and
Nilsson, 2019). Specifically, synthesizing insights from studies on violence against civilians, communal
violence and civilian resistance, this manuscript argues that civilian peacekeepers can manipulate four broad
sources of the perceived efficiency of violence: international political costs, domestic political costs and

benefits of exercising restraint, as well as military costs.

Why civilians are targeted with violence

First, violence against civilians can be perceived as efficient strategy because of its low reputational or polit-

ical costs. In war-torn countries, monitoring of human rights violations is likely to be spotty. Security sector



institutions like police may be biased or incapable. Civil society’s watch-dog organizations suffer from ca-
pacity problems and security deficits. As such, violence against civilians may go unnoticed, especially by the
broader domestic and international public (Fjelde and Smidt, 2021). Moreover, if atrocities against civilians
receive some attention, accountability institutions (e.g., domestic courts) are often too weak (or biased) to
punish the perpetrators (Blair, 2021). By consequence, it seems even more unlikely if the principals who
ordered the violence (e.g., local or national political elites) are held to account (Valentino, 2014).

Second, violence against civilians may appear to be an efficient strategy because it organizers and per-
petrators do not fear any domestic costs. Research shows that political elites foment inter-group violence to
mobilize co-ethnic voters (Lake and Rothchild, 1996; Posen, 2019; Snyder, 2000; Wilkinson, 2004) or deter
the turnout of moderates (Gagnon, 2004). To do so, elites collude with or pay armed groups (Brass, 1997;
Human Rights Watch, 1995). Although seldom investigated, this strand of research assumes that political
elites consider violence against civilians an efficient strategy because they do not fear any resistance from
their core constituency (Valentino, 2014, 97). Indeed, other researchers have shown that if citizens can co-
ordinate to punish violence entrepreneurs, then violence against civilians is lower (Kalyvas, 2006; Kaplan,
2013, 2017; Krause, 2017, 2019a; Masullo, 2021a,b).

Third, violence against civilians may seem like an efficient strategy to achieve private economic or po-
litical objectives due to the absence of incentives to exercise restraint. When conflict are fought between
identity-based groups over the distribution of local resources, violence killing and displacing large numbers
of civilians might be seen as only available strategy to enforce their preferred division of resources (Boone,
2011; Klaus and Mitchell, 2015). When conflicts are fought between armed groups without links to a local
community, then one-sided violence serve as a strategy to make profits (e.g., extortion and kidnapping) or
maintain control over lucrative resources (e.g., forced labor for mining) (Danish Institute For International
Studies, 2018; Duursma, 2021, 141). In both cases, a powerful antecedent of conflict-related violence against
civilians is the weakness of state and traditional institutions, that could enforce more efficient peaceful di-
visions of local resources and thus provide incentives to exercise restraint to not endanger this settlement
(Fearon and Laitin, 1996; Wig and Kromrey, 2018; Wig and Tollefsen, 2016).

Fourth, violence against civilians can be perceived as efficient strategy because armed groups gain an
edge without military costs (Balcells, 2010; Bulutgil, 2017; Kalyvas, 2006). In war-affected countries, in-
surgent (and counter-insurgent) forces use violence against civilians to break their adversaries’ resistance

and weaken their war-supporting productive capacity (Bulutgil, 2017; Valentino, 2000, 30ff.), coerce civil-



ians into supporting them (e.g., with intelligence, material goods, and potentially recruits) or, at least, deter
civilians from supporting their enemies (Balcells, 2010, 2011; Kalyvas, 2006; Valentino, Huth, and Balch-
Lindsay, 2004, 871f.). Whatever the military objectives, many scholars agree that armed groups see one-sided
violence as a low-cost strategy, because civilians are unarmed and cannot militarily retaliate. This is also
why militarily weak groups (that are unable to directly confront enemy forces) are likely perpetrators of

one-sided violence (Valentino, 2014).°

How civilian personnel in PKO can protect noncombatants

Considering the four sources for the perceived efficiency of one-sided violence, civilian peacekeepers can
help reduce one-sided violence through (i) triggering international political costs, e.g. shaming with material
consequences, (ii) assisting with domestic resistance against violent actors, (iii) facilitating peaceful conflict
settlements that augment the benefits of exercising restraint and (iv) together with uniformed counterparts,
facilitating military deterrence.

First, the presence of civilian peacekeepers signals to armed groups that one-sided targeting will not
remain undetected by the international community (Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019; Hultman, Kathman,
and Shannon, 2013). Therefore, armed groups and their political principals have to fear for international
political costs. Compared to military components of PKOs, civilian peacekeepers may be in a superior
position to monitor one-sided violence and uncover who is responsible. They spend a significant amount
of time on forming partnerships with local elites and communities and can gather information through their
regular exchanges with the local population. For example, an independent evaluation of the PKO in South
Sudan (UNMISS) describes how the civilian staff in the “Civil Affairs Division (the type of division in a PKO
that is deployed in almost all field office in African countries) effectively served as the ’eyes and ears’ of
UNMISS and was recognized as a primary contributor of early warning and *ground truth.” (United Nations
Office of Internal Oversight Services, 2019).

Civilian peacekeepers’ detection of violence against civilians is not without consequences but can lead to

public condemnation by international audience (e.g., non-governmental organizations, donor governments

6 Although only indirectly related to military confrontations, it is worth mentioning that commanders may allow rank and file
fighters to target civilians (e.g., to loot and pillage them), because it seen as cheaper than providing positive incentives (e.g., salary
or convincing ideology). The lack of military costs is one reason for the perceived efficiency of this compensation strategy (Reno,

2011; Wood, 2006).



and international organizations). International shaming may not only bring reputational costs on perpetrators,
but also material ones: Public condemnation can trigger greater UN military deployments (Fortna, 2008, 99-
101), especially since the introduction of the responsibility to protect principle (Hultman, 2013), and lead
to material sanctions (e.g., the freezing of bank accounts and aid cuts) (for similar arguments, see Fjelde,
Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019; Fjelde and Smidt, 2021). Armed groups are likely aware of these costs of
perpetrating violence in front of civilian peacekeepers. For instance, a field officer of the United Nations
Assistance Mission in East Timor (UNAMET), “they [the Indonesian military] had always had the luxury
of going unobserved. No monitoring. No reporting. Now [with the arrival of UNAMET field officers]
everything was different — everything would be known. It could get them into trouble. Some were genuinely
worried” (Mahony, 2006, 22).

Second, civilian peacekeepers help increase domestic costs for one-sided violence by facilitating resis-
tance against violent and violence-inciting behavior. Locally deployed civilian staff often organize face-
to-face voter education campaigns, helping citizens to recognize the importance of non-violent elections or
de-incentivizing their participation in violent campaigns (Mvukiyehe, 2017; Smidt, 2020a). Civilian peace-
keepers may also help build community-level resistance against armed groups by persuading civilians of
the possibility and effectiveness of non-cooperation and non-violence (Smidt, 2020b). Furthermore, civilian
staff can bring together pro-peace community leaders from different groups to help them find solutions to
inter-group tensions. Finally, civilians peacekeepers—especially personnel from the Civil Affairs—facilitate
the establishment early-warning-systems by connecting community leaders to the UN force components,
thereby allowing communities to resist threats from external armed groups.

Third, civilian peacekeepers likely reduce the perceived efficiency of one-sided violence by facilitating
peaceful settlements of conflicts and, thus, raising incentives to exercise restraint. To do so, civilian com-
ponents often assist negotiations among non-state actors by coordinating meetings, providing mediation, fa-
cilitating material inducement for agreement (e.g. quick impact programs or donor funding), exerting moral
pressure to stop violence (Duursma, 2021; Smidt, 2020b). Civilian peacekeepers can even help mitigate
problems to credibly commit to negotiations and agreements by promising to monitor their implementation
(Duursma and Smidt, 2023). In so doing, civilian peacekeepers may partially fill the gaps in local state
presence and traditional authority that led to inefficient violent escalations of non-state conflicts over local
resources.

Taken together, the three mechanisms imply that we should observe the following empirical regularity



across localities and over time.

Hypothesis 1: If a locality hosts more civilian peacekeepers, then the level of one-sided violence

decreases.

Beyond purely civilian mechanisms, civilian peacekeepers likely help raise the military costs of one-
sided violence through collaboration with military counterparts. Existing research suggests that UN military
can reduce one-sided violence through the threat of a military response and the constraints on violent ac-
tivities (Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019; Ruggeri, Dorussen, and Gizelis, 2017). Civilian peacekeepers
may facilitate these protection efforts by the UN military through providing troop commanders with relevant
intelligence. Through their local presence and connections, civilian peacekeepers likely have information on
the most recent presence of armed groups, which allows for more proactive military deployments. Civilian
peacekeepers may also strengthen the UN military operations through preventing hostility from the local
civilian population. Civilian peacekeepers usually invest in public outreach, organizing community-based
information sessions and distributing materials on the UN peace mission the area where they are stationed
(Smidt, 2020a). While UN military components also engage in outreach, survey research shows that civilian
peacekeepers’ activities (i.e., their relief efforts) had most consistent effects on cooperation and information-
sharing with PKOs (Gordon and Young, 2017).

At the same time, UN troops may also enable the protection efforts by civilian staff. Specifically, military
peacekeepers can provide escorts to civilian staff, which allows them to observe conflict situation, train and
persuade local communities, and provide mediation and conflict resolution support in fragile and violent
settings. Furthermore, military units also collect intelligence, which may be useful for civilian personnel to
conduct effective monitoring and outreach operations. Finally, when civilian staff has mediated a settlement,
UN troops can provide the necessary deterrent to rekindle conflict for opportunistic reasons. Of course, all
of the above-mentioned complementaries are ideal-type scenarios. In fact, cooperation between military and
civilian parts in PKOs is often fraught and fragile. Therefore, we deduce two observable implications and

put them to an empirical test

Hypothesis 2a: If a locality hosts civilian peacekeepers, then the negative effect of military
peacekeepers on the level of one-sided violence is greater.

Hypothesis 2b: If a locality hosts military peacekeepers, then the negative effect of civilian

peacekeepers on the level of one-sided violence is greater.
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Finally, civilian peacekeepers may not affect all perpetrators of one-sided violence equally. All else
equal, non-state actors are likely more susceptible to any of the above mentioned mechanisms of protection
than state actors. One reason is that peacekeeping deployment relies on host state consent. As such, the
government has the power to prevent the establishment of civilian staff offices and military bases in hotspots
of government-sponsored one-sided targeting. In so doing, governments can circumscribe accountability
for atrocities and related costs (for a similar argument see Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019). Yet even
if civilian peacekeepers are present where government groups commit atrocities against civilians, in the
name of maintaining host state consent, civilians peacekeepers may act more cautiously to call them out and
military peacekeepers may be (or feel) hindered to pursue government-sponsored perpetrators.

Among the non-state perpetrators of one-sided violence, formally organized armed groups (i.e., major
rebel groups) fighting the government might be most susceptible to the first mechanism, whereby civilian
peacekeepers deter one-sided violence through triggering international reputational costs and material sanc-
tions for its use. Formally organized armed groups are often tied to important opposition politicians and
parties. They tend to rely on their international reputation (e.g., as pro-democracy reformers) and support
(e.g., military aid). As such, formally organized armed groups might be especially reluctant to be detected
and called out for atrocities. By contrast, more informally organized armed groups likely possess fewer little
international ties that they would fear losing in the event of detection of their atrocities committed against
civilians

Informally organized armed groups (i.e., community-based identity militias) might be most susceptible
to the third and fourth mechanism. Regarding the third mechanism, existing research shows that domestic re-
sistance against one-sided violence by armed groups only bears fruits if local leaders and communities have
leverage over the violence-perpetrating armed groups (Kaplan, 2017; Krause, 2017, 279). This precondition
for effective domestic resistance to one-sided violence is more likely to be fulfilled, when perpetrators are
community-based identity groups rather than formally organized armed groups with a nation-wide control
and command structure. As such, civilian peacekeepers’ assistance with domestic resistance likely works
on one-sided violence perpetrated by community-based identity groups. Regarding the fourth mechanism,
we know that locally deployed civilian peacekeepers usually establish a network with locally based organi-
zations, politicians, armed groups, and community leaders. As such, civilian peacekeepers can intervene in
and settle conflicts between local actors involving community-based identity militias. By contrast, it is the

civilian personnel at the mission headquarters, United Nations Special envoys, and other prominent repre-
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sentatives of the international community who are predominantly responsible for managing conflict between
major armed groups with a national agenda that fight the government (Menkhaus, 1996).

Taken together, civilian peacekeepers are likely more effective in preventing one-sided violence by non-
state actors rather than state actors. Among the former, they influence informally organized armed groups
through more and potentially stronger mechanisms than formally organized armed groups. This is because
assisting domestic resistance and conflict resolution can have a direct effect on ending one-sided violence,
while monitoring and reporting one-sided violence only indirectly deters civilian targeting. Therefore, the

manuscript expects to observe the following regularities.

Hypothesis 3: The unconditional and conditional negative associations between UN civilian
personnel and one-sided violence will be stronger and more consistent for one-sided violence

perpetrated by non-state armed actors rather than government-affiliated actors.

Hypothesis 4: The unconditional and conditional negative associations between civilian peace-
keepers and one-sided violence are larger and more consistent for one-sided violence perpetrated
by informally organized armed groups than for one-sided violence perpetrated by formally or-

ganized armed groups.

Research design

The argument is examined using large-N analysis of 12 multidimensional PKOs deployed in Sub-Saharan
Africa in the period 2000-2020. Currently, the N deploys four multidimensional PKOs on the continent,
i.e., MONUSCO in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, MINUSMA in Mali (until 31 December 2023),
UNMISS in South Sudan and MINUSCA in the Central African Republic. Together with the PKOs that were
previously deployed in Sub-Saharan Africa after the turn of the century—i.e., the PKOs in Liberia, Sierra
Leone, Cote d’Ivoire, Burundi, Chad, Central African Republic, and Sudan—ten out of 40 Sub-Saharan
countries have hosted peacekeepers. Compared to other world regions in the post-Cold War period, Sub-
Saharan Africa is the locus of UN peacekeeping. Moreover, since the turn of the century (starting with
UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone) all multidimensional PKOs have been given civilian protection mandates that
explicitly task military and civilian mission personnel to prevent one-sided violence.

The units of analysis are months and grid cells of 0.5 x 0.5 decimal degrees, which at the equator

covers an area of roughly 55 x 55 km. The degree of spatial disaggregation is important because locally
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deployed civilian peacekeepers likely conduct most activities, including monitoring, mediation support and
education events, in the vicinity of their field locations. Grid cells are also a good approximation of the area
of deployment of UN military troops, for which we control in our analysis (Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson,
2019, 9). We use monthly units of analyses, because we expect that civilian personnel deployments have
timely effects on protection outcomes and our dependent variables—violence against civilians by different

perpetrators—and vary widely within a given year.

New data on civilian peacekeepers

The manuscript draws on the Geolocated Civilian PKO Personnel dataset (GeoCivPKO) for 11 PKOs in ten
host countries in Sub-Saharan Africa in the period 2000-2021. GeoCivPKO records the location of an office
with civilian peacekeepers, the start and end date of the office, and several other characteristics of the office
and the civilian peacekeepers assigned to it.” The office location and year of operation is used as coding unit.

The source data primarily come from (i) yearly budget performance reports of the Advisory Committee
on Administrative and Budgetary Questions for each PKO® and (ii) Secretary-General (SG) progress reports
that are published on average four times a year for each PKO.’ Budget performance reports record the
location of the offices with civilian staff, the name of the office, and the sections that have civilian personnel
at the office (e.g., Civil Affairs) . Since budget cycles tend to run from 1 July of one year to 30 June of the
next year (e.g., from 1 July 2013 to 30 June 2014), the civilian personnel-related information from a budget
performance report are recorded for the former year (e.g. 2013).

SG progress reports provide information on when an office was established and became operational,
thereby often confirming the location and other information on the office. However, in some instances, both
sources are incomplete. In these cases, the data collection is augmented with information from (iii) the
websites of each PKO and (iv) their outreach materials, including weekly newsletters (e.g. ONUCI bulletin)
and social media accounts (e.g., UNAMID documented the date and the process of the closure of all field

sites in the 2017-2021 period on Facebook). Moreover, part of the data was verified through interviews with

7ONUB in Burundi, MINURCAT and MINUSCA in Central African Republic, MINURCAT in Chad, MONUC and
MONUSCO in DR Congo, UNOCI in Céte d’Ivoire, UNMIL in Liberia, MINUSMA in Mali, UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone, UNMISS
in South Sudan, UNAMID in Darfur, Sudan. Due to missing values in early years, UNMIS in Sudan is excluded.

8See https://www.un.org/ga/acabq/

See https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/content/reports—secretary—-general
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former UN PKO staff. All sources are carefully documented in the dataset.

GeoCivPKO was collected by four research assistants (with each being responsible for coding a particular
set of missions to make use of their PKO-specific expertise). I verified and discussed each of the coding
decisions with the research assistants to avoid coding errors. Moreover, the data only include hard facts rather
than judgements or interpretations, which should also minimize coding errors and inconsistencies. Finally,
over 80% of the coding decisions are triangulate with multiple sources. Taken together, these features should
increase confidence of the high reliability and validity of the data set.

In terms of variables, GeoCivPKO records the dates of operations of an office, i.e., the start date and the
closing date of that office. If the office has already been operational in the year(s) prior to the coding year,
then January 1 of the coding year is recorded as start date. If the office is not closed in the coding year, then
the closing date is left blank. Moreover, the data set also includes the name(s) of the office as recorded in
the budget performance report (e.g., sector headquarter, field office, antenna office, or team site). Moreover,
it provides information on the estimated number of civilian personnel deployed to an office (see below for
estimation rules). Finally, the data record the presence whether personnel from the Civil Affairs and Human
Rights sections are present at an office.'”.

Since the budget reports do not consistently record locally deployed civilian personnel numbers at differ-
ent offices, I use a simple procedure—that resembles the estimation of troop numbers at UN military bases in
the Geo-PKO dataset V2 (Cil et al., 2020; Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019; Sundberg, 2020)—to estimate
these numbers. Specifically, the number of civilian peacekeepers at an office is the weighted fraction of the
overall number of civilian personnel in a given year and host country. The weights are based on the size of
office. Four broad office size categories are used: (i) mission headquarters of size 20, (ii) sector headquarters
and regional offices of size 5, (iii) regional offices of specific sections and field offices of size 2, and (iv) field
team sites, county support bases, antenna offices, and liaison offices of size 1. The relative sizes are based
on known personnel numbers at offices of MINUSCA in the Central African Republic, MONUSCO in the
DR Congo, ONUB in Burundi, and UNMIS in Sudan. The weights for an office in a given year are its size

divided by the sum of the sizes of all offices of a PKO in a given year. The weights are multiplied with the

"Initially, the aim was to also record the presence of other sections, e.g., Public Information, Political Affairs, Disarmament and
Demobilization, and Support. However, missing information in budget performance reports and SG reports made this endeavour

infeasible
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number of actually deployed personnel in a PKO in a given year.'!

Across host countries in Sub-Saharan Africa in the 2020-2021 period, there are 187 unique office loca-
tions with civilian peacekeepers. Figure 1 shows the geographical distribution of these civilian personnel
deployments, while Figure 2 add the base locations of UN military troops for the years 2000 to 2020 (i.e.,
the period of the Geo-PKO dataset). Interestingly, there are only 14 locations where UN military troops are
absent during the entire civilian deployment phase. Examples include Gagnoa in Cote d’Ivoire (located in
the center near a military base in Divo and known as the home town of former president Laurent Gbagbo)
and Bozoum in Central African Republic (located in between the military bases of Bouar and Bossangoa).

There are 109 locations where civilian peacekeepers are at least temporarily deployed without UN military

troops.
Al g ":.:' e RTINS
% R B
& TR
) ‘,f RS s "J‘K{
Figure 1: Deployments of civilian personnel (blue) Figure 2: Deployments of civilian personnel (blue)
in 2000-2020 period and military personnel (red) in 2000-2020 period

"'Note that the number of civilian personnel in any location can still vary within a given year, because an office may open or

close during that year.
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Moreover, Figure 3 shows all grid cell locations that hosted a civilian office during the period of analysis.
What is noteworthy is that once an office with civilian staff has been established, it tends to persist for a long
period of time. To be exact, offices stay in any given location for on average 92 months, a minimum of 9

months and a maximum of 243 months during the 2000-2020 period.

Grid cels

~ Months

Figure 3: Distribution of civilian offices (blue) over time

Measuring numbers of civilian and military peacekeepers

Based on the GeoCivPKO data set, all analyses include the estimated number of civilian peacekeepers in
a given grid-cell and months. Sometimes a grid cell includes more than one office with civilian peace-
keepers. In that case, the numbers at the offices are added. The variable THE NUMBER OF CIVILIAN
PEACEKEEPRS is lagged by one months to mitigate reverse causation.

All analyses also include the estimated NUMBER OF TROOPS (in multiples of a hundred) deployed by
a PKO in a given grid-cell and month. In the first step of the analyses, which extends the analyses by (Fjelde,

Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019), data on UN troops comes from the replication dataset of these analyses. In the
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second step of the analyses, which includes data points beyond 2011, data comes from from the Geo-PKO
data set 2.1 (Cil et al., 2020).

Finally, in order to evaluate hypotheses 2a and 2b, the numbers of UN military troops and and civilian
peacekeepers are interacted. The effect of the interaction term TROOPS*CIVILIAN PEACEKEEPERS is

also expected to be negative.

Measuring one-sided violence

The manuscript hypothesizes that the number of civilian peacekeepers should negatively correlate with the
prevalence of one-sided violence. In a first step, following Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson (2019, 9-10), one-
sided violence is measured using the UCDP Geo-referenced Event Data (GED) version 5.0. The data set
ends in 2011 and,therefore, shortens the period of analyses. Importantly, GED includes one-sided violence
by armed actors who are responsible for 25 or more fatalities annually. However, each even may have a
lower fatality number. Since PKOs likely do not eliminate each and every instance of one-sided violence, the
manuscript uses dichotomous indicators for whether a locality and months experiences such an event with
five or more civilian deaths. One indicator pools one-sided violence by all perpetrators, another one captures
one-sided violence perpetrated by rebel groups (to evaluate Hypothesis 1), and a final one captures one-sided

violence by government actors (to evaluate Hypothesis 3).

2010
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Estimation and identification

The hypothesis tests proceed in three steps. In the first step, the manuscript replicates the analyses of (Fjelde,
Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019) and then extends it by adding the the number of civilian peacekeepers. Specifi-
cally, it first estimates whether the timing and location UN troop bases and UN civilian peacekeepers’ offices
is a function of one-sided violence. Then it runs logit models of the indicators of one-sided violence using
the number of UN troops, the number of civilian peacekeepers and the interaction of the two variables as
predictors. Finally, it pre-processes the data using matching on influential pre-treatment covariates and an

instrumental variable approach to show the robustness of the results.

2019

All models control for the several potentially influential covariates as specified in Fjelde, Hultman, and
Nilsson (2019). “Both civilian targeting and peacekeeping deployment may be affected by population den-
sity, type of terrain, and degree of accessibility. To account for these dynamics, we include three control
variables at the cell level: POPULATION, the percentage of MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN, and DISTANCE
TO CITY. Violence against civilians is often related to military dynamics and these may also influence peace-
keeping presence. We therefore include a count variable of BATTLE DEATHS in the grid cell the previous
month. The disaggregated unit of analysis makes it important to control for both temporal and spatial de-
pendence. We include decay functions for time since past recorded one-sided violence in the cell, using
a half-life parameter of four months. To account for spatial dependence we include SPATIAL LAG OSV,
which takes the value of 1 if acts of civilian targeting occurred in the first-order neighboring cells the previous
month. Finally, to account for potential diffusion effects from peacekeeping presence, we include TROOPS
IN NEIGH. CELLS, which is a count of the total number of peacekeeping troops in the first-order neigh-
boring grid” (Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson, 2019, 11-12).

18



Results

The results of the first step of the analyses are summarized in tables and figures below. The first model always
replicates the analysis by Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson (2019), while the other models extent this analysis by
adding the relevant variables for UN civilian peacekeepers. We note that in contrast to the analysis by Fjelde,
Hultman, and Nilsson (2019), the models exclude all observations for Sudan because of a high number of
missing values on civilian peacekeepers in one of the missions (UNMIS) in that country.

First, Table 1 presents the results of the models of the timing and location UN peacekeeping troops or
civilian peacekeepers’ presence. In a nutshell, the table replicates prior findings showing that PKO troop
deployment is affected by one-sided violence over the previous three months-long period, especially if per-
petrated by rebel groups. By contrast, the models 2a-2d show that civilian peacekeepers’ presence is not
influenced by the level of one-sided violence. However, there is a large and significant correlation between
the presence of PKO troops and the presence of civilian peacekeepers, indicating that civilian peacekeep-
ers do not eschew the most violence-prone places but tend to condition their presence on the provision of
security by UN military.

Second, table 2 presents the results for hypotheses 1 and 2. Neither the number of PKO troops nor the
number of civilian peacekeepers correlates with the pooled measure of one-sided violence by any perpetrator.
We note that this null result on PKO troops is in line with Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson (2019). Moreover,
the interaction term between PKO troops and civilian peacekeepers is not significant at conventional levels.
As such, for pooled one-sided violence against civilians, we can reject hypotheses 1 and 2.

Third, table 3 suggests support hypothesis 3. Civilian peacekeepers seem to have a differential effect
on non-state armed actors and government-sponsored armed actors. Before detailing the results for civilian
peacekeepers, it is worth noting that Model 3a replicates the negative correlation between PKO troops and
one-sided violence perpetrated by non-state armed actors, as found by Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson (2019).
However, when we add the number of civilian peacekeepers to the model, the negative coefficient on the
number of PKO troops turns insignificant. By contrast, and in line with this manuscript’s expectation, the
coefficient on civilian peacekeepers is negative and highly significant. We cannot rule out that multicollinear-
ity is responsible for the null finding for PKO troops. Yet, the correlation between PKO troops and civilian
peacekeepers is only 0.450 (p-value 0.000).

Fourth, these results remain robust for a variety of tests. First, table 4 suggests that civilian peacekeepers
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are still negative correlated with one-sided violence committed by non-state armed actors if the sample is
preprocessed using propensity score matching (with Mahalanobis distance). Importantly, in Model 6¢ of
one-sided violence by non-state actors including both civilian peacekeepers and PKO troops as well as their
interaction term, the negative coefficient on PKO troops is again significant.

Moreover, the model in Table 5 replicates the results of the bivariate probit model as reported in Fjelde,
Hultman, and Nilsson (2019). The instrumental variable for the selection model of PKO presence in a
grid-cell is the interaction between UN troops in Africa and the distance between the centroid of a grid-
cell and capital of the relevant host country. The outcome model is for the presence of one-sided violence
perpetrated by non-state armed actors. Table 6 then extends this initial bivariate probit model to include
the number of civilian peacekeepers in the outcome equation and remodel the selection equation of PKO
presence (now both troops and civilian peacekeepers) by adding the number of civilian peacekeepers in
Africa and their interaction with the distance to the capital of the relevant host country. As expected, not
only is the latter instrument a significant predictor of peacekeeping presence, the coefficient on the number of
civilian peacekeepers in the outcome model of one-sided violence by non-state armed actors is also negative

and significant.
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Table 1: Replication and Extension: Determinants of peacekeeping deployment, logit models

TROOP BASE ONSET CIVILIAN OFFICE ONSET CIVILIAN OFFICE ONSET
Model 1a Model 1b Model 2a Model 2b Model 2¢ Model 2d
OSV 3 MONTHS 0.003™* 0.001 0.002
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
OSV GOV 3 MONTHS —0.006 —0.011" —0.215
(0.012) (0.007) (0.147)
OSV REB 3 MONTHS 0.003™* 0.002 0.002
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
TROOP BASE ONSET 3.460""* 3.483"*
(0.338) (0.335)
POPULATION (log) —0.003 —0.006 0.777"** 0.776"** 1.055*** 1.049"**
(0.140) 0.141) (0.220) (0.220) (0.202) (0.201)
MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN 0.431 0.430 —0.369 —0.381 0.686 0.692
(0.365) (0.365) (0.627) (0.628) (0.769) (0.768)
DISTANCE TO CITY (log) —1.821** —1.820*** —1.420%** —1.416""* —1.287** —1.285"*
(0.256) (0.256) (0.451) (0.451) (0.545) (0.546)
BATTLE DEATHS (t-1) —0.025 —0.024 —0.00002 0.00004 0.004™** 0.004™**
(0.025) (0.025) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001)
SPATIAL LAG OSV (t-1) —0.504 —0.494 —0.674™** —0.675""* —0.300 —0.286
(0.386) (0.384) (0.238) (0.238) (0.333) (0.323)
TROOPS IN NEIGH CELLS (t-1) 0.052"* 0.052™** 0.025"** 0.025"** —0.001 —0.001
(0.006) (0.006) (0.009) (0.009) (0.019) (0.019)
DECAY FUNCTION PK ONSET 2226 2.285%** 1.548*** 1.673*"* 1.656™* 2.306™*
(0.455) (0.482) (0.440) (0.455) (0.649) (0.824)
Constant 3.876 3.898 —4.000 —4.015 —9.553** —9.504**
(2.807) (2.808) 4.617) (4.616) (4.444) (4.437)
Numbero fobservations 152633 152633 152633
Note: Cluster-robust standard errors; *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 2: Replication and Extension: Effect of peacekeeping troops on the risk of one-sided violence, logit
models

ONE-SIDED VIOLENCE

Model 2a Model 2b Model 2a
NUMBER OF TROOPS (t-1) —0.004 0.001 —0.003
(0.014) (0.015) (0.014)
NUMBER OF CIVILIAN PEACEKEEPERS (t-1) —0.001 —0.001
(0.001) (0.001)
TROOPS*CIVILIAN PEACEKEEPERS (t-1) 0.00004
(0.00004)
POPULATION (log) —0.064 —0.059 —0.056
(0.087) (0.088) (0.089)
MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN 1.272*** 12717 1.278"**
(0.292) (0.295) (0.293)
DISTANCE TO CITY (log) —0.702"** —0.723"** —0.729***
(0.189) (0.189) (0.187)
BATTLE DEATHS (t-1) —0.001 —0.0005 —0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
SPATIAL LAG OSV (t-1) 1.4377** 1.432%** 1.428"**
(0.182) (0.181) (0.181)
TROOPS IN NEIGH CELLS (t-1) —0.006 —0.007 —0.006
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
DECAY FUNCTION OSV 3.948"** 3.964"** 3.974*
(0.212) (0.212) 0.211)
Constant —2.341 —2.278 —2.269
(1.828) (1.832) (1.823)
Numbero fobservations 152633 152633 152633

Note:

Cluster-robust standard errors; *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 5: Replication and Extension: Effect of peacekeeping troops on the risk of one-sided violence disag-
gregated by non-state and government-sponsored armed actors, bivariate probit models

Variable Coef. SE Significance
Dependent variable: Troop presence in grid-cell

INTERCEPT (SELECT) 191 023

TROOPS AFRICA*CAP DIST 0.04 0.00 Ak
TROOPS IN AFRICA (t-1) -0.14  0.03 ok
CAPITAL DIST -0.37  0.03 ok
POPULATION (log) 0.16 0.01 ok
MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN -0.01  0.04 ok
DISTANCE TO CITY (log) -0.65 0.02 *E
BATTLE DEATHS (t-1) -0.01  0.00 ok
SPATIAL LAG OSV (t-1) -0.23  0.04 ok
TROOPS IN NEIGH CELLS (t-1)  0.04 0.00 woAE
DECAY FUNCTION OSV REB 1.09 0.07 *
DECAY FUNCTION OSV GOV 0.56 0.06 *

Dependent variable: OSV by non-state actors

INTERCEPT (OUTCOME) -1.30  0.60

NUMBER OF TROOPS (t-1) -0.01 0.01 wokE
POPULATION (log) -0.04 0.03 o
MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN 0.56  0.09 *
DISTANCE TO CITY (log) -0.28  0.06 *
BATTLE DEATHS (t-1) -0.00  0.00 ok
SPATIAL LAG OSV (t-1) 0.62 0.06 *
TROOPS IN NEIGH CELLS (t-1)  -0.00 0.00 woAE
DECAY FUNCTION OSV REB 0.10 0.13

DECAY FUNCTION OSV GOV 1.71  0.08 *
THETA 0.14  0.05 *E
Note: Cluster-robust standard errors; *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 6: Replication and Extension: Effect of peacekeeping troops on the risk of one-sided violence disag-
gregated by non-state and government-sponsored armed actors, bivariate probit models

Variable Coef. SE Significance
Dependent variable: Troop or Civilian presence in grid-cell

INTERCEPT (SELECT) 3.06 030 ok
TROOPS AFRICA*CAP DIST 0.05 0.01 ok
TROOPS IN AFRICA (t-1) -0.28  0.03 ok
Civil. PK AFRICA*CAP DIST 0.00 0.00 ek
Civilian PK IN AFRICA (t-1) 0.06 1.60

CAPITAL DIST -043  0.03 ok
POPULATION (log) 0.05 0.01 ok
MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN 020 0.04 ok
DISTANCE TO CITY (log) -0.59  0.02 ok
BATTLE DEATHS (t-1) -0.00  0.00

SPATIAL LAG OSV (t-1) -0.08 0.04 *
TROOPS IN NEIGH CELLS (t-1) 0.05 0.00 ok
DECAY FUNCTION OSV REB 0.73  0.09 ok
DECAY FUNCTION OSV GOV 0.53 0.07 ok

Dependent variable: OSV by non-state actors

INTERCEPT (OUTCOME) -1.17  0.61 *
NUMBER OF TROOPS (t-1) -0.00 0.01

NUMBER OF CIVILIAN PEACEKEEPERS (t-1) -0.00 0.00 *
POPULATION (log) -0.04 0.03

MOUNTAINOUS TERRAIN 0.56 0.09 ok
DISTANCE TO CITY (log) -0.29  0.06 ek
BATTLE DEATHS (t-1) -0.00  0.00

SPATIAL LAG OSV (t-1) 0.63 0.06 ok
TROOPS IN NEIGH CELLS (t-1) -0.00  0.00

DECAY FUNCTION OSV REB 0.09 0.13

DECAY FUNCTION OSV GOV 1.71  0.08 ok
THETA 0.14 0.06 woH
Note: Cluster-robust standard errors; *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Conclusion

Taken together, the results indicate that both military and civilian peacekeepers, if deployed in higher num-
bers to a subnational location, may help mitigate one-sided violence perpetrated by non-state actors in that
location. By contrast, neither military nor civilian peacekeepers have an effect on one-sided violence per-
petrated by government-sponsored armed groups. Moreover, in contrast to the expectation, the insignificant
coefficient on the interaction term of civilian and military peacekeepers suggest that civilian peacekeepers
do not augment the effectiveness of their military counterparts, or vice-versa. By implication, the result also
shows more support for a direct effect of civilian peacekeepers on reducing atrocities, e.g., through assisting
with detection and shaming, social cohesion and domestic resistance, and conflict resolution and restraint
(see mechanisms 1 - 3 in the theory section).

The results are for an early phase of multidimensional peacekeeping with civilian protection mandates,
namely, from 2000 to 2011. Further analyses need to be conducted to assess whether the results hold for the
most recent period and in the new operating theatres of peacekeeping intervention. This will be the future
second step of the analysis. Furthermore, hypothesis 4 requires testing. Unfortunately, UCDP GED does
not allow the manuscript to distinguish between formally organized and informally organized armed groups.
As such, the third step of the analysis in this paper will reproduce all analyses using one-sided violence
measures based on ACLED.

If the results hold, then this is both good and bad news news for civilian protection. On the negative
side, neither civilian nor military peacekeepers seem to be able to counteract state-sponsored atrocities. As
such, maintaining host state consent and commitment to human rights and the peace process in different—
probably more political ways at the national level— should remain a priority to protect civilians from harm
on conflict-affected host countries. On the positive side, both civilian and military peacekeepers seem to
reduce non-state violence against civilians. The results also suggest that while civilian peacekeepers do
not reinforce military peacekeepers’ effectiveness, their deployment depends on military troop provision.
As such, in the context of peacekeeping, both uniformed and civilian personnel components together help

buttress the security of civilians.
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