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Preface and acknowledgements 
Why study military operations performed by a predominantly non-military organization? 

Towards the end of the 2000s, protecting civilians from violence in armed conflicts – if 

necessary with the use of lethal force – became the priority task for almost every United 

Nations (UN) military peacekeeper. Acutely aware of the UN’s spectacular protection 

failures of the not-so-distant past in Rwanda, Bosnia, and Somalia, I found it surprising that 

the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) yet again relied on military forces to protect 

those threatened with violence. For decades, one of the bedrock principles of UN 

peacekeeping had been to avoid using force altogether, except in self-defense. Now, the 

UNSC expected the Blue Helmets to directly counter armed groups that deliberately killed, 

raped, and otherwise harmed civilians as part of their warfare. Conventional military 

doctrine did not capture this new understanding of protection, as it still narrowly related to 

the rules laid out by International Humanitarian Law (IHL), i.e. to minimize harm to 

civilians during military operations to avoid so-called ‘collateral damage’. Irrefutably, the 

way the UN now understood protection of civilians in peacekeeping operations constituted a 

new task for all military forces.  

Intrigued by these observations I travelled to the eastern parts of the Democratic 

Republic of the Congo (DRC) in 2008, where a myriad of armed groups continued to target 

civilians even in the presence of the largest and militarily most robust UN peacekeeping 

operation at that time. Interviewing UN practitioners, I found that there were few, if any, 

guidelines tailored to military troops on how to protect civilians from violence. Moreover, 

existing scholarship on this topic was marginal at best. On my return, I established a new 

research activity at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) to investigate how 

UN troops could protect civilians from violence in contemporary armed conflicts. 

Consequently, a group of researchers under my direction spent the next decade writing 

journal articles, book chapters, reports, and practitioners’ guides – often based on data 

collected during field work in armed conflicts − generating new knowledge in an 

understudied field of inquiry. With this knowledge, we have contributed to UN thinking 

about how military forces can protect civilians from different types of threats and to the 

training and education of UN military staff officers. This thesis forms part of our larger body 

of research. It reflects many of the insights we have arrived at during the past decade and 

develops new ideas about what works.   
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The thesis also reflects my involvement with peace and stabilization operations as a military 

practitioner. In the spring of 1995, I deployed as a UN soldier to Qana, a small town 

southeast of Tyre in the southern part of Lebanon. I formed part of the Norwegian Platoon of 

the Force Mobile Reserve, a multinational rapid reaction unit in the United Nations Interim 

Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL). Sometimes, we did provide security to the local population − 

even during periods of violent conflict − just by being present. Yet, we were poorly suited to 

influence the larger conflict dynamics.  

During the spring of 1996, heavy fighting erupted between the Israel Defense Forces 

(IDF) and Hezbollah, in what Israel termed Operation Grapes of Wrath and Hezbollah 

termed the April War. Within 18 days, the IDF had conducted more than 600 air raids over 

South Lebanon – dropping more than 1,500 bombs and rockets – and fired some 25,000 

artillery shells. Given our location in the middle of Hezbollah-controlled areas, many of 

those fell in our vicinity. Hezbollah responded in turn with some 1,100 rocket-attacks, of 

which about half reached the northern parts of Israel. Quite a few of the remaining half 

veered off path and struck unintended targets within Lebanon, including UN camps and 

installations. As a result of the intense fighting, close to 500,000 South Lebanese civilians 

fled north towards Beirut. In deep contrast to our previously rather peaceful existence, we 

now risked our own lives to provide some sense of security to the few civilians that stayed. 

It is the most terrifying thing I have ever been part of, although the misguided notion of our 

own immortality also added a sense of adventure.  

Frustratingly, our patrols only provided temporary protection to civilians in our 

immediate surroundings, and sometimes not even to them. Our sense of despair peaked on 

April 18, 1996. During 20 horrifying minutes, we saw intense Israeli artillery shelling killing 

more than 100 of some 800 civilians sheltering in our neighboring UN camp − the Fijian 

battalion’s headquarters in Qana − and injuring and traumatizing many more. While the IDF 

first sought to target Hezbollah rocket launchers outside the camp, the Israeli artillery battery 

shifted its aim towards the UN camp when some of the Hezbollah fighters sought shelter 

there. The result was devastating, as the bomb shelters were not able to cope with the high 

number of the internally displaced. After the last shell fell, the agonizing cries of the many 

wounded carried across the valley to our vantage point one kilometer away. Immediately, 

our platoon moved out to assist however possible. My fellow soldiers saved many lives that 

day, although witnessing the immense civilian suffering also traumatized some of them.  
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In the aftermath, our witness statements and real-time video recordings of the attack helped 

clarify what had happened to the world and a UN investigation team, countering official 

Israeli attempts to evade responsibility. This provided some sense of meaning, but it saved 

no lives. The deliberate physical attacks on civilians also killed our naïve idea of being able 

to protect them. Later, as an officer, I deployed to North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO) operations in the Balkans and Afghanistan, which further impressed on me the dire 

consequences for civilians caught in armed conflict and the challenges of using military 

force to protect them.  

My personal experience from armed conflicts has certainly influenced the direction 

of my studies. I have seen firsthand that military forces often fail to reduce civilian suffering 

in armed conflict. However, I still believe that protecting civilians from violent perpetrators 

sometimes demands the use of force. But how can force be used most effectively to protect? 

As this field is still largely devoid of doctrinal thinking, increased scholarly attention should 

be directed towards improving our understanding of when and how UN troops can provide 

physical protection to civilians, and when they cannot. With this thesis, I aim to add new 

knowledge, combining the military practitioner’s field experience with a researcher’s tools 

for scientific investigation. Although it treats a grim and distressing aspect of contemporary 

armed conflict, I hope you find the thesis thought-provoking, informative, and useful. 

Interaction with others shaped most of the ideas found within these pages. I extend 

my deepest gratitude to my primary supervisor and good friend Dr. Annika S. Hansen, 

formerly at FFI and the UN, and now in Berlin at the Center for International Peace 

Operations. Annika first hired me to FFI in 2006 and quickly nudged my research towards 

UN peace operations. She has supported my studies ever since and her insights have been 

indispensable for this project. Thank you so much, Annika.  

My co-supervisor Professor Scott Gates at the University of Oslo (UiO) and Peace 

Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) has also greatly influenced this thesis. His PhD-course at 

PRIO on the dynamics of civil war − a joint endeavor with Professor Jeffrey Checkel − was 

pure inspiration. Scott always provided scholarly critique and guidance, for which I am 

grateful. Equally important, he balanced professionalism with heart-felt care for my well-

being, a wonderful trait that alleviated this somewhat strenuous process. Thank you, Scott.  

The Department of Political Science at the Faculty of Social Sciences at UiO 

provided a PhD program that far exceeded my expectations. The university attracted several 
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world-leading scholars lecturing on social science theory and methods, and delivered 

relevant courses for beginner researchers. I also want to thank the department for offering 

me a space to work during the last phase of the program. Professor Jon Hovi kindly provided 

valuable comments during the trial defense of the thesis. Thank you, Jon.   

I also thank Espen Skjelland, Research Director of the Strategic Analyses and Joint 

Systems Division at FFI, who allowed me to pursue a doctoral degree in the first place. Over 

the past decade, he has facilitated many opportunities for me to grow as a researcher. He 

also supported my application to the University of Cape Town in South Africa, where I 

consequently spent 2014 with my family while building the United Nations Protection of 

Civilians Operations dataset (UNPOCO) underpinning much of this study. I am ever grateful 

for that opportunity.  

No other person has influenced this thesis more than Dr. Jacob Aasland Ravndal at 

UiO, my good friend and former colleague at FFI. Together, we initiated research on the use 

of force to protect, and co-authored articles and reports. We traveled to the DRC in 2010 to 

study military protection in practice, and to experience shady air travel security up close. 

With remarkable skills for social scientific investigations, Jacob has influenced every aspect 

of this thesis. Whenever my motivation dipped, he found ways to highlight the positive 

sides, encouraging me to push on. He also guided me through the final stretch of the process, 

providing valuable and challenging comments during the trial defense. Thank you so much, 

Jacob, the next rounds are definitely on me. 

Alexander William Beadle has been essential in developing this field of inquiry at 

FFI. With a deep interest for war, military theory, and operations, he has provided much 

needed insights to this understudied topic. Together, we have tailored our knowledge to 

international organizations, informing and influencing NATO and UN officials along the 

way. Alex joined me on trips to South Sudan in 2012 – involving one of the fewest star hotel 

accommodations I have ever tried − and to the Congo in 2015. He always took time to read 

my drafts, providing ideas for improvement. Thank you for your time, dedication, and 

friendship, Alex.  

I extend special thanks to Dr. Andreas Forø Tollefsen, formerly at FFI and now at 

PRIO, and Elin Marthinussen Gustavsen at FFI, who skillfully guided me through basic 

statistical analysis. My good colleague Dr. Tore Nyhamar regularly provided thoughtful 

comments, for which I am grateful. Alf Christian Hennum, my current project manager, and 
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Frode Rutledal, my former project manager, also reflect FFI’s unwavering support. Lt. Col. 

Narve Toverød — formerly at NATO Allied Command Transformation and now at FFI — 

has also been a staunch supporter of our research on protection of civilians. Thank you all. 

At the Norwegian Defence International Center (NODEFIC) – part of the Norwegian 

Defence University College − I sincerely thank former Commandant Lt. Col Kjell Pedersen, 

now deployed to the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in the Middle East. He 

has worked closely with us to tailor our products for NODEFIC’s UN courses, helping our 

knowledge reach far beyond our desks. Colonel Petter Lindqvist has also been a critical part 

of this successful cooperation. Petter joined me in the DRC in 2015 and later co-authored a 

concept tailored to the UN. He has been the most important ambassador for our joint 

products. It is a privilege to work with you, Petter. I also thank Lt. Col. Petter Vindheim – 

the current commandant of NODEFIC – and his colleagues, who all greatly contribute to the 

fruitful FFI–NODEFIC collaboration. 

Norway’s Permanent Mission to the United Nations in New York has kindly 

facilitated my field trips to UN missions. I thank Colonel (ret.) Per Rønning and Sara Shah 

for their help in transmitting visit requests and gaining access to the right personnel. Per also 

skillfully assisted from the field, when he was stationed in Kinshasa in 2010. In 2016, 

Ambassador Geir O. Pedersen and his team – including Halvor Sætre, Ernst Rune Egelid, 

and Mette Birkelund O’ Connor – facilitated a report-launch at the delegation. I am grateful 

for the offer to host the event and for the continuous support. 

In the UN headquarters in New York, Ralph Mamiya, former lead of the Protection 

of Civilians team, and Haidi Scarlet Willmot, former UN Operations and Crisis Centre, 

always took time to meet me. I am thankful for your willingness to listen to ideas forming 

outside headquarters, and for inviting me to contribute to your edited volume on protection 

of civilians. 

Former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State in the United States (US) State 

Department Victoria Holt (now at The Stimson Center) and her former peacekeeping advisor 

Alison Giffen (now at Civilians in Conflict) have strongly supported our research. Both 

renowned experts on protection and peacekeeping long before they joined the State 

Department, they opened countless doors for us. Thank you both. Dr. Cedric de Coning at 

the Norwegian Institute for International Affairs and the African Centre for the Constructive 

Resolution of Disputes has facilitated my research on many occasions. He helped me gain 
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access to an office space at the University of Cape Town in 2014, included me in his book 

project on future peacekeeping doctrine, and invited me to take part in his international 

network of scholars studying the effectiveness of peace operations. Thank you so much, 

Cedric. I also thank Professor Annette Seegers at the University of Cape Town for inviting 

me as a visiting researcher. Dr. Allard Duursma at the Center for Security Studies in Zurich 

kindly offered to comment on the final draft version of the thesis, providing valuable input. 

Thank you, Allard. I would also like to thank all the UN practitioners, non-governmental 

organization (NGO) staff, peacekeeping experts, and diplomats who agreed to meet me in 

Goma, Sake, Kinshasa, Juba, Bor, New York, Washington D.C., and elsewhere around the 

world over the past decade. Too many to mention by name, they have all provided 

invaluable input to this thesis. 

Family matters when people venture into a doctoral degree program. Eli and Jan 

Kjeksrud, my parents, and Ingeborg and Roar Nålsund, my in-laws, helped whenever I 

needed it, and deserve my heartfelt thanks. Final recognition and embraces go to Silje, my 

awesome wife, and our two wonderful and funny girls, Ada and Karla. I suspected that 

writing a thesis while parenting small kids would become a stressful experience. With 

Silje’s rock solid backing, and the kids’ constant reminders that Lego, playgrounds, and 

gaming trump my writing, it has gone remarkably well. It is of course entirely up to you − 

the reader – to evaluate the final result.  
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1. Introduction 
Why do UN troops often fail to carry out their most prioritized task: to protect civilians from 

violence? And perhaps more importantly, why do they sometimes succeed? Somewhat 

surprisingly, while protecting civilians from physical violence has been the priority task for 

nearly every military UN peacekeeper for more than a decade we know little about the 

variations in outcomes of UN military protection operations across time and in different UN 

missions. We also remain largely ignorant of the conditions leading to successful outcomes. 

The main motivation for writing this thesis is to start bridging these two knowledge gaps.  

Explanations for UN protection failures point to several challenges. Some argue that 

the UN is unfit to wield military force for any purpose (Howard & Dayal 2018). Others have 

observed that the organization often deploys insufficient numbers of troops, many of which 

are risk averse due to debilitating political caveats, cumbersome command-and-control 

systems, and insufficient resources (Holt & Berkman 2006 p. 64; Tardy 2011; United 

Nations 2014a). Furthermore, despite positive doctrinal developments and a range of new 

training materiel, UN troops are often not well trained for their assigned tasks − including 

how to protect civilians − as the training responsibility that rests with the troop contributors 

themselves is not adequately implemented before troops deploy (Cammaert 2016; Holt & 

Berkman 2006; Integrated Training Service 2008; Rosén et al. 2016). Sometimes, UN troops 

do not even possess the basic military skills needed for operations in complex conflict 

environments (dos Santos Cruz et al. 2017 p. 13). In addition, most UN missions neither 

possess technologies to provide early warning of threats to civilians, nor relevant language 

skills, leading to insufficient situational awareness (W. Dorn 2010, 2016; Willmot 2017). 

There are also still significant variations in how different troop contributors understand and 

implement the protection mandate (Bode & Karlsrud 2018).  

Despite these quite severe limitations, UN troops do sometimes protect civilians 

from physical violence by using military force. Successes include defeating armed 

insurgents, such as the March 23 Movement (M23) in the DRC (2013), and ending a violent 

crackdown on civilians in the Ivory Coast (2010–11), alongside French forces (Novosseloff 

2015; PKSOI 2013). There are also a number of other instances where UN troops effectively 

used force to protect, which neither appear in media outlets nor receive scholarly attention, 

but which are reported to the UNSC via the UN Secretary-General (UNSG). Importantly, 

these observations indicate that UN military forces can provide protection to civilians under 
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the right conditions. However, we still know little about what these conditions are and how 

they come about.  

The knowledge gaps I seek to bridge are largely attributable to the lack of updated 

event data suitable for systematically analyzing success factors and outcomes of these 

operations across time and locations (Clayton 2016; Dewaal 2014; Diehl & Druckman 2015; 

Williams 2016). Reliable data from conflict areas where UN troops deploy are difficult to 

obtain, and systematic reporting on the particular performance and outcomes of UN military 

protection efforts is also often lacking (Holt et al. 2009 p. 213; Lynch 2014). While the 

Office of Military Affairs (OMA) in the Department of Peace Operations (DPO)1 holds 

detailed situational reporting on the activities of UN military components, these reports are 

not publically available (Duursma 2017). In addition, it is not clear if they systematically 

analyze the causes and effects of military protection efforts.  

I therefore introduce new data from the United Nations Protection of Civilians 

Operations dataset (UNPOCO)2, which I have developed specifically to support the analyses 

in this thesis. UNPOCO captures the core empirical characteristics of 200 military protection 

operations at the tactical and operational levels in ten UN missions across Africa from 1999 

to 2017.3 I have limited the data collection to African conflicts since this is where the vast 

majority of UN troops are deployed. Starting in 1999, the dataset captures the first time the 

UNSC tasked UN troops to protect civilians from violence, a mandated task now commonly 

repeated for almost all UN peace operations (United Nations 1999 para. 14). I ended the data 

collection in 2017 to provide enough time to analyze the data. Besides describing the core 

characteristics of an understudied phenomenon, the empirical mapping also facilitates an 

                                                            
1 The DPO was formerly known as the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO). DPKO was renamed 
and reorganized as DPO in January 2019. This thesis relates to the new name throughout the text. 
2 UNPOCO captures military protection operations from the following UN missions: i) United Nations 
Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in the Central  African Republic (MINUSCA), ii) United 
Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA), iii) United Nations Mission 
in the Republic of South Sudan (UNMISS), iv) United Nations Interim Security Force for Abyei (UNISFA), 
v) United Nations Organization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC)/ United Nations 
Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO) (together counted 
as one mission), vi) African Union/United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID), vii) United 
Nations Mission in the Sudan (UNMIS), viii) United Nations Operation in Côte d’Ivoire (UNOCI), ix) United 
Nations Mission in Liberia (UNMIL), and x) United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL).  
3 UN military protection operations − or just protection operations − are events fulfilling all of the following 
four criteria: i) perpetrators physically threatened or harmed civilians; ii) UN military troops, with a mandate to 
protect civilians, deployed to the location where civilians were threatened or harmed; iii) UN troops used 
military force to protect civilians, by applying one or more of the four functions of force: amelioration, 
containment, deterrence/coercion, and destruction (see Chapter 2, sections 2.2.4 and 2.3); and iv) the UN 
Secretary-General’s reporting to the UN Security Council captured the event. 
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evaluation of variations in outcomes of UN military operations to protect across time and 

locations, as well as systematic analyses of causal conditions that may explain successful 

outcomes.  

Against this backdrop, I address two related research questions (RQs):  

RQ1: to what degree have UN military troops provided protection to civilians under 

imminent physical threat in Africa between 1999 and 2017? 

RQ2: what determines UN military troops’ ability to protect civilians from physical 

violence?   

Some ideas about what works already exist. From quantitative literature, we know 

that UN peacekeeping is quite effective in addressing core issues of international peace and 

security (Di Salvatore & Ruggeri 2017). The presence of UN peace operations reduces the 

intensity of conflicts, decreases the length of conflicts, and increases the longevity of peace 

after conflict (Hegre et al. 2010, 2011, 2015, 2018; Hultman et al. 2013a, 2014, 2016). Even 

though deployed to the most difficult cases, UN peace operations largely do work (Fortna 

2007; Gilligan 2008; Gilligan & Stedman 2003). More specifically, this strand of the 

literature also seeks to understand how the numbers of uniformed UN peacekeepers affect 

the violent targeting of civilians (Hultman et al. 2013a, 2014). The underlying hypothesis is 

that the presence of enough uniformed personnel will deter potential perpetrators from 

attacking civilians. The findings suggest that deploying large peace operations – with 

thousands of uniformed UN personnel − significantly reduces civilian casualties, while the 

authors do not pinpoint an exact threshold number of troops that triggers this mechanism. 

While this insight seemingly supports increasing troop numbers to better protect civilians 

from violence, it is not fully satisfactory. We know that armed groups continue to target 

civilians also in the presence of large uniformed peacekeeping deployments. Therefore, it 

must also matter what UN troops do to protect, more than being present in sufficient 

numbers.  

Seeking to add new knowledge and nuance to this finding, I therefore explore what 

UN troops do at the operational and tactical level of operations to protect civilians from 

different types of threats – and with what outcomes − while simultaneously controlling for 

the possible effect of troop numbers on civilian security. The analysis is primarily guided by 
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the only existing theory on the utility of force to protect civilians from violence, developed 

by Alexander William Beadle (Beadle 2011, 2014; Beadle & Kjeksrud 2018). While 

Beadle’s theory rests on many case studies of military operations to protect and perpetrators 

of violence against civilians, it has so far not been tested empirically.  

Beadle’s core argument is that to find utility of force to protect, the function of force 

employed by the protector must match the type of violence applied by the perpetrator 

(Beadle 2011 pp. 35–36). The core phrase – ‘matching’ – and its theoretical underpinnings 

are explained in detail in Chapter 2, but basically imply that the use of force must be tailored 

to particular threats in order to protect effectively. For example, if a perpetrator aims to 

completely destroy an ethnic group or to expel a certain group of people from a particular 

area (think Rwanda and Bosnia); you will not find utility of force by merely supporting the 

delivery of humanitarian aid or by being present. In such situations, greater utility of force is 

found in matching the perpetrator, by destroying his ability to conduct mass killings, or to 

coerce him from forcefully expelling people from where they reside. Conversely, if a 

perpetrator uses more limited violence against civilians, for example to undermine the 

legitimacy of a government (think Mali), using destructive or coercive force against him is 

likely to lead to stronger incentives to scale up attacks against civilians. In addition, if the 

most violent functions of force are applied, they risk causing more harm during operations 

than otherwise would occur in these less violent situations. Instead, force must be used more 

sparingly – again matching the perpetrators − for example by seeking to contain the 

perpetrators from attacking civilians.  

While the deterrent presence of many uniformed peacekeepers and the matching 

theory provide the most promising theoretical starting points for the investigations in this 

thesis, they do not cover all possible explanations for successful protection outcomes. 

Therefore, I will also investigate two additional causal condition candidates frequently 

mentioned as relevant in the existing literature. First is UN troops’ willingness to accept 

risk. Protecting civilians from violence sometimes demands considerable risk taking. 

However – for many reasons − UN troop contributors are seldom willing to take such risks 

(Berdal & Ucko 2015). An internal UN review from 2014 found that UN forces mostly shy 

away from using force altogether, failing to respond when civilians are under imminent 

threat, or responding too late when civilians have already been attacked (United Nations 

2014a). However, there are, in fact, great variations in how different troop contributors 
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relate to risk and the use of force to protect in UN peace operations. The Providing for 

Peacekeeping project − a joint initiative of the International Peace Institute, the Elliott 

School at George Washington University, and the Asia Pacific Centre for the Responsibility 

to Protect at the University of Queensland – has gathered systematic data on more than 70 

troop contributing countries (TCCs), which reveal some of these differences in risk-

acceptance (‘Providing for Peacekeeping’ 2018a). I seek to understand whether and how 

variations in the willingness to accept risk influence the outcomes of operations at the 

tactical and operational levels.  

Second, I analyze whether UN troops are more effective protectors in pre-emptive or 

reactive modes of operations. When civilians are under imminent threat of violence, pre-

emptive protection operations – intervening before civilians are attacked − may become 

necessary. Ideally, pre-emptive operations will deny perpetrators the opportunity to attack 

civilians altogether or at least significantly reduce their ability to inflict harm on civilians. 

However, the UN’s default approach to operations is quite reactive, founded on a principle 

of the non-use of force. Commonly, the UN assigns different geographical areas to different 

TCCs and then spread camps and troops more or less evenly (and often thinly) across the 

theatre of operations, regardless of the particularities of the situation on the ground. Military 

presence through regular patrolling from these hubs usually ensues. This deployment pattern 

strongly limits opportunities to perform dynamic, pre-emptive operations. Deployment 

patterns are beginning to change, seeing the introduction of temporary operating bases in 

some of the most challenging conflicts where UN troops deploy. In addition, we also know 

that the UN occasionally amasses forces to go on the offensive in order to pre-empt 

perpetrators of violence, such as during the fall of 2013, when the Force Intervention 

Brigade attacked the M23 alongside national Congolese armed forces. Accordingly, I seek to 

investigate variations in outcomes of both reactive and pre-emptive UN protection 

operations   

To answer the two research questions, I use a mixed-method research design. The 

aim is to exhaust the methods’ complementarity, while compensating for weaknesses in each 

(George & Bennett 2005 pp. 4–8). Four particular methods support the study: i) quantitative 

analysis, including: descriptive statistics, statistical cross-tabulations, Chi-square tests, and 

multivariate linear probability analysis; ii) counterfactual reasoning, iii) fuzzy set Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis (fsQCA); and iv) qualitative comparative case studies, using process 

tracing of causal mechanisms. This particular mix of methods provides scientific rigor and 
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demonstrates the utility of combining methods to explore a complex social phenomena 

where data is often weak and disorganized.  

In response to the first research question − to what degree have UN military troops 

provided protection to civilians under imminent physical threat in Africa between 1999 and 

2017 − I generate one main finding containing three interlinked aspects. First − based on the 

estimation of outcomes of 200 military protection operations across ten UN peace operations 

reported to the UN Security Council between 1999 and 2017 − I find that UN troops 

successfully protected civilians from imminent threats on 76 occasions, alongside 83 

failures. When UN troops use force to protect, they seem to succeed about as often as they 

fail. Importantly, these findings indicate that UN troops can use force to protect effectively. 

Nevertheless, the findings remain inconclusive, as the inconsistent quality of data hampers 

precise measurements. Second − although successes do indeed happen − UN troops often 

struggle to muster effective military responses to protect civilians from perpetrators that 

harm them as part of their warfare. This confirms what we already knew about existing 

challenges and indicates that there still is some potential to improve UN troops’ ability to 

protect by force. Finally, and more worryingly, I also find that UN troops only responded to 

a small percentage of events where civilians were in need of protection.  

In response to the second research question − what determines UN military troops’ 

ability to protect civilians from physical violence – I explore four causal conditions that may 

foster successful outcomes according to existing literature: i) deterrent presence, ii) 

willingness to accept risk, iii) pre-emption, and iv) matching. I find that, once UN 

peacekeepers decide to intervene militarily, the ability to understand perpetrators’ motives 

and modus operandi for attacking civilians – and matching particular threats with tailored 

and timely (pre-emptive) military responses – often determine the extent to which UN troops 

achieve successful protection outcomes. Troop numbers (deterrent presence) and willingness 

to accept risk do not seem to carry much explanatory weight according to my cross-case 

analyses. However, I am only able to explain about half of the successful outcomes. 

Supported by two qualitative case studies from the DRC and South Sudan, I unearth other 

potential explanations, including: host-nation support; force mobility and projection; the 

ability to escalate when deterrence fails; good troop-to-perpetrator ratios; and operational 

art. While these conditions may be case-specific, they do provide stepping stones for future 

explorations of generalizable conditions that can increase the UN’s ability to use force to 

protect.  
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To date, most research has highlighted the UN’s inability to provide effective physical 

protection to civilians, stressing problems such as troop-contributing countries’ reluctance to 

use military force when needed, insufficient pre-deployment training, and a general lack of 

military guidance on how to protect most effectively. In contrast, rather than looking 

exclusively at failures, I seek to understand cases with more fortunate outcomes – military 

operations in which UN troops did protect civilians. I find that military UN peacekeepers 

can use force to protect civilians effectively from imminent threats. The findings point to the 

need to tailor operational concepts and military protection practices based on a better 

understanding of the threats civilians are facing. Moreover, more than being present in large 

enough numbers, UN troops must sometimes engage militarily with armed groups who 

deliberately attack civilians, and they must do so in ways that match the perpetrator’s aims 

and actions. In sum, the thesis provides new ideas to improve future military protection 

practices, as well as theoretical contributions to an understudied field of inquiry.   

I end the introduction with a brief road map of the remaining parts of the thesis. In 

Chapter 2, I explore existing theories and literature to guide my pursuit of answers to both 

research questions, capturing four promising causal condition candidates: deterrent presence, 

willingness to accept risk, pre-emption, and matching. In Chapter 3, I explain how the 

mixed-methods research design is used to analyze these four conditions’ relevance for 

positive protection outcomes. Chapter 4 empirically unpacks UN military protection 

operations across time and locations with the help of descriptive statistics taken from 

UNPOCO. Then, responding to the first research question, I estimate outcomes of operations 

across time and locations with the help of counterfactual reasoning. In Chapter 5, I respond 

to the second research question, first employing statistical analyses to investigate 

relationships between the causal conditions candidates and the outcomes of operations and 

second, investigating whether some of these conditions unite in causal pathways that 

systematically explain outcomes across cases with the help of fsQCA. While finding that 

matching and pre-emption combined emerge as the most promising causal recipe to explain 

outcomes across cases, many remain unexplained. In Chapter 6, I therefore continue to 

explore the four conditions in local contexts with the help of process tracing of causal 

mechanisms, while searching for alternative conditions in deeper case studies of events from 

the DRC (2013) and South Sudan (2011–12). Finally, in Chapter 7, I conclude with a brief 

summary of the thesis, its main findings, and implications for theory, policy, and practice.   
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2. Existing theory on the utility of force to protect  
This chapter first provides a brief overview of where the study of peacekeeping and the use 

of force to protect stands today, before I present − in section 2.1 − an overview of core 

concepts and definitions used throughout the thesis. In section 2.2, I present the theoretical 

underpinnings of four causal condition candidates that are frequently mentioned as causally 

relevant for successful protection outcomes by existing literature and which guide my 

pursuit of answers to the two research questions. In section 2.3, I delve deeper into the 

matching theory, which emerges as the most promising amongst the four conditions. Finally, 

I sum up the conditions and their implied hypotheses in section 2.4.   

Protection by force in UN peace operations is a rather recent phenomenon, and 

therefore accompanied by limited theory development. In addition, military force is almost 

never used to protect, limiting the number of cases to learn from (United Nations 2014a). 

Furthermore, the literature we do find is diverse and largely bereft of dominant theories or 

theoretical debates, presenting challenges for studying causal relations and variations in 

outcomes across time and UN missions. Historically, peacekeeping studies “closely 

followed the practice of peacekeeping” in particular cases, which only occasionally 

described military peacekeepers’ efforts to protect (Fortna & Howard 2008 p. 283). After the 

significant protection failures of the mid-1990s, most of the literature turned to address the 

limits of peacekeepers’ ability to use force to protect civilians under threat in internal armed 

conflicts (Findlay 2002; Schmidl 1997). Only by the mid-2000s did the literature begin to 

concern itself “with any variation between success and failure” (Fortna & Howard 2008 p. 

284). Today, it is largely established that UN peacekeeping has an overall positive effect in 

the aftermath of civil war (Di Salvatore & Ruggeri 2017; Fortna 2007; Fortna & Howard 

2008; Goldstein 2012). Nevertheless, the field still suffers from a lack of comparative 

analyses of remaining challenges based on reliable and systematic event data, undermining 

the potential for generalization (Autesserre 2014; Clayton 2016). I will return shortly to 

some exceptions to this of relevance for this study.   

Moreover, since using force for any purpose remains highly controversial for the 

UN, much of the more recent literature is still − for many convincing reasons − mostly 

concerned with the UN’s inherent limitations to using force (Berdal & Ucko 2014; de 

Coning et al. 2017; Howard 2008; Howard & Dayal 2018; Karlsrud 2015; Nadin 2018; 

Tardy 2011; Willmot et al. 2016). Yet another strand has been concerned with bridging 

critical empirical gaps, developing typologies of different types of missions across time, and 
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discussing their core characteristics and their most pressing tasks (Bellamy et al. 2010; 

Bellamy & Williams 2013; Durch 2006; Koops et al. 2015). Although these do address how 

particular missions have attempted to protect civilians, they do not provide theory-driven 

cross-case comparisons of military protection events. Furthermore, thematic literature on 

UN peace operations − mostly from US-based think tanks − seeks to influence ongoing 

debates, producing timely responses to particular policy developments (or lack thereof), 

reviews of UN peacekeeping, or descriptions of particularly damaging protection failures 

(Cammaert & Blyth 2013; Center for Civilians in Conflict 2015; Friedrichs 2011; Gorur 

2013; Willmot 2017). While providing a wealth of empirical information about 

contemporary protection challenges and what they may mean for ongoing UN reform, they 

provide few stepping stones for theory development or generalizable explanations for why 

military peacekeepers succeed or fail to protect. Finally, the UN itself has produced a range 

of documents with significant impact on how we think about the potential role of military 

peacekeepers in protecting civilians (Boutros-Ghali 1992, 1995; Brahimi 2000; Holt et al. 

2009; High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations 2015; Annan 1999a, 1999b, 

1999c). However, they do not present theoretical ideas of what might work when, nor do 

they base their analyses on systematic event data.    

Because existing theory and literature is diverse and unorganized I have decided to 

lean on the theoretical underpinnings of some of the most frequently mentioned causal 

condition candidates from various strands of the literature and UN reform debates that may 

explain successful outcomes of military protection operations: i) deterrent presence; ii) 

willingness to accept risk; iii) pre-emption; and iv) matching. The first two conditions − 

deterrent presence and willingness to accept risk – capture preconditions for military 

protection operations, i.e. variations in troop numbers and caveats of troop-contributing 

countries, while the latter two conditions – pre-emption and matching – capture variations in 

the modus operandi of UN troops in actual operations, i.e. when and how they used force to 

protect in particular situations. 

The first condition − deterrent presence − is closely linked to troop numbers’ effect 

on civilian security. One of the strongest and most interesting findings from quantitative 

studies implies that the deterrent presence of many uniformed UN peacekeepers decrease the 

intensity of armed conflicts, including civilian targeting (see Chapter 2, section 2.2.1). The 

underlying hypothesis is that the presence of many UN troops will deter potential 

perpetrators from attacking civilians. I am interested in investigating whether this effect 
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systematically explains variations in outcomes at the tactical and operational levels. I 

suspect that a sufficient uniformed presence is many times not enough to protect effectively, 

since we know that many armed groups continue to attack civilians also in the presence of 

large peace operations.  

The second condition captures variations in UN troop contributing countries’ 

willingness to accept risk to protect civilians from violence (see Chapter 2, section 2.2.2). 

While this aspect is largely overlooked in existing literature, UN policy, external reviews, 

and reporting from the field indicate that protection of civilians sometimes demands UN 

troops to accept significant risk to succeed. We already know that most UN troops almost 

never use force for any purpose, indicating widespread risk-aversion. Meanwhile, we also 

know that there is great variation amongst TCCs. I am interested in exploring variations in 

outcomes of operations where TCCs willingness to accept risk differs. The underlying 

hypothesis is that troops coming from countries that are more willing to accept risk 

systematically perform better than those deployed from more risk-averse countries.   

The third condition – pre-emption – is about when UN troops intervene to protect 

(see Chapter 2, section 2.2.3). This aspect is critical, since responding too late may 

jeopardize any chance to influence the outcome. Commonly, UN peace operations are quite 

static, mostly responding to violence against civilians after the fact. Interestingly, the UN 

policy on protection of civilians in UN peace operations highlights the need for pre-emptive 

operations to protect effectively. Furthermore, some strands in the literature are interested in 

understanding and improving the UN’s early warning systems and intelligence structures, 

which can facilitate pre-emptive operations. Few, however, have systematically studied 

whether UN troops are more effective in pre-emptive or reactive modes of operation. My 

theorizing is that we should expect to see more successful outcomes when UN troops seek to 

pre-empt perpetrators of violence, based on the hypothesis that reactive responses will often 

make it challenging to influence the outcome, and therefore lead to more harm to civilians.   

The fourth condition – matching – rests on the only existing theory on how military 

force can be used with utility to protect civilians from violence (see Chapter 2, sections 2.2.4 

and 2.3). The basic assumption is that to protect effectively military forces must tailor their 

use of force to match the ways particular perpetrators use violence against civilians. I 

perform the first systematic test of the matching-theory, based on comparisons of cases 
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across time and locations. I expect to see more successful outcomes when UN troops have 

matched the perpetrators of violence, tailoring their responses to fit particular threats.    

Each of the four causal condition candidates will be presented in turn in section 2.2. 

Although they cover much of our (limited) existing knowledge about this phenomenon, I 

recognize that other causal condition candidates may form part of the explanations of 

particular outcomes. I will search for new or omitted conditions in the deeper qualitative 

case studies (see Chapter 6).  

2.1 Concepts and definitions 
This section provides an overview of how I understand and relate to the core concepts and 

definitions used throughout the thesis. 

Protection of civilians is in itself nothing new and “the concept of protection is cited 

liberally in the Hebrew Scriptures, and later in the New Testament, the Koran and other 

religious writings” (Ferris 2011 p. 1). In more recent times, protection of civilians in armed 

conflict finds its legal basis in IHL, also called the Laws of Armed Conflict. This set of rules 

seeks to limit the negative effects of armed conflict (International Committee of the Red 

Cross 2014). A core principle in IHL is that of distinction, requiring all parties to armed 

conflicts to differentiate civilians from combatants. IHL still guides conventional military 

doctrine, where protecting civilians from violence is about reducing the harmful effects on 

civilian life caused by your own operations, so-called ‘collateral damage’. In UN peace 

operations, however, protection of civilians is something else entirely, introducing the idea 

that UN troops may have to use force to protect civilians being directly targeted by armed 

groups.  

The UN Protection of Civilians policy from 2015 defines protection of civilians in 

UN peace operations as: 

“all necessary means, up to and including the use of deadly force, aimed at preventing or 

responding to threats of physical violence against civilians, within capabilities and areas of 

operations, and without prejudice to the responsibility of the host government” (United 

Nations 2015a para. 13).  

Other actors within the UN system understand protection as something else. The 2010 

DPKO/Department of Field Support (DFS) Operational Concept for Protection of Civilians 

in UN Peacekeeping Operations provides a brief overview of three paradigms that are 
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prevalent in how protection of civilians is understood in the UN system: i) the “rights-based 

approach”; ii) ensuring that civilians are safe from physical harm; and iii) the inherent end-

result of peacekeeping (United Nations 2010a p. 3). Although acknowledging that protecting 

civilians demands measures from a wide variety of actors, this study belongs in the second 

paradigm – according to the UN’s own definition − investigating how military forces may 

contribute to making civilians safer from physical threats. 

UN military protection operations − or just protection operations − are events 

fulfilling all of the following four criteria: i) perpetrators physically threatened or harmed 

civilians; ii) UN military troops, with a mandate to protect civilians, deployed to the location 

where civilians were threatened or harmed; iii) UN troops used military force to protect 

civilians, by applying one or more of the four functions of force: amelioration, containment, 

deterrence/coercion, and destruction (see Chapter 2, section 2.2.4); and iv) the UN 

Secretary-General’s reporting to the UN Security Council captured the event. The thesis 

only includes cases of openly available reported military protection operations in UN peace 

operations with a protection mandate, and is limited to those that took place in Africa 

between 1999 and 2017. There are most likely many other cases that fulfill the first three 

criteria, but which are left out of official reporting, or are captured elsewhere, such as in 

internal UN documents. During the data collection, I also identified several cases where UN 

troops provided temporary protection to civilians that had fled from perpetrators’ attacks and 

sought shelter in UN camps. This has happened on several occasions in most UN missions 

(see e.g. United Nations 2009a para. 63, 2009b para. 37, 2013a para. 14). While the UN 

troops deployed to these camps provided temporary protection to many civilians, they 

merely absorbed an influx of civilians on the run, rather than attempting to actively 

influence the perpetrators by the use of force. These events are therefore not included here. 

However, active military measures to defend camps from attacks – including attacks on the 

so-called POC sites in South Sudan − are included.     

Civilians are defined as non-combatants, i.e. persons who are not or who are no 

longer participating in hostilities and violent confrontations (International Committee of the 

Red Cross 2010). In many of the conflicts treated in this study, the difference between a 

civilian and a combatant can sometimes be blurred. Many armed groups consist of part-time 

members that blend in with the population whenever they are not fighting, and sometimes 

even bring their families along while they fight; this makes it hard to distinguish when they 

are fulfilling the role of combatant and when they are civilian family members.  
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Imminent threat occurs when armed groups threaten to inflict harm on civilians within 

hours or days. This includes situations where their modus operandi makes it likely that they 

would instigate attacks in the near future, regardless of any announced – spoken or written – 

threat. It is challenging to analyze events that do not materialize, but I attempt to estimate 

the likelihood of threats through analyses of the perpetrators’ modus operandi, including 

their statements, motivations, capabilities, and strategies to attack civilians. Most UNSC 

protection mandates used to include the term ‘imminent threat’ to define when UN troops 

were allowed to use force to protect, but recently it has often been left out of mandate 

language. My interpretation of this change is that it reflects the inherent difficulty of 

predicting the place and intensity of forthcoming events where civilians are attacked. 

Instead, relating to actors producing the threats in the first place – the perpetrators of 

violence − is a more tangible way to design proper preventive protection responses. The UN 

Secretariat is at the time of writing developing threat-based analysis tools that reflect this 

change.       

Military force(s) has been defined by Rupert Smith as “both the physical means of 

destruction – the bullet, the bayonet – and the body that applies it” (R. Smith 2006 p. 8). He 

makes an important distinction between deploying a force and employing (using) force. At 

the most basic level, “when employed [military force] has only two immediate effects: it 

kills people and destroys things” (Smith 2006 p. 8). This is a valid understanding of the use 

of force at the most fundamental level, but Smith also adds a more nuanced understanding of 

what “things” a military force can do: ameliorate, contain, deter and/or coerce, and destroy 

(Smith 2006 p. 324). These functions of force are described in more detail in Chapter 2, 

section 2.2.4. In this study, I define military forces as UN mission components consisting 

of uniformed military personnel and materiel. All cases captured in the UNPOCO dataset 

underpinning the analyses also reflect situations when force, as in Smith’s understanding, 

has been used for protection purposes.   

I also lean on Smith’s assertion that, despite failures in the past, there is utility of 

force to be found in contemporary operations. He claims that utility of force is found when 

military force has been used in such a way that it establishes the conditions required to 

resolve the conflict through other means (Smith 2006). He continues: “if a decisive strategic 

victory was the hallmark of interstate industrial war, establishing a condition may be the 

hallmark of the new paradigm of war amongst the people” (Smith 2006 p. 273). At best, 

military force can create “a conceptual space for diplomacy, economic incentives, political 
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pressure and other measures to create a desired political outcome of stability, and if possible 

democracy” (Smith 2006 p. 272). UN military forces seldom employ force in a way that 

neatly fits Smith’s ideas of the utility of military force at the strategic level. Indeed, he is 

quite skeptical about the idea that the UN should use force at all. However, I argue in 

Chapter 2, section 2.3.3, that the UN does wield force for strategic purposes, even during the 

era of traditional peacekeeping, albeit quite reluctantly and somewhat confusingly. UN 

peace operations often fulfill the functions of force similar to the meaning of force as 

introduced by Smith. In addition, recent Security Council mandates also move towards 

strategic applications of force under UN auspices, for example through the Force 

Intervention Brigade (FIB) in the DRC, the forceful operations in the Ivory Coast alongside 

French Forces, and counterinsurgency operations in northern Mali. Moreover, UN military 

forces are expected to establish conditions where civilians are no longer under imminent 

threat of physical violence, to facilitate longer term peacebuilding and, ultimately, resolution 

of conflicts.   

The tactical level is defined as the level of war “where we find battles, engagements 

and fights”, but it also has another meaning of relevance to this study, as it is the lowest 

organizational level of multidimensional UN peace operations (Smith 2006 p. 15; United 

Nations 2008 p. 67). Again, I rely on Smith’s definition. He points out that the “essence of 

all tactics is fire and movement, and the basic tactical dilemma is to find the correct balance 

between how much effort to apply to striking the opponent to achieve the objective and how 

much to countering his blows” (Smith 2006 p. 16). Military UN peacekeepers face a similar 

dilemma when trying to protect a civilian population under threat from a perpetrator of 

violence, with the agency of the civilians themselves added as a complicating third element.  

Regarding the organizational understanding of the tactical level, the UN Capstone 

Doctrine underlines that “the levels of authority in United Nations peacekeeping operations 

are not as clear-cut as they are in military organizations” (United Nations 2008 p. 67). Still, 

the organization has defined the “tactical level” as consisting of component heads, military 

units, civilian units, police units, and regional offices (United Nations 2008 p. 67). 

Distinctions between the levels are not always conceptually clear, and one function in the 

hierarchy can be included in two levels at the same time. Recent guidance on deterrence and 

the use of force in UN peacekeeping also refers to the operational level (United Nations 

2017a). However, it fails to define what is meant by this. This thesis will only explore the 

outcomes of tactical/operational level operations, as defined (somewhat loosely) by the UN. 
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I am not concerned with the overall success and failures of a UN mission; I am merely 

trying to understand what explains the outcomes of tactical/operational protection operations 

across time and locations. 

Violence is defined as “the deliberate infliction of harm on people” (Kalyvas 2006 p. 

19). This study is solely concerned with violence inflicted on civilians by non-state armed 

groups. However, in some of the conflicts covered in this study, armed state actors are the 

main perpetrators of violence against civilians. For example, during 2016: 

  

“[…] MONUSCO documented 5,190 human rights violations throughout the country, which 
represents an increase of 30 percent compared with 2015. State agents were responsible for 
64 percent [my emphasis] of the total number of documented violations, including the 
extrajudicial killing of 480 civilians. The national police remained the main perpetrators of 
human rights violations, totalling 1,553 abuses, representing 30 percent of the total number 
of documented cases in 2016. That represents an increase of 65 percent compared with 2015. 
Throughout 2016, armed groups accounted for 36 percent of the total number of violations, 
which included the killing of 718 civilians” (United Nations 2017b).  

 

Although a significant part of the problem, violence committed by state actors falls outside 

the analyses performed here, since UN military forces cannot realistically be expected to 

deal directly with these perpetrators by using force without losing host-state consent.  

Host-state consent is both a bedrock principle of UN peacekeeping and a legal 

requirement for any Security Council mandate that establishes a Blue Helmet operation. 

Without formal consent from the host state, there will be no UN peace operation deployed. 

Indeed, fear of damaging relations with the host state may also influence the overall 

willingness of UN troops to use force. Not surprisingly, a recent study found that the 

presence of UN troops can protect civilians from rebel groups, but that they struggle to 

protect civilians from violence committed by government forces (Fjelde et al. 2019). The de 

facto consent of the governments involved in internal armed conflict varies significantly, 

and many UN peace operations must continuously balance between implementing their 

mandated tasks and keeping the host state on board (Sebastián & Gorur 2018).   

Consequently, a perpetrator is defined as a non-state armed group responsible for 

deliberately inflicting or threatening to inflict physical violence on civilians to obtain some 

benefit, be it survival, political influence, material goods, or other advantages. The term thus 

presupposes that there is a degree of rationality behind the infliction of violence on civilians. 

A perpetrator can also be breakaway fractions of national armed forces, when they can be 
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identified as acting outside the control and structure of the state, and thereby falling under 

this definition. There will still be blurred lines in some cases. For example, I have included 

two cases from Ivory Coast in the cross-case analysis, where the perpetrators clearly were 

linked to the recently deposited government, still possessing some of the violent means 

normally only held by states.  

2.2 Causal condition candidates 
In this section, I present the theoretical underpinnings of the four causal condition candidates 

that are frequently mentioned as relevant in existing literature, and which guide the analyses 

throughout the thesis: i) deterrent presence, ii) willingness to accept risk, iii) pre-emption, 

and iv) matching.  

2.2.1 Condition 1: Deterrent presence  
Does size matter? One dominant strand in the literature is concerned with tracing the effects 

of UN troop numbers on civilian targeting. The underlying hypothesis is that the presence of 

enough uniformed personnel will deter perpetrators from attacking civilians. This idea is 

also reflected in the formal UN policy on Protection of Civilians (POC), although not clearly 

stated (United Nations 2015a para. 31). However, recent quantitative studies have added 

much-needed methodical rigor to answer this question, greatly contributing to our 

understanding of the macro effects of UN peacekeeping on civilian security.  

Specifically, Lisa Hultman, Håvard Hegre, Håvard Nygård, Jacob Kathman, Megan 

Shannon, and Reed Wood have compared conflict-related civilian deaths in Africa with 

newly released deployment data of uniformed UN peacekeepers, in search of the possible 

conflict-reducing effects of UN peace operations (Hegre et al. 2010, 2015, 2018; Hultman 

2016; Hultman et al. 2013a, 2014, 2016; Kathman & Wood 2014). They find that UN peace 

operations score rather well, reducing the intensity of conflict and civilian targeting. 

Moreover, they find that uniformed UN deployments reduce the duration of armed conflict, 

expand the peace following conflict, and reduce the risk of armed conflicts spreading. These 

findings were supported by two recent studies, adding nuance to the overall conflict-

reducing effect of UN peacekeepers, finding that UN troops also reduce civilian targeting by 

rebel groups at the local level (Fjelde et al. 2019; Phayal & Prins 2018). Combined, these are 

indeed important and significant findings, supporting and adding nuance to existing findings 

on the overall positive effects of UN peace operations. These effects, however, only seem to 

appear when the UN deploys large operations − meaning those missions that deploy 
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thousands of uniformed personnel – rather than more limited observer missions. However, 

the authors do not pinpoint an exact threshold number of troops that triggers this deterrent 

effect.  

More problematic is that the literature says little about the mechanisms producing 

these positive protection effects. First, there could be other confounding variables which 

may explain why violence decreases when the UN deploys peace operations. For example, 

one of the bedrock principles of UN peacekeeping demands the consent of the host nation 

and the main parties to the conflict before any mission is conceived. One would therefore 

expect a certain willingness to solve the conflict with other means, and that the level of 

violence will decrease as a result, regardless of how many UN troops are deployed. 

Moreover, this literature is somewhat limited by only making assumptions about what 

peacekeepers do – too heavily relying on only one variable: troop numbers − rather than 

empirically studying how UN troops respond to different threats and to what effect on 

civilian security.   

Along the lines of Hultman et al. − but more numerically specific − military studies 

have also been concerned with the effect of troop numbers on civilian security and stability.  

Several scholars have attempted to identify a particular threshold troop ratio – either relative 

to the opposing party or to the population number – that correlates to positive outcomes of 

stabilization and counterinsurgency operations. Debates about ratios have been around at 

least since the early 1960s, when David Galula elaborated on the need to outspend the 

insurgent at a rate of 10 or 20:1 (Galula 1964). The most influential in recent times, 

however, and perhaps the most controversial, is James Quinlivan’s 1:50 troop-to-population 

ratio (Quinlivan 1995). It was influential because it has been referred to in US 

counterinsurgency doctrine (HQ Department of the US Army 2014), and controversial 

because his findings are based on only a handful of cases that actually obtained the 1:50 

ratio. Steven Goode has challenged Quinlivan by proposing a ratio of 1:357, based on a 

much larger set of cases (Goode 2009). Goode is, however, more skeptical about the 

explanatory power of particular ratios, as “having enough forces does not equate to victory” 

(Goode 2009 p. 56). He emphasizes the importance of using ratios with caution, as success 

also depends on several other factors.   

Riley Moore rejects this troop-to-population way of thinking altogether, as a “relic of 

conventional warfare that has been brought into COIN [counterinsurgency]” (Moore 2013 
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p. 857). He argues that the manner in which forces are used and their adaptability are the 

imperatives for success, not particular ratios (Moore 2013 p. 870). Jeffrey Friedman also 

opposes the idea that a particular ratio can determine the outcome of operations (Friedman 

2011). Instead, he agrees with Moore that the “manner and context in which [troops] are 

employed” is more important than the number of troops (Friedman 2011 p. 588). Recent 

comparative studies of counterinsurgency operations also echo this notion, highlighting 

different approaches, practices, and principles that make for successful operations (Paul et 

al. 2010). This understanding of the utility of force is also echoed in this thesis. 

Nevertheless, troop numbers are still present in UN reform debates, seeking to attract 

more (and better) troop contributors to take part in UN peace operations (Patrick 2015; 

White House 2015). Although most UN peace operations deploy relatively few troops to 

large areas with huge populations (e.g. Sudan and the DRC) − not even coming close to 

fulfilling the troop-to-population ratios presented as relevant in the literature − some UN 

missions have in fact met the predicted favorable troop-to-population ratios, including the 

UN missions in Abyei, Sierra Leone, and Liberia. At first glance, these missions have also 

fared quite well in their protection efforts. In addition, peacekeeping should arguably be less 

demanding of troops than counterinsurgency operations, because UN troops operate as 

impartial interveners with the consent of the host state and main parties to the conflict 

(United Nations 2008). Despite apparent difficulties of identifying specific troop-to-

population ratios that would lead to positive protection outcomes, it seems worthwhile 

investigating whether they can be part of the explanation to my second research question of 

what determines UN military troops’ ability to protect civilians from physical violence.  

Consequently, based on the literature, we should expect to see more positive 

outcomes in cases with “good” troop-to-population ratios (see Chapter 5). Unfortunately, in 

both literatures referred to above, there is scarcely any examination of the causal 

mechanisms at work leading to improved protection or stability with the help of sufficient 

troop numbers. Moreover, perpetrators of violence commonly target civilians even in the 

presence of large UN peace operations. We already know that deterrence by numbers does 

not always work. I therefore seek other causal explanations to protection successes and 

failures, including analyzing how and to what effect UN troops use force towards different 

types of perpetrators.  
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2.2.2 Condition 2: Willingness to accept risk 
Soldiering is not risk-free. Protecting civilians from perpetrators that deliberately target them 

does sometimes demand considerable risk taking. However, many UN troop contributors are 

seldom willing to take such risks (Berdal & Ucko 2015). A review from 2014 found that UN 

forces mostly shy away from using force altogether, failing to respond when civilians are 

under imminent threat, or responding too late when civilians have already been attacked 

(United Nations 2014a). A recent independent high-level review – the so-called HIPPO 

(High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations) report − also addressed challenges 

related to the ineffectiveness of UN troop-contributing countries (High-Level Independent 

Panel on Peace Operations 2015 paras 30, 108, 120). Nevertheless, HIPPO did not 

specifically compare different troop contributors, as naming and shaming particular 

countries, which are also UN member states, would be highly controversial. UN mission 

reviews also point to the challenge of the static and passive postures of particular troop 

contingents, again failing to spell out exactly which ones (United Nations 2014b para. 30). 

The UN has created the Office of Peacekeeping Strategic Partnerships in order to review 

military capabilities and particular troop contingents (United Nations 2015b). However, 

records and assessments are not made public, as public shaming is not considered 

constructive. Still, we know that some troop contributors are willing to take more risks than 

others, such as the Chadian contingent deployed to Mali and the Mongolian contingent 

deployed to South Sudan (Karlsrud 2015 p. 47; Mold 2017). There are, in fact, great 

variations in how different troop contributors relate to risk and the use of force to protect in 

UN peace operations (‘Providing for Peacekeeping’ 2018a) 

Since the most important task for UN troops is to protect civilians from violence, and 

successes seem few and far between, it is necessary to move beyond national sensitivities 

and investigate aspects that may be controversial. Due to potential controversy, it is better if 

these types of analyses fall to research performed outside the UN system. However, there is 

still not much literature and theory to draw on to investigate whether the willingness of UN 

troops to accept risk systematically leads to better protection outcomes. It is also challenging 

to credibly designate different levels of willingness to different troop contributors. Yet, I 

make an attempt to systematically analyze whether national caveats – restrictions closely 

linked to the will and ability to use force to protect – can be part of what explains variations 

in protection outcomes on the ground.  
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However, even the effect of national caveats on operational effectiveness largely evade 

scholarly studies − with some exceptions − since many national restrictions remain 

classified and are not easily accessible (Frost-Nielsen 2017; Kingsley 2018). I therefore use 

official caveats and statements as a proxy measurement for willingness to accept risk 

(Bellamy & Williams 2013; ‘Providing for Peacekeeping’ 2018a). Lacking more detailed 

and systematic knowledge about particular contingents’ hidden restrictions, I balance this 

information with insights on how different troop contributors are perceived by others. 

Practitioners hold a great deal of insight about the willingness and effectiveness of different 

UN troop contributors, while this knowledge often remains tacit. Therefore, I have tested my 

scoring of troop contributors’ willingness to accept risks on an expert group, consisting of 

highly experienced UN practitioners. I am confident that my scoring reflects overall trends, 

but it remains a crude measurement until we have access to more systematic and detailed 

reporting.  

My theorizing is that, if willingness to accept risk influences protection outcomes, 

we should expect to see that protection operations including troops from risk-accepting 

countries are systematically more successful than those operations including troops from 

countries that are less willing to put their troops in harm’s way to protect civilians (see 

Chapters 5 and 6). I should mention that the aim is to measure willingness to accept risk 

rather than risk-aversion, meaning that those with low scores are not necessarily unwilling, 

only not among the most willing to accept risk. In fact, those troop contributors that are 

categorized as risk averse have still performed many of the operations captured in 

UNPOCO, as they provide the vast majority of troops. We already know that they both fail 

and succeed. My task is to explore whether this condition appears systematically across 

cases.   

2.2.3 Condition 3: Pre-emption 
Does timing matter? When civilians are under imminent threat of violence, pre-emptive 

protection operations – launched before perpetrators attack − may become necessary. 

Ideally, pre-emptive operations will deny perpetrators the opportunity to attack civilians 

altogether or at least significantly reduce their ability to inflict harm on civilians. This 

condition is closely linked to a well-functioning intelligence capability for timely detection 

of threats, an effective command-and-control system to direct capable forces, as well as the 

ability to amass sufficient forces, and move those forces in a timely manner to where they 
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are most needed (Duursma & Karlsrud 2018). None of these traits is common to most UN 

peace operations.  

Instead, the UN’s default approach to deployment in peace operations is to assign 

different geographical areas to different troop-contributing countries (TCCs) and then to 

spread camps more or less evenly (and often thinly) across the theatre of operations, 

regardless of the particularities of the situation on the ground. This deployment pattern 

strongly limits opportunities to perform dynamic, pre-emptive operations, even if the will to 

do so had been there. Again, the idea is that a uniformed and armed UN presence in many 

locations can deter wrongdoing against civilians by the parties to the conflict. However, this 

is fundamentally a defensive, static, and reactive approach to operations, which has more to 

do with adherence to the bedrock principles of peacekeeping, which were tailored to another 

era of peacekeeping, than to military reasoning based on systematic analysis of the threats 

civilians are facing (de Coning et al. 2017). Deployment patterns are beginning to change, 

seeing the introduction of temporary operating bases − better placed to react quickly − in 

some of the most challenging conflicts. In addition, we also know that the UN occasionally 

amasses forces to go on the offensive in order to pre-empt perpetrators of violence, such as 

during the fall of 2013, when the Force Intervention Brigade attacked the M23 alongside 

national Congolese armed forces. The empirical mapping performed as part of this study has 

also revealed several other cases that vary in each type of operation – pre-emptive and 

reactive – as well as the outcomes.  

While this aspect is overlooked in the academic literature, UN policy and guidelines 

for military components indicate how UN peacekeepers should use force to protect most 

effectively (United Nations 2015a, 2015c). First, the policy introduces a three-tiered 

approach, categorizing different measures to protect: protection through dialogue and 

engagement (Tier I); provision of physical protection (Tier II); and establishment of a 

protective environment (Tier III) (United Nations 2015a para. 30). The role of military 

peacekeepers is most prominent under Tier II. Keep in mind that the overarching definition 

of POC in UN peace operations only concerns physical protection. All three tiers are meant 

to contribute toward improved physical protection for civilians under threat, although only 

Tier II states so specifically, which can be confusing.  

The policy provides further nuance, dividing Tier II into four response phases: i) 

prevention, ii) pre-emption, iii) response, and iv) consolidation. The first three phases 
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dovetail with three of the four causal condition candidates selected for further scrutiny in 

this thesis: deterrent presence (to prevent attacks on civilians from happening); pre-emption 

(to actively hinder a specific threat before it occurs); and matching (responding in ways that 

match the perpetrators of violence). However, I also add theoretical depth and nuance from 

the existing literature. Phase four – consolidation − is only relevant in the aftermath of 

violence, and is therefore not of direct relevance to the research questions posed here. I have 

already introduced ideas underpinning the potential deterrent, or preventive effect, of having 

a sufficient uniformed presence, similar to ideas underpinning Phase 1 in Tier II. The next 

section (Condition 4: matching) will cover UN military responses to different types of 

threats, similar to the ideas presented in Phase 3 of Tier II in the UN’s POC policy.  

The ideas underpinning pre-emptive protection responses are presented as follows in 

the POC policy: 

“When likely threats are identified and attacks against civilians are anticipated, pro-active 
measures are required to mitigate or eliminate them before violence occurs. This requires 
deterring a party or person(s) from committing hostile acts, or affecting their capacity to do 
so, including through the use of force […] (United Nations 2015a p. 10) 

It is challenging to extract from the policy exactly how force is meant to pre-emptively 

counter different types of perpetrators. Still, it does highlight the necessity of “pro-active 

measures”. This is also now regularly reflected in the UNSG’s reporting to the UNSC. For 

example, in a recent report from the UN mission in the DRC, the UNSG states that: “[…] 

All MONUSCO troops must be ready and willing to use force against armed groups that 

pose a threat to the civilian population, and to do so pre-emptively” (United Nations 2017b 

para. 59). Indeed, by including pro-active measures to protect, the UN further expands the 

role of military force in peace operations, which originally followed a basic principle of non-

use of force, except in self-defense.    

Accordingly, I seek to investigate variations in outcomes of both reactive and pre-

emptive UN protection operations, expecting more successes resulting from pre-emptive 

operations. In addition, it remains critical to explore under what combinations of conditions 

successes are more frequent. Consequently, I code all cases as either “pre-emptive” or 

“reactive” and examine them as potential pieces of the puzzle, in combination with the other 

causal condition candidates (see Chapter 5).    
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2.2.4 Condition 4: Matching 
Does it matter what UN troops do to protect civilians from different types of threats? 

Military theory offers the most promising insights into how UN military operations can 

better protect civilians under threat. Most notably, General (retired) Rupert Smith has 

written an account of how military force can be employed more wisely in intra-state 

conflicts “amongst the people” to increase its utility (R. Smith 2006). It is one of the few 

works that combine deliberations on the utility of force with concern for civilian life during 

contemporary armed conflict. Smith criticizes today’s military interventions for their “deep 

and abiding confusion between deploying a force and employing force” (ibid. p. 6). To 

remedy this confusion, Smith demonstrates how to increase the utility of military force by 

better understanding its four main functions and the contexts in which each function is most 

relevant: 

i) Amelioration: Troops assist in delivering humanitarian aid, put up refugee camps, 

observe ceasefires etc., and military force is only employed in self-defense (ibid. p. 323). 

Tasks such as operating observation posts and checkpoints, patrolling, outreach, and 

engagement would be included in this function of force. Traditional UN peacekeeping falls 

into this category. Examples are the UN Disengagement Observer Force, UNIFIL, the UN 

Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan, and the UN Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus.  

ii) Containment: Military forces prevent something, such as arms, planes, or troops 

from spreading or passing through a barrier (ibid. p. 324). This can be done through 

maintaining arms embargos and no-fly zones. This category would also include positioning 

UN forces between armed opponents, or between perpetrators and a civilian population, as 

well as the establishment of demilitarized buffer zones and safe areas. Rules of engagement 

usually limit and control the use of force. One example is the United Nations Protection 

Force in Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina.  

iii) Deterrence/coercion: This function involves a “wider use of force”, according to 

Smith (ibid). Military forces are used to pose or carry out a threat, in order to change or form 

the opposition’s intentions. When force is actually employed, it is used to coerce. UN 

military forces sometimes undertake cordon and search operations, and perform joint 

military operations with host-state security forces, targeting opposing forces, both of which 

actions would fall into this category. Mostly, UN peace operations rely heavily on being 

present in many locations, implicitly expecting a deterrent effect from the presence itself. 
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According to Smith, however, deterrence does not work unless there is a credible threat of 

coercion when it fails. Examples are MONUSCO, the United Nations Multidimensional 

Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA), and MINUSCA. 

iv) Destruction: This implies using military force “to attack the opposing force in 

order to destroy its ability to prevent the achievement of the political purpose”, according to 

Smith (pp. 324–325.). This traditional understanding of military force is a rare function of 

force in UN peace operations. However, the FIB, which is an integrated part of the UN 

mission in the DRC, has a mandate to neutralize armed groups through targeted offensive 

operations. As Chapter 6, section 6.3, will show, destruction was part of the UN operations 

against the insurgent group M23 in 2013. In addition, the UN Operation in the Congo 

(ONUC, 1960–64) ended up destroying the ability of the Katangan secessionists to break 

away from the Congo, including through the use of fighter jets (O’Brien 2011).    

These four functions of force would seemingly be instructive principles for devising 

a military strategy to protect civilians from violence. However, Smith seems to underplay 

the agency of the opponent – in this study, the perpetrators of violence – by mostly focusing 

on what his own forces can and cannot do. Alexander Beadle has therefore used Smith’s 

four functions as a point of departure for developing his own theory on the utility of force to 

protect civilians, which brings in the agency of the perpetrators (Beadle 2011, 2014). Beadle 

argues that knowing why and how armed groups use violence against civilians is a critical 

first step in order to determine the appropriate and proportionate military countermeasures, 

or functions of force, to protect them. Mirroring Smith’s four functions of force, he finds 

that perpetrators can employ four types of violence against civilians (Beadle 2014 p. 10):  

i) Impairment: Fostering insecurity by threatening civilian life without physically 

targeting civilians. Perpetrators may impair civilian security by virtue of their threatening 

presence or by using civilians as human shields. One example is the M23 (DRC).  

ii) Incitement: Using violence against civilians to spread fear and insecurity, 

including through improvised explosive devices (IEDs) and suicide bombers. Perpetrators 

are not seeking to kill as many civilians as possible, but rather to undermine the 

government’s ability and/or credibility to protect its own citizens. Examples are the Taliban 

(Afghanistan), Boko Haram (Nigeria), al Shabaab (Somalia), and Tuareg rebels (Mali).   
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iii) Deterrence/coercion: Using violence to change civilian behavior, often to deter 

collaboration with the opposition or to coerce populations into compliance. Examples: M23 

(DRC), Forces démocratiques de libération du Rwanda (FDLR, DRC), Sudan People’s 

Liberation Army (SPLA, South Sudan), Sudan People’s Liberation Army-In Opposition 

(SPLA-IO, South Sudan).  

iv) Destruction: Using violence to destroy civilians (or civilian installations) directly, 

such as during genocide and mass killings. Examples are the Interahamwe (Rwanda) and 

Bosnian Serb forces in Srebrenica (Bosnia and Herzegovina).   

Beadle’s core argument is that, to find utility of force to protect, the function of force 

employed by the protector must match the type of violence applied by the perpetrator 

(Beadle 2011 pp. 35–36). The core phrase – ‘matching’ – needs to be unpacked. Beadle 

explains that, if a perpetrator aims to “destroy” an ethnic group, the protector will not find 

utility of force by “ameliorating” the situation by merely supporting the delivery of 

humanitarian aid. In this situation, greater utility of force is found in matching the 

perpetrator, by destroying his ability to conduct mass killings. Conversely, if a perpetrator 

uses “incitement” or “impairment” against civilians to undermine the legitimacy of a 

government, using coercive or destructive force against them is likely to lead to stronger 

incentives to scale up attacks against civilians. In addition, if the most violent functions of 

force are applied, they risk causing more harm during operations than otherwise would occur 

in these less violent situations, challenging well-established rules of proportionality in 

customary IHL. Instead, “containment” and “amelioration” are better suited to protect 

civilians in such scenarios. Consequently, to maximize the utility of force, protectors must 

match the perpetrator’s violence against civilians. Only then will protectors be able to 

influence effectively the will and ability of the perpetrator to attack civilians. Table 2.1 

illustrates how military forces ideally can match these four ways perpetrators use violence 

against civilians, in order to protect civilians more effectively. 
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Table 2.1 Perpetrator’s use of violence vs. protector’s use of military force4 

Perpetrator violence against civilians Protector use of military force to protect 

Impairment (e.g. presence of armed actors 

and constant threat of armed clashes) 

Amelioration (e.g. presence of observers 

reporting human rights violations) 

Incitement (e.g. indiscriminate attacks by 

insurgents in government-held areas) 

Containment (e.g. creation of weapon-free 

zones, counter-IED operations) 

Deterrence or coercion of civilians  

(e.g. threats or retaliatory attacks against 

civilians associated with the enemy, or 

demonstrative violence to make people flee) 

Deterrence or coercion of the perpetrators 

(e.g. threats or actual use of force to alter the 

willingness to target civilians through robust 

show of force or punishing attacks) 

Destruction of civilian life or property  

(e.g. massacres or scorched earth policies) 

Destruction of perpetrator capabilities  

(e.g. neutralization of rebel armed forces) 

 

In a first empirical test of Beadle’s theory, I map different types of violence against 

civilians (impair, incite, deter/coerce, and destroy) as well as the function of force used to 

protect (ameliorate, contain, deter/coerce, and destroy). This enables an analysis of the 

degree to which UN forces have been able to match perpetrators of violence in each 

particular case, and whether that appears to influence outcomes across operations. If this 

theory has explanatory power, we should expect to see more successful outcomes whenever 

UN troops have matched the perpetrators of violence.   

2.3 Further deliberations on the matching theory and the utility of force 
In this section, we move from theory on potential causal conditions to theory related to the 

outcomes of operations. In order to facilitate the scoring of the outcomes of operations, I 

rely on counterfactual reasoning (see Chapter 3, section 3.3). A part of this analysis seeks to 

estimate the expected outcome if the UN had not intervened militarily in particular cases. To 

facilitate this analytical step, I am relying on a perpetrator typology, also developed by 

Alexander Beadle (see section 2.3.1), as well as case-specific knowledge. The typology is 

also helpful in developing descriptive statistics of the most common types of threats 

                                                            
4 This table was published in a book chapter authored by Alexander Beadle and the candidate – ‘The utility of 
force to protect in UN peace operations’ in The use of force in UN peacekeeping, edited by Peter Nadin (2018). 
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civilians and UN troops face (See Chapter 4, section 4.1.3). Furthermore, section 2.3.2 in 

this chapter deliberates on how military force can be used with utility to protect civilians 

from different types of perpetrators, which informs the scoring of the “matching” condition 

in Chapter 5, section 5.2.2.4. Finally, section 2.3.3 argues why applying the matching theory 

remains useful, although applied to the universe of UN peace operations where force is 

seldom used to protect.  

2.3.1 Perpetrator typology 
How does violence against civilians differ between cases? Beyond describing different types 

of violence committed by perpetrators, Beadle has disaggregated the scope of possible 

threats to civilians into a typology consisting of seven scenarios. He first developed this 

typology to help military planners differentiate between different types of threats to 

civilians, facilitating systematic input to military planning procedures. It is structured 

according to core characteristics representing “the most commonly discussed aspects of 

perpetrators of violence against civilians today”: i) the rationale for attacking civilians; ii) 

the type of actor attacking civilians; iii) strategies and tactics used to attack civilians; iv) the 

capabilities perpetrators require to attack; and iv) the expected outcome if they succeed 

(Beadle 2014 p. 12). The selection is not exhaustive, as many other characteristics may also 

describe differences in types of perpetrators. They are listed in Table 2.2, from the least 

violent to the most violent, according to the main rationale for attacking civilians. Based on 

observations from UN protection operations in Africa in the period 1999–2017, I have 

developed an eighth scenario: mob violence.5  

  

                                                            
5 The full scenario-descriptions were first published in Protection of civilians – military planning scenarios 
and implications (2014). Alexander Beadle. FFI-report 2014/00519. The additional ‘mob violence’ scenario is 
described in a guide tailored to UN peace operations – Protecting civilians from violence: A threat-based 
approach to protection of civilians in United Nations Peace Operations. (2016). Kjeksrud, Beadle and 
Lindqvist. A joint NODEFIC/FFI publication.  
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Table 2.2 Eight generic threat-scenarios (Kjeksrud, Beadle, et al. 2016) 

Scenario Actor type Rationale Strategies and 
tactics

Necessary 
perpetrator 
capabilities

Expected outcome

Mob violence

Liberia (’04, ’05, 
’09, ’11, ’15)

Ivory Coast (’04)

Sierra Leone (’00, 
’02)

DRC (’13, ’15)

Individuals or
mobs
demonstrating 
discord

To exploit mob 
dynamics for 
personal gain, 
revenge, or 
political 
influence

Non- or semi-
organized criminal 
acts, such as 
murder, looting, 
arson, rape

Freedom of 
movement

Few killed, but 
possibly extensive 
material damage to 
property and general 
perception of insecurity

Post-conflict 
revenge

Kosovo (post-’99)

Iraq (post-’03)

Individuals or 
mobs

To avenge past 
crimes on a 
personal basis

Tit-for-tat score-
settling through 
criminal acts of 
violence, such as 
murder, arson, 
kidnapping, looting

Freedom of 
movement for 
individuals and 
small groups to 
access victims

Few killed (dozens, 
hundreds), but groups 
associated with 
previous perpetrators 
may flee, following 
relatively little violence

Insurgency

Mali (’13–’15)

DRC (’12–’13)

S. Sudan (’12–’13) 

Rebel groups 
(classic 
insurgents 
with political 
or ideological 
objectives)

To control
populations 
upon which they 
depend and 
undermine trust 
in their rivals

Selective and 
indiscriminate 
violence, through 
threats, targeted 
killings, bombings, 
retribution, 
depending on their 
level of control

Freedom of 
movement to 
pick time and 
place of attack, 
access to 
indiscriminate 
and explosive 
weapons

Fewer killed and 
injured than in many 
other scenarios, most 
due to indiscriminate 
weapons; gradual 
displacement from 
areas of heavy fighting

Predatory violence

DRC (’99–’15)

Rebel groups 
(predatory 
behavior)

To survive or 
make a profit 
by exploiting
civilians

Coerce civilians into 
compliance through 
plunder, taxation, 
forced recruitment, 
opportunistic rape, 
brutality, especially 
against ‘easy 
targets’

Freedom of 
movement to 
pick time and 
place of attack, 
operational 
secrecy, often 
central 
command 

Temporary, but large-
scale, displacement in 
affected areas, 
disproportionate to the 
number of people 
actually attacked; many 
abductions, especially 
of young adolescents
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Communal 
conflict

Mali (the Tuareg 
vs. Fulani)

South Sudan (the 
Lou Nuer vs. 
Murle)

Abyei (Misserya vs. 
Ngok Dinka)

DRC (Hema vs. 
Lendu)

Whole tribal, 
ethnic or 
sectarian 
communities 
(possibly with 
outside 
support)

To avenge a
previous attack 
and to deter
further retribution 
in order to protect 
their own 
community

Attempts to coerce 
other community 
into submission 
through massacres, 
abductions, raids, 
destruction of 
homes and means of 
survival, often 
seeking to maximize 
violence

Freedom of 
movement to 
reach other 
community, 
access to 
deadlier 
weapons is 
associated with 
higher number 
of deaths

Relatively high number 
of people killed and 
abducted on both sides, 
especially women and 
children; livelihoods 
stolen or destroyed; 
temporary 
displacement in 
homogeneous areas, 
gradual withdrawal to 
‘their own’ in mixed 
areas

Government 
repression

Ivory Coast (’10–
’11)

Syria (’12–present)

Authoritarian 
regimes, or 
de facto 
authorities in 
an area

To control
restless 
populations, on 
basis of real or 
perceived 
affiliation with 
opposition

Repress 
population, through 
selective and 
indiscriminate 
violence, threats, 
detention, rape as 
terror, destruction, 
occasional 
massacres

Command and 
control for 
governments, 
freedom 
of movement 
for regular
forces, heavy 
weapons, 
support of 
special/ 
irregular units 

Mostly combatant 
deaths, gradual 
increase in civilian 
deaths due to heavy 
weapons and in 
accordance with 
intensity of fighting, 
large-scale 
displacement, 
widespread destruction 
of population centers

Ethnic cleansing

Bosnia (’92–’95)

Central African 
Republic (’14) 

States, or the 
militarily 
superior actor

To expel a
certain group 
from a specific 
territory

Force targeted group 
to leave through 
threats, highly 
visible killings, 
brutality, mass rape, 
destruction of 
property

Command and 
control, freedom 
of movement 
for irregular 
units, regular 
units for 
military control

Only a few percent
killed, but the vast 
majority of the targeted 
population expelled 
(~90%); destruction of 
victim homes and 
cultural buildings

Genocide

Rwanda (’94)

Srebrenica in 
Bosnia (’95)

States, or the 
militarily 
superior actor

To exterminate a
certain group

Destroy existence of 
a group through 
several, 
simultaneous mass
killings, deportation, 
camps, systematic 
rape to prevent 
reproduction

Command and 
control, freedom 
of movement 
for special/ 
irregular units, 
sufficient small 
arms

Majority of members 
of the targeted group 
killed (50+ percent), in 
relatively short time
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The typology satisfies many of the criteria for good typologies. Based on a recent review of 

dominant social science literature on typologies, Ravndal has found that proper typology-

development should satisfy five criteria (Ravndal 2015 p. 65): 

1. clearly define the overarching concept of the typology;

2. specify whether the typology is descriptive or explanatory;

3. describe in detail how the types are (inductively and/or deductively) constructed;

4. propose an intuitive model or matrix of the typology; and

5. consider a simpler solution with mutually exclusive types.

Beadle clearly states the overarching concept of the typology, i.e.: 

 “[…] to capture the range of situations in which military forces may be deployed and 
expected to protect civilians. The scenarios are meant to help military staffs identify the 
particular nature of threat facing civilians and the military responses that are most likely to 
work” (Beadle 2014 p. 3).  

He also thoroughly describes how the types are constructed by immersing himself in the 

literature on violence against civilians and inductively building parameters for the scenarios 

(ibid. pp. 12–21). Further, the typology is visualized through a simplified matrix (see Table 

2.2). However, Beadle does not specify whether the typology is descriptive or explanatory, 

and, in some sense, it is both. He both aims to describe empirical differences in types of 

threats, and explain perpetrators’ motivations for using violence. This probably has to do 

with the purpose of the typology in the first place, which was to assist military planners with 

both a planning tool and theories explaining why and how this phenomenon occurs. Finally, 

although he aims to produce threat categories that are mutually exclusive, he acknowledges 

that many times the threats civilians are facing defy the sharp delineation between categories 

(ibid. pp. 22–23).  

The typology remains useful for the analysis in this thesis for three reasons. First, it 

seeks to encompass the full spectrum of threats civilians have been faced with in the past. 

This provides a coherent analytical framework to support a systematic recording of the types 

and frequency of threats civilians and UN troops have faced over time (see Chapter 4, 

section 4.1.3). As far as I know, no other typology seeks to capture the entire spectrum of 

threats to civilians. Second, it seeks to provide mutually exclusive threat categories, which 

are useful when describing systematic variations in this particular phenomenon. Although 

situations on the ground are sometimes difficult to define, the typology brings rigor to the 

process of determining what type of threat civilians were facing in each case. Third, the 
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characteristics enable deeper comparisons between threats that seem similar in motivation, 

useful for the qualitative case studies.  

All cases identified in the UNPOCO dataset are coded according to these eight 

scenarios. However, only five scenarios were identified in the period between 1999 and 

2017 in African conflicts where UN troops deployed to protect. These five are summarized 

below, appearing in the order of how common they are based on the data taken from 

UNPOCO, starting with the most common: predatory violence. The summaries provide 

insights into how these categories of violence against civilians are developed.6 However, for 

a full description of each scenario and a better understanding of the research underpinning 

them, readers should refer to Beadle’s scenario report (Beadle 2014).  

Predatory violence occurs when armed groups attack the local population to ensure 

their own survival or their own profit. Perpetrators are typically rogue security forces or 

insurgents who have failed to achieve their original political objectives. Rogue armed forces 

will typically lack logistical support and finances to feed and pay their own troops. Failed 

insurgents can continue their existence by preying on civilian populations, refusing to 

demobilize or disarm. Often physically removed from the geographic areas where they may 

gain support, they have little strategic incentive to limit predatory behavior (pillage, forced 

recruitment, illegal taxation). Both will typically lack popular support and alienate the 

population in the areas in which they operate. All civilians are potential victims of predatory 

violence. The use of excessive violence beyond what is required to kill, harm, or instill fear 

in the population is common. Severe torture and mutilation may be used to deter resistance 

in the future. Attacks are usually launched on the basis of opportunity, preferring ‘easy’, 

undefended targets, with high deterrence value, especially women and children. Relatively 

few people may actually be killed, but the number of abductees and displaced will often be 

high, due to the brutality and unpredictability of attacks. There are often no geographical 

patterns of where attacks take place, other than in areas where rewards are high and 

resistance is low. If predatory actors are also involved in communal conflict, this scenario 

can become very violent. 

Communal conflict is potentially a very violent situation and occurs when whole 

communities engage in continuous cycles of violence, driven by a combination of revenge 

                                                            
6 The summaries are taken from Protecting civilians from violence: A threat-based approach to protection of 
civilians in United Nations peace operations (2016) Kjeksrud, Beadle, and Lindqvist. A joint FFI/NODEFIC 
publication. 
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and self-protection. Precisely because both sides are organized as communities, rather than 

as organized armed actors, they are unlikely to possess the means to settle conflicts 

permanently. There will usually be a relatively even balance of power between the 

communities in terms of armed strength. However, they cannot afford not to retaliate, as this 

will invite further attacks upon themselves. Each community’s own acts of violence will be 

perceived and portrayed as necessary for self-defense. Conflict may persist for years or even 

decades, with periodic escalations in violence, beyond ‘normal’ patterns of cattle raids, 

skirmishes, etc. This can be linked to rising tensions over access to land, water, cattle, or 

other means of survival.  

Civilians are primary targets for both sides, as the roles of perpetrator and victim 

shift with each cycle. Civilians are targeted on the basis of their communal identity or their 

perceived communal identity. Women and children are often singled out, since they often 

are easy targets, and because the perpetrators are not primarily seeking to destroy the 

adversary’s military capability (since this is seldom possible), but rather to deter him from 

future attacks. Open declarations of intent to exterminate or expel the other community as 

the only viable solution to defend themselves may occur. The outcome may be a high 

number of casualties relative to the community’s total population, and rapid displacement of 

entire communities that flee impending attacks. The tactics used are often destructive, 

despite their limited means (e.g. killing rather than capturing people, destroying homes and 

means of survival, indiscriminately targeting the most populated locations). If a communal 

actor gains the upper military hand, this scenario can escalate into ethnic cleansing or even 

(acts of) genocide, as the objective may be to expel or exterminate the opposing community. 

But as long as a balance of power is maintained, they lack the means to do so. This has 

particular importance during disarmament campaigns. 

In insurgencies, civilians are targeted as a tactic to control the population itself or to 

undermine the control exercised by the government or other armed groups. The perpetrators 

are typically armed insurgent groups fighting for political power. Government forces or rival 

groups are usually the primary targets, but insurgents still employ a combination of selective 

violence (e.g. assassinations) to prevent the population from collaborating with the enemy 

and indiscriminate attacks (IEDs) against civilians and rivals alike. Attacks may also be 

intended to prompt an overreaction from government forces. Often, perpetrators express 

their justification for targeting individuals or groups of people who are legally defined as 

civilians (e.g. government officials, governors, police forces who do not partake in military 
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operations). Physical violence is only likely to be the main concern for civilians in contested 

areas, whilst most have other grievances (e.g. unemployment, corruption). The number of 

people killed will be relatively low compared to ‘reversed’ scenarios, i.e. where 

governments, not rebel groups, are the main perpetrators. When people flee, they will 

usually flee the presence of fighting rather than the presence of insurgents per se, depending 

on their affiliation with either of the parties. Military operations against insurgent groups 

may increase the threat they pose to civilians, due to risks of retaliation for perceived 

collaboration. The scenario may see peaks in acts of brutality in certain areas or at certain 

times. In addition, case-specific variations, especially where the conflict runs along ethnic 

divisions, may lead to more bloody insurgencies (such as in Syria) (Bostad 2018). However, 

as long as the perpetrator retains a political objective, it is likely that their use of violence 

against civilians will be relatively limited.  

Mob violence occurs when rioting individuals and/or loosely organized groups of 

civilians (in mobs) destroy property and harm civilians. Personal gain, revenge, and political 

discord may all form part of the rationale in this primarily opportunistic form of violence 

against civilians. Small-scale skirmishes prior to elections and/or major political events can 

trigger mob violence. Planned demonstrations may also get out of hand. Civilians can be 

targeted randomly or intentionally, but relatively few people are likely to be killed. The 

presence of violent mobs will often lead to a general perception of instability, although 

national and international security forces are often able to defuse these situations quite 

quickly. Individuals or loosely organized groups will have limited means to threaten military 

UN peacekeepers. Freedom of movement is essential to perpetrators, as is the ability to 

come together. This scenario rarely leads to more strategic violence against civilians, but can 

be manipulated by political actors and escalate into more deadly situations. If violence 

occurs along ethnical divisions, this scenario can evolve into larger scale communal conflict.   

Government repression occurs when rising political pressure on the government in 

power or a de facto authority leads to violent repression of threats against its own survival. 

Civilians are primarily targeted according to presumed or real affiliation with political 

opposition, not on the basis of ethnic or sectarian identity, although communal identity may 

increasingly be used as a proxy for targeting political opposition. Violence will be most 

severe where opposition is perceived to be strongest, e.g. where known opposition members 

hide and/or operate. The principal threat to civilians comes from the indiscriminate tactics 

and means used to suppress both armed and unarmed resistance (e.g. conventional weapons 
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against civilian areas). The number of people killed or displaced will vary, according to the 

local level of fighting. Combatants are equally, or, at times, even more at risk of being killed 

as are civilians. This scenario may lead to ethnic cleansing or even acts of genocide, as long 

as the government’s survival continues to be threatened. Although I am not seeking to 

analyze violence against civilians committed by governments, I have included this scenario 

here, since it appeared as part of the mapping of cases.   

2.3.2 The utility of force to protect from different types of threats7 
The utility of force to protect civilians from these different types of threats will vary 

substantially. In situations of both communal conflict and predatory violence, military force 

can be used effectively to protect civilians (Beadle 2014; Kjeksrud, Beadle, et al. 2016). In 

communal conflicts, where communities attack each other motivated by both revenge and 

self-defense, military force can deter attacks from either side in order to prolong the ‘pause’ 

in between revenge/self-defense attacks. Positioning UN forces between warring 

communities is one way to achieve this. If UN forces can decrease the frequency of attacks, 

more civilians can be protected in the interim until a more peaceful situation is established 

by other means.  

Furthermore, military force may be necessary to deter or coerce occasional large-

scale attacks, which often turn deadly for civilians in this scenario (Small Arms Survey 

2012; UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012). During such attacks, both sides are likely to 

attack ‘soft-targets’ in the opposing community, such as children or the elderly. Again, the 

purpose is to deter future attacks and to avenge previous attacks. Perpetrators often seek to 

inflict maximum damage, degrading the opposing community’s ability to fight back, aiming 

to settle scores for the last time. Yet they often lack the military capabilities to do so, a 

typical characteristic of this scenario, which facilitates another round of revenge attacks. In 

addition, actively engaging one community militarily to defend the other may lead to a loss 

of perceived impartiality for UN forces. Large-scale attacks may therefore be stopped by 

force, but potentially at a significant cost for UN forces.  

Predatory actors, in comparison, target civilians to survive (e.g. to attain food, 

water, or livestock) or to obtain other benefits, such as access to weapons, financial means, 

and different sorts of loot. These types of perpetrators are also commonly responsible for 

7 This section builds directly on Protecting civilians from violence: A threat-based approach to protection of 
civilians in United Nations peace operations (2016) Kjeksrud, Beadle and Lindqvist. A joint FFI/NODEFIC 
publication. 
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forced recruitment of children and youth to function as fighters, temporary porters, and/or 

sex slaves (Gates & Reich 2010). Professional military forces can often deter this largely 

opportunistic type of perpetrator from attacking civilians, as long as they are present at the 

right time, as there is no need for the predatory actor to win military battles, and because 

their interest in a particular target is incidental. Instead of seeking military confrontation, 

predatory perpetrators can shift to the next undefended population center and still achieve 

their goal. However, as they are likely to continue attacking civilians as a means to survive, 

the only way to provide longer-term protection will be to decrease their ability to target 

civilians. This implies using force offensively, either to defeat the perpetrator or to 

significantly degrade his military capabilities. Other means, including inducing defections 

from predatory armed groups, have also had effect in the past (Gates 2002).      

Insurgent armed groups target civilians to undermine ruling authorities in attempts 

to achieve their political purpose. Thus insurgents often limit their violence against civilians, 

although peaks in violence may occur. Protecting civilians from insurgent violence is 

challenging for UN forces, primarily because this type of conflict is highly political. As UN 

missions most often support the incumbent authorities, any military effort by UN forces 

against insurgents will be highly likely to be perceived as partial, and therefore put Blue 

Helmets at risk of becoming targets themselves. The conflict in Mali at present underlines 

this point, where 95 UN peacekeepers have been killed between April 2013 and March 

2018, almost half the total number of such fatalities across all peacekeeping missions in the 

same period (204) (United Nations 2018a).  

Therefore, the role of military force in protecting civilians from physical violence in 

insurgencies will be limited. In fact, physical safety is unlikely to be the primary concern for 

the majority of civilians, since the threat of violence is generally quite low and selective. If 

military means are used to protect, UN military forces must be able to hold and control areas 

that are wrested from insurgent control until local security forces can establish a permanent 

presence. If control is not feasible, clearing insurgent strongholds will only increase the 

threat to civilians, as retaliation against perceived collaborators is likely to occur if 

insurgents recapture the area. UN military efforts to protect in this scenario should be 

distinguished from counterinsurgency efforts, usually undertaken by other actors (High-

Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations 2015; Razza 2018). 
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Dealing with mob violence is primarily a policing task. Indeed, if an initial demonstration is 

lawful, local and UN police forces will facilitate such protests. However, if public order 

management fails, military UN forces may be the only units available to regain control and 

order. Military forces are not meant for law enforcement tasks, but this scenario can 

challenge the existing capabilities of the host-nation’s security forces and UN police. When 

all other responses have failed, courses of action could include deterring, controlling, and 

dispersing crowds, preferably through non-lethal means and with gradual use of force. While 

this scenario may become the sole responsibility of military UN forces, close cooperation 

with police forces remains essential. Key infrastructure, locations, and buildings must be 

defended, as there is potential for significant material damage to civilian property. 

Employing a gradual response when countering mob violence is of utmost importance, as a 

military response with the application of basic military principles may escalate a situation 

and spark increased violence. Finally, robust deployment of military forces, primarily 

through a show of force, may be required to contain and control violent crowds (which 

themselves often consist of civilians) when civilians are threatened.  

Finally, met with government repression, any UN military operation to protect is 

likely to be controversial, as it involves violations committed by the host-nation 

government, or the de facto authorities. This scenario might require responses that fall 

outside the UN’s military capabilities. However, UN troops may still be deployed when such 

a situation develops. In that case, a UN military presence can limit the government’s ability 

or willingness to use heavy weapons against its own population, which is often a primary 

cause of civilian casualties in this scenario. Areas of strong civilian opposition support and 

elites should be defended and the government’s ability to crush its own population must be 

reduced. Any effort that may hinder or reduce the perpetrator’s access to heavy weapons 

will have an effect. Doing so, however, may jeopardize the consent of the host state, and 

lead to an early exit of the UN operation. A highly visible UN military presence in 

protection hot spots may deter attacks, although this approach may significantly increase the 

risk to the UN personnel involved and attacks may just shift elsewhere. Offensive 

capabilities (Special Forces, attack helicopters, etc.) may be used to target what is being 

used to attack populated areas, but, again, this is a highly risky approach for most UN 

missions.  

There are only two cases in UNPOCO scored as part of this category, when UN and 

French forces used force to hinder a recently deposited government in the Ivory Coast to 
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crack down on its own population. They are included to portray the full variation in types of 

threats between 1999 and 2017. Furthermore, the main perpetrators had indeed lost their 

formal position, and were as such a non-state armed group, fulfilling the criteria for how a 

perpetrator is defined. I still recognize that the perpetrators in these events still saw 

themselves as the governing party when the events unfolded. 

2.3.3 The strategic versus the tactical level 
Some may question the wisdom of applying Beadle’s theory to the universe of UN peace 

operations, as force is seldom used to protect, and the UN is not really a military actor in a 

traditional sense. The following responds to possible arguments, and reasons why the 

approach remains useful, despite these inherent challenges.  

First, military practitioners proficient in planning and execution of military 

operations may claim that the theory does not provide enough detail of exactly what military 

forces are supposed to do in different situations to protect civilians most effectively. 

However, the functions of force are instead meant as broader analytical categories, each 

encompassing a wide range of potential military activities. Most importantly, Smith’s 

categorization seeks to describe the main purpose of each function of force, to remedy the 

confusion between deploying forces and effectively employing force. Combined with 

Beadle’s description of how perpetrators use violence against civilians, and for which 

purpose, it provides logic to how force, in principle, can protect most effectively. Planning 

and execution aspects rather belong in doctrinal publications and practical guidelines.8 Still, 

there is a need to explore more ways to respond militarily to different types of threats to 

protect civilians better. This thesis adds to this last aspect through deeper qualitative 

analyses of how matching and mismatching have unfolded in recent operations (Chapter 6).  

Second, both Beadle and Smith discuss how force may be used at the strategic level 

to influence parties to a conflict. This seemingly represents a conundrum for this study, as 

UN forces are not expected or allowed to influence the overall dynamic of a conflict or shift 

the balance of power by using forceful means. The Capstone Doctrine guided UN peace 

operations only to use force to protect at the tactical level, either for self-protection purposes 

or in the defense of mandate implementation, including protecting civilians (United Nations 

2008). While this has been expanded in recent guidelines to include the operational level, 

this differentiation between levels is seldom clear-cut (United Nations 2017a). Moreover, 
                                                            
8 The FFI project on POC has also addressed these aspects, through developing practical planning guides 
tailored to both the UN and NATO (Beadle & Kjeksrud 2014; Kjeksrud, Beadle, et al. 2016). 
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the UNSC has singled out certain armed spoilers for targeted offensive operations by the 

FIB in the DRC (United Nations 2013b p. 7). In Mali, UN troops are meant to deter armed 

groups from re-entering population centers (United Nations 2013c p. 7). It follows that 

UNSC protection mandates sometimes order UN military peacekeepers to use force beyond 

what is commonly understood as the tactical level. Thus Beadle’s theory does offer relevant 

insights for UN military operations on how to protect, although force is seldom applied 

strategically in a conventional sense.  

This latter aspect links in with a third, which indicates that, although the UN is 

primarily a political actor, there are many examples of UN operations displaying strategic 

rationales that fulfill the purposes of the four functions of force. Most traditional 

peacekeeping operations were meant to deter former warring parties from reverting to 

attacking each other, such as in Cyprus. Others, such as ONUC in the Congo, set out to 

contain the conflict from spreading from Katanga to the rest of the country. Later, ONUC 

coerced Katanga into revising its secessionist plans and even destroyed its capabilities to do 

so (O’Brien 1962, 2011). Yet other operations, such as in South Lebanon and in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, mostly ended up ameliorating the consequences of armed conflict for civilian 

life, although they initially were meant to have a deterrent effect. The use of military forces 

in different UN missions serves different strategic rationales at different times. Therefore, it 

seems useful to employ a theory that also considers these strategic concerns.  

To sum up, I hold that the logic driving UN military operations to protect and 

perpetrators’ violence against civilians can responsibly be studied by adhering to Smith’s 

and Beadle’s functions of force, types of violence, and matching theory. In addition, the case 

studies in Chapter 6 move beyond the stringent categorization of functions of force and 

types of violence. They unpack what amelioration, containment, deterrence/coercion and 

destruction mean in practical terms, and dig deeper into cases where force has been used to 

protect to search for more finely grained causal explanations of successes and failures. 

Finally, the thesis seeks to add nuance to Beadle’s theory, to better fit the characteristics and 

limitations of UN peace operations and develop insights as to what works when in a UN 

setting.  

2.4 Summary of causal condition candidates  
This short section sums up the causal condition candidates guiding my analysis and the 

hypotheses underpinning them. I have found that existing knowledge of the causes of UN 
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military protection successes across missions is scarce. I therefore introduce four causal 

condition candidates frequently mentioned as relevant for successful outcomes: i) deterrent 

presence; ii) willingness to accept risk; iii) pre-emption; and iv) matching. Consequently, we 

would expect that UN missions that deploy a large number of troops relative to population 

size would succeed more often in their military protection operations than those missions 

that do not. Similar expectations are linked to those protection operations that involve risk-

accepting troops from countries that impose few caveats. Further, if those troops have been 

able to match the perpetrators of violence, they should also succeed more often than those 

operations that do not. Finally, pre-emptive operations are sometimes needed to protect, and 

we should expect more successful outcomes when UN troops intervene before perpetrators 

launch attacks on civilians, while we must also expect that UN troops may succeed and fail 

in both offensive and defensive modes of operations. Chapters 5 and 6 further investigate 

these claims, anticipating other explanatory factors that are not captured in the literature.   

3. Research design − a mixed-methods approach 
In this chapter, I present my approach to provide answers to the two research questions. I 

start by highlighting the main tenets of the philosophy of science influencing the analyses 

and by addressing ethical considerations, before describing the ideas behind the mixed-

methods approach, and, finally, describing the types of data used.  

3.1 Philosophy of science 
The philosophy of science influencing this thesis assumes the existence of a world beyond 

what we perceive and interpret internally (Rø 2013 p. 22). I explore a real-world social 

phenomenon where armed groups physically harm civilians for various reasons, in different 

ways, and with different outcomes, triggering the mandated use of force by UN troops to 

stop this violence from happening or to reduce its negative effects on civilian life.  

Furthermore, I hold that it is possible to study and understand both observable and 

non-observable social phenomena with the help of scientific theories and methods (ibid. p. 

23). The violent interactions between perpetrators, victims of violence, and protectors 

include processes that are directly observable, for example the time and place of attacks, the 

number of people killed, harmed, and displaced in a specific armed attack, and the type of 

weapons and tactics used. In addition, there are indeed unobservable processes influencing 

this phenomenon. These include, but are not limited to, perceptions of security among 

communities under threat, the influence of doctrine on the protection performance of UN 
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troops, and perpetrators’ motivations to attack civilians. While these are more challenging to 

capture, we can analyze hypothesized observable implications of their presence. For 

example, verbal and written statements, as well as perpetrators’ modus operandi, often point 

to their dominant motivation for using violence against civilians as part of their strategy. UN 

documents and reviews, operational patterns, and practitioners’ statements can indicate how 

UN troops relate to formal guidance. Surveys and interviews can indicate how communities 

and individuals perceive threats posed by particular perpetrators.   

In order to explain why and how these types of social processes occur and vary, 

however, I must compare cases of similar events. These comparisons are only possible 

through some sort of simplification of these complex phenomena, for example by the use of 

typologies and systematic methods. This stance places me near positivist strands of the 

philosophy of social science, as opposed to various interpretivist strands. But far from 

adhering to a pure logical positivist view of social science, I am influenced by the 

philosophy of science underpinning scientific realism, which clearly differs from the 

positivism of the past (Bhaskar 2008; George & Bennett 2005 p. 136; Lane 1996 p. 362, 

378). According to Lane, scientific realism makes it possible to “be ‘scientific’ without 

being a positivist in the traditional sense”, applying rigorous methods to seek a better 

understanding of underlying causal mechanisms in human behavior and societal interaction 

(Lane 1996 p. 361).  

Three aspects, in particular, attract me towards scientific realism: the role of theory, 

the emphasis on explanation, and its practical and pragmatic implications. First, scientific 

realism understands the role of theory as “a coherent explanatory structure which fits like a 

glove over reality […]” (ibid. p. 372). Although this view is clearly less stringent than a 

positivist would demand of a theory to be true, some scientific realists claim that “theories 

earn merit only to the extent that a literal understanding of their constructs and implied 

causal relationships correspond to reality” (Rø 2013 p. 23). Theories in this school of 

thought are “aspiring candidates for truth” (ibid.). One of the main theories I set out to test 

and develop in this thesis – Beadle’s matching theory − fits well within these premises. It is 

not developed as a universal law set up to be proved false − as would have been the main 

aim for a pure positivist; rather, it has been developed through a mix of theories and 

empirical evidence seeking to explain, as closely to reality as possible, a particular causal 

event in armed conflict.   
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Second, a part of the thesis seeks to provide so-called ‘thick’ descriptions to explore causal 

relationships between how perpetrators use violence against civilians, how UN troops 

respond in turn to protect, and the effect that has on civilian security. Again, according to 

Lane, “[scientific] realists frequently emphasize that explanation requires more than 

prediction” and that this way of thinking is “more vigorously scientific than positivism” 

(Lane 1996, p. 373). In this thesis, I attempt to dig as deep as possible into possible causal 

chains, in order to minimize the risk of competing explanations being true. I rely on a 

mechanism-based understanding of explanations (Bennett & Checkel 2015; Elster 2007; 

Gerring 2008; Hedström & Ylikoski 2010). In the quest to provide better explanations: “a 

mechanism-centered research strategy commits to two distinct goals” (Rø 2013 p. 24). First, 

it is trying to unearth causal chains, and, second, it aims to identify the mechanisms that led 

to this particular chain of events (ibid.).  

Finally, the practical and pragmatic aspects of scientific realism, accompanied by a 

mechanism-centered approach, also fit well with my research topic. Although this thesis 

systematically employs rigorous scientific tools and methods that may seem far removed 

from the murky social phenomenon it explores, it is ultimately about providing new 

knowledge of direct relevance to UN policy makers, protection practitioners, and military 

troop contributors. I am eager to provide those tasked to protect with the most convincing, 

and therefore closest to a ‘true’, explanation of the mechanisms that may lead to better 

physical protection of civilians. For this purpose, scientific realism and hypothesized 

universal causal mechanisms stand out as relevant philosophies to guide me in this quest.  

There are also inherent limitations to this school of thought. Paradoxically, providing 

ever-deeper descriptions of social phenomena might move social science from its role of 

providing simplification and understanding of complex issues to becoming stories of 

‘everything’, and thus losing its ability to develop generic theories that may help us advance 

practical solutions. In addition, the poor quality of data on UN protection operations – 

occurring in some of the most violent human environments in the world – also complicates 

the provision of reliable thick descriptions. It might be that scientific realism at times 

demands too much. However, it seems worthwhile to explore the potential value of this 

school of thought in a field of inquiry that still suffers from a lack of theory development 

and dominant explanations of what might work when.   
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3.2 Ethical considerations 
The explanations I seek to develop aim to inform policy makers and military practitioners 

about how to use force more effectively to protect civilians from violence in armed conflict. 

However, using force – even for protection purposes − can lead to unintended injuries and 

death amongst civilian populations. Given that, using force to protect certainly carries great 

responsibility. Although the responsibility for actual protection operations rests with UN 

personnel, I am responsible for clearly portraying doubts, weaknesses, and the validity of my 

results in order to avoid any of my contributions being misperceived, potentially leading to 

harmful military protection practices. If military force is used to protect based on an 

erroneous analysis or based on misapplication of my analysis, more people could potentially 

be harmed than otherwise would have occurred. The first aspect is my responsibility alone, 

and the latter is an inherent danger when scientific knowledge is put into practice in military 

operations. Unfortunately, as is often the case in political science studies, I do not have the 

luxury of testing my hypotheses in a controlled setting. This should not stop us from trying 

to understand how to protect civilians better from violence, as improved guidance is sorely 

needed.     

Furthermore, there is an absolute demand to avoid harm to those that have 

contributed information during the research process. Some of the information provided to 

me may influence the personal security and/or the integrity of the interviewees. Respecting 

the integrity and personal freedom of each actor involved, I have therefore made clear that 

any agreement to take part is voluntary (The Norwegian National Committees for Research 

Ethics 2016). In addition, I have also informed the interviewees about the purpose of the 

research, and their right to privacy (ibid.). Those that have been cited by name are aware that 

the information provided will be linked to them, and they have also been given an 

opportunity to review how I have used their information in the analyses. Whenever 

interviewees preferred to remain anonymous, I have taken steps to ensure that they cannot 

be identified from the information provided. 

3.3 Mixed methods 
How can we best evaluate the outcomes of military UN protection operations across time 

and different UN missions and search for generalizable causal explanations for military 

protection successes? Two hundred cases of relevance underpin the analyses in this study. 

While it would be possible to explore and compare a limited number of these cases in depth 

– which I do in Chapter 6 – a traditional qualitative case-study strategy alone is not able to 
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analyze potential causal explanations across such a large number of cases. It is also possible 

to search for relevant statistical relationships between the causal conditions and the 

outcomes – which I do in Chapter 5, section 5.1− but the number of relevant cases is still 

quite low for a large-N study, they are not randomly selected, and the findings will therefore 

remain uncertain. In addition, the cases occurred in different countries, at different times, 

involving different troops faced with different perpetrators targeting different civilian 

populations in different ways. These observations point to a phenomenon characterized by 

causal complexity, which is challenging to capture with statistical analyses. Causal 

complexity, as understood in this study, refers to social phenomena portraying 

characteristics such as equifinality (different paths leading to the same outcome), 

conjunctural causation (causal conditions that only in combination lead to the outcome of 

interest), and asymmetry (that the occurrence and non-occurrence of any given social 

phenomenon might require different explanations involving different causal conditions) 

(Schneider & Wagemann 2012 pp. 5-6). Therefore, to be able to answer the research 

questions, there is a need for a middle way, using different methods for different purposes at 

different stages. 

Consequently, I use a mixed-method research design. The aim is to exhaust the 

methods’ complementarity, while compensating for weaknesses in each (George & Bennett 

2005 pp. 4–8). Four particular methods support the study: i) quantitative analysis, including: 

descriptive statistics, statistical cross-tabulations, Chi-square tests, and multivariate linear 

probability analysis; ii) counterfactual reasoning, iii) fuzzy set Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis (fsQCA); and iv) qualitative comparative case studies, using process tracing of 

causal mechanisms. This particular mix of methods provides scientific rigor and 

demonstrates the utility of combining methods to explore a complex social phenomena. To 

answer both research questions, I have developed the UNPOCO dataset capturing military 

protection events across ten UN missions in Africa between 1999 and 2017, from the openly 

available reporting from the UN Secretary-General to the UNSC. 

Chapter 4 first provides descriptive statistics of the data captured and coded in the 

UNPOCO dataset. The rationale for including this basic quantitative analytical step is to 

start covering the gap in systematic event data on military protection operations across time 

and UN missions (Clayton 2016). Knowing more about the location, year, casualty figures, 

the type of threat civilians faced, and how force was used to protect, will help us recognize 

this phenomenon’s most basic characteristics. This step is of value of itself, but adds little to 
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our understanding of how UN forces have fared in protecting civilians over the past two 

decades in particular situations.  

Therefore, responding to the first research question − to what degree have UN 

military troops provided protection to civilians under imminent physical threat in Africa 

between 1999 and 2017 − I estimate variations in outcomes of these operations based on 

counterfactual reasoning. Counterfactual reasoning commonly appears in political science 

studies, although it often remains an implicit part of the research strategy (Fearon 1991). 

Attempts to define the role of counterfactuals in the study of causal relations have been 

around since Hume, but it was not until the late 1960s that rigorous counterfactual theories 

and methods emerged (Menzies 2001). In 1973, David Lewis first published his theory on 

counterfactuals, which has been revised on several occasions over the past decades (Lewis 

2001). Lewis’s elaborations still influence contemporary debates about the value of 

counterfactuals (Menzies 2001). Jon Elster has also provided insights into how 

counterfactuals can be of value in interpreting historical events (Elster 1978 pp. 175–218).  

Despite disagreeing on what makes counterfactual reasoning valid, a core element of 

both Elster’s and Lewis’s theorizing is linked to the idea of possible worlds. Put simply, 

counterfactual reasoning must rest on alternative outcomes – or possible worlds – that 

resemble the actual event as closely as possible. When introducing a counterfactual 

condition, it should make minimal change to the real situation and must therefore be close in 

time to where the real world and the counterfactual possible world branched off. Although 

the literature on counterfactuals is rather intricate – often resting on lengthy formal logical 

arguments − the basic idea underpinning counterfactual reasoning “is that the meaning of 

causal claims can be explained in terms of counterfactual conditionals of the form ‘If A had 

not occurred, C would not have occurred’” (Menzies 2001). The basic tenets of 

counterfactual reasoning are useful for answering the first research questions posed in this 

study.  

First, I ask in each case what is likely to have occurred without a UN military 

intervention. I try to establish a counterfactual ‘baseline’ of a possible world where the UN 

did not intervene, to be able to analyze what effect the intervention had in real life. I try to 

minimize the changes to the possible world by only removing one condition, i.e. the UN 

military effort to protect. This baseline rests on case-specific knowledge about the modus 

operandi of each particular perpetrator of violence. In addition, I lean on the threat scenarios 



58 
 

developed by Beadle that capture generic traits from a wide range of similar perpetrators 

(Beadle 2014). Second, I compare the possible world with the actual outcome following a 

UN intervention, leading to an analysis of whether a few or many civilians were protected in 

each case. I do not attempt to explore the longer-term effects of the protection operation, 

which would potentially undermine the value of the counterfactual reasoning by introducing 

second-order effects. Although this approach provides rigor to the analysis of the effect of 

UN military efforts to protect, it remains challenging to determine how and to what degree 

the particular UN military response influenced the perpetrators of violence. It is only 

possible to broadly estimate the outcomes of UN protection operations, and the findings 

should be read in that light. The qualitative counterfactual reasoning linked to each case is 

included in the UNPOCO dataset, opening it up for critique and analyses of my 

measurements. 

Responding to RQ2 − what determines UN military troops’ ability to protect 

civilians from physical violence − I first use cross-tabulations to explore the four causal 

condition candidates and their statistical relationship to the variations in the outcomes of 

operations (Chapter 5, section 5.1.1). The motivation for performing this basic analytical 

step is to investigate whether any of the four causal condition candidates stands out as 

particularly relevant in and of themselves. Chi-square tests are then used to test for 

statistical significance. Although statistical relationships do not necessarily imply causation, 

this method is useful for searching for recurring patterns in the data, which may indicate the 

presence of causal relations (Cohen et al. 2013 chap. 2). Matching, pre-emption, and troop-

to-population ratios stand out as the most promising causal condition candidates − all 

portraying statistical significance. Meanwhile, the cross-tabulations cannot say anything 

about possible interaction effects between the causal conditions.  

I therefore add a multivariate linear probability analysis (Chapter 5, section 5.1.3), 

which investigates if any of the four causal conditions stand out as particularly relevant for 

positive outcomes when accounting for the simultaneous presence of the other conditions 

(which also may influence the outcome). From this analysis, matching and pre-emption 

stand out as the most relevant conditions. When we account for the simultaneous presence of 

other conditions, troop numbers – both in terms of troop-to-population ratios and absolute 

troop numbers – do longer appear relevant.      
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Although the statistical analyses unearth interesting statistical relationships and possible 

interaction effects, their relevance remain uncertain due to the relatively low number of 

cases used for analysis. Different statistical methods also provide different interpretations of 

the data. I also know that the results are challenged by the empirical traits of cases captured 

in UNPOCO. For example, although matching appears to be the most interesting causal 

condition emerging from both statistical analyses, I know that matching also has occurred on 

quite a few occasions when UN troops failed to protect. Similarly, although pre-emption 

seems like an important part of the puzzle, I also know that UN troops also succeeded to 

protect when they responded after civilians were attacked. Given these and similar empirical 

inconsistencies and the complex causal patterns, there is a need to pursue answers with the 

help of other methods. 

Therefore, I also pursue answers to the second research question by using fsQCA, 

specifically developed to help social scientists better explain causal complexity across a 

larger number of cases (Schneider & Wagemann 2012 p. 8). QCA, built on set theory, was 

conceived by the American sociologist Charles Ragin in the 1980s and continuously 

developed over the next three decades (Ragin 1987, 2008, 2013). The late Lotfi Zadeh is 

regarded as the father of fuzzy set theory, while Ragin also credits Michael Smithson with 

the first comprehensive introduction of set theory, in particular fuzzy sets, to social science 

(Ragin 2007; Smithson 1987; Zadeh 1965). Ragin, however, combined fuzzy set theory with 

a new research approach to establish both a method and a research strategy. In Ragin’s own 

words, fsQCA is an “analytic technique that uses Boolean algebra to implement principles of 

comparison used by scholars engaged in the qualitative study of macro social phenomena” 

(Ragin et al. 2006).  

Rather than isolating the additive effect of independent variables on a dependent 

variable, QCA uses Boolean algebra to discover causal ‘recipes’ or pathways, i.e. 

combinations of causal conditions that are either necessary or sufficient for an outcome. To 

arrive at such causal recipes, QCA portrays “each case as a combination of causal and 

outcome conditions. These combinations can be compared with each other and then 

logically simplified through a bottom-up process of paired comparison” (Ragin et al. 2006). 

The logical comparison is performed with the help of software, allowing more cases to be 

compared than is traditionally done in qualitative comparative research designs (George & 

Bennett 2005; Schneider & Wagemann 2012). The results of these paired comparisons are 

displayed by the software as a ‘truth table’, where each row “denotes a qualitatively different 
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combination of conditions, i.e. […] a difference in kind rather than difference in degree” 

(Schneider & Wagemann 2012 p. 92). 

In practical terms, I score the relevant cases’ membership of sets. Membership scores 

come in two forms: either ‘crisp’ (i.e. either 0.0 or 1.0), or ‘fuzzy’ (i.e. somewhere along the 

scale between 0.0 and 1.0). The fuzziness does not imply lack of clarity. It means that it 

“permits [set] membership in the interval between 0 and 1 while retaining the two qualitative 

states of full membership and full non-membership” (Ragin et al. 2006). In contrast, a 

traditional dichotomous, or crisp, set can only portray a two-value variable (either ‘in’ or 

‘out’ of a set, scored 1 or 0). Crisp and fuzzy set values can be used interchangeably in QCA 

research designs, but it is generally recommended to use fuzzy sets when existing data 

allows for meaningful nuancing.  

All scores – the qualitative anchors – must be based on existing theory and in-depth 

knowledge about the cases. This is where the qualitative aspect of QCA comes to the fore. 

The most critical qualitative anchor is the cut-off point (0.5), which decides whether a case 

is more in than out of a set. When all cases have been scored on all conditions and the 

outcome, QCA-software facilitates the investigation of necessary conditions and conditions 

that in combination may be sufficient for the outcome (Ragin et al. 2006). A condition is 

necessary if the outcome cannot occur without it. The outcome is therefore a sub-set of the 

condition. However, a necessary condition alone is most often not enough to produce the 

outcome. A condition is sufficient if the outcome always occurs when it is present. In 

addition, there may be other sufficient conditions that can also produce the outcome. The 

condition is therefore a sub-set of the outcome (Legewie 2013). As shown in Figure 3.1, 

Venn diagrams can portray the logic of sufficiency and necessity.9 

  

                                                            
9 The diagrams used to portray set-relations as understood in QCA are strictly speaking called ‘Euler 
diagrams’. The difference is that a Venn diagram depicts all possible relationships between sets, while Euler 
diagrams only portray relevant relationships, and are thus more restrictive but also easier to interpret when the 
number of sets increase (MacQueen 1967). I have chosen to use the term ‘Venn diagram’ throughout the thesis 
since it still appears in much of the literature on QCA.  
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Figure 3.1 Venn diagrams depicting necessary and sufficient conditions for the outcome  
 

In Chapter 5, section 5.2, I investigate whether any of the causal condition candidates 

captured from the literature − alone or in some combination − emerge as necessary and/or 

sufficient for the outcomes. Although the analyses provide interesting insights – with the 

combination of matching and pre-emption seemingly able to explain about half of the 

successful outcomes − I am not able to systematically explain successful outcomes for the 

remaining half.  

The final step of the research design – further pursuing answers to RQ2 − therefore 

supplements the statistical analyses and fsQCA with deeper qualitative case studies of two 

of the most theoretically interesting cases (Chapter 6). The general purpose of qualitative 

case studies is to provide a detailed examination of theoretically interesting historical events 

to test or develop explanations that may be generalizable to other events (George & Bennett 

2005 p. 5). The analysis in both case studies rests on explanations from causal mechanisms 

and process tracing. Social science studies assisted by causal mechanisms are perhaps best 

described by Bennett and Checkel. They state that “[…] ontological entities and processes 

are in the world, and theories or hypotheses are in our heads; we theorize about mechanisms. 

Such mechanisms are ultimately unobservable but our hypotheses about them generate 

observable and testable implications” (Bennett & Checkel 2015 p. 12). Process tracing 

involves “the analysis of evidence of processes, sequences, and conjunctures of events 

within a case for the purpose of either developing or testing hypotheses about causal 

mechanisms that might causally explain the case” (ibid. p. 7). Summed up, the main idea is 

that certain recurring causal mechanisms exist in the world and that, by deriving what you 

would expect to see if such a mechanism were present, you can search for those implications 
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empirically in specific cases. Consequently, I attempt to trace causal mechanism deduced 

from the four causal condition candidates, and search for other proximate explanations to 

protection successes (Bennett & Checkel 2015; George & Bennett 2005). This final step 

adds nuance to the findings from the preceding analytical chapters, and identifies new and 

omitted causal condition candidates.  

3.4 Data   
Poor data quality and limited availability have been recurring challenges throughout this 

project. This is because of the limited scholarly attention paid to this social phenomenon, the 

lack of systematic reporting and analysis of UN military protection operations, and the 

challenges of obtaining reliable information from the conflict areas where UN troops deploy 

to protect. Online sources − in particular the UN Secretary-General’s openly available 

reporting to UNSC − have been the most important sources in developing the UNPOCO 

dataset underpinning much of the analysis. Proper triangulation of data sources has usually 

not been possible. I also rely on written sources, personal observations, and data collected 

from semi-structured interviews that I conducted during fieldwork. What follows describes 

how I have used each type of data in this thesis.  

3.4.1 Online sources 
I have used Zotero − a cloud-based citation tool − to collect and organize my online sources 

in a digital library. This study is largely based on historic information made public online 

through the UN Secretary-General’s Reports to the UN Security Council, arguably “the most 

regular and visible reporting on mission operations” (United Nations 2014a para. 16). 

Reliable historic data from conflict areas where UN troops are deployed are otherwise 

difficult to obtain (Clayton 2016; Dewaal 2014; Williams 2016). Even yet, systematic 

reporting of the particular performance and outcomes of UN military protection efforts is 

often lacking (Holt et al. 2009 p. 213; Lynch 2014). The OMA in the DPO holds detailed 

situational reporting on the activities of UN military components, but these reports are not 

publically available (Duursma 2017). In addition, it is not clear whether these reports 

systematically analyze the cause and effect of military protection efforts.  

The Secretary-General’s reports are not without limitations. Reporting bias is one 

potential pitfall. Since the UN itself produces these reports, they may evade controversial 

aspects, including failures to protect (Lynch 2014). It is therefore possible that successful 

operations feature more prominently than failures. Nevertheless, since many UN member 
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states − including many of the major troop contributors − are highly sensitive to the use of 

military force, the Secretary-General is likely to report the majority of events where UN 

military personnel actually applied force to protect civilians, providing transparency about 

how troops actually are used in the field. In addition, it has become increasingly difficult to 

suppress reporting on violent incidents, as news outlets, social media, and other UN 

agencies increasingly monitor and report on these through other channels. Overall, however, 

it is likely that a number of protection operations have not made their way into the official 

UN reporting chain.  

Another challenge is the non-systematic way in which these reports present and 

analyze data on protection of civilians to the Security Council. Only recently do the 

Secretary-General’s reports even include particular paragraphs under the heading 

“Protection of Civilians”. The type of information each UN operation includes as part of its 

reporting on efforts to protect still varies. This is also quite understandable, as protecting 

civilians includes many actors, both within and outside the UN system, and each mission has 

a significant degree of autonomy. Furthermore, various rules and regulations guide different 

UN offices and departments taking part in multidimensional missions, influencing how they 

report and analyze their own efforts. Consequently, multiple reporting channels, paired with 

fragmented information, and a lack of analysis of cause and effect, make it challenging to 

capture relevant information systematically across operations. Moreover, the Secretary-

General’s reports tend to highlight factors that are easily measureable, such as the number of 

military patrols, the number and type of illegal arms seized, and so forth. Although this 

information can be interesting in itself, it is not enough in order to measure the effect of 

military efforts to protect. This type of reporting may, however, often be the only one 

available, due to the lack of sophisticated analytical capabilities in most UN operations. 

Starting from the mid-2010s, the UN reports from the DRC included one paragraph 

assessing how many threat alerts the mission had received and responded to:  

“More than 50 local protection committees in five provinces received around 270 early 
warning alerts. MONUSCO responded in 21 per cent of the cases; 46 percent of the alerts 
were conveyed to the national security forces and 14 per cent to local civilian authorities. In 
the remaining 19 per cent of cases, the alerts proved either false or were received after the 
incident. In approximately 40 per cent of cases, violations against civilians were prevented” 
(United Nations 2015d para. 42).  

 

While this type of reporting is a step forward, it provides no insight into causal processes.  
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Nevertheless, it should be noted that reporting practices have changed over time. While UN 

troops have been mandated to protect civilians since 1999, it was not until the end of the 

2000s that systematic concept and policy development on how to protect took hold in the 

UN Secretariat. These developments have most likely influenced how UN missions report 

on their efforts to protect civilians, and could influence which events made their way into 

official reporting. In 2008, the so-called Capstone Doctrine was published, for the first time 

incorporating experience from 60 years of UN peacekeeping (United Nations 2008). 

Although it deliberated on the challenges of using force in UN peacekeeping, it did not 

provide much guidance on how force was supposed to be used to protect. Shortly thereafter, 

however, protection of civilians sprang to the forefront of UN peacekeeping. Certain mission 

mandates prioritized protection before all other tasks, and the UN Secretariat published a 

lessons-learned note on protecting civilians (United Nations 2009c, 2009d). This was 

quickly followed by a draft operational concept on POC, where the three-tiered approach to 

protection first appeared (United Nations 2010a). In addition, UN missions were obliged to 

develop mission-wide strategies for protection of civilians (United Nations 2011a). In 2015, 

the UN published its first POC policy, incorporating many of the ideas first presented in the 

operational concept from 2010. Following better policy guidance, a wide range of guidance 

and training materiel, including on protection of civilians and the use of force, has been 

developed (UN Integrated Training Service 2018; United Nations 2014c, 2017a). These 

policy developments – which describe preferred ways of acting – may have contributed to 

more systematic reporting.  

3.4.2 Written sources 
Further, written primary and secondary sources (some of which are also available online) 

have been important in providing information to the qualitative case studies and in guiding 

the coding of cases in the UNPOCO dataset. In particular, UN human rights office reviews 

of violent incidents are amongst the few sources that provide deeper empirical detail and 

analysis about the violence committed by perpetrators as well as the performance of UN 

troops (MONUSCO 2011; UNJHRO 2014; UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012). In 

addition, biographies published by practitioners involved in some of the events analyzed 

were useful to understand the larger context in which my cases occurred (Guéhenno 2015; 

Isberg & Tillberg 2011; H. F. Johnson 2016). 
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3.4.3 Datasets 
To compensate for the lack of datasets, I developed my own to specifically support this 

study.10 Originally, the motivation was to capture the entire universe of cases of interest, 

searching widely for alternative sources. I quickly found, however, that only the Secretary-

General’s reports were able to support a coherent data collection over time that could inform 

my research questions. As described above, this reporting suffers from several weaknesses, 

but still provides the most consistent data available. I have contrasted some of my findings 

with existing datasets on violence against civilians, including the Armed Conflict Location 

& Event Data Project (ACLED 2016) and the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) 

(Uppsala University 2016). I aim to make the dataset publically available as soon as 

possible.  

3.4.4 Fieldwork and interviews 
I have visited the UN mission in the DRC (MONUC/ MONUSCO) three times over the past 

decade − in 2008, 2010, and 2015 − and UNMISS once, in 2012. Colleagues from FFI and 

NODEFIC have accompanied me on all but the first visit to the DRC in 2008: Jacob 

Ravndal (formerly FFI) to the DRC in 2010, Alexander Beadle (FFI) to South Sudan in 

2012 and the DRC in 2015; and Colonel Petter Lindqvist (NODEFIC) to the DRC in 2015. 

Together with them, I have conducted semi-structured interviews with approximately 150 

UN military and civilian peacekeepers, NGO staff, diplomats, and other experts during these 

visits. We also benefited from many informal conversations with practitioners in camps and 

on patrols, which also allowed for many personal observations. While much of my 

knowledge about the use of force to protect in UN peace operations stems from these field 

visits, none has been specifically tailored to this thesis. However, the research questions 

posed here have also guided my other research since the beginning of my interest in this 

topic. These parallel research activities have resulted in several related publications while I 

have worked on the PhD project, all of which inform my analysis (Beadle & Kjeksrud 2014, 

2018; Kjeksrud 2014, 2016; Kjeksrud, Beadle, et al. 2016; Kjeksrud, Ravndal, et al. 2016; 

Kjeksrud & Vermeij 2017). In addition, I have interviewed some of the UN practitioners 

                                                            
10 UNPOCO builds on data from the following UN Secretary General’s reports to the Security Council: (United 
Nations 2000, 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2004d, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c, 2005d, 2005e, 2005f, 2006a, 2006b, 
2006c, 2007a, 2007b, 2009b, 2009e, 2009f, 2010b, 2010c, 2010d, 2010e, 2010f, 2011b, 2011c, 2011d, 2011e, 
2011f, 2011g, 2012a, 2012b, 2012c, 2012d, 2012e, 2012f, 2012g, 2012h, 2013d, 2013e, 2013f, 2013g, 2013h, 
2013a, 2013i, 2013j, 2013k, 2013l, 2013m, 2013n, 2013o, 2013p, 2014d, 2014e, 2014f, 2014g, 2014h, 2014i, 
2014j, 2014k, 2014l, 2014m, 2014n, 2014o, 2014p, 2014q, 2015d, 2015e, 2015f, 2015g, 2015h, 2015i, 2015j, 
2015k, 2016a, 2016b, 2016c, 2016d, 2016e, 2016f, 2016g, 2016h, 2016i, 2016j, 2016k, 2016l, 2016m, 2017b, 
2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j, 2018b) 
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involved in the FIB operations against the M23 in the DRC in 2013 and UNMISS operations 

in South Sudan in 2011–12 to counter the Lou Nuer White Army attacks on the Murle 

(Chapter 6). 

Traveling as a researcher to these conflict areas demands particular preparations and 

precautions. Most of the time is actually spent in preparation, including everything from 

visa-requests to hotel reservations in less visited regions of the world. More importantly, I 

have always tried to establish small networks of trusted people before I depart to the field, in 

order to have someone to lean on if challenges arise. These points of contact have also been 

invaluable in opening doors to the right people. I have usually asked for an invitation from 

the UN missions I sought to visit in order to ease the administrative obligations and to 

improve my personal security while in the field. Visits by invitation also come with some 

less than optimal outcomes from a scientific point of view. Sometimes, this meant that I was 

accompanied in interview-settings by one or more representatives from the UN mission, 

while I was seeking face-to-face interviews with my informants, preferably without 

interference. Other times, it meant following a visit-program, which included events that 

were quite far removed from my research and interviews with persons that had marginal 

insight on the topic. However, I also learned a lot from these endeavors, although insights 

from them did not always make their way into this thesis.  

 In terms of security, I have always produced a plan to make sure that my colleagues 

back home knew where I was at particular times. Sometimes you have to diverge from the 

plan, but by regularly staying in touch with the office, the plan could always be updated. 

Although a plan will not save you from unexpected events, it does at least ease the process 

for those that may have to come looking for you, should that unfortunate event become 

necessary. I also have some experience from living and working in conflict zones from 

before, which has provided valuable knowledge on the overall do’s and don’ts in conflict 

environments. Although field-work is not always possible for scholars interested in 

understanding armed conflict, I am convinced that visiting the places you study, and talking 

to the people involved, makes you more humble towards your topic. The analyses delivered 

here have also benefited from this approach.   
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4. Unpacking protection operations and estimating outcomes  

It is time to start grappling with the data underpinning the thesis, and to provide answers to 

the first research question. This chapter consists of two interrelated parts. First, in section 

4.1, I describe the empirical characteristics of the 200 cases captured in UNPOCO. Second, 

in section 4.2, I respond directly to the first research question − to what degree have UN 

military troops provided protection to civilians under imminent physical threat in Africa 

between 1999 and 2017 − by estimating outcomes in each case. Through these two steps, I 

start both bridging the gap in systematic event data on military protection operations across 

time and UN missions, and tracing the effects of UN military protection efforts. They also 

provide stepping stones for further comparative analyses of a sub-set of cases in Chapter 5.  

4.1 Describing UN military protection operations 

What does a typical UN military protection operation look like? The depth and detail of the 

information available for each case vary significantly. For example, while we mostly know 

where and when these protection operations took place, I could only find specific civilian 

fatality figures for fewer than half of the cases (97). While I provide a first-of-its-kind 

overview of events where UN forces have used force to protect in Africa between 1999 and 

2017, I cannot provide a comprehensive description of each case taking into account all its 

characteristics. Despite that, there is value in using the data available to seek a deeper 

understanding of this phenomenon.  

4.1.1 Location 
Knowing where most UN protection operations take place is of value in pointing out which 

missions hold relevant experiences from which we may learn. One immediate observation 

from Figure 4.1 leaps out. One mission is responsible for more than half of the total number 

of reported cases. In fact, 55 percent of the reported UN protection operations in UNPOCO 

– 110 out of 200 cases – occurred in the DRC, where the UN mission 

(MONUC/MONUSCO) has been mandated to protect civilians since 2000. In fact, many 

conceptual innovations on how to protect have been taken from the experiences and best 

practices of MONUC/MONUSCO (Kjeksrud & Ravndal 2011).  
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Figure 4.1 Distribution of reported UN protection operations per UN mission, 1999–

2017 

In comparison, the next highest UN mission on the list – UNISFA in Abyei (situated 

between Sudan and South Sudan) – carried out 20 operations, or 7.5 percent. While 

UNISFA has been deployed to Abyei since 2011, few have studied UNISFA’s military 

protection operations. There are probably valuable lessons to be learned from UNISFA, not 

least because it resembles traditional peacekeeping and largely consists of military troops 

(Kjeksrud 2014). The list continues with: UNAMID (Darfur) 16 operations; UNMIL 

(Liberia) 15 operations; UNMISS (South Sudan) 11 operations; MINUSMA (Mali) 9 

operations; MINUSCA (Central African Republic) 8 operations; UNOCI (Ivory Coast) 6 

operations; UNMIS (Sudan) 4 operations, and UNAMSIL (Sierra Leone) 1 operation. Figure 

4.2 portrays where the operations took place, with the size of the circles roughly indicating 

the number of operations in each country.  
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Figure 4.2 Geographical distribution of UN military protection operations in Africa 
(1999 – 2017) 

However, the missions have different life spans, and it makes sense to include the 

average distribution of operations per year per UN mission. Figure 4.3 shows that 

MONUC/MONUSCO predictably still remains on top, performing on average 6.1 protection 

operations per year. That is twice as many as UNISFA, which remains in second place, 

performing on average 2.9 protection operations per year. MINUSCA jumps up from 

seventh to third place, performing an average of two protection operations per year, 

followed by MINUSMA (1.8), UNMISS (1.6), and UNAMID (1.5).    
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Figure 4.3 Protection operations per year per UN mission (averaged), 1999 ̶ 2017 

In reality, though, protection operations do not occur in yearly averages. Therefore, 

section 4.1.2 will show how protection operations are distributed across time. Keep in mind 

that the events captured in UNPOCO only represent a sub-set of all protection operations 

performed by UN forces in this period. The actual distribution may, therefore, differ from 

what I have found here. For example, the UN missions in the Ivory Coast, Sudan, and Sierra 

Leone – the bottom three on the list – have most probably conducted more operations than 

this collection of cases captures. Most of their efforts to protect occurred long before recent 

policy developments from 2009 that declared protection the main priority for UN peace 

operations. Varying reporting practices are therefore probably part of the explanation.  

The UN mission(s) in the DRC are at the top of the list for particular reasons. Eastern 

DRC “is littered with dozens of foreign and Congolese armed groups of all shapes and 

sizes” (Stearns et al. 2013 p. 13). The actual number of non-state armed groups active in the 

east remains elusive. During spring 2015, it fluctuated somewhere around 70, including 

predatory armed groups such as the FDLR, Allied Democratic Forces (ADF), and various 

Mai-Mai militias (Fahey 2013; Stearns 2012a, 2012b, 2013a, 2013b; Stearns et al. 2013; 

Verweijen & Iguma 2015; Vlassenroot 2013). In 2018, the number had increased to more 

than 100 (Human Rights Watch 2018). These predatory perpetrators mostly target civilians 
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as part of their strategy to survive, or for personal profit and benefit (Beadle 2014 p. 51). 

The pool of armed actors in the east also included the insurgent rebel groups Congrès 

national pour la défense du people (CNDP) (2006–09) and the M23 (2009–13). Both, 

arguably, used violence against civilians more sparingly to influence political opponents, 

although predatory behavior towards civilians definitely did occur (BBC News 2012; Beadle 

2014 p. 57; Stearns 2012a; UNJHRO 2014). Consequently, demand for UN military efforts 

to protect civilians from various types of threats in the eastern DRC has consistently 

remained high since MONUC’s inception at the end of the 1990s (see also Chapter 6, 

section 6.3). In recent years, MONUSCO has also been provided with the FIB − a militarily 

robust, brigade-sized unit – which has facilitated more protection operations. Since the FIB 

became operational towards the end of August 2013, MONUSCO has performed 56 

protection operations, constituting almost half of the registered operations performed by 

MONUC/ MONUSCO between 2000 and 2017. Finally, MONUSCO is also one of the 

larger missions, which could influence the number of protection operations.   

Military protection efforts from UNISFA are continuously in demand, as threats to 

civilians peak at least twice each year when the migratory patterns of the Misserya collide 

with the water and grazing areas used by the predominantly pastoralist Ngok Dinka 

(Kjeksrud 2014 pp. 119–120). Until civil war re-started in South Sudan in mid-December 

2013, severely curtailing the UN mission’s ability to operate beyond its own camps, 

UNMISS ran military operations to protect civilians from several different types of threats. 

UNMISS addressed large-scale communal conflicts, as well as local insurgencies in Jonglei, 

violent cattle raids in Bahr el Ghazal and the so-called Tri-State area, and armed clashes 

between the SPLA and anti-government groups in the Upper Nile. In Liberia, UNMIL was 

quite active in the first few years of operations, when national and UN police often needed 

UNMIL military intervention to curtail mob violence. In later years, the demand for 

protection operations by UNMIL declined, due to an improving security situation.  

This statistic will keep changing and only represents a snapshot of the situation at the 

time of writing. MONUSCO and UNISFA are both likely to remain active in the near future. 

Both missions are willing to launch, and capable of launching, military operations to protect 

civilians, albeit with varying results (Human Security Baseline Assessment for Sudan and 

South Sudan 2015; Stearns 2016). In the DRC, rising tensions linked to the delayed national 

elections (held in December 2018), the halting peace process, and the continued proliferation 

of armed groups in the east, all point towards continued violence against civilians. In Abyei, 
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the final status remains unresolved, the Misserya and Ngok Dinka regularly compete over 

grazing and water resources, and Sudan and South Sudan continue to meddle by proxy. All 

these factors exacerbate the potential for continued communal conflict and civilian 

casualties. MINUSCA, the most recently established UN mission, has already been quite 

active in the period from 2014 until today. Given the deterioration of the security situation in 

the CAR in mid-2018, MINUSCA will likely carry out more protection operations in the 

near future.  

UNAMID will probably leave its host state in the not-so-distant future, and it is 

likely that its ability to respond to protection challenges will remain limited, as the number 

of troops has been significantly reduced since mid-2017 (AllAfrica 2016; United Nations 

News Centre 2016a). Furthermore, as long as fighting between the SPLA and SPLA-IO 

continues in South Sudan, it is not likely that UNMISS will be able to significantly send out 

forces to protect civilians beyond UN camps and POC sites. This may change, now that the 

regional protection force is deployed to the capital Juba. It remains doubtful, however, that 

more active protection operations are possible within the current security environment, 

where UN forces also are targeted by government forces (Al Jazeera 2016; United Nations 

News Centre 2016b). In Mali, physical threats to civilians do not dominate the conflict, 

where most perpetrators are driven by political insurgent logic. UN peacekeepers in Mali are 

likely to spend more time on protecting themselves rather than protecting civilians from 

physical threats. UNMIS, UNOCI, and UNAMSIL are now all part of history, while 

UNMIL closed down in mid-2018. However, as some UN missions disappear, new 

peacekeeping missions may well be established in Syria, Libya, Yemen, or elsewhere.  

Each of the cases captured in UNPOCO, as well as future protection operations, can 

potentially hold valuable lessons for UN peace operations. I take a first stab at identifying 

and analyzing the available event data, but there is great potential for deeper and more 

systematic studies across cases. A core issue is to provide UN experts and outside analysts 

with accessible and systematic data across time and operations, to facilitate such systematic 

studies. Currently, most insights − including those presented here − rest on rather limited 

empirical information.       

4.1.2 Year 
Mapping the number of reported protection operations per year aids our understanding of 

how this phenomenon has evolved over time. It could indicate the level of intensity of 

civilian targeting in the conflicts to which UN forces deployed to protect. However, reported 
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protection operations do not mirror well the actual number of threats to civilians (see section 

4.1.5). Instead, they point to the prevalence or absence of these types of protection efforts 

over time. These could be influenced by policy developments, reporting practices, or actual 

numbers of operations performed. As we can see in Figure 4.4, reported instances of the use 

of force to protect had a slow start since the UN Security Council first mandated a UN 

mission to protect civilians from violence in 1999 (United Nations 1999). A slight increase 

was registered in the mid-2000s − immediately followed by a dip around 2007 and 2008 – 

with an increasingly growing prevalence from 2010 to a new peak in 2016. The dip in 2007 

and 2008 may be linked to political sensitivities about the protection of civilians as a 

mandated task.  

 

Figure 4.4 Reported UN military protection operations in Africa per year, 1999–2017 

Another possible explanation for this trend line is the increasing number of military 

UN peacekeepers deployed since 1999. Figure 4.5 presents deployment trends of uniformed 

personnel from 1991 to 2018, of which the vast majority is UN troops. Towards the end of 

the 1990s, the UN deployed fewer than 15,000 uniformed peacekeepers. This correlates with 

findings in UNPOCO, which recorded no reported protection operations in 1999 – 

understandably so, since UNAMSIL was the only UN mission with a POC mandate at the 
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time. In addition, UNAMSIL was not fully operational until early 2000. Furthermore, only 

one military protection operation was recorded in the Secretary-General’s reporting in 2000, 

none in 2001 or 2002, and only two in 2003. In this period, there was in fact a significant 

bump in uniformed deployments, and one would have expected that the increased number of 

troops would have had an effect on the number of protection operations.  

 
 
Figure 4.5 Total number of uniformed UN peacekeepers deployed by type 
   (‘Providing for Peacekeeping’ 2018b) 

In 2004, 2005, and 2006, however, the UN reports more protection operations − 6, 

15, and 5 respectively − with 2005 representing the first ‘peak’ in Figure 4.4. In 2005, 

MONUC was responsible for 13 of the 15 protection operations. MONUC operations 

included several cordon and search operations in Ituri against the Front nationaliste 

intégrationiste, large scale joint operations with the Armed Forces of the DRC (FARDC) 

against FDLR in South Kivu, offensive operations against predatory Mai-Mai groups in 

Virunga national park, as well as joint FARDC–MONUC operations against the 

ADF/National Army for the Liberation of Uganda (NALU) in North Kivu.  

The temporary increase in protection operations from 2004 to 2006 correlated with 

increasing troop numbers, with more than 60,000 uniformed UN personnel deployed in 

2006. However, a sharp decline in reported protection operations immediately followed. The 

number of reported operations reached a low in 2007 and 2008, with only three and two, at 

the same time as troop numbers were steadily increasing. A rise in the number of protection 

operations since then was observed, until a new peak in 2016 with 33 reported protection 

operations, at a time when there were eight UN missions with an active protection mandate 

in Africa, and about 100,000 uniformed UN personnel deployed. MONUC/MONUSCO in 
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the DRC was responsible for more than half of these (19), MINUSCA in CAR ran four 

operations, MINUSMA in Mali three, UNAMID in Darfur three, UNISFA one, UNMIL 

one, UNMISS one, and UNOCI one.  

Again, the UN missions in the DRC are clearly the driving force behind these 

numbers. As Figure 4.6 portrays, the red line of MONUC/MONUSCO closely follows the 

blue line portraying total numbers from 2000 to 2010, when MONUC changed into 

MONUSCO. In the following years, new UN missions were established in Abyei (2011), 

South Sudan (2011), Mali (2013), and CAR (2014), which spread military protection efforts 

across more UN missions, but MONUSCO still remained responsible for a significant part 

of the UN’s protection operations. 

 

Figure 4.6 Total number of UN military protection operations per year in Africa 

compared with protection operations only performed by 

MONUC/MONUSCO, 1999 – 2017 

At first glance, the UN seems to launch more protection operations today than in the 

recent past. However, keep in mind that reporting practices have also changed considerably 

over time. Policy reforms on POC do coincide with a growing prevalence of reported 

operations. These data may therefore reflect changing reporting practices, rather than an 

actual increase in protection operations. Furthermore, the number of troops deployed does 

not consistently correlate with the number of reported protection operations. The steady 

increase in operations and troops since about 2010 could still be part of the explanation for 
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recent developments. Finally, protection operations were mostly performed by MONUC 

until 2010, while the addition of new missions from 2011 onwards – all with robust 

protection mandates − have led to a more diverse phenomenon.      

4.1.3 Type of threat  
The main theory tested in this thesis rests on the idea that using force to protect effectively 

demands a better understanding of the perpetrators of violence – i.e. why, how, and with 

what capabilities they target civilians as part of their warfare (Beadle 2014). The details and 

depth of this argument were presented in Chapter 2, and it will be further analyzed in 

Chapters 5 and 6, alongside other potential causal conditions. Here, however, I will present 

an overview of the different categories of perpetrators that UN troops have been up against 

in their operations when seeking to protect civilians. Accordingly, all cases in UNPOCO 

have been coded according to Beadle’s seven threat scenarios, adding an eighth scenario of 

mob violence, which I have developed during my research (Kjeksrud, Beadle, et al. 2016). 

Beadle structures the scenarios according to the perpetrators’ rationale, i.e. their dominant 

logic for attacking civilians in the first place. They are listed in Table 4.1 from the most 

dangerous to the least dangerous in terms of physical threat to civilians, adding examples of 

each. 

Table 4.1 Threat scenarios structured according to the perpetrators’ main rationale for 

attacking civilians, with examples from armed conflicts (Beadle & Kjeksrud 

2018).  
Scenarios Rationale Examples 
Genocide Exterminate a certain group Rwanda 

Ethnic cleansing Expel a certain group from a specific territory Bosnia 
Government repression Control populations affiliated with opposition Libya 

Communal conflict Avenge previous attacks and deter retribution South Sudan 
Predatory violence Survive or profit DR Congo 

Insurgency Control populations and undermine rivals Somalia 
Post-conflict revenge Avenge past crimes Kosovo 

Mob violence Profit, revenge, or voice political discord Liberia 
 

Historically, UN peace operations have encountered all eight scenarios. However, in 

Africa between 1999 and 2017, data in UNPOCO indicate that the vast majority of reported 

cases fall within only three of the eight scenarios: predatory violence, communal conflict, 

and insurgency. Together, as portrayed in Figure 4.7, these three scenarios account for 94.5 
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percent of all reported situations where the UN has used military force to protect civilians at 

the tactical/operational level. Compared to the more extreme scenarios in the mid-1990s − 

genocide in Rwanda, an act of genocide in Srebrenica, and ethnic cleansing elsewhere in the 

Balkans – the period between 1999 and 2017 seemingly presented UN troops with less 

serious threats to civilians. I do not in any way downplay the gravity of the situation for 

those civilians caught up in armed conflicts in this period but want to provide context to 

explain what types of situations UN forces need to be prepared to tackle based on openly 

available data.  

 

Figure 4.7 Distribution of scenarios across 200 military protection operations in Africa, 

1999 ̶ 2017 

Different missions face different threats to civilians. In the DRC 

(MONUC/MONUSCO) – still the most prominent feature in the dataset – the majority of 

reported protection operations between 2000 and 2017 were related to predatory violence 

(77 of 110 cases), although communal conflict (18 cases) and insurgency (15 cases) also 

occurred. Communal conflict is by far the most dominant scenario for the UN mission in 

Abyei (UNISFA), constituting 19 of 20 reported cases. The Liberian (UNMIL) cases vary; 

they include communal conflict and predatory violence, but unusually there are several 

instances of mob violence (7 out of 15 cases). 
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However, the data in UNPOCO does not provide the full picture. For example, the conflict 

in Darfur, where the primary threat to civilians comes from the Sudanese government’s 

regime crackdown, has arguably escalated to ethnic cleansing during its most violent phase. 

Some scholars have found that 57 percent of the targeted population in one area of Darfur 

had been ethnically cleansed, and 48 percent of their villages destroyed, between 2003 and 

2008 (Olsson & Valsecchi 2010). The Secretary-General’s reporting to the Security Council 

reveals that the African Union/UN Hybrid operation in Darfur (UNAMID) largely used 

military force to protect civilians in response to communal conflicts, suggesting that the 

mission has not used force to address the most serious threat to civilians. This is also quite 

understandable, as any attempt to confront government forces would possibly lead to loss of 

host-state consent. Similar trends can be found in South Sudan, where the regime violence 

against civilians arguably includes ethnic cleansing (UN Commission on Human Rights in 

South Sudan 2016), but where UN troops are unable to address the larger conflict dynamics. 

In addition, the ethnic cleansing of Muslims by Anti-balaka in western parts of CAR in early 

2014 – a few months before MINUSCA was deployed − underlines that more violent 

scenarios are indeed possible, and UN troops should also be prepared to respond to these 

types of situations (Øen 2014 pp. 27–30).  

Sometimes, it has been challenging to assign the proper scenario to each perpetrator 

captured in UNPOCO. Many perpetrators portray more than one rationale for targeting 

civilians. For example, I have coded ADF/NALU in the DRC as a predominantly predatory 

actor, preying on the local population to survive and for profit. The armed group, however, 

also portrays other motivations for targeting civilians (Congo Research Group 2017). At its 

inception decades ago, it was a political insurgent group, seeking to overthrow the 

government in Uganda. Lately, the ADF/NALU has turned towards confronting Congolese 

government forces as well as MONUSCO troops through direct attacks. This is a rather 

uncommon feature for most predatory perpetrators. I have not been able to discern a clear 

political objective driving ADF/NALU’s attacks on government forces and MONUSCO 

troops, which could have indicated a renewed insurgent rationale. Such multiple motivations 

are common for some perpetrators. I am still confident that UNPOCO captures the main 

motivations for most perpetrators. In addition, the UNPOCO dataset will be made publically 

available, facilitating critique of the coding choices I have made throughout this mapping 

exercise.  
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To sum up, in the past 25 years UN military forces in Africa have faced the entire spectrum 

of violence against civilians as described by the eight threat scenarios. From 1999 to 2017, 

however, only three types of perpetrators constitute the vast majority of threats to civilians 

in Africa when UN forces have intervened to protect: predatory armed groups, communal 

militias, and insurgent rebel groups. These three constitute almost 95 percent of the 200 

cases in UNPOCO. According to Beadle’s theory, while force may be used with utility in 

the first two scenarios, political insurgency is both more limited in threats to civilians as 

well as more challenging to cope with for military forces (see Chapter 2, section 2.3.2). 

Chapter 5 will analyze how well UN forces have fared in protecting civilians from these 

different types of threats across cases. Chapter 6 provides insights into the causal 

mechanisms leading to successes as well as protection failures against different types of 

perpetrators, with the help of two qualitative case studies from the DRC and South Sudan.  

4.1.4 Functions of force 
According to existing theory, only four functions of force can be used with utility in 

contemporary wars amongst the people, including to enhance security for civilians under 

physical threat: amelioration, containment, deterrence/coercion, and destruction (Beadle 

2014; R. Smith 2006) (see also Chapter 2). This section describes the prevalence of each 

function across operations, regardless of outcome. The aim is simply to provide an empirical 

foundation for how UN troops apply force to protect across time and operations. I have 

chosen to code Smith’s function ‘deterrence/coercion’ as two separate functions of force. 

According to Smith, this function involves a “wider use of force” (R. Smith 2006 p. 323), 

where military forces are used to pose or carry out a threat, in order to change or form the 

opposition’s intentions. When force is actually employed, it is used to coerce. Since the use 

of coercive force is still a controversial issue for the UN, it makes sense to separate these 

into two functions of force in this overview. I find that, while deterrence remains the most 

prevalent function of the force used by UN missions in Africa between 1999 and 2017, UN 

forces have in fact employed the entire spectrum of the functions of force to protect, 

including the most forceful − coercion and destruction – on quite a few occasions.  
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Figure 4.8 Distribution and prevalence of functions of force across UN protection 

operations in Africa, 1999-2017 

 

Of the 200 cases in the dataset, it was possible to assign particular functions of force 

to 191 cases. The two dominant functions of force employed by UN peacekeepers were 

deterrence (occurred in 62.3 percent of the cases) and coercion (occurred in 45.6 percent of 

the cases). Destruction (21.5 percent), amelioration (19.9 percent), and containment (17.3 

percent) were less prevalent. While deterrence clearly plays a major role in UN 

peacekeeping operations, UN troops employed the entire spectrum of force to protect. While 

Figure 4.8 displays how many times each function of force occurs across the 191 cases, it 

does not account for combinations. In many cases, UN troops applied more than one 

function of force, in different phases of an operation. The analyses in Chapters 5 and 6 will 

elaborate on this aspect, by comparing the most dominant function of force in each case with 

the type of violence employed by the perpetrators, and dig deeper into particular cases, 

analyzing how UN forces used force in different phases of the operations.   

4.1.5 Civilian casualties 
Measuring civilian casualties in civil war and armed conflict is both highly contested and 

practically and methodically challenging (Kalyvas 2006; Seybolt et al. 2013; Våge & Beadle 

2014). Reliable and consistent data are hard to come by, as “relevant information is 

frequently concealed by parties to the conflict, destroyed in the course of the war, or never 

recorded at all” (Lacina & Gleditsch 2005 p. 146). Still, comprehensive global datasets on 
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civilian casualties in civil war and armed conflict do exist, continuously improving the 

quality of casualty figures, facilitating better analyses and improving our understanding of 

this phenomenon (ACLED 2016; Melander 2015; PRIO 2016; Uppsala University 2016). 

Nevertheless, it remains methodically challenging to develop concepts and models that 

appropriately capture the complexities of civilian casualties, even when data are available 

(Gates & Strand 2004).  

The data in the UNPOCO dataset are no exception. In fact, I could only find reported 

civilian fatality figures for 97 of the 200 cases. Furthermore, only 57 cases contain 

information about non-lethal violence against civilians. In addition, from 1999 to 2003, I 

found no cases with civilian casualties via the Secretary-General’s reporting. This period 

also saw few UN protection operations, and this observation is therefore no big surprise. As 

a result, I only portray the period from 2004 to 2017 in this section. Challenges riddle the 

available information. How many were actually killed – who, how, by whom; how many 

were injured, raped, displaced, or subjected to forced labor? Sometimes, the only assessment 

of casualty figures states ‘many killed’, ‘several harmed’, ‘unconfirmed number abducted’, 

etc., with no numerical estimate provided. Mostly, even this type of information is absent.  

I am not primarily concerned with trends in global civilian casualty patterns in armed 

conflict. Rather, I seek to trace the effects of UN military protection efforts and understand 

variations in outcomes of tactical level protection operations to counter immediate threats to 

civilians. What types of situations do UN troops face when they employ force to protect? 

Reporting to the UN Security Council does in fact include casualty figures for quite a few of 

the cases. Ad hoc assessments by troops on the ground, as well as investigations in the 

aftermath of attacks by NGOs or civilian sections of the UN missions, do provide some 

information. I will therefore briefly summarize and analyze reported data of civilian 

casualties in situations where UN forces were involved in protection, and compare this 

information with available casualty figures from other datasets.  

4.1.5.1 Civilian death toll 
The 97 cases in UNPOCO that contain specific information report from zero to 612 civilian 

fatalities. These are all included in the statistics below. Two cases involved the use of terms 

such as ‘many’ and ‘dozens’ to describe the numbers of civilians killed. It follows that 

civilian death toll data remains unknown in 101 of the cases. Data on non-lethal violence 

will be treated in the next section. Two observations leap out from Figure 4.9. First, civilian 

fatalities in operations where UN troops use force to protect seem to be increasing. Second, 
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2011 stands out as a significant outlier. This was when the Lou Nuer White Army marched 

on the Murle population in Jonglei state, South Sudan, and Murle fighters subsequently 

launched revenge attacks on Nuer communities in the immediate aftermath. An estimated 

888 civilian lives were lost (UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012), or about 32 percent of 

the total number of 2,772 civilians reportedly killed from 2004 to 2017 in situations where 

UN troops used force to protect. This case will be treated as a separate case study in Chapter 

6, section 6.4.  

  

  

Figure 4.9 Total civilian fatalities per year deduced from 97 cases where UN troops 

used force to protect in Africa, 2004–2017. 

The average number of civilians killed per year in situations where UN troops used 

force to protect is 198. However, as we can read from the chart above, there is great 

variation between years. As mentioned above, the mean is driven upwards due to the highly 

deadly events in Jonglei in 2011–12. Distributed evenly across cases, the fatality numbers 

indicate that, on average, 28 civilians were killed per case. The median, however, remains at 

three civilians killed. In fact, in 32 cases no civilians were killed, according to UN reports. 

Although there is great variation between cases, a handful of very violent events 

significantly influence these averages. For example, a suspected Lord’s Resistance Army 

(LRA) attack in Mabanga ya Talo in Orientale province in the DRC in 2009 reportedly took 

more than 100 civilian lives (United Nations 2010b). In February 2013, Aballa and Beni 
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Hussain communal groups clashed in El Sireaf, Darfur, leaving approximately 80 dead and 

“upwards of 100 wounded” (United Nations 2013h p. 255).  

 
Figure 4.10 Average number of civilians killed per case per year deduced from 97 cases 

where UN troops used force to protect in Africa, 2004–2017. 

These numbers and examples indicate that UN troops in Africa have faced several 

quite severe situations from 2004 to 2017. In addition, the overall number of civilians killed 

per year and per case where UN forces have been involved to protect seems to be increasing. 

Again, we cannot reliably infer from the UNPOCO data that the situation for civilians and 

those set to protect them is indeed worsening, since reporting practices vary and we lack 

information on many cases. For those preparing to protect, the safest bet would be to 

acknowledge that there is great variation between years and cases, and as they must, 

therefore, prepare for both extreme cases where civilians are killed in the dozens and 

hundreds, as well as more common situations where none or ‘only’ a handful of victims are 

killed.      

4.1.5.2 Comparison with civilian fatality numbers from ACLED and UCDP  
We already know from internal UN evaluations that the number of attacks against civilians 

greatly outnumbers the times UN forces have applied force to protect them (United Nations 

2014a). It is not surprising that civilian fatality data compiled by the Armed Conflict 

Location & Event Data Project (ACLED) and Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) 

vastly outnumber fatality figures in UNPOCO (ACLED 2018; Uppsala University 2018). It 
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is worth reiterating just how little of the violence against civilians is addressed by UN 

troops. On the one hand, that confirms that there is a significant ‘protection deficit’ where 

UN troops deploy to protect, and, on the other hand, that the so-called robust turn in UN 

peace operations is seemingly more present in UNSC mandates, UN policies, and debates 

than in actual operational practices.  

The comparisons that follow are rough. First, the typical caveats found in UNSC 

mandates − guiding UN missions only to protect civilians “within areas of responsibility” 

and “within capabilities” – are not reflected in the comparison. Neither is the fact that 

protecting civilians is primarily the responsibility of the state. I have simply compiled, 

described, and compared country–year data on civilian fatalities from 2004 to 2017, as they 

are presented in ACLED and UCDP databases. Some of the events captured by ACLED and 

UCDP are not formally the responsibility of the UN. Second, there are challenges with both 

ACLED and UCDP’s methods and outputs (Eck 2012). ACLED has been criticized for 

weak quality-control mechanisms, as well as a broad approach to coding events as violence 

against civilians (ibid. pp. 126–127). While Uppsala’s dataset only includes events that lead 

to fatalities – relating to the common understanding of what constitutes armed conflict – 

ACLED also includes non-fatal and non-violent events (ibid). I expect that ACLED reports 

many more instances of violence against civilians than UCDP does.  

Between 2004 and 2017, collecting evidence from the eight African conflicts that are 

represented in UNPOCO in this same period,11 ACLED finds 11,404 events of violence 

against civilians (ACLED 2018). In total, these events reportedly resulted in 35,103 civilian 

fatalities. However, 1,342 events were coded as blanks. Of the remaining 10,062 events 

actually containing information about civilian fatalities, 5,262 events were coded with zero 

civilian fatalities. In more than half of the events recorded as violence against civilians, no 

civilians were killed (meaning that the median rests at 0). In the remaining 4,800 cases, 

where one or more civilians were killed, ACLED’s fatality figures vary between 1 and 750. 

The mean (not including the cases with zero fatalities) is found at 7.3. Uppsala University’s 

geo-referenced dataset finds 3,399 events coded as ‘one-sided violence’, or violence against 

civilians, in the same period (2004–2017) in the same eight African conflicts. In total, 

                                                            
11 Abyei (included under Sudan in ACLED and UCDP), Central African Republic, Côte d’Ivoire, DR Congo, 
Liberia, Mali, South Sudan, and Sudan. Sierra Leone/UNAMSIL completed its mandate in 2005, and had no 
reported casualty figures between 2004 and 2005 in UNPOCO.    
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25,959 civilian fatalities were recorded. Recall that UCDP only records events with one or 

more fatalities. The mean is found at 7.6, while the median is at two civilians killed.  

As expected, ACLED codes many more cases as violence against civilians, than does 

UCDP. However, many of those events contain either no information about civilian fatalities 

(blanks), or are events with no civilian fatalities. UCDP probably provides a more 

conservative estimate. I have not investigated potential differences in the quality of the 

information, which has been done by others in the past (Eck 2012). Interestingly, while 

ACLED reports more than 1,400 more cases and 10,000 more fatalities in the same period 

than UCDP does, both datasets end up with similar figures on the average civilian death toll 

per event (about seven civilians killed per event on average). While this rudimentary 

comparison reconfirms that all civilian casualty data should be treated with caution, these 

two datasets are the best – and sometimes the only – sources available for comparisons 

across time and place. For the purpose of this study, both datasets are still able to display the 

glaring discrepancy between the ‘total’ amount of violence against civilians, and the UN’s 

efforts to protect by military force.  

UNPOCO only captures 200 cases where UN forces were deployed to protect 

civilians under threat between 1999 and 2017. Of those 200 cases, almost all (197) occurred 

between 2004 and 2017. Civilian fatality figures (including 0) only exist for 97 cases. 

UNPOCO only provides data for 65 cases where one or more fatalities occurred, with a total 

of 2,772 fatalities reported. Compared to the thousands of violent events recorded by 

ACLED and UCDP – recording somewhere between 26,000 and 35,000 fatalities – UN 

troops in Africa have been involved in only a small percentage of the total amount of 

violence against civilians. Even when all precautions are considered, this observation points 

to a significant deficit in the ability or willingness of the UN to protect civilians from 

violence. The numbers taken from UNPOCO also point to another interesting observation, 

in that the averages and median numbers could indicate that UN forces often deal with more 

serious violence against civilians. The mean for the 65 cases in UNPOCO with one or more 

civilian fatalities is 42.6 and the median rests at 17. In short, UNPOCO captures events that 

differ from the most typical events found in ACLED and UCDP, but that constitute a small 

subset of all violence against civilians in Africa. 

4.1.5.3 Non-lethal violence  
Available data for civilians subjected to non-lethal violence across the 200 protection 

operations are scarce. Specific numbers only exist for 57 cases in the reporting to the 



87 
 

Security Council, varying from none (29 cases) to 387 civilians injured. In an additional four 

cases, the reports include qualitative descriptions of the number of wounded, such as 

‘many’, and ‘some’. These four cases are not included in this analysis. In 139 cases, the 

number of injuries remains unknown. Abductions leading to forced labor and others forms 

of involuntary – often forced – relations to the perpetrator are not included, as the quality of 

data for these phenomena is clearly inadequate. According to the reports, 1,235 civilians 

were wounded, or otherwise physically harmed (including rape), across the 28 cases with 

one or more injuries reported. Distributed evenly, this indicates more than 44 civilians 

injured per case on average. The median remains at 10.5 civilians injured. Significant 

outliers in the available data drive the mean upwards. For example, in July 2010: 

“at least 387 civilians, including 300 women, 23 men, 55 girls and 9 boys, were raped by a 
coalition of combatants from the Democratic Forces for the Liberation of Rwanda and the 
MaiMai Sheka, as well as by residual elements led by Lieutenant Colonel Emmanuel 
Nsengiyumva. In addition, at least 923 houses and 42 shops were looted, and 116 civilians 
were abducted and subjected to forced labor by the assailants” (MONUSCO 2011 p. 4)  

The UN mission was not aware of the attacks and did not respond until several days had 

gone by, when most of the attacks were over. MONUSCO was harshly criticized for failing 

to respond in time to protect civilians (United Nations 2010d para. 8).   

Furthermore, in October 2004, 208 civilians were wounded (and 19 killed) in and 

around Monrovia, the capital of Liberia. Some of the casualties from this event may include 

combatants and security forces. Large-scale rioting initially triggered by land disputes 

“assumed ethnic and religious dimensions involving members of the predominantly 

Mandingo ethnic group” (United Nations 2004d para. 3). The situation further deteriorated 

when “disgruntled combatants awaiting reintegration, loyalists of former President Charles 

Taylor and some elements of the opposing factions within LURD ethnic dimensions […] 

repeatedly exploited [the riots] for their own ends” (ibid.). UNMIL troops and UN police 

were critical in bringing the situation under control, according to the UN reports.   

Again, UNPOCO cannot provide a comprehensive review of non-lethal violence 

against civilians. The sub-set of cases referred to above merely underlines that protecting 

civilians in UN peace operations is not always about countering unlawful murders of 

civilians, but also about reducing different types of non-lethal harm. 
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4.1.6 UN casualties 
There is an ongoing debate amongst scholars and UN practitioners about whether or not UN 

peace operations have become more dangerous (Guterres 2018; Henke 2016; van der Lijn & 

Smit 2015; dos Santos Cruz et al. 2017). From a practitioner’s perspective, the turn towards 

so-called robust peacekeeping in UNSC mandates and UN policies − in which peacekeepers 

are expected to be more proactive in their efforts to protect civilians – can expose 

peacekeepers to greater risks. In addition, some contemporary armed groups clearly ignore 

the laws of armed conflict, directing their attacks towards UN peacekeepers. However, when 

controlled for monthly deployment numbers, existing research does not find that UN 

peacekeeping has become more deadly over time.  

In fact, a recent study found “a notable decrease in [UN] deaths between 1990 and 

2015, both in absolute and relative terms” (van der Lijn & Smit 2015). Supporting these 

findings − using newly released monthly data on UN deployments to analyze fatality ratios 

“at the national contingent, UN mission, and global level” − Henke and Rogers & Kennedy 

also found that, rather than being killed by armed attacks, the number of UN personnel 

dying from illness is increasing (Henke 2016 p. 10; Rogers & Kennedy 2014). Overall, UN 

fatalities from so-called ‘malicious acts’ remain quite limited and thus largely unaffected by 

the robust turn in peacekeeping. 

These findings are also reflected in this study. According to UN statistics, so-called 

malicious acts led to 315 UN fatalities across the ten UN missions from 1999 to 2017 that 

also feature in UNPOCO (United Nations 2018a). Only 14 of these fatalities occurred in 

connection with the 200 military protection operations in UNPOCO. During the same 

protection operations, 42 uniformed UN personnel were wounded, again according to the 

numbers in UNPOCO. The UN does not provide openly available information on numbers 

of wounded and otherwise harmed. If UNPOCO is a reasonable reflection of those situations 

where UN troops use force to protect, it does not seem that this task puts UN troops in 

particular danger.  
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Figure 4.11 Total number of UN fatalities from malicious acts (1999–2017) in 11 UN 

missions represented in UNPOCO (blue line), UN fatalities from malicious 

acts in Mali (2013–2017) (red line), and UN fatalities captured in UNPOCO 

(green line). Data taken from United Nations and UNPOCO (United Nations 

2018a) 

Although the fatality ratios from malicious acts are stable or slightly decreasing, 

Figure 4.11 shows that in absolute terms – without controlling for monthly troop 

deployments – more peacekeepers are targets of violence today than in the recent past. The 

UN mission in Mali (MINUSMA) is responsible for many of these events (Karlsrud 2015; 

Kjeksrud & Vermeij 2017). Few UN troops are killed as a result of taking part in military 

operations to protect civilians from violence, as depicted by the scattered green line at the 

bottom of Figure 4.11. One reason is that there are few of these operations in the first place; 

but it must also mean that they seldom result in much physical damage to UN troops. In 

section 4.1.2, I did find a slight increase in the number of reported UN military operations to 

protect over time, which might indicate that these types of protection responses are 

becoming more common. However, despite much talk about UN peace operations becoming 

more dangerous, there is little evidence of this in the available data, with MINUSMA as an 

outlier.  
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4.1.7 Summary of descriptive statistics 
It is challenging to provide an overall description of what a typical military protection 

operation looks like. The descriptive statistics taken from UNPOCO − despite containing 

many uncertainties – indicate that UN troops have been involved in different situations on 

the ground across time and operations. Recall also that the data only capture the period from 

1999 to 2017. In the not-so-distant past, UN troops and civilians have faced more serious 

situations, such as in Rwanda (genocide) and in the Balkans (ethnic cleansing and an act of 

genocide (Srebrenica)), with casualty figures in the tens and even hundreds of thousands. In 

the future, new types of threats may emerge. Therefore, if we expect UN peacekeepers to 

use force to protect civilians effectively, they must be prepared to address both limited 

attacks, with relatively few killed and injured, and mass atrocities, where the civilian 

casualty figures are significantly higher. 

  Furthermore, we know that protecting civilians by using military force is still a 

marginal phenomenon in UN peace operations. The data I have captured in UNPOCO 

reconfirm that UN troops seldom respond with force when perpetrators of violence 

physically threaten civilians. However, while the early 2000s saw almost no protection 

operations across UN missions, the trend since 2008 seems to point towards a steady 

increase in the yearly number of protection operations. The increase possibly reflects a slow 

turn towards more consistent robust military responses to protect those under threat of 

violence. It could also be a reflection of an increasing demand for physical protection in 

contemporary armed conflicts where UN troops deploy, or even changing reporting practices 

in the organization. We also know that only a handful of UN missions have undertaken the 

vast majority of military protection operations, with MONUC/MONUSCO standing out as 

the top-ranking mission. Indeed, many of the best practices and lessons learned 

underpinning current UN policies and guidelines stem from experiences from the DR 

Congo. However, the data captured in UNPOCO indicate that there is value in casting the 

net wider to capture lessons from other missions as well.  

The most common threats UN forces and civilians faced between 1999 and 2017 in 

African conflicts were predatory armed groups, communities in conflict, and insurgent rebel 

groups, although both more and less serious threat scenarios have occurred in this period. 

While insurgent violence usually does not lead to a large number of civilian casualties, both 

predatory violence and communal violence often do. The data show that UN forces must be 
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prepared to protect civilians against a wide variety of threats, but that some types of threats 

should probably receive more attention in training and preparation for deployment.   

Met with these threats, UN military troops have employed the whole spectrum of 

force to protect civilians – including destructive use of force – but have relied most heavily 

on deterrence and coercion. This underlines that UN forces can operate forcefully, and have 

done so on many occasions, although UN missions most commonly are seen as employing 

defensive and reactive responses to threats against civilians. Keep in mind that these 

statistics do not address the effectiveness of the functions of force applied to protect. The 

next chapter delves into how UN forces have responded, and with what outcome, across 

cases and UN missions. 

Civilian casualty figures from these operations remain challenging to collect and 

analyze. A sub-set of cases from UNPOCO indicates great variation, with a few cases that 

are very violent (casualties in the hundreds) while the vast majority of cases involve few 

civilian casualties. In comparison, datasets that are more comprehensive show that the 

civilian death toll between 1999 and 2017 across these conflicts vastly outnumbers the 

civilian fatalities captured by UNPOCO. Clearly, UN forces are not able to address the vast 

majority of violence against civilians occurring in these conflicts. However, this should not 

undermine our efforts to understand the utility of force to protect in UN peace operations; 

rather, it should be a spur to the identification of those operations that may provide valuable 

lessons for future protection efforts.  

UN fatalities from so-called malicious acts relative to troop numbers remain low. 

Existing research shows that peacekeepers more commonly die from illness and accidents. A 

current outlier is the UN mission in Mali, where UN troops are countering insurgent rebel 

groups together with, and sometimes on behalf of, the Malian government. Although 

insurgent groups regularly attack MINUSMA and government forces, the UN mission in 

Mali performs few protection operations. Hence, few UN troops die because of taking part 

in this task. The data captured in UNPOCO indicate that as few as 14 military peacekeepers 

have been killed by malicious acts while actively protecting civilians in 200 operations from 

1999 to 2017. These fatality figures indicate that there is probably a potential to be a bit 

more risk accepting. As argued by others, it could be that a more robust stance could even 

make UN troops more secure (dos Santos Cruz et al. 2017). I am not a proponent of using 

more or less force in UN peace operations. Rather, I aim to explore how force can be used 
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most effectively against different types of threats, and when force should be avoided 

altogether.  

Descriptive statistics taken from UNPOCO help us unpack the characteristics of UN 

military protection operations across UN missions in Africa between 1999 and 2017. 

However, it remains unexplored how well UN troops have fared in these operations and 

what explains successes and failures. Responding to the first research question, section 4.2 

estimates outcomes of the 200 protection operations captured in UNPOCO, while Chapter 5 

responds to research question two, introducing two analytical steps in the search for 

recurring statistical patterns in the data and for causal pathways to explain variations in 

outcomes of UN military protection operations. 

4.2 Estimating outcomes of UN military protection operations (1999–2017) 
How have UN troops fared in protecting civilians across time and locations? Consistently 

estimating the outcomes of the 200 protection operations in UNPOCO is challenging. In this 

section, I relay the results of coding each case as either ‘many’ civilians protected (a 

successful outcome) or ‘few’ civilians protected (an unsuccessful outcome). The coding 

rests on a qualitative estimate of the outcome of each case, guided by counterfactual 

reasoning, knowledge about the perpetrator of violence, and the UN military efforts to 

protect. I also rely on the generic scenarios developed by Beadle, which all draw on existing 

knowledge about the modus operandi of similar types of perpetrators (see Chapter 2, section 

2.3.1). Accordingly, I consider the modus operandi of the perpetrators of violence to indicate 

what is likely to have occurred without the UN response, i.e. the expected outcome without 

intervention. Then, I hold this expectation up against the actual outcome of each case. These 

evaluations remain approximate, as there is not enough information available across cases 

for more systematic approaches. Ideally, I would like to know more about the population at 

risk – who and how many were potential targets for each threat – but this information is not 

readily available. In Chapter 5, section 5.2, I have developed a more finely tuned estimation 

of outcomes − including partial successes and partial failures − of a sub-set of cases that 

contain more information. In addition, the qualitative assessments of the outcomes can all be 

found in UNPOCO, which I seek to make publically available, facilitating comments and 

critique of these assessments. 

The most successful outcome of a military protection operation is that no civilians 

are killed, harmed, or displaced, i.e. that an imminent attack is pre-empted altogether. Some 
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cases in UNPOCO do in fact have this fully successful outcome, where all potential victims 

are protected. For example, on March 14, 2013, UNISFA swiftly intervened, blocked, and 

deterred between 4,000 and 5,000 armed Misseriya from marching on Makir Awed in Abyei 

(United Nations 2014j). In this case, it is quite straightforward to assume that an armed 

group of this size marching toward enemy territory represents an imminent and significant 

threat to civilians, and that UNISFA’s military intervention was the main reason why they 

chose not to attack. We know that large-scale revenge attacks between these two warring 

communities are quite common, have been so for decades, and are typical of their modus 

operandi (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 8). However, we cannot be certain that harming civilians 

was their main objective during this particular event, since violence did not in fact occur. 

Perhaps the Misseriya were well aware that UNISFA would intervene, and the main purpose 

was merely to instill a sense of fear amongst the opposing Ngok Dinka community in Abyei. 

This shows that even the most clear-cut cases with seemingly successful outcomes are up for 

debate, as it remains challenging to analyze and measure outcomes of events that did not 

occur. For an overall estimation of UN military efforts to protect, however, it seems safe to 

code this type of event in the ‘many protected’ category.  

In other events, UN troops responded late or had little impact on the outcome. In an 

extreme case from DR Congo over four days in July and August 2010, at least 303 people 

were systematically raped in 13 villages on the Mpofi-Kibua axis in Walikale territory by 

FDLR and Mai-Mai Cheka elements. At least 923 houses and 42 shops were also looted, and 

116 civilians were abducted and subjected to forced labor by the assailants. Reports of the 

attacks did not reach MONUSCO until several days after they had begun, and MONUSCO 

patrols and protection mechanisms in this case were unable to detect the gravity of the 

situation (United Nations 2010d). Similar to the first example, it does not seem problematic 

to code the outcome as ‘few’ (if any) civilians protected in this situation, as we know much 

more about the actual outcome.  

Many cases in UNPOCO are less clear-cut than these two initial examples. 

Sometimes, UN forces respond when threats or attacks against civilians are already 

underway, but are still able to influence the outcome positively. In January 2012: 

 “a group of nomads carrying guns arrived in Leu, which is predominantly inhabited by 
Ngok Dinka returnees, with about 6,000 cattle. This unexpected development generated fear 
and panic in the local community and even led some newly arrived returnees to go back to 
neighboring villages. With reinforcements from mission headquarters, the UNISFA 
company deployed at Leu managed to control the situation and convince the Misseriya 
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migrants, after several hours of discussions, to vacate the village” (United Nations 2012c 
para. 24).  

In this event, the UN troops failed to pre-empt the arrival of armed fighters and some 

civilians fled, but they still probably prevented further bloodshed through their deterrent and 

ameliorating efforts.  

Conversely, in other events UN troops intervened after the fact, but with only 

marginal influence on the violence against civilians. For example, in the DR Congo: 

 “[…] on 27 November in Luhanga, Lubero territory, […] some 50 Mai-Mai Mazembe 
elements attacked a camp of internally displaced persons, killing 30 and injuring 21. 
MONUSCO troops exchanged fire with the Mai-Mai elements, killing one and injuring two. 
MONUSCO attended to the wounded and evacuated at least 15 injured displaced persons to 
local hospitals. After the attack, FARDC and MONUSCO reinforced their positions around 
Luhanga” (United Nations 2016g para. 20).  

In this event, many civilians were killed and harmed, and, although the UN troops did 

engage the perpetrators using force, that did not significantly influence their willingness and 

ability to attack the camp. Of course, without any UN intervention at all, more civilians may 

have been victimized. Still, I have chosen to code this case as ‘few protected’, as the 

opposite would seem less convincing. These two cases highlight the dilemma of determining 

success from failure. However, I believe it is valuable to estimate outcomes of these 

operations, despite the challenges involved.  

The outcome estimations are presented in Table 4.2. Out of the 200 cases in 

UNPOCO, I have coded 83 cases as ‘few’ protected, and 76 cases as ‘many’ protected. In 

the remaining 41 cases, I have not been able to designate a particular outcome.  

Table 4.2 Outcome estimations of 200 UN military protection operations captured in 
UNPOCO.  

Outcomes Few protected Many protected Unknown 
No. of cases 83 76 41 
Percentage 41.5  38.0  20.5  

 

How are these outcomes distributed over time? Figure 4.12 tells us that successful 

outcomes were more frequent, or as prominent, as failures, from 2002 to 2014, while failures 

were more prominent from 2014 to 2017. The trend lines indicate that all categories are 

slightly increasing over time, as is the number of operations overall. Although we should be 

careful in reading too much into these numbers, there are perhaps reasons to investigate the 
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period from 2014 to 2017 in order to understand better the ‘spike’ in operations with 

unsuccessful outcomes in this period.  

  

Figure 4.12 Distribution of outcome estimations of UN military protection operations 

over time (1999–2017), with trend lines.  

It is time to provide an answer to the first research question: to what degree have UN 

military troops provided protection to civilians under imminent physical threat in Africa 

between 1999 and 2017? Somewhat unsatisfactorily, albeit still interestingly, the data I have 

collected in UNPOCO portray a mixed picture. First, UN troops are certainly able to protect 

civilians from violence. On (at least) 76 out of 200 occasions between 1999 and 2017, UN 

forces have protected civilians from imminent threats. This is perhaps not an impressive 

number of successes, given how many times civilians have been under threat in these 

conflicts, but it counters prevailing perceptions that UN troops are not up for their most 

prioritized task. Second, UN troops seem to fail about as often as they succeed. I have 

captured 83 failures amongst 200 cases, where UN forces had little or no effect on civilian 

security, despite having intervened militarily. We cannot expect that UN troops will always 

succeed, but there is probably a potential to improve this record.  

We cannot be certain that the distribution between successes and failures is fully 

representative of this phenomenon, as more than 20 percent of the cases still have unknown 
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outcomes. In addition, there are probably many more cases that were never reported through 

the Secretary-General’s reporting to the Security Council. Again, these observations point to 

the need to improve reporting practices. A more systematic approach to reporting – always 

including basic information such as: location, time, type of perpetrator, the number and type 

of casualties (when possible), and a description of the UN and host-state efforts – would 

make for better comparative studies, improving our understanding of what works and what 

does not in different situations. When possible, this information should be shared with the 

wider research community with an interest in UN peace operations, as the UN is not able to 

study all cases of interest.  
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5. Exploring data patterns and causal pathways 
We now know that UN troops quite often succeed in protecting civilians when force is 

applied. But how do these successes come about? To answer the second research question − 

what determines UN military troops’ ability to protect civilians from physical violence – I 

first employ a basic bivariate statistical analysis using cross-tabulations and Chi-square tests. 

The aim is to investigate whether some conditions stand out as particularly relevant for 

positive outcomes. What these analyses do is simply to explore each of the four causal 

condition candidates’ statistical relationship to successes and failures of protection 

operations. The result points to interesting statistical relationships and the equally interesting 

absence of others. Matching, pre-emption, and troop-to-population ratios appear to be the 

most relevant, while absolute troop numbers and willingness to accept risk less so.  

The cross-tabulations do not inform us about possible interaction effects between the 

causal conditions. I therefore add a multivariate linear probability analysis, which 

investigates if any of the four causal conditions stand out as particularly relevant for positive 

outcomes when accounting for the simultaneous presence of the other conditions (which also 

may influence the outcome). From the multivariate analysis, it appears that matching and 

pre-emption again stand out as the most relevant conditions. In fact, troop-to-population 

ratios no longer appear relevant, while willingness to accept risk portray similar, non-

significant, results as in the cross-tabulations.   

Due to the poor consistency in data quality across cases, I have only been able to use 

126 cases of the 200 captured in UNPOCO to perform the analysis in this chapter (see 

annexes D and E). Importantly, this means that the analyses do not rest on a random sample 

from a large number of cases, and can only be used to indicate interesting data patterns. And 

although pointing in similar directions, the analyses provide quite different interpretations of 

the data. The relevance of the results in this chapter thus remains uncertain. Furthermore, 

judged by what I know about the empirical universe, the results do not fully capture the 

complex causal relationships that characterize this phenomenon. For example, although 

matching appears to be the most interesting condition I know that matching also has 

occurred on many occasions when UN troops failed to protect. Similarly, although pre-

emption seems like an important part of the puzzle, I know that UN troops also succeeded to 

protect when they responded after civilians were attacked. Similar inconsistencies also 

appear in UNPOCO regarding troop-to-population ratios, where UN troops have succeeded 
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even though they were few in numbers. Given these complex causal patterns and empirical 

inconsistencies there is a need to pursue answers with the help of other methods. 

Therefore, in section 5.2 I pursue further answers with the help of fsQCA, 

specifically developed to help social scientists better explain causal complexity across a 

larger number of cases (Schneider & Wagemann 2012 p. 8) (see also Chapter 3). According 

to this analysis, matching and pre-emption again appear as the most relevant conditions, 

where these two conditions combined appear sufficient to explain almost half of the positive 

outcomes. Nevertheless, many cases remain unexplained.   

5.1 Recurring data patterns  
In this section, I describe how the four causal condition candidates are operationalized to fit 

basic statistical analysis of categorical data, before employing cross-tabulations, Chi-square 

tests, and multivariate linear probability analysis to search for statistically significant 

relationships between conditions and variations in outcome, as well as possible interaction 

effects.  

First, I have identified the absolute troop numbers present in the country in each case 

to investigate whether the deterrent presence of many uniformed personnel is related to 

more successful protection outcomes across time and place. We know that large uniformed 

deployments have significant conflict-reducing effects, but it remains unknown whether this 

effect is reflected in the outcomes of operational and tactical level protection operations (see 

Chapter 2, section 2.2.1).  

Furthermore, I have developed troop-to-population ratios for each case, which seek 

to capture a qualitatively different variance in the deterrent presence of UN troops. Ideally, 

this ratio should build on data on how many civilians were under threat in each particular 

case, and how many UN troops were used in that particular protection operation. 

Unfortunately, openly available data does not provide such granularity. Another angle would 

be to explore the number of troops related to the size of territory. I made an attempt, but 

found that it was impossible to provide consistent estimations of the size of actual 

operational areas, as the maps provided by the UN only pinpoint camp locations, rather than 

the areas of responsibility. To make consistent comparisons of troop-to-population ratios 

across countries and cases, I rather relate to the total population number of each country and 

the number of troops deployed in the country at the particular time of each case. I rely on 

population numbers from the World Bank and monthly deployment numbers of uniformed 
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UN personnel (United Nations 2018c; World Bank 2018). In section 5.2, I further develop 

this idea based on what the literature says about the potential positive effect of particular 

troop-to-population ratios. 

The ratios range from 22 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper in Abyei to 5,649 

inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper in the early days of MONUC in the DRC. In some 

cases, this ratio is somewhat misleading, as UN troop deployments are concentrated in 

specific areas of a country. For example, the majority of MONUSCO’s troops are now 

concentrated in the eastern DRC. In South Sudan, however, they are more evenly distributed 

throughout the country. Although not fully satisfactory, this approach facilitates a systematic 

investigation of whether ‘good’ troop-to-population ratios at the macro-level are related with 

better outcomes at the tactical and operational level across time and UN missions.  

Second, I have coded all troop-contributing countries involved in each case 

according to their willingness to accept risk in using force to protect civilians from 

violence. There is great variation in troop-contributing countries’ policies towards, and 

acceptance of the use of, force in peacekeeping operations (‘Providing for Peacekeeping’ 

2018a). However, it remains clear that some troop contributors are less risk-averse than 

others. I have not been able to develop a finely grained ranking of all contributors involved 

in the events in UNPOCO, but rather determined which countries display few caveats and a 

positive attitude towards the UN’s expanding peacekeeping agenda, including the use of 

force to protect civilians. These troop contributors are termed as ‘willing’ (scored one (1) in 

the cross-tabulation analysis), while all others are termed ‘hesitant’ (scored zero (0)). In 

those cases where several troop contributors are involved − including one or more ‘willing’ 

contributors – I have scored the constellation as 0.5, i.e. not fully ‘willing’, but more willing 

than those constellations deemed hesitant. This third category is meant to capture an 

expected positive contribution by the involvement of troops that are less risk averse. The 

scores are based on existing literature, official national policies, statements in the UN 

General Assembly, and expert opinions on how they tend to operate on the ground (Bellamy 

& Williams 2013; Chesterman 2004; ‘Providing for Peacekeeping’ 2016; United Nations 

2010g, 2015l). While this approach clearly does not capture all potentially relevant details 

about each troop contributor’s willingness to accept risk, it distinguishes between them on 

one of the most important aspects, and facilitates comparisons across cases. See Chapter 5, 

section 5.2.2.2 for more details on this condition. 
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Third, I seek to distinguish between those cases where UN troops were more ‘forward-

leaning’, seeking to pre-empt attacks on civilians, and more ‘passive’ approaches, where 

UN troops reacted to situations where attacks are already underway. Each case is coded as 

either ‘pre-emptive’ (scored one (1) in the cross-tabulation analysis) or ‘reactive’ (scored 

zero (0)). This condition is quite straightforward to operationalize, but it is not always clear-

cut. In some cases, UN troops respond pre-emptively against perpetrators that have 

repeatedly attacked civilians in the not-so-distant past. It can be challenging to determine 

whether the case is in fact a response to former exactions, i.e. a reactive operation, or a pre-

emptive effort to protect.  

Fourth, I investigate whether the UN troops’ use of force matched the ways and 

means with which the perpetrators used violence against civilians. This condition has been 

described in detail in Chapter 2, and will be further treated in section 5.2.2. Those cases 

where matching occurred are coded as one (1), and, conversely, those cases where the use of 

force was a mismatch received the score zero (0). In some cases, it has been challenging to 

determine which functions of force were employed by UN troops and what type of violence 

the perpetrators used. In addition, more than one function of force or violence was often in 

play. In that type of case, I have only related to the most violent function of force and 

violence to evaluate whether matching occurred or not. Finally, each case is coded on the 

outcome, as either ‘many’ (1) or “few” (0) civilians protected. See Chapter 4, section 4.2, 

for more details.  

5.1.1 Bivariate cross-tabulations  
In this section, each condition is cross-tabulated with variations in the outcome, before the 

results are tested for statistical significance with the help of Chi-square tests. This step is 

helpful to study the relationship between categorical conditions and various outcomes. Three 

of the conditions (matching, willingness to accept risk, and pre-emption) are already coded 

with categorical values, as is the outcome, which facilitates such cross-tabulations. Deterrent 

presence (troop ratios and absolute troop numbers) is not, and therefore needs to be recoded 

in categories. To search for general trends in the data, I decided to group troop ratios into 

three categories and absolute troop numbers into five categories. A more finely grained 

categorization would possibly provide more detail, but would also make the cross-

tabulations rather unwieldy, countering the aim of this analytical step. Keep in mind that the 

data is a sub-set of cases from UNPOCO – selected based on sufficient quality of data − and 

does not fulfill the requirements of a random sample from a larger population of cases. The 



101 
 

results can therefore only provide indications of possibly interesting relationships. Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences software – or only SPSS − was used to calculate the cross-

tabulations and perform robustness tests of the results.12  

5.1.1.1 Absolute troop numbers 
To facilitate the cross-tabulations of absolute troop numbers and the outcome, I have 

grouped different troop numbers into five categories:  

• Category 1: cases with fewer than 4,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

• Category 2: cases with 5,000 to 9,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

• Category 3: cases with 10,000 to 14,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

• Category 4: cases with 15,000 to 19,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

• Category 5: cases with 20,000 to 24,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed  

According to the analysis, the relationship between absolute troop numbers and 

outcomes is not significant (Table 5.2). In categories 3 to 5 – i.e. cases where 10,000 to 

24,999 uniformed peacekeepers were deployed – the combined 88 cases portray an almost 

even distribution between successes (many protected) and failures (few protected). 

Somewhat surprisingly, categories 1 and 2 – where fewer than 10,000 uniformed personnel 

were deployed – portray a better distribution between successes and failures, but this is not 

enough to make the relationship between troop numbers and outcomes significant. One 

reason for the high frequency of successes for categories 1 and 2 could be that more than 

half of those 38 cases involve operations in Abyei, where UNISFA has been quite effective 

in protecting civilians. Nevertheless, these patterns also indicate that large uniformed 

components do not necessarily translate to a higher frequency of successful protection 

outcomes at the tactical and operational levels. 

  

                                                            
12 I worked closely with colleagues Elin Marthinussen Gustavsen and Andreas Forø Tollefsen to perform the 
statistical analyses. They also contributed excellent SPSS and R skills to this process.   
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Table 5.1 Cross-tabulation between absolute troop numbers and outcomes   

Cross-tabulation − Absolute troop numbers 

 
Categories 

Total 
1 2 3 4 5 

Outcome 
(many (1)/ 

few (0)) 

0 
Count 7 5 11 24 9 56 

% within absolute 
troop no. 33.3 29.4 52.4 49.0 50.0 44.4 

1 
Count 14 12 10 25 9 70 

% within absolute 
troop no. 66.7 70.6 47.6 51.0 50.0 55.6 

Total 
Count 21 17 21 49 18 126 

% within absolute 
troop no. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.2 Chi-square significance test of absolute troop numbers 

Chi-square test 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 3.775a 4 0.437 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.56 

 

5.1.1.2 Troop-to-population ratios 
Analyzing a qualitatively different aspect of the deterrent presence of UN uniformed 

personnel, rather than absolute troop numbers; I now bring in the ratio of troops to 

inhabitants. To facilitate the cross-tabulations, I have grouped troop-to-population ratios into 

three categories:  

• Category 1: cases with fewer than 1,999 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper 
• Category 2: cases with 2,000 to 3,999 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper 
• Category 3: cases with 4,000 to 5,999 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper 

According to the cross-tabulation and the significance test in tables 5.3 and 5.4, there is a 

significant relationship between troop-to-population ratios and the outcome across cases. 

There is a 0.6 percent chance that this distribution is random (Table 5.4). In the 65 situations 

with the ‘best’ troop-to-population ratio – with fewer than 1,999 inhabitants per uniformed 

peacekeeper (category 1) – we see successful outcomes in 61.5 percent of the cases. I find an 

almost identical distribution of successes and failures for the 45 cases coded as Category 2 

(2,000 to 3,999 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper), with 60 percent successful 

outcomes. Finally, the 16 cases with the ‘worst’ troop-to-population ratios – ranging from 



103 
 

4,000 to 5,999 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper – saw as few as 18.8 percent 

successful outcomes. Thus, troop numbers may still matter, and there are good reasons to 

investigate the condition further, alongside the other potential causal conditions.  

Table 5.3 Cross-tabulation between troop-to-population ratios and outcomes 

Cross-tabulation − Troop-to-population ratios 

 
Categories 

Total 
1 2 3 

Outcome (many (1)/ few (0)) 

0 

Count 25 18 13 56 

% within troop-to-
population ratios 38.5 40.0 81.3 44.4 

1 

Count 40 27 3 70 

% within troop-to-
population ratios 61.5 60.0 18.8 55.6 

Total 

Count 65 45 16 126 

% within troop-to-
population ratios 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.4 Chi-square significance test of troop-to-population ratios 

Chi-square test 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10.080a 2 0.006 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.11 

 

5.1.1.3 Willingness to accept risk 
There is a significant relationship between willingness to accept risk and outcomes. There is 

only 1 percent chance of the distribution portrayed in Table 5.5 being a random occurrence 

in the data (Table 5.6). However, the distribution of success frequencies is somewhat 

unexpected. Of the 54 cases only including troops from countries that are coded as willing to 

accept risk (category 1), 61.1 percent saw successful outcomes. Conversely, the 41 cases 

including only TCCs that are scored as hesitant (category 0) saw 65.9 percent successful 

outcomes. Furthermore, 31 cases including at least one troop-contributor willing to accept 

risk but also including troops from more risk-averse TCCs have only 32.3 percent successful 

outcomes. This analysis seems to indicate that both willing to accept risk and risk-averse 
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troops have almost similar frequency of successes. There could be underlying conditions 

that explain this distribution. Perhaps risk-averse troops score rather well because they take 

on ‘easier’ operations, with better chances for success. However, I find little support for that 

in the UNPOCO dataset. Nevertheless, statistical significance does not equal causal 

importance. To further explore these indications, I will also include willingness to accept 

risk alongside other causal condition candidates in further analyses.  

 

Table 5.5 Cross-tabulation of willingness to accept risk and outcomes 

Cross-tabulation − Willingness to accept risk 

 
Categories 

Total 
0 0.75 1 

Outcome 
(many (1)/ 
few (0)) 

0 

Count 14 21 21 56 

% within willingness to accept 
risk 34.1 67.7 38.9 44.4 

1 

Count 27 10 33 70 

% within willingness to accept 
risk 65.9 32.3 61.1 55.6 

Total 

Count 41 31 54 126 

% within willingness to accept 
risk 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.6 Chi-square significance test of willingness to accept risk 

Chi-square test 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9.250a 2 0.010 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.78 

 

5.1.1.4 Pre-emption 
According to the analysis, there is a significant relationship between pre-emptive operations 

and outcomes. The significance test indicates that there is a very low probability of the 

distribution of cases being a random result (0.000 percent). Of 43 pre-emptive operations – 

coded as category 1 – 86 percent led to successful outcomes. When responses were reactive 

– category 0 – successes only occurred in 39.8 percent of the cases. There are good reasons 

to include pre-emption in further investigations of causal conditions leading to successful 

outcomes, as it may well be an important part of the puzzle. 
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Table 5.7 Cross-tabulation of pre-emption and outcomes  

Cross-tabulation − Pre-emption 

 
Categories 

Total 
0 1 

Outcome 
(many (1)/ 

few (0)) 

0 

Count 50 6 56 

% within pre-emption 60.2 14.0 44.4 

1 

Count 33 37 70 

% within pre-emption 39.8 86.0 55.6 

Total 

Count 83 43 126 

% within pre-emption 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.8 Chi-square significance test of pre-emption 

Chi-square test 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 24.579a 1 0.000 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 19.11 

 

5.1.1.5 Matching 
Finally, there is a significant statistical relationship between matching the perpetrators of 

violence and outcomes. Similar to pre-emption, there is a very low probability of this 

distribution of successes and failures being a random pattern (0.000). Of 99 cases where 

matching occurred, 68 led to successful outcomes. This also means that in the remaining 31 

cases where matching occurred, few civilians were protected. Conversely, when UN troops 

mismatched the perpetrators of violence, failures occurred in 92.6 percent of the cases. 

Although matching seems to be present in almost every successful outcome, it also appears 

quite often when UN troops fail to protect. Emerging as a potentially relevant building block 

for successful protection operations, this condition will also be pursued with the help of 

other methods in later chapters.  
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Table 5.9 Cross-tabulation of matching and outcomes 

Cross-tabulation − Matching 

 
Categories 

Total 
0 1 

Outcome 
(many (1)/ 

few (0)) 

0 

Count 25 31 56 

% within matching 92.6 31.3 44.4 

1 

Count 2 68 70 

% within matching 7.4 68.7 55.6 

Total 

Count 27 99 126 

% within matching 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.10 Chi-square significance test of matching 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 
 

Pearson Chi-Square 32.264a 1 0.000 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.00 

 

5.1.2 Summary of cross-tabulations 
To sum up, I find no significant statistical relationship between absolute troop numbers 

and outcomes. This is interesting, since it possibly indicates that the overall conflict-

reducing effect of the deterrent presence of large uniformed contributions – one of the 

strongest findings from quantitative studies of UN peacekeeping deployments − does not 

necessarily impact on how large uniformed components fare at the tactical and operational 

levels against particular threats. These two phenomena can of course co-exist. We already 

know that civilians continue to be targeted even in the presence of large UN missions. We 

also know that UN troops seldom apply force to protect, and that they often struggle to deal 

with the ‘surplus’ of violence that occurs in many conflict areas where these missions 

deploy. Importantly, this initial analysis indicates that, alongside being present in large 

enough numbers, other conditions must determine when and how UN troops protect 

civilians effectively from different types of threats. However, troop numbers may still 

matter. In fact, I find that troop-to-population ratios do have a significant relationship to 
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the outcomes. Where troop-to-population ratios are ‘good’, we also see better outcomes. 

While this condition is merely a different way to investigate the potential deterrent effect of 

troop numbers, it does introduce a qualitative difference.  

Furthermore, although willingness to accept risk does have a significant 

relationship to outcomes, the distribution of success frequencies possibly indicates that this 

is a trivial relationship. Willingness to accept risk and risk-aversion lead to a similar 

distribution of successes and failures. Again, it could indicate that, when force is applied to 

protect, it matters more what troops actually do to protect, rather than where they are from. 

This observation finds support in the analysis of pre-emption and matching, as both 

portray significant relationships with the outcome and both seem to lead towards better 

outcomes. However, matching also occurs quite often when UN troops fail to protect. There 

is a need to investigate these conditions further.  

These results must be treated with caution. Although they do reflect general patterns 

in the data, it is not possible to use them to infer causal relations. Ideally, I should have been 

able to control for potential confounding variables that may influence these relationships. 

For example, I have not controlled for type and intensity of conflict, variation in military 

training and equipment of UN troops, and so forth. These ideas are indeed candidates for 

future revisions and refinements of the UNPOCO dataset and analyses. However, it may 

also be that the four conditions chosen for the analyses in the present study mutually 

influence each other and their effect on the outcome. In the next analytical step, I will 

therefore control for these potential effects with the help of a multivariate linear probability 

model. 

5.1.3 Multivariate linear probability analysis 
Moving beyond the bivariate analysis presented in section 5.1.1, this section explores the 

impact of the conditions on the outcome in a multivariate statistical analysis. More 

specifically, I investigate if any of the four causal conditions stand out as particularly 

relevant for positive outcomes when accounting for the simultaneous presence of the other 

conditions (which also may influence the outcome). When the dependent variable is 

dichotomous – which is the case for the outcome condition in the analysis performed here − 

two models can be used: a logistic regression analysis or a linear probability model (LPM). I 

choose to present the results of the latter, while I have performed a robustness test with the 

help of a logistic regression analysis. The reason for using the LPM is that the results of 

logistic regression models can be quite difficult to interpret. Moreover, results from both 
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analyses point in the same direction, where matching and pre-emption stand out as the two 

most promising conditions for further analysis, supporting their potential relevance 

emerging from the cross-tabulations. 

Table 5.11 portrays the results of the linear probability analysis. In short, the analysis 

calculates the impact of an increase in the independent variables on the probability of seeing 

a favorable outcome – i.e. many civilians protected (scored 1) − when the value of a 

condition increases by one, while at the same time keeping all other conditions’ values 

constant. This way, we can measure the additive effect of an increase in each condition 

when controlled for the presence of other effects. The results can be interpreted as 

percentages, describing how the probability of the outcome increases in a particular 

condition. Based on the adjusted R2 value − which is a statistical measure of how close the 

data are to the fitted regression line − the model explains about 42 percent of the variation in 

outcomes. While this result is quite decent for most models, I am more interested in how the 

independent conditions fare given the presence of others.  

Two conditions stand out as particularly relevant. When UN troops match the 

perpetrators of violence, and all other conditions are kept constant, there is a 56 percent 

increase in the chance of a seeing a positive outcome compared to when they do not. When 

UN troops seek to pre-empt attacks on civilians, there is a 30 percent increase in the chance 

of seeing a good protection outcome. Both these relationships are statistically significant, as 

there is a slim chance that this is the result of random occurrences in the data. Keep in mind 

the standard error – in parentheses in Table 5.11 – which indicates that the true estimate is 

situated somewhere between the coefficient and the +/- standard error value.  Conversely, an 

increase in troop-numbers – in both absolute numbers and better troop-to-population ratios – 

does not increase the chances of success. None of these conditions portrays a significant 

relationship with the outcome.   

The analysis of TCC’s willingness to accept risk is more interesting, while it also 

echoes the findings from the cross-tabulations. The coefficient suggests that protection 

operations performed by a mix of troops from risk-averse TCCs and troops that are more 

willing to accept risk (medium risk) are less likely to lead to a successful outcome than 

operations performed by risk-averse troops only. The result is statistically significant. 

Meanwhile, protection operations that only involved troops that are willing to accept risk 

(high risk) are also less likely to lead to a successful outcome than operations performed by 
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risk-averse troops only. This relationship does not portray statistical significance. This result 

suggests a U-shape relationship. Operations involving troops that are risk averse and 

operations that  involved troops more accepting to risk are more successful than operations 

that performed by a combination of both types of troops. A possible explanation for this 

counterintuitive result is that high-risk troop contributors select the most difficult and 

demanding operations. In the cross-tabulations I alluded to this as a possible explanation, but 

I have not been able to discern such systematic patterns from UNPOCO. A potential future 

iteration could take into account the selection bias of which troops performs which type of 

operation. This can be done by controlling for the conflict environment, the intensity of the 

conflict prior to deployment, and the strength and size of armed groups.  

Table 5.11 Linear probability model 

Conditions 
Outcome (dependent variable) 

OLS (Ordinary least squares) 

log  

(troop-to-population ratios) 

0.016 

(0.017) 

log  

(absolute troop numbers) 

-0.094 

(0.059) 

matching 
0.558*** 

(0.090) 

medium risk 
-0.410*** 

(0.092) 

high risk 
-0.163 

(0.083) 

pre-emption 
0.299*** 

(0.076) 

constant 
0.370 

(0.194) 
  

Observations 126 

R2 0.447 

Adjusted R2 0.420 

Residual Std. Error 0.380 (df = 119) 

F Statistic 16.063*** (df = 6; 119) 
  

Note *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Effect plots can be used to visualize predicted values of the outcome for given values of 

each condition.  Again, the models calculate the effect for one condition at time, while the 

other conditions are kept constant on their mean value. Figure 5.1 portrays the predicted 

effect of each of the causal conditions. It is quite straightforward to observe the positive 

effects of “increasing” matching − moving from mismatch (0) to matching (1) − and moving 

from reactive operations (0) to pre-emptive operations (1). The predictions for troop-ratios 

are slightly positive when ratios slightly improve, but the effect quickly wanes off. Absolute 

troop-number predictions seem to indicate that the more troops deployed, the slighter the 

chances of success. Recall, however, that neither of these latter two showed statistically 

significant relationships with the outcome. For willingness to accept risk, the predictions 

form a “U-shape”, where risk-averse troops (0) are predicted to score better than both other 

values reflecting more willingness to accept risk.      

 

Figure 5.1 Effect plots of causal condition candidates and their predicted effect 

on the outcome. 

To sum up, the purpose of this analytical step was to search for each condition’s 

effect on the outcome while controlling for the simultaneous presence of the other 

conditions.  The results indicate that matching and pre-emption remain the two most 
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interesting conditions, supporting the findings from the cross-tabulations. Troop numbers 

does not emerge as particularly relevant, while willingness to accept risk portrays interesting 

patterns, which will be studied closer in the following chapters. While interesting statistical 

relationships were identified, the analysis indicates a phenomenon marked by causal 

complexity. There is a need for other methods that will better handle analyses of complex 

social phenomena, exploring different combinations of conditions leading to successful 

outcomes across time and place.   

5.2 Causal pathways for successful outcomes 
While the statistical analysis provided interesting indications of what forms part of 

successful protection operations, uncertainties remain. In continuing the search for answers 

to the second research question, the aim of this chapter is therefore to explore potential 

causal recipes – combinations of conditions − that may systematically explain variations in 

outcomes of UN military protection operations across time and UN missions. It applies 

fsQCA to the same sub-set of 126 cases from the UNPOCO dataset as was used for the 

statistical analyses. However, each case is now operationalized and scored according to 

standard principles for fsQCA (Schneider & Wagemann 2012). Importantly, we are now 

moving from statistical to set-theoretical approaches. The cases are again studied against the 

same four conditions frequently identified as causally relevant in the literature: i) deterrent 

presence, ii) willingness to accept risk, iii) pre-emption, and iv) matching. In addition, each 

case is coded on the outcome (see also Chapter 4, section 4.2 and Chapter 5, section 5.2.1). 

The main criteria for case selection have quite simply been sufficient depth and quality of 

information. This approach to case selection is not ideal. However, it remains the only 

available option as long as we lack openly available systematic reporting of all potential 

cases of interest.  

A few words of caution are necessary. The selection bias towards events that contain 

sufficient depth of reported information possibly favors ‘larger’ events, those that are most 

likely to make headlines due to many casualties or a significant participation of UN troops. 

This selection method potentially skews the analysis towards the more violent end of the 

spectrum. Certainly, UN missions are often judged by how they fare in the most extreme of 

cases (Annan 1999a; Carlsson et al. 1999; Center for Civilians in Conflict 2016; UNJHRO 

2013). Some of the day-to-day operations that aim to protect civilians are possibly left out of 

official reporting, since there is scant information about how they are conducted and little 

analysis by UN missions on what effect they have had on civilian security. Our inability to 
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study every case of interest may systematically weaken the overall insights, as interesting 

causal pathways towards successful outcomes at the lower end of the spectrum of violence 

may remain undisclosed. However, UNPOCO does capture many cases that have not been 

studied systematically in the past, and the analysis does provide valuable new insights. 

QCA demands a high degree of transparency about how causal condition candidates 

and outcomes are defined and operationalized. Fundamentally, transparency facilitates 

critique, potential replication, and modification of future research designs. QCA puts 

particular emphasis on this step of the research process, even more so than most qualitative 

research strategies. Being fully transparent about how conditions are coded and scored can 

also help refine theories. In the following, I explain the scores of the outcome and the four 

causal conditions, before presenting the analysis and results in section 5.2.3.   

5.2.1 The outcome variable 
The outcome variable, or just the outcome, estimates degrees of success of UN military 

protection operations. The cases are operationalized as a fuzzy set, rather than a 

dichotomous – crisp – set (as used in the statistical analysis). The outcomes include cases at 

the extreme ends of the scale as well as two ‘fuzzy’ variations in between. While full 

successes and complete failures are quite straightforward to determine – since no civilians 

were killed or harmed in the first category, and no one was protected in the latter − partial 

successes and failures are challenging to measure and code. I have applied a combination of 

counterfactual reasoning, my understanding of the modus operandi of the specific 

perpetrator in each case, the threat scenario categories developed by Beadle (see Chapter 2), 

and case-specific knowledge to score variation in the outcomes. Still, it is only possible to 

estimate how outcomes vary, and the findings should be read in that light. When the 

UNPOCO dataset is made publically available, it will contain the deliberations and scores 

for each case, facilitating critique about the choices I have made. 

In practice, I have asked of each case: what is likely to have happened to civilians 

under threat without the military intervention of the UN troops? A quick reminder of the 

basic idea underpinning counterfactual reasoning tells us that “the meaning of causal claims 

can be explained in terms of counterfactual conditionals of the form ‘If A had not occurred, 

C would not have occurred’ ” (Menzies 2001). Counterfactual reasoning rests on alternative 

outcomes – or possible worlds – that must resemble the actual event as closely as possible 

(see Chapter 3, section 3.3). When introducing a counterfactual condition, it should make 
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minimal change to the real situation, and must therefore be close in time to where the real 

world and the counterfactual possible world branched off. I try to establish a counterfactual 

‘baseline’ of a possible world where the UN did not intervene, to be able to analyze what 

effect the intervention had in real life. I try to minimize the changes to the possible world, by 

only removing one counterfactual condition, i.e. the military effort to protect. I then compare 

the possible world with the actual outcome following a UN intervention, leading to an 

analysis of whether few or many civilians were protected in each case. I do not attempt to 

explore longer-term effects of the protection operation, which would potentially undermine 

the value of the counterfactual reasoning by introducing second-order effects.  

Ideally, the number of civilian casualties should have been compared with the total 

number of civilians under threat in that particular situation. However, this information is not 

readily available. More commonly, the available information provides casualty figures, 

although this is also often missing from official reporting. A partial protection success could 

therefore see 10 civilians killed if we can plausibly expect that the perpetrators commonly 

kill and harm civilians in the dozens or hundreds. In many other situations, 10 civilians 

killed would be partial or full failure.    

Outcomes are scored as ‘everyone protected’ (1.0) in cases where UN peacekeepers 

protected all potential victims in a specific area at a certain time. One way to achieve this is 

to deny a perpetrator access to a contested area, with the help of military force. For example, 

the UN/African Union (AU) hybrid operation in Darfur (UNAMID) has on several 

occasions successfully intervened to prevent armed militias entering camps for internally 

displaced persons (United Nations 2014p, 2016h, 2017e). In such cases, the militias were 

deterred, withdrew, and no one was harmed. Armed communal militias entering camps 

where unarmed civilians from the opposing side reside represent a direct and imminent 

threat to civilians. Based on the modus operandi of the communal militias in this conflict, it 

is highly likely that this situation could have led to many civilian casualties, if left alone. 

Outcomes are coded and scored as ‘many protected’ (0.75) when UN troops used 

force to protect quite effectively, although some civilians were still killed and/or harmed. 

For example, on July 6, 2013, more than 30 armed and predatory Mai-Mai elements in 

civilian clothes attacked M23 elements in Kanyaruchinya, close to Goma, while also firing 

at the local population, killing one person. In response, MONUSCO engaged the Mai-Mai 

elements, killing one, injuring two, and arresting another (United Nations 2013f). This 
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situation, if left alone, could easily have led to more than one civilian casualty, both because 

of the indirect threat to civilians from a possible prolonged firefight between the Mai-Mai 

and the M23, but also due to the sheer number of predatory armed fighters in the vicinity of 

civilians, on whom they often prey for profit.   

Outcomes are scored as ‘few protected’ (0.25) when UN troops used force to protect, 

but many civilians were still killed or harmed. For example, in July 2005, in an attempt to 

protect civilians, the UN mission in the DRC (MONUC) and the national armed forces 

(FARDC) ran a series of joint military operations in South Kivu to obstruct the movement of 

the FDLR. After warning the FDLR combatants to leave, MONUC and FARDC destroyed 

several FDLR camps (United Nations 2005b). The rationale was to force FDLR fighters to 

relocate to areas where they would pose less of a threat to the civilian population. Despite 

robust joint operations, unidentified armed elements attacked the village of Ntulamamba, 

west of Bukavu in South Kivu, close to where these joint UN/FARDC operations were being 

conducted. A verification mission by MONUC found that some 47 persons, mostly women 

and children, had been killed (ibid.). The FDLR denied involvement. In this case, the joint 

operations against FDLR bases were likely to have triggered revenge attacks, inflicting a 

large number of casualties, when compared to the typical modus operandi of FDLR. This 

case was thus deemed a situation where few were protected.   

Outcomes are assessed as ‘no one protected’ (0.0) in cases where UN forces have 

failed to protect victims in a specific area at a certain time, despite having intervened 

militarily. In many cases, such failures occur because UN forces and/or their local security 

partners are unable to respond in time or use tactics that have no effect on civilian security. 

For example, in 2010, “at least 387 civilians, including 300 women, 23 men, 55 girls and 9 

boys, were raped by a coalition of combatants from the Democratic Forces for the Liberation 

of Rwanda and the Mai-Mai Sheka, as well by residual elements of Lieutenant Colonel 

Emmanuel Nsengiyumva” (MONUSCO 2011 p. 1). In addition, almost a thousand houses 

and several shops were looted, and more than one hundred civilians were subjected to forced 

labor (ibid.). The UN troops stationed nearby responded only after two days of ongoing 

attacks (ibid.). Even then, they were not able to identify that attacks were ongoing, as most 

of the population had fled to the bush and the UN troops did not link the deserted villages to 

the presence of violent perpetrators.  
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Table 5.12 shows that 21 out of 126 operations were scored as ‘everyone protected’, 49 

operations were scored as ‘many protected’, 46 operations were scored as ‘few protected’ 

and 10 operations were scored as ‘no-one protected’. Although UN troops had more positive 

outcomes (70) than negative (56) according to these numbers, it is not possible to suggest 

that protection operations have been successful more often than not. The cases are selected 

based on the quality of information, and the distribution reflects the cases selected. 

Table 5.12  Estimated outcomes of 126 UN military protection operations in Africa, 
1999 ̶ 2017    

 Number of 

operations 

Everyone 

protected 

Many 

protected 

Few 

protected 

No-one 

protected 

Total 126 (100 %) 21 (16.7 %) 49 (38.9 %) 46 (36.5 %) 10 (7.9 %) 

 

Table 5.13 lists the cases in the set according to scored outcome, including their 

fuzzy scores, their qualitative description, the number of cases, and the case IDs from the 

UNPOCO dataset. For more details on each case, please refer to the UNPOCO dataset. 

 

Table 5.13 Outcome calibrations with fuzzy scores, qualitative descriptions, number of 
cases, and case IDs from UNPOCO 

Fuzzy 
score 

Description No. 
of 
cases  

Case IDs from UNPOCO 

1.0 Everyone 
protected 

21 UNMIL 
Liberia4 

UNISFA 
Abyei2 
Abyei6 
Abyei8 
Abyei11 
Abyei12 
Abyei20 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan3 
 

UNAMID 
Darfur10 
Darfur11 
Darfur13 
Darfur14 
Darfur15 
Darfur16 
Darfur17 

MINUSMA 
Mali2 
Mali5 
Mali6 

MONUSCO 
DRC106 
 

MINUSCA 
CAR1 
CAR6 
 

 

0.75 Many 
protected 

49 UNMIL 
Liberia1 
Liberia3 
Liberia5 
Liberia6 
Liberia8 
Liberia15 

UNISFA 
Abyei1 
Abyei3 
Abyei4 
Abyei5 
Abyei7 
Abyei9 
Abyei18 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan1 
SouthSudan13 
 
 

UNAMID 
Darfur1 
Darfur5 
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MINUSMA 
Mali4 
Mali9 
 

MONUC 
DRC1 
DRC5 
DRC8 
DRC12 
DRC14 
DRC15 

 
DRC16 
DRC17 
DRC21 
DRC22 
DRC24 
DRC26 

MONUSCO 
DRC28 
DRC45 
DRC47 
DRC51 
DRC53 
DRC54 

 
DRC55 
DRC56 
DRC61 
DRC64 
DRC69 
DRC85 

MINUSCA 
CAR7 
 
 

UNMIS 
Sudan1 
Sudan2 
 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast1 
IvoryCoast2 
IvoryCoast3 

  

0.25 Few 
protected 

46 UNMIL 
Liberia7 
Liberia9 
Liberia10 

UNAMSIL 
SierraLeone1 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan5 
SouthSudan6 
SouthSudan11 
SouthSudan12 
 

UNAMID 
Darfur2 
Darfur4 
Darfur6 
Darfur7 
Darfur9 

MINUSMA 
Mali1 
 

MONUC 
DRC2 
DRC3 
DRC4 
DRC10 
DRC13 

 
DRC19 
DRC23 
DRC25 
 
 

MONUSCO 
DRC44 
DRC49 
DRC57 
DRC63  
DRC66  
DRC68  
DRC70  
DRC71  
DRC72  
DRC74 
DRC76 

 
DRC77  
DRC79  
DRC81  
DRC82  
DRC83  
DRC88  
DRC91  
DRC99  
DRC102  
DRC103 

MINUSCA 
CAR4 
CAR8 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast6 
 

   

0.0 No-one 
protected 

10 UNISFA 
Abyei10 
Abyei13 
Abyei14 
Abyei15 
Abyei16 
Abyei19 
Abyei21 

MONUSCO 
DRC27 
 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan10 
SouthSudan15 
 
 

 

5.2.2 Causal condition candidates  
In this chapter, the four causal conditions candidates are operationalized and scored 

according to standard QCA procedures. I have provided each condition with a short form in 

parentheses to ease identification in the datasets and tables, since the QCA software used for 

the analysis only allows lower letters and no space between words.     

5.2.2.1 Deterrent presence (deter) 
Troop-to-population ratios reflect the deterrent presence of the uniformed component of UN 

peace operations. They are measured using monthly data on uniformed UN deployments, in 

combination with data on the national population size from the UN and the World Bank 

(United Nations 2018c; United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs 2016; 

World Bank 2018). The data on uniformed UN deployments are identical to the data used by 
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recent studies to investigate how the size of UN operations correlates with civilian casualties 

(Hultman et al. 2013b, 2014). Some of the data on population sizes rely on forecasts of 

population growth, as accurate censuses do not exist for all mission areas (see Annex B for 

references). Actual deployment numbers in the area of each operation and local population 

numbers would have captured this causal condition candidate more precisely. However, 

such data is not easily available. Therefore, the analysis of the data used here remains a 

somewhat crude measurement.  

The anchor-points for membership scores in this set are calibrated according to 

existing theories on troop-to-population ratios, adapted to a UN setting. Although the idea of 

determining ratios to explain success or failure in peace and stabilization operations has 

been criticized, it is included here for two reasons. First, the most compelling research on the 

positive effect of UN peacekeeping operations suggests that a decrease in civilian targeting 

is closely linked to the number of uniformed peacekeepers deployed (Hultman et al. 2013b, 

2014). The statistical analysis failed to find a significant relationship between the size of 

uniformed components and effective protection operations at the operational and tactical 

levels, while good troop-to-population ratios did show a significant relationship with the 

outcomes (while this relationship did not appear relevant when controlled for possible 

interaction effects). In the QCA analysis, I aim to investigate this aspect further, adding 

more nuance by investigating this aspect in combination with other conditions with the help 

of set-theory. Second, since UN reform efforts also aim to increase the number of troops 

available for deployment, there is a need to explore whether there are thresholds that troop-

to-population ratios should reach to be likely to have a systematic positive effect on 

operations that seek to improve civilian security. 

Full membership of this set (‘fully in’ (1.0)) is assigned to cases with a troop-to-

population ratio better than 1:100, which is half the amount of troops needed for successful 

outcomes as ascribed by Quinlivan (1:50). The reason for this modification is that UN 

operations are almost never set up for combat operations; they operate with the consent of 

host authorities, and do so impartially. Consequently, peacekeeping should require fewer 

troops than counterinsurgency operations. The UN mission in Abyei – UNISFA − is the only 

example from UNPOCO where this ratio has been achieved.  

Partial membership of this set is assigned to cases that fall between the 1:100 troop-

to-population ratio and the cut-off point at 1:500. They receive the ‘mostly in’ score of 0.75. 
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The cut-off point is determined by the ratio suggested by Goode (1:357), although slightly 

increased to better reflect the fact that UN forces mostly operate in non-combat 

environments, guided by the bedrock principles of peacekeeping. The cases captured in 

UNPOCO with this ratio are found in Liberia, Sierra Leone, Darfur, and CAR. The ‘mostly 

out’ score (0.25) is given to cases with a troop ratio between the cut-off point of 1:500 and 

the ‘fully out’ score (0.0), which has been set at 1:1000. I assume that there are few positive 

protection effects at the operational and tactical levels from the sheer presence of UN troops 

when UN missions deploy troops in ratios that see 500 or 1,000 inhabitants per uniformed 

peacekeeper. With more than 1,000 people per peacekeeper − about three times as many as 

the ratio presented by Goode − it is considered unlikely that the troop-to-population ratio 

positively influences the outcome. 

Table 5.14 Troop-to-population ratio calibrations with fuzzy scores, descriptions, 

number of cases, ratio thresholds, and case IDs from UNPOCO 

Fuzzy  
score 

Term No.  Threshold Case-IDs from UNPOCO (126) 

1.0  Fully 
in 

20 <1:100 UNISFA 
Abyei116 
Abyei18-21 

   

0.75 Mostly 
in 

29 >1:100  
<1:500 

UNAMSIL 
SierraLeone1 

UNMIL 
Liberia3-10 

UNAMID 
Darfur1-2 
Darfur4-7 
Darfur9-11 
Darfur13-17 

CAR 
CAR4 
CAR6-8 
 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan5-6 

   

0.25 Mostly 
out 

10 >1:500 
<1:1,000 

UNMIL 
Liberia1 
Liberia15 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan3 
SouthSudan10-13 
SouthSudan15 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast6 

CAR 
CAR1 

0.0  Fully 
out 

67 >1:1,000 MONUC 
DRC1-5 
DRC8 
DRC10 
DRC12 
DRC13-17 
DRC19 
DRC21-26 
 

MONUSCO 
DRC27-28 
DRC44-45 
DRC47 
DRC49 
DRC51 
DRC53-57 
DRC61 
DRC63-64 
DRC66 
DRC68-72 

 
DRC74 
DRC76-77 
DRC79 
DRC81-83 
DRC85 
DRC 88 
DRC91 
DRC99 
DRC102-103 
DRC106 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast1-3 
 

UNMIS 
Sudan1-2 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan1 
 

MINUSMA 
Mali1-2 
Mali4-6 
Mali9 
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Although some UN missions reach the ratios suggested in the existing literature, many 

remain out of the scope of what is deemed causally relevant. In fact, the UNPOCO dataset 

captures cases with ratios up to eight times as high as those introduced by Goode. However, 

the calibration above should not be interpreted as discounting the potentially positive 

conflict-reducing effects of the presence of uniformed peacekeepers, despite their being few 

in numbers compared to the population size. Rather, I want to investigate whether 

particularly ‘good’ ratios can be part of the explanation for protection successes at the 

operational and tactical levels. By applying the rather strict ratios from existing theories, we 

should be able to discern whether this particular condition systematically appears together 

with other conditions in causal pathways leading to successful outcomes across cases and 

time.  

5.2.2.2 Willingness to accept risk (risk) 
UN military protection operations may involve using force to deter, coerce, or even to 

destroy a perpetrator’s will and ability to use violence against civilians. Forceful military 

actions challenge the principles of UN peace operations as well as many troop contributors’ 

acceptance of risk. For these and many other reasons, force is seldom used to protect in UN 

peace operations (United Nations 2014a). However, on at least 200 occasions between 1999 

and 2017, UN troops did apply force – as defined in this study − to protect.  

Different troop contributors operate in different ways. This can be a significant 

challenge in UN peace operations, to which more than 120 countries contribute uniformed 

personnel (United Nations 2016n). Differences between troop contributors can include the 

type of units deployed, their level and quality of training, the type and quality of equipment, 

command and control arrangements, the history, culture and traditions of particular armed 

units, all the way down to individual traits in each soldier and officer in each contingent. 

These differences can also influence the results of military protection operations.  

It is not a viable research strategy to investigate all potential causal candidates linked 

to differences in various TCCs. Many of them are difficult to measure. In addition, QCA 

cannot be used to analyze more than a handful of conditions thought to influence a particular 

social phenomenon. Instead, I have selected one macro condition carrying particular 

importance when protecting civilians through military means: a troop-contributing country’s 

general policies on and level of acceptance of the use of force in UN peace operations. Some 

troop contributors are − for many good reasons − reluctant to risk the lives of their own 

forces for any purpose. Others are on principle against expanding the agenda of UN peace 
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operations, which includes the use of force to protect civilians from violence (Bellamy & 

Williams 2013). Yet others are more ‘forward leaning’, accepting a higher degree of risk to 

protect a third party from harm, and on principle more open to perform robust military 

operations under the UN flag. I investigate whether the official stance of UN troop 

contributors is reflected in actual operations, and systematically affects the outcomes of 

operations across time and UN missions.   

Accordingly, different TCCs are ascribed different memberships − either ‘in’ (1.0) or 

‘out’ (0.0) − in a crisp set that captures their willingness to use force to protect civilians in 

the context of UN peace operations (see Table 5.4). The underlying hypothesis is that troops 

coming from countries that are more willing to use force to protect civilians from violence − 

accepting higher risks for their own forces − will systematically perform better than troops 

deployed by TCCs that are more hesitant. Somewhat surprisingly, the statistical analysis in 

indicated an absence of a significant relationship between the willingness to accept risk and 

the outcomes. Still, it is valuable to test this condition further with the help of other methods.  

Membership scores are based on the existing literature, official national policies, 

statements in the UN General Assembly, and expert opinions on how the TCCs operate on 

the ground (Bellamy & Williams 2013; Chesterman 2004; Government of Rwanda 2015; 

‘Providing for Peacekeeping’ 2016; United Nations 2010g, 2015l) (see also Annex C for 

more references). At first, I attempted to develop a fuzzy score for this set – assigning 

degrees of willingness and hesitancy to different TCCs − but I found that it was challenging 

to do so systematically across all countries contributing troops. Instead, I chose the crisp set 

approach, which enabled a rougher, but also more responsible, coding of TCCs’ degree of 

willingness to use force to protect. This has been the most challenging and possibly the most 

controversial condition to operationalize. To be clear, the aim is not to point a finger at 

particular troop contributors. However, the current drive to find new troop contributors is 

not only about increasing troops numbers. It also reflects a perception that some of the 

current TCCs are not doing enough or that they are doing things wrongly. Therefore, there is 

a need to explore systematically whether the country of origin of UN troops has anything to 

do with the outcomes of protection operations, when force is applied to protect. As far as I 

am aware, this represents a first attempt at a more systematic analysis of this aspect across 

time and UN missions. 
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Table 5.15 Calibration of TCCs’ willingness to use force to protect    

Crisp score Description # TCCs TCCs 

1.0 Willing 26 Ethiopia 
Benin 
Burkina Faso 
Chad 
Egypt 
Gabon 
Gambia 
Guatemala  
Guinea 

Ireland 
Malawi 
Mauritania 
Mongolia 
Nepal 
Netherlands 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Portugal 

Rwanda 
Senegal 
South Africa 
Sweden 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Ukraine 
Uruguay 

0.0  Hesitant 12 Bangladesh 
Cambodia 
China  
Egypt 

Ghana  
India 
Indonesia 
Jordan 

Kenya  
Morocco 
Pakistan 
Philippines 

 

In many cases, more than one TCC has been involved in an operation. In order to 

reflect this qualitative difference between cases, I have added a third score for the QCA 

analysis. If one or more of the TCCs involved in a case come from a country coded as 

‘willing’, these cases receive the membership score 0.75 (‘fairly willing’). The underlying 

hypothesis is that the presence of at least one ‘willing’ troop contributor will have some 

positive effect on the outcome, but not as much as would have been expected if every TCC 

involved was from a ‘willing’ country. Table 5.16 portrays how the scores are distributed 

across the 126 cases studied in the QCA analysis. 
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 Table 5.16 Calibration of TCCs’ willingness to use force to protect, including 

constellations of willing/hesitant TCCs, fuzzy scores, description, number of 

cases and case IDs from UNPOCO  
 Fuzzy 

score 

Description No. Case IDs from UNPOCO 

1.0 Willing 54 MONUC 
DRC2 
 

MONUSCO 
DRC54 
DRC56-57 
DRC61 
DRC70-71 
DRC81 

 
DRC85 
DRC88 
DRC91 
DRC99 

UNAMID 
Darfur1-2 
Darfur4-7 
Darfur9-11 
Darfur13-17 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast2-3 

UNISFA 
Abyei1-16 
Abyei18-21 

UNMIL 
Liberia7 

MINUSMA 
Mali2 
Mali4-6 
 

MINUSCA 
CAR6 

 

0.75 Fairly 

willing 

32 MONUC 
DRC1 
DRC10 
DRC19 

MONUSCO 
DRC49 
DRC55 
DRC64 
DRC66 
DRC68-69 
DRC72  

 
DRC74 
DRC76-77 
DRC79 
DRC82-83 
DRC102-103 
DRC106 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan5 
SouthSudan10 
SouthSudan13 
SouthSudan15 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast6 

MINUSCA 
CAR1 
CAR8 

UNMIL 
Liberia1 
Liberia6 
Liberia15 

MINUSMA 
Mali1 
Mali9 

UNAMSIL 
SierraLeone1 

 

0.0 Hesitant 40 MONUC 
DRC3-5 
DRC8 
DRC12-17 
DRC21-26 

MONUSCO 
DRC27-28 
DRC44-45 
DRC47 

 
DRC51 
DRC53 
DRC63 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan1 
SouthSudan3 
SouthSudan6 
SouthSudan11-12 

UNMIS 
Sudan1-2 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast1 

UNMIL 
Liberia3-5 
Liberia8-10 

MINUSCA 
CAR4 
CAR7 

  

 

There is generally a lack of openly available and systematic reporting on which 

particular troops have been involved in specific operations. Therefore, when specific 

information is missing, I determined the participants in each case based on the deployment 

maps provided by the Secretary-General’s reporting to the UNSC. In some cases, the main 

responsibility is ascribed to the TCC with overall responsibility for the geographical area 
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where the operation took place, and/or the TCCs deployed to the nearest UN camp. UN 

missions are usually quite static in their deployment patterns, although dynamic 

deployments have occurred more frequently in recent years. It is still reasonable to assume 

that the dominant TCC in a particular area is most likely to have been critically involved in 

the operation. However, it is not completely certain that all participants have been captured 

for all cases, and some might have been ascribed as participating when they have in fact not 

been part of the operations. I also searched for complementary information online, in 

particular from news articles and blogs, which sometimes name the TCCs involved in 

particular cases.   

Finally, it should be noted that all of the troop contributors involved in operations 

captured in UNPOCO portray some level of willingness to expose their troops to risk and 

use force to protect. First, all operations have been performed under Chapter VII mandates, 

expecting UN troops to use deadly force to protect civilians under threat when necessary. 

Second, UNPOCO only captures cases where force has actually been used. TCCs that often 

are seen as reluctant, and operating under caveats, carried out many operations, both 

successfully and unsuccessfully.    

5.2.2.3 Pre-emption (preempt) 
UN peace operations are guided by three bedrock principles: impartiality, consent of the host 

state and main parties to the conflict, and non-use of force except in self-defense and defense 

of the mandate (United Nations 2008). These principles, although modified over time, have 

been part of UN peacekeeping since its inception in the mid-1950s. Historically, UN troops 

were not to use force to fulfill the mandate, but only in self-defense. UN forces were not to 

pose a threat to the parties of the former conflict, usually fought between states. UN troops 

were positioned as a buffer between the armies of former warring parties, and their main 

jobs were to patrol, monitor, and report transgressions of peace agreements. There was no 

intention of using armed force to make former belligerents comply. For decades, the 

dominant UN mode of operations has therefore been defensive, only reacting to situations 

when UN troops were under threat.   

Contemporary UN peace operations, however, are deployed to armed conflicts 

within states where there is residual violence, despite the presence of peace agreements (Ki-

moon 2014). Many armed groups continue to fight, even after the deployment of UN troops. 

Therefore, UN forces are now increasingly expected to use force proactively to protect 
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civilians from harm. This development peaked in 2013, when the UN deployed a FIB of 

3,000 troops to the Eastern DRC to neutralize various armed groups by using force 

(Karlsrud 2015; Kjeksrud & Vermeij 2017; United Nations 2013b). The UN mission in Mali 

(MINUSMA) is also mandated to use force to deter armed groups from moving into 

population centers (United Nations 2013c). Most recently, the UN Security Council 

mandated a regional protection force of 4,000 troops to deploy to Juba, the capital of South 

Sudan, to protect civilians and if needed force parties to comply with the peace agreement 

(United Nations 2016o). Increasingly, the Security Council seems to rely on military force to 

establish some form of stability to ensure a more permissive environment for longer-term 

peace building.  

I seek to explore whether UN protection operations are more effective in reactive or 

pre-emptive mode. Accordingly, all 126 cases have been coded according to the type of 

operation UN forces have conducted to protect. Of the 126 cases, 43 are coded as ‘pre-

emptive’ (scored 1.0), while the remaining 83 are ‘reactive’ (scoring 0.0). This is also a crisp 

set, where cases are either ‘in’ or ‘out’ of the set. It may be possible to provide a more finely 

tuned categorization to enable a fuzzy score analysis of this set, but I found no theoretical 

anchors that would allow me to do so responsibly. However, I do acknowledge that there are 

qualitative differences among cordon-and-search operations, static camp-defense operations, 

and joint offensive operations with host-state forces. It follows that pre-emptive operations 

are those cases where UN forces have tried to intervene militarily before attacks against 

civilians materialized. These can include cordon-and-search operations, as well as direct 

military confrontations alone or jointly with host-state forces. Conversely, ‘reactive’ 

operations respond to situations where violent attacks on civilians are already underway. 

This category includes situations where UN troops sought to provide a deterrent presence, 

but where force was used as a last resort, defense of their own or internally displaced person 

(IDP) camps from attack, and pursuit of perpetrators after attacks against civilians had taken 

place.  
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Table 5.17 Calibration of the pre-emptive/reactive character of UN military protection 

operations, including fuzzy scores, description, number of cases, and case 

IDs from UNPOCO. 

Crisp 

score 

Description No. Case-IDs from UNPOCO 

1.0 Pre-emptive 43 UNAMSIL 
SierraLeone1 
 

UNMIL 
Liberia4 

UNMIS 
Sudan1 

MONUC 
DRC5 
DRC8 
DRC10 
DRC12 
DRC14-17 
DRC19 
DRC21 

MONUSCO 
DRC28 
DRC45 
DRC55 
DRC61 
DRC64 
DRC68-69 
DRC88 
DRC106 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast2-3 

UNISFA 
Abyei2 
Abyei4 
Abyei6-7 
Abyei10 
Abyei12 
Abyei20 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan3 

MINUSMA 
Mali2 
Mali5-6 

UNAMID 
Darfur13-17 

MINUSCA 
CAR1 
CAR6-7 

 

0.0 Reactive 83 UNMIL 
Liberia1 
Liberia3 
Liberia5-10 
Liberia15 

UNAMID 
Darfur1-2 
Darfur4-7 
Darfur9-11 

UNMIS 
Sudan2 

MONUC 
DRC1-4 
DRC13 
DRC22-27 

MONUSCO 
DRC44 
DRC47 
DRC49 
DRC51 
DRC53-54 
DRC56-57 
DRC63 
DRC66 
DRC70-72 

DRC74 
DRC76-
77 
DRC79 
DRC81-
83 
DRC85 
DRC91 
DRC99 
DRC102-
103 
 

UNISFA 
Abyei1 
Abyei3 
Abyei5 
Abyei8-9 
Abyei11 
Abyei13-16 
Abyei18-19 
Abyei21 

MINUSMA 
Mali1 
Mali4 
Mali9 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast1 
IvoryCoast6 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan1 
SouthSudan5-6 
SouthSudan10-13 
SouthSudan15 

MINUSCA 
CAR4 
CAR8 
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5.2.2.4 Matching (match) 
According to the only existing theory on how to maximize the utility of force to protect 

civilians, military protectors must match the perpetrator’s violence against civilians (Beadle 

2011, 2014). Only then will protectors be able to influence effectively the will and ability of 

the perpetrator to attack. The matching theory is described in detail in Chapter 2. Table 5.18 

is just a reminder of the functions of force/violence that form the underpinnings for this 

theory, and visualizes protectors’ functions of force on the left and types of violence 

committed by the perpetrator on the right. This condition has been operationalized by first 

ascribing one or more functions of force to the protector in each case and then assessing the 

type of violence committed against civilians by the perpetrator, before comparing the two in 

order to evaluate whether the use of force matches the violence by the perpetrator. Through 

a crisp-set approach, a ‘match’ is scored 1.0 (‘in’ the set) while a ‘mismatch’ scores 0.0 

(‘out’ of the set). In 99 cases, the protectors have matched the perpetrators, while the 

remaining 27 are coded as a mismatch. 

 

Table 5.18 Functions of force (protector) versus types of violence (perpetrator) 

Functions of force  

(to protect) 

Description Types of violence  

(against civilians) 

Description 

Amelioration Delivering aid, support 

humanitarian assistance, 

observe ceasefires, etc. 

Impairment Fostering insecurity, 

threatening civilian life 

without physically 

targeting them 

Containment Preventing arms, planes, and 

troops from spreading or 

passing through a barrier 

Incitement Using violence against 

civilians to spread fear 

and insecurity 

Deterrence/coercion Posing or carrying out a threat, 

in order to change the 

opposition’s intentions 

Deterrence/coercion Using violence to change 

civilian behavior 

Destruction Attacking the opposing force 

in order to destroy its ability to 

prevent the achievement of the 

political purpose.   

Destruction Using violence to 

directly destroy civilians 

(or civilian installations). 
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Table 5.19 Calibration of UN troops’ ability to match the perpetrators by force, 
including fuzzy scores, description, number of cases, and case IDs from 
UNPOCO 

Crisp 
score 

Description No.  Case IDs from UNPOCO 

1.0 Match 99 UNAMSIL 
SierraLeone1 

MONUC 
DRC1 
DRC4-5 
DRC8 
DRC10 
DRC12 
DRC14-17 
DRC19 
DRC21-24 
DRC26 
DRC28 

MONUSCO 
DRC45 
DRC47 
DRC49 
DRC51 
DRC53-57 
DRC61 
DRC64 
DRC68-72 

 
DRC74 
DRC76-77 
DRC79 
DRC81-83 
DRC85 
DRC88 
DRC102-103 
DRC106 

UNMIL 
Liberia1 
Liberia3-10 
Lieria15 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast1-3 

UNAMID 
Darfur1 
Darfur5 
Darfur10-11 
Darfur13-17 

UNMIS 
Sudan1 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan1 
SouthSudan3 
SouthSudan10 

UNISFA 
Abyei1-9 
Abyei11-16 
Abyei18-20 

MINUSMA 
Mali2 
Mali4-6 
Mali9 

MINUSCA 
CAR1 
CAR6-8 

 

0.0 Mismatch 27 UNISFA 
Abyei10 
Abyei21 

MONUC 
DRC2-3 
DRC13 
DRC25 

MONUSCO 
DRC27 
DRC44 
DRC63 
DRC66 
DRC91 
DRC99 

UNAMID 
Darfur2 
Darfur4 
Darfur6-7 
Darfur 9 
 
 

UNMIS 
Sudan2 

UNMISS 
SouthSudan5-6 
SouthSudan11-13 
SouthSudan15 

MINUSMA 
Mali1 

UNOCI 
IvoryCoast6 

MINUSCA 
CAR4 

5.2.3 Necessary and sufficient conditions for successful outcomes 
In this section, I present the results of the QCA analysis, which is performed in two steps. 

The first step is an analysis of necessary conditions and the second is an analysis of potential 

causal recipes, i.e. the search for conditions that in combination may be sufficient for the 

outcome. Both analyses rest on the calibrations presented in Chapter 5, sections 5.2.1 and 

5.2.2. Together, the 126 cases now form a so-called QCA matrix, where the membership 

scores of all cases in all condition sets and the outcome set are compiled (see Annex A). I 
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use QCA software developed by Charles Ragin to perform the analysis (Ragin et al. 2006). 

Although the mapping of 200 cases captured and coded in UNPOCO covers the period from 

1999 to 2017, there were no cases identified from 1999, 2001, and 2002 (see Annex D) and 

this is also the case for the QCA matrix. All ten UN missions represented in UNPOCO 

appear in the QCA matrix.  

5.2.3.1 Analysis of necessary conditions 
The first analytical step in QCA is to control for the presence of necessary conditions. A 

condition is necessary “if, whenever the outcome Y is present, the condition is also present. 

In other words, Y cannot be achieved without X” (Schneider & Wagemann 2012 p. 69). A 

necessary condition is a super-set of the outcome. Table 5.20 portrays the results of the 

analysis.  

 

Table 5.20 Analysis of necessary conditions for the presence of positive outcomes 

Condition Consistency Coverage 

Deterrent presence (deter) 0.411552 0.644068 

Willingness to accept risk (risk) 0.657040 0.583333 

Pre-emption (preempt) 0.480144 0.773256 

Matching (match) 0.902527 0.631313 

  

The software performs two analyses to determine whether a particular condition is 

necessary for the outcome: First, a consistency analysis – assessing “how far the outcome 

can be considered a subset of the condition” – and, second, a coverage analysis – measuring 

“the relevance of a necessary condition” (Schneider & Wagemann 2012 pp. 143, 147). 

According to common QCA standards, the consistency threshold should be set at least at 0.9 

(Ragin 2006; Schneider & Wagemann 2012 p. 143). Among the four conditions analyzed 

here, only one – matching (match) – portrays a value that fulfills the consistency threshold 

for a necessary condition, just breaching the 0.90 threshold, with a consistency score of 

0.902. From the QCA matrix (Annex A), we can see that 70 cases of military UN protection 

operations have either fully successful outcomes (21) or partially successful outcomes (49). 

Matching occurred in 68 of these 70 cases. This fact explains the high consistency score, 

although the condition is not always present when a fully successful or partially successful 

outcome is present. Deterrent presence, willingness to accept risk and pre-emption all score 

well below the suggested 0.90 threshold. It follows that neither good troop-to-population 
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Condition B 

ratios, willingness to accept risk, nor pre-emption, is necessary to achieve successful 

outcomes.  

The high consistency score of matching requires further examination to determine 

whether this is a trivial or non-trivial relationship of necessity (ibid. pp. 139–150). This is 

done with the help of the coverage analysis. The difference between trivial and non-trivial 

relationships can be portrayed with the help of Venn diagrams (see also Chapter 3). 

 

       
  1         2     

Figure 5.2 Venn diagrams portraying the logic of a trivial (1) and non-trivial (2) 

necessary condition  

 

Both Venn diagrams in Figure 5.2 portray the fundamental logic of a necessary 

condition, in that the conditions are super-sets of the outcome. However, they also show 

different degrees in this relationship. Venn diagram 1 depicts a trivial relationship, while 

diagram 2 depicts a relevant, non-trivial relationship. Schneider and Wagemann provide a 

fictitious example to explain the difference, relayed here with slight modifications 

(Schneider & Wagemann 2012 p. 145). Imagine that the set Outcome Y is speeches in a 

country’s parliament when parliamentarians curse. Condition A is the set of parliamentarians 

born in the country, while Condition B is the set of male parliamentarians. Although both 

conditions are necessary for the outcome, being a male member of parliament is much more 

relevant (non-trivial) to explain the cursing phenomenon.  

Does the coverage score for matching of 0.631 indicate a relevant – non-trivial – set 

relationship? There are no standard thresholds provided by the literature on QCA. However, 

according to an example provided by Schneider and Rohlfing, a coverage score of 0.65 

indicates a non-trivial relationship (Schneider & Rohlfing 2013 p. 565). The 0.631 result 

Outcome Y 

Condition A 

Outcome Y 
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from my coverage analysis therefore seems to support the relevance of matching.  However, 

although matching is almost always present when outcomes are successful, I also find that 

UN troops matched the perpetrators of violence in 31 out of 56 cases where few or no 

civilians were protected. These negative outcomes explain the results of the coverage 

analysis.  

Where does this leave the necessity analysis? Matching is relevant for almost all 

positive outcomes, coming close to being a necessary condition. However, matching also 

appears quite often when UN troops fail to protect. The results also indicate that matching 

must appear in combination with other conditions to become relevant.  The following 

section investigates whether matching occurs in combination with other conditions in causal 

pathways towards successful outcomes.  

5.2.3.2 Causal recipes towards successful outcomes 
The second analytical step in QCA is to search for causal recipes, or conditions that in 

combination may be sufficient for the outcome. Again, the QCA software is used to perform 

the analysis. Now, the method introduces a truth table, which sorts all cases into 

combinations of sufficient conditions leading towards the outcome in different rows (see 

Table 5.11). Before using the analytical tools provided by the software, the researcher must 

decide the consistency cut-off point for relevant solutions, which determines which rows of 

combinations will be part of the analysis. This is critical, as the cut-off point will influence 

the causal recipes’ consistency and coverage scores. As can be seen from Table 5.21, I had 

to decide on a cut-off point between 0.79 and 0.81 (marked in bold). 

Table 5.21 Relevant rows from the truth table deduced from the analysis of the QCA 

matrix 

deter risk preempt match number 

raw 

consist. 

PRI 

consist. 

SYM 

consist. 

1 0 1 1 2 1.000000 1.000000 1.000000 

1 1 1 1 13 0.913043 0.906977 0.951220 

0 0 1 1 12 0.810345 0.717949 1.000000 

0 1 1 1 15 0.796610 0.750000 0.818182 
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A cut-off point at 0.81 only captures 27 cases – possibly increasing solution consistency 

scores, but certainly decreasing their coverage. A cut-off point at 0.79 will add 15 more 

cases to the analysis − risking a lower solution consistency score, but increasing the chances 

for a higher coverage score. I opted for the lower cut-off point at 0.79, which yielded the 

following results:  

Table 5.22 Intermediate solution analysis of the truth table deduced from the QCA 

matrix 

Combinations Raw 

coverage 

Unique 

coverage 

Consistency Solution 

coverage 

Solution 

consistency 

Match ⃰ preempt 0.480144 0.480144 0.791667 0.480144 0.791667 

 

The analysis only proposes one causal pathway based on these choices and 

calibrations, the combination of pre-emptive operations that also match the perpetrators of 

violence. Although this combination of conditions scores reasonably well on solution 

consistency (0.79), it covers slightly less than half of the outcome set (0.48). I also 

performed a robustness check, analyzing the truth table with a higher cut-off point (0.81). 

Now, a slightly more consistent solution appeared. In addition, matching and pre-emption 

was now joined by deterrent presence, i.e. good troop-to-population ratios (match  ⃰  preempt  

⃰  deter), yielding a consistency score of 0.85. However, as expected, this solution only 

covered about a third of the outcome set (0.33).  

What can we learn from this analysis? The most interesting insight is perhaps the 

results that do not appear. First, favorable troop-to-population ratios are not able to explain 

positive protection outcomes across operations at the tactical and operational levels, either 

alone or together with other conditions. Although I found this condition to have a significant 

relation to the outcomes in the statistical analysis, it does not hold in the QCA analysis. 

Again, it seems that being present in large numbers is just not enough to protect civilians 

from violence from imminent threats. Troop-to-population ratios do seem to be part of the 

explanation in about one third of positive outcomes, but that also indicates that this 

condition demands the presence of other explanatory factors to become relevant. This 

provides nuance to our existing knowledge about the overall conflict-reducing effect of large 

peacekeeping operations. Although the presence of many troops reduces the severity of 
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conflict, it does not necessarily explain how UN troops fare in protecting civilians from 

different types of perpetrators who continue to attack civilians in the presence of UN troops.  

Second, the willingness of Blue Helmets to accept risk does not appear to be part of 

the answer to how they fare in protecting civilians from imminent threats across conflicts 

and time. This finding supports the indications from the statistical analysis. Keep in mind 

that I do not capture the events where civilians were under threat without a military UN 

intervention. Hence, a pool of troop contributors that were more willing to accept risk might 

have improved the UN’s results overall. The bottom line is that, from what we can gather 

from openly accessible reporting, the country of origin of troops is not able to explain 

outcomes across cases systematically. Combined with the first insight, it also underlines 

another main point: It seems to matter more what UN troops do rather than where they are 

from.  

Less surprising is the finding that pre-emptive protection operations tailored to 

particular threats − matching the perpetrators of violence − are important parts of the causal 

pathways towards successful outcomes. We already had indications of their relevance from 

the statistical analysis. The analysis in this chapter further strengthened the relevance of 

matching.  Now we know that matching and pre-emption combined provide the most 

consistent solution across almost half of the cases. I will deliberate more on the theoretical 

and practical implications of these findings in Chapter 7.  

Although the QCA analysis does provide interesting insights, the results remain 

inconclusive. While we should not expect to fully explain all cases of a given phenomenon 

with the help of scientific methods and analyses, it remains a fact that the majority of 

outcomes must be explained by other conditions. Therefore, in the next chapter, I perform 

one more analytical step through deeper qualitative analysis of two particularly interesting 

cases. Combining QCA with deeper qualitative case studies and process tracing is seen as an 

emerging good research standard (Beach & Rohlfing 2018; Schneider & Rohlfing 2013). I 

will continue to investigate the four conditions in local contexts, but equally importantly I 

seek to identify other causal conditions that may be relevant for successful outcomes.  
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6. Tracing causal mechanisms in DR Congo and South Sudan 
This chapter provides qualitative case studies of two series of protection operations captured 

in the UNPOCO dataset: the joint FARDC–UN FIB operations against the M23 in Eastern 

Congo in the fall of 2013, and the joint UNMISS-SPLA operations to counter the Lou Nuer 

White Army attacking the Murle in Jonglei state (South Sudan), 2011–2012.13 The aim is 

primarily to substantiate the main findings from the cross-case fsQCA analysis, representing 

a so-called condition centered design (Beach & Rohlfing 2018 p. 7). This design is primarily 

concerned with further exploring conditions that in combination are sufficient to produce the 

outcome. In contrast, a mechanism-centered approach would put more weight on probing 

particular mechanisms linking conditions to the outcomes (ibid.). Yet, the distinction is not 

always clear-cut, because “we can search for the conditions of an outcome and, at the same 

time, trace the mechanism that is understood as what links X and Y […]” (ibid.). The 

analysis provided here is no exception, as I make an attempt to operationalize and trace 

hypothesized observable implications of all causal conditions, while I am primarily 

interested in better understanding the causal role of the most promising conditions emerging 

from the cross-case QCA analysis: matching and pre-emption.  

I will therefore search for within-case evidence that may further support – or 

question − their causal relevance. According to the QCA analysis, matching even comes 

close to being a necessary condition, but we also know that it is insufficient, as matching 

demands the simultaneous presence of pre-emption and possibly other conditions to become 

relevant. Therefore, I also seek to identify other conditions that may be needed for 

successful matching, which are not captured in the literature (George & Bennett 2005 p. 

109). 

I also pursue further answers to whether and how troop numbers matter for 

successful outcomes. Although troop-to-population ratios emerged as potentially relevant 

from the statistical analyses, it did not appear as part of relevant causal pathways in the 

fsQCA analyses. In addition, we know that both analyses still rest on rather crude 

assessments. In practice, troop numbers may well be an important condition, but it must 

rather be investigated on a case-by-case basis. Since reliable estimates of how many 

civilians were endangered by potential violence in each case are hard to come by, I rather 

                                                            
13 The case study of FARDC–MONUSCO’s operations against the M23 largely relates to the events captured 
in UNPOCO cases DRC55 and DRC56, while it also includes a broader time-period to capture the contextual 
dynamics preceding the operations. Similarly, the case study of SPLA–UNMISS operations against the Nuer 
White Army largely relates to cases SouthSudan1 and SouthSudan2 from UNPOCO. 
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seek to investigate how troop-to-perpetrator ratios may be relevant, and how deficiencies 

can be overcome when troop numbers are limited. The final condition – willingness to 

accept risk − was deemed statistically significant in the statistical analyses. However, keep 

in mind that this finding also portrayed counterintuitive qualities, where risk-averse troops 

seemed to perform slightly better than those willing to accept risks. Moreover, willingness 

to accept risk is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition based on the results from the 

fsQCA analysis. These results warrant a closer look in particular cases, as I am not fully 

convinced that this condition is irrelevant for successful outcomes.  

Before venturing into the empirics and analysis of the two cases, I present arguments 

for case selection in section 6.1 and operationalize the causal mechanisms guiding the 

qualitative inquiry in section 6.2.  

6.1 Case selection  
This section provides arguments for why these two particular cases were selected for further 

study. Case selection criteria for set-theoretic research designs differ from those commonly 

used in deeper qualitative case study designs (Beach & Rohlfing 2018 pp. 15–18; Schneider 

& Rohlfing 2013). Being mostly interested in combinations of conditions sufficient to 

explain outcomes across cases, the thesis rests on a mixed-method design where the cross-

case fsQCA analysis precedes process tracing (Beach & Rohlfing 2018). Conversely, 

process tracing can also precede cross-case analysis, but the aim would then rather be to 

analyze whether the insights from single case studies also are valid for a larger set of cases 

(ibid.). Whenever there is evidence for cross-case set relationships – which is the case for 

this study, albeit with some limitations − it is recommended to base the process tracing on 

these relationships. First, I chose a typical case for process tracing, i.e. a case where we 

know that the mechanisms of most interest should be present (Schneider & Rohlfing 2013), 

followed by a deviant case, where we expect the absence of these mechanisms (Beach & 

Rohlfing 2018). The main point is to compare a deviant case with a typical case to shed light 

on what distinguishes the two from each other, which again could inform future iterations of 

cross-case analyses and the search for sufficient combinations of conditions producing the 

outcome of interest.  

The main selection criteria for the two cases has been differences in the degree of 

matching, the only condition close to fulfilling the criteria for a necessary condition 

according to my analyses. The DRC case is studied first, where the FIB–FARDC operations 
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clearly matched the perpetrators of violence with overwhelming force. The second case-

study represents a deviant case on this condition, although not strictly complying with all 

criteria for such cases (Beach & Rohlfing 2018 p. 17). It seems that UNMISS deployed most 

of its military capacity to just barely match the overwhelming force represented by the Lou 

Nuer White Army, and only at one phase of the event, in the defense of Pibor town. 

UNMISS inability to match the perpetrators elsewhere ultimately led to many civilian 

casualties. Paradoxically, the UN met the most serious threat to civilians – the White Army 

− with minimum use of force, and the rather limited threat to civilians – the M23 − with 

overwhelming use of force. Both cases facilitate a deeper look at what matching means in 

practice and how it may influence the outcome of operations.   

Matching also appears in combination with pre-emption as a potentially sufficient 

causal recipe for almost half of the positive outcomes. The two cases also deviate from each 

other on this condition. The FIB operations in and around Goma in late August 2013 

contained an element of pre-emption to stop a potentially impending M23 attack on Goma. 

In Jonglei, pre-emption was a more prominent part of the operations (without using force), 

where UNMISS used most of its capacity to provide early warning to civilians under threat 

before the White Army attacks commenced. I am interested in understanding whether and 

how pre-emption interacts with matching, as they only in combination emerge as sufficient 

to explain many of the positive outcomes.  

There are also other reasons for choosing these two cases. The fsQCA analysis did 

not find a relevant causal recipe that included good troop-to-population numbers (deterrent 

presence), although this condition was present in combination with matching and pre-

emption in about a third of the successful outcomes. The two cases seem to support this 

finding, as a mostly successful outcome was achieved in both cases, regardless of poor 

troop-to-population ratios. However, there are nuances worthy of consideration in both 

cases. The joint FIB–FARDC operations clearly had local numerical superiority in relation 

to the perpetrators. The UNMISS–SPLA operations did not, when faced with 6–8000 Lou 

Nuer fighters. Therefore, I use the two cases to investigate whether troop numbers in relation 

to those that perpetrate the violence are a potentially relevant condition to reaching 

successful outcomes.  

Somewhat surprisingly, the willingness to accept risk of the troop contributors did 

not appear as part of causal pathways towards successful outcomes across cases in the 
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fsQCA analysis. Yet I am not confident that this condition is irrelevant in specific cases. The 

two cases selected for further study clearly vary on the level of the willingness to accept risk 

of the troops involved. The FIB in the DRC consisted of highly motivated and risk-tolerant 

troops, and deployed with an “expectation to fight the M23”,14 while the UNMISS 

operations in Jonglei were performed by troops traditionally deemed risk-averse. It seems 

valuable to further investigate whether risk-aversion made a difference in the planning, 

implementation, and outcome of the operations against the White Army.   

Moreover, these cases also provide particularly rich empirical material, facilitating 

the exploration of alternative causal conditions and mechanisms. Since my findings remain 

inconclusive, an important aim of this chapter is therefore to identify other conditions that 

facilitated matching or otherwise had an impact on the outcome. These two events were 

significant and violent enough to trigger investigations and analysis, both by the UN 

missions themselves and by outside observers. Although this argument for case selection is 

not ideal, it is often the only approach available in the empirical universe of UN peace 

operations. I also did fieldwork in both the DRC and South Sudan and interviewed some of 

those that took part in the operations, in order to search for such alternative explanatory 

conditions.  

The cases also jointly cover the most common types of threats to civilians in Africa 

that UN forces faced in the period 1999–2017, insurgency (MONUSCO vs. M23, 2013), 

communal conflict (UNMISS/SPLA vs. Lou Nuer White Army and Murle militias, 

2011−2012) and predatory violence (a characteristic shared by perpetrators in both cases). 

Almost 95 percent of reported threats to civilians where UN troops were involved to protect 

fell within one or more of these three categories (see Chapter 4, section 4.1.3). Our 

understanding of how force can be used with utility to protect civilians in UN peace 

operations will benefit from a deeper study of these particular threat scenarios, although 

other types of threats may emerge as more relevant in the future.    

Fourth and finally, these cases are interesting because they portray quite novel 

characteristics, helping to explore the boundaries of using force to protect within UN peace 

operations. The FIB–FARDC operations against the M23 employed destructive force, which 

is seldom done in UN peace operations. An estimated 400 M23 fighters were killed during 

                                                            
14 Interview with General (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz, Force Commander MONUSCO (2013–2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18. 
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the joint FIB–FARDC operations.15 In the case of UNMISS–SPLA vs. the Lou Nuer White 

Army, the sheer magnitude of the threat to civilians must be considered an outlier, although 

the armed conflict between these communities saw similar peaks in violence many times 

before (Lacey 2013; Small Arms Survey 2012). This event is by far the most lethal situation 

captured in the UNPOCO dataset, with close to 900 civilians killed during a three-week 

period. For this reason alone, it is interesting to study what the UN mission did in response, 

although severely outnumbered, to protect the Murle. The two cases cover the most violent 

extremes − both at the hands of the UN and at the hands of perpetrators of violence − in the 

period between 1999 and 2017.   

6.2 Operationalizing causal mechanisms  
In order to perform qualitative investigations of potential causal pathways towards particular 

outcomes, I first define what mechanisms the analysis is exploring. Sections 6.2.1 through 

6.2.4 present causal mechanisms for each of the four conditions, and section 6.2.5 provides a 

summary.   

6.2.1 Matching the perpetrators of violence 
The causal mechanisms of most interest are taken from Beadle’s matching theory. As 

described in Chapter 2, Beadle claims that military protectors must match the perpetrators of 

violence in order to influence how and why they attack civilians. While he has aptly 

described what he means by matching, he has not spelled out the causal mechanisms 

underpinning his theory. Neither does he provide guidance on what to look for empirically 

when investigating whether matching has occurred in a particular case. However, with the 

help of both Smith’s and Beadle’s theories and descriptions of functions of force to protect 

and the functions of violence against civilians, it is possible to derive observable and testable 

implications of the hypotheses underpinning the matching theory.  

Each of the four functions of force exhibits its own logic, as do the functions of 

violence employed by the perpetrator. Table 6.1 below illustrates how military forces ideally 

can match four ways perpetrators use violence against civilians in order to protect civilians 

more effectively. 

 

 

                                                            
15 Interview with General  (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz. Force Commander MONUSCO (2013-2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18. 
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Table 6.1 Perpetrator’s use of violence vs. protector’s use of military force (Beadle & 
Kjeksrud 2018)16 

 
Perpetrator violence against civilians Protector use of military force to protect 

Impairment (e.g. presence of armed actors 

and constant threat of armed clashes) 

Amelioration (e.g. presence of observers 

reporting human rights violations) 

Incitement (e.g. indiscriminate attacks by 

insurgents in government-held areas) 

Containment (e.g. creation of weapon-free 

zones, counter-IED operations) 

Deterrence or coercion of civilians  

(e.g. threats or retaliatory attacks against 

civilians associated with the enemy, or 

demonstrative violence to make people flee) 

Deterrence or coercion of the perpetrators 

(e.g. threats or actual use of force to alter the 

willingness to target civilians through robust 

show of force or punishing attacks) 

Destruction of civilian life or property  

(e.g. massacres or scorched earth policies) 

Destruction of perpetrator capabilities  

(e.g. neutralization of rebel armed forces) 

 
First, when military forces use their capabilities to ameliorate situations where the 

perpetrator impairs the security situation for civilians only by his presence, force is only 

applied for self-defense. For force to have utility from a protection perspective at this lower 

end of the scale of violence, civilians living in areas where perpetrators impair the security 

situation must benefit in terms of improved security from the ameliorating presence and 

activities of UN military forces. UN military observers may report on the armed groups’ 

movements and activities, facilitating future military responses to protect, or enabling 

investigations into human rights abuses, or troops may enable the delivery of humanitarian 

aid or support development efforts by other actors. Therefore, when investigating whether 

UN forces matched perpetrators who impaired civilian security, without directly targeting 

them with violence, I must identify UN military activities that improved security for 

civilians under latent threat, without the application of forceful means.    

Second, when perpetrators incite insecurity amongst civilians by actively spreading 

insecurity through targeted and/or indiscriminate violence against civilians, matching occurs 

through containing that threat from spreading further, according to Beadle. In practice, this 

would include the establishment of safe areas and buffer zones, sustained patrolling in 

particularly volatile areas, and counter-IED operations. This function of force goes beyond 

                                                            
16 Table 6.1 was originally published in a book chapter written by Alexander Beadle and the candidate: ‘The 
utility of military force to protect civilians in UN peace operations’ in The use of force in UN 
peacekeeping,(2018) edited by Peter Nadin.  
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merely ameliorating the situation, as the UN troops fundamentally seek to deter perpetrators 

from attacking civilians. However, it is still a defensive approach to protection, and does not 

seek pro-actively to influence the perpetrator by using force. A core factor is the ability to 

hold and dominate areas that are already under government or UN control or areas recently 

wrested from insurgents’ control, akin to counterinsurgency logic. Force is only used 

according to strict rules of engagement, for example in instances when safe areas, such as 

POC sites in South Sudan, are under threat of being attacked. To trace whether UN forces 

matched perpetrators who incited insecurity, one must evaluate how UN troops responded to 

(attempted) breaches of these containment mechanisms, and/or to what degree the UN was 

able to hold and control areas where civilians were (previously) threatened, thereby 

increasing their security from attacks.  

Third, when perpetrators threaten to use violence to deter civilians from resisting 

their will or from cooperating with opposing forces, or even attack civilians directly to 

coerce them into compliance, matching occurs when UN forces credibly threaten to take 

forceful action against the perpetrator, deterring him from that particular strategy, or even 

coercing him into compliance if deterrence fails. This function rests on a similar logic as 

containment. The main difference is that it brings in an element of pro-activeness, where a 

deterrent mode of operation is employed with determination to coerce the perpetrator, 

should that become necessary. Successful deterrence is hard to observe and measure, since it 

inevitably involves non-events, i.e. potential attacks on civilians that do not materialize. In 

some cases, it is possible to causally link particular deterrent efforts with perpetrators’ 

change of heart. One of the most clear-cut cases from UNPOCO is when UNISFA stopped a 

column of thousands of armed fighters from entering Abyei town. The case studies in this 

chapter, however, contain instances of failed deterrence at the hands of the protectors, 

followed by successful coercion. To investigate whether UN forces matched perpetrators 

who deter and coerce civilians, one must identify UN military activities that influenced the 

perpetrator into disengaging from a particular strategy of violence, or direct military action 

that reduced the perpetrators’ will and ability to continue its attacks on civilians, without 

causing more harm in the process.       

Finally, when perpetrators seek to destroy a group of civilians or their way of life, 

matching occurs when protecting military forces destroy and degrade the perpetrators will 

and ability to continue this strategy, according to Beadle. This function of perpetrator 

violence appears most noticeably in the most violent scenarios, such as genocide, ethnic 
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cleansing, and government repression. However, destruction can also be used tactically, 

such as through the killing of individuals, and the destruction of homes and infrastructure. 

Destruction is what traditionally is associated with military force, although it is a rare 

function of force in UN peace operations. In order to trace whether UN forces matched 

perpetrators who destroyed civilians and civilian infrastructure, one must explore UN 

military operations that destroyed or significantly reduced the perpetrators will and 

capability to launch such destructive attacks against civilians. The case study of the FIB–

FARDC operations against M23 in Eastern Congo arguably contained destruction, as the 

armed group was defeated, and stripped of all ability to continue attacking civilians in that 

area.  

6.2.2 Pre-emption 
Pre-emption emerged as a partially sufficient condition in combination with matching to 

explain about half of the successful outcomes. Quite simply, pre-emption occurs when UN 

troops attempt to stop attacks before they occur. Most UN efforts to protect by force come in 

response to previous attacks, and none of the cases analyzed in this chapter are in the set of 

pre-emptive operations in the fsQCA analysis. Still, as referred to above, both cases do 

contain elements of pre-emptive efforts to protect. In order to trace whether UN forces pre-

empted perpetrators, I will explore whether concrete and conscious efforts were made in the 

planning and implementation of operations to stop attacks before they occurred and discuss 

how these efforts potentially influenced the calculation made by the perpetrators to attack 

civilians.   

6.2.3 Deterrent presence 
The troop-to-population ratio idea rests on the hypothesis that deterrence can be achieved by 

being militarily present in large enough numbers. It is less concerned with what these troops 

actually do to protect. It is challenging to operationalize and trace the overall deterrent effect 

of troop numbers in particular cases. The main reason is that successful deterrence, 

regardless of troop-to-population ratios, leads to no attacks on civilians and is therefore 

fundamentally unobservable. It is possible, however, to explore whether and how troop 

numbers have influenced particular events, as observed by those that have been involved. 

Investigations can therefore explore how the number of troops facilitated or hindered 

operations to protect, how numbers influenced the operations’ design and implementation, 

and whether and how troop numbers were thought to affect the outcome. The case from 

South Sudan presents some intriguing insights about what it is possible to achieve, even 
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when UN forces were significantly outnumbered by the perpetrators, while the case from 

the DRC seem to indicate that good troop-to-perpetrator ratios are quite relevant.   

6.2.4 Willingness to accept risk 
This condition primarily reflects TCCs’ degree of willingness to place their troops in harm’s 

way for any purpose, including protecting civilians from violence. Risk-aversion is 

obviously not an honorable aspect of participating in UN peace operations, and, therefore, 

caveats often remain undisclosed. In practice, national caveats can restrict particular troops’ 

ability or willingness to operate effectively (or even at all). Ultimately, this can negatively 

affect the conduct and outcome of operations. In this study, though, this effect largely passes 

unnoticed, as it only includes cases where force actually has been applied. Nevertheless, as 

caveats can also influence how particular units operate, troops coming from contributing 

countries with restrictive interpretations of mandated tasks, rules of engagement, and so 

forth, can be expected to be less effective in actual operations to protect when compared 

with troops from countries that attach fewer caveats to their troop contribution. I will 

therefore explore whether and how different TCCs were influenced by national caveats in 

particular operations, as observed by some of those that took part. I will also investigate 

whether these limitations had any actual impact on the outcome of operations. If caveats are 

present, one could expect to find examples of refusal to follow the UN chain of command, a 

need to confer with the capital back home before taking action, and an unwillingness to 

deploy into areas where there was a risk of retaliation or attacks from armed groups. 

6.2.5 Summary of conditions and mechanisms 
This section provides a brief summary of the operationalization of the causal mechanisms 

and addresses some concerns surrounding two of the causal conditions. In fact, matching 

and pre-emption challenge the notion of differentiating between causal conditions and 

mechanisms. They are perhaps best understood as causal mechanisms in and of themselves. 

A better way of conceptualizing these could be to create a condition termed ‘modus 

operandi’ and use matching and pre-emption as the two most relevant causal mechanisms 

for process tracing. I am still not sure how this would be solved in the preceding analyses, as 

it is hard to see how to score such a condition for the fsQCA analysis. Therefore, despite this 

conundrum, I choose to proceed with the process tracing based on the operationalization in 

this chapter, being aware of the somewhat blurry conceptual delineation between conditions 

and mechanisms for these two.  
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The remaining two conditions are more straightforward to operationalize. Deterrent 

presence, i.e. troop numbers, already contains the mechanism (deterrence) in the term. 

Willingness to accept risk could contain a number of mechanisms, but I find the most 

relevant for protection operations to be order obstruction and paralysis. Table 6.2 portrays 

the four causal condition candidates and the causal mechanisms linked to each.  

Table 6.2 Causal condition candidates with causal mechanisms     

Condition Mechanism(s) 
Deterrent presence (troop numbers) Deterrence 
Willingness to accept risk Order obstruction 

Paralysis 
Modus operandi - pre-emption Pre-emption 
Modus operandi - matching Matching 
 

6.3 Defeating the M23 in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (2013) 
The joint MONUSCO-FARDC operations against the M23 in the Eastern DRC in 2013 

involved a brigade-size UN military unit with capabilities that far outweighed the 

organization’s regular units of the same size (Kjeksrud & Vermeij 2017).17 The FIB had a 

unique mandate to use military force to “prevent the expansion of all armed groups, 

neutralize these groups, and to disarm them” (United Nations 2013b). The mandate 

instructing MONUSCO at the time was provided in March (United Nations 2013b). It 

established that the Intervention Brigade should consist of “three infantry battalions, one 

artillery and one Special force and Reconnaissance company with headquarters in Goma, 

under direct command of the MONUSCO Force Commander […]” (United Nations 2013b 

para. 9). The FIB consisted of about 3,000 troops. The operations targeting the M23 were 

more forceful than almost all former UN military efforts to protect or stabilize, perhaps with 

the exception of actions taken by ONUC in Katanga in the Congo in the early 1960s 

(O’Brien 1962). Artillery fire, attack helicopters, Special Forces, and regular infantry tactics 

were all used as part of the approach in 2013 (Martin 2013; PKSOI 2013).  

There are several reasons for this rare response from the UN Security Council. First, 

the humiliating fall of Goma in November 2012 – when the M23 easily overran the 

MONUSCO-supported FARDC units defending Goma – had created a strong incentive for 

the Security Council to take forceful military action against the M23 (United Nations 2012i). 
                                                            
17 The introductory text draws on a book chapter published by the candidate together with Lotte Vermeij 
‘Protecting governments from insurgencies: The DRC and Mali’, in UN peacekeeping doctrine in a new era: 
Adapting to stabilisation, protection and new threats, (2017), edited by De Coning, Aoi, and Karlsrud. 
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There was also a strong regional initiative from the International Conference on the Great 

Lakes Region − supported by the AU and the South African Development Community – to 

build upon (Kok 2013; United Nations 2012i, 2013b). South Africa, Tanzania, and Malawi 

quickly made troops available, making it possible to form a regionally based and militarily 

capable structure under UN auspices. Perhaps most importantly, Rwanda and Uganda were 

put under significant international pressure to end their support of the M23 (Human Rights 

Watch 2013; United Nations 2012d, 2014e para. A 4). In October, just before the M23 was 

defeated, the US finally blocked its military aid to Rwanda over concern over possible 

recruitment of child soldiers and the overall human rights record of the M23 (D. Smith 

2013). Consequently, when Rwanda halted its support to the M23 following sanctions, 

significantly weakening its fighting ability, the FIB and FARDC were in a better position to 

win the military confrontation. 

Table 6.3 Overview of events of the joint FIB–FARDC operations against the M23 

(2013), including functions of force/violence and the outcome   

  
Phase 

Date 
(2013) 

M23 actions M23 
function(s) 
of violence 

FIB/ FARDC  
actions 

FIB-FARDC 
function(s) of 
force 

Outcome 

1 MAR 
– 
APR 

M23 threatened FIB 
troop contributors 
Tanzania and South 
Africa in two open 
letters in April. 
 
M23 redeployed 
troops and heavy 
weapons 
towards Goma 
 
M23 fighters 
trained on urban 
warfare and guerilla 
tactics to fight 
against the FIB 

Impairment Establishment of 
FIB.  
 
FARDC deployed 
in defensive 
positions in and 
around Goma. 

Containment/ 
deterrence 

No direct 
targeting of 
civilians in 
Goma. 
 
Insecurity 
remained for 
civilians in 
areas occupied 
by M23 

2 MAY On May 20, three 
days before a visit 
by the UN 
Secretary General 
to Goma, the M23 
attacked FARDC at 
Mutaho Hills (7 km 
NW of Goma)  
 
On May 21 and 22, 
five artillery shells 
(122 mm) fired by 
M23 land close to 
Mugunga III 

Coercion FARDC forcefully 
defended their 
positions at 
Mutaho Hills  
 
First FIB 
deployment of 
Tanzanian and 
South African 
troops arrived in 
mid-May  
 
No FIB-units 
involved in 

Coercion  FARDC 
remained in 
position at 
Mutaho Hills, 
defending 
Goma 
 
M23 suffered 
at least 70 
casualties, incl. 
40 killed  
 
M23 declared 
unilateral 
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refugee camp and 
populated areas of 
Goma 
 

operations at 
Mutaho Hills 

ceasefire and 
most fighters 
retreated to 
initial positions  
 
Thousands of 
IDPs and locals 
fled to Goma 
and Sake 

3 JUN – 
JUL 
29 

Relatively little 
fighting in June and 
early July 
 
M23 maintained 
some troops in 
forward positions 
close to Goma  
 
From July 14 to 16, 
M23 again attacked 
FARDC at Mutaho 
Hill and the 
Kanyarucinya area, 
north of Goma 
 

Coercion FARDC again held 
their position at 
Mutaho Hills, and 
pushed the M23 
further north, 
gaining additional 
territory 
 
FARDC employed 
attack helicopters 
 
On July 24, 
FARDC attack 
helicopter caused 
unintended injuries 
on at least 7 
civilians 
 
FIB continued 
deployment in 
Sake and Goma 

Coercion Some M23 
artillery pushed 
out of range of 
Goma 
 
 
 
 

4 JUL 
30 – 
AUG 

On July 30, M23 
shelled Goma 
 
M23 strongly 
resisted FARDC-
FIB joint 
operations, using its 
full arsenal, 
including anti-tank 
weapons 
 
 
 
 

Coercion On July 30, 
MONUSCO Force 
Commander 
established 
security perimeter 
around Goma  
 
On August 21, 
fighting restarted 
at Kibati (15 km N 
of Goma) 
 
From August 22 to 
24, FIB artillery 
and attack 
helicopters 
targeted M23 in 
Kibati in support 
of FARDC  
 
On August 28, 
joint FARDC–FIB 
operations used 
tanks, armored 
personnel carriers, 
attack helicopters, 
mortars, and 
ground troops in 
attacks on M23 
positions along the 

Deterrence/ 
coercion/ 
destruction 
 

M23 pushed 
back from their 
remaining 
positions 
around Goma 
and its 
Northern 
suburbs  
 
M23 artillery 
no longer 
within range of 
Goma 
 
At least 17 
M23 officers 
killed and 
much military 
equipment 
destroyed 
 
M23 declared 
unilateral 
ceasefire at the 
end of last 
week of August 
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Kibati front line 
 
On August 30, 
FARDC took 
‘Three Towers’ at 
Kibati 

5 SEP-
NOV 

M23 redeployed 
heavy weapons 
during lull in 
fighting 
 
Small-scale clashes 
during the last half 
of September 
 
M23’s final 
confrontation with 
FIB–FARDC in late 
October 

Coercion FIB at full 
operational 
capacity (incl. 
Malawi) 
 
FIB–FARDC 
launch joint 
operations (25–28 
October) 
 

Destruction Physical defeat 
of M23 
 
M23 plea for 
ceasefire  
 
M23 surrenders 
 
Surviving M23 
fighters flee to 
Uganda and 
Rwanda 

6.3.1 Matching the perpetrators of violence 
In order to trace whether, how, and to what effect the joint FIB–FARDC operations matched 

the M23, I have provided an overview of major events included in this case study in Table 

6.3. Most of the information was captured from two reports of the UN Group of Experts, 

supported by online sources and interviews that I conducted with practitioners (United 

Nations 2013q, 2014r). It sorts the operations against the M23 into five phases, and assigns 

functions of force (FIB–FARDC) and violence (M23) to each phase. FIB units were only 

directly involved in phases four and five, while I would argue that the establishment and 

deployment of the FIB in phases one and two also had an effect on the conduct of M23. 

Recall that the matching theory describes how perpetrators use violence against civilians. 

Although the violence applied by the M23 during these events also targeted civilians, they 

were more concerned with combatting the FARDC and the FIB at this time.  

Phase 1 (March–April): On March 28, the Security Council established the FIB 

(United Nations 2013b). Although no troops from the FIB were deployed in this first phase, 

the FIB’s planned entry into the conflict triggered reactions from the M23. In two open 

letters from early April, the M23 addressed the parliaments and people of Tanzania and 

South Africa respectively, threatening violent retaliation against their presence (Congo DRC 

News 2013a, 2013b). At this point, it must have been evident to the M23 that the UN was in 

fact preparing to respond by force, threatening their continued insurgency. Both letters warn 

of dire consequences for FIB personnel if they engage in battle on behalf of the Congolese 

government. Evidently, the letters did not prompt any of the troop contributors to back down 

from participation in the FIB, and preparations for their deployment continued unabated. 
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However, it underlines that, even before the FIB deployed, it influenced the M23, which 

responded by trying to deter those that sought to take part in the expected fight against them.  

The sheer presence of the most capable armed group near Goma − the most populous 

city in Eastern DRC − fulfills the criteria laid out by the matching theory for impairing the 

security situation for civilians. For matching to occur, UN troops and their host state 

partners must improve security for civilians under latent threat, without the application of 

forceful means (see Chapter 6, section 6.2.1). At this point, UN troops were not yet present 

in the country, while the FARDC were deployed in defensive positions in and around Goma, 

seeking to deter and contain the M23 from entering and attacking Goma. In this phase, 

matching seems to have occurred. In addition, since no offensive attacks against Goma or its 

surroundings were committed by the M23 in this phase, the approach was to some degree 

effective. In the areas occupied by the M23, however, civilian security was still influenced 

by the presence of the M23. Furthermore, deterrence is only effective until it fails, and, as 

will become clear in Phase 2, the M23 had not stood down, continuing to reposition its 

troops towards Goma.  

Simultaneously, the M23 took part in peace talks in Kampala, which had begun in 

December 2012. According to Force Commander Carlos Alberto Santos Cruz − who on 

occasions took part in the peace talks − “most of the actions of M23 after the FIB was 

established were tailored to improve their position at the Kampala talks”.18 At this point, the 

M23 still received support from both Rwanda and Uganda, and occupied a strip of territory 

inside the DRC bordering Rwanda, providing them with logistical support and a staging area 

for attacks.  

Phase 2 (May): On May 20, the M23 attacked FARDC positions in the Mutaho 

Hills, just 7 km north from Goma (Reuters 2013; United Nations 2013q pp. 11–12). 

However, the FARDC was successful in holding its position, as the M23 ran out of 

ammunition and failed to receive “promised troop and ammunition support from within 

Rwanda” (United Nations 2013r p. 12). The first troop detachments from Tanzania had 

arrived only a week earlier − the FIB still being months away from reaching full operational 

capacity − and were not able to support the FARDC during this phase. During the clashes, 

the M23 suffered more than 70 casualties, including 40 dead, leading them to announce a 

                                                            
18 Interview with General (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz, Force Commander MONUSCO (2013–2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18. 
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unilateral ceasefire. The attacks came just three days before the UN Secretary-General was 

to visit Goma. The M23 had gathered much of its firepower and personnel in preparation for 

these attacks (ibid.). It remains uncertain whether the attacks were seeking to pre-empt FIB 

actions, retaking Goma before the FIB reached full operational capacity, or if it was an 

attempt to improve M23’s influence at the peace talks in Kampala.  

To match a perpetrator who uses force coercively, military protectors must use force 

that influences the perpetrator into disengaging from a particular strategy of violence, or 

implement direct military action that reduces the perpetrator’s will and ability to continue its 

attacks on civilians, without causing more harm in the process. In this phase, the M23 was 

more concerned with attacking the FARDC, and testing the UN’s preparedness, than directly 

targeting the civilian population. Nevertheless, it is plausible that the M23 was in fact 

seeking to forcibly re-enter Goma at this point, which would have significantly increased the 

threat to civilians (United Nations 2013q pp. 11–12). In addition, some artillery shells fired 

by the M23 landed near the Mugungu III IDP camp, forcing many civilians and IDPs to flee 

towards Sake and Goma and a few civilian injuries (UNHCR 2013). Since the FARDC held 

its ground at Mutaho Hills, coercing the M23 to retreat to its initial positions, matching also 

occurred in this phase, with a largely successful outcome.  

Phase 3 (June – July 29): June and early July saw a lull in the fighting between the 

M23 and the FARDC. On July 14, however, the M23 once again tried to take the FARDC 

position at Mutaho Hills. Intense fighting ensued over three days. Again, FARDC held its 

positions. The national army also managed to push M23 further north, taking additional 

territory (United Nations 2014r p. 5). During this phase, the FARDC also employed three 

attack helicopters to target M23 positions. On August 24, rounds fired by one of the 

helicopters hit a civilian area near Rumangabo, some 35 km north of Goma, injuring seven 

civilians (ibid.). Similar to Phase 2, the FARDC matched the M23 by coercing them into 

retreat, although this time with some unintended harm to civilians. Importantly, pushing the 

M23 back reduced the threat from some of their long-range artillery, which had a reach of 

18.5 km.  

Phase 4 (July 30 – August): Towards the end of July, however, it became clear that 

the M23 had retained some capabilities within range of Goma, and they continued to fire 

towards populated areas and UN installations. As a result, on July 30, Force Commander 

Santos Cruz established a security zone around Goma (United Nations News Centre 2013; 
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YouTube 2013). Anyone carrying arms within this zone, bar the Congolese army, was to 

disarm within 48 hours, or MONUSCO would use all necessary means to disarm them. 

According to the Force Commander, the purpose of the security zone was twofold: 

 “First, we needed to push the M23 long-range artillery out of reach of the civilian 
population of Goma. Second, I needed a trip wire that would justify forthcoming operations 
against the M23. I knew [the M23] would not uphold the security zone. In fact, we 
[MONUSCO/FIB] were not anywhere near capable of disarming everyone within the 
security zone. The security zone was mostly a feint to lure the M23 into overstepping the red 
line”.19  

The feint worked, as the M23 did not respect the red line. Towards the end of August, the 

M23 again fired close to UN installations in Goma. The Force Commander was close to the 

impact of some of the shells and ordered the Tanzanian artillery component of the FIB to 

fire back for the first time:  

“After the first grenade from M23 landed close to the UN camp, we [the FIB] retaliated with 
5 artillery grenades to adjust our fire. Still, the M23 would not cease fire. When they 
continued to fire towards the airport, I ordered the Tanzanians to return fire with 50 artillery 
grenades.”20  

The response destroyed an M23 tank, and marked the first direct engagement of the FIB in 

the fight. Over the next three days, FIB artillery and attack helicopters struck the M23 

alongside operations conducted by the FARDC. Again, on August 28, joint FIB–FARDC 

operations used “tanks, armored personnel carriers, attack helicopters, mortars and ground 

troops in attacks on M23 positions along the Kibati front line” (United Nations 2014r para. 

10). As a result, the M23 again declared a unilateral ceasefire. At this point, the M23 was no 

longer a direct threat to Goma and its inhabitants, as all of their long-range artillery was 

pushed further north or destroyed. At least 17 M23 officers were killed as a result of the 

fighting (ibid.).  

The security zone was a final attempt at deterring the M23 from attacking Goma. 

However, we now know that the Force Commander did not expect a deterrent effect from 

this move. When the M23 breached the red line, joint FIB–FARDC operations employed 

coercive and destructive functions of force. The M23 heavily resisted these operations, 

inflicting many casualties on the FARDC, while also suffering many casualties among their 

own ranks. Two Tanzanian officers taking part in the FIB were also killed. The M23 also 

employed coercive and destructive violence. Again, the armed group was not primarily 

                                                            
19 Interview with General (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz, Force Commander MONUSCO (2013–2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18. 
20 ibid. 
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targeting civilians at this point. It is challenging to determine the function of the violence 

M23 used against civilians in this phase, as the situation resembled a more “traditional” 

military standoff between two warring parties, where civilians were caught in the line of fire. 

Still, we know that M23 directly threatened MONUSCO’s leadership with launching attacks 

on Goma, and did fire some shells into the city. The M23 remained an imminent threat to 

civilians, and protection remained the main rationale for joint FIB–FARDC operations.   

Again, the protectors matched the coercive attempts of the perpetrators of violence, 

denying them the ability to continue to launch attacks on Goma. In addition, the joint FIB–

FARDC operations towards the end of August included some destructive functions of force, 

by significantly reducing the M23’s will and capability to launch further attacks against 

civilians elsewhere. Some 17 M23 officers were killed, and much of their military 

equipment was destroyed, leading the M23 to (yet again) declare a unilateral ceasefire. It 

could be argued that the response of the protectors was too forceful for protection purposes, 

using overwhelming force to defeat the M23. In fact, the end of phase four was the first sign 

that the FIB–FARDC joint operations would not merely coerce the M23 to retreat from 

Goma, but rather sought to destroy their overall will and ability to continue fighting. From a 

protection perspective, the outcome was quite positive, since the most destructive weapons 

of the M23 were removed out of range of Goma. However, it remains unclear whether the 

operations led to unintended harm to the civilian population.  

Phase 5 (September–November): While the battle at Kibati in August clearly had 

weakened the M23, the unilateral ceasefire and the continued peace talks in Kampala 

allowed them to regroup once more before their last stand against the joint operations of the 

FIB and the FARDC at the end of October (United Nations 2014r). In the beginning of that 

month, Malawi had finally joined the FIB, making the brigade fully operational. From 

October 25 to 28 − following a new breakdown of the peace talks in Kampala on October 21 

− joint FIB–FARDC operations dislodged the M23 from their remaining positions along the 

Kibati–Rutshuru axis, leading to their formal surrender on November 5 (ibid. para. 16). The 

details of the operations have been well described by the UN Group of Experts on the DRC 

and Darren Olivier, providing the backbone of the recapitulation of events used here 

(African Defence Review 2013; United Nations 2014r).  

In short, led by the FARDC, the joint operations were performed along three fronts. 

The UN brigade was structured into three task forces, each supporting a task force from the 
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FARDC, and each with the responsibility for one front. The main role of the FIB units was 

to block the M23 from the use of the one functional north–south road from Kibati to 

Rutshuru, while the FARDC undertook the majority of offensive initiatives to attack M23 

positions. Some FIB ground units were involved in direct combat with the M23, while most 

support came in the form of artillery and mortar fire, as well as air support with attack 

helicopters. According to Force Commander Santos Cruz, “the FIB fired some 500 rockets 

from helicopters, 500 artillery shells and 500 mortars” during just one week of operations in 

October.21  

 

Figure 6.1 Map of the situation in North Kivu during the fighting against the M23 in 

October 2013 (African Defence Review 2013)  

During the fight on the northern front in Kiwanja, the FIB even used South African 

and Tanzanian Special Forces to start the operations from the town’s center, pushing the 

M23 outwards towards FARDC positions on the outskirts of the town. Again, according to 

                                                            
21 ibid. 
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the Force Commander, they were expecting urban warfare in Kiwanja, potentially risking 

the lives of many civilians still living there, which led FIB–FARDC to plan for this 

somewhat unorthodox move. The Special Forces were transported with regular UN flights to 

Kiwanja, before the beginning of their operations. A lieutenant from Tanzania was killed 

during the fight in Kiwanja.  

After four days of intense fighting, the M23 had fled all but one of its positions. The 

armed group made a final stand at Bunagana, a small village on the border with Uganda. 

This was a heavily fortified position, which contained much of their remaining equipment. 

The FARDC tried to overrun the position, but failed on two occasions. Finally, UN attack 

helicopters from South Africa were employed to raid the position, leading to its destruction. 

After attempting to torch and burn the remaining equipment and ammunition, the remaining 

M23 fighters fled to Uganda (United Nations 2014r p. 9).  

The UN Group of Experts found “numerous cases of M23 troops looting, assaulting, 

abducting and arbitrarily arresting local people in their shrinking area of control”, based on 

interviews with local residents in Kiwanja and United Nations sources (ibid. p. 7). At this 

point in the fight, however, the M23 was mostly concerned with surviving the fight with the 

joint FIB–FARDC operations. Similar to the fourth phase, the M23 used coercive and 

destructive force, but mostly as a response to these operations, not to target civilians. 

However, on November 4, the M23 intentionally shelled civilian areas of Bunagana (ibid. p. 

9). Civilians were thus still under imminent threat from the M23, just the day before their 

surrender. Joint FIB–FARDC operations finally destroyed the perpetrators’ will and 

capability to launch destructive attacks. Consequently, this phase also saw an example of 

using overwhelming force to destroy the perpetrators of violence. Again, the operations were 

no longer merely seeking to push the M23 back, but rather to neutralize them. In this case, 

this worked quite well, as the M23 ceased to be a threat to civilians on November 5.  

6.3.2 Pre-emption 
The operations against the M23 were not predominantly pre-emptive, as the armed group 

had been targeting civilians from April 2012, long before the FIB was deployed (UNJHRO 

2014). The FARDC and MONUSCO had been on the defensive from the M23’s inception – 

most devastatingly portrayed in the fall of 2012, when M23 took Goma – and usually 

reacted to M23 attacks against themselves. The main shift came in August 2013, when FIB–

FARDC turned pro-active in an effort to push M23 artillery out of range of Goma. The idea 

underpinning the security zone established by MONUSCO’s Force Commander is 
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interesting, since it points to a pre-emptive logic at the tactical level. General Santos Cruz 

knew that MONUSCO had no capabilities to police the security zone. The zone’s main 

function was not to facilitate disarmament within the zone, but rather to lure the M23 into 

crossing the red line, which would facilitate a more robust joint response. When the M23 

failed to adhere to the conditions laid out by the Force Commander, firing shells into Goma, 

FIB and FARDC could more justifiably go on the offensive – pre-empting further attacks on 

Goma. It still remains uncertain whether the M23 were in fact preparing to launch an all-out 

attack Goma. It could be that their troop movements towards the city, attacks on FARDC 

positions, and the limited shelling of Goma, were in fact all attempts at gaining a stronger 

position at the peace talks. It could also be that the FIB and the FARDC would have 

confronted the M23 in any event, without the establishment of a security zone. The pre-

emptive effect created by the security zone may not be causally relevant for the eventual 

outcome of the joint operations. Still, the establishment of the security zone certainly 

influenced the dynamics of the conflict, adding a justification for confronting the M23 pre-

emptively, before another attack on Goma.  

This aspect also points to another insight, in that personal initiatives and operational 

art played a central role in this case. General Santos Cruz never consulted New York on the 

need for a security zone, neither did he elaborate to anyone on the intended ‘trip wire’ effect 

of such a zone. Again, according to the General:  

“I had my instructions from New York already. My orders were to neutralize the M23. 
M23’s failure to adhere to the security zone was just one event in the line of many where 
they had displayed complete arrogance in relation to the FIB’s role and potential 
involvement in the fight. I just used that arrogance to our advantage, attempting to shift the 
balance of the conflict by drawing a line, being prepared to immediately escalate when that 
line was crossed”.22  

To sum up, the UN response to the threat to civilians from the M23 was not primarily pre-

emptive. However, when operations finally were underway, pre-emptive logic defines one of 

the most significant events in the conflict, which shifted the balance from reactive responses 

to M23 attacks, to pro-active operations that finally led to the M23’s demise.  

6.3.3 Deterrent presence 
In Chapter 5, I analyzed the potential deterrent effect of troop-to-population ratios (country-

wide), finding that this condition portrays a significant statistical relationship with the 

outcomes, and was part of a causal pathway that could explain about one third of successful 

                                                            
22 ibid. 
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outcomes at the operational and tactical levels. However, MONUSCO scores rather poorly 

on the troop-to-population ratio in the UNPOCO dataset. The DRC is a populous country 

covering a vast area. In 2013, the DRC had a population of more than 70 million people in 

an area of 2.3 million square kilometers (about quarter of the US landmass). Although 

MONUSCO is often mentioned as the biggest UN mission, there are still few UN troops on 

the ground. Still, it seems plausible that the number of troops involved in particular events 

could have an effect on the outcome. In most cases, I have not been able to find data about 

the local variations in troop numbers, but in the case of the FIB–FARDC against the M23, 

we know a bit more.  

During the joint operations against the M23 during the fall of 2013, the FARDC had 

“at least 6,000 troops during the final operations” (United Nations 2014r p. 9). The full 

strength of the FIB was 3000 troops. Not all of the FIB’s troops were involved in the 

operations, however. The UN Group of Experts indicates that the FIB used some 400 troops 

on the ground during the final phases of the operations (ibid.). Depending on how you count, 

the UN–government side controlled somewhere between 6,400 and 9,000 troops. It is 

difficult to determine an exact number of M23 fighters, although somewhere between 1,500 

and 2,500 has been suggested (Pflanz 2012; Stearns 2012a p. 40). Even if we maximize the 

number of M23 fighters (2,500) and relate to the lowest number of FIB–FARDC troops 

(6,400), the M23 was seriously outnumbered. It seems quite obvious that the number of 

FIB–FARDC personnel significantly influenced the outcome of the final confrontations, as 

the joint operations were performed on three fronts, including three joint task forces, as well 

as significant fire support from helicopters (African Defence Review 2013; United Nations 

2014r). Therefore, troop-to-perpetrator ratios seem to be a more relevant condition to 

explain outcomes of operations such as the ones performed against the M23, rather than 

troop-to-population ratios or the total number of uniformed personnel per se.  

We also know that numbers mattered for the M23. During the fighting in the fall of 

2013, the M23 suffered heavy casualties. Estimates performed by MONUSCO during and 

after the conflict points to more than 400 M23 killed and more than 1,000 injured.23 UN and 

FARDC troops on the ground collated these estimates with the help of locals providing 

information to the UN in the aftermath of operations, reconnaissance with drones and 

helicopters, and physical observations. At the same time, the M23 continuously recruited 

                                                            
23 Interview with General (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz, Force Commander MONUSCO (2013–2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18. 
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new personnel from Rwanda and Uganda (United Nations 2014r pp. 10–12). A baffled 

MONUSCO Force Commander observed that M23 positions quickly filled up with new 

personnel after their positions had been pounded with heavy fire from the joint operations.24 

As a result, we just do not know how many fighters were employed by the M23 during the 

confrontation. The M23 also received direct support from neighboring countries Rwanda 

and Uganda during the fighting, mostly through recruitment of new personnel, but also 

direct fire support and troop reinforcements (ibid.). This support might have prolonged the 

fighting, but did not influence the outcome in the end.  

Another aspect of troop numbers was revealed in the interview with General Santos 

Cruz. When asked whether ideally he would have had more personnel in the FIB, or if he 

would have managed with fewer, his response was that the size of the brigade was a good fit 

for the operations north of Goma. The main reason was that the fighting occurred on a 

narrow strip of land of a few kilometers in width bordering Rwanda, with only one north–

south functional road (see Figure 6.1). He would not have had room to maneuver a larger 

force in support of the FARDC, as all were somewhat dependent on that road. This is also 

one reason why the attack helicopters became so important, able to move freely above the 

narrow area of operations. Although it remains unclear how the Security Council ended up 

with a brigade of this size, it matched the needs on the ground in this situation quite well.    

6.3.4 Willingness to accept risk 
South Africa, Tanzania, and Malawi provided troops to the FIB. In a rare moment for UN 

peace operations, troop contributors arrived with an expectation of taking significant risk, 

matching the strategic intention of the Security Council mandate. According to Force 

Commander Cruz, he “received good battalions with no caveats. The troops came with the 

right mind-set to engage in forceful operations against the M23, they took orders, and came 

well prepared for the task”.25 Most of the time, FIB forces supported the FARDC in 

offensive operations. However, during the final battles in October, FIB units were also 

engaged in unilateral ground combat with the M23 (African Defence Review 2013; PKSOI 

2013). The troops respected the UN chain of command, with no need to confer with the 

capital back home before taking action, and were willing to deploy into areas where there 

was risk of retaliation or attacks from armed groups. It seems quite clear that, in this case, 

                                                            
24 Interview with General (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz, Force Commander MONUSCO (2013–2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18.  
25 ibid. 
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having risk-accepting UN troops was part of the causal pathway towards a successful 

outcome.  

What is puzzling, though, is that the FIB operated alongside less risk-accepting 

MONUSCO troops, the so-called framework brigades. These were also mandated to protect 

civilians, were under unified command with the FIB, but did not participate in the robust 

operations against the M23. This led to some bizarre situations – for example in Kiwanja, 

where MONUSCO framework brigades cohabitated with the M23, while the FIB and the 

FARDC prepared to fight them.26 In this case, the FIB was able to provide sufficient support 

to the FARDC to win the fight, but MONUSCO was not able to utilize its full potential, 

mostly because of risk-aversion and caveats among the framework brigades. In addition, 

after the defeat of the M23, the Force Commander experienced the later contingents of the 

FIB as less risk accepting than the first. There was “less appetite for robust operations as 

time went on”, according to General Santos Cruz.27  

In previous analyses in Chapter 5, I found no significant relationships between 

willingness to accept risk and the outcomes of protection operations across cases. The 

findings from the DRC highlight that variation in willingness to accept risk clearly does 

matter in particular cases. Without the presence of South Africa, Tanzania, and Malawi, 

MONUSCO would not have been able to support the FARDC in the way that led to a 

successful outcome.   

6.3.5 Additional causal condition candidates 
So far, I have only sought to trace the four conditions deemed causally relevant from the 

existing literature. In this case, matching the perpetrators of violence, pre-emption, and 

willingness to accept risk are all part of the explanation for the successful outcome. Troop 

numbers also matter, as the joint FIB–FARDC forces significantly outnumbered the 

perpetrators. However, as we have seen in the analysis so far, there are other conditions 

with influence on the outcome that are not well captured in the literature. In this section, I 

will introduce these preliminary insights, which could be interesting for theory development 

and future military efforts to protect.   

                                                            
26 Interview with General (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz, Force Commander MONUSCO (2013–2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18. 
27 ibid. 
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6.3.5.1 Operational readiness  
The May events at Mutaho Hills underline the need for deploying UN troops that are ready 

to engage in operations immediately after being deployed into a conflict, as opposing forces 

may look for any opportunity to discredit them. If the FARDC position at Mutaho Hills had 

been overrun by the M23, MONUSCO and the not-yet-operational FIB units would have 

been faced with a significant challenge. The UN Group of Experts found that the M23 

leadership decided to maintain troops in forward positions close to Goma, even after their 

first defeat at Mutaho Hills, pointing to plans for new attacks on Goma (United Nations 

2013q pp. 11–12). Indeed, the M23 launched a new attack in mid-July, before the FIB was 

fully operational. This aspect is perhaps particularly important when a force is deployed with 

an expectation to engage in combat. Luckily, their efforts were not needed at this point.  

6.3.5.2 Operational art 
As discussed, the establishment of the security zone around Goma shifted the dynamics of 

the conflict. Yet the Force Commander received a lot of internal criticism from New York as 

well as from the international delegates taking part in the peace talks in Uganda. He 

established the security zone based on his personal initiative, without conferring with 

headquarters or with the Kampala delegates. This highlights the dilemma of how to strike a 

balance between conflict management from afar and letting those on the ground make 

decisions based on their best judgments. For Santos Cruz, this was merely a tactic based on 

his reading of how the M23 would react, using the breach of the security zone as a stepping 

stone for a counterattack. In his mind, the mandate was clear: to neutralize the M23. For 

those that sought a political solution in Kampala, however, establishing the security zone 

seemed like a reckless move, endangering the peace talks. Nevertheless, it remains unclear 

to what degree the M23 really was willing to engage in sincere negotiations, as they broke 

the deals made on many occasions, continuing combat on the ground.  

In this case, it seems that the decisions made on the ground had better effect on 

civilian security than the political effort ever achieved in Uganda. There is an argument to be 

made that mission leadership should be free to make decisions without always conferring 

with headquarters. In other situations, however, this may not be true. Ideally, the political 

and military sides of any intervention should work in concert, at least to avoid stepping on 

each other’s toes. Clearly, the UN has not yet mastered how to combine the use of force with 

political peace efforts at the strategic level. To know more about the influence of personal 

initiatives and operational art, deeper case studies of particular operations and interviews 
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with key personnel would be necessary. I have only briefly lifted the veil on the micro-

dynamics in play in one situation when UN troops engaged in forceful operations against a 

perpetrator of violence against civilians.    

6.3.5.3 Escalation 
This point might seem rather obvious, but, when deterrence fails, UN troops must be 

prepared to escalate the use of force to protect civilians. In this case, escalation played a 

significant role in pushing the M23 back from Goma and eventually in their defeat. The M23 

was not easily deterred. The UN Group of Experts points to the fact that the armed group 

continued to redeploy troops and move equipment towards Goma, even after their 

significant defeat at Mutaho hills in May. In September and October, after having been 

pounded by the combined arsenal of the FARDC and the FIB for days, the M23 still 

regrouped to continue the fight. If the FIB and FARDC had not been able to respond with 

force to coerce the M23 into retreat, it seems likely that the threat to civilians in Goma and 

its surroundings would have remained. This is not to say that escalation is always the right 

approach when civilians are under threat. However, when faced with a perpetrator 

threatening to use coercive force from heavy weapons against a densely populated area, the 

UN and its national partners must pose a credible deterrent threat. Credible deterrence can 

only be achieved if the opposing party believes that you will retaliate, and that you actually 

do so when deterrence fails.  

6.3.5.4 Force mobility and projection  
According to Force Commander Santos Cruz, the FIB and FARDC would possibly have 

been able to defend Goma with the use of ground forces, artillery, and mortars only.28 

However, the attack helicopters from Ukraine, South Africa, and the DRC were critical in 

order to defeat the M23. The attack helicopters were used both for surveillance and 

information gathering, and for direct targeting of M23 positions. Being independent from 

the eastern DRC’s weak road infrastructure, the highly mobile helicopters were able to 

swiftly project force beyond the more slowly moving FIB and FARDC ground units. In 

another example, when the FIB supported the FARDC at Kiwanja in October, the UN 

Special Forces were flown into Kiwanja. This was made possible because Special Forces are 

few in numbers. However, it also highlights that being able to move forces quickly to where 

they are most needed and project force with mobile platforms is sometimes a critical enabler 

of military protection operations. Credible deterrence is also linked to force mobility and 
                                                            
28 Interview with General (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz, Force Commander MONUSCO (2013–2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18. 
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projection. Attack helicopters are an expensive, but highly effective, tool, which can project 

force. Nevertheless, not all UN missions with a protection mandate would be able to employ 

attack helicopters, as they are also controversial.  

6.3.5.5 Understanding the modus operandi of perpetrators of violence 
The joint operations against the M23 were quite effective. One of the reasons why the 

operations quickly succeeded is the modus operandi of the M23. Although we now know 

that the M23 trained on guerilla warfare before the deployment of the FIB, their eventual 

‘traditional’ response – operating in structured formations and in dug-in static positions − 

served the FIB and the FARDC well. Beadle’s deliberations on how to find utility of force to 

protect center on a deeper understanding of the perpetrators’ use of violence, before tailoring 

a response to that particular threat (Beadle 2014 pp. 12, 14–21). Others have written 

excellent analyses of the M23 and other Tutsi-based armed groups in the eastern DRC 

(Beswick 2009; Stearns 2012a). I will not provide a full analysis of the M23; rather, I will 

highlight a point that seems to have been critical in their defeat in late 2013.  

The M23 received significant support from two state actors, Rwanda and Uganda 

(United Nations 2012i, 2014r; UNJHRO 2014 para. 112). Due to external support, the M23 

was the most capable non-state armed group in the area at that time, and the fight against 

them probably dragged out, and became more bloody, because of this (Stearns 2012a; 

United Nations 2014r). However, the external support also influenced their modus operandi, 

as they received a steady flow of weapons from their partners abroad, facilitating a 

continued reliance on heavy weapons and shelling with cannons and artillery (United 

Nations 2014r). These types of weapons were quite static, demanding fortified positions to 

be effective. When the FIB and FARDC employed overwhelming force against them, they 

were not able to regroup and reconsider their strategy. Instead, they replenished the 

bombarded positions with new personnel and military material, continuing with more of the 

same.29  The exact type of support that made the M23 a powerful actor also strongly 

contributed to its demise. In this case, the capabilities of the FARDC and FIB were well 

suited to weakening the threat from the M23. However, later operations against the ADF and 

other armed groups in the east have proven more difficult. Hence, an intervention brigade of 

this type will not always be the right response. As different perpetrators display different 

modus operandi, so also must the protectors.   

                                                            
29 Interview with General (ret) Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz, Force Commander MONUSCO (2013–2015). 
Oslo, 31.08.18. 
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6.3.6 Conclusion 
The operations against the M23 provide examples of what matching the perpetrator might 

mean in practice, as well as an interesting study of different functions of force to protect, 

applied in different phases for different purposes and with different outcomes. This event 

enabled a study of a ‘typical’ case, one in which matching was clearly part of the causal 

pathway towards a successful outcome. Since the operations protected every potential future 

victim from that particular perpetrator, this is a successful, but also unusual, outcome for UN 

protection operations. In addition, military force was undoubtedly the predominant tool to 

achieve this outcome, since few other UN means and actors were involved in the immediate 

actions to protect civilians. A typical case does not expose a theory to a tough test, but is 

valuable in order to examine whether the matching theory passes the first test of explaining 

the most clear-cut cases where force quite clearly has been used with utility to protect. 

Although the operations against the M23 were not purely pre-emptive, I also found 

that one of the events that shifted the dynamics towards the successful outcome – the 

establishment of the security zone on July 30 − was based on pre-emptive logic, supporting 

the findings in earlier chapters in this thesis. Troop numbers also mattered, but mostly in 

relation to the number of perpetrators. Interestingly, I also found that willingness to accept 

risk was indeed part of the explanation for the successful outcome, contrary to what resulted 

from the comparison of 126 cases taken from UNPOCO. This condition remains relevant, 

but it is important to continue studying UN military protection operations in different 

contexts to better understand why, how, and when it is relevant.  

Furthermore, the case study identifies new causal condition candidates that may be 

part of the explanation for successful outcomes: preparedness, operational art, the will and 

ability to escalate when deterrence fails, force mobility and projection, and understanding 

the modus operandi of the perpetrators of violence before tailoring a military protection 

response. Some of these conditions might be specific to this particular case, but there are 

good reasons to analyze these systematically in future studies to evaluate to what degree 

they are valid across a larger number of cases.    

These operations also represent an outlying case in the empirical universe of UN 

protection operations, as they completely removed one of the most imminent and potent 

threats to civilians in that area at that time, including killing many M23 fighters. Although I 

consider the overall outcome a success, some might argue that such short-term victories are 

not enough to favor using force to protect in UN peace operations. True, military UN 
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operations often fail to facilitate longer-term stabilization and are seldom properly linked to 

political processes leading towards peace (Berdal 2016, 2017; High-Level Independent 

Panel on Peace Operations 2015). This is also true for the operations against the M23. 

Despite the initial success of defeating the M23, later FIB–FARDC operations have not been 

able to reduce the overall threat posed by the plethora of armed groups attacking civilians in 

the Eastern DRC, which remains the main task of the FIB. However, since the main 

rationale for using force in UN operations is to protect civilians from imminent violence – 

not necessarily to win the war − MONUSCO undoubtedly had success from defeating the 

M23 (United Nations 2008). 

6.4 Defending the Murle from the White Army in South Sudan (2011–2012) 
Towards the end of 2011, the Nuer White Army amassed several thousand fighters in the 

northern parts of Jonglei state.30 On December 23, they marched south towards Pibor 

County. The Murle – a long-time adversary of the White Army – populates this vast county. 

During the following 12 days, the White Army targeted more than 20 Murle settlements in 

retaliation for prior Murle attacks against the Nuer. An investigation performed by the 

UNMISS Human Rights Division recorded 612 Murle killed, including at least 88 women 

and 88 children, another 294 unconfirmed deaths, and 370 persons unaccounted for at the 

time of the report, some of whom were possibly abducted (UNMISS Human Rights Division 

2012 p. 12). On December 27 − while the White Army attacks were still underway − the 

Murle launched deadly revenge attacks into Nuer and Dinka territory. By February 4, 2012, 

the Murle had reportedly killed 276 Nuer and Dinka persons, abducted 25, and stolen more 

than 60,000 cattle (ibid. p. 20). In sum, at least 888 people were killed during these events, 

while tens of thousands were displaced.  

Economic incentives and group dynamics among particular age groups are part of the 

explanations for these seemingly unending cycles of violence, where cattle raids often lead 

to large-scale atrocities (International Crisis Group 2009; Lacey 2013; UNMISS Human 

Rights Division 2012 pp. 5–12; Young & Small Arms Survey 2007). While ethnic 

animosities and revenge for former actions may explain much of the violence at this 

particular moment, armed conflicts in South Sudan also occur within ethnic groups (Breidlid 

& Arensen 2014).  

                                                            
30 Pibor town is now part of Boma, after the creation of new South Sudanese states in 2015. This study will 
refer to Jonglei thoughout, as this was the name of the province at the time of the events studied here. 
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Regardless of what motivated these particular attacks, this is by far the most violent event 

captured in the UNPOCO dataset. The attacks: 

 “targeted entire communities, including women and children, and possibly aimed at 
destroying their livelihoods and social and economic infrastructure. Hate speech and 
incitement to violence based on ethnicity – crimes under domestic law and violations of 
international human rights law – contributed to the violence” (UNMISS Human Rights 
Division 2012 p. i).  

UNMISS faced an immense protection challenge, which ultimately overwhelmed its 

capacity to muster effective responses, civilian and military.  

Despite having the odds stacked against it, UNMISS did manage to save many 

civilians. In response to the White Army mobilization in early December, UNMISS 

provided early warning to thousands of Murle living in the areas expecting attacks. These 

efforts − largely delivered by the civil affairs component − ameliorated the situation by 

facilitating the flight, and ultimately the survival, of many potential civilian victims. In 

support of the SPLA, UNMISS also deployed more than half of its infantry forces to Jonglei 

County to defend the Murle from the oncoming attackers. Faced with columns of some 6–

 8,000 White Army fighters, the SPLA and UNMISS were severely outnumbered, and did 

little to stop its violent march. From December 31 to January 2, 2012, the joint UNMISS–

SPLA operations deterred and coerced the White Army from attacking and entering Pibor 

town, the main Murle population center in Jonglei. These efforts also saved the lives of 

many potential victims. Immediately after being denied access to Pibor town, the White 

Army crossed Pibor river, and proceeded to attack the Murle living south and east of the 

town. The Murle living in these areas had not been warned of the oncoming threat, leading 

to several hundred more being killed. Neither UNMISS nor the SPLA was able to respond 

effectively to these continued White Army attacks. Moreover − while the White Army 

attacks were underway − the Murle launched multiple revenge attacks into Nuer and Dinka 

territories, killing hundreds. Again, UNMISS and the SPLA were not able to effectively 

respond to protect civilians victimized by these attacks. 
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Table 6.4 Overview of events of the joint SPLA–UNMISS efforts to protect the Murle 

against the White Army (2011–2012), including functions of force/violence 

and the outcome  

Phase Date White Army 
actions 

Function(s) 
of violence 

UNMISS/SPLA 
actions 

Functions of 
force 

Outcome 

1 DEC 
5 – 12 
2011 

White Army 
mobilization 

Impairment UNMISS alerted 
the South Sudan 
Government to 
mobilization of 
Nuer youth on 
December 5 and 9. 
 
UNMISS deployed 
aerial 
reconnaissance 
missions and field 
visits to confirm 
the mobilization 
 
UNMISS started 
deploying troops to 
key population 
centers in Jonglei 
 
UNMISS provided 
early warning to 
civilians under 
threat of attack 

Amelioration Continued 
mobilization of 
White Army 
 
Suspension of 
peace 
conferences in 
Jonglei 

2 DEC 
13 – 
22 
2011 

On December 13, 
advance White 
Army column 
present in northern 
Pibor County 
 
Continued White 
Army mobilization 

Impairment On DEC 13, 
UNMISS police 
patrol confirmed 
the presence of 
Nuer youth in 
Northern Pibor 
 
On DEC 13, 
UNMISS SRSG 
urged the 
Government and 
SPLA to take 
urgent measures to 
halt the violence 
 
On DEC 19, vice-
president meets 
with Nuer 
community to hold 
off attacks  
 
On DEC 21, SPLA 
orders troops to 
protect civilians 
In Jonglei 
 

Amelioration Continued 
mobilization of 
White Army 
 
First columns 
of fighters 
move south 
towards Pibor 
County from 
Nuer areas 
 
Deterrence fails 
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UNMISS 
continued 
deployment to key 
population centers 
 

3 DEC 
23–30 
2011 

On DEC 23, White 
Army attacked 
Wuno, where they 
established a base  
 
Between DEC 24 
and 26, White 
Army broke into 
smaller groups to 
attack a number of 
smaller villages in 
Likuangole along 
the Nanaam river 
(see Figure 6.2) 
 
On DEC 27, White 
Army attacked 
Likuangole town 
with eight columns 
of fighters 
 
Between DEC 27 
and 30, White 
Army attacked 
surrounding villages 
east and south of 
Likuangole 
 
On DEC 30, White 
Army proceeded 
southwards towards 
Pibor Town, 
continuing attacks 
on villages along 
the way 

Destruction On DEC 23, 
UNMISS air 
reconnaissance 
observed White 
Army attack on 
Wuno 
(Likuangole) 
 
On DEC 25, more 
than 50% of 
UNMISS troops (8 
out of 15 
companies) 
deployed to Jonglei 
 
No efforts made by 
SPLA or UNMISS 
to deter White 
Army from 
attacking 
Likuangole 
 
On DEC 27, SPLA 
sheltered 100 
civilians in 
barracks outside 
Likuangole 
  
On DEC 28, the 
Vice-president met 
with the White 
Army in 
Likuangole to urge 
them not to attack 
Pibor 
 
UNMISS aerial 
reconnaissance 
observed White 
Army towards 
Pibor  

Amelioration/ 
deterrence 

At least 175 
persons killed 
from DEC 23–
26 
 
On DEC 27, 90 
tukuls (huts) 
burned in 
Likuangole, 
and hard wall 
structures 
destroyed 
 
Relatively few 
people killed in 
Likuangole 
town, as most 
had received 
early warning, 
fleeing before 
arrival of 
White Army 

4 DEC 
31– 
JAN 4 

On DEC 31, White 
Army arrived at 
Pibor Town 
 
On DEC 31, White 
Army burned 
tukuls, church, and 
NGO offices at 
Pibor’s southern 
perimeter 
 
From DEC 31, most 
of the White Army 
fighters were 

Coercion/ 
destruction 

On DEC 31, 
UNMISS aerial 
reconnaissance 
saw two columns 
of fighters approx. 
5-10 km outside 
Pibor 
 
SPLA and 
UNMISS had 
established dug-in 
positions around 
the town perimeter 
 

Deterrence/ 
coercion 

Many Murle 
fled Pibor 
along Kangen 
River (south-
east of Pibor), 
towards 
Pochalla (east 
of Pibor), 
before the 
arrival of the 
White Army 
 
SPLA and 
UNMISS 
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present east of Pibor 
town, across the 
Pibor river 
 
 
On JAN 2, 150–200 
fighters advanced to 
cross Pibor river in 
an attempt to attack 
Pibor town from the 
east 
 
Between DEC 31 
and JAN 3, smaller 
groups of hundreds 
of White Army 
fighters attacked 
villages east and 
south of Pibor 
Town 
 
On JAN 3 and 4, 
White Army 
retreats  

On JAN 2, SPLA 
fired on the 
advancing fighters, 
killing five and 
wounding two 
 
UNMISS moved 
two armored 
personnel carriers 
(APCs) to eastern 
side of town to 
help deter attacks 
 
Few efforts from 
UNMISS/SPLA to 
warn IDPs south 
and east of Pibor of 
oncoming attacks 

effectively 
denied White 
Army access to 
Pibor Town, 
protecting 
many Murle 
seeking shelter 
there 
 
Several 
hundred Murle 
killed by White 
Army south 
and east of 
Pibor town 
during and 
after the failed 
attacks on 
Pibor on DEC 
31 
 
White Army 
stole tens of 
thousands of 
cattle and 
abducted a 
significant 
number of 
Murle 
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Figure 6.2 Incidents of inter-communal violence carried out by Murle and Lou Nuer 
communities in Jonglei, January 2011–February 2012 (UNMISS Geographic 
Information Systems Section) (UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. 10) 
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6.4.1 Matching the perpetrators of violence31 
Phase 1 (December 5–12): UNMISS was aware of potential retaliatory attacks between the 

Murle and the Nuer long before the events escalated towards the end of the year (H. F. 

Johnson 2016 p. 108). Since August, the mission had deployed infantry patrols, integrated 

teams, and aerial reconnaissance helicopter patrols to observe, and if possible avert, brewing 

attacks (ibid.). However, in the first week of December, UNMISS alerted the South Sudan 

Government of potential imminent violence in Jonglei, based on their information about the 

mobilization of Nuer youth in response to recent Murle attacks (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 110; 

UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. 13). UNMISS confirmed these observations on 

December 9 with the help of aerial reconnaissance flights and UN personnel undertaking 

field missions to several locations throughout Jonglei state (ibid.). However, the 

Government did not recognize these early-warning efforts of potential large-scale violence 

against civilians until December 12, when they reported back to UNMISS that peace 

conferences in Jonglei were suspended due to the forewarned threat to the Murle population. 

UNMISS begun deploying troops throughout Jonglei according to an existing rapid response 

plan, seeking to warn those civilians under imminent threat, and preparing a deterrent 

presence in high-risk areas. The SPLA, however, ‘dragged its feet’, and no attempts were 

made from the Government to pre-empt a potential attack at that time (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 

109)  

The sheer existence of an armed group of this size involved in a communal conflict 

fulfills the criteria laid out in the matching theory of impairing the security for civilians (see 

Chapter 2). To match a perpetrator of violence impairing civilian security, UN military 

efforts must improve security for civilians under latent threat, without the application of 

forceful means (see Chapter 6, section 6.2.1). With the help of aerial reconnaissance flights, 

rapid deployment of field missions to particular hot spots, and other early-warning efforts, 

this is exactly what UNMISS did during this phase. While it remains difficult to determine 

exactly how many potential victims were saved by UNMISS’s early-warning efforts during 

this phase of the event, early warning was most likely a critical condition for reducing the 

violent impact on the Murle communities. 

                                                            
31 Most of the descriptions of the events are drawn from the only comprehensive investigation into the events 
undertaken by UNMISS Human Rights Division, Incidents of inter-communal violence in Jonglei State (June 
2012). Some of the information was validated through interviews I conducted with UN staff involved in the 
planning of operations.  
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Nevertheless, removing a population faced with an imminent threat is also controversial, as 

it can assist the perpetrator in fulfilling its aims of removing the opposing community from 

certain areas. While this motivation is more commonly present in ethnic cleansing 

campaigns, perpetrators in communal conflicts often display a similar logic, although 

communal militias seldom possess the means needed to do so (Beadle 2014). Certainly, the 

White Army campaign effectively drove tens of thousands of Murle from their homes, 

killing hundreds in the process, and destroying much infrastructure and homes. However, 

the Nuer youth never sought to hold the areas they attacked, and the Murle were able to 

move back after the attacks had ended. Their temporary removal from the White Army’s 

destructive path was possibly the least problematic response at that time. One question still 

remains: was there any opportunity to deter the White Army militarily before its violent 

march on the Murle begun? I will return to this question towards the end of the analysis.    

Phase 2 (December 13–22): On December 13, with the help of aerial 

reconnaissance, UNMISS observed a forward column of White Army fighters north of Pibor 

County (UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. 14). On that day, high-level efforts were 

made by UNMISS to muster an immediate response to protect civilians from the expected 

violence. Hilde Frafjord Johnson, then the Special Representative of the UN Secretary 

General and head of UNMISS, warned the SPLA Chief of Staff, urging the Government to 

take urgent action to protect civilians. No immediate efforts were made by the SPLA at that 

time. Nevertheless, on December 19, Vice-President Riek Machar started to meet with 

leaders of both communities in Juba, the capital of South Sudan, to head off the expected 

violence. He achieved little, as the White Army continued to mobilize and march closer to 

areas inhabited by the Murle. UNMISS continued its deployment of infantry companies to 

vulnerable areas for attacks in Pibor County, as well as aerial reconnaissance flights to 

observe the White Army’s movements, reporting about their progress towards the south. 

Similar to Phase 1, the White Army presence close to Murle areas impaired the 

security for civilians, and many had already started to flee the impending attacks. UNMISS 

continued its early-warning efforts, matching the threat posed by the perpetrators by 

ameliorating the situation for civilians by facilitating for their early flight away from the 

threat. On December 21, the SPLA had received orders to “be vigilantly alert and prepared 

to protect Lou Nuer and Murle civilians if they were attacked” (UNMISS Human Rights 

Division 2012 p. 14). Although faced with a massive group of armed fighters – which did 
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little to hide their violent intentions – neither the SPLA nor UNMISS was able or willing to 

muster a military response to deter the White Army from proceeding.  

Phase 3 (December 23 – 30): On December 23, the first physical attack against 

civilians was committed by the White Army, when they targeted Wuno, close to Likuangole. 

UNMISS aerial patrols observed the attacks in the immediate aftermath. During the 

following three days, the White Army broke into smaller columns to attack villages along 

the Nanaam river valley and other areas close to Likuangole (UNMISS Human Rights 

Division 2012 p. 14). More than 175 Murle were killed in these multiple attacks (ibid.). The 

investigation performed by UNMISS’s Human Rights Division questions whether the 

people living in these areas had received warning of the attacks. On December 27, the White 

Army proceeded to attack Likuangole town, using eight columns of fighters. Since early-

warning efforts by UNMISS had led most civilians to flee the town, relatively few were 

harmed during these attacks. The attacks led to much material damage, and most of the 

buildings were destroyed. Some 100 civilians sought shelter in the SPLA barracks situated 3 

kilometers outside the town, which were spared from attacks. The White Army continued to 

attack civilian settlements south of Likuangole in the following days.  

At this point, UNMISS infantry deployments were still underway. By December 25, 

two days before the attacks on Likuangole, UNMISS had deployed four platoons in 

Likuangole, four platoons in Bor, two platoons in Gumuruk, three platoons and three APCs 

in Pibor, and one platoon to the north of Walgak. SPLA had 512 troops stationed in the 

barracks outside Likuangole at the time of the attacks on December 27. The battalion 

deployed there had recently received an additional 100 troops, but made no active efforts to 

intervene to deter the White Army. In fact, according to an interview with the SPLA 

commander at Likuangole undertaken by UNMISS Human Rights Division, he had been 

ordered only to return fire in self-defense. UNMISS troops evacuated 32 civilians from 

Likuangole, but were also heavily outnumbered, leading to no military response to deter the 

perpetrators.  

The function of violence employed by the White Army fulfills the criteria of 

destruction (see Chapter 2). To match a perpetrator seeking to destroy civilian life and 

infrastructure, military efforts to protect must destroy or significantly reduce the 

perpetrator’s will and capability to launch such destructive attacks against civilians (see 

Chapter 6, section 6.2.1). It seems clear that the response mustered by both UNMISS and the 
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SPLA during this phase mismatched the ways and means by which the White Army targeted 

civilians. Undoubtedly, the early-warning efforts had a positive effect, not least in 

Likuangole, where most civilian lives were spared. However, since early warnings did not 

reach all potential victims, the absence of a relevant military response led to many casualties 

outside Likuangole in this phase.  

Phase 4 (December 31, 2011–January 4, 2012): On December 31, the White Army 

columns had reached the outskirts of Pibor town, where UNMISS and the SPLA had 

established defensive positions around the town perimeter. The White Army managed to 

destroy some infrastructure in the southern parts of town, but was denied access to the town 

center. Some 90,000 civilians had already fled south along the Kangen river and east 

towards Pochalla (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 113). Over the following days, the White Army 

positioned itself on the eastern side of Pibor river, east of the town. On January 2, some 

150–200 White Army fighters crossed the river in a new attempt to attack the town. SPLA 

responded with force, killing five of the attackers. UNMISS APCs also repositioned to deter 

further advances from the White Army from the east. While presenting a significant threat to 

Pibor town during these days, the White Army also continued attacks against Murle 

settlements and IDPs south and east of the town. According to one of the interviewees in the 

UNMISS investigation, many Murle were killed in the continuing attacks south and east of 

Pibor “mainly because the Murle had all believed […] that the armed Lou Nuer youth would 

not proceed beyond Pibor” (UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. 19). Many reported 

that they had received no warning of the attacks (ibid. pp. 18–19).  

During the attacks on Pibor, the White Army applied coercive violence in an attempt 

to gain access to the Murle’s main population center in Jonglei. To match coercive functions 

of violence, the protectors must influence the perpetrator into disengaging from a particular 

strategy of violence, or engage in direct military action that reduces the perpetrator’s will 

and ability to continue its attacks on civilians, without causing more harm in the process (see 

Chapter 6, section 6.2.1). The SPLA and UNMISS matched the White Army at the standoff 

at Pibor Town, successfully protecting those that had remained there. However, little was 

done to protect those fleeing south and east, or to warn those that already inhabited those 

areas. According to the SRSG Hilde Johnson, “the continued attacks headed deep into Murle 

land, where there were no roads, very few helicopter landing sites, and thus no way our 

forces could pursue [the White Army] through the bush” (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 112). It 

seems that the Murle also misread the situation, believing that the White Army would not 
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proceed beyond Pibor town. This was a highly deadly combination for the Murle, leading to 

hundreds of fatalities.   

6.4.1.1 The absence of relevant responses to Murle revenge attacks  
Between December 27, 2011 and February 4, 2012, the Murle launched 44 retaliatory 

attacks into Nuer and Dinka territories, killing 276 persons, abducting 25, and stealing more 

than 60,000 cattle (see Map 6.2) (UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. 20). Few 

attempts were made by UNMISS or the SPLA to protect Nuer and Dinka civilians from 

these attacks, many of which occurred deep into Nuer and Dinka territories. Attacking 

civilian settlements with small bands of armed fighters, these perpetrators were less visible 

from the air. However, the attacks were highly deadly and destructive, constituting almost 

one third of the combined civilian death toll of these events, and leading to much material 

destruction. Understandably, UNMISS and the SPLA had their hands full with preparing to 

defend Pibor town at the time when the revenge attacks commenced. Still, the Murle 

revenge attacks continued for a full month after the White Army had returned home, 

questioning why no further efforts were made to at least warn communities under threat. 

UNMISS was aware of the attacks, and had received the first reports of Murle attacks on the 

very same day they started (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 113). Furthermore, on January 8, 

UNMISS helped evacuate wounded civilians from Yuai, which had been attacked by Murle 

(UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. 21). UNMISS also did send additional forces to 

Akobo, where the threat of Murle attacks was deemed most severe (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 

115). Due to the absence of any relevant military response to these revenge attacks, there is 

no foundation for assessing the degree of matching the perpetrators of violence.  

6.4.2 Pre-emption 
Pre-emption occurs when UN troops attempt to stop attacks on civilians before they occur. 

Similar to the case study from the DRC, this case does not fulfill the criteria for pre-emption 

as scored in the UNPOCO dataset. There are, however, still certain characteristics pointing 

towards pre-emptive logic that are worth highlighting. Although there were no pre-emptive 

operations to deter or coerce the White Army from marching on the Murle – despite the 

obvious violent potential of their mobilization – UNMISS early-warning efforts effectively 

removed many potential targets from harm’s way. As discussed above, this approach is also 

controversial, as it is extremely challenging to protect civilians on the run, and it may assist 

the perpetrators in reaching their goals. In addition, the early-warning efforts seem to have 

failed to reach many communities, both west of Likuangole and south and east of Pibor. 
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Undoubtedly, UNMISS sought to influence the SPLA into pre-emptive operations, but the 

national army’s response was sluggish. Only on December 31, over a week after the first 

attacks on the Murle, did the President order 3,400 SPLA soldiers to reinforce the troops 

already stationed in Jonglei, to little effect on civilian security (UNMISS Human Rights 

Division 2012 pp. 26–27). 

6.4.3 Deterrent presence 
In UNMISS’s investigation of these events, the lack of sufficient troop numbers appears as 

one of the main explanations for the absence of a more relevant military response to the 

threat posed by the White Army (UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 pp. 17, 25, 26, 31). 

Although no exact figures exist for the number of White Army fighters, the estimates range 

from 6-8,000 up towards 12,000 (UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. i).32 In 

comparison, during the attack on Likuangole on December 27, about 500 SPLA soldiers 

were present in the barracks a few kilometers outside town. In addition, four UNMISS 

platoons were present in Likuangole at that time, constituting some 120 Blue Helmets (ibid. 

p. 14). Severely outnumbered, neither SPLA nor UNMISS made any effort to intervene at 

that point. However, from December 31 to January 2, an almost similar number of troops 

were present effectively to defend Pibor town. At that point, 542 SPLA soldiers were 

present alongside almost 100 UN troops.33 These forces combined were not able to protect 

civilians outside the town perimeter, where most of the violent acts were committed. 

Various estimations exist of the total number of UN troops available during these 

operations. On paper, UNMISS had about 3,600 infantry troops available in December 2011 

(H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 99). This consisted mainly of 2,201 Indian troops and 1,359 troops 

from Bangladesh (United Nations 2011h). However, Kenya also had a battalion deployed, 

counting 691 contingent troops (ibid.). The investigation performed by UNMISS Human 

Rights Division reports that, by December 25, UNMISS had deployed “more than 50 

percent of its infantry to hot spots expecting attacks”, amounting to “eight of its 15 

companies” (UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. 14). Further, the investigation 

reports that “four platoons were deployed to Likuangole, four platoons to Bor, two platoons 

to Gumuruk, three platoons and three armored personnel carriers to Pibor, and one platoon 

to the north of Walgak” (ibid.). However, only those dispatched to Likuangole and Pibor had 

                                                            
32 Interview with (ret.) Colonel Ebbe Deraas, UNMISS Force Chief of Staff. Kjeller, 17.10.2018. 
33 ibid. 
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any opportunity to influence the White Army.34 Furthermore, on December 31, “the 

President ordered 3,400 SPLA infantry troops to be deployed to Pibor and 800 armed SSPS 

be deployed by road from Bor to Pibor and Gumuruk” (ibid. p. 27). These arrived too late to 

make any difference to the overall casualty figures.  

One could question the wisdom of spreading out UNMISS military capacity so thinly 

– as each of these deployments would be completely outnumbered by the White Army – 

rather than amassing a larger force that may provide some degree of deterrent effect. 

However, UNMISS’s logistics capacity was completely stretched, and amassing any larger 

force was impossible.35 In addition, the civilian airplanes used to deploy troops did not allow 

for transporting more than personal equipment. For example, for those troops flown into 

Pibor, no additional ammunition was available, besides what they carried on their bodies. 

The only possibility for obtaining more troops was to hope for SPLA reinforcements. When 

these troops first were deployed, they arrived too late to make any impact on the overall 

outcome. Thus, more troops were indeed available, possibly enough to constitute a 

significant deterrent force against the White Army. One of the main reasons for the absence 

of any significant response from the SPLA was the ethnic composition of the army. The 

SPLA “included several Nuer units, which made any attempt to counter their own kin 

severely challenging”.36  

To sum up, although troop numbers clearly mattered, the events in Jonglei indicate 

that it also matters what the troops actually do to protect civilians. Significantly 

outnumbered, the SPLA and UNMISS managed to defend Pibor town – the main Murle 

population center in Jonglei state – ‘only’ killing five White Army fighters. The White 

Army looks to have been more easily deterred than one would have expected, based on their 

sheer numbers. Nevertheless, the marginal number of troops mustered by UNMISS and 

SPLA, compared to the massive number of White Army fighters, is most likely part of the 

explanation why a more robust, and possibly more effective, response, never materialized.  

6.4.4 Willingness to accept risk 
India and Bangladesh provided the vast majority of the infantry forces − respectively 

providing 2,201 and 1,359 troops – while Kenya provided 691 contingent troops. In the 

analysis performed in Chapter 5, section 5.2.2.2, all three contributors were coded amongst 

                                                            
34 Interview with (ret.) Colonel Ebbe Deraas, UNMISS Force Chief of Staff. Kjeller, 17.10.2018.  
35 ibid. 
36 ibid.  
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the more hesitant, often deploying with significant caveats as to how and where their troops 

should operate (‘Providing for Peacekeeping’ 2018a). In this case, all three TCCs were 

willing to take significant risk to protect civilians. Even before the attacks started in late 

December, UNMISS had deployed troops to volatile areas in Jonglei state. Troops were 

stationed in Bor, Pibor, Likuangole, and Akobo. As we have seen already, the troops at 

Likuangole were involved in the evacuation of some civilians before the attacks on 

December 27. However, it was not until the attack on Pibor that the risk to UN troops 

increased significantly.  

India, Bangladesh, and Kenya all deployed to Pibor to support the SPLA in 

defending the town from the massive threat. Keep in mind that on the day of the arrival of 

the perpetrators, the SPLA counted some 550 troops, while UNMISS only mustered about 

100 troops. To defend Pibor, UNMISS also redeployed a lightly armed Indian platoon from 

Bor. Helicopters transported the personnel, while the three APCs were driven from Bor to 

Pibor, a distance of about 200 kilometers. They arrived on the evening of December 31, the 

same day the White Army arrived on the outskirts of town (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 111). A 

Bangladeshi platoon was flown in from Juba, and a platoon from Kenya was flown in from 

Western Bahr-el Ghazal. The UN troops were concentrated in dug-in positions around the 

WFP storehouse.37 

UNMISS leadership and troop contributors took a leap of faith by positioning troops 

between the perpetrators and their potential victims. According to a UN military staff officer 

involved in the planning of operations: 

 “we expected heavy UN casualties if the White Army decided to direct their rage towards 
us. However, we did not perceive that the White Army saw the UN as a threat, and decided 
that it mattered more to actually make a robust stance at Pibor town. But it was a very 
difficult decision, as we knew we were completely outnumbered”.38  

The SPLA provided the main defense of Pibor, and UNMISS troops fired no shots. Still, the 

supporting role of UNMISS troops was probably part of the explanation for why the White 

Army never attempted further attacks on Pibor from the east. Would more willing troop 

contributors have made a difference to the outcome in this situation? According to the Force 

Chief of Staff at the time: 

                                                            
37 Interview with (ret.) Colonel Ebbe Deraas, UNMISS Force Chief of Staff. Kjeller, 17.10.2018. 
38 Interview with former UNMISS military staff officer. Norway. October 2018.  
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“more risk-accepting troops may have been more eager to deploy, but we really did not have 
the capacity to send more troops. And luckily we did not have to engage the White Army 
directly, as we had no capacity to evacuate wounded troops or sustain them logistically in 
the case of a prolonged operation”.39  

Indeed, the troops involved in the operations showed incredible courage by departing for 

Pibor at that time. As long as the concept of operations was defending key population 

centers, not pro-active attempts at deterring the perpetrators before they launched their 

attacks, country of origin mattered little in this context. Rather, it shows that risk-averse 

TCCs also sometimes put their troops in harm’s way leading to positive (local) protection 

outcomes.   

6.4.5 Additional causal condition candidates 
Following the attempt to trace the effects of the four most relevant causal candidates, I will 

now introduce three other causal condition candidates that have appeared during the 

analysis: force mobility, host nation support, and the ability to understand the perpetrators of 

violence.   

6.4.5.1 Force mobility and projection 
Jonglei is the largest of South Sudan’s states (122,581 sq. km – slightly smaller than 

Bangladesh), with a population of about 1.3 million (Wikipedia 2018a). It is also the least 

developed, “virtually without functional roads” (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 101). Adding to this, 

one of the world’s biggest wetlands – the Sudd – covers much of Jonglei’s territory, making 

it inaccessible by road for almost 8 months of the year (Johnson 2016 pp. 101–112; 

Wikipedia 2018b). Due to the size of the operational theatre and the inaccessibility of many 

remote civilian settlements, UNMISS struggled to deploy beyond the main population 

centers, and, even then, helicopters were critical to move troops and equipment. Although 

UNMISS lost four of its military helicopters in November 2011, when Russia pulled out of 

the mission, air assets remained critical throughout the events. Most of the troops taking part 

in the defense of Pibor town were flown in. The APCs that relied on transport by road only 

arrived the same day as the White Army approached the town, leaving little time for 

preparations. Finally, the early-warning efforts provided by UNMISS in the early phases of 

the event, possibly the most effective protection tool in this situation, were largely facilitated 

by air mobility and teams of civilian UN staff. Air assets are expensive and there will 

probably never be ‘enough’ of them provided to cover the needs of UN peace operations 

(Novosseloff 2017). Nevertheless, as long as protection of civilians remains a core activity 

                                                            
39 Interview with (ret.) Colonel Ebbe Deraas. UNMISS Force Chief of Staff. Kjeller, 17.10.2018. 
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for UN missions, they remain a core enabler for early warning, force mobility, and 

sometimes the use of force.        

6.4.5.2 Host-nation support 
One of the conditions explaining the feeble military response to the threat posed by the 

White Army is the reluctant approach of the SPLA to addressing communal conflict and to 

using military forces to protect civilians (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 98). Clearly, the SPLA was 

the strongest military actor in South Sudan at the time of the events. If the Government had 

responded more swiftly to the pleading of UNMISS’s leadership to deploy more troops to 

defend the Murle, the SPLA would most likely have been able to deter or coerce the White 

Army from marching south, saving hundreds of lives, although perhaps risking the lives of 

others. According to Special Representative of the Secretary-General: 

“the SPLA never warmed to the idea that protection of civilians was central to its role: this 
was a job for the police. Besides, protecting civilians could be seen as the favoring of one 
community against another; they preferred to stay away […]” (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 105).  

When the President finally decided to reinforce the SPLA in Jonglei, it was largely too late 

to save civilian lives, with the exception of defending Pibor town. With limited host-nation 

support, there was little UNMISS could do besides its significant efforts to warn civilians 

from the impending threat and to deploy its limited number of forces to key population 

centers. One of the reasons for the lukewarm attempts to protect their own citizens was 

probably linked to the ethnic composition of the SPLA and the White Army, and there was 

most likely never much hope of mustering a relevant military response in that particular 

context.40   

6.4.5.3 Understanding the modus operandi of perpetrators of violence 
While UNMISS clearly understood the violent potential of the White Army long before the 

attacks were underway in late December 2011, the mission misread the ultimate motivation 

of the perpetrators, which went far beyond a ‘traditional’ retaliatory attack. The White Army 

attacks rather sought to target “entire communities, including women and children, […] 

possibly aimed at destroying their livelihoods and social and economic infrastructure. Hate 

speech and incitement to violence based on ethnicity […] contributed to the violence” 

(UNMISS Human Rights Division 2012 p. i). In addition, while UNMISS and SPLA 

thought Pibor town would be the main objective for the Nuer youth – consequently 

amassing its defensive forces in and around the town – the White Army rather sought to 

target the Murle wherever they could be found. Civilians were the center of gravity for the 
                                                            
40 Interview with (ret.) Colonel Ebbe Deraas, UNMISS Force Chief of Staff. Kjeller, 17.10.2018.  
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White Army, not a particular town. Although UNMISS and SPLA saved many civilians in 

Pibor, most of the victims were killed elsewhere, where there was no UN or SPLA presence. 

Indeed, UNMISS was aware of the destructive tactics of the White Army long before they 

reached Pibor, as UN troops deployed in Likuangole had assisted in the evacuation of 

vulnerable civilians before the White Army arrived. Still, some of the attacks, for example 

along the Nanaam river north-west of Likuangole, only became known to UNMISS through 

their own investigation in the aftermath (H. F. Johnson 2016 p. 112). Similarly, the violent 

reprisal attacks committed by the Murle, largely went unnoticed by UNMISS and the SPLA, 

and few efforts were made to soften the impact of these attacks on Nuer and Dinka 

communities. Certainly, the modus operandi of the Murle made detection and early warning 

challenging, but the revenge attacks lasted over a month, with fatality figures close to 300.   

These observations underline that understanding the perpetrator of violence is a key 

element in any military effort to protect civilians from violence (Beadle 2014). Although 

UNMISS made a remarkable effort to warn and report on the threat emerging from the 

White Army, and made a brave choice in defending Pibor town alongside the SPLA 

although vastly outnumbered, the mission failed to comprehend the full extent of threats to 

civilians generated by this situation.  

6.4.6 Conclusion 
This case provided a tougher test for the four causal condition candidates. It also 

underscores how challenging it is to determine protection successes from failures. Indeed, 

the combined efforts of UNMISS and the SPLA probably saved many lives, although this is 

also the most violent event in the dataset, with close to 900 people killed. The violent events 

from Jonglei facilitate a study of a ‘deviant’ case, where the condition of most interest – 

matching – were much less pronounced than in the typical case from the DRC. Although 

unable to prevent the White Army from marching on the Murle in the first place, tactically 

matching the perpetrator still seems to have led to positive outcomes in crucial sub-phases of 

the attacks. However, the attacks (from both parties) led to hundreds of civilian deaths 

combined, many more injuries, and much material destruction. The tactical protection 

victories neither influenced the overall motivation and capability of the White Army to 

continue its attacks nor deterred the Murle’s immediate acts of revenge.   

In an attempt to trace the effects of the four conditions deemed causally relevant, I 

have found that UNMISS matched the perpetrators of violence during the mobilization 

phase, by providing early warning to those under threat. However, as the perpetrators shifted 
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to destructive tactics, the ameliorating efforts of UNMISS were not nearly enough to prevent 

violence against civilians. One exception was the defense of Pibor town alongside the 

SPLA, where they matched the White Army’s coercive efforts to breach the defensive 

perimeter, effectively protecting those that had sought refuge there. Neither SPLA nor 

UNMISS was able to protect those outside the town center, where most of the killing 

occurred. Early-warning efforts somewhat fulfilled the criteria for pre-emption, but in the 

absence of a more robust pre-emptive response before attacks commenced, hundreds of 

civilians were still killed. Judged by the limited number of SPLA and UNMISS troops 

involved in the operations, and the fact that the White Army largely fulfilled its aim of 

severely punishing the Murle, there was little deterrent effect from the number of protective 

forces deployed. Still, although few in numbers, they managed to deter and coerce the White 

Army from taking Pibor town. This indicates that it matters what military protectors do to 

protect, more than being present in large enough numbers. Furthermore, although all TCCs 

involved in the operations are considered risk-averse, they did in fact take considerable risk 

in deploying to Pibor town, which supported the overall positive outcome at this particular 

point of the event. Nevertheless, it remains unknown if more risk-accepting troops would 

have had a better impact on civilian security.   

Although the UNMISS response ameliorated the security situation for many civilians 

under threat, one critical question remains unanswered: Were there any windows of 

opportunity to deter or coerce the White Army military before its march commenced? 

Again, I return to similar events that unfolded in Abyei in March 2014, where UNISFA 

successfully managed to intervene to deter a column of some 4–5000 armed Misseriya 

fighters from proceeding to Abyei town, protecting all potential victims (United Nations 

2014j). In that case, the Misseriya were easily deterred by the presence of armed UN troops. 

Certainly, Abyei is a much smaller theatre of operations than is Jonglei. In addition, the 

White Army was intent on punishing the Murle for earlier actions against themselves. They 

were highly motivated to go through with their violent campaign. Most importantly, the only 

actor that could potentially pose a threat to the White Army − the SPLA – responded too 

slowly and half-heartedly. However, the White Army was deterred at Pibor town, which 

perhaps indicates that an early joint forceful response by UNMISS and the SPLA could have 

influenced their decisions to march, potentially protecting all civilians under threat from the 

White Army mobilization.  
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7. Summary, main findings, and implications   
In this concluding chapter, I provide a brief summary of the thesis and its main findings, 

before deducing its contributions to existing research, its implications for future research, 

and suggest ways forward for the policy and practice of using force to protect civilians from 

violence in UN peace operations.  

7.1 Thesis summary 
This thesis is motivated by two research gaps. First, while protecting civilians from physical 

violence is a priority task for almost every military UN peacekeeper, we still know little 

about how they have fared — in particular situations, across time, and in different UN 

missions — when force was used to protect. Second, we are mostly unaware of the causal 

conditions leading to protection successes. These knowledge-gaps are largely attributable to 

the lack of updated event data suitable for systematically analyzing outcome variations in 

these operations across time and place. To start bridging these gaps, this thesis addresses 

two related research questions: i) to what degree have UN military troops provided 

protection to civilians under imminent physical threat in Africa between 1999 and 2017? 

and ii) what determines UN military troops’ ability to protect civilians from physical 

violence? 

First, by building a new dataset (UNPOCO) capturing core characteristics of 200 

military protection operations at the tactical and operational levels in ten UN missions across 

Africa from 1999 to 2017, the thesis starts bridging the gap of missing systematic event data. 

Besides describing the core characteristics of an understudied phenomenon, the empirical 

mapping also facilitates an evaluation of variations in outcomes of military efforts to protect 

across time and locations. In response to the first research question, the outcome estimations 

indicate that UN troops in Africa have used force to protect civilians effectively on 76 

occasions, alongside an almost similar number of failures. Importantly, these findings 

indicate that UN troops can use force to protect effectively, while there is also significant 

room for improvement. Nevertheless, the findings remain inconclusive, as the inconsistent 

quality of data hampers precise measurements. More worryingly, the mapping also exposes 

that UN troops only responded to a small percentage of events where civilians were in need 

of protection.  

Second, the study explores causal conditions that foster successful outcomes when 

UN troops used force to protect. Rather than looking exclusively at failures, it seeks to 
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understand cases with more fortunate outcomes – military operations in which UN troops 

did protect civilians from imminent threats. Through a mixed-methods research design – 

combining quantitative and qualitative methods – the study finds that, once UN 

peacekeepers decide to intervene militarily, the ability to understand perpetrators’ motives 

and modus operandi for attacking civilians – and matching particular threats with tailored 

and timely military responses – often determine the extent to which UN troops achieve 

successful protection outcomes. However, the cross-case analyses are only able to explain 

about half of the successful outcomes. Supported by two qualitative case studies from the 

DRC and South Sudan, the thesis unearths other potential causal condition candidates, that 

facilitates UN troops ability to match the perpetrators of violence, including: host-nation 

support, force mobility and projection; the ability to escalate when deterrence fails; good 

troop-to-perpetrator ratios; and operational art. While these conditions may be case-specific, 

they do provide stepping stones for future explorations of generalizable conditions that 

increase the UN’s ability to protect.  

To date, most research has highlighted the UN’s inability to provide effective 

physical protection, stressing problems such as troop-contributing countries’ reluctance to 

use military force when needed, insufficient pre-deployment training, and a general lack of 

military guidance on how to protect most effectively. In contrast, this thesis shows that 

military UN peacekeepers can use force to protect civilians effectively from imminent 

threats. The findings point to the need to tailor operational concepts and military protection 

practices based on a better understanding of the threats civilians are facing. Moreover, more 

than being present in large enough numbers, UN troops must sometimes engage militarily 

with armed groups who deliberately attack civilians, and they must do so in ways that match 

the perpetrator’s aims and actions. In sum, the thesis provides new ideas to improve future 

military protection practices, as well as theoretical contributions to an understudied field of 

inquiry.   

7.2 Main findings 

Research question 1 
To what degree have UN military troops provided protection to civilians under imminent 

physical threat in Africa between 1999 and 2017?   

I generated one main finding − containing three interlinked aspects − in response to 

this question. First − based on an estimation of outcomes of 200 military protection 
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operations across ten UN peace operations reported to the UN Security Council between 

1999 and 2017 − I found that UN troops successfully protected civilians from imminent 

threats on 76 occasions, alongside 83 failures. When UN troops use force to protect, they 

seem to succeed about as often as they fail. This finding is quite remarkable, as it underlines 

that UN troops are certainly able to protect civilians from violence. It challenges deep-rooted 

perceptions that the UN is unfit to wield force to improve security for those under imminent 

threat of violence. Second − although successes do happen − UN troops often struggle to 

muster effective military responses to protect civilians from perpetrators that harm them as 

part of their warfare. This confirms what we already knew about existing challenges and 

indicates that there still is some potential to improve UN troops’ ability to protect by force. 

However, we should also acknowledge that providing protection to civilians under threat is 

challenging, and that failures will also occur in the future. Third, and perhaps most 

troubling, I found that UN forces only addressed a small fraction of the violence perpetrated 

against civilians in the conflict areas where they deploy. Others had already concluded that 

UN troops seldom apply force to protect (United Nations 2014a). However, compared with 

comprehensive datasets on violence against civilians, my compilation of 200 reported 

protection operations starkly underlines that the demand for protection significantly 

outweighs what Blue Helmets can provide. 

These findings do not come without caveats. More than 20 percent of the cases 

collected for this study have unknown outcomes. Furthermore, many cases were most likely 

never reported via the Secretary-General’s reporting to the Security Council. I cannot 

therefore be certain that the distribution of successes and failures is representative of the 

entire universe of cases where UN troops have used force to protect. In addition, due to 

limited depth and consistency of openly available information, I have only been able to 

broadly estimate variations in outcomes across cases based on counterfactual reasoning, the 

modus operandi of perpetrators of violence, and case specific knowledge. The findings 

should be read in that light.  

 

Research question 2 
What determines UN military troops’ ability to protect civilians from physical violence?  

I applied a mixed-methods research approach to explore this question, including 

statistical analyses, counterfactual reasoning, fuzzy set Qualitative Comparative Analysis, 

and qualitative case studies. I found four promising causal condition candidates from 
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existing literature – i) deterrent presence, ii) willingness to accept risk, iii) pre-emption, and 

iv) matching – and systematically pursued these throughout the analyses.  

First, I applied basic cross-tabulations to search for recurring patterns in the data of 

126 cases from UNPOCO. The main criteria for case selection were quite simply sufficient 

depth and quality of information. This approach to case selection is not ideal, as it does not 

fulfill the criteria of a random sample from a larger pool of cases. However, it remains the 

only available option as long as we lack openly available systematic reporting of all 

potential cases of interest. The analysis provided several interesting insights, through both 

the absence and presence of significant relationships with the outcomes. Three conditions 

emerged as particularly interesting: i) matching − i.e. tailoring the use of force to the 

particular threat civilians are facing; ii) pre-emption − i.e. intervening before perpetrators 

attack civilians; and iii) good troop-to-population ratios. Equally interesting was the finding 

that large uniformed components per se did not portray a significant statistical relationship 

with the outcomes.  

To explore whether any of the four causal conditions stood out as particularly 

relevant for positive outcomes when accounting for the simultaneous presence of the other 

conditions (which also may influence the outcome), I followed up with a multivariate linear 

probability analysis on the same set of cases. From this analysis, only two conditions stood 

out as particularly relevant: matching and pre-emption. When UN troops match the 

perpetrators of violence, and all other conditions are kept constant, there is a 56 percent 

increase in the chance of a seeing a positive outcome compared to when they do not. When 

UN troops seek to pre-empt attacks on civilians, there is a 30 percent increase in the chance 

of seeing a good protection outcome. Conversely, an increase in troop-numbers – in both 

absolute numbers and better troop-to-population ratios – did not increase the chances of 

success, countering the results from the cross-tabulations. Although we know that large 

uniformed components decrease conflict intensity and civilian targeting across operations 

(Hultman 2016; Hultman et al. 2013a, 2014), I did not find this effect reflected in the 

outcomes of protection operations at the tactical and operational levels. Finally, the results 

from the multivariate analysis indicated that risk-averse troops did just as well, or even 

better, as those troops coming from countries that are more willing to accept risk. The 

findings indicate that risk-averse troops sometimes also wield force effectively to protect 

civilians from violence.  
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While interesting statistical relationships were identified, the analyses indicated a 

phenomenon marked by causal complexity. There was a need for other methods that could 

handle analyses of complex social phenomena better, exploring different combinations of 

conditions leading to successful outcomes across time and place. 

Second, I therefore applied fuzzy set Qualitative Comparative Analysis on the same 

126 cases to explore potential causal pathways leading to successful outcomes. First, I found 

that matching the perpetrators of violence emerged as the only condition coming close to 

fulfilling the criteria for a necessary condition for successful outcomes. However, while 

matching occurs in 68 out of 70 cases with successful outcomes, matching also occurs when 

UN troops fail to protect. This finding supported the indications from the statistical analysis. 

Second, I found that pre-emption and matching the perpetrators of violence came together in 

a causal recipe to explain almost half of the positive outcomes. It follows that pre-emption 

and matching the perpetrators in combination are often part of successful outcomes, but this 

pathway is still not able to explain the majority of positive outcomes across missions and 

time. We should also keep in mind that finding such ‘covering laws’ for any social 

phenomenon is quite unlikely. Still, I was not able to provide a fully satisfactory answer to 

the second research question with the help of fsQCA.  

Therefore, in a final analytical step, I sought to trace hypothesized observable 

implications from the causal mechanisms underpinning each condition in two qualitative 

case studies, with emphasis on substantiating the main findings from the cross-case fsQCA 

analysis. I also broadened the scope to search for new and omitted causal condition 

candidates. The first case was from the DRC in 2013 – where the Force Intervention Brigade 

(MONUSCO) defeated the M23 alongside the FARDC – and the second case was from 

South Sudan in 2011-2012 – where UNMISS, alongside the SPLA, sought to protect the 

Murle against the Nuer White Army. In the first case (DRC), I found that matching the 

perpetrators of violence, pre-emption, and willingness to accept risk were all part of the 

explanation for the successful outcome. Troop numbers also mattered. These findings 

reintroduced the potential causal relevance of troop numbers and risk-acceptance. However, 

while troop-to-population ratios remained low in this case, it seems like troop-to-perpetrator 

ratios were a highly influential condition, as the protectors significantly outnumbered the 

M23 fighters. The findings also supported the relevance of pre-emption and matching the 

perpetrators. New potential causal conditions emerged, including the will and ability to 

escalate when deterrence fails, force mobility and projection, operational art, operational 
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readiness, and understanding the modus operandi of the perpetrators of violence before 

tailoring a military protection response.  

The second case (South Sudan) indicated that matching the perpetrators of violence 

resulted in the protection of civilians, although this case also provided an example where 

mismatching the perpetrators ultimately led to hundreds of civilians being killed. Pre-

emptive logic was present in UNMISS’s efforts to protect, but came in the form of early 

warning, removing many civilians under threat. Although this saved many lives, it became 

evident that it was extremely challenging to protect those on the run. Furthermore, 

insufficient troop numbers clearly influenced the choices made by UNMISS and SPLA, 

which also impacted the overall outcome. Interestingly, UNMISS and the SPLA managed to 

deter and coerce the White Army from entering Pibor town, although severely outnumbered. 

The combined force was not able to protect civilians outside the town, however, where most 

of the killing occurred. Other causal condition candidates also emerged in this case. Similar 

to the DRC case, force mobility and understanding the perpetrators of violence stand out as 

conditions that influence the outcome. In this case, the lack of host-nation support was 

perhaps the single most defining condition, which led to many civilian casualties and much 

material damage.   

The case studies highlight the value of combining fsQCA with deeper qualitative 

case studies using process tracing, both to substantiate the findings of the fsQCA analysis 

and to look for new or omitted conditions and mechanisms. QCA tries to identify a small set 

of causal conditions able to explain much, but there will always be confounding conditions 

that can help us better understand the social phenomena and to refine future research 

designs.  

7.3 Implications for theory, policy, and practice  
This closing section contains thoughts on how my findings may inform existing research, 

how future research efforts may benefit from those made here, and implications for the 

policy and practice of using force to protect civilians in UN peace operations.   

7.3.1 Contributions to existing research 
Underpinned by data captured in UNPOCO, information collected during fieldwork in the 

DR Congo and South Sudan, and interviews I have conducted with key individuals, my 

findings support, challenge, and refine existing knowledge on the use of force to protect 

civilians in UN peace operations. Perhaps the most significant finding of this thesis is that, 
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to protect civilians effectively from violence, UN troops must match the perpetrators of 

violence, tailoring their responses to influence the will and ability of perpetrators to harm 

civilians. Put simply, it matters what UN troops do to protect civilians from different types 

of threats. Military forces usually develop doctrines, concepts, and practices to counter an 

opposing party’s violence against themselves, and to avoid harming civilians in the process. 

Protection by force as understood in UN peace operations challenges this notion, as the 

violence they are meant to counter is primarily targeting those that do not partake in the 

armed conflict. Victoria Holt et al.’s benchmark study on the UN’s ability to protect 

civilians highlighted the importance of tailored operations based on a proper understanding 

of perpetrators of violence (Holt et al. 2009 pp. 196–197, 227–229). The only existing 

theory on the utility of force to protect civilians developed by Alexander Beadle rests mainly 

on this same idea (Beadle 2014). However, until now these claims have remained untested. 

This thesis provides the first empirical test of Beadle’s matching theory across operations 

and time. Based on my findings, matching the perpetrators of violence emerges as the most 

promising causal condition to explain successful outcomes across cases.  

Moreover, although a highly relevant condition in itself, matching the perpetrators is 

not enough to protect successfully, as this condition relies on other conditions to form a 

sufficient explanation for successful outcomes. From the cross-cases analysis, matching and 

pre-emption combined were able to explain about half of the successful outcomes. The UN’s 

POC policy has already recognized pre-emption as an important factor to success (United 

Nations 2015a). However, the policy says little about how successful pre-emption can be 

achieved, and there is little systematic empirical evidence supporting this policy guidance. 

This study provides empirical evidence supporting the potential positive effects of pre-

emptive operations, and adds further nuance. I found that pre-emptive operations that also 

matched the perpetrators of violence were highly relevant to explain many successful 

outcomes. Put simply, it is not enough to be in the right place at the right time to intervene 

before perpetrators attack: the use of force must simultaneously be tailored to the particular 

threat civilians are facing. 

The two qualitative case studies pointed towards more proximate causal condition 

candidates that facilitated matching in these particular cases. Some of them are already well-

known explanatory conditions, and I can only re-emphasize their importance. First, we 

already know that air assets are critical in remote and inaccessible areas where UN forces 

commonly deploy (A. W. Dorn 2014; Novosseloff 2017). My case studies indicated that 
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helicopters were essential to project force beyond weak road infrastructure, collect critical 

information, and provide early warning to those under threat. Second, I found that 

engagement from the host nation is critical to increase the effect of UN efforts to protect. 

Much has been written about the consent of host countries − one of the bedrock principles of 

peacekeeping – and how its presence or absence can influence the effectiveness of UN peace 

operations (Howard 2008; Tardy 2011; United Nations 2008). Both cases indicated that UN 

troops played a supporting role to government forces in protecting civilians from violence, 

as they should, but that the level of engagement displayed by the host countries varied 

significantly, with substantial influence on the outcome of operations. In the DRC, the 

FARDC bore the brunt of the robust operations to defeat the M23, effectively supported by 

the FIB. In South Sudan, UNMISS urged the SPLA to take early action to protect. Failing to 

do so, however, led to hundreds of civilian fatalities, as the White Army was never deterred 

effectively from its violent march on the Murle. It also exposed that UNMISS was ill suited 

to protect civilians unilaterally. Only when the SPLA and UNMISS united to defend 

civilians seeking shelter in Pibor town did they manage to deter and coerce the White Army 

from attacking the town. However, they were not able to project force beyond the town, 

where most of the killing was perpetrated. Third and finally, the two case studies also re-

emphasized the need to understand the perpetrators of violence before designing a specific 

protection response, supporting existing knowledge (Beadle 2014; Holt et al. 2009).   

I also found a potential causal condition candidate that is less pronounced in existing 

research on UN peace operations, namely the influence of operational art and personal 

initiatives. Both cases show that it matters how key individuals think and act when force is 

used to protect. In the DRC, Force Commander Santos Cruz established the security zone 

around Goma without any intention to uphold it in reality and without consulting 

headquarters or the delegates at the peace talks in Kampala. Rather, he sought to lure the 

M23 into overstepping the red line, which facilitated a more robust response, eventually 

leading to the armed group’s demise. In South Sudan, SRSG Johnson and others in the 

leadership urged the government to respond in time, but when they failed to do so, she used 

the mission to its maximum capacity to warn civilians ahead of the attacks, which saved 

many lives. This study does not provide a deep analysis of this aspect, but I believe such 

micro-dynamics can provide highly valuable insights about causes and effects of UN 

military-protection operations.           
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Furthermore, the thesis adds to existing knowledge about the effect of sufficient troop 

numbers to protect civilians from violence. From quantitative studies on UN peacekeeping 

and civilian victimization in civil wars, we knew that large uniformed components do have 

significant conflict-reducing effects across conflicts and time (Hultman 2016; Hultman et al. 

2013b, 2014). However, this effect is not reflected in the outcomes of protection operations 

at the tactical and operational levels. I find that it matters more what UN troops do in 

particular situations, rather than that they are merely present in large enough numbers. Lisa 

Hultman has acknowledged this shortcoming in her otherwise outstanding research on the 

conflict-reducing effects of UN peacekeepers (Hultman 2016). My observations do not 

conflict with the importance of large deployments of uniformed peacekeepers, as observed 

by Hultman and her colleagues. Rather, I highlight that both phenomena can occur 

simultaneously. While the presence of many UN troops may reduce the overall conflict 

intensity, many missions remain ill-suited to actively address the surplus of violence 

remaining in the conflict areas where UN troops deploy.  

While I found that large uniformed components were not part of the causal 

explanations for successful outcomes across the macro-analyses of 126 cases taken from 

UNPOCO, troop numbers emerged as a significant factor to explain the outcomes in both 

qualitative case studies. In both cases, the UN deployed few troops in relation to the total 

population number in each country. However, troop-to-perpetrator ratios differed 

significantly. In the DRC, the FIB and FARDC considerably outnumbered the M23, while in 

South Sudan, UNMISS and the SPLA were completely outnumbered by the White Army. 

The first case was highly successful, with UN and government troops completely removing 

one of the main threats to civilians from the DRC. The second case highlighted that 

UNMISS and SPLA struggled to muster a relevant military response due to being too few to 

influence the motivation of the White Army, leading to hundreds of fatalities, many injuries, 

and tens of thousands of displaced people. While force ratios are part of the literature on 

counterinsurgency, stabilization operations, and ‘traditional’ inter-state warfare, I am not 

aware of any efforts to analyze systematically the effect of different troop-to-perpetrator 

ratios when Blue Helmets use force to protect. My findings indicate that there is value in 

further pursuing this condition. 

Similarly, acceptance of risk influenced the outcomes in both qualitative case 

studies. The troops taking part in the FIB, supporting the FARDC in defeating the M23, 

deployed with no caveats and were prepared to take significant risks to combat the M23. 



188 
 

This condition facilitated the robust response that eventually removed the M23 as a threat to 

civilians in the eastern DRC. In South Sudan, all troop contributors that took part are 

deemed risk-averse, but still took significant risk to protect civilians in Pibor. It took some 

effort to convince the contingents to deploy, but this particular situation would probably 

generate similar reactions among more risk-accepting TCCs, as the troops were completely 

outnumbered. My findings indicate that risk-averse troops can protect civilians from 

violence under the right conditions.   

The mixed-methods research design proved valuable, which I hope can inspire more 

systematic data collection and comparative studies of UN military protection operations. 

First, the statistical analyses pointed towards the most interesting causal candidates, while 

highlighting some surprises when significant relationships were absent, or portrayed 

counterintuitive patterns. QCA was helpful in coming closer to unearthing causal 

relationships that produce different outcomes. This step facilitated a comparison of cases on 

all four conditions and their outcomes. Although I found a potential necessary condition and 

a causal recipe sufficient to explain about half of the successful outcomes, the majority of 

cases remained unexplained. By adding one more analytical step – qualitative case studies 

utilizing process tracing – I was both able to test whether the causal mechanisms 

underpinning the causal condition candidates were indeed present in particular cases, and 

discover new potential causal condition candidates. The case studies clearly show how deep 

knowledge about each case has important implications for theoretical inferences. Employing 

this particular combination of methods is not the main point, but it suited the particular 

questions I set out to answer. Given the generally weak quality of data across time and UN 

missions, I found that the methods complemented each other and compensated for the 

weaknesses in each (George & Bennett 2005 pp. 4–8).  

Finally, the UNPOCO dataset may be a valuable contribution to existing research. 

To the best of my knowledge, this is the first attempt at capturing the entire universe of cases 

where UN troops have used force to protect civilians from violence. UNPOCO provides a 

systematic compilation of cases reported to the UN Security Council from the inception of 

protection as a mandated task for UN troops in 1999, covering 18 years of UN military 

protection operations. Although many cases remain unreported, I believe this dataset 

provides a reasonably comprehensive overview of this understudied phenomenon. Besides 

providing rich descriptive statistics of military UN protection operations – a gap in this field 

until now – UNPOCO will potentially facilitate other comparative studies across time and 
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UN missions. I seek to make the dataset publically available as soon as possible. I hope that 

this can add to existing knowledge about the effects of military protection operations in a 

UN setting, further exploring conditions leading to successes and failures across time and 

UN missions.  

7.3.2 Future research 
While I set out to trace the effects of UN military protection operations and to seek 

explanations for their successes and failures across time and UN missions, I also was 

somewhat restrained by the macro approach and the choice of methods. QCA is best suited 

to explore macro conditions, which made sense when comparing 200 cases across time and 

locations, but it cannot easily handle more than a handful of causal conditions. It struggles to 

capture fully the multiple causal variations in particular operations. Although this analysis 

helped me unearth important explanatory conditions for variations in outcomes of 

operations, I was only able to explain about half of the positive outcomes. Furthermore, 

while I found other potential conditions with the help of the case studies, I certainly did not 

exhaust the potential list of other explanatory conditions. Therefore, future studies would 

benefit from applying comparative qualitative case study designs to discover causal 

condition candidates at the micro levels of analysis, as also identified by other observers 

(Autesserre 2014).  

The two cases studied in this thesis are interesting for many reasons, but they are 

also outliers in the universe of UN military protection operations. I hope that the UNPOCO 

dataset can facilitate and inspire future studies of cases that are less known. Most critically, I 

believe more knowledge could be obtained by exploring military protection efforts 

performed by MONUSCO, the FIB, and the FARDC after the fall of M23. Operations 

against the ADF and the Patriotic Resistance Front of Ituri are perhaps of most interest, as 

they portray different outcomes from those achieved against the M23. Furthermore, 

operations performed by the UN mission in Abyei remain understudied, but probably 

contain useful insights about how to use force to protect civilians in large-scale communal 

conflicts, as UNISFA has done successfully on quite a few occasions (United Nations 

Interim Security Force for Abyei (UNISFA) 2015). In the Central African Republic, there 

are still many lessons to be learned from MINUSCA’s simultaneous efforts to counter 

predatory violence and communal conflict. Valuable studies of the conflict and UN mission 

in CAR already exist, but there is a need to update that knowledge and look more closely at 

the military protection efforts over the past five years (Karlsrud 2015; Øen 2014).  
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The study of UN military protection operations is still immature and suffers from poor 

theory development. This is understandable. The use of military force to protect is a 

phenomenon characterized by causal complexity, there is a lack of openly available datasets, 

and it is challenging to collect information systematically in conflict areas where UN troops 

deploy. I have not been able to form an encompassing theory of the utility of force to protect 

civilians in UN peace operations, as too many of the cases with successful outcomes remain 

unexplained. I am certain that we must systematically dig deeper into proximate causal 

conditions to come closer to a more holistic understanding of what works when. 

Nevertheless, I hope future studies will be able to build on some of my findings for this 

purpose. The matching theory remains our best stepping stone to explain how military forces 

can succeed in protecting civilians from different types of threats (Beadle 2014). 

Nevertheless, it remains incomplete as a way of explaining what matching looks like in 

practice at the tactical and operational levels in UN peace operations. The case studies 

provided in this thesis add some insights, but we need more cases to build on to investigate 

whether some of the case-specific conditions, such as force mobility and the ability to 

escalate, can help explain outcomes across cases. Future studies could also prove valuable in 

explaining how pre-emptive operations come about, and if there are particular situations 

which allow for UN troops to intervene before perpetrators attack. Both the M23 and the 

White Army were quite easy to understand. Other perpetrators, however, will be near 

impossible to counter before they launch attacks. The LRA and the ADF are possibly two of 

the most notorious examples from contemporary conflicts, where deadly attacks on civilians 

are mostly performed by smaller groups of fighters moving in inhospitable terrain that 

provide effective cover from any counter efforts from the air. The Murle militias described 

in Chapter 6, section 6.4 also portray some of the same characteristics.    

Finally, considering that matching is close to being a necessary condition, and this 

study has put weight on understanding cases where matching – to various degrees – has 

occurred, a future case selection strategy would be to analyze cases where matching did not 

lead to the expected outcome.  UNPOCO identifies 31 cases in which matching did occur, 

but with an unsuccessful protection outcome.  

7.3.3 Implications for policy and practice 
Some of the findings provided in this thesis may be relevant for the policy and practice of 

UN military protection efforts. First, in order to match and pre-empt the perpetrators of 

violence, it is essential to understand how, why, and with what means perpetrators attack 
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civilians. Although the UN system is able to collect considerable relevant information about 

the conflict dynamics in areas to which they deploy – including the characteristics of the 

perpetrators of violence − the organization has thus far not been able to develop useful POC-

specific threat-assessment methods for those sent to protect by force. Some attempts exist, 

but in my view they remain rather generic, failing to take into account the various 

motivations of different perpetrators to attack civilians, the wealth of information and 

research we already have about different armed groups that target civilians, and lessons 

learned from military efforts to protect (UN Integrated Training Service 2018).  

At the time of writing, however, the UN Secretariat is developing systematic, 

forward-looking threat-assessment methods to start bridging this gap. Alongside colleagues 

at NODEFIC and FFI, I have been part of the first steps of this process. Our 

recommendation has been to introduce a method that differentiates between various types of 

perpetrators on five criteria: i) actor type; ii) rationale for attacking civilians; iii) strategies 

and tactics used; iv) relevant military capabilities to attack civilians; and v) the expected 

outcome in terms of harm to civilians. Based on this information, it is possible broadly to 

designate different threats to different categories or threat scenarios, which all demand 

different military responses (Beadle 2014). We also developed a concept that introduces this 

way of thinking about protection by force, specifically tailored to UN peace operations, 

where we derive ideas about what may work in different situations (Kjeksrud, Beadle, et al. 

2016). This thesis provides further empirical evidence to inform the development of such 

threat-assessment methods. For example, I have shown that predatory violence and 

communal conflicts are by far the two most common threats to civilians in African conflicts 

where UN troops have been tasked to protect (see Chapter 4, section 4.1.3). If the UN is able 

to develop threat-assessment methods that cover these two particular types of threats, they 

will most likely be better prepared to deal with the vast majority of relevant situations. Some 

caution should follow this advice, as having better information does not necessarily mean 

that perpetrators always should be pre-empted. If UN troops become too forward-leaning, 

always seeking to intervene before civilians are attacked, the organization may be perceived 

as suppressive, potentially worsening the overall situation. Second, all attacks can obviously 

not be pre-empted, and one therefore needs to be careful using pre-emption as a blue print 

solution to the problem. As such, more value lies in better understanding what facilitates 

successful matching, as this condition also cover situations where pre-emption is not 
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warranted or feasible. Some of the conditions identified in the case studies could be used as 

stepping stones to further explore such facilitating conditions for matching.   

Second, in order to match and pre-empt different perpetrators of violence, troop-

contributing countries need better pre-deployment and in-mission scenario training that rests 

on systematic knowledge both about different perpetrators of violence and about what 

military efforts have worked in the past to protect civilians against them. This knowledge is 

equally important in order to know when force is likely to have little impact on civilian 

security, or even increase the threat to civilians. I have not been able to discover all potential 

causal conditions in play when UN troops succeed in protecting civilians. There is great 

value in systematically exploring more cases of this phenomenon in order to identify causal 

conditions and mechanisms that are similar across comparable situations. UNPOCO 

provides one stepping stone for identifying cases from which to learn, but this dataset is still 

limited to cases reported to the Security Council. The UN has access to a wealth of 

additional information that can significantly enrich this knowledge base, and is well 

positioned to facilitate systematic studies of its own operations. I am aware that the capacity 

to do that is not always available in-house. It is also challenging for UN staff to be too 

critical of their own organization. Clearly, outside experts can help them in this process. 

Independent commissioned research groups have worked well in the past (Holt et al. 2009). 

Now, Dr. Cedric de Coning at the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs has 

established a global network of research institutes, universities, and think tanks that seek to 

systematically research the effectiveness of peace operations. Knowledge from this network 

should also inform future developments of training material for UN troop contributors.   

Third, future research efforts would greatly benefit if systematic information about 

UN efforts to protect civilians were made openly available. This has been a continuous 

challenge throughout the process of working with this thesis. Reporting practices have 

certainly improved over time, but there is still scant analysis of the causes and effects of UN 

military efforts to protect civilians from violence in the openly available material. I am well 

aware that some information must remain undisclosed. However, POC is the key task for 

almost every UN troop deployed, and, given UN missions’ uneven record of 

accomplishment, there is great potential value in providing more and better data to a larger 

group of observers.    
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Fourth, in order for Blue Helmets to plan and implement tailored operations that match the 

perpetrators of violence, they need an enhanced UN intelligence system. In 2017, the UN 

published its first comprehensive intelligence policy (United Nations 2017k). While this is a 

significant step forward, much work remains before UN troops on the ground are provided 

with actionable intelligence to facilitate more effective protection operations. To pre-empt 

attacks on civilians, UN missions also need better mobility in order to move troops and 

personnel to the right place at the right time. Both cases studies show that air mobility was 

key to protect civilians from violence. Unfortunately, air assets are expensive and there will 

probably always be too few planes and helicopters to cover all the needs of a UN mission. 

Therefore, there is a need to start discussing other forms of organizing and deploying troops 

that take part in UN peace operations, where mobility and flexible military logistic systems 

could be a core issue.  

Fifth, this thesis has indicated that deploying many uniformed personnel does not 

necessarily lead to better protection outcomes at the tactical and operational levels. It matters 

more what the troops do in particular situations. Moreover, I have found that contributors 

that are deemed risk-averse are also able to protect civilians from violence. Since such 

contributors most likely will continue to provide the majority of UN troops in the future, the 

UN should engage more deeply with them, rather than expect an influx of high numbers of 

risk-accepting troops. Some of the findings in this thesis might be helpful in this regard. 

First, using force to protect civilians has seemingly not made peacekeeping more dangerous 

(see Chapter 4, section 4.1.6). Most of the perpetrators UN troops and civilians are facing 

are loosely armed groups with only marginal military capabilities. For professional armies, 

they seldom represent a significant risk, although they may be highly deadly for civilians. 

Being able to project a more robust stance, which may include matching and pre-emption, 

can in fact increase the security of the UN troops (dos Santos Cruz et al. 2017). Finally, the 

UN should help highlight their protection successes, since they have certainly been able to 

produce successful outcomes. Additional case studies of such successes could be highly 

valuable in this regard.    

Sixth and finally, as long as protection remains the primary task for almost every 

Blue Helmet, there is a need to think harder about what the UN can and cannot do to protect 

civilians from physical threats. While this thesis is concerned with outcomes of tactical 

protection operations, it also portrays how the UN Security Council wields military force as 

part of its overarching mandate to maintain international peace and security. I am still 
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surprised how little academic attention is given to understanding conditions leading to 

successful outcomes. Certainly, this is a highly politicized field, and using force for any 

purpose within the framework of the UN remains highly controversial. Yet, to achieve more 

effective protection operations, one idea would be to establish a high-level independent 

panel with the mandate to investigate systematically the UN protection record from 1999 

until today. Such high-level efforts could help ensure that both successes and failures were 

thoroughly examined and help derive strategic implications for the organization as a whole. 

In the meantime, the UN Secretariat’s ability to gather information and study the UN’s own 

operations systematically could be strengthened. The Policy, Evaluation, and Training 

Division in the DPO does a lot of valuable work in this regard, but many of its findings 

remain undisclosed for a larger audience, hampering the catalytic effect of engaging outside 

experts. Instead, I would encourage systematic engagement with a larger crowd of observers 

and scholars to present and test their findings. 
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Concluding remarks 
When I started working on this thesis in the fall of 2013, the basic idea was to identify a 

handful of military protection operations portraying different outcomes and compare these 

with the help of deeper qualitative case studies in a search for generalizable explanatory 

factors. I soon realized that I knew little about the pool of potential cases, which made case 

selection challenging. Therefore, I pursued the other extreme, attempting to unearth the 

entire universe of potentially relevant cases and systematically compare them. This early 

choice influenced the research design, the methods used, and the time needed to complete 

the data collection, coding, and analyses. Five and a half years later, the final version of the 

thesis is quite different from the one I originally planned. Nevertheless, exploring UN 

military protection operations across time and missions has provided interesting new 

insights about this phenomenon, which would have remained undisclosed without the 

UNPOCO dataset. Perhaps more importantly, my findings underline that even more 

knowledge is needed to better understand the utility of using force to protect civilians. UN 

peace operations – despite all their limitations and weaknesses – remain the Security 

Council’s most important tool to address threats to international peace and security. We also 

know that they are quite effective, significantly reducing the negative impact of armed 

conflict on civilian life. Still, Blue Helmets can do better. I still believe there is great value 

in pursuing the original idea, and, if opportunities arise, I will build on these findings 

through qualitative case studies, fieldwork, and interviews with practitioners in future 

studies.  
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Annexes 

Annex A – QCA matrix 
From left to right, the columns contain: case ID (corresponding to case ID in UNPOCO), 
deterrent presence (deter), troop contributors’ willingness to accept (risk), pre-
emptive/reactive operations (pre-empt), the ability to match perpetrators by force (match), 
and the outcome variable (outcome). This matrix combines fuzzy and crisp scores.  

No case ID deter risk preempt match outcome 
1 SierraLeone1 0.75 0.75 1.0 1.0 0.25 
2 DRC1 (MONUC) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.75 
3 Liberia1 0.25 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.75 
4 DRC2 (MONUC) 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
5 DRC3 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
6 Liberia3 0.75 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
7 Liberia4 0.75 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
8 Liberia5 0.75 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
9 Liberia6 0.75 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.75 
10 DRC4 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
11 DRC5 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
12 DRC8 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
13 DRC10 (MONUC) 0.0 0.75 1.0 1.0 0.25 
14 DRC12 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
15 DRC13 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
16 DRC14 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
17 DRC15 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
18 DRC16 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
19 IvoryCoast1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
20 Liberia7 0.75 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
21 DRC17 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
22 DRC19 (MONUC) 0.0 0.75 1.0 1.0 0.25 
23 Liberia8 0.75 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
24 DRC21 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
25 DRC22 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
26 DRC23 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
27 Darfur1 0.75 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
28 DRC24 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
29 DRC25 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
30 Sudan1 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
31 Sudan2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.75 
32 Liberia9 0.75 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
33 Liberia10 0.75 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
34 DRC26 (MONUC) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
35 DRC27 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
36 DRC28 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
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37 Darfur2 0.75 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
38 SouthSudan1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
39 IvoryCoast2 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
40 IvoryCoast3 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
41 Abyei1 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
42 Abyei2 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
43 Abyei3 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
44 Abyei4 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
45 Abyei5 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
46 Abyei6 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
47 DRC44 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
48 DRC45 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
49 DRC47 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
50 DRC49 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
51 Darfur4 0.75 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
52 Darfur5 0.75 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
53 SouthSudan3 0.25 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
54 SouthSudan5 0.75 0.75 0.0 0.0 0.25 
55 SouthSudan6 0.75 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
56 Abyei7 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
57 Abyei8 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
58 Abyei9 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
59 Abyei10 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 
60 Abyei11 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
61 DRC51 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
62 DRC53 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
63 DRC54 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
64 DRC55 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 1.0 1.0 0.75 
65 DRC56 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
66 DRC57 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
67 Darfur6 0.75 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
68 Darfur7 0.75 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
69 Darfur9 0.75 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
70 Mali1 0.0 0.75 0.0 0.0 0.25 
71 SouthSudan10 0.25 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.0 
72 SouthSudan11 0.25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
73 SouthSudan12 0.25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
74 SouthSudan13 0.25 0.75 0.0 0.0 0.75 
75 Abyei12 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
76 Abyei13 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
77 Abyei14 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
78 Abyei15 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
79 DRC61 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
80 DRC63 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
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81 DRC64 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 1.0 1.0 0.75 
82 DRC66 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 0.0 0.25 
83 Darfur10 0.75 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
84 Darfur11 0.75 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
85 Mali2 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
86 Mali4 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
87 Mali5 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
88 Mali6 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
89 DRC68 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 1.0 1.0 0.25 
90 DRC69 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 1.0 1.0 0.75 
91 DRC70 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
92 DRC71 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
93 DRC72 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
94 DRC74 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
95 DRC76 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
96 DRC77 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
97 DRC79 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
98 DRC81 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.25 
99 MALI9 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.75 
100 DRC82 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
101 DRC83 (MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
102 DRC85 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
103 DRC88 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.25 
104 DRC91 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
105 DRC99 (MONUSCO) 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
106 Darfur13 0.75 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
107 Darfur14 0.75 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
108 Darfur15 0.75 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
109 DRC102 

(MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
110 DRC103 

(MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
111 DRC106 

(MONUSCO) 0.0 0.75 1.0 1.0 1.0 
112 Darfur16 0.75 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
113 Darfur17 0.75 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
114 Abyei16 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
115 Abyei18 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.75 
116 Abyei19 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 
117 Abyei20 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
118 Abyei21 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
119 Liberia15 0.25 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.75 
120 IvoryCoast6 0.25 0.75 0.0 0.0 0.25 
121 SouthSudan15 0.25 0.75 0.0 0.0 0.0 
122 CAR1 0.25 0.75 1.0 1.0 1.0 
123 CAR4 0.75 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 
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124 CAR6 0.75 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
125 CAR7 0.75 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.75 
126 CAR8 0.75 0.75 0.0 1.0 0.25 
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Annex B – Uniformed peacekeeping deployments 

No Case ID 

Inhabitants 
per 
uniformed 
peacekeeper Population 

Troop 
numbers 

Fuzzy 
score Term Sources  

1 Sierra Leone1 366 4,564,297 12,481 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

2 DRC1 (MONUC) 5,649 51,390,033 9,098 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

3 Liberia1 694 3,116,233 4,487 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

4 DRC2 (MONUC) 4,950 53,034,217 10,715 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

5 DRC3 (MONUC) 4,194 53,034,217 12,646 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

6 Liberia3 219 3,176,414 14,496 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

7 Liberia4 216 3,176,414 14,739 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

8 Liberia5 217 3,176,414 14,616 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

9 Liberia6 203 3,176,414 15,632 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

10 DRC4 (MONUC) 3,925 54,751,476 13,950 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

11 DRC5 (MONUC) 3,925 54,751,476 13,950 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

12 DRC8 (MONUC) 3,387 54,751,476 16,163 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

13 DRC10 (MONUC) 3,338 54,751,476 16,402 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

14 DRC12 (MONUC) 3,368 54,751,476 16,258 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

15 DRC13 (MONUC) 3,368 54,751,476 16,258 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

16 DRC14 (MONUC) 3,375 54,751,476 16,221 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

17 DRC15 (MONUC) 3,306 54,751,476 16,561 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

18 DRC16 (MONUC) 3,260 54,751,476 16,791 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

19 IvoryCoast1 2,939 18,336,303 6,237 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

20 Liberia7 207 3,261,230 15,775 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

21 DRC17 (MONUC) 3,365 56,543,011 16,803 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

22 DRC19 (MONUC) 3,113 56,543,011 17,519 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

23 Liberia8 214 3,375,838 15,808 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

24 DRC21 (MONUC) 3,182 58,417,562 18,357 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

25 DRC22 (MONUC) 3,197 58,417,562 18,275 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

26 DRC23 (MONUC) 3,183 58,417,562 18,352 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

27 Darfur1 463 7,000,000 15,136 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

 5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

28 DRC24 (MONUC) 3,173 62,409,435 19,670 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

29 DRC25 (MONUC) 3,043 62,409,435 20,509 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 
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30 Sudan1 3,250 32,154,490 9,894 0.0 
Fully 
out 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008.  

31 Sudan2 3,251 32,154,490 9,891 0.0 
Fully 
out 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008.  

32 Liberia9 334 3,811,528 11,406 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

33 Liberia10 332 3,811,528 11,471 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

34 DRC26 (MONUC) 2,955 64,523,263 20,819 0.0 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

35 
DRC27 
(MONUSCO) 3,264 64,523,263 19,685 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

36 
DRC28 
(MONUSCO) 3,320 64,523,263 19,437 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

37 Darfur2 321 7,000,000 21,816 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

38 SouthSudan1 1,649 9,000,000 5,457 0.0 
Fully 
out 

Population estimate, 
based on the 2008 
Sudan Population 
and Housing Census 
and Statistical 
Yearbook for 
Southern Sudan 
(2010) 

39 IvoryCoast2 2,213 20,895,311 9,444 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

40 IvoryCoast3 2,213 20,895,311 9,444 0.0 
Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

41 Abyei1 26 100,000 3,796 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

42 Abyei2 26 100,000 3,800 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

43 Abyei3 26 100,000 3,920 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

44 Abyei4 25 100,000 3,966 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 
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45 Abyei5 25 100,000 3,966 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

46 Abyei6 25 100,000 3,966 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

47 
DRC44 
(MONUSCO) 3,617 68,978,682 19,070 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

48 
DRC45 
(MONUSCO) 3,619 68,978,682 19,060 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

49 
DRC47 
(MONUSCO) 3,607 68,978,682 19,122 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

50 
DRC49 
(MONUSCO) 3,601 68,978,682 19,154 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

51 Darfur4 317 7,000,000 22,106 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census ‐–
2008 

52 Darfur5 325 7,000,000 21,510 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

53 SouthSudan3 1,003 7,185,100 7,161 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

54 SouthSudan5 943 7,185,100 7,616 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

55 SouthSudan6 935 7,185,100 7,684 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

56 Abyei7 25 100,000 3,977 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

57 Abyei8 25 100,000 3,983 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

58 Abyei9 25 100,000 3,952 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

59 Abyei10 25 100,000 3,952 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 
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60 Abyei11 25 100,000 3,952 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

61 
DRC51 
(MONUSCO) 3,727 71,316,033 19,134 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

62 
DRC53 
(MONUSCO) 3,476 71,316,033 20,519 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

63 
DRC54 
(MONUSCO) 3,476 71,316,033 20,519 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

64 
DRC55 
(MONUSCO) 3,447 71,316,033 20,688 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

65 
DRC56 
(MONUSCO) 3,319 71,316,033 21,485 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

66 
DRC57 
(MONUSCO) 3,364 71,316,033 21,198 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

67 Darfur6 336 7,000,000 20,852 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

68 Darfur7 355 7,000,000 19,703 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census –
2008 

69 Darfur9 362 7,000,000 19,327 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

70 Mali1 2,400 19,148,219 7,980 0.0 
Fully 
out 

United Nations 
Population 
Division/UN 
peacekeeping data 

71 SouthSudan10 958 9,000,000 9,387 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

72 SouthSudan11 807 9,000,000 11,151 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

73 SouthSudan12 789 9,000,000 11,405 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

74 SouthSudan13 789 9,000,000 11,405 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

75 Abyei12 24 100,000 4,124 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

76 Abyei13 24 100,000 4,124 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

77 Abyei14 24 100,000 4,109 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 
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78 Abyei15 25 100,000 4,070 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

79 
DRC61 
(MONUSCO) 3,479 73,722,860 21,189 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

80 
DRC63 
(MONUSCO) 3,474 73,722,860 21,219 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

81 
DRC64 
(MONUSCO) 3,480 73,722,860 21,187 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

82 
DRC66 
(MONUSCO) 3,505 73,722,860 21,033 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

83 Darfur10 379 7,000,000 18,472 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

84 Darfur11 379 7,000,000 18,472 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

85 Mali2 1,791 17,467,905 9,754 0.0 
Fully 
out 

United Nations 
Population 
Division/UN 
peacekeeping data 

86 Mali4 1,791 17,467,905 9,754 0.0 
Fully 
out 

United Nations 
Population 
Division/UN 
peacekeeping data 

87 Mali5 1,516 17,467,905 11,511 0.0 
Fully 
out 

United Nations 
Population 
Division/UN 
peacekeeping data 

88 Mali6 1,516 17,467,905 11,511 0.0 
Fully 
out 

United Nations 
Population 
Division/UN 
peacekeeping data 

89 
DRC68 
(MONUSCO) 3,618 76,196,619 21,060 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

90 
DRC69 
(MONUSCO) 3,618 76,196, 619 21,060 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

91 
DRC70 
(MONUSCO) 3,624 76,196,619 21,023 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

92 
DRC71 
(MONUSCO) 3,851 76,196,619 19,784 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

93 
DRC72 
(MONUSCO) 3,851 76,196,619 19,784 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

94 
DRC74 
(MONUSCO) 3,851 76,196,619 19,784 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

95 
DRC76 
(MONUSCO) 4,076 76,196,619 18,695 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

96 
DRC77 
(MONUSCO) 4,085 76,196,619 18,653 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

97 
DRC79 
(MONUSCO) 4,069 76,196,619 18,727 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

98 
DRC81 
(MONUSCO) 4,225 78,736,153 18,634 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

99 Mali9 1,539 17,994,837 11,692 0.0 
Fully 
out 

United Nations 
Population 
Division/UN 
peacekeeping data 

100 
DRC82 
(MONUSCO) 4,176 78,736,153 18,855 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

101 DRC83 4,179 78,736,153 18,841 0.0 Fully World Bank/UN 
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(MONUSCO) out peacekeeping data 

102 
DRC85 
(MONUSCO) 4,185 78,736,153 18,814 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

103 
DRC88 
(MONUSCO) 4,229 78,736,153 18,620 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

104 
DRC91 
(MONUSCO) 4,182 78,736,153 18,826 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

105 
DRC99 
(MONUSCO) 4,352 81,339,988 18,692 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

106 Darfur13 410 7,000,000 17,063 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

107 Darfur14 411 7,000,000 17,023 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

108 Darfur15 410 7,000,000 17,093 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census ‐–
2008 

109 
DRC102 
(MONUSCO) 4,331 81,339,988 18,780 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

110 
DRC103 
(MONUSCO) 4,380 81,339,988 18,571 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

111 
DRC106 
(MONUSCO) 4,512 81,339,988 18,029 0.0 

Fully 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

112 Darfur16 420 7,000,000 16,673 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

113 Darfur17 420 7,000,000 16,673 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

5th Sudan 
Population and 
Housing Census – 
2008 

114 Abyei16 24 100,000 4,090 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

115 Abyei18 22 100,000 4,525 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

116 Abyei19 22 100,000 4,546 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

117 Abyei20 22 100,000 4,491 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 
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118 Abyei21 22 100,0000 4,538 1.0 
Fully 
in 

Approximate 
population number 
based on the 2008 
Sudan population 
and housing census 
(54,000) and a 2014 
estimate (124,000) 

119 Liberia15 754 4,499,621 5,962 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

120 IvoryCoast6 863 4,613,823 5,347 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

121 SouthSudan15 842 11,000,000 13,072 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

122 CAR1 689 4,500,000 6,528 0.25 
Mostly 
out 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

123 CAR4 372 4,500,000 12,092 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

124 CAR6 383 4,650,000 12,158 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

125 CAR7 381 4,650,000 12,208 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 

126 CAR8 382 4,650,000 12,159 0.75 
Mostly 
in 

World Bank/UN 
peacekeeping data 
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Annex C – Troop contributors’ willingness to accept risk  
 

TCC Crisp 
score 

Description Source I Source II 

Bangladesh 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping: 
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/2014/
04/03/contributor-profile-bangladesh/ 

Bellamy & Williams (2013). Providing 
peacekeepers. p. 185. Oxford University 
Press 

India 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping: http://ipi-pdf-
document-store.s3-website-us-east-
1.amazonaws.com/ppp-profiles/asia/ipi-
pub-ppp-India.pdf 

Bellamy & Williams (2013). Providing 
peacekeepers, p. 228. Oxford University 
Press 

Pakistan 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/2014/
04/03/contributor-profile-pakistan/ 

Bellamy & Williams (2013). Providing 
peacekeepers, p. 223. Oxford University 
Press 

China 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://www.providingforpeacekeeping.org/
wp-content/uploads/2017/05/China-Chin-
Hao-27Apr2017_FINAL.pdf 

 

Ghana 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://www.providingforpeacekeeping.org/
2014/04/03/contributor-profile-ghana/ 

Bellamy & Williams (2013). Providing 
peacekeepers, p. 269. Oxford University 
Press 

Philippines 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://www.providingforpeacekeeping.org/
2014/04/03/contributor-profile-
philippines/ 

 

Indonesia 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/02/ipi-pub-ppp-
Indonesia.pdf 

 

Jordan 0.0 Hesitant Report of the Special Committee on 
Peacekeeping Operations 2010 substantive 
session (February 22 – March 19, 2010) 

 

Morocco 0.0 Hesitant Morocco’s Statement in UNSC debate 
(Jan 21 2013): Le Maintien de la paix 
multidimensionnel.  

 

Kenya 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/2015/
03/23/contributor-profile-kenya/ 

 

Cambodia 0.0 Hesitant Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://ipi-pdf-document-store.s3-website-
us-east-1.amazonaws.com/ppp-
profiles/asia/ipi-pub-ppp-Cambodia.pdf 

 

Egypt 0.0 Hesitant Egypt and peacekeeping: 
https://www.cairopeacekeeping.org/en/egy
pt-and-peacekeeping 

 

Mongolia 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/2014/
04/03/contributor-profile-mongolia/ 

 

Mauritania 1.0 Willing Mauritania in 
MINUSMA: http://northafricapost.com/41
69-mauritania-sets-minusma-
participation.html  

Mauritania part of robust Sahel G5 
initiative. https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/e
n/french-foreign-policy/defence-
security/crisis-and-conflicts/g5-sahel-joint-
force-and-the-sahel-alliance/  

Senegal 1.0 Willing http://reliefweb.int/report/world/opinions-
divided-over-protection-civilians-fourth-
committee-concludes-general-debate 

 

Ethiopia 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/11/Ethiopia-
profile.pdf 

 

Rwanda 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/2015/
03/30/peacekeeping-contributor-profile-
rwanda/ 

http://civilianprotection.rw/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/REPORT_PoC_co
nference_Long-version.pdf 

South 
Africa 

1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/2014/
04/03/contributor-profile-south-africa/ 

Bellamy & Williams (2013). Providing 
peacekeepers, p.376. Oxford University 
Press 

Uruguay 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://providingforpeacekeeping.org/2014/
04/03/contributor-profile-uruguay/ 

Bellamy & Williams (2013). Providing 
peacekeepers, p.312. Oxford University 
Press 

http://northafricapost.com/4169-mauritania-sets-minusma-participation.html
http://northafricapost.com/4169-mauritania-sets-minusma-participation.html
http://northafricapost.com/4169-mauritania-sets-minusma-participation.html
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/defence-security/crisis-and-conflicts/g5-sahel-joint-force-and-the-sahel-alliance/
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/defence-security/crisis-and-conflicts/g5-sahel-joint-force-and-the-sahel-alliance/
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/defence-security/crisis-and-conflicts/g5-sahel-joint-force-and-the-sahel-alliance/
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/defence-security/crisis-and-conflicts/g5-sahel-joint-force-and-the-sahel-alliance/
http://reliefweb.int/report/world/opinions-divided-over-protection-civilians-fourth-committee-concludes-general-debate
http://reliefweb.int/report/world/opinions-divided-over-protection-civilians-fourth-committee-concludes-general-debate
http://reliefweb.int/report/world/opinions-divided-over-protection-civilians-fourth-committee-concludes-general-debate
http://civilianprotection.rw/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/REPORT_PoC_conference_Long-version.pdf
http://civilianprotection.rw/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/REPORT_PoC_conference_Long-version.pdf
http://civilianprotection.rw/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/REPORT_PoC_conference_Long-version.pdf
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Nepal 1.0 Willing Statement to UNGA (Nov 5 2015). 
Ambassador to UN Durga Prasad 
Bhattarai 

Bellamy & Williams, (2013) Providing 
peacekeepers, p. 291. Oxford University 
Press.  

Ireland 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://www.providingforpeacekeeping.org/
wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Ireland-
Murphy-18April2017.pdf 

 

Sweden 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://ipi-pdf-document-store.s3-website-
us-east-1.amazonaws.com/ppp-
profiles/europe/ipi-pub-ppp-Sweden.pdf 

 

Gambia 1.0 Willing Statement to UNGA by President Adama 
Barrow (Sep 25 2018) 
(https://www.un.org/africarenewal/sites/w
ww.un.org.africarenewal/files/gm_en_0.p
df 

 

Guatemala 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
http://www.providingforpeacekeeping.org/
2016/06/21/country-profile-guatemala/ 

 

Ukraine 1.0 Willing Statement by the Ukrainian Delegation at 
the general debate of the Special 
Committee on Peacekeeping operations:   
https://mfa.gov.ua/en/news-feeds/foreign-
offices-news/18416-vistup-delegaciji-
ukrajini-na-zagalynih-debatah-
speckomitetu-oon-z-pitany-mirotvorchoji-
dijalynosti 
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Nigeria 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
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force. https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/f
rench-foreign-policy/defence-
security/crisis-and-conflicts/g5-sahel-
joint-force-and-the-sahel-alliance/ 

Signatory to Kigali 
principles: http://www.globalr2p.org/media/
files/kp-principles-17-november-2016.pdf  

Burkina 
Faso 

1.0 Willing Part of Sahel G-5 
force. https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/f
rench-foreign-policy/defence-
security/crisis-and-conflicts/g5-sahel-
joint-force-and-the-sahel-alliance/ 

Signatory to Kigali 
principles: http://www.globalr2p.org/media/
files/kp-principles-17-november-2016.pdf 

Guinea 1.0 Willing Signatory to Kigali principles: 
http://www.globalr2p.org/media/files/kp-
principles-17-november-2016.pdf 

 

Chad 1.0 Willing Part of Sahel G-5 
force. https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/f
rench-foreign-policy/defence-
security/crisis-and-conflicts/g5-sahel-
joint-force-and-the-sahel-alliance/ 

Karlsrud (2015). ‘The UN at war: 
Examining the consequences of peace-
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Benin 1.0 Willing Benin Statement in UNGA (Oct 1 
2018). https://gadebate.un.org/en/73/benin  

 

Malawi 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
https://s3.amazonaws.com/ipi-pdf-
document-store/ppp-profiles/africa/ipi-
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Tanzania 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
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profiles/europe/ipi-pub-ppp-
Netherlands.pdf 
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d/85/smid/411/ArticleID/149/reftab/227/t/
Gabon/Default.html  

Portugal 1.0 Willing Providing for Peacekeeping:  
https://s3.amazonaws.com/ipi-pdf-
document-store/ppp-profiles/europe/ipi-
pub-ppp-Portugal.pdf 
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Annex D – Cross-tabulations and Chi-square tests 

Case ID Ratios 
Troop 
numbers Matching 

Risk-
willingness 

Pre-
emptive Outcome 

Sierra Leone1 366 12,481 1 0,5 1 0 
DRC1 (MONUC) 5,649 9,098 1 0,5 0 1 
Liberia1 694 4,487 1 0,5 0 1 
DRC2 (MONUC) 4,950 10,715 0 1 0 0 
DRC3 (MONUC) 4,194 12,646 0 0 0 0 
Liberia3 219 14,496 1 0 0 1 
Liberia4 216 14,739 1 0 1 1 
Liberia5 217 14,616 1 0 0 1 
Liberia6 203 15,632 1 0,5 0 1 
DRC4 (MONUC) 3,925 13,950 1 0 0 0 
DRC5 (MONUC) 3,925 13,950 1 0 1 1 
DRC8 (MONUC) 3,387 16,163 1 0 1 1 
DRC10 (MONUC) 3,338 16,402 1 0,5 1 0 
DRC12 (MONUC) 3,368 16,258 1 0 1 1 
DRC13 (MONUC) 3,368 16,258 0 0 0 0 
DRC14 (MONUC) 3,375 16,221 1 0 1 1 
DRC15 (MONUC) 3,306 16,561 1 0 1 1 
DRC16 (MONUC) 3,260 16,791 1 0 1 1 
IvoryCoast1 2,939 6,237 1 0 0 1 
Liberia7 207 15,775 1 1 0 0 
DRC17 (MONUC) 3,365 16,803 1 0 1 1 
DRC19 (MONUC) 3,113 17,519 1 0,5 1 0 
Liberia8 214 15,808 1 0 0 1 
DRC21 (MONUC) 3,182 18,357 1 0 1 1 
DRC22 (MONUC) 3,197 18,275 1 0 0 1 
DRC23 (MONUC) 3,183 18,352 1 0 0 0 
Darfur1 463 15,136 1 1 0 1 
DRC24 (MONUC) 3,173 19,670 1 0 0 1 
DRC25 (MONUC) 3,043 20,509 0 0 0 0 
Sudan1 3,250 9,894 1 0 1 1 
Sudan2 3,251 9,891 0 0 0 1 
Liberia9 334 11,406 1 0 0 0 
Liberia10 332 11,471 1 0 0 0 
DRC26 (MONUC) 2,955 20,819 1 0 0 1 
DRC27 (MONUSCO) 3,264 19,685 0 0 0 0 
DRC28 (MONUSCO) 3,320 19,437 1 0 1 1 
Darfur2 321 21,816 0 1 0 0 
SouthSudan1 1,649 5,457 1 0 0 1 
IvoryCoast2 2,213 9,444 1 1 1 1 
IvoryCoast3 2,213 9,444 1 1 1 1 
Abyei1 26 3,796 1 1 0 1 
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Abyei2 26 3,800 1 1 1 1 
Abyei3 26 3,920 1 1 0 1 
Abyei4 25 3,966 1 1 1 1 
Abyei5 25 3,966 1 1 0 1 
Abyei6 25 3,966 1 1 1 1 
DRC44 (MONUSCO) 3,617 19,070 0 0 0 0 
DRC45 (MONUSCO) 3,619 19,060 1 0 1 1 
DRC47 (MONUSCO) 3,607 19,122 1 0 0 1 
DRC49 (MONUSCO) 3,601 19,154 1 0,5 0 0 
Darfur4 317 22,106 0 1 0 0 
Darfur5 325 21,510 1 1 0 1 
SouthSudan3 1,003 7,161 1 0 1 1 
SouthSudan5 943 7,616 0 0,5 0 0 
SouthSudan6 935 7,684 0 0 0 0 
Abyei7 25 3,977 1 1 1 1 
Abyei8 25 3,983 1 1 0 1 
Abyei9 25 3,952 1 1 0 1 
Abyei10 25 3,952 0 1 1 0 
Abyei11 25 3,952 1 1 0 1 
DRC51 (MONUSCO) 3,727 19,134 1 0 0 1 
DRC53 (MONUSCO) 3,476 20,519 1 0 0 1 
DRC54 (MONUSCO) 3,476 20,519 1 1 0 1 
DRC55 (MONUSCO) 3,447 20,688 1 0,5 1 1 
DRC56 (MONUSCO) 3,319 21,485 1 1 0 1 
DRC57 (MONUSCO) 3,364 21,198 1 1 0 0 
Darfur6 336 20,852 0 1 0 0 
Darfur7 355 19,703 0 1 0 0 
Darfur9 362 19,327 0 1 0 0 
Mali1 2,400 7,980 0 0,5 0 0 
SouthSudan10 958 9,387 1 0,5 0 0 
SouthSudan11 807 11,151 0 0 0 0 
SouthSudan12 789 11,405 0 0 0 0 
SouthSudan13 789 11,405 0 0 0 1 
Abyei12 24 4,124 1 1 1 1 
Abyei13 24 4,124 1 1 0 0 
Abyei14 24 4,109 1 1 0 0 
Abyei15 25 4,070 1 1 0 0 
DRC61 (MONUSCO) 3,479 21,189 1 1 1 1 
DRC63 (MONUSCO) 3,474 21,219 0 0 0 0 
DRC64 (MONUSCO) 3,480 21,187 1 0,5 1 1 
DRC66 (MONUSCO) 3,505 21,033 0 0,5 0 0 
Darfur10 379 18,472 1 1 0 1 
Darfur11 379 18,472 1 1 0 1 
Mali2 1,791 9,754 1 1 1 1 
Mali4 1,791 9,754 1 1 0 1 
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Mali5 1,516 11,511 1 1 1 1 
Mali6 1,516 11,511 1 1 1 1 
DRC68 (MONUSCO) 3,618 21,060 1 0,5 1 0 
DRC69 (MONUSCO) 3,618 21,060 1 0,5 1 1 
DRC70 (MONUSCO) 3,624 21,023 1 1 0 0 
DRC71 (MONUSCO) 3,851 19,784 1 1 0 0 
DRC72 (MONUSCO) 3,851 19,784 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC74 (MONUSCO) 3,851 19,784 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC76 (MONUSCO) 4,076 18,695 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC77 (MONUSCO) 4,085 18,653 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC79 (MONUSCO) 4,069 18,727 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC81 (MONUSCO) 4,225 18,634 1 1 0 0 
Mali9 1,539 11,692 1 0,5 0 1 
DRC82 (MONUSCO) 4,176 18,855 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC83 (MONUSCO) 4,179 18,841 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC85 (MONUSCO) 4,185 18,814 1 1 0 1 
DRC88 (MONUSCO) 4,229 18,620 1 1 1 0 
DRC91 (MONUSCO) 4,182 18,826 0 1 0 0 
DRC99 (MONUSCO) 4,352 18,692 0 1 0 0 
Darfur13 410 17,063 1 1 1 1 
Darfur14 411 17,023 1 1 1 1 
Darfur15 410 17,093 1 1 1 1 
DRC102 (MONUSCO) 4,331 18,780 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC103 (MONUSCO) 4,380 18,571 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC106 (MONUSCO) 4,512 18,029 1 0,5 1 1 
Darfur16 420 16,673 1 1 1 1 
Darfur17 420 16,673 1 1 1 1 
Abyei16 24 4,090 1 1 0 0 
Abyei18 22 4,525 1 1 0 1 
Abyei19 22 4,546 1 1 0 0 
Abyei20 22 4,491 1 1 1 1 
Abyei21 22 4,538 0 1 0 0 
Liberia15 754 5,962 1 0,5 0 1 
IvoryCoast6 863 5,347 0 0,5 0 0 
SouthSudan15 842 1,3072 0 0,5 0 0 
CAR1 689 6,528 1 0,5 1 1 
CAR4 372 12,092 0 0 0 0 
CAR6 383 12,158 1 1 1 1 
CAR7 381 12,208 1 0 1 1 
CAR8 382 12,159 1 0,5 0 0 
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Absolute troop numbers 

• Category 1: cases with fewer than 4,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

• Category 2: cases with 5,000 to 9,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

• Category 3: cases with 10,000 to 14,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

• Category 4: cases with 15,000 to 19,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

• Category 5: cases with 20,000 to 24,999 uniformed peacekeepers deployed 

  

Table 5.1 Cross-tabulation between absolute troop numbers and outcomes 

Cross-tabulation − Absolute troop numbers 

 
Categories 

Total 
1 2 3 4 5 

Outcome 
(many (1)/ 

few (0)) 

0 
Count 7 5 11 24 9 56 

% within absolute 
troop no. 33.3 29.4 52.4 49.0 50.0 44.4 

1 
Count 14 12 10 25 9 70 

% within absolute 
troop no. 66.7 70.6 47.6 51.0 50.0 55.6 

Total 
Count 21 17 21 49 18 126 

% within absolute 
troop no. 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.2 Chi-square significance test of absolute troop numbers 

Chi-square test 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 3,775a 4 0,437 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.56 
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Troop-to-population ratios 

• Category 1: cases with fewer than 1,999 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper 
• Category 2: cases with 2,000 to 3,999 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper 
• Category 3: cases with 4,000 to 5,999 inhabitants per uniformed peacekeeper 

 

Table 5.3 Cross-tabulation between troop-to-population ratios and outcomes 

Cross-tabulation − Troop-to-population ratios 

 
Categories 

Total 
1 2 3 

Outcome (many (1)/ few (0)) 

0 

Count 25 18 13 56 

% within troop-to-
population ratios 38.5 40.0 81.3 44.4 

1 

Count 40 27 3 70 

% within troop-to-
population ratios 61.5 60.0 18.8 55.6 

Total 

Count 65 45 16 126 

% within troop-to-
population ratios 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.4 Chi-square significance test of troop-to-population ratios 

Chi-square test 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10,080a 2 0,006 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.11 
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Risk-willingness 
Table 5.5 Cross-tabulation of willingness to accept risk and outcomes 

Cross-tabulation − Risk-willingness 

 
Categories 

Total 
0 0,5 1 

Outcome 
(many (1)/ 

few (0)) 

0 

Count 14 21 21 56 

% within willingness to 
accept risk 34.1 67.7 38.9 44.4 

1 

Count 27 10 33 70 

% within willingness to 
accept risk 65.9 32.3 61.1 55.6 

Total 

Count 41 31 54 126 

% within willingness to 
accept risk 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.6 Chi-square significance test of willingness to accept risk 

Chi-square test 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9,250a 2 0,010 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.78 
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Pre-emption 
 
Table 5.7 Cross-tabulation of pre-emption and outcomes 

Cross-tabulation − Pre-emption 

 
Categories 

Total 
0 1 

Outcome 
(many (1)/ 

few (0)) 

0 

Count 50 6 56 

% within pre-emption 60.2 14.0 44.4 

1 

Count 33 37 70 

% within pre-emption 39.8 86.0 55.6 

Total 

Count 83 43 126 

% within pre-emption 100.0 100.0 100,0 

 

Table 5.8 Chi-square significance test of pre-emption 

Chi-square test 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 24,579a 1 0,000 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 19.11 
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Matching the perpetrators of violence 
 
Table 5.9 Cross-tabulation of matching and outcomes 

Cross-tabulation − Matching 

 
Categories 

Total 
0 1 

Outcome 
(many (1)/ 

few (0)) 

0 

Count 25 31 56 

% within matching 92.6 31.3 44.4 

1 

Count 2 68 70 

% within matching 7.4 68.7 55.6 

Total 

Count 27 99 126 

% within matching 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 5.10 Chi-square significance test of matching 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 
 

Pearson Chi-Square 32,264a 1 0,000 

N of Valid Cases 126   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.00 
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Annex E – Multivariate linear probability model 

Case ID Ratios 
Troop 
numbers Matching 

Risk-
willingness 

Pre-
emptive Outcome 

Sierra Leone1 366 12,481 1 0,5 1 0 
DRC1 (MONUC) 5,649 9,098 1 0,5 0 1 
Liberia1 694 4,487 1 0,5 0 1 
DRC2 (MONUC) 4,950 10,715 0 1 0 0 
DRC3 (MONUC) 4,194 12,646 0 0 0 0 
Liberia3 219 14,496 1 0 0 1 
Liberia4 216 14,739 1 0 1 1 
Liberia5 217 14,616 1 0 0 1 
Liberia6 203 15,632 1 0,5 0 1 
DRC4 (MONUC) 3,925 13,950 1 0 0 0 
DRC5 (MONUC) 3,925 13,950 1 0 1 1 
DRC8 (MONUC) 3,387 16,163 1 0 1 1 
DRC10 (MONUC) 3,338 16,402 1 0,5 1 0 
DRC12 (MONUC) 3,368 16,258 1 0 1 1 
DRC13 (MONUC) 3,368 16,258 0 0 0 0 
DRC14 (MONUC) 3,375 16,221 1 0 1 1 
DRC15 (MONUC) 3,306 16,561 1 0 1 1 
DRC16 (MONUC) 3,260 16,791 1 0 1 1 
IvoryCoast1 2,939 6,237 1 0 0 1 
Liberia7 207 15,775 1 1 0 0 
DRC17 (MONUC) 3,365 16,803 1 0 1 1 
DRC19 (MONUC) 3,113 17,519 1 0,5 1 0 
Liberia8 214 15,808 1 0 0 1 
DRC21 (MONUC) 3,182 18,357 1 0 1 1 
DRC22 (MONUC) 3,197 18,275 1 0 0 1 
DRC23 (MONUC) 3,183 18,352 1 0 0 0 
Darfur1 463 15,136 1 1 0 1 
DRC24 (MONUC) 3,173 19,670 1 0 0 1 
DRC25 (MONUC) 3,043 20,509 0 0 0 0 
Sudan1 3,250 9,894 1 0 1 1 
Sudan2 3,251 9,891 0 0 0 1 
Liberia9 334 11,406 1 0 0 0 
Liberia10 332 11,471 1 0 0 0 
DRC26 (MONUC) 2,955 20,819 1 0 0 1 
DRC27 (MONUSCO) 3,264 19,685 0 0 0 0 
DRC28 (MONUSCO) 3,320 19,437 1 0 1 1 
Darfur2 321 21,816 0 1 0 0 
SouthSudan1 1,649 5,457 1 0 0 1 
IvoryCoast2 2,213 9,444 1 1 1 1 
IvoryCoast3 2,213 9,444 1 1 1 1 
Abyei1 26 3,796 1 1 0 1 
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Abyei2 26 3,800 1 1 1 1 
Abyei3 26 3,920 1 1 0 1 
Abyei4 25 3,966 1 1 1 1 
Abyei5 25 3,966 1 1 0 1 
Abyei6 25 3,966 1 1 1 1 
DRC44 (MONUSCO) 3,617 19,070 0 0 0 0 
DRC45 (MONUSCO) 3,619 19,060 1 0 1 1 
DRC47 (MONUSCO) 3,607 19,122 1 0 0 1 
DRC49 (MONUSCO) 3,601 19,154 1 0,5 0 0 
Darfur4 317 22,106 0 1 0 0 
Darfur5 325 21,510 1 1 0 1 
SouthSudan3 1,003 7,161 1 0 1 1 
SouthSudan5 943 7,616 0 0,5 0 0 
SouthSudan6 935 7,684 0 0 0 0 
Abyei7 25 3,977 1 1 1 1 
Abyei8 25 3,983 1 1 0 1 
Abyei9 25 3,952 1 1 0 1 
Abyei10 25 3,952 0 1 1 0 
Abyei11 25 3,952 1 1 0 1 
DRC51 (MONUSCO) 3,727 19,134 1 0 0 1 
DRC53 (MONUSCO) 3,476 20,519 1 0 0 1 
DRC54 (MONUSCO) 3,476 20,519 1 1 0 1 
DRC55 (MONUSCO) 3,447 20,688 1 0,5 1 1 
DRC56 (MONUSCO) 3,319 21,485 1 1 0 1 
DRC57 (MONUSCO) 3,364 21,198 1 1 0 0 
Darfur6 336 20,852 0 1 0 0 
Darfur7 355 19,703 0 1 0 0 
Darfur9 362 19,327 0 1 0 0 
Mali1 2,400 7,980 0 0,5 0 0 
SouthSudan10 958 9,387 1 0,5 0 0 
SouthSudan11 807 11,151 0 0 0 0 
SouthSudan12 789 11,405 0 0 0 0 
SouthSudan13 789 11,405 0 0 0 1 
Abyei12 24 4,124 1 1 1 1 
Abyei13 24 4,124 1 1 0 0 
Abyei14 24 4,109 1 1 0 0 
Abyei15 25 4,070 1 1 0 0 
DRC61 (MONUSCO) 3,479 21,189 1 1 1 1 
DRC63 (MONUSCO) 3,474 21,219 0 0 0 0 
DRC64 (MONUSCO) 3,480 21,187 1 0,5 1 1 
DRC66 (MONUSCO) 3,505 21,033 0 0,5 0 0 
Darfur10 379 18,472 1 1 0 1 
Darfur11 379 18,472 1 1 0 1 
Mali2 1,791 9,754 1 1 1 1 
Mali4 1,791 9,754 1 1 0 1 
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Mali5 1,516 11,511 1 1 1 1 
Mali6 1,516 11,511 1 1 1 1 
DRC68 (MONUSCO) 3,618 21,060 1 0,5 1 0 
DRC69 (MONUSCO) 3,618 21,060 1 0,5 1 1 
DRC70 (MONUSCO) 3,624 21,023 1 1 0 0 
DRC71 (MONUSCO) 3,851 19,784 1 1 0 0 
DRC72 (MONUSCO) 3,851 19,784 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC74 (MONUSCO) 3,851 19,784 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC76 (MONUSCO) 4,076 18,695 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC77 (MONUSCO) 4,085 18,653 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC79 (MONUSCO) 4,069 18,727 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC81 (MONUSCO) 4,225 18,634 1 1 0 0 
Mali9 1,539 11,692 1 0,5 0 1 
DRC82 (MONUSCO) 4,176 18,855 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC83 (MONUSCO) 4,179 18,841 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC85 (MONUSCO) 4,185 18,814 1 1 0 1 
DRC88 (MONUSCO) 4,229 18,620 1 1 1 0 
DRC91 (MONUSCO) 4,182 18,826 0 1 0 0 
DRC99 (MONUSCO) 4,352 18,692 0 1 0 0 
Darfur13 410 17,063 1 1 1 1 
Darfur14 411 17,023 1 1 1 1 
Darfur15 410 17,093 1 1 1 1 
DRC102 (MONUSCO) 4,331 18,780 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC103 (MONUSCO) 4,380 18,571 1 0,5 0 0 
DRC106 (MONUSCO) 4,512 18,029 1 0,5 1 1 
Darfur16 420 16,673 1 1 1 1 
Darfur17 420 16,673 1 1 1 1 
Abyei16 24 4,090 1 1 0 0 
Abyei18 22 4,525 1 1 0 1 
Abyei19 22 4,546 1 1 0 0 
Abyei20 22 4,491 1 1 1 1 
Abyei21 22 4,538 0 1 0 0 
Liberia15 754 5,962 1 0,5 0 1 
IvoryCoast6 863 5,347 0 0,5 0 0 
SouthSudan15 842 1,3072 0 0,5 0 0 
CAR1 689 6,528 1 0,5 1 1 
CAR4 372 12,092 0 0 0 0 
CAR6 383 12,158 1 1 1 1 
CAR7 381 12,208 1 0 1 1 
CAR8 382 12,159 1 0,5 0 0 
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Table 5.11 Linear probability model 

Conditions 
Outcome (dependent variable) 

OLS (Ordinary least squares) 

log  

(troop-to-population ratios) 

0.016 

(0.017) 

log  

(absolute troop numbers) 

-0.094 

(0.059) 

matching 
0.558*** 

(0.090) 

medium risk 
-0.410*** 

(0.092) 

high risk 
-0.163 

(0.083) 

pre-emption 
0.299*** 

(0.076) 

constant 
0.370 

(0.194) 
  

Observations 126 

R2 0.447 

Adjusted R2 0.420 

Residual Std. Error 0.380 (df = 119) 

F Statistic 16.063*** (df = 6; 119) 
  

Note *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Annex F – Descriptive statistics charts with raw data 
 

 

Figure 4.1 Distribution of reported UN protection operations per UN mission (1999-     
2017) 

UN mission No. of operations 
MONUC/ MONUSCO (2000-2017) 110 
UNISFA (2011-2017) 20 
UNAMID (2007-2017) 16 
UNMIL (2003-2018) 15 
UNMISS (2011-2017) 11 
MINUSMA (2013-2017) 9 
MINUSCA (2014-2017) 8 
UNOCI (2004-2017) 6 
UNMIS (2005-2011) 4 
UNAMSIL (1999-2005) 1 
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Figure 4.3 Protection operations per year per UN mission (averaged), 1999–2017 

UN mission Operations per year (avg.) 
MONUC/ MONUSCO (2000-2017) 6,1 
UNISFA (2011-2017) 2,9 
MINUSCA (2014-2017) 2 
MINUSMA (2013-2017) 1,8 
UNMISS (2011-2017) 1,6 
UNAMID (2007-2017) 1,5 
UNMIL (2003-2018) 1 
UNMIS (2005-2011) 0,6 
UNOCI (2004-2017) 0,4 
UNAMSIL (1999-2005) 0,1 
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Figure 4.4 UN military protection operations per year in Africa, 1999–2017 

 

Figure 4.6 UN military protection operations per year in Africa compared to protection 

operations performed by MONUC/MONUSCO, 1999–2017 
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Year No. of operations MONUC/ MONUSCO 
1999 0 0 
2000 1 0 
2001 0 0 
2002 0 0 
2003 2 1 
2004 6 2 
2005 15 13 
2006 5 4 
2007 3 3 
2008 1 0 
2009 6 2 
2010 12 9 
2011 17 9 
2012 15 7 
2013 22 8 
2014 23 9 
2015 20 12 
2016 33 19 
2017 19 12 
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Figure 4.7 Distribution of scenarios across 200 military protection operations in Africa, 

1999 ̶ 2017 

Scenarios No. of cases 
Predatory violence (82) 82 
Communal conflict (81) 81 
Insurgency (26) 26 
Mob violence (9) 9 
Government repression (2) 2 
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Figure 4.8 Distribution and prevalence of functions of force across UN protection 

operations in Africa, 1999-2017 
 

Functions of force No. of cases 
Amelioration (38) 38 
Containment (33) 33 
Deterrence (119) 119 
Coercion (87) 87 
Destruction (41) 41 
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Figure 4.9 Total civilian fatalities per year deduced from 97 cases where UN troops 

used force to protect in Africa, 2004-2017. 
 

Year Civilian fatalities 
2004 30 
2005 88 
2006 0 
2007 18 
2008 1 
2009 104 
2010 37 
2011 900 
2012 47 
2013 270 
2014 385 
2015 187 
2016 391 
2017 314 
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Figure 4.10 Average number of civilians killed per case per year deduced from 97 cases 

where UN troops used force to protect in Africa, 2004-2017. 

 

Year Civilians killed  
per case per year 

2004 5 
2005 5,9 
2006 0 
2007 6 
2008 1 
2009 17,3 
2010 3,1 
2011 52,9 
2012 31,1 
2013 12,3 
2014 16,7 
2015 9,4 
2016 11,8 
2017 16,5 
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Figure 4.11 Total UN fatalities from malicious acts (1999–2017) in 11 UN missions 

represented in UNPOCO (blue line), UN fatalities from malicious acts in 

Mali (2013–2017) (red line), and UN fatalities captured in UNPOCO (green 

line). Data taken from United Nations and UNPOCO (United Nations 2018a) 
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2010 11  1 

2011 10   

2012 21  1 

2013 35 4 2 

2014 38 28 1 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

UN fatalities/ malicious acts

UN fatalities Mali/ malicious
acts

UNPOCO fatalities



245 
 

2015 31 12 4 

2016 34 27 1 

2017 59 24 1 
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Figure 4.12 Distribution of outcome estimations of UN military protection operations 

over time (1999–2017), with trend lines  

Year No. of operations Few protected Many protected Unknown outcome 
1999 0 0 0 0 
2000 1 1 0 0 
2001 0 0 0 0 
2002 0 0 0 0 
2003 2 0 2 0 
2004 6 2 4 0 
2005 15 4 7 4 
2006 5 2 2 1 
2007 3 1 2 0 
2008 1 0 1 0 
2009 6 3 3 0 
2010 12 2 3 7 
2011 17 2 3 12 
2012 15 3 9 3 
2013 22 9 10 3 
2014 23 10 11 2 
2015 20 13 7 0 
2016 33 21 6 6 
2017 19 10 6 3 
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