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Abstract

Do United Nations (UN) peacekeeping bases impact violence? The existing litera-
ture on civilian protection from the UN focuses on the peacekeepers themselves, which
obscures the effect peacekeeping bases may have on the locales they deploy to. In
addition, little research examines peacekeeping bases as potential sources of violence
reduction. In this research note, I provide the first empirical evidence that peace-
keeping bases change violence outcomes. Peacekeeping bases signal to local actors
the presence of the UN, meaning larger bases with a more imposing physical presence
should reduce violence against civilians through a greater gravity. With an empiri-
cal design utilizing recent advances in difference-in-differences, I explore the effects of
peacekeeping bases on state and rebel violence, showing how the largest peacekeeping
bases decrease civilian victimization by state actors with few effects on rebel violence.
These results highlight the importance of deciding where peacekeeping bases are placed

as an additional source of civilian protection.
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1 Introduction

What happens locally when peacekeepers are deployed? Historically, peacekeeping research
has used country-level measures of peacekeepers. Hultman, Kathman, and Shannon, for
example, find that more peacekeeping troops reduce civilian deaths, but that observers may
increase fatalities.! Subnationally, however, other research finds that peacekeepers deploy to
prevent violence,? that they may displace violence,? and that peacekeepers generally decrease
violence when deployed.*

The same literature focuses almost exclusively on peacekeepers as the unit of analysis;
yet peacekeepers do not exist in a vacuum. While peacekeepers move around a country,
they deploy and operate from peacekeeping bases. Although some research has examined
the effects of peacekeeping bases, that research looks at “peacekeeping economies” or locals’
security perceptions.” This research note contributes to this literature with an in-depth
exploration of how peacekeeping bases impact local violence outcomes.

How do peacekeeping bases impact violence? Because peacekeeping bases house peace-
keepers and are a symbol of the UN’s presence, they should impact violence in similar ways.
The sight of a peacekeeping base, along with the peacekeepers deployed there, informs local
actors about the consequences of their actions. I test the geospatial bounds of bases to
determine how far their gravity expands and assess their effects on different actors.

To answer this question, I utilize recent innovations in the difference-in-differences litera-
ture along with Geocoded Peacekeeping Operations’s (Geo-PKO) panel data on peacekeeping
base deployments. By exploiting the selective timing of peacekeeping base deployments, my
research design uses not yet treated units (that is, locations without a base at time t) as
the control group. By meeting the assumptions required for difference-in-differences, such

as parallel trends, my models account for unobserved confounders that may otherwise bias
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the results.

The research note proceeds as follows. First, I review the literature exploring peacekeeper
violence prevention and the impacts of peacekeeping bases. Next, I explain how the logic of
peacekeepers and violence prevention should extend to bases because of the gravity of the
base and its role in reducing local violence. Third, I discuss my data and research design,
including explaining why my methodological approach is the most appropriate to answer my
research question. Fourth, I show how my models provide moderate evidence for the given

hypotheses, followed by an examination of the implications for my findings.

2 Previous Literature

Does UN peacekeeping reduce violence? A robust literature shows that, unequivacally, UN
peacekeepers reduce violence against civilians, decrease conflict events between combatants,
and stabilize countries experiencing civil conflict.” While historical peacekeeping research
examined the macrogeographic and yearly effects of peacekeepers,® a new literature armed
with subnational and monthly deployment data of UN deployments shows a robust conclusion
of peacekeeping effectiveness at the microlevel as well.”

However, in examining these effects, this research focuses on peacekeepers as mediators of
violence. Peacekeepers play a crucial role by reporting human rights abuses to the Security
Council and, when necessary, employing direct force to protect civilians. However, the
emphasis on peacekeepers has obscured the impacts of the bases where they are deployed.
Although distinguishing between the effects of peacekeeping bases and the peacekeepers
residing within them poses a challenge due to their interdependence, understanding the
local effects of these bases is essential. Moreover, because bases lack the same mobility and

patrolling characteristics as peacekeepers, studying the bases allows for a more fine-grained
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analysis on their effects, which is not possible without comprehensive data on peacekeeping
patrols.

Several articles contend that peacekeeping bases affect the areas in which they are de-
ployed. However, these papers typically control for a peacekeeping base in reference to study-
ing the intensity of the conflict or study a violence outcome measured by local perceptions
of insecurity. Between those two, Mvukiyehe and Samii propose a novel quasi-experimental
method.!? In their paper, Mvukiyehe and Samii identify the regulations used by the UN to
decide where bases are opened during peacekeeping missions. By constructing a set of guide-
lines and then determining places that were equally likely to receive a base, Mvukiyehe and
Samii deal with potential selection effects. Since the treatment of a peacekeeping base was
as if randomly selected, there is unlikely to be any unobserved sorting between the treatment
and control groups. Mvukiyehe and Samii’s research design only explores the effect of the
base as a whole and through the lens of security perceptions rather than tangible violence
outcomes.

Peitz & Reisch, on the other hand, use peacekeeping bases as a control variable in their
examination of the ability of peacekeepers to reduce conflict intensity.'! Peitz & Reisch’s
research utilized UN archival sources to determine the force projection capabilities of the
peacekeeping base. Even though Peitz & Reisch’s research design explores the general effects
of peacekeeping bases and conflict intensity, their models are inconclusive as to whether the
peacekeeping base reduces overall violence and violence against civilians. My models take a
different approach to answer this question, and I leverage longitudinal data for a difference-
in-differences design.

A necessary point to make about the literature covering peacekeeping bases is that there
is very little conceptualization about what a peacekeeping base is and what it does. The
prior literature discusses bases in terms of absolutes and treats them functionally the same.

However, as discussed in more detail in later sections, peacekeeping bases are not monoliths.

10. Mvukiyehe and Samii 2021.
11. Peitz and Reisch 2019.



There are important distinctions between permanent and temporary operating bases, and
the approach of treating bases as functionally the same is likely to obscure the violence
impacts of peacekeeping bases.

I contribute to the existing literature on peacekeeping bases with the first large- N analysis
on the effects of bases, with a research design utilizing recent advances in difference-in-
differences methods. With a novel approach measuring the base instead of the peacekeeper
and with the most granular measure of peacekeeping presence possible, I bring peacekeeping
bases into the peacekeeping effectiveness literature and provide an in-depth exploration of

peacekeeping bases and how they change security outcomes after deployment.

3 Bases and Peacekeepers

What are peacekeeping bases? This question is key to understanding two prevailing issues
with our knowledge of how peacekeepers operate. First, almost all previous research ex-
amining UN peacekeeping focuses on the peacekeepers themselves instead of the bases they
operate out of. While it is necessary to know the effect of peacekeeping troops, they do not
operate without a staging location; moreover, the existing knowledge on peaceekeeping bases
shows they impact the areas where they deploy.!?

Second, the types of peacekeeping bases deployed in host states are nebulous and difficult
to define, according to UN regulations. Peacekeeping bases, referred to in UN terminology
as Operating Bases, or OBs, are deployed to house UN peacekeepers and often other civilian
personnel. An OB is “a military position used as a secure location” where the UN force can
provide “support of operational goals and tactical objectives.”'® The UN further defines OBs
as Permanent Operating Bases (POBs) and Temporary Operating Bases (TOBs). POBs are
most often occupied by UN infantry companies, but they can also have UN military, police,

civilian, and other UN groups inside. TOBs, on the other hand, can be occupied by a UN
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infantry company or platoon. The UN defines the range of temporary from “hours, days, or
months, depending on the unit’s mission.”'* While the UN’s use of “temporary” is vague,
they distinguish that TOBs are not equipped for long periods of time and do not have the
resources to set up a permanent camp. For a visual representation of the difference between
a POB and a TOB, see Figure 8 in the appendix, which shows a POB and a TOB at the UN
Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF) in 2021. From within these bases, peacekeepers
can impose costs on violence against civilians.

The presence of peacekeeping as a tool to prevent political violence stems from two costs:

1.15 Military costs, typically associated with Chapter VII missions, entail

military and politica
the use of force to protect civilians,'® but their deterrent effects may stem from separating
combatants,'” providing security guarantees and information to warring sides,'® and generally
placing themselves near civilians to show the costs of violence.' Political costs are those
associated with general monitoring and reporting peacekeepers do to engage in naming and
shaming.?® Political costs arise when peacekeepers patrol and can pass information on human
rights abuses on to the international community as impartial actors.?!

Previous research suggests that peacekeepers levy the military and political costs that
reduce violence against civilians. By extension, peacekeeping bases should also impose these
costs through the presence of peacekeepers within, albeit with dissipating effects over space.
To impose military or political costs on perpetrators of violence against civilians, peacekeep-
ers must be present locally. Since the local peacekeeping operation operates from within the

base, the violence-reducing effects should also be contingent upon the base location. Peace-

keepers begin and end patrols from within the base, meaning that their range (and thus
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effectiveness) is more or less restricted by the centroid of the base. With limited resources,

they should be most effective closest to peacekeeping bases.

H1: As peacekeeping bases are introduced, violence against civilians is more likely to decrease.

H2: The effect of peacekeeping bases on reducing violence will decrease as the treatment area

mcereases in Size.

Similarly to the effects of peacekeepers, bases should have differential impacts on violence
from government and rebel actors. For example, both rebels and incumbents are aware of
peacekeeping base deployments and operations, and hence are more likely to be deterred
from committing political violence than if a peacekeeping base was not placed. However,
for two reasons, peacekeeping bases are more likely to reduce the political violence of rebel
actors than state actors. First, host states have veto power over where peacekeepers deploy.
The consent of the incumbent is necessary, as dissatisfied states can force the UN out.??

Second, government buildings are likely to be staging grounds for state violence, so the
presence of a peacekeeping base can increase the negative incentives, and thus the cost of
violence. Because the state has less ability to move efforts elsewhere due to the costs of
existing infrastructure, the violence decrease from state actors is likely to be less than rebel
actors. Although rebels can redirect their efforts and commit violence elsewhere, state actors
have a lower capacity due to higher costs and have less opportunity to move away from the
peacekeeping base.

Rebels, on the other hand, have more freedom to move away from peacekeeping bases
and redirect their actions elsewhere. Thus, while local violence from rebel groups may go

down after base deployment, it is likely the result of violence being redirected outside the

bounds of the base’s gravity. Therefore, I expect the presence of a peacekeeping base to

22. See, for example, the recent end of the UN mission in Mali (De Simone 2023).



decrease local rebel violence more than the incumbent violence because rebels can change

strategies and relocate at lower costs.

H3: As peacekeeping bases are introduced, the levels of rebel violence against civilians will

decrease to a greater extent than the state violence against civilians in the same area.

4 Research Design

To test the hypotheses that peacekeeping bases will reduce violence against civilians, I start
with a necessary scope condition. For peacekeeping bases to impact civilian victimization,
peacekeeping operations must have a mandate to protect civilians from violence. Peace-
keeping operations that are there to verify the terms of a ceasefire and act as mediators,
for example, would be outside the scope of this research note. These bases are often placed
inbetween or on the very edge of state boundaries that tend to be less populated and where
civilians are less likely to live,?® which means that the inclusion of these bases would bias
the violence reduction capabilities as higher than they are in reality. To filter potential
peacekeeping missions to those with a mandate to protect civilians, I use the Peacekeeping
Mandates (PEMA) dataset.?*

This research note examines violence surrounding peacekeeping bases when the bases’
radii do not overlap with each other. I exclude any peacekeeping bases with overlapping
areas because of spillover effects that cannot be accounted for by the difference-in-difference
models. The spillover effects are a threat to causal infererence. Any spillover of violence vio-
lates the assumption of stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA),?® as one treatment
could affect the outcome of violence for another treatment.

One potential issue with using a coordinates approach is the lack of control groups in

the data. Unlike the grid structure common in microstudies of peacekeeping, there are no
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empty spaces where bases could be placed but are not. To resolve this, I use the units not
yet treated at the same time that the “treated” group received treatment as the control
variable. I also remove those bases from the sample after they received their first treatment,

which is common in the difference-in-differences literature.26

4.1 Outcomes of Interest

In this research note, I explore the effect of peacekeeping bases on political violence. With
this in mind, I measure the political violence of state and rebel groups, modeled after others
exploring political violence such as Hultman et al., Fjelde et al., and Kunkel.?” In line with
those papers, I use the UCDP’s Georeferenced Events Database containing longitudinal
data on violence across the world. As peacekeeping bases arrive, they are unlikely to have
an immediate effect on the surrounding area; to mitigate this issue, the dependent variable
for all models is lagged by one month.?®

As explained in Section 3, bases should reduce local violence against civilians by rebels
at a higher rate than state actors. In addition, I distinguish between the types of political
violence committed. With the UCDP’s data, I examine political violence broken down into
four potential outcomes across two measures of the dependent variable. The first measure is
a count of all civilian deaths in a month with separate outcomes for government and rebel
actors. The second measure is a binary variable coded as one if five or move civilians died

in a single month, also split across actors.

26. Callaway and Sant’Anna 2021; Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille 2022; Baker, Larcker, and Wang 2022.

27. Hultman, J. D. Kathman, and Shannon 2013; Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson 2019; Kunkel 2023.

28. Similarly, the data only details what month peacekeepers arrive, rather than the day of the month.
Using the same month violence as the dependent variable would compare bases’ impacts on reducing violence
if they arrived on the 1st or 31st of the month. Lagging of the dependent variable should alleviate this issue.



4.2 Treatment

To measure the treatment, I use the coordinates of peacekeeping bases from the Geocoded
Peacekeeping Operations (Geo-PKO) dataset.?” Geo-PKO maps the base deployments of UN
Peacekeeping from 1994-2020 at the monthly level. With these coordinates, I constructed
areas of “treatment,” measured as the area around a base constructed circularly. To test
how bases may impact violence at different areas, I measure the area around a base with
various radii; the first radii is 2km, followed by treatment areas of 5km to 50km in 5-km
intervals (e.g., 10, 15, 20km and so on).

Peacekeeping bases are not monoliths, especially considering the divide between POBs
and TOBs. Although there is no current data on the size of peacekeeping bases or their status
as POB or TOB, I use the Geo-PKO variable HQ as a proxy for size. Cil et al. classify
bases into one of four types: mission headquarters, sector headquarters, troop-contributing
country (TCC) headquarters, and not a headquarters. After the first analyses examining
the effects of all bases on political violence, secondary analyses disaggregate the treatment

by base type to see which, if any, bases are driving the results.

4.3 Methods

In order to create a control sample, I utilize Calloway and Sant’Anna’s group-time average
treatment effect (GTATE) to artificially use not-yet treated groups as controls.*’ In other
words, if every base in the sample started at time ¢; and went through time #59, each is
assigned a time variable counting from one to the final time in the sample. The GTATE
then makes comparisons at each time period of newly treated units with those not yet
treated. Therefore, a location that received treatment at t;5 is compared to all units in the
data that had not yet received treatment at #;5. This treatment effect is spread across each

unit and then pooled into a single overall treatment effect that can be interpreted identically

29. Cil et al. 2020.
30. Callaway and Sant’Anna 2021.
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to the average treatment effect (ATE) in canonical difference-in-differences models. With
treatments occurring over time in panel data, bootstrapped standard errors are used to
calculate the confidence intervals.

Although traditional geographic-causal inference models may initially seem more appro-
priate, these models cannot be used to determine how peackeeping bases impact state and
rebel actors. Models used to determine the effect of geographic proximity on a base’s ability
to reduce violence, such as spatial econometric models,®' cannot measure the exposure of the
base to local actors. Since state and rebel forces act fluidly to counter one another, we can
only see when they commit the violence, rather than their exposure to the base measured
through presence. To solve this problem, I use a varying conception of local and measure it
using various constructions of the radii surrounding a peacekeeping base. Thus, my models
measure each level of violence within these defined radii to explore how violence changes

with each measure.

4.4 Parallel Trends Test

The parallel trends test is crucial in assessing validity in any difference-in-differences study
design.?? The parallel trends test evaluates the assumption that the outcomes for the treat-
ment and control groups over time would have stayed parallel (and thus no effect observed)
without any treatment. I use Callaway and Sant’Anna’s unconditional parallel trends test
to examine this.

Figures 1 and 2 provide my plots for the unconditional parallel trends test. Figures la
and 1b show the plots upon the entrance of the base on government violence, while Figures 2a
and 2b show the plots on rebel violence. These plots illustrate event study analyses of four

of my models.??

31. Anselin 1988.

32. Roth et al. 2023.

33. Since this research note is an empirical test of peacekeeping bases with many empirical models, there
is not enough space in the appendix for the plots of approximately 200 models. The code for creating the
rest of the parallel trends plots can be found in the replication materials.
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Figure 1: Estimates and confidence intervals of violence for pre-treatment of base entrance,
based on length of exposure.

The key to the interpretation of this test is the pre-treatment period. Callaway and
Sant’Anna’s test is a hypothesis test, where the hypothesis is that throughout the pretreat-
ment phase, the parallel trends test is violated. Thus, the parallel trends assumption is
supported if this test is violated before the “treatment” of peacekeepers, which can be done
by examining each pretreatment period where the confidence interval crosses zero.

My event study plots testing the null hypothesis show that the pretreatment estimates

are statistically insignificant, as shown in Figures 1 and 2.

5 Analysis

What are the local effects of peacekeeping bases? I start this section with the point estimates
and the 95% confidence intervals plotted in Figure 3. Figure 3 shows the cumulative effects
of peacekeeping bases on violence, in binary and count measures of the outcome and split

by actor.

Figures 3a and 3c show the binary and count outcomes of violence by state actors,
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Figure 2: Estimates and confidence intervals of violence for pre-treatment of base entrance,
based on length of exposure.

respectively. Almost all estimates in the models have a p-value > 0.05, indicating a lack of
statistical significance at the conventional level. The exceptions to this are estimates in the
35-50km range in Figure 3c. It is unlikely that peacekeeping bases do not affect violence in
ranges of 2-30 km but do affect violence in a larger range, leading me to conclude that this
is quite possibly due to noise and a small sample size at that distance.?*

Comparison of Figures 3a and 3c with Figures 3b and 3d shows support for H3. In
fact, peacekeeping bases have a statistically significant and negative effect on rebel violence
measured as a binary or count outcome. Figure 3b shows a surprising jump in the reduction
in violence from the 10km to 15km distances, with a null effect in the 30-40km ranges and a
return to significance at the 45km and 50km distances, complete with lower point estimates

than the 10-25km distances. Figure 3d contains other striking results, again driven by the

estimates of larger distances. Although these results are intriguing, one issue may be the

34. Recall that when the base radii intersect with each other the bases are dropped from that sample. Thus,
as the radius of base treatment increases in size, the number of peacekeeping bases and overall observations
in the sample decrease.
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Figure 3: Comparison of violence figures based on different distances from a peacekeeping
base. Top row: Probability of at least 5 civilian deaths. Bottom row: Count of civilian
deaths. Bootstrap standard errors are used to calculate confidence intervals.

aggregation of all peacekeeping bases into a dichotomous treatment. To unpack these results
and understand how bases can affect local violence in a different way, I turn to Figures 4 - 7.

Figure 4 shows similar results between the types of peacekeeping bases to the results in
the aggregated models, with the exception of the mission headquarters. Every estimate for
mission headquarters (besides the estimates of 2km and 10km) is statistically significant,
although the substantive significance decreases from the 40km to 45km estimates. These
results show how the mission headquarters can reduce violence, and provides more evidence
that the largest peacekeeping bases have strong effects on reducing state violence, even as
far as 40km away.

Figure 5 paints a similar picture, since the only bases that reduce the probability of
state violence against civilians are the mission headquarters. These results are important,

as the mission headquarters decreases the probability of state violence against civilians from
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Figure 4: Average Treatment Effect (ATE) from models with a dependent variable repre-
senting the total number of civilian deaths by state actors, grouped by the type of operating
base.

approximately 20 — 25% at ranges of up to 40km away from the base. The headquarters of
the peacekeeping mission is likely to be larger than the three counterparts, and this impact
shows in the way that they decrease both the amount and the probability of violence against
civilians by state actors.

These findings are subtantively interesting, especially compared to other recent micro-
level studies of peacekeeping. Existing research often shows that peacekeepers have a null
effect on incumbent political violence.?® These models provide novel evidence that peace-
keeping bases (including peacekeepers within) can reduce state violence, as opposed to the
measurement of only peacekeepers. Of course, there can only be one mission headquarters
per mission; moreover, to repeat the words of Walter et al.,*® the solution to peacekeeping
deployment dilemmas cannot be as simple as sending more troops or, in this case, making
every base as large as possible. However, these findings show that there are ways to deter
state violence. The mission headquarters could be strategically placed, for example, in a

location with a high probability of state violence, while the composition of units can be

35. Ruggeri, Dorussen, and Gizelis 2017; Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson 2019.
36. Walter, Howard, and Fortna 2021.
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Figure 5: ATE from models with a dichotomous dependent variable indicating the occurrence
of at least five deaths by state actors, grouped by the type of operating base.

modified to increase the effectiveness of peacekeepers against rebel actors.?’

When disaggregated by the type of peacekeeping base deployed, the rebel violence in
Figures 6 and 7 as compared to the aggregated estimates in Figures 3d and 3b, presents a
different story. Figure 6, for example, shows statistical insignificance in all models, indicating
that peacekeeping bases regardless of size and type do not increase or decrease rebel violence.
However, while the models suggest that peacekeepers do not reduce the number of violent
civilian deaths by rebel groups, Figure 7 estimates point to an effect of the bases on the
probability of rebel political violence across the mission headquarters and the mission sector
headquarters. When increasing the treatment radius in 5km intervals, the results for both
types of headquarters are statistically significant and indicate a decreased probability of
violence up to 25km from the base.

The effect of bases on rebel violence is substantively smaller than the effects on state
violence, providing evidence against H3 and contrasting with existing research on the effects
of peacekeepers on rebel violence.®® This effect may come from the areas where peacekeeping

bases are deployed. Recall that peacekeepers work with the host state to stabilize the country

37. Kunkel 2023.
38. Ruggeri, Dorussen, and Gizelis 2017; Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson 2019; Kunkel 2023.
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and that peacekeepers can take preventive offensive action to reduce rebel violence.? Mission
and sector headquarters that rarely move are more likely to select into population centers*’
and do so with the permission of the host state and, therefore, are more likely to go to areas
already controlled by government forces. This could explain the relatively small impacts of
bases on rebel violence, as larger bases may be more likely to go to incumbent-controlled

territory where rebel violence is already low.

6 Conclusion

Do peacekeeping bases reduce violence against civilians? This research note analyzes the
impacts of UN peacekeeping bases. I extend existing causal mechanisms of peacekeeper
protection to peacekeeping bases. Bases act as a physical reminder of the UN’s presence
and thus a reminder of the consequences for attacking civilians and the potential to impose
physical or political costs. Peacekeepers acting with Ch. VII authority to protect civilians
from the confines of a peacekeeping base lends credible threats to the consequences of political
violence. With these violence reducing mechanisms, bases have gravity that dissipate over
space.

To provide evidence of these effects, I use Geo-PKQO’s data on the location and com-
position of peacekeeping bases in conjunction with the UCDP’s data on political violence.
Using the group-time average treatment effect to estimate a difference-in-differences model
with selective treatment timing, I show that peacekeeping bases, on average, reduce political
violence by rebel groups and have null effects on state violence, in line with expectations
from the existing literature on peacekeeping effectiveness. However, these effects are more
complex, as disaggregating the type of peacekeeping base by size instead shows that the
largest peacekeeping bases, mission and sector headquarters, impact both rebel and state

violence, with a larger effect on government forces.

39. Kunkel et al. 2023.
40. Mvukiyehe and Samii 2021.
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My results indicate the unique effects of peacekeeping bases; although my models cannot
distinguish the difference between peacekeeping bases and the troops housed within, this
research note provides an important first step in uncovering the local effects of peacekeeping
bases and contributes to the extant literature on peacekeeping effectiveness.

Although this research note is the first to test these effects, there are two important
caveats to empirics and causal identification. First, the research design does not account for
possible selection effects, which prior research has shown to have a significant impact on the
UN sending peacekeepers.*! Yet, as those articles point out, the UN sends peacekeepers (and
thus the bases) into more difficult situations where a violent outbreak occurred or is likely to
occur in the near future. In other words, the estimates would bias peacekeepers as being less
effective than they are in reality, meaning the estimates showing a decrease in violence are
likely underestimating the true effects. Second, while I argue that a large part of the gravity
of a base comes from its physical size, no data currently exist on the size of peacekeeping
bases. To approximate the size of bases, I used Geo-PKO’s headquarters variable, which
provides one way to measure the size of bases ordinally. Future research should explore the
effects of peacekeeping bases at a more granular level, such as using satellite imagery to
measure the area of a base.

It is well established that peacekeepers are effective in preventing violence. However,
little is known about the effects of the bases from which they operate. In this research note,
I develop a novel theory on how bases impact violence and explore their effects empirically,
finding that peacekeeping bases may play a larger role in determining the effectiveness of

UN peacekeepers than previously thought.

41. Ruggeri, Dorussen, and Gizelis 2017; Fjelde, Hultman, and Nilsson 2019; Kunkel 2023.

19



References

Anselin, Luc. 1988. Spatial Econometrics: Methods and Models. Vol. 4. Studies in Operational
Regional Science. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.

Baker, Andrew C., David F. Larcker, and Charles C.Y. Wang. 2022. “How much should
we trust staggered difference-in-differences estimates?” Journal of Financial Economics
144, no. 2 (May): 370-395. 1sSN: 0304405X. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2022.01.
004.

Beardsley, Kyle, and Kristian Skrede Gleditsch. 2015. “Peacekeeping as Conflict Contain-
ment.” International Studies Review 17, no. 1 (March): 67-89.

Beber, Bernd, Michael J Gilligan, Jenny Guardado, and Sabrina Karim. 2019. “The Promise
and Peril of Peacekeeping Economies.” International Studies Quarterly 63, no. 2 (June):
364-379. 1sSN: 0020-8833, 1468-2478. https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqz012.

Bove, Vincenzo, and Andrea Ruggeri. 2016. “Kinds of Blue: Diversity in UN Peacekeeping
Missions and Civilian Protection.” British Journal of Political Science 46, no. 3 (July):
681-700.

Callaway, Brantly, and Pedro H.C. Sant’Anna. 2021. “Difference-in-Differences with multiple
time periods.” Journal of Econometrics 225, no. 2 (December): 200-230. 1SSN: 03044076.
https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.jeconom.2020.12.001. https://linkinghub.elsevier.com /
retrieve/pii/S0304407620303948.

Card, David, and Alan B. Krueger. 1994. “Minimum Wages and Employment: A Case Study
of the Fast-Food Industry in New Jersey and Pennsylvania.” The American Economic
Review 84 (4): 772-793. 1sSN: 0002-8282. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2118030.

Carnegie, Allison, and Christoph Mikulaschek. 2020. “The Promise of Peacekeeping: Pro-
tecting Civilians in Civil Wars.” International Organization 74 (4): 810-832. https:
//doi.org/10.1017,/S0020818320000442.

Chaisemartin, Clement de, and Xavier D’Haultfeeuille. 2022. Two-Way Fized Effects and
Differences-in-Differences with Heterogeneous Treatment Effects: A Survey. Paris, France.

Cil, Deniz, Hanne Fjelde, Lisa Hultman, and Desirée Nilsson. 2020. “Mapping blue helmets:
Introducing the Geocoded Peacekeeping Operations (Geo-PKO) dataset.” Journal of
Peace Research 57, no. 2 (March): 360-370. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343319871978.

Costalli, Stefano. 2014. “Does Peacekeeping Work? A Disaggregated Analysis of Deployment
and Violence Reduction in the Bosnian War.” British Journal of Political Science 44,
no. 2 (April): 357-380.

De Simone, Daniel. 2023. “Mali: UN peacekeeping mission ends after decade.” BBC' (London)

(December). Accessed February 2, 2024. https: //www.bbc.com /news /world- africa-
67851525.

Di Salvatore, Jessica, Magnus Lundgren, Kseniya Oksamytna, and Hannah M. Smidt. 2022.
“Introducing the Peacekeeping Mandates (PEMA) Dataset.” Journal of Conflict Reso-
lution 66, nos. 4-5 (May): 924-951. https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027211068897.

Diehl, Paul F., Jennifer Reifschneider, and Paul R. Hensel. 1996. “United Nations Interven-
tion and Recurring Conflict.” International Organization 50 (4): 683-700. 1SSN: 0020-
8183.

20


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2022.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2022.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqz012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2020.12.001
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0304407620303948
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0304407620303948
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2118030
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818320000442
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818320000442
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343319871978
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-67851525
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-67851525
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027211068897

Fjelde, Hanne, Lisa Hultman, and Desirée Nilsson. 2019. “Protection Through Presence: UN
Peacekeeping and the Costs of Targeting Civilians.” International Organization 73 (1):
103-131. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818318000346.

Greig, J. Michael, and Paul F. Diehl. 2005. “The Peacekeeping-Peacemaking Dilemma.”
International Studies Quarterly 49, no. 4 (December): 621-646. 1SSN: 0020-8833, 1468-
2478. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2478.2005.00381.x.

Hultman, Lisa, Jacob Kathman, and Megan Shannon. 2014. “Beyond Keeping Peace: United
Nations Effectiveness in the Midst of Fighting.” American Political Science Review 108,
no. 4 (November): 737-753. 1SSN: 0003-0554, 1537-5943. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0003055414000446.

Hultman, Lisa, Jacob D. Kathman, and Megan Shannon. 2013. “United Nations Peacekeep-
ing and Civilian Protection in Civil War.” American Journal of Political Science (May):
875-891. 1SSN: 00925853. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12036.

Kathman, Jacob D., and Reed M. Wood. 2014. “Stopping the Killing During the “Peace”:
Peacekeeping and the Severity of Postconflict Civilian Victimization.” Foreign Policy
Analysis (April): 149-169. https://doi.org/10.1111/fpa.12041.

Kunkel, Sky. 2023. Who Keeps the Peace? Gendered Effects in UN Peacekeeping. West
Lafayette, IN, USA, October. https://www.skytheacademic.com /files / who_keeps_
the_peace.pdf.

Kunkel, Sky, Douglas B. Atkinson, Rebecca Dudley, and Zach Warner. 2023. Does Peace
Remain After the Peacekeepers Leave? An Exploration of Peacekeeper (In)Effectiveness.
West Lafayette, IN, USA, October. https://www.skytheacademic.com /files/ When_
PKs_Leave.pdf.

Melander, Erik. 2009. “Selected To Go Where Murderers Lurk?: The Preventive Effect of
Peacekeeping on Mass Killings of Civilians.” Conflict Management and Peace Science
26, no. 4 (September): 389-406. https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894209106482.

Mvukiyehe, Eric, and Cyrus Samii. 2017. “Promoting Democracy in Fragile States: Field
Experimental Evidence from Liberia” [in en]. World Development 95 (July): 254-267.
I1SSN: 0305750X, accessed September 16, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.worlddev.
2017.02.014. https://linkinghub.elsevier.com /retrieve /pii/S0305750X15312572.

. 2021. “Peacekeeping and development in fragile states: Micro-level evidence from
Liberia.” Publisher: SAGE Publications Ltd, Journal of Peace Research 58, no. 3 (May):

368-383. 1SSN: 0022-3433, accessed March 8, 2022. https://doi.org/10.1177,/002234332
0912813. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343320912813.

Peace Operations, Department of. 2020. United Nations Infantry Battalion Manual (UNI-
BAM), January. Accessed June 13, 2022. https://peacckeeping.un.org/sites/default /
files/3. _military_-_1_united_nations_infantry _battalion_manual unibam.pdf.

Peitz, Laura, and Gregor Reisch. 2019. “Violence reduction or relocation?: Effects of United
Nations troops presence on local levels of violence” [in en]. Zeitschrift fiir Friedens- und
Konfliktforschung 8, no. 2 (October): 161-181. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42597-019-
00009-w.

Roth, Jonathan, Pedro H. C. Sant’Anna, Alyssa Bilinski, and John Poe. 2023. “What’s
trending in difference-in-differences? A synthesis of the recent econometrics literature.”
Journal of Econometrics 235, no. 2 (August): 2218-2244.

21


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818318000346
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2478.2005.00381.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055414000446
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055414000446
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12036
https://doi.org/10.1111/fpa.12041
https://www.skytheacademic.com/files/who_keeps_the_peace.pdf
https://www.skytheacademic.com/files/who_keeps_the_peace.pdf
https://www.skytheacademic.com/files/When_PKs_Leave.pdf
https://www.skytheacademic.com/files/When_PKs_Leave.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894209106482
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.02.014
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0305750X15312572
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343320912813
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343320912813
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343320912813
https://peacekeeping.un.org/sites/default/files/3._military_-_1_united_nations_infantry_battalion_manual_unibam.pdf
https://peacekeeping.un.org/sites/default/files/3._military_-_1_united_nations_infantry_battalion_manual_unibam.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42597-019-00009-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42597-019-00009-w

Rubin, Donald B. 1986. “Statistics and Causal Inference: Comment: Which Ifs Have Causal
Answers.” Journal of the American Statistical Association 81, no. 396 (December): 961.
ISSN: 01621459. https://doi.org/10.2307/2289065.

Ruggeri, Andrea, Han Dorussen, and Theodora-Ismene Gizelis. 2017. “Winning the Peace
Locally: UN Peacekeeping and Local Conflict.” International Organization 71 (1): 163~
185. 1ssN: 0020-8183, 1531-5088. https://doi.org/10.1017/50020818316000333.

Walter, Barbara F., Lise Morje Howard, and V. Page Fortna. 2021. “The Extraordinary
Relationship between Peacekeeping and Peace.” British Journal of Political Science 51,
no. 4 (October): 1705-1722. https://doi.org/10.1017/5000712342000023X.

22


https://doi.org/10.2307/2289065
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818316000333
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000712342000023X

Appendix

A POB vs TOB

UNDOF Headquarters

(b) A Temporary Operating Base: UN Point 86 B, in 2021.

Figure 8: Operating Bases in 2021
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