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Abstract

This paper examines the roles, strengths, and limitations of peacekeeping and unarmed civilian pro-
tection (UCP) as tools in the conflict resolution process. Peacekeeping, primarily executed by United
Nations military operations, follows a ‘saving strangers’ paradigm, which focuses on reducing violence
through external intervention. In contrast, UCP emphasises a relational approach to the Respon-
sibility to Protect (R2P), leveraging local knowledge, community agency, and strategic nonviolence
to fill protection gaps often left by peacekeepers. Through an in-depth exploration of theoretical
frameworks and a case study in Bentiu, South Sudan, the paper reveals how UCP strategies—such
as Women’s Protection Teams—effectively address challenges like sexual violence by mobilising local
resources and fostering community-led solutions. While peacekeeping has demonstrated significant
impacts in reducing conflict recurrence and civilian casualties, its shortcomings, including a lack of
cultural integration and recurring issues like sexual exploitation and abuse, highlight the need for
alternative or complementary approaches. The paper concludes by advocating for a more nuanced
integration of UCP and peacekeeping, emphasising the potential to create sustainable, community-
centred protection strategies. It underscores the importance of further research into UCP to enhance
its role as a critical component of global peacebuilding efforts.
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Introduction

The peacebuilder’s toolbox includes myriad
tools for the cessation of violence, peace nego-
tiation, conflict transformation, resolution, and
prevention. While each tool may have its ideal
application scenario, no single tool is univer-
sally effective in resolving conflicts. This arti-
cle delves into the roles, prerequisites, and out-
comes of peacekeeping in conflict resolution pro-
cesses. Additionally, it examines unarmed civil-
ian protection—a grassroots peacebuilding ap-
proach—and contrasts it with military peace-
keeping.  Through comparing peacekeeping’s
‘saving strangers’ paradigm with unarmed civil-
ian protection’s relational responsibility to pro-
tect (R2P) framework and a case study of their
combined use in Bentiu, South Sudan, the paper
highlights their complementary and oppositional
aspects, particularly in addressing gaps in pro-
tection to prevent sexual violence.

Peacekeeping & its Contribution to the Con-
flict Resolution Process

Although the word ‘peacekeeping’ is mnot
found in the UN Charter, the creation of UN
Peacekeeping in 1948 led to its limited use in
interstate wars during the Cold War period.
Since then, its utilisation and complexity have
increased and ‘blue helmets’ have become a tan-
gible symbol of the UN and its ability—or fail-
ure—to keep civilians safe during times of con-
flict. UN Peacekeeping Operations (UN PKOs)
have become larger and more effective since the
end of the Cold War (UN Department of Pub-
lic Information, 1996, p. 4; United Nations,
1945; Fortna, 2008, p. 1; Fortna, 2004, p. 283;
Gaibulloev, Sandler & Shimizu, 2009, p. 827).
Perceptions and opinions on peacekeeping vary
widely. Nearly every large-N study has found
strong, statistically significant relationships be-
tween the utilisation of peacekeeping and a re-
duction in conflict-related death while also leav-
ing serious protection gaps and having pervasive
sexual abuse issues (Walter, Howard & Fortna,
2021, p. 1718; Jose & Medie, 2015, p. 521;
Ndulo, 2009, pp. 141-146).

&)

What is (& is not to some) Peacekeeping

The definitions of peacekeeping vary by peo-
ple, sectors, and levels of analysis. For Fortna
(2008), peacekeeping is the:

...deployment of international person-
nel to help maintain peace and security
in the aftermath of war. All peace-
keeping missions involve military per-
sonnel, though they may or may not
be armed, and many missions include
substantial civilian components as well
(Fortna, 2008, p. 5).

Furnari (2015) takes a broader approach, defin-
ing peacekeeping as:

...action by third parties to prevent vi-
olence, protect civilians, and support
local efforts to change conflict dynam-
ics, by controlling or influencing bel-
ligerents and/or their proxies, as well
as local people (Furnari, 2015, p. 25).

The latter definition of peacekeeping is inher-
ently relational between third-party interveners
and those living in a conflict situation—in this
definition, peacekeeping is inherently about in-
fluencing others (Furnari, 2015, p. 25). Some
define peacekeeping as a specifically military
endeavour, while others define it by the func-
tions performed, such as interpositioning, ac-
companiment, protective accompaniment, and
monitoring. Even further, some would consider
the incidental performance of said functions to
be peacekeeping, even when performed by non-
peacekeeping organisations (military or civilian)
(Schirch, 2006, pp. 10 & 24; Gray, 2022a, p.
198). For this paper, ‘peacekeeping’ refers to
military peacekeeping—mainly UN PKO. Civil-
ian peacekeeping, unarmed peacekeeping, third-
party nonviolent intervention, and other related
concepts will hereafter be collectively referred to
as Unarmed Civilian Protection (UCP), as dis-
cussed below.

Peacekeeping is performed by the UN and
various regional organisations, such as the
African Union, the European Union, NATO,
or ad hoc groups of states, such as the Multi-
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National Force-Iraq.! The most well-known
form of peacekeeping is UN traditional peace-
keeping—the deployment of military units to fa-
cilitate the negotiated settlement of a conflict by
the consent of member-state parties, authorised
by Chapters VI-VII on the UN Charter (UN,
1945, Art. 33-51). Traditional peacekeeping op-
erations create buffer zones, assist with demo-
bilisation, and more (Doyle & Sambanis, 2000,
p. 781). The ‘Second Wave’ of PKOs, beginning
in the 1990s, moved to multidimensional peace-
keeping, which includes traditional military de-
ployment and civilian peacekeeping roles focus-
ing on community relations, intelligence, and in-
stitutional reform (Doyle & Sambanis, 2000, p.
782).

The Logic of Peacekeeping

Peacekeeping operates by providing external
security guarantees for warring parties and is
employed at various stages of the conflict res-
olution process, typically at the conclusion of
armed hostilities. It is largely used during cease-
fires and when transitioning from peace agree-
ment negotiation to signature to implementa-
tion (UN DPO, 2008, p. 19). Krain (2005),
in their exploration of third-party intervention
models, illustrates the Challenging Intervention
Model in relation to state-sponsored mass atroc-
ities. They argue that “[ijnternational interven-
tion against the perpetrator should reduce the
severity of any ongoing genocide or politicide”
(Krain, 2005, p. 367) by forcing perpetrators
to reassess their cost-benefit analysis of contin-
uing the killing. The witness model holds that
the mere presence of international boots on the
ground, regardless of the use or threat of vio-
lence, should reduce the severity of mass vio-
lence. The bystander model, adopted by most
states in most cases of mass atrocity, operates
under a Luttwakian logic, positing that no inter-
vention will have an ameliorating effect. There-
fore, it is better to not intervene and allow local
power dynamics to play out. The impartial in-
tervention model, alternatively, is the model un-
der which most international organisations op-
erate. This model necessitates impartiality and

clarifies that the cessation of violence is the goal,
not victory, for any involved party. These in-
terventions appear more legitimate, non-biased,
and less threatening (Krain, 2005, pp. 367-369;
Melander, 2009, p. 394; Luttwak, 1999, p. 37
& 44). Contemporary UN PKOs tend to oper-
ate under the Impartial Intervention and Wit-
ness models of international intervention.
Peacekeeping is often employed in the most
challenging situations, when it is unlikely that
any other tool will be effective, few other or-
ganisations or states can provide assistance, and
prospects for peace are low. It is rarely used
when there has been a decisive military victory,
hence credible commitment and security dilem-
mas are omnipresent, meaning conflicting par-
ties often have spoiler power in any existing
peace negotiations or implementation (Fortna,
2008, 2004, p. 288; Melander, 2009, p. 393;
Luttwak, 1999, p. 37 Gilligan & Stedman 2003;
Kathman & Wood, 2016; Howard, 2019, p. 185).
This is partly because intrastate armed conflicts
often occur in contexts of legitimate state au-
thority failures, and sustainable peace frequently
relies on rebuilding that state authority (Doyle
& Sambanis, 2000, p. 779). However, Howard
(2019, p. 185) notes that even in the most com-
plex concluded PKO missions, over 60% have
successfully implemented their mandates.

Pathways for Peacekeeping Effectiveness

Post-conflict environments are inherently
fragile. Limiting post-conflict violence is im-
portant to maintaining public and political con-
fidence in the peace process and to allow the
peace to take shape (Ruggeri et al., 2017, p.
182). Peacekeeping is used to end current hos-
tilities and create space for building durable fu-
ture peace. Hegre, Hultman, and Nygérd (2019)
identify three main pathways through which
peacekeeping works, which are supported and
complemented by a robust literature on peace-
keeping:

» Preventing conflict recidivism;
» Reducing the intensity of ongoing violence
or enabling the cessation of violence;

IMilitary group during the 2003 invasion of Iraq comprised the United States, United Kingdom, Australia, Italy, Spain, and Poland.
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o Limiting the spatial and temporal conta-
gion of conflict.

In cases where peacekeepers are present, the
risk of conflict recidivism is reduced by 75-
85% (Fortna, 2008, p. 125; Hegre, Hult-
man & Nygard, 2019, p. 217).  Peace-
keeping can address lingering and soon-to-be-
assuaged security dilemma concerns in fragile
post-conflict areas, especially in containing civil-
ian deaths (Kathman & Wood, 2014, pp. 151
& 166). It also helps mitigate credible prob-
lems—increasing trust in negotiated settlements
(Hultman et al., 2014, p. 741; Powell, 2004, p.
347). Parties thus feel more comfortable partic-
ipating in peace processes. PKOs allow space
for economic growth and recovery in conflict-
affected settings, reducing the likelihood of con-
flict reoccurrence (Collier et al., 2008, p. 474).
This does not always have a positive outcome,
as peacekeeping has also been found to disrupt
local economies in the Democratic Republic of
Congo, Liberia, and South Sudan (Autesserre,
2017, p. 119; Jennings & Boas, 2015, p. 284).
Peacekeepers reduce the intensity of ongo-
ing violence and can enable favourable con-
ditions for the cessation of violence by mak-
ing violence more costly relative to the alter-
native—thereby changing parties’ cost-benefit
analysis. They achieve this by limiting bat-
tlefield engagement opportunities, turning bel-
ligerents away, separating combatants, and fa-
cilitating pre-agreement disarmament, among
other measures (Hultman, Kathman, & Shan-
non, 2014, p. 742; Walter, Howard, & Fortna,
2021, p. 1707). A higher number of troop de-
ployments has been associated with reduced bat-
tlefield hostilities (Hultman, Kathman & Shan-
non, 2014, p. 748). In localised areas, i.e. PRIO-
GRID cells,?2 a deployment of just 300 armed
peacekeepers reduces the probability of conflict
continuing from 90% to 75%; an increase to 500
troops drops the probability to 48% (Ruggeri,
Dorussen & Gizelis, 2017, pp. 5 & 26-27).3
Lastly, peacekeeping limits the spatial diffu-
sion of conflict. States are more likely to ex-
perience intrastate or interstate conflict when

their neighbours are in conflict (Buhaug & Gled-
itsch, 2008, p. 230; Beardsley, 2011, p. 1051).
Peacekeeping mitigates this effect by contain-
ing the spatial diffusion of conflict within and
across borders (Beardsley & Gleditsch, 2015; p.
68). Peacekeeping further secures borders, pre-
venting rival states from supporting or spon-
soring insurgencies, “..dampen[ing] the propen-
sity for intrastate conflict to spark additional
intrastate conflict nearby” (Beardsley, 2011, p.
1062). Peacekeeping will be most efficacious in
intrastate conflicts in states with regional rival-
ries. While Beardsley (2011, p. 1062) finds that
both light and heavy peacekeeping forces can
stop the diffusion of conflict, undercommitted
or misaligned PKO deployments can fail to con-
tain violence and protect civilians (Beardsley &
Gleditsch 2015, p. 85; Hultman, 2010, p. 38;
Hultman, Kathman & Shannon, 2013, p. 888;
Fjelde, Hultman & Nilsson, 2019, p. 35).

The Problem with Peacekeeping

Misunderstanding and disrespect towards the
societies in which peacekeepers operate, as well
as a lack of attention to local knowledge, are
common issues. They often establish ineffec-
tive routines and structures, rush political and
economic liberalisation, attempt to implement
inappropriate mandates, engage in sexual ex-
ploitation and abuse (SEA), and misuse their
authority (Autesserre 2010, 2014; Barnett &
Finnemore, 2004; von Billerbeck, 2017; Camp-
bell, 2017; de Coning, 2011; Donais, 2009;
Howard, 2008; de Vries, 2015; Howard, 2019, p.
185).

UN Peacekeeping has a sexual abuse prob-
lem. 1In 2023, 60 peacekeepers in the Cen-
tral African Republic were sent home for sex-
ual abuse (Dodds, 2023), seven years after a
compatriot peacekeeping contingent in DRC al-
legedly abused 11 women—including six minors
(Nichols, 2016). Concerns about SEA by peace-
keepers came in the early 1990s in Mozambique.
There have been allegations of SEA in nearly
every UN PKO, especially in DRC, Bosnia,

2The PRIO-GRID is composed of 0.5 decimal degrees latitude/longitude cells which correspond to roughly 50 x 50 km at the equa-

tor (Tollefsen, Strand & Buhaug, 2012, p. 67)
3Effects beyond this are marginal
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Kosovo, Haiti, Eritrea, East Timor, Liberia, and
Sierra Leone (Lee & Bartels, 2020, p. 178). The
power dynamic—economic, rank, and propen-
sity to use armed force—between peacekeepers
and local populations is usually stark.

Furthermore, peacekeepers also stay in par-
ticular locations for short periods of time. Thou-
sands of women around the world have had chil-
dren with UN peacekeepers before being left
behind—in Haiti alone, 2,541 women were in-
terviewed about their experience, an indication
of how many times this has happened both in
Haiti and across the globe. Both unequal power
dynamics and the short-term nature of mission
postings are key factors that influence the likeli-
hood of SEA. Accountability for sexual exploita-
tion and violence perpetrated by UN Peacekeep-
ers is rare (Lee & Bartels, 2020, pp. 198-199;
Nordés & Rustad, 2013). Though this has been
an issue for well over 30 years, it continues to be
pervasive.

Undercommitted or misaligned peacekeeping
operations can fail to contain violence and en-
danger local populations (Beardsley & Gled-
itsch, 2015, p. 85; Hultman, 2010, p. 38; Hult-
man, Kathman & Shannon, 2013, p. 888; Fjelde,
Hultman & Nilsson, 2019, p. 35). Though re-
search does show the apparent effects of peace-
keepers’ presence and the ability to contain con-
flict diffusion with relatively small groups, it is
important to properly equip and deploy PKOs to
match the needs in the area. It can be overdone,
however; larger peacekeeping missions with large
numbers of military personnel increase homicide
rates,* particularly from organised and individ-
ual crime. Under their current mandates, UN
troops are not equipped to handle criminal vi-
olence. Therefore, multidimensional peacekeep-
ing missions must be appropriately situated in
broader peacebuilding strategies (Di Salvatore,
2019, p. 854). This is made more difficult by
findings that point to sufficient troop deploy-
ment being important to reducing conflict vi-
olence (Hultman, Kathman & Shannon, 2014,
p. 745). In addition, for violence perpetrated
by rebel groups, regression analysis indicates a

235% expected increase in civilian deaths when
peacekeeping is present compared to when it is
not (Hultman, 2010, p. 38).

The ‘holy trinity’ of peacekeeping principles is
the consent of the parties, impartiality, and non-
use of force except in self-defence and defence of
the mandate (Gregory & Sharland, 2023). UN
Peacekeeping Operations Principles and Guide-
lines define consent as “a commitment by the
parties to a political process and their accep-
tance of a peacekeeping operation mandated to
support that process” (UN DPO, 2008, p. 31).
In practice, consent is always needed from the
host state “..in recognition of their sovereign
rights to control their territories,” which in-
cludes:

1. Acquiescence to the presence of a peace-
keeping mission

2. Acceptance of the mission’s mandate

3. Commitment to the political process that
the mission is intended to support (Se-
bastian & Gorur, 2018, p. 11)

This means that—outside of exceptional cir-
cumstances—PKOs do not happen if the host
state does not want them to, even in cases with
violence against civilians and state repression.
This gives a de facto leverage to a UN-member
conflict party, as they could withdraw their con-
sent. The consent of non-UN member states
is not required by the United Nations Secu-
rity Council (UNSC), but they can be consulted
(Gregory & Sharland, 2023). UN PKOs will,
therefore, always struggle to be impartial.’®

In short, peacekeepers are given a difficult
task as PKOs are launched in the most chal-
lenging situations. Individual peacekeepers are
sent to countries they have likely never lived in,
rarely speak the local languages, and are not ef-
fectively initiated into the context. Because of
this, PKO design is especially essential to mis-
sion success.

4Though, presence of UN police does lower the homicide rate, even counteracting the negative effect of military personnel when de-

ployed in tandem.

5Except potentially in cases of conflict between two or more UN member states, none of whom being permanent UNSC members.

See Gregory & Sharland, 2023
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Unarmed Civilian Protection & its Contribu-
tion to the Conflict Resolution Process

The large-scale failures to protect civilian
lives in Rwanda and Bosnia in the 1990s and
cases of UN Peacekeepers ‘withdrawing behind
closed gates’ led many to question the efficacy of
the primacy of the use of force to protect civil-
ians from violence (Gray, 2022a, p. 198; Gray,
2022c, p. 315). This leads to interrelated schools
of thought and practice that examine ways in
which civilians can protect themselves in the face
of violence and question prevailing assumptions
that the use of military force is the only way to
do peacekeeping. This leads to non-inherently
militarised relational definitions of peacekeep-
ing, such as the Furnari definition® and a grow-
ing literature on relational R2P. This underpins
the unarmed civilian protection theory and prac-
tice.

Unarmed civilian protection encompasses a
diverse array of methods and applications, rang-
ing from safeguarding civilians amidst conflict
in Kherson, Ukraine, to providing protective
accompaniment in camps for civilians in Ben-
tiu, South Sudan. Additionally, it includes
strategic nonviolent interpositioning in Hebron,
Palestine, as well as offering unarmed security
for members of Congress in the United States.
UCP, when Lisa Schirch first introduced it to
the academic literature in 1995, was—and is
still often—referred to as ‘civilian peacekeeping’
(Schirch, 1995; Julian & Schweitzer, 2015, p.
1). UCP, though professionalised in the last 40
years as a practice, operates within the logic of
strategic nonviolence, which has historically seen
successes from India to the US to the Philip-
pines to the Soviet Union (Francis, 2013, p. 46).
In the current militarised global paradigm, the
use of armed force is seen as ‘normal’ and le-
gitimate when used to the ends of state inter-
ests, while peace-related protection missions in
conflict zones without military forces are seen
as doomed to failure (Julian, 2020, p. 1; Gray,
2022b, p. 198; Michael & Ben-Ari, 2011, p. 658).

Major nonviolent campaigns are successful 53%
6

of the time (Stephan & Chenoweth, 2008, p. 9).”
Conventional wisdom continues to hold the use
of armed force as the default tool for shaping
conflict outcomes—often forgetting the strate-
gic value of nonviolence broadly and nonviolent
direct action for keeping peace. UCP can be de-
fined as:

The practice of deploying unarmed
civilians before, during and after vi-
olent conflict to prevent or reduce
violence, to provide direct physical
protection to other civilians and to
strengthen or build resilient local
peace infrastructures. The purpose of
UCP is to create a safer environment,
or a ‘safer space,” for civilians to ad-
dress their own needs, solve their own
conflicts and protect vulnerable indi-
viduals and populations in their midst
(Furnari, Oldenhuis & Julian, 2015, p.
299).

UCP can be employed at different stages of a
conflict: as a violence prevention tool before a
conflict, during conflict to stop or de-escalate
violence where feasible, or in post-conflict sce-
narios to support peace agreements and estab-
lish safer environments for broader peacebuild-
ing endeavours (Oldenhuis, 2016, p. 16; Paf-
fenholz, 2014, p. 88). Though UCP can, and
often does for strategic reasons, involve interna-
tional actors, it is almost always led by people
who come from and live in the conflict environ-
ment. This paradigm recognises the agency of
people living in conflict-affected settings, which
is often stripped from traditional conversations
on R2P and other third-party military inter-
ventions, which frequently reinforces racist as-
sumptions about conflict-affected communities
(Baines & Paddon, 2012, pp. 235-236; Gray,
2022b, p. 317; Mayersen, 2020, p. 5; Jose &
Medie, 2015, pp. 522-523; Mégret, 2009, pp.
579-581; Tynan, 2021, p. 604). By shifting from
state-centric armed third-party interveners, such
as UN peacekeeping, to locally-owned commu-

“..action by third parties to prevent violence, protect civilians, and support local efforts to change conflict dynamics, by controlling

or influencing belligerents and/or their proxies, as well as local people” (Furnari, 2015, p. 25)
7Stephan and Chenoweth (2008), of course, look at nonviolent civil resistance, not UCP or other nonviolent interventions—the idea
here is to underscore the efficacy of strategic nonviolence in a broader sense.
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nity self-protection, such as UCP, we recognise,
value, and benefit from existing webs of relation-
ships, pre- and extra-colonial conflict resolution
mechanisms, and local knowledge which sup-
ports prospects for long-term sustainable peace
through the means, not just as an end (De Juan,
2017, p. 1839-1841; Elfversson, 2019; p. 2065-
2068; Baines & Paddon, 2012, p. 232; Brauchler
& Naucke, 2017, p. 429; Autesserre, 2018).

UCP is a growing but underutilised instru-
ment in conflict resolution processes, especially
compared to peacekeeping. As it builds its aca-
demic and advocacy evidence base, UCP, as
a practice, has gained recognition as a stan-
dalone tool and a tool to be combined with tra-
ditional peacekeeping (Mayersen, 2020, p. 7).
The following section looks deeper at the ‘sav-
ing strangers’ vs relational R2P dichotomy and
problematises a case study on peacekeeping-
UCP integration.

Comparing Peacekeeping & Unarmed Civilian
Protection

‘Saving Strangers’ vs Relational R2P

The ‘saving strangers’ narrative stems from
the 2001 International Commission on In-
tervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) re-
port, which concretely conceptualised R2P and
Nicholas Wheeler’s following 2002 book, Saving
Strangers: Humanitarian Intervention in Inter-
national Society, which sees R2P military inter-
ventions as necessary in the face of the post-
WWII “..dilemma of what to do about strangers
who are subjected to appalling cruelty by their
governments” (Wheeler, 2002, p. 1; Gray, 2022c,
pp. 316-319). The 2001 ICISS report outlines
a framework for action towards human protec-
tion claims in other states, as opposed to self-
defence claims already permissible under Arti-
cle 51 of the UN Charter® (Evans & Sahnoun,
2001, p. VIII). Wheeler (2002) posits a solidarist
theory of legitimate humanitarian intervention.
This holds that military intervention can be le-
gitimate in the pursuit of the protection of hu-
man rights and promotion of global justice—that

states have a moral obligation to intervene mil-
itarily in cases of egregious violations of civilian
rights, e.g. genocide, ethnic cleansing, or crimes
against humanity. Viewing people as strangers
most often strips them of their history, relations
within their communities, agency, and potential
as agents to build peace in their own communi-
ties (Ahmed, 2021, p. 8; Gray, 2022c, p. 316).
Scholars such as Mégret (2009) and Gray (2022c)
argue that the dominant measures recommended
to help victims of atrocities are classically hu-
manitarian and state-centric. Relational R2P,
intentionally in line with many Indigenous philo-
sophical frameworks, puts its focus on the in-
terconnections between all beings—human or
otherwise—as opposed to the individual (Gray,
2022¢, p. 322; Tynan, 2021). Dominant R2P
literature and debate reject local agency, resis-
tance to oppression, and locally owned commu-
nity self-protection. R2P and its advocates carry
a noble cause and seek to stand in solidarity with
those facing the worst crimes humans have done.
This ‘saving strangers’ paradigm manifests in-
equitable global power structures which place
people in the Global North as the benevolent
protectors and people from the Global South as
poor victims without agency to ameliorate their
situation.

This lack of local ownership, community in-
clusion, and meaningful relationship between
‘protectors’ and the ‘protected’ seeds mistrust
between peacekeepers and the civilians they are
often mandated to protect. “They do not have
social embeddedness or intimacy with the com-
munity required to provide that care,” as Gray
(2022¢, p. 319) says. Furnari (2015) focuses on
the centrality of relationships to any peacekeep-
ing activity—armed or unarmed. They argue
that, even in the case of armed coercion by UN
Peacekeepers, they still have some sort of rela-
tionship with whomever they interact with. All
actors—especially people—want to be seen as le-
gitimate and work within a web of relationships
with others (Furnari, 2015, p. 26). UCP, not
armed with kinetic coercive force, utilises these
webs of relationships to challenge the perception
of legitimacy by influencing key relationships to

8 Acknowledging “..the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the

United Nations” (UN, 1945, Art. 51).
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protect civilians and prevent any violence target-
ing civilians (Furnari, 2015, p. 26). A reason-
able reader may take this information and sur-
mise that we should focus on improving the rela-
tionships between peacekeepers and the civilians
they are mandated to protect; however, as Gray
(2022¢, p. 319-320) notes, this does “..little to
disrupt the militarised, racialised, and gendered
hierarchies inherent in conventional protection
architecture.”®

Some, such as Smidt (2020), argue that UN
PKOs can reduce communal conflict by support-
ing traditional peacebuilding activities such as
intergroup dialogues. They point out that states
rarely have the capacity—or interest—to par-
ticipate in post-war reconciliation, and the UN
PKOs are the largest, best-funded international
actors working on the local level (Smidt, 2020, p.
346). It seems highly unlikely that local peace-
building activities done by UN PKOs—even
civilian PKO staff—could be more effective than
local and locally-rooted peacebuilding endeav-
ours, given real and perceived state bias, lack
of trust (not helped by omnipresent weaponry),
and the lack of meaningful relational webs be-
tween international PKO staff and local com-
munities. As Smidt notes, peacekeepers can pro-
vide buffers and safe space for peacebuilding ac-
tivities to take place, but the primacy of using
armed peacekeepers for such activities needs to
be examined concerning cost, long-term impact,
and potential unintended outcomes. At its base,
this argument appears to be a phenomenon of
logistic and operational convenience rather than
strategic choices for the best possible outcome in
a post-conflict situation. Jose and Medie (2015,
pp. 529-530) argue that peacekeeping and UCP
could be used in tandem, especially for facilitat-
ing the spread of information and resources, as
well as supporting and coordinating communica-
tion between parties. There are examples of the
complementary utilisation of UCP and PKOs,
as discussed in the following section, which can
be studied to design the best implementation for
the future.

9See Gray, 2022a

Complementary Utilisation of UCP & PKOs to
Prevent Sexual Violence

As described above, Peacekeeping often
leaves serious protection gaps. Peacekeepers are
not trusted—by the nature of being agents of
the UN, their ongoing history of sexual exploita-
tion and abuse—are seen to be biased towards
the host state and are not equipped to deal
with many types of security needs. Civilian self-
protection!?, often in the form of UCP, seeks
to fill these protection gaps by leveraging rela-
tions as a form of protection (Gray, 2022c, pp.
325-326). This is done both by International
NGOs (INGOs), such as Nonviolent Peaceforce
or EAPPI'! in close partnership with local com-
munities and at the grassroots level within the
community itself. Protection of Civilian (PoC)
sites in Bentiu, South Sudan, in 2014 is an ex-
ample of effective complementary utilisation of
UCP and PKOs—owned and initiated by civil-
ians in response to critical protection gaps left
by UNMISS, the peacekeeping mission in South
Sudan.

In the absence of state protection, UNMISS
was mandated to protect civilians within a con-
flict that saw widespread violence against civil-
ians, especially sexual violence (see Pinaud,
2020). Within the PoC sites, mutual fear and
mistrust were reported between peacekeepers,
United Nations Police, and communities (Gray,
2022a, p. 158). Women in the Bentiu PoC
sites were spending up to eight hours walking
outside of the camp to collect firewood—further
and further from the camp as the 200,000 peo-
ple in the camp needed to use up the surround-
ing resources as the situation became more pro-
tracted. While outside of the UNMISS pro-
tection of the camp, women were “..harassed,
forced to pay a ‘tax’ to pass, assaulted, raped,
abducted, and killed” (Gray, 2022c, p. 327). In
response to this protection gap, women in the
Bentiu PoC sites mobilised their own commu-
nal self-protection groups called Women’s Pro-
tection Teams (WPT) using UCP strategies. Us-
ing a feminist relational responsibility to pro-

10Which also includes armed self-defence and resistance such as gangs, vigilante groups, and other mutual-defence arrangements

M Ecumenical Accompaniment Programme in Palestine and Israel
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tect approach, the WPTs organised groups to
travel, counting as women left and reentered
the camp, used relational networks to map out
the safest and riskiest routes, and more (Gray,
2022b, p. 159; 2022c¢, p. 327). Because of
their webs of relationships and embedded lo-
cal knowledge, WPT was able to create much
more accurate risk assessments much faster than
UNMISS or any other foreign PKO would have
been able to do. Using the lessons, they learned
and partnering with an international UCP or-
ganisation, the women of WPT built relation-
ships with UNMISS commanders and other key
stakeholders in the area to further improve their
work. They were also able to use this experi-
ence and knowledge to lobby UNMISS to deploy
armed patrols in high-risk areas and other pro-
tection resources. Interviews with UCP practi-
tioners and community members reported sig-
nificant decreases in violence against women af-
ter the WPTs mobilised (Gray, 2022¢c, p. 327).
This is an example of successful integration of
peacekeeping and UCP. In a best-case scenario,
this particular outcome may have been achieved
through a more effective PKO programme de-
sign. However, peacekeeping missions will al-
ways leave protection gaps. UCP strategies can
quickly identify these gaps and mobilise commu-
nities to address them with minimal planning.
These community responses are much more dy-
namic and agile than top-down approaches de-
signed in Geneva or New York.

Because UCP tools, methods, and strategies
are diverse and responsive to community needs,
it is challenging to draw lines between UCP ac-
tivities emerging from the grassroots level in
close partnership with UCP INGOs and UCP
and UCP-adjacent activities done by unarmed
UN PKO civilian staff and police. Advocates
within the professional UCP community are also
torn between spreading UCP methodologies to
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make PKOs more effective and address some of
their protection gaps, and those who advocate
against using the state-based monopolisation of
violence paradigm entirely. There are theoret-
ical and practical differences between strategic
nonviolence and activities that merely do not in-
clude violence. Regardless, there are natural op-
portunities for the complementary utilisation of
peacekeeping and unarmed civilian protection.
At times, these opportunities will emerge to ad-
dress the design, form, and function weaknesses
of peacekeeping. Many existing peacekeeping
functions could be complemented, or even re-
placed, by UCP strategies and practitioners.

Conclusion

Comparing peacekeeping and unarmed civil-
ian protection (UCP) reveals distinct method-
ologies, strategies, and worldviews, despite both
conflict resolution instruments often seeking
similar outcomes and being deployed in the
same situations. Both instruments are used
in the ongoing hostility, negotiation, and post-
agreement stages of conflict. Both instruments
have a strong focus on the protection of civil-
ians. The two instruments come from differ-
ent perspectives within the responsibility to pro-
tect (R2P) paradigm. Peacekeeping sits within
the ‘saving strangers’ humanitarian approach to
R2P, whereas UCP leverages relational R2P for
community self-protection. The case of grass-
roots UCP emerging in the protection of civil-
ians camps in Bentiu, South Sudan, in 2014
illustrates an effective use of UCP to fill pro-
tection gaps left by peacekeeping. Although
the literature on peacekeeping is ever-growing
and continually improving, the academic litera-
ture on UCP, although strong, is still emerging,
and more quantitative and qualitative research
is needed on its efficacy and mechanisms.



Pax et Bellum Journal: Volume 12 (2025) Zander Willoughby

Bibliography

Ahmed, S. (2021). Travelling with strangers. Journal of Intercultural Studies, 42(1), 8-23.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07256868.2020.1859204

Autesserre, S. (2010). The trouble with the Congo: Local violence and the failure of international
peacebuilding. Cambridge University Press.

Autesserre, S. (2014). Peaceland: Conflict resolution and the everyday politics of international
intervention (3rd ed.). Oxford University Press.

Autesserre, S. (2017). International peacebuilding and local success: Assumptions and effective-
ness. International Studies Review, 19(1), 114-132. https://doi.org/10.1093 /isr/viw054

Autesserre, S. (2018, October 23). There’s another way to build peace. And it doesn’t come from
the top down. Monkey Cage, The Washington Post.

Baines, E., & Paddon, E. (2012). ‘This is how we survived’: Civilian agency and humanitarian
protection. Security Dialogue, 43(3), 231-247. https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010612444150

Barnett, M. N., & Finnemore, M. (2004). Rules for the world: International organizations in
global politics. Cornell University Press.

Beardsley, K. (2011). Peacekeeping and the contagion of armed conflict. The Journal of Politics,
78(4), 1051-1064. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381611000764

Beardsley, K., & Gleditsch, K. S. (2015). Peacekeeping as conflict containment. International
Studies Review, 17(1), 67-89. https://doi.org/10.1111/misr.12205

Bove, V., & Ruggeri, A. (2016). Kinds of blue: Diversity in UN peacekeeping missions and civilian
protection. British Journal of Political Science, 46(3), 681-700. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0007123415000034

Brauchler, B., & Naucke, P. (2017). Peacebuilding and conceptualisations of the local. Social
Anthropology, 25(4), 422-436. https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-8676.12454

Buhaug, H., & Gleditsch, K. S. (2008). Contagion or confusion? Why conflicts cluster in
space. International Studies Quarterly, 52(2), 215-233. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2478.2008.00499.x

Campbell; S. (2019). Global governance and local peace: Accountability and performance in inter-
national peacebuilding. Cambridge University Press.

Collier, P., Hoeffler, A., & Séderbom, M. (2008). Post-conflict risks. Journal of Peace Research,
45(4), 461-478. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343308091356

De Coning, C. (2011). Civilian peacekeeping capacity: Mobilizing partners to match supply and
demand. International Peacekeeping, 18(5), 577-592. https://doi.org/10.1080/13533312.
2011.598322

De Juan, A. (2017). “Traditional” resolution of land conflicts: The survival of precolonial dispute
settlement in Burundi. Comparative Political Studies, 50(13), 1835-1868. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0010414016688006

Di Salvatore, J. (2019). Peacekeepers against criminal violence—Unintended effects of peacekeep-
ing operations? American Journal of Political Science, 63(4), 840-858. https://doi.org/
10.1111/ajps.12451

Dodds, P. (2023, June 9). More UN sex abuse allegations in CAR; 60 peacekeepers to be sent home.

&) .



Pax et Bellum Journal: Volume 12 (2025) Zander Willoughby

30

The New Humanitarian. https://www.thenewhumanitarian.org/news/2023/06/09/UN-sex-
abuse-allegations-Central-African-Republic-peacekeepers

Donais, T. (2009). Empowerment or imposition? Dilemmas of local ownership in post-conflict
peacebuilding processes. Peace & Change, 34(1), 3-26. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
0130.2009.00531.x

Doyle, M. W., & Sambanis, N. (2000). International peacebuilding: A theoretical and quantitative
analysis. American Political Science Review, 94(4), 779-801. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2586208

Elfversson, E. (2019). The political conditions for local peacemaking: A comparative study of com-
munal conflict resolution in Kenya. Comparative Political Studies, 52(13-14), 2061-2096.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414019830734

Evans, G. J., & Sahnoun, M. (Eds.). (2001). The responsibility to protect: Report of the Inter-
national Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty. International Commission on
Intervention and State Sovereignty.

Fjelde, H., Hultman, L., & Nilsson, D. (2019). Protection through presence: UN peacekeeping
and the costs of targeting civilians. International Organization, 73(1), 103-131.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818318000346

Fortna, V. P. (2004). Does peacekeeping keep peace? International intervention and the duration
of peace after civil war. International Studies Quarterly, 48(2), 269-292. https://doi.org/
10.1111/3.0020-8833.2004.00301.x

Fortna, V. P. (2008). Does peacekeeping work? Shaping belligerents’ choices after civil war.
Princeton University Press.

Fortna, V. P., & Howard, L. M. (2008). Pitfalls and prospects in the peacekeeping literature. An-
nual Review of Political Science, 11(1), 283-301. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.
9.041205.103022

Francis, D. (2013). Making peace global. Peace Review, 25(1), 42-50. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10402659.2013.759762

Furnari, E. (2015). Relationships are critical for peacekeeping. Peace Review, 27(1), 25-30.
https: / /doi.org/10.1080/10402659.2015.1000187

Furnari, E., Oldenhuis, H., & Julian, R. (2015). Securing space for local peacebuilding: The role
of international and national civilian peacekeepers. Peacebuilding, 3(3), 297-313.
https://doi.org/10.1080/21647259.2015.1040628

Gaibulloev, K., Sandler, T., & Shimizu, H. (2009). Demands for UN and non-UN peacekeeping:
Nonvoluntary versus voluntary contributions to a public good. Journal of Conflict Resolu-
tion, 53(6), 827-852. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002709338509

Gilligan, M., & Stedman, S. J. (2003). Where do the peacekeepers go? International Studies
Review, 5(4), 37-54. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1079-1760.2003.00504005.x

Gray, F. (2022a). Protection as connection: Feminist relational theory and protecting civilians
from violence in South Sudan. Journal of Global Ethics, 18(1), 152-170. https://doi.org/
10.1080/17449626.2022.2052152

Gray, F. (2022b). A different kind of weapon: Ethical dilemmas and nonviolent civilian protection.
In Wicked Problems (pp. 197-208). Oxford University Press.

&)



Pax et Bellum Journal: Volume 12 (2025) Zander Willoughby

Gray, F. (2022c). Relational R2P? Civilian-led prevention and protection against atrocity crimes.
Global Responsibility to Protect, 14(3), 313-338. https://doi.org/10.1163/1875-984X-
20220007

Gregory, J., & Sharland, L. (2023). Host-country consent in UN peacekeeping. Stimson Cen-
ter.https://www.stimson.org/2023 /host-country-consent-in-un-peacekeeping /

Hegre, H., Hultman, L., & Nygard, H. M. (2019). Evaluating the conflict-reducing effect of UN
peacekeeping operations. The Journal of Politics, 81(1), 215-232. https://doi.org/10.1086/
700203

Howard, L. (2019). Power in peacekeeping. Cambridge University Press.

Hultman, L. (2010). Keeping peace or spurring violence? Unintended effects of peace operations
on violence against civilians. Civil Wars, 12(1-2), 29-46. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13698249.2010.484897

Hultman, L., Kathman, J., & Shannon, M. (2013). United Nations peacekeeping and civilian pro-
tection in civil war. American Journal of Political Science, 57(4), 875-891. https://doi.org/
10.1111/ajps.12036

Hultman, L., Kathman, J., & Shannon, M. (2014). Beyond keeping peace: United Nations
effectiveness in the midst of fighting. American Political Science Review, 108(4), 737-753.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055414000446

Jennings, K. M., & Bgas, M. (2015). Transactions and interactions: Everyday life in the peace-
keeping economy. Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, 9(3), 281-295.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17502977.2015.1070022

Jose, B., & Medie, P. A. (2015). Understanding why and how civilians resort to
self-protection in armed conflict.  International Studies Review. — 17(4), 515-535.
https://doi.org/10.1111/misr.12254

Julian, R. (2020). The transformative impact of unarmed civilian peacekeeping. Global Society,
34(1), 99-111. https://doi.org/10.1080/13600826.2019.1668361

Julian, R., & Schweitzer, C. (2015). The origins and development of unarmed civilian peacekeep-
ing. Peace Review, 27(1), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1080/10402659.2015.1000181

Kathman, J. D. (2011). Civil war diffusion and regional motivations for intervention. Journal of
Conflict Resolution, 55(6), 847-876. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002711408009

Kathman, J. D.; & Wood, R. M. (2016). Stopping the killing during the “peace”: Peace-
keeping and the severity of postconflict civilian victimization. Foreign Policy Analysis.
https://doi.org/10.1111/fpa.12041

Krain, M. (2005). International Intervention and the Severity of Genocides and Politicides. In-
ternational Studies Quarterly, 49(3), 363-387, doi:10.1111/j.1468-2478.2005.00369.x.

Lee, S., & Bartels, S. (2020). ‘They put a few coins in your hand to drop a baby in you’: A
study of peacekeeper-fathered children in Haiti. International Peacekeeping, 27(2), 177-2009.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13533312.2019.1698297

Luttwak, E. N. (1999). Give war a chance. Foreign Affairs, 78(4), 36. https://doi.org/10.2307/
20049362

Mayersen, D. (2020). ‘Is help coming?’ Communal self-protection during genocide. Stability:
International Journal of Security and Development, 9(1), 8. https://doi.org/10.5334 /sta.740

&) '


https://www.stimson.org/2023/host-country-consent-in-un-peacekeeping/
https://doi.org/10.1111/fpa.12041
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2478.2005.00369.x

Pax et Bellum Journal: Volume 12 (2025) Zander Willoughby

Mégret, F. (2009). Beyond the ‘salvation’ paradigm: Responsibility to protect (oth-
ers) vs the power of protecting oneself. Security Dialogue, 40(6), 575-595.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010609350632

Melander, E. (2009). Selected to go where murderers lurk? The preventive effect of peacekeeping
on mass killings of civilians. Conflict Management and Peace Science, 26(4), 389-406.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894209106482

Michael, K., & Ben-Ari, E. (2011). Contemporary peace support operations: The primacy of the
military and internal contradictions. Armed Forces € Society, 37(4), 657-679.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X10390467

MSF. (2018). 125 women and girls seek emergency assistance in Bentiu after horrific sexual
violence. Médecins Sans Frontiéres (MSF).

Ndulo, M. (2009). The United Nations responses to the sexual abuse and exploitation of women
and girls by peacekeepers during peacekeeping missions. Berkeley Journal of International
Law, 27(1), 127-161.

Nichols, M. (2016, April 6). Eleven Congo women, girls say pregnant by Tanzania peacekeepers:
U.N. Reuters.

Nonviolent Peaceforce. (2023). Localising protection? Community-based strategies and leadership
in the protection of civilians. Nonviolent Peaceforce.

Nordas, R., & Rustad, S. C. A. (2013). Sexual exploitation and abuse by peace-
keepers: Understanding variation. International Interactions, 39(4), 511-534.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2013.805128

Oldenhuis, H. (2016). Unarmed civilian protection: Strengthening civilian capacities to protect
civilians against violence. Geneva, Switzerland: United Nations Institute for Training and
Research & Nonviolent Peaceforce.

Paffenholz, T. (2014). Civil society and peace negotiations: Beyond the inclusion—exclusion di-
chotomy. Negotiation Journal, 30(1), 69-91. https://doi.org/10.1111/nejo.12046

Pinaud, C. (2020). Genocidal rape in South Sudan: Organization, function, and effects. Human
Rights Quarterly, 42(3), 667-694. https://doi.org/10.1353 /hrq.2020.0037

Powell, R. (2004). Bargaining and learning while fighting. American Journal of Political Science,
48(2), 344-361. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0092-5853.2004.00074.x

Ruggeri, A., Dorussen, H., & Gizelis, T.-I. (2017). Winning the peace locally:
UN peacekeeping and local conflict. International Organization, 71(1), 163-185.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818316000333

Schirch, L. (1995). Keeping the peace: Ezploring civilian alternatives in conflict prevention. Life
& Peace Institute.

Schirch, L. (2006). Civilian peacekeeping: Preventing violence and making space for democracy.
Life & Peace Institute.

Sebastian, S., & Gorur, A. (2018). UN peacekeeping € host-state consent: How missions navigate
relationships with governments. Stimson Center.

Smidt, H. M. (2020). United Nations peacekeeping locally: Enabling conflict resolu-
tion, reducing communal violence. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 64(2-3), 344-372.
https: //doi.org/10.1177/0022002719859631

: &)



Pax et Bellum Journal: Volume 12 (2025) Zander Willoughby

Stephan, M. J., & Chenoweth, E. (2008). Why civil resistance works: The strategic logic of nonvi-
olent conflict. International Security, 33(1), 7-44. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec.2008.33.1.7

Tollefsen, A. F., Strand, H. & Buhaug, H. (2012). PRIO-GRID: A unified spatial data structure.
Journal of Peace Research, 49(2), 363-374, doi:10.1177/0022343311431287.

Tynan, L. (2021). What is relationality? Indigenous knowledges, practices, and respon-
sibilities with kin.  Cultural Geographies, 28(4), 597-610. https://doi.org/10.1177/
14744740211029287

United Nations. (1945). Charter of the United Nations. United Nations.

UN Department of Public Information (Ed.). (1996). The blue helmets: A review of United
Nations peace-keeping (3rd ed.). United Nations Department of Public Information.

UN DPO United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations. (2008). United Nations peace-
keeping operations: Principles € gquidelines. Peacekeeping Best Practices Section, Division
of Policy, Evaluation and Training, Department of Peacekeeping Operations, United Nations
Secretariat.

Von Billerbeck, S. B. K. (2016). Whose peace?: Local ownership and United Nations peacekeeping.
Oxford University Press.

Walter, B. F., Howard, L. M., & Fortna, V. P. (2021). The extraordinary relationship be-
tween peacekeeping and peace. British Journal of Political Science, 51(4), 1705-1722.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000712342000023X

Wheeler, N. J. (2002). Introduction. In Saving Strangers (pp. 1-18). Oxford University Press.


https://doi.org/10.1162/isec.2008.33.1.7
https://doi.org/10.1177/14744740211029287
https://doi.org/10.1177/14744740211029287

