Dataset on NATO and the EU Peacebuilding Missions, 1995-2019

The following research note is designed to serve two datasets dealing with NATO and EU peacebuilding missions and operations. The first dataset (NAME here) refers to EU Missions and Operations conducted between January 2003 and December 2019. The second is a combined dataset of NATO and EU missions and operations between December 1995 and December 2019. Both datasets are created to conduct fuzzy seta Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) analysis as a method of researching how the outcomes for NATO and the EU missions and operations are influenced by organizational assets, decision-making and legitimizing conditions in both organizations. Outcomes are intended to measure various aspects of organizational efficacy. Both datasets contain identical condition sets and outcome sets and use identical criteria for data collection, calibration and analysis. The research note below explains how the sets in the two datasets were generated, what existing sources and/ or datasets were used and how various indicators were generated. 

Condition Sets: Description
The dataset uses condition sets measuring institutional assets for a list of NATO and EU peacebuilding missions and operations, patterns in their decision-making process and the relevancy of different legitimizing conditions. Institutional assets include annual operational budget for these missions and operations and their annual personnel deployments. The dataset contains two sets measuring operational legitimacy – number of contributing nations and number of UN resolutions passed in relevance to the situation in the area of deployment for the duration of the EU and NATO Mission. 
Operational Duration – duration of the operation (in months). For ongoing missions, we have accepted December 31, 2019 as their end date. All data reflect occurrences no later than December 31, 2019. The choice for this timeline is due to the fact that 2019 was the last full year prior to the outbreak of COVID-19 pandemic which has caused major social, political, economic, security and other disruptions around the globe.
Type of Operation – based on their mandate, operations are classified as civilian (0), military (1) and hybrid (a mission/ operation with military and civilian components, 0.5). 
Annual Operational Budget – total annual mission budget in USD. Sources include SIPRI yearbook and peace operations database. In cases of missing data from the SIPRI yearbook, mission factsheets and original data from the mission have been used. This latter technique applies for the following missions: AMUK, AVSEC, BAM1, BAM2, CAP1, CAP2, MAM1, NAVF1, NAVF2, TMC1, EUAMI. If data is reported in EUR, average exchange rate for the duration of the mission has been used to convert the cost. Data has been adjusted to reflect operational budget over a 12-month period. 
Average Annual Personnel – average total number of personnel/ staff supporting the NATO or EU peacebuilding mission per annum. Sources have been collected from SIPRI yearbook based on reportings for actual deployments on the ground. In cases when no data has been reported in the SIPRI yearbook/ peace operations dataset, mission factsheets and original data from the mission have been used. The data has been averaged and adjusted for a 12-month period. 
Personnel at Mission Launch – umber of personnel/ staff supporting the NATO or EU peacebuilding mission for the year when the mission was launched/ started. Sources have been collected from SIPRI yearbook based on reportings for actual deployments on the ground. In cases when no data has been reported in the SIPRI yearbook/ peace operations dataset, mission factsheets and original data from the mission have been used.
Days to Launch – number of days needed from the time a decision has been made by the IO top decision-making body (the European Council and NAC) to launch the mission to the time that the mission is officially declared “operational.” In cases, when no declaration has been made that the mission is “fully operational,” alternative indicators that the mission is fully operational include: ceremony on the ground marking the beginning of the mission, the appointment of mission commander or first recoded operational presence involving activity on the ground. Sources include official EU and NATO documents announcing the decision to create the peacebuilding operation as well as official documents, press releases and reports in reliable media outlets (including New Agencies) documenting an event would indicate the mission is “fully operational.” 
Number of Contributing Nations –highest reported number of contributing nations for the duration of the NATO and the EU peacebuilding mission or operation. 
UN Security Council Resolutions – total number of UN Security Council (UNSG) resolutions relevant for the area of conflict adopted for the duration of the NATO and the EU mission or operation. In cases when UNSC resolutions are relevant for multiple NATO and EU peacebuilding missions those have been reported to all of them. 
UN Security Council Resolutions per annum – the number of UN Security Council (UNSG) resolutions adopted over a 12-month period which are relevant for conflict/ location where NATO and EU troops as long as the UNSG resolution addresses any aspect of the international peace operations’ activities. In cases when UNSC resolutions are relevant for multiple NATO and EU peacebuilding missions those have been reported to all relevant missions.

Outcome Sets: Description
Outcome sets include various indicators created to measure operational efficacy. They include annual events contributing toward peace, conflict and the mission’s functioning, annual fatalities and annual deaths among mission personnel, as well as annual difference in fatalities. A more detailed description of these indicators is included below:
Annual Peace Events – this is an annual indicator based on events chronologically recorded in the SIPRI yearbook that have contributed to the peace process in the conflict area where NATO and EU mission have been deployed. Examples of peace events include steps taken to contribute to the peace process (e.g., creation of buffer zone, cession of hostilities, meeting intended to cease fire or set up the peace process, political events related to or contributing toward the peace process and successful conclusion of a peace agreement. It may also include a decision of an international body (e.g., UN Security Council, UN General Assembly or UN Secretary General, as well as a decision made by the NATO and the EU D-M bodies that contributes toward the peace process in the areas where the mission operates. December 31, 2019 has been selected as the last date when annual peace events are recorded for ongoing missions.
Annual Conflict Events -- this is an annual indicator based on chronologically recorded events by the SIPRI yearbook that have increased the conflict and the conflict potential in the area where NATO or EU mission have been deployed. Instances include resumption of hostilities among warring parties, occurrence of attacks, clashes, eruption of violence, the killing of civilians, military and peacemaking personnel and other violence-related events that contribute toward instability in the mission’s area. For ongoing missions is December 31, 2019, i.e., the last date when annual conflict events are recoded. 
Annual Mission-related Events -- this is an annual indicator based on chronologically recorded events by the SIPRI yearbook that measures events related to functioning of the mission – the decision to launch, the actual launch, implementation, transfer of authority and/ or mandate, transformation, and termination of the mission. It also includes events that reflect decisions made by the contributing nations or sponsoring IOs intended to impact mission’s performances (e.g., decisions related to funding, control and command, transformation of mission mandate and rules and other similar events). December 31, 2018, is the last date when annual mission-related events are recorded for ongoing missions.
Average Annual Fatalities – this indicator reports how many average annual civilian deaths have been recorded for the duration of the mission. The data is drawn from the Armed Conflict Dataset (ACD) managed by the London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies (https://acd.iiss.org/member/datatools.aspx). 
Average Annual Mission Casualties – average annual number of deaths among peacebuilding personnel as reported in SIPRI yearbook/ peace operations database for the duration of the mission. Author(s) have used discretion to determine the accuracy in cases when there is discrepancy of reported data. 
Fatalities Annual Difference – an indicator of differenced annual data of civilian casualties on the ground for the duration of the mission. The indicator is calculated as follows: Differenced Fatalities = Ʃ (CasualtiesY1-Y2 … Casualties Yn-Y(n-1))/ Duration of the mission (in years). It is intended to capture improvement of situation on the ground as a result of presence of peacebuilders.

Condition Sets: Calibration and Rationale

	Type
	Set
	Measurement
	Calibration (set membership)

	
	
	
	Fully out
0.05
	Neither in nor out 0.5
	Fully in
0.95

	Assets
	Mission Budget (BUDGET1)
	Average Annual Mission’s Budget in Million EUR
	USD 5 mil
	USD 34.5 mil
	USD 180 mil

	
	Size of Personnel (PERSAV1)
	Average Annual Number of Mission Personnel 
	20 people
	400
	14,000 people

	
	Size of Personnel (PERSST1)
	The size of Personnel at Mission’s Start
	20 people
	400
	14,000 people

	Decision-making
	Time to deploy (DECIS1) 
	Number of Days Needed to Deploy in a Peace-building Operation
	180 days
	30 days
	5 days

	Leigiti-macy
	Contributing Nations (NATIONS1)
	Number of Nations Contributing to the EU Mission
	5
nations
	13.5
nations
	35
nations

	
	UN Resolutions supporting the mission (UNRES1)
	Number of Resolutions in Support of the Mission Passed by UNSC. 
	0
resolutions

	8
resolutions
	50
resolutions

	
	UN Resolutions per annum (UNRESANN1)
	# of UNSC Resolutions per annum is support of the mission
	0
resolutions
	1
resolutions
	6
resolutions

	Other Condi-tions
	Mission Duration (DURATIM1)
	Mission duration (in months) from the launch date until the end date or as of December 31, 2018
	120 months
	60 months
	12 months

	
	Operational Domain (MILTYPE)
	Type of operation: 
(1) military (0) civilian;
(0.5) hybrid
	0
	0.5
	1



Annual Operational Budget – mission budget reflects resources USD 5 million or less indicate fully out while USD 100 million or more would indicate fully in. We take the budget of the UN PKO. We accept that the median budget for 2022 to serve as a fully in value ($100 million), 3 times of min budget as a crossover point and half of the size of the minimal budget is considered a fully out value.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  For more info on budget, see “Budget of the United Nations peacekeeping missions in 2022, by mission.” Also, available at: https://www.statista.com/statistics/1317723/united-nations-peacekeeping-budget/ (accessed 11/7/2023). ] 

Average Annual Mission Personnel – this indicator draws distinction between larger well-resourced missions and smaller missions with limited assets. The calibration of 20 (fully out) troops and 130 (neither in, nor out) troops is based on Katharina Coleman’s definition of “token contributions” comprising of “at least 40 troops.[footnoteRef:2] By and large, missions with 20 personnel or less (half or less than the token contributions) are fully out, while those with 10,000 or more are fully in. The borderline (neither in, not out) is 130 people (this would be 3 times the token contributions). This calibration is driven by the need to capture variation among smaller-size missions (10-200 people) which constitute the majority of EU missions. [2:  See: Katherina Coleman, “Token Troop Contributions to United Nations Peacekeeping Operations,” Providing Peacekeepers: The Politics, Challenges, and Future of United Nations Peacekeeping Contributions, pp. 16-20.] 

Days to Launch – number of days needed to deploy on the ground indicates the speed with which a decision is implemented in the case of this mission. D-M that took 5 days or less should be fully out (in, change direction) while D-M 150 days or more should be fully in (out, change direction). 30 days (1 month) should be neither in, nor out. The selection of 150 days (fully out) and 30 days (nether in, nor out) is consistent with the expectation for EU battlegroups that peacebuilding forces should deploy within 30 days and sustain themselves for a period of 120 days following the initial deployment (or at least 150 days).[footnoteRef:3] We have determined that 5 days in the minimum time needed for a decision to be made and a deployment to be executed. More detailed information about Days to Launch for each EU and NATO mission is presented here: [3:  See: Yf Reykers, "Hurry Up and Wait: EU Battlegroups and a UN Rapid Reaction Force," Global Peace Operations Review, 21 January 2016, <https://peaceoperationsreview.org/thematic-essays/hurry-up-and-wait-eu-battlegroups-and-a-un-rapid-reaction-force/> (accessed 11/04/2019).] 

	Peacebuilding Mission
	Code
	Int’l Org.
	# of Days
	Decision to Launch Mission/ Operation: date & source
	Mission Declared Operational: Date and Source

	EUAM Ukraine
	AMUK
	EU
	127
	27 July 2014; Source: EEAS Presentation.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Source: “Planning for the civilian CSDP,” EEAS/CMDP Presentation July 2018. Authors’ source.] 

	1 Dec 2014; Source: EEAS Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Source: <https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/145774.pdf> (accessed 08/04/2019). ] 


	ARTEMIS DRC
	ARTM
	EU
	24
	19 May 2003; Source: S. Duke; see book chapter.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Source: Simon Duke, “EU Decision-making in CSDP: Consensus Building on Operation Artemis,” in Making EU Foreign Policy, D.C. Thomas (ed.), Palgrave Macmillan, 2011. ] 

	12 Jun 2003. Source: S. Duke (see note #6).

	ALTHEA/ Eurofor
	ATLH
	EU
	136
	19 Jul 2004; Source: EEAS Presentation (Jul 2018). 
	2 Dec 2004; Source: EEAS Factsheet/ Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Source: <http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/csdp/missions-and-operations/althea-bih/pdf/factsheet_eufor_althea_en.pdf> (accessed 08/04/2019).] 


	EUAVSEC South Sudan
	AVSEC
	EU
	105
	18 Jun 2012; Source: “Improving.”[footnoteRef:8] [8:  “Improving the Effectiveness of Capabilities (IEC) in EU conflict prevention: the South Sudan Review” CSA project: 653371, 01/05/2015, <http://www.ieceu-project.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/IECEU_D3.2_South_Sudan_review.pdf> (accessed 08/04/2019).] 

	1 Oct 2012; Source: “Improving” (see ref. #8). 

	EUBAM (Moldova and Ukraine)
	BAM1
	EU
	54
	7 Oct 2005; Source: EU Official Document.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  “Annex 8: Action Fiche for ENPIEAST Regional Action Plan 2010 Part I,” <https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/enpi_2010_c2010_5018_rap_east_parti_eubam.pdf> (accessed 08/04/2019).] 

	30 Nov 2005. Official launch started with agreement. See Official EU Document (note #9).

	EUBAM Libya
	BAM2
	EU
	9
	22 May 2013, Source: EEAS Official Document.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  “Council Decision 2013/233/CFSP of 22 May 2013 on the European Union Integrated Border Management Assistance Mission in Libya (EUBAM Libya),” EU Lex Database, <https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32013D0233> (accessed 10/13/2021). On the specific launch date (31 May 2013) see: “Letter to PSC Ambassadors from 9 July 2013 re: Council Decision 2013/233/CFSP of 22 May 2013,” <https://mfa.bg/upload/20065/1373548997Letter.pdf> (accessed 10/13/2021).] 

	31 May 2013, Source: EEAS Official Document (see note #10).

	EUBAM Rafah (Middle East)
	BAM3
	EU
	3
	21 Nov 2005; Source: EU official documents.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Joint Action 2005/889/CFSP on establishing an EU Border Assistance Mission for the Rafah Crossing Point (EU BAM Rafah), <https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2005:327:0028:0032:EN:PDF> (accessed 08/04/2019).] 

	24 Nov 2005; Source: EEAS Presentation (2018), Also academic sources.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Meike Kuhn, “The System of EU Crisis Management – From Bringing Peace to Establishing Democracy?” Max Plank Institute, <https://www.mpil.de/files/pdf2/mpunyb_07_kuhn.pdf> (accessed 08/04/2019).] 


	EUCAP Nestor/ Somalia
	CAP1
	EU
	70
	16 July 2012. Source: EU Official Press Release.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  “EUCAP Somalia: mission extended, budget agreed,” <https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/12/10/eucap-somalia-mission-extended-budget-agreed/>, (accessed 08/04/2019).] 

	24 Sept 2012 Source: EU official Press release (See note #13).

	EUCAP Nestor/ Mali
	CAP2
	EU
	275
	15 Apr 2015; Source: Academic source (Ejdus journal article).[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Filip Ejdus, “Here is Your Mission, Now Own It!” The Rhetoric and Practice of Local Ownership in EU Interventions,” European Security, Vol. 26, no. 4 (June 2017), pp. 461-484, DOI: 10.1080/09662839.2017.1333495.] 

	15 Jan 2016; Source: Academic source (Ejdus journal article); see note #14).

	EUCAP SAHEL Niger
	CAP3
	EU
	23
	16 July 2012; Source: EU Official Press Release.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Press Release, 3183rd Council meeting, Foreign Affairs, Brussels, 23 July 2012, <https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_PRES-12-345_en.htm> (accessed 08/04/2019).] 

	8 Aug 2012; Source: EU Official Press Release (see note #15).

	Concordia/ Proxima/ EUPAT
	COND
	EU
	48
	11 Feb 2003. Source: EU official document.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Council Joint Action 2003/92/CFSP of 27 January 2003 on the European Union military operation in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, <https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32003E0092&from=EN> (accessed (10/04/2021). Also, see Catolina Mace, “Operation Concordia: Developing a ‘European’ Approach to Crisis Management” International Peacekeeping, Vol. 11, no. 3, (January 2007), pp. 474-490, <https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1353331042000249055?casa_token=_m3tfesiqWYAAAAA%3AGTbrp48PPFAOq9Nys8caFGdnz5wrQOJIU4slx6veV97NsguzUTSICmYKCnFuTaKYbTN0VFBwP7XINA> (accessed 10/02/2021).] 

	31 March 2003. Canadian government Press Release.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  “Council Decision 2003/202/CFSP of 18 March 2003 relating to the launch of the EU military operation in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,” < https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32003D0202&from=EN > (accessed 10/02/2021).] 


	EUAM Iraq
	EUAMI
	EU
	32
	16 Oct 2017; Source: Press Release.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  “Canadian general tapped for NATO's new mission in Iraq,” Stars and Stripes, <https://www.stripes.com/news/canadian-general-tapped-for-nato-s-new-mission-in-iraq-1.543893>, (accessed 08/04/2019). ] 

	17 Nov 2017; Source: Press Release (see note #18).

	EUFOR Chad / RCA
	FORC
	EU
	154
	27 Aug 2007; Source: EEAS Presentation (See note #1)
	28 Jan 2008 Source: EEAS Presentation and Press Release.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  See EEAS Press Release, <http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/csdp/missions-and-operations/eufor-tchad-rca/>, (accessed 08/04/2019).] 


	EUJUST THEMIS/ Georgia
	JUSTG
	EU
	18
	28 Jun 2004; Source: EU Official Document.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  See: “EU Rule of Law Mission to Georgia (EUJUST THEMIS),” <https://library.euneighbours.eu/content/eu-rule-law-mission-georgia-eujust-themis>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	16 Jul 2004; Source: EU Official Document.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  “Facts on EUJUST THEMIS,” The European Union Rule of Law Mission to Georgia, <http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/csdp/missions-and-operations/eujust-themis-georgia/pdf/26102004_factsheet_eujust-themis-georgia_en.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EU LEX Iraq
	LEXI
	EU
	130
	21 Feb 2005; Source EU Official Document.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  “Council Joint Action 2005/190/CFSP of 7 March 2005 on the European Union Integrated Rule of Law Mission for Iraq, EUJUST LEX,” < https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32005E0190 >, (accessed 10/02/2021). ] 

	1 Jul 2005; Source: Academic literature.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Christopher Chivvis, EU Civilian Crisis Management: The Record So Far, Rand Corporation (2010); see “Chapter Four EULEX Kosovo,” pp. 39-40.] 


	EULEX Kosovo
	LEXK
	EU
	12
	4 Feb 2008; Source: EU Council Official Document.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  “Council Joint Action 2008/124/CFSP of 4 February 2008 on the European Union Rule of Law Mission in Kosovo, EULEX Kosovo,” <https://www.eulex-kosovo.eu/eul/repository/docs/WEJointActionEULEX_EN.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	16 Feb 2008; Source, EEAS website/ source.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  “EULEX Justice Component – ‘A successful beginning,” <https://www.eulex-kosovo.eu/en/news/000175.php>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUMAM RCA
	MAM1
	EU
	90
	16 Dec 2006; Source: Source: EEAS Presentation. EEAS website.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Source: <http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/csdp/missions-and-operations/eumam-rca/index_en.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	16 Mar 2007; Source: EUMAM RCA website.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  See EUMAM RCA Website: <https://eurogendfor.org/eumam-rca/>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUMM Georgia
	MMG2
	EU
	16
	15 Sept 2008; Source: EU Official Document.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  “Council Joint Action 2008/736/CFSP of 15 September 2008 on the European Union Monitoring Mission in Georgia, EUMM Georgia,” <https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:248:0026:0031:EN:PDF>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	1 Oct 2008; Source: EEAS Official Page/ Website.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  “EU Monitoring Mission in Georgia: ten years of deployment,” <https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/conflict-prevention-peace-building-and-mediation/51399/eu-monitoring-mission-georgia-ten-years-deployment_en>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EU NAVFOR Somalia/ Atalanta
	NAVF1
	EU
	126
	4 Aug 2008; Source: EEAS Presentation (2018), Also academic sources.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Claudia Fahron-Hussey, “The Decision for NATO Operations and an EU Operation off the Horn of Africa in Late 2008” in The Decision for NATO Operations and an EU Operation, C. Fahron-Hussey (ed)., Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, 2019.] 

	8 Dec 2008; Source EEAS Presentation (2018), Also academic sources (see ref #30).

	EUNAVFOR MED / Op. SOPHIA Libya
	NAVF2
	EU
	35
	18 May 2015; Source: EEAS Presentation (see note #1) and academic sources.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Niklas Nováky, “The Road to Sophia: Explaining the EU’s Naval Operation in the Mediterranean,” European View (2018), Vol. 17, no. 2 (October 2018), pp. 197-209, DOI: 10.1177/178168581881035.] 

	22 Jun 2015 EEAS Presentation and academic sources (see notes #1 and 31).

	EUPM Bosnia & Herzeg
	PMBIH
	EU
	296
	11 March 2002; Source: Council Official Document.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  “Council Joint Action 2002/210/CFSP (11 March 2002),” <https://www.cvce.eu/content/publication/2003/2/20/679a94e1-e8be-4a4a-9324-e1611398aa16/publishable_en.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	1 Jan 2003; Source: EUPM BiH Factsheet, EEAS website.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  “European Union Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina (EUPM) Factsheet”, <http://www.eeas.europa.eu/archives/csdp/missions-and-operations/eupm-bih/pdf/25062012_factsheet_eupm-bih_en.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUPOL Afghanistan
	POLA
	EU
	16
	30 May 2007; Source: Council Official Document.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  “Council Joint Action 2007/369/CFSP of 30 May 2007 on establishment of the European Union Police Mission in Afghanistan (EUPOL AFGANISTAN),” <https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32007E0369>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	15 Jun 2007; Source: EEAS Mission Factsheet.[footnoteRef:35] [35:  “EU Police Mission in Afghanistan Factsheet,” <http://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/csdp/missions-and-operations/eupol-afghanistan/pdf/eupol-afghanistan-factsheet-january-2016_en.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUROPOL Kinshasa/ EUROL RD
	POLK
	EU
	128
	9 Dec 2004; Source: Council Official Document.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  “Council Joint Action 2004/847/CFSP of 9 December 2004 on the European Union Police Mission in Kinshasa (DRC) regarding the Integrated Police Unit (EUPOL ‘Kinshasa’),” <https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/f6569e1a-4be5-4171-a6ca-bfd0eb8b7f99/language-en>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	16 Apr 2005; Source: Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:37] [37:  “Europol mission in Kinshasa launched,” Agence Europe, <https://agenceurope.eu/en/bulletin/article/8930/11>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUPOLCOPPS Palestine
	POLP
	EU
	48
	14 Nov 2005; Source: Council Official Document.[footnoteRef:38] [38:  “Council Joint Action 2005/797/CFSP of 14 November 2005 on the European Union Police Mission for the Palestinian Territories,” <http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/palestinian_territories_oj_/palestinian_territories_oj_en.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	1 Jan 2006; Source: EEAS Webpage + factsheet.[footnoteRef:39] [39:  “Europol Copps: Legal Basis,” <http://eupolcopps.eu/en/node/5355>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUSEC RD CONGO
	SECC
	EU
	45
	2 May 2005; Source: Council Official Document.[footnoteRef:40] [40:  “Council Joint Action 2005/355/CFSP of 2 May 2005 on the European Union mission to provide advice and assistance for security sector reform in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC),” <https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/b46a6057-bec8-4919-b744-048f13ed5aef/language-en>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	16 Jun 2005; Source: EEAS Presentation (see note #1).

	EU SSR Guinea-Bissau
	SSRG
	EU
	125
	12 Feb 2008; Source: Council Official Document.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  “Council Joint Action 2008/112/CFSP of 12 February 2008 on the European Union mission in support of security sector reform in the Republic of Guinea-Bissau (EU SSR GUINEA-BISSAU),” <https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/f3229c81-bf05-4ae7-bf67-0510fc94ebe5/language-en>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	16 Jun 2008; Source: EEAS factsheet.[footnoteRef:42] [42:  “EU mission in support of security sector reform in the Republic of Guinea-Bissau (EU SSR GUINEA-BISSAU), Sept 2010, <https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/csdp/missions-and-operations/eu-ssr-guinea-bissau/pdf/01102010_factsheet_eu-ssr-guinea-bissau_en.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUTM RCA (Central Africa)
	TMC1
	EU
	126
	19 April 2016; Source: Council Official Document.[footnoteRef:43] [43:  “Council Decision (CFSP) 2016/610 establishing a Military Training Mission in the Central African Republic (EUTM RCA),” <https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02016D0610-20170608>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	23 Aug 2016; Source: Source: EEAS Presentation (note #1) and EEAS website.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  “EUTM RCA Newsletter N°2,” <https://eeas.europa.eu/csdp-missions-operations/eutm-rca_hu/47701/EUTM%20RCA%20Newsletter%20N%C2%B02>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUTM Mali
	TMM1
	EU
	70
	12 Dec 2012, Source: EEAS Presentation (note #1).
	20 Feb 2013; Source: EEAS website/ factsheet.[footnoteRef:45]  [45:  EUTM Mali Factsheet, http://eutmmali.eu/en/keydata/, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	EUTM Somalia
	TMS3
	EU
	133
	28 Nov 2009; Source: EEAS Presentation (note #1).
	10 Apr 2010; Source: EEAS website/ factsheet.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  “We Believe in Change: EUTM Somalia Factsheet,” <https://www.eutm-somalia.eu/about-us/>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	IFOR/ SFOR in Bosnia
	SFOR
	NATO
	11
	5 Dec 1995; Sources: Academic/ Policy Publication.[footnoteRef:47] [47:  “Bosnia, 1995—Operation Deliberate Force: The Value of Highly Capable Proxy Forces,” the Brookings Institution, <https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/9780815732419_ch1.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	16 Dec 1995; Sources: Academic/ Policy Publication (see note #47),

	KFOR in Kosovo in FYROM
	KFOR
	NATO
	10
	10 Jun 1999; Sources: JFC Naples Publication.[footnoteRef:48] [48:  “KFOR Deploys: History,” <https://jfcnaples.nato.int/kfor/about-us/history>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	20 Jun 1999; Sources: See Note #48.

	Essential Harvest in FYROM
	EHARM
	NATO
	7
	22 Aug 2001; Source: NATO website.[footnoteRef:49] [49:  “Operation Essential Harvest (Task Force Harvest),” <https://www.nato.int/fyrom/tfh/home.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019). Also, see “NATO Conditionally Approves Troops for Macedonia, New York Times, 22 Aug 2001, <https://www.nytimes.com/2001/08/22/world/nato-conditionally-approves-troops-for-macedonia.html>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	29 Aug 2001; Source: NATO website (see note #49). 

	Amber Fox in FYROM
	AFXM
	NATO
	2
	26 Sept 2001; Source: NATO website.[footnoteRef:50] [50:  “Operation Amber Fox (Task Force Fox),” <https://www.nato.int/fyrom/tff/home.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	28 Sept 2001; Source: NATO website (see note #50).

	Allied Harmony in FYROM
	AHARM
	NATO
	17
	29 Nov 2002; Sources: Press Briefings and NATO website.[footnoteRef:51] [51:  “NATO’s Role in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,” <https://www.nato.int/fyrom/home.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019). Also, “NATO to Continue Supporting the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,” <https://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2002/p02-131e.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	16 Dec 2002; Source: NATO website (see note #51).

	Allied Protector/ Ocean Shield 
	OSHD
	NATO
	13
	11 Mar 2009; Sources: NATO Website.[footnoteRef:52] [52:  “Operation Allied Protector,” <https://shape.nato.int/page13974522.aspx>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	24 Mar 2009; Sources: NATO Website (see note #52).

	ISAF Afghanistan
	ISAF
	NATO
	12
	20 Dec 2001; Sources: NATO website; press briefings.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  The North Atlantic Council authorized in December 2003 the Supreme Allied Commander Europe, General James Jones, to initiate the expansion of ISAF by taking over command of the German-led Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) in Kunduz. For more info see “ISAF's mission in Afghanistan (2001-2014),” <https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_69366.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019). Also, “International Security Assistance Force (ISAF): the Development of ISAF,” <http://www.understandingwar.org/international-security-assistance-force-isaf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	10 Jan 2002; Sources: NATO website; press briefings (note #53).

	Resolute Support Afghanistan
	RSUP
	NATO
	30
	2 Dec 2014; Sources: NATO Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:54] [54:  “NATO and Afghanistan open new chapter of cooperation with launch of Resolute Support mission,” <https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_115564.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	1 Jan 2015; Sources: NATO factsheet.[footnoteRef:55] [55:  “Resolute Support Mission (RSM): Key Facts and Figures,” <https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2019_06/20190625_2019-06-RSM-Placemat.pdf>, (08/05/2019).] 


	NTM-Iraq
	NTMI1
	NATO
	40
	28 Jun 2004; Sources: NATO Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:56]  [56:  “At NATO Summit in Istanbul, NATO heads of state and government agree to assist Iraq with training of its security forces on the day that sovereignty was formally transferred to an interim Iraqi government,” 28 Jun 2004, <https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_88247.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019). ] 

	7 Aug 2004; Sources: NATO Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:57] [57:  “NATO training mission arrives in Iraq,” 14 Aug 2004, <https://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-1B1DA19C-2E2214C1/natolive/news_20780.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	NTM-Iraq 2
	NTMI2
	NATO
	112
	11 Jul 2018; Sources: NATO Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:58] [58:  “NATO continues to strengthen Iraqi security structures through new mission in Iraq,” <https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_160039.htm?selectedLocale=en>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	31 Oct 2018; Sources: NATO Press Briefing; News Briefing (see note #58).[footnoteRef:59] [59:  John Vandiver, “Canadian General tapped for NATO’s new Mission in Iraq,” Stars and Stripes, <https://www.stripes.com/news/canadian-general-tapped-for-nato-s-new-mission-in-iraq-1.543893>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	Operation Active Endeavor
	OAE
	NATO
	17
	9 Oct 2001; Sources: NATO Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:60]  [60:  NATO SHAPE News Release, 9 Oct 2001. ] 

	26 Oct 2001; Sources: Academic Literature (also, note #60).[footnoteRef:61] [61:  Mahdi Darius Nazemroaya and Denis J. Halliday, The Globalization of NATO (2012); Marc Cogen, An Introduction to European Intergovernmental Organizations (Routledge, 2015), p. 174.] 


	Operation Sea Guardian
	OSGU
	NATO
	19
	21 Oct 2016; Sources: EEAS Official Document.[footnoteRef:62] [62:  “European External Action Service (EEAS): EUNAVFOR MED Op SOPHIA - Six Monthly Report,” <http://statewatch.org/news/2016/dec/eu-council-eunavformed-jan-oct-2016-report-restricted.pdf>, (08/05/2019).] 

	9 Nov 2016; Sources: News Briefing.[footnoteRef:63] [63:  “NATO launches Operation Sea Guardian in the Mediterranean,” <https://www.defenceweb.co.za/security/border-security/nato-launches-operation-sea-guardian-in-the-mediterranean/>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	Operation Unified Protector
	UPRL
	NATO
	13
	10 Mar 2011; Sources: NATO Press Briefing.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  “NATO Ready to Support International Efforts on Libya,” <https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_71446.htm>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	23 Mar 2011; Sources: Academic Manuscript/ Paper.[footnoteRef:65]  [65:  “The North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Libya: Reviewing Operation Unified Protector,” Letort Papers, Strategic Studies Institute, War College, Carlie, PA, June 2013, <https://ssi.armywarcollege.edu/pdffiles/PUB1161.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 


	Support for AMISOM Somalia
	AMISO
	NATO
	22
	24 May 2007; Sources: NATO Factsheet.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  “NATO’s Operations1949-Present,” <https://shape.nato.int/resources/21/NATO%20Operations,%201949-Present.pdf>, (accessed 08/05/2019).] 

	15 Jun 2007; Sources: NATO Factsheet (see NATO factsheet #66).



Number of Contributing Nations – this indicator that denotes how high number of contributing nations contribute toward greater legitimacy (30 or more countries are fully in), while 5 or fewer nations marks fully out. The “nether fully in, nor fully out” is at 15 nations. On November 2019, the EU consisted of 28 members while NATO consisted of 29 members. To that end, it has been determined that 30 contributing nations would constitute a fully in number, while half of this number (effectively half of the EU members) or 15 would constitute neither in not out value. For legitimization purposes, we have accepted that a minimum number of 5 countries are needed to legitimize an international effort “consisting of more than two nations.”[footnoteRef:67] [67:  Katharina Coleman, International Organizations and Peace Enforcement: The Politics of International Legitimacy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007). See also: Katharina P. Coleman and Paul D. Williams, Logistics Partnerships in Peace Operations,” International Peace Institute, June 2017, <https://www.ipinst.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/170615-Logistics-Partnerships.pdf> (accessed 11/02/2019); Paul D. Williams, “Peace Operations in Africa: Lessons Learned Since 2000,” Africa Security Brief, no. 25, 31 July 2013, <https://africacenter.org/publication/peace-operations-in-africa-lessons-learned-since-2000/> (accessed 11/04/2019).] 

UN Security Council Resolutions – total number of UNSC resolutions can vary, fully out is at 0 resolutions while fully in at 50 or more.[footnoteRef:68] Since most of the missions are shorter, Nether fully in, not fully out would be at 8 UNSC resolutions. 8 was selected due to shorter average duration of the peacebuilding missions and rests on the assumption that this value would involve at least once UNSC resolution per year addressing the international efforts in this country. [68:  Data about UNSC resolutions have been collected from Security Council Report (SCR). SCR is a non-governmental organization with a mission to advance the transparency and effectiveness of the UN Security Council. For further information see: <https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/> (accessed 08/26/2021).] 

UN Security Council Resolutions per annum– Since UNSC resolutions usually extend mandates for a limited period of time (usually one year), we have accepted that 0 UNSC resolutions per annum constitute fully out, while at least 1 UNSC resolution per annum constitutes neither in not out because at least one resolution is needed to legitimize initiation or extension of international presence. Based on the work by Lise Morjé Howard, it has been determined that 5 UNSC resolutions per annum for an EU-led mission is sufficient attention by the Council to justify “fully in” calibration. [footnoteRef:69] [69:  Lise Morjé Howard, UN Peacekeeping in Civil Wars. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2008, pp. 12-13. ] 

Operational Duration – 1 year (12 months) denotes fully out (i.e., short-term mission) while 10 year (or 120 months) denotes fully in; nether in not out would be for missions lasting 5 years (60 months). In other words, a decade is too long, a year is to short, five years is in the middle. Similar to operationalizing budget, values for operational duration over 10 years is considered fully in, while 1 year is considered fully out. 

Outcome Variables: Calibration and Rationale
Annual Peace Events – measures the occurrence of peace-related events – 0 events per annum is fully out; 3.2 events per annum is fully in. Drawing on Coleman’s and Sullivan’s works, we expect to see at least one annual event over a period of 15 months or 0.8 events per annum for the case to be neither in nor out. The 1 event per 15 months is based on the observation that military interventions “last on average of 15 months and 75% are successful.”[footnoteRef:70] We have determined that for the case to be fully in; it needs to have four times the 0.8 events or 3.2 peace events per annum.  [70:  Patricia L. Sullivan, "At What Price Victory? The Effects of Uncertainty on Military Intervention Duration and Outcome," Conflict Management and Peace Science, Vol. 25. No. 1 (2008), p. 63.] 

Annual Conflict Events – measures the occurrence of conflict-related events – 0 events per annum is fully in; 4 events per annum is fully out. We have concluded that one event per annum in necessary for the case to be neither in not out. It is based on the same observation that military interventions “last on average of 15 months and 75% are successful” discussed in the operationalization of annual peace events set.
Annual Mission-related Events -- this variable measures the occurrence of peace-related events – 0 events per annum is fully out; 2 events per annum is fully in. 1 event is nether in not out. Patricia L. Sullivan has observed that in case interventions last “an average of 36 months and the primary political objective is attained in less than 50% of the cases. We expect to see at least one annual mission-related event over a period of 36-month period or 0.3 events per annum would mean that the objective of peace objective would be attained in almost 50% of the cases.[footnoteRef:71]  [71:  Sullivan (2008), pp. 12-13.] 


Average Annual Fatalities – this set measures average number of annual fatalities for the duration of the mission. Cases with 0 fatalities are fully out; cases with 10,000 fatalities are fully in. 1,000 fatalities represent “nether in, not out” value.
Fatalities Annual Difference – this is an indicator that measures the average year-to-year difference in number of fatalities for the duration of the conflict. -50 casualties is fully out (i.e. average growth of casualties by 50 per annum) as this indicator reflects low mission efficacy. 500 is fully in. This number indicates high efficacy; it denotes an average annual decline of casualties by 500 people. If the average number of casualties remains unchanged, then 0 denotes nether in, nor out. 
Average Annual Mission Casualties – this indicator measures average number of annual casualties for the duration of the mission. 0 casualties is fully out; 500 casualties is fully in. 0.5 is nether in, nor out. 

	Type of Var
	Set
	Measurement
	Calibration (set membership)

	
	
	
	Fully out
0.05
	Neither in nor out 0.5
	Fully in
0.95

	Out-come
	Annual Peace Events (PEACE1)
	SIPRI Annual Peace Events relevant for the mission
	0 events
	0.8 eventс
	3 events

	
	Annual Conflict Events (CNFLCT1)
	SIPRI Annual Conflict Events relevant for the mission
	4 events
(cnflct1)
	1 event
	0 events

	
	Annual Mission-related Events (MISSN1)
	SIPRI Annual Mission-related Events relevant for the mission
	0 events
	0.3 events
	2 events

	
	Average Annual Mission Fatalities (FATL)
	ACD Reported Annual Fatalities for the duration of the mission
	0
fatalities
	1,000 fatalities
	10,000
 fatalities

	
	Average Troop Casualties (TCASUL)
	SIPRI Reported Annual Personnel Deaths for the duration of the mission
	0 mission casualties
	0.5 mission casualties
	200 mission casualties

	
	Fatalities Annual Difference (FADI)
	Annually Differenced Number of Fatalities for the Duration of the Mission
	-50
casualties (difference)
	0
casualties (difference)
	500
casualties (difference)



Using fuzzyand(x1) command, we have generated two scores: 
evnt1 = fuzzyand(peace1,cnflct1)
evnt2 = fuzzyand(peace1,cnflct2)
This is a combined score of peace and conflict events. Conflict events are calibrated differently in (cnflct1 and cnflct2)

Using fuzzyand(x1) command, we have generated a new score:
todeath1 = fuzzyand(fatal1,tcasul1)
This is a combined score of country casualties and troop casualties. 
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