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Motivation

‚ Since 1960, 115 foreign military occupations have ended.

- Regime change, suppression of armed groups, implementation peace agreements
hang in balance during/after withdrawal.

- Remains important policy issue as a large number of occupations remain active
and withdrawals are common.

‚ How do military occupations end?

- Security transitions: gradual withdrawal of occupying forces and redeployment of
weaponry to local allies.

- Foreign-to-local transitions are difficult to manage & survival of elements that
triggered the military occupation in the first place.

- Crucial for subsequent economic and political development and yet we know
little about how interventions end & lack of data.
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This paper

‚ In this paper, we study the security transition from international to local forces in
the Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan (2011-14) ($1.07 trillion USD)

‚ Exceptionally granular data, recently declassified.

- SIGACTS: catalogue of attacks carried against int’l + local forces.

- ANQAR survey: perceptions of security, territorial control, government
performance, presence of INS.

‚ Empirically, we explore two stages of the transition:

1. Announcement: public announcement of districts to be transitioned from ISAF
to Afghan forces (staggered rollout).

2. Physical withdrawal: actual ISAF base closures (variation with respect to
logistical hubs).
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This paper

‚ (Many) ambiguous effects:

` Shift away from well-trained and resourced military.

` Legitimacy of local forces and strength of institutions.

´ Local knowledge, extraction of information.

´ Insurgents might find more difficult to mobilize and extract resources.

‚ We find the following pattern

1. Announcement: significant drop in violence and improvement in civilian
perception of security.

2. Physical withdrawal: complete reversal with increase in violence and
perceptions of security.

ñ Consistent with “lying low” strategic behaviour: insurgent drawing forces
down until ISAF has transitioned out. Repeated in recent peace deal.
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Related literature

‚ How insurgencies emerge

Fearon and Laitin (2003), Collier and Hoeffler (2004), Miguel et al. (2004), Bazzi and Blattman

(2014), Berman et al. (2015)

‚ State capacity is central

Besley and Persson (2009, 2010), Padro i Miguel and Yared (2012), Powell (2013), Gennaioli and

Voth (2015), Esteban et al. (2015), Sanchez de la Sierra (2017), Condra et al. (2018)

‚ Mixed evidence of development interventions

Berman et al. (2011), Fetzer (2014), Beath et al. (2013) vs Crost et al. (2014), Sexton (2016),

Nunn and Qian (2014)

‚ After-war effects

Bellows and Miguel (2006), Blattman (2009), Fearon et al. (2009), Voigtlander and Voth (2012),

Jha and Wilkinson, (2012), Vanden Eynde (2015), Cilliers et al. (2016), Bauer et al. (2016)

ñ Much less on the transition out of the conflict
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Roadmap

1. Background and data

2. Results: announcement

3. Results: physical withdrawal

4. (Ruling out) mechanisms

5. Conclusion & policy relevance
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Measuring the security transition

We build a database that marks two particular points in the security
transition:

‚ Announcement: the official security transfer to ANSF that was
announced in tranches

‚ Physical withdrawal: construct a database of NATO/ ISAF base
installation closures and handover ceremonies

For (1) we can rely on official data, while for (2) we mine DoD documents and
online (social) media and conventional media to construct a location specific
dates of withdrawal and base handovers.
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Key dates in the transition process

‚ 2001: Start of the intervention in Afghanistan.

‚ Nov 2009: President Karzai announces the desire to see a complete transition by
the end of 2014

US announces that the transition process would start in 2011

‚ July 2010: Joint Afghan-NATO Inteqal Board (JANIB) established to track district
security provision + oversee the transition process

They select the first transition tranche to the Afghan National Security Forces
(ANSF), announced in March 2011

‚ Nov 2011, May 2012, Dec 2012, June 2013: President Karzai announces tranches
2-5

‚ Dec 2014: transition cerimony
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Assignment of districts to transition tranches

‚ Transition mark a real shift of responsibilities, but did not represent a
complete break

‚ ISAF maintains a supporting and advisory role throughout the process, and
throughout the transition the ANSF takes the majority of field operations
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Transition tranches
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Completion of security transition via withdrawal

‚ Withdrawal and base handovers: mine online (social) media

- Throughout ISAF’s engagement, up to 140k NATO country troops operated out
of estimated 825 physical bases in Afghanistan

- Identify 338 main facilities regularly mentioned in DoD’s Periodic Occupational
and Environmental Monitoring Summary (POEMS)

- Extensive search on social and traditional media for evidence of public handover
ceremonies

- For 170 bases, we were able to identify the district as well as confirm whether
they were closed or demolished or handed over to ANSF

- Aggregate to the district level, and use the last date as the transition indicator
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Data

We rely on two main data sources to measure the impact of the security transition:1

1. SIGACTS: administrative data on conflict events, 2005-2014

Approximately 500k georeferenced observations, down to several meters and time-accurate

Catalog of attacked carried against the int’l forces

Mandatory reporting to SIGACTS

2. ANQAR: citizens perceptions of safety and security, 2008-2016

ANQAR tracks civilian attitudes toward government forces, anti-government entities, and coalition
partners

Data on « 370,000 individual respondents, across dozens of waves from 2008 to 2016

1Released by US Central Command and NATO in 2015 and 2017
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Summary Stats: SIGACTS/ANQAR
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Roadmap

1. Background and data

2. Results: the onset of the transition

3. Results: physical withdrawal

4. (Ruling out) mechanisms

5. Conclusion & policy relevance
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Difference-in-difference estimation

‚ Base specification: at the district level

y i ,r ,t “ γ ˆ ANSFi ,t ` αi ` βr ,t ` ηi ˆ t ` εi ,t

where i indicates district, r the Regional Command and t is the quarter

‚ District FE (αi), nonlinear RC trends (βr ,t) and district-specific linear
trends (ηi ˆ t)

‚ ANSFi ,t switches on when Afghan forces takes over from ISAF

(γ is our coefficient of interest)
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DiD Results (SIGACTS)
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Event studies (SIGACTS
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DiD Results (ANQAR)
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Roadmap

1. Background and data

2. Results: announcement

3. Results: physical withdrawal

4. (Ruling out) mechanisms

5. Conclusion & policy relevance
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Completion of security transition

‚ Unlike the transfer process, which was constrained by five tranches, the decision to
close individual bases was highly discretionary

‚ Timing of the completion of the transition is potentially endogenous to the
(perceived) success of the handover to ANSF

‚ We leverage on logistic constraints to construct an instrument for the base closures

‚ Scale of the withdrawal logistics is enormous by any standard

Estimated 70,000 vehicles and 120,000 containers (Loven, 2013)

‚ To make matters worse, Afghanistan is a land-locked country with poor physical
infrastructure
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Constrained logistical routes

ñ Through Karachi in Pakistan: unreliable and difficult access.
ñ Through North: 3,900m Salang Pass, vulnerable to avalanches and landslides, and
restricted to no-weapons use.
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Logistical challenge to fly out most equipment

ñ In total, 70,000 coalition military vehicles need to be moved.
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Logistical challenge to fly out most equipment

ñ Significant use of fixed and rotary wing capacity to consolidate non-vehicle borne
material around main exit points near main military air hubs.
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Logistical challenge to fly out most equipment

ñ Heavy-duty Boeing C-17 Globemasters provided up to 7 trips a day between
Afghanistan and Kuwait. Led to consolidation around the air-ready bases which served
as transport hubs
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Base closures

Distance to nearest logistic hub Last base closure, relative to tranche date

‚ We build a variable capturing travel distances on the least cost path which serves
as an instrumental variable.

‚ The nearest airport serves as exit point is strong correlate of timing of base/
district handover competition.
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Withdrawal

‚ Main specification:

yd,t “ κ ˆ ISAF base closured,t ` γ ˆ ANSFd,t ` βt ˆ Xd ` ηd ˆ t ` εd,t

where

ISAF base closured,t is an indicator if ISAF base was closed in a district-time

(instrumented by the travel distance to military airport ˆ post-2011)

ANSFd,t is the indicator for the transition to ANSF

District-time linear effects, and Xd are controls such as distance to the border

(more demanding specification has tranche-specific fixed effects)
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Distance to military airport and base closures, first stage
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Effect of withdrawal on conflict outcomes (SIGACTS)

Fetzer, Souza, Vanden Eynde, Wright Security Transitions



Effect of withdrawal on conflict outcomes (ANQAR)
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Robustness of main results

‚ Consistent to using novel conflict network displacement estimation

‚ Consistent to using a matched distant gridcell pair approach (10 kmˆ10 km).
(pop, elevation, terrain, road conn., land cover)

‚ Tranche-by-tranche effects specification suggests security gains not driven by single
cohort.

‚ Alternative outcomes: other types of violence; dummy outcomes at the grid cell
level.

‚ Estimate pre-treatment effects as a placebo test.

‚ No evidence of changing pattern in survey participation
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Roadmap

1. Background and data

2. Results: announcement

3. Results: physical withdrawal

4. (Ruling out) mechanisms

5. Conclusion & policy relevance
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Mechanisms

‚ Mechanism 1: transfer of security to the ANSF could reduce violence because the
ability of the Taliban to mobilize was weakened by the ISAF withdrawal.

- Inconsistent with rise in violence after the base transitions

‚ Mechanism 2: complementarities between ANSF and ISAF

- Troop effort or efficiency rises with the security transfer and falls with base
closures

- Monitoring, technical support, targeted aid allocation to transition districts, ...

- We do not find evidence of increase in misbehaviour by ANSF, perceptions of
complementarity or aid timed with the transition process

- We also look at tactical support activities which are generally correlated with
violent events – but the response does not change with respect to the transition
stage

‚ Mechanism 3: lying low as strategic response
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Mechanisms: Lying Low

‚ This was a distinct possibility at the time:

If you tell the enemy that you’re leaving on a date certain, unequivocally, then that
enemy will wait until you leave.” – John McCain (2010)

“They cannot wait us out. They cannot defeat us. And they cannot escape this
choice.” – Hillary Clinton (2011)

“If I was an insurgent, I would wait until the Americans left and try my luck with
the ANSF” – Capt. Michael Wallace (Washington Post, 2014)

‚ Facts: surge in violence after 2014 and return of US troops in 2017
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Mechanisms: Lying Low

‚ Lying low or waiting it out does not in itself imply reduction in violence that
matches the transition patterns!

- The Taliban could wait things out across Afghanistan as soon as the 2014
withdrawal target is announced.

‚ Reductions in violence after the transition suggest strategic behaviour, for example
in a signaling game:

- Lying low is costly: signals to the local population, ability to defend.

- If there is some discretion left about the speed of the withdrawal, incentive to
make the transition look successful until troops leave.

- Pooling equilibrium when capacity of ANSF versus Taliban is unobservable to
ISAF (see model).
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Mechanisms: Lying Low

The signaling strategy appears to have worked:
“During the reporting period, the ANSF has performed effectively in the field,
losing no major bases or district centers to the insurgency and protecting the
majority of the Afghan population. Although challenges remain, the ANSF
demonstrated an increasing level of effectiveness.”

– DoD, July 2013 (relying on SIGACTS data used in study)
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Roadmap

1. Background and data

2. Results: announcement

3. Results: physical withdrawal

4. (Ruling out) mechanisms

5. Conclusion & policy relevance
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Conclusion & policy relevance

‚ Our findings suggest that insurgents acted strategically around the withdrawal

- Violence decreased after the announcement of the transition, but increased after
the physical withdrawal of troops.

‚ The experience of Afghanistan is not unique:

- 1989 Soviet transfer of power to Afghan forces

- The end of US-led operations in Iraq in 2011

- Current peace negotiation with Taliban.

‚ Cases reveal similar patterns of insurgent violence declining during the initial phase
of the security transition and surging after the final withdrawal of foreign troops.

‚ Suggest that the patterns of violence reflect a broader dynamic as foreign wars
end. Insights could motivate more effective training of local troops and guide
assessment of battle readiness before, during, and after security transition.
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Appendix
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Displacement

‚ Insurgents’ strategic behaviour in time as well as in space: when and where to
attack

- Not clear how insurgency displaces in space when districts are transitioned

- Especially as obfuscation might be of strategic interest

‚ To shed light on this issue, we apply the paper of de Paula, Rasul and Souza
(2019)

- Allows to recover the network dependencies using observable panel data

- We assess: (i) the extent to which spillovers confound the identification of the
diff-in-diff results; (ii) explain the presence, magnitude and mechanisms behind
displacement
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Displacement

‚ Diff-in-Diff

yi ,r ,t “ γ ANSFi ,t ` r FEs s ` εi ,t

where i is district, r is regional command and t is a quarter.

r FEs s = district, district linear trends, and regional command by time

‚ Diff-in-Diff with spillovers

yi ,r ,t “ ρ
N

ÿ

j“1

wi ,jyj ,r ,t

loooooomoooooon

endogenous effects

`γ ANSFi ,t ` δ
N

ÿ

j“1

wi ,jANSFj ,t

looooooooomooooooooon

exogenous effects

`r FEs s ` εi ,t

where wi ,j represents the extent to which district j affects i
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Displacement

‚ Diff-in-Diff with spillovers

yi ,r ,t “ ρ
N

ÿ

j“1

wi ,jyj ,r ,t

loooooomoooooon

endogenous effects

`γ ANSFi ,t ` δ
N

ÿ

j“1

wi ,jANSFj ,t

looooooooomooooooooon

exogenous effects

`r FEs s ` εi ,t

‚ Also a spatial econometric model, but with unknown wi ,j

‚ Two perspectives:

(i) Evaluate γ, the main treatment effects, controlling for spillovers

(ii) Shed light on the mechanisms behind the displacement in wi ,j
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DiD Results: Handover
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DiD Results: Physical Withdrawal
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