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ABSTRACT 

Conflict researchers are divided on what explains the massive victimisation and 
murdering of civilians and unarmed combatants, but largely agree that many of these acts 
are intentional and that the main perpetrators rely on them for economic or political gain. 
The terror strategies against civilians, which the scholarly literature has recently dubbed 
one-sided violence, take for instance the form of massacres or the mass rape of women 
and children. The executors of these acts are armed groups that are formally or informally 
attached to the government, rebel troops, or terrorist organisations. These actors employ 
this sort of violence besides conventional military tactics or they specialise completely in 
terrorising the civilian popUlation. This chapter presents first some empirical evidence for 
the occurrence and scope of political violence. We then introduce the three main logics 
that have been developed to account for one-sided violence. According to the frrst group 
of explanations, one-sided violence can only be understood within the wider strategic 
context in which armed groups operate. It is argued that armed groups will only 
perpetrate acts of one-sided violence when they expect to gain military advantages from 
it. A related argument maintains that many of these acts are retaliatory and that one-sided 
violence, once started, is hard to tarne. The second set of explanation focuses on the 
organisational structure of the battle forces. This strand of literature states that one-sided 
violence is the result of a lack of sanctioning mechanisms within the rebel or 
governmental organisations. The last explanation looks at how international actors react 
to the anticipated or already realised atrocities. Although pessimists argue that only 
decisive international action can stop the destructive cycle of one-sided political violence 
and the equally lethal revenge slaughtering, we maintain that a more nuanced view is 
warranted. We suggest that international interventions have a greater preventive and 
protective effect on civilian victimization than some studies would make us believe. The 
chapter discusses these three interrelated analytical approaches, and the empirical 
evidence supporting them. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Cain's city built with Human Blood, not Blood of Bulls and Goatsl 

When the biblical figure Cain slew his brother Abel, he opened a particularly depressing 
chapter in the development of humanity. Cain's choice to murder his sibling shows that the 
slaughtering and maiming of the innocent has often been aimed at individuals to whom the 
perpetrators entertain strong personal or social bonds. Throughout history politically or 
economically motivated killers have directed their violence against unarmed people with 
whom they have shared ethnic, linguistic, or social connections. Particular gruesome episodes 
of violence perpetrated against the own group include Mao Tse-Tung's repeated purges of 
Communist rivals and their supposed followers (Chang and Halliday, 2006) or the killing of2 
million Cambodians during the five-year-Iong terror regime of the Khmer Rouge under the 
leadership of Pal Pot (Short, 2004). Valentino (2004) comments on those killings and the 
Great Terror in the Soviet Union that the "victims". were drawn from the same social and 
economic gtoups as their executioners" (p. 18). 

Obviously, maiiy mass killings are targeted against social or ethnic gtoups that the 
political leadership constructs as the enemies of the state and their support base. In Nazi 
Germany, the groups that Hitler and his henchmen tried to eradicate were the Jews, the 
Gypsies, the homosexuals, political opponents like members of the banned German 
Communist party, and various other minority gtoups. The death toll of this most 
systematically planned and executed genocide of human history amounts to around 6 million 
killed Jews (Benz, 1996), not to mention the other victims who perished in the concentrations 
camps of the Third Reich. Retrospectively, the Holocaust and many other genocidal acts seem 
to be completely irrational as they have undermined the power of the perpetrators. In some 
cases, the repulsive nature of the atrocities has led to the downfall and, in some fortunate 
cases, also tbe prosecution of tbe planners and executors of the mass killings. We maintain, 
bowever, with a growing literature that sucb acts are despite their risky nature most often 
carefully planned and executed. As Kuper (1985) wrote, "genocide is not an aberrant 
pathological phenomenon but close to the nature of man" (p. 196). 

Whenever a mass killing takes place, the international reactions range from painful 
passivity to sparks of political solidarity and interventions, which, however, very often set in 
once the slaughtering is already over. While the international community finally reacted with 
a military intervention in Bosnia following the massacre in Srebrenica, the United Nations 
and other multilateral organisations failed to stop the genocide in Rwanda in the same year. 
The "never again"-attitude that such atrocities create leads at least to some collective projects 
that try to prevent the next mass killings. Private individuals have for instance tried to protect 
civilians since the second balf of the 19th century. The immediate result of these efforts was 
the creation of international norms that aim to prevent armed troops from using pbysical force 
against non-combatants and unarmed soldiers; landmark developments in the creation of the 
so-called Laws afWar include the Geneva (1864,1906,1929,1949) and Hague conventions 
(1899, 1907) as well as the entering into farce of the Rome Statue of the International 
Criminal Court. Non-governmental organisations like the International Red Cross or Amnesty 

1 William Blake, The Ghost of Abel. Taken from Mario Vargas Llosa 1997. Death in the Andes. London: Faber and 
Faber (Originally published in 1993 as Li/uma en los Andes). 
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International try to strengthen these nonns and institutions. However, the re-occurrence of 
mass killings in Congo, Darfur, or Iraq also marks the limitations that these rules against one
sided violence still have. Opportunistic political entrepreneurs continue to employ physical 
force against civilians. As much as Cain therefore slaughtered his brother out of jealousy, as 
much rely military commanders, soldiers and terrorists still on physical violence against 
unarmed victims to enrich themselves, to gain power, to increase their political sway, or 
simply to settle old scores. 

This chapter perceives massive fonns of violence as instruments to a particular end and 
analyses the circumstances under which the risk of the killing and maiming of civilians and 
unarmed soldiers increases and the extent to which the international community can prevent 
or stop these acts. The academic literature categorises this fonn of violence as one-sided as 
the victims do not possess the possibility to deter these acts. According to Schneider and 
Bussmann (2010), one-sided violence consist of acts perpetrated by an organised group, 
which can be either a rebel organisation or government troops, directed against a group of 
unarmed noncombatants. This violence results in the immediate physical harming or death of 
more than one noncombatant? 

Estimates of how many innocent civilians were killed at the hands of state and non-state 
political actors vary widely. Barbara Harff (2003) estimated that as many as 22 million 
civilians have died since the end of World War II in almost fifty separate conflicts, more than 
all battle deaths of all internal and international wars since 1945 together. According to 
Rummel (1994), almost 170 million people were killed in the period from 1900 to 1987 in 
what he calls democides which unites genocides and other mass killings. In a comprehensive 
analysis Wayman and Tago (2010) list 31 onsets of mass killings for the period between 1949 
and 1987. 

A particular type of systematic hanning is the rape of "enemy" females and children (cf. 
Wood, 2006). One research team estimates for instance the number of rape victims during the 
Rwandan genocide to at least 350,000 females (Bijleveld, Morssinkhof, and Smeulers, 2009). 
In many wars, the hanning and killing of civilians arises because the' 

soldateska3 is badly 
compensated for their engagement in the military. Soldiers therefore often have to loot in 
order to survive (Azam, 2002, Azam and Hoeffler, 2002). Although the killing and harming 
of civilians is not the main intention, one-sided violence accompanies the raiding in many 
instances. Bakonyi (2009) also adds that looting can be a strategic act, which aims at the 
weakening of the enemy forces and their civilian support base. She cites in this context an 
eyewitness from Somalia according to whom the plundering "was simply revenge" (ibid., p. 
370). 

2 This defmition of one-sided violence builds on the pioneering work of Eck and Hultman (2007). Their article 
introduced a cross-sectional data set; the codebook, authored by J. Kreutz and K. Eck, can be found at: 
(http://www.pcr.uu.se/publicationsfUCDP yub/One-sided%20vioience%20Dataset%20Codebook.pdf, 

last consulted March 1, 2010). Kalyvas' (2006, p. 29) definition of mass political violence unfortunately excludes 
the possibility of lesser scale one-sided violence as he claims that "extennination" in civil wars is reciprocal 
and as his unilateral category of "genocide and mass deportations" does not include those mass killings that do 
not meet the standard of a genocide. Indeed, whether the unilateral extennination of real or imagined 
opponents amounts to a genocide is a difficult and often highly controversial legal and political question, but 
we nevertheless need to account for the unilateral violence that is neither a mass killing nor a genocide, but 
massive enough to represent an act of one-sided violence. 

3 This word comes from Italian and can be translated to ''unrestrained soldier." 
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Kalyvas (2006, p.154) documents that at least some revenge killings are driven by 
emotions like anger or resentment. We contend, nevertheless, tbat the massive violence 
directed against innocents is most often - but not always - based on a clear cost-benefit 
calculation by the main perpetrators who do not have to be the executor of tbe violence, but 
who have to plan and to order it. Most current research stresses in this vein tbat one-sided 
violence is based on a clear choice. Verwimp (2006) writes for instance in one of his analyses 
of the Rwandan mass killings of 1994: "tbe genocide had an organized nature and was not a 
random killing spree" (p.19). Valentino (2004, p.3) similarly stresses in the tradition of 19th 

century war theorist von Clausewitz tbat mass killing is an "instrumental policy" and writes: 
"Like war, mass killing can be a powerful political and military tool". 

In recent years, tbe number of civilians killed in acts of one-sided violence has gone 
down despite tbe claims that we have entered a new era in which armed groups fight a new 
type of wars and during which warlords order the indiscriminate killing of innocent 
bystanders (see also Kaldor, 2004). We believe, conversely, tbat one-sided violence is not a 
new phenomenon and tbat its usage has varied considerably over time. Both Kalyvas (2001) 
and Mitchell (2004) single out tbe Thirty Years' War (1618-1648) to illustrate that gruesome 
acts were committed against civilians way before tbe end of tbe Cold War. Eyewitnesses like 
von Grimmelshausen (1979[1668], own translation) recount single massacres of tbe 17th 

century World War in gruesome details: "In summa, each and every one had his own 
invention to excruciate tbe farmers. I cannot tell much about the captured women, maids, and 
daughters because the fighters did not allow me to watch what they were doing with them. 
But I still know that we heard them scream miserably. I guess that my mother and Ursula 
[sister of the narrator] did not have it better tban the others" (pp. 85-89). 

Whatever tbe merits of the new wars-tbesis, the killing and harming of civilians remains 
an instrument on which armed groups continue to rely to achieve particular ends. Eck and 
Hultmann (2007) document 573,000 fatalities of one-sided political violence for the period 
from 1989 to 2004. Half a million of these killings are attributed to the government-sponsored 
massacres in Rwanda in 1994 and revenge acts committed by tbe rebel troops (Davenport and 
Stam, 2009). Since the genocidal mass-killings and the retaliatory acts in the tiny East African 
State, the yearly number of fatalities has declined. This reflects a trend of a falling number of 
battle deaths since the end of World War II uncovered by Lacina and Gleditsch (2005)" 

The number of civilians slaughtered considerably depends on the number and the 
intensity of both interstate and civil wars in tbe international system. The evidence assembled 
by Rummel (1994) for instance suggests that the number of people killed by political actors 
peaked during World War II; the Holocaust and the terror strategies of Joseph Stalin were the 
most dramatic mass killings tbat occurred during this period. Some have argued that 
asymmetric warfare including political terrorism has been rising since the end of the Cold 

War (cf. Huntington, 1996), a falling trend in war fatalities should therefore be taken with a 
grain of salt. Brandt and Sandler (20 I 0) offer some evidence for this compensation argument 
and trace the increasing number of civilian victims in terrorist attacks to the "hardening" of 
the potential military target and the strategy change by the terrorist groups. 

4 Obenneyer, Murray, & Gakidou (2008) criticise this report and contend that the number of fatalities has grown in 
recent decades. Spagat et a1. (2009), conversely, point out several methodological flaws in the Obermeyer et 
a1. (2008) study, which relies on surveys of some selected countries and questionable adjustment decisions to 
gauge a general estimate of war deaths. 
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Single events like the Rwandan genocide dramatically influence our perception of the 
frequency and magnitude of one-sided violence. Fortunately, such tragedies are relatively 
rare. What remains disturbing despite the singUlarity of this case in the post Cold War-era and 
the recent global attenuation in the usage of political violence is the large number of 
organisations that are wiIling to kill civilians. Eck and Hultmann (2007) list 78 groups, 51 of 
them being rebel organisations, as the perpetrators responsible for massacres and related acts 
for the period between 1989 and 2004. If we disregard the special case of Rwanda, rebels are 
more murderous than governments in the 16 year covered in the Eck and Hultmann data 
compilation. Groups that engage into one-sided violence are particularly active in the Middle 
East and North Africa. The Minorities at Risk Organizational Behavior (MAROB) dataset 
classifies 118 organisations that were acting on behalf of 22 ethnopolitical groups from 1980 
to 2004 in this most conflict-prone region of the world (Minorities at Risk Project, 2008). 38 
of these organisations killed and maimed civilians occasionally at least during one year, eight 
of them over an extended period of time. 

We maintain nevertheless that governments can be equally murderous (cf. Rummel, 
1994, Mitchell, 2004) and that there is no need, as the literature frequently does, to attribute 
the one-sided violence to either side alone in a conflict. This chapter employs an 
instrumentalist view of violence and starts from the assumption that the leaders of armed 
groups have to decide whether or not they want to mainly use conventional military means, 
exclusively rely on one-sided violence, or resort to a mixtures of both strategies 
simultaneously to reach their goals. To account for the extent to which the killing and 
harming of civilians is used, we will in our chapter present three explanatory strands. The first 
logic refers to the interaction between the originator of the violence and its target. As most of 
the one-sided violence occurs during wars, the killing and harming of civilians can at least 
partly be subjugated to the development on the battle field or the usage of violence in 
preceding periods of time. The second set of explanations focuses on the organisational 
structure of the battle forces. This literature states that one-sided violence is the result of a 
certain particular organisational features. The last group of contributions discussed looks at 
the direct and indirect influence of the international community through international 
interventions and international law that try to prevent human rights disasters or try to curtail 
the on-going slaughtering of civilians. We argue that international interventions can· have a 
greater preventive and protective effect on civilian victimization than their reputation 
suggests. 

STRATEGIC EXPLANATIONS OF GENOCIDES AND OTHER FORMS OF 

ONE-SIDED VIOLENCE 

Most autbors in the social sciences maintain that political violence is, at least in its 
extreme manifestations, based on clear choices. If a group does not possess the power to gain 
power through legal means, it might consider the use of force to change the status quo. What 
distinguishes violent political actors from each other is the relative weight that they attribute 
to the different instruments of violence. Table 1 offers a categorisation of armed groups and 
the type of violence tbat tbey have been mainly producing. Note that our classifications are 
ideal types and that the real actors occasionally rely On strategies that contradict our 
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classification. According to the United Nations (2009) for instance, both Hamas and Israel 
allegedly committed crimes against humanity during the Gaza War of the winter 2008-2009. 

Table 1. Armed forces and the type ofviolence mainly used by them 

Type of violence used/Actor Government Rebels 
Type 

Mainly military means Israel French Resistance 
Mainly one-sided violence USSR under Stalin al-Qaeda 
Both types used Colombian paramilitary troops Taleban 

Table I suggests that we can explain the choice for a particular form of violence through 
the preferences of the armed groups and the constraints that they face. Hence, rebels who are 
militarily much weaker than the governments that they fight resort to one-sided violence or 
other forms of terror as their preferred instrument. As a broad literature suggests (e.g., 
Arreguin-Toft, 2005), one-sided violence is thus frequently a weapon in an asymmetric 
conflict. Conv�rsely, if a government possesses more power it might use human rights abuses 
or even engage into a democide (Rummel, 1994) to deter possible revolts. Major liberation 
movements like the French Resistance during World War II predominantly attacked German 
soldiers as well as the 6,000 Nazi collaborators killed before the liberation of France (Lieb, 
2007, p. 415). However, this certainly also included some unarmed civilians. To shield their 
leaders against reputation losses, governments often delegate terror strategies to paramilitary 
forces. This is for instance the case in Colombia where these right-wing forces fight an 
unofficial war against the left-wing guerrilla with the tacit support of the government, which, 
in return, develops policies that benefit the "hired guns" (Acemoglu et aI., 2009). 

Balance of Power-Explanations 

Strategic accounts of one-sided violence often consider the balance of power between the 
perpetrator and its target or the attributes of these two groups of actors as explanatory factors. 
However, it remains until now quite unclear whether the killing and harming is an instrument 
of the stronger or the weaker actor. Hultrnan's (2009) analysis of the strategies used by the 
insurgent Resistencia Nacional Mo,ambicana (RENAMO) in Mozambique suggests the 
latter. Referring to Schelling's (1966) conceprualisation of the "the power to hurt" as a 
bargaining tool, Hultman writes that "massacres were carried out mainly against government 
constiruents with the instrumental aim of making the country ungovernable and forcing the 
government into concessions by raising the costs for continuing the war" (Hultrnan 2009, p. 
833). Similarly, Kalyvas (1999, p. 245) sees one-sided violence as a partial function of mass 
civilian defection toward the incumbent government, which he describes as a "particular 
strategic conjuncture." In this perspective, the terror against civilians becomes a weapon of 
last resort. 

Other recent explanations conceive of one-sided violence rather as a side-product as the 
militarily stronger government forces are unable to fight the insurgents with conventional 
means. According to Valentino, Huth, and Balch-Lindsay (2004), violence against civilians is 
more likely in guerrilla type warfare where particularly the government forces attack the 
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civilian support base of the rebels because it is difficult to get a hold of the insurgents 
themselves who use a hit-and-run strategy. Concepts like ethnic cleansing additionally 
indicate that one-sided violence can have genocidal traits (cf. Mann, 2005). A study of the 
usage of one-sided violence during the Bosnian civil war shows that mainly the winners on 
the battlefield used one-sided violence in a subsequent period (Bussmann and Schneider 
2010). Such killings are a means to terrorise the civilian supporters of the loosing group, but 
also reflect a wish by the military leadership to pre-empt future challenges. In their analysis of 
the violence directed against civilians during the Spanish civil war, Herreros and Criado 
(2009) come partly to a similar conclusion. They see the violence perpetrated by the Falangist 
right wingers around General Franco in this light and write: "The strategy consisted of the 
elimination of would-be political entrepreneurs" (Herreros and Criado, 2009, p. 440). 
However, the Republicans did not control the territory sufficiently and therefore engaged into 
much more arbitrary killings than the other side. In the view of Herreros and Criado (2009, p. 
441), one-sided violence was a "by-product of the collapse of the state as guarantor of public 
order." 

We do not believe that the two explanations on the influence of power imbalances are 
mutually exclusive, but rather note that both the strong and the weak can unleash one-sided 
violence given a certain strategic configuration. The hypothesis that one-sided violence 
follows a specific sequencing is formulated by Kalyvas (2006). He suggests that "as a conflict 
waxes on, we should observe a shift toward selective violence." His evidence from the post
World War II Greek civil war lends some support to this thesis: "The general picture is of a 
slow start, followed by an explosion of violence, and finally a moderate de-escalation" 
(Kalyvas, 2006, p. 273). However, the behaviour of the warring parties over time was not 
consistent as the insurgents relied on this instrument mainly during the last period of 
observation. 

We believe that this generalisation is unwarranted and that the up-and-down in one-sided 
violence between the warring parties does not follow a specific tre!ld. Figure I reports the 
number of killed civilians during nine years of the Angolan Civil War. As is illustrated, large
scale massacres happened rather towards the turn of the decade when the fighting was 
particularly intensive. In the first week of January 2000, the rebel organization UNIT A killed 
in the massacres of Luma Cassai and Chicandula ISO and 104 civilians respectively. The civil 
war and the abuse of civilians ended shortly after the killing of UNIT A rebel leader Jonas 
Savimbi in an ambush.' More generally, the temporal patterns observable for the nine years 
covered by our analysis rather suggest that (i) the extreme events occur throughout the entire 
period of examination, (ii) that there are few of these massacres, and (iii) that there are 
considerable clusters of phases with intensive civilian carnage followed by less violent 
periods. The first conflict phase with a weekly death toll of more than 100 victims began in 
the mid-September of 1995 when UNIT A massacred dozens of civilians in the village of 
Calepi (Huila province). 

5 It should be noted that from 1990 to 1993 almost no civilians were harmed according to the reports used to create 
this time series. 
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Reciprocity, Institutions, and Identity 

The up and down in the number of killed non-combatants suggests that one-sided 
violence during civil wars can at least partly be explained through the strategic interaction 
between the originator of one-sided violence and its target. 
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Figure I. The Weekly Number of Civilian Fatalities in the Angolan Civil War, 1994-20026 

Many strategic explanations of one-sided violence focus on the reciprocal use of this 
form of political terror. Morrow (2007) shows in his analysis of state compliance with the 
Laws of War in the 20th century that the protection of civilians had among all international 
norms the worst record. This suggests that this sort of violence is relatively "cheap" to 
execute in comparison to other violations of the Hague and Geneva conventions and that 
combatants and their leaders did not fear the sanctioning mechanisms that the Laws of War 
imply with regard to the protection of the unarmed in the interstate wars closely examined by 
Morrow. More generally, noncompliance with the international obligations is met "with some 
major violations by the side that suffers the consequences of that noncompliance" (Morrow, 
2007, p. 570). 

Democracies are no exception to this logic. Downes (2006, 2008) argues that democratic 
leaders, although restrained through the possible punishment by the electorate, might consider 
using one-sided violence if this promises to shorten a war. Wars in which democracies 
unleashed terror strategies against civilians include tbe second Angle-Boer War. During this 
colonial war, Britain systematically terrorised the enemy civilian population with internment 

6 This data set is part of the Konstanz One-Sided Violence Event Data Set (K05VED), which is fully described in 
Schneider and Bussmann (2010). 
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in concentration camps and through a scorched earth tactic. Downes (2008, chap. 6) uses this 
example to illustrate his thesis that armed groups resort to actions against civilians in the light 
of escalating costs of fighting and their inability to suppress the resistance of the opposed 
groups with conventional military means. The one-sided violence serves the purpose of 
cutting ties of the civilian population to the contending force. The removal of the civilian 
population from the theatre of military operations is another means to this end; this "draining 
of the sea" can take the form of ethnic cleansing or the installation of concentration camps. 
The British authorities incarcerated 290,000 Boers and Africans during the second Anglo
Boer War. While the overall fatality rate of these groups amounted to 17 and 14 per cent, 
children and women faced a much higher risk to die in captivity (Downes, 2008, p.l61). 
While Downes (2006, 2008) sees democratic mass murders partly as the active side, Morrow 
(2007) believes such acts to be largely reciprocal and thus sees democracies as the responding 
rather than the initiating actors. 

As is shown by Schneider and Bussmann (2010), the reciprocation of one-sided violence 
is in civil wars the norm rather than the exception. This suggests that the pre-emptive usage of 
indiscriminate violence is rather ineffective and meets the resistance of the attacked. In his 
book on the Greek Civil War, Kalyvas (2006, p. 144) apodictically states in this vein that 
"indiscriminate violence is counterproductive in civil war." However, Lyall's (2009) detailed 
study of the Russian shelling of Chechen villages offers case-study evidence against this 
generalisation. The statistical analysis clearly shows that the brutality of the government 
forces reached the military aim of silencing the insurgency. He concludes that "the fact that 
indiscriminate violence can have suppressive effects helps explain the otherwise puzzling 
persistence of these practices among the world's militaries" (Lyall, 2009, p. 357). 

As many of the recent civil wars were or are fought along ethnic fault lines (see Chapters 
5, 6, and 7), ethnic wars have been singled out as being especially hazardous for the civilian 
population. According to Toft (2003) for instance, internal wars are extremely violent if 
geographically concentrated ethnic groups face each other. Valent.!no (2004, pp. 75-76) 
believes that one-sided violence in ethnic wars grows out of fear and that the inter-ethnic 
hatred is not sufficient to account for the often gruesome death toll among civilians in such 
conflicts: "mass killing is most likely to occur when perpetrators believe that their ethnic 
opponents pose a threat that can be countered only by physically removing them from society, 
in other words, by implementing a policy of ethnic cleansing." Lyall (2010), however, shows 
that military leaders can use the ethnicity of the perpetrators to their own advantage in his 
statistical analysis of so-called sweep operations in the civil war in Chechnya. In this conflict, 
the Russian army increasingly relied on Chechen fighters to conduct extensive searches for 
their co-ethnic adversaries. Such sweeps are often violent; the 680 operations led to more than 
20,000 registered abuses which include extrajudicial killings and wounding as well as sexual 
assault and thus acts that fall under the category of one-sided violence. As Lyall (2010) notes, 
sweeps that were conducted by Chechen forces reduced the number of guerrilla retaliation 
and the immediacy of these insurgent revenge acts. Similarly, Kalyvas (2008) and Wood 
(2008) note that ethnic affiliations and other forms of identity are particularly fluid in times of 
war. While wars which are fought strictly along ethnic differences strengthen the identity of 
the support group and increase the risk of recurring violence, ethnic "defections" of soldiers 
to the other side can be observed in many wars. 
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ORGANISATIONAL LOGIC 

The strategic interaction between armed groups is not the sole reason why these groups 
engage heavily into one-sided violence instead of using armed forces against the soldiers 
from the other side. Yet, academics and practitioners alike have neglected to carefully analyse 
armed groups and to identify the internal organisational reasons for using one-sided violence. 
This inattention has important policy consequences. As Zahar (200 I, p. 62) forcefully argues, 
effective international interventions against the abuse of civilians can only be based on a clear 
understanding of the framework in which groups with a genocidal tendency act and how they 
are structured: "We sin by omission when we fail to grasp the dynamics that shape civil- ' 
militia relations." 

One obvious reason for this research gap is the extreme difficulties of studying armed 
movements. Such groups often become active in areas that are inaccessible and are 
characterised by an exceptional level of social disruption. This poses limitations to the 
systematic attempt to uncover the motives of the combatants and their commanders and to 
identify the organisational features that increase the risk of one-sided violence. Even if one is 
able to interview members of such organisations, problems of response bias persist as 
defecting or captured members have a tendency to say what they think their interviewers want 
to hear (Chai, 1993, p. lOO). As a result, armed groups have failed to receive a level of 
analytical attention that remotely corresponds to their importance (Clapham, 1998, p. vii).' 

However, an increasing number of studies shed some light on the organisational roots of 
one-sided violence. Most of this research emphasises three important organisational features. 
First, some scholars (e.g., Humphreys and Weinstein, 2006) argue that one-sided violence 
results from the particular incentives that the fighters face in some military organizations. 
These enticements, which are largely determined by the recruitment strategy, heavily 
influence how the individual soldiers behave towards non-combatants. A second school of 
thought contends that the lack of discipline within the armed groups allows combatants with a 
disposition to violence to abuse civilians Or to kill and harm them during looting or similar 
activities. Finally, some scholars (e.g., Gutierrez Sanin, 2008) argue that the commitment of 
tlie combatants to their group influences their behaviour towards civilians. We will discuss 
these explanations, and the evidence put forward in support of thern, in turn. 

Recruitment 

Recruitment is essential for the survival of any armed group and it is one of the key 
factors that helps us to understand the organisational roots of one-sided violence. As Mitchell 
(2004, p. 53) writes with reference to the English Civil War: "one of the reasons that Oliver 
Cromwell was able to keep violations low across the battlefield of the British Isles was that he 
followed a recruitment strategy of finding soldiers of conscience rather than of fortune." 
Without members, the group remains an empty shell and will never be able to fulfil the 
demands of its commanders who might consider the use violence against civilians for their 
personal purposes. It is therefore essential to know what motivates individuals to participate 

7 Exceptions are among others Humphreys and Weinstein (2006) and Wood (2003). 
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as fighters. We can distinguish between two schools of thought that aim to explain patterns of 
participation in armed movements. The first one is inspired by early social scientific studies 
of revolution (e.g., Davies, 1962; Gurr, 1970), which suggested that perceived deprivation or 
grievances are fuelling rebellion (Regan and Norton, 2005). These grievances are rooted in 
individual frustrations, economic deprivation, and the marginalisation of a group in political 
decision making (Regan and Norton, 2005). The grievance approach has despite its negative 
evaluation by Collier and Hoeffler (2004) been used to explain the Maoist insurgency in 
Nepal (Murshed and Gates, 2005), and the Zapatista uprising of indigenous peoples in the 
Mexican state of Chiapas (Stewart, 2002). 

Other scholars, however, have argued that grievances are not a sufficient condition for 
participation (e.g., Tarrow, 1994; Tilly, 1978). These researchers tend to minimise the 
importance of relative deprivation-type factors, arguing that these conditions are, for the most 
part, always present (Regan and Norton, 2005). As it is individually not rational to participate 
in an armed movement (e.g., Lichbach, 1990; Olson, 1965), the commanders of armed groups 
need to resort to selective incentives (Le., private inducements to participate that military 
leaders selectively offer) to motive individuals to join the ranks and to fight for a particular 
cause. Based on Grossman (1991), Collier (2000) and Collier and Hoeffler (2004) advanced 
the argument that greed in the form of material benefits like money, drugs, or looting 
opportunities motivate the participation in a rebel movement. Collier (2000) goes as far as 
saying that most commanders are "quasi-criminals" who purely act in the pursuit of economic 
gains. 

Although the "greed vs. grievance" debate led to many publications, other explanations 
that put the influence of nonmaterial incentives at the center stage did not enjoy the attention 
they deserve. These alternatives underscore for instance the impact that social ties, 
"adventure" motivations and "in-process" benefits have on the motivation to fight (e.g., 
Kalyvas and Kocher 2007; Muller and Opp, 1986; Wood, 2003). Further, the current 
literature disregards the possibility that individuals are pushed rather t"an pulled to the armed 
groups. These pull factors include the relative safety that an armed organisation offers in 
comparison to the life as a non-combatant. In other words, individuals may participate in 
rebellion not in spite of the risk of joining but because staying home is even riskier (e.g., 
Azam, 2006; Humphreys and Weinstein, 2008). 

Weinstein (2005, 2007) combined these two different ways of attracting members to 
explain the level of violence that rebel groups perpetrate against civilians. To this end, he 
closely analysed four rebel organisations - the National Resistance Army (NRA) in Uganda, 
RENAMO in Mozambique as well as Sendero Luminoso's national operations in Peru, and 
its branch in the Upper Huallaga Valley. Drawing on 200 interviews and archival evidence, 
Weinstein (2007) argues that insurgencies that can easily appropriate resources attract 
opportunistic joiners who participate primarily because of private benefits they might gain. 
As a result, these insurgencies do not need the support of local populations to survive - and 
this is the reason why the rebels belonging to these quasi-criminal organisations, to use 
Collier's (2000) expression, are more likely to commit violence against civilians. Those 
insurgencies that arise in resource-poor environments, by contrast, attract more so-called 
activist joiners, whose main motivation is a personal or collective grievance' These fighters 

8 Note that Weinstein (2007) does not use the concepts of'''greed'' and "grievances" directly. Instead he points at the 
economical or social endowments of a re bel group. 
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behave less violently as they share the norms and goals of the tightly knit community from 

which they emerge (Humphreys and Weinstein, 2006). 

Humphreys and Weinstein (2006) similarly found in their pioneering study a positive 

relationship between the material rewards offered to the individual fighters and the level of 

perpetrated civilian abuse by armed factions in Sierra Leone. One limitation of their empirical 

tests is, however, the static nature of their explanation as they implicitly assume that the 

examined recruitment strategies do not vary over time. A growing body of mostly theoretical 

contributions emphasises by contrast how the dynamics of recruitment matter for the 

organization and the way it behaves: the conditions for joining late in a war may considerably 

differ from those for joining early on (Humphreys and Weinstein, 2008). While grievance 

might motivate participation in the first place, greed is necessary for the longevity of the 

conflict. 

Commitment 

Weinstein's (2007) thesis that recruitment strategies and civilian abuse are intimately 

linked to each other has sparked an intensive academic debate. Vinci (2005), for example, 

maintains that the "greed vs. grievance" debate cannot fully explain the atrocities of the 

Lord's Resistance Army (LRA) as well as the existence and duration of this particularly 

violent group. Also, Gutierrez Sanin (2008) argues against the linkage between endowment of 

an armed movement and the perpetrated level of civilian abuse. He contends that the 

behaviour of armed movements does not differ according to the incentives offered, but rather 

through the way in which an organisation "creates" fighters. He partiCUlarly demonstrates that 

the formation of commitment is essential and largely determines how a group acts. Although 

the two armed Colombian rebel groups studied by him, the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias 

de Colombia (FARC) and the Autodefensas Unidas de Colombia (AUC), operate in the same 

resource-rich environment, they rely according to this account on different instruments to 

commit the fighters to the organisation in the long term. The F ARC offers a trial period of 

two to three months during which recruits have the right to leave the organisation. After this 

period, normal life is left behind and the F ARC becomes a way of living. Joining this rebel 

movement amounts, in other words, to a lifetime commitment. By contrast, fighting for the 

paramilitary AUC is not a lifetime decision. Although leaving this organisation is not easy, 

the group does not require a similarly far-reaching personal decision (Guthlrrez Sanin, 2008). 

As especially Vinci (2005) has shown, many armed movements do not rely on direct or 

indirect payments to attract members. This begs the question of how violent organisation that 

do not reward their members materially, but entice their members to participate in atrocities 

can survive. Gutierrez Sanin (2008) already pointed at a possible explanation, namely the role 

that organisational commitment plays in the duration of armed movements. Attachment to the 

employing organisation, including its goals and values, amounts to more than passive loyalty. 

In that sense, commitment to an armed movement goes hand in hand with the individual's 

deep conviction about, and agreement with, certain needs and goals of the group. A positive 

result of this dedication is that it allows the leader of an armed movement to hurt the 

expectations of the fighters in the short run without undermining individual attitudes and 

behaviour (DeCotiis and Summer, 1987). To put it differently, committed recruits overstep 

certain personal and moral boundaries, like the killing and harming of civilians, to pursue the 
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goals of the anned movement although they cannot expect any personal gain. They might 
even have been exposed to personal humiliations within their anned group before. 

Given the ideological needs of many young combatants, it is no surprise that leaders of 
armed groups promote strategies that help fighters to commit to the overall organisation. 
Some groups, like the LRA, rely primarily on the use of socialisation techniques, such as rites 
and rituals (Haer, Banholzer, and Ertl, 201 0). Other groups, such as the Maoist in Nepal, 
employ rather the brainwashing tactics of military and ideological training (Eck, 2009). 
Whatever the exact method is, military commanders apply these varying instruments as quasi
management tools that help the individual to identify with the organisation and to kill 
innocent civilians for what is portrayed as the greater organisational good. 

Recent evidence confirms that there is a strong correlation between organisational 
commitment and one-sided violence. Haer (2010) shows based on 96 interviews that highly 
committed members of Congolese anned movements were indeed more likely to abuse 
civilians than lowly committed members. The latter type of fighters indicated that they hardly 
felt any loyalty to the movement and its goals, the commanders of their group, and their 
fellow combatants. A study of sexual violence during World War JI perpetrated by the Soviet 
and German annies shows that the systematic raping was largely delegated to civilian 
vigilantes rather than the committed regular forces (Burds, 2009). 

Hierarchy 

The organisational literature on anned movements does not only stress the importance of 
incentives and commitment on the level of civilian abuse, it also points towards the power of 
the leader to control his troops. The military commander can to a certain extent structure the 
organisation in a way that minimises the risk of civilian abuse. He can, for example, impose 
oversight and accountability mechanisms that are not in line with the goa.ls and norms of the 
organisation. To put it differently, a strict level of hierarchy can theoretically prevent the 
occurrence of one-sided violence. However, controlling the troops and making individual 
soldiers accountable for their actions are not trivial tasks. Battles are often chaotic situations 
in which the production of violence is delegated to the individual soldier and where the 
killings are not attributable to the individual combatant. 

The level of hierarchy differs considerably between the anned groups that are active 
around the world. So-called vertical organisations are groups in which a strict line of 
command limits the individual's level of freedom. As a result, coordination failures are 
prevented and the possibilities to monitor and sanction the individual actions are enhanced 
(Miller, 1992; Whitford, 2002). A typical example of such a vertically organised anned 

movement is the I:farakat al-Muqiiwamat al-Isliimiyyah (HAMAS) (Heger, Jung, and Wong, 
2008). This group is so differentiated that it does not only produce violence, but provides 
various social services to commit the fighters and their families to the political goals of the 
organisation (Levitt, 2004). Other organisations like the National Resistance Army (NRA) in 
Uganda and the closely associated Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF) possess a flatter hierarchy, 
but are still able to enforce stringent levels of discipline (Clapham, 1998). 

Some of the anned groups that were active in Somalia during the 1 990s, conversely, were 
quite horizontally structured. These " flat organisations" lacked a clear command and control 
structure. Although this organisational deficiency may yield some strategic flexibility and 
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help rebels to evade the other side more easily, it hinders the coordination between units since 
there is no party line to follow. It also prevents the punishment of agents who attack non
combatants without receiving an explicit order to do so. Therefore, some scholars have 
suggested that members of more horizontally structured armed groups will carry out more 
attacks against civilians than those who fight in vertically structured organisations. Clapham 
(1998, p. 10) summarises this soldateska-hypothesis as follows: "murder, rape, and looting 
constituted much of the raison d'etre of the insurgent forces." Humphreys and Weinstein 
(2006) analyse more precisely how hierarchy relates to one-sided violence. They establish, as 
indicated, for the civil war in Sierra Leone a strong relationship between their measurement 
of indiscipline within the faction and the perpetrated civilian abuse. Whether this relationship 
also holds in other conflicts needs to be shown. 

As these illustrations and systematic findings show, the emerging literature on the 
organisational roots of one-sided violence has so far put the blame almost entirely onto the 
fighters and has completely neglected the evil role that the military leaders of armed 
movements can play. We contend against this backdrop in the empirical literature, and argue 
that the future study of one-sided violence should pay closer attention to the motives of their 
military commanders, their leadership style and their wish and ability to control and sanction 
their subordinates. 

INTERNATIONAL INTERVENTIONS 

While every act of one-sided violence is a tragedy, mass killings are not inevitable as 
long as they are conceived as the calculated deeds of cunning perpetrators. This suggests that 
the outside actors are not helpless bystanders, but might possess the means to prevent and 
stop the harming and slaughtering of civilians. This section therefore discusses how the 
international community influences civil victimization in and outside of interstate and 
intrastate conflicts. Since the end of Word War n, international interventions as an instrument 
to stop the killing of civilians have found increasingly acceptance across the world, 
sometimes even at the expense of state sovereignty (Krain, 2005). Especially after the end of 
the Cold War, the scope of international involvement in crisis areas has increased 
significantly. From 2000 to 2005, UN deployment grew by over 500 percent (CIC, 2007, p. I) 
and, as noted by the Human Security Report 2009: "aid per displaced person in war-affected 
countries has more than tripled over the past two decades" (HSR, 2009, p. 3). These 
developments beg the question of whether the declining number of civilians killed and 
maimed in wars is related to the increasing attention that international governmental and non
governmental actors pay to the plight endured by the unarmed population in the crisis-ridden 
regions of the world. We will also discuss which instruments might be particularly useful - or 
harmful, as some analysts suggest - in the global fight against one-sided violence. 

Types of Interventions 

The conflict management literature agrees that the nature, scope, and effectiveness of 
international interventions differ considerably. Some interventions are militarily well 
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equipped and prepared to encounter hostilities and engage in combat. Examples range from 
the intervention of Great Britain, France, and Russia in 1 827 in the Greece-Turkey conflict 
when "public opinion reacted with horror to the cruelties committed during the struggle" 
(Oppenheim, 1955, as cited in Onuf, 2000, p. 2), to more recent incidents such as the 1999 
NATO bombing of Yugoslavia which occurred as a reaction by the international community 
 to severe human rights abuses by the Serbian government. Other types of international 
interventions are only lightly armed or entirely sustain from carrying weapons and the use of 
force. International Non-governmental Organisations (NGOs) for example are present in most 
crisis areas with the aim to shame actors who abuse human rights (e.g., Amnnesty 
International), to provide specific help (e.g., Medecins Sans Frontiers) and to intervene 
directly on behalf of the civilians and prisoners of war (e.g., International Red Cross). 
Observer missions, as launched by the United Nations (UN), the Organisation for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), or more recently the European Union (EU), are 
interventions during which a small number of individuals monitor elections, ceasefire 
agreements or human right abuses in crisis areas. Even though they are sometimes lightly 
armed, these missions have predominantly weak mandates and no power to rnilitarily 
intervene. However, the international community hopes that the presence of third party 
witnesses facilitates negotiations and keeps the conflicting parties from refraining from 
breaching agreements. 

Arguably the most prominent types of international interventions are missions led by the 
UN. When the UN Charter was signed in 1945, the main purpose of the UN's founding was 
to "save succeeding generations from the scourge of war" (UN, 2008, p. 13) of which 
civilians are the main victims. Over the past 60 years, International Peacekeeping has evolved 
into one of the main tools of the UN for achieving this goal, following the three core 
principles of: Consent of the parties; Impartiality; and Non-use of force except in self-defense 
and defense of the mandate (UN, 2008, p. 3 1). Since superpower rivalry paralysed the 
Security Council during the Cold War, initial Peacekeeping Missions .were limited to lightly 
armed monitoring and observer missions as for example in the case of the Armistice 
Agreement between Israel and its Arab neighbors in the Middle East. Only after the end of 
the stalemate in the Security Council could the UN start to unfold its full potential. UN 
missions became broad, multidimensional enterprises with increasingly robust mandates. 

Despite their steady increase, the record of international interventions is mixed and the 
overall value is highly debated. Too often, it seems, has the international community and 
especially the United Nations failed to prevent atrocities against civilians. The slaughtering in 
Rwanda is an often cited as an example. Luttwak (1999) states: "At best, U.N. peacekeeping 
forces have been passive spectators to outrages and massacres, as in Bosnia and Rwanda" (p. 
38). Failed peace missions have led pessimists to trade the slogan of "never again" for "never 
intervene" (Collier, 2007, p. 125). 

Other voices, such as the Human Security Report 2005, however, point to the world wide 
decrease of one-sided violence in wars and argue that this could be the result of the upsurge 
of international involvement in crises in the form of mediation, peacekeeping, and 
peacebuilding (Melander, 2009, p. 390). The Human Security Report 2009 further confirms 
that: "humanitarian assistance has increased in level, scope, and effectiveness, increasing the 
number of lives saved in war-affected populations." The UN mission in El Salvador 
(ONUSAL) and the One in Mozambique (ONUMOZ) are viewed as two examples of 



72 Gerald Schneider, Lilli Banholzer and Roos Haer 

successful interventions, in which UN missions contributed to tackling the root causes of civil 
war and establishing a stable peace. 

These contradicting views on international interventions raise two interrelated questions: 
(i) Do international interventions reduce the number of civilian victims in interstate conflicts 
and (ii) if so, what type of interventions is necessary to reduce the plight of the civilian 
population? 

Explanations of Intervention Effectiveness 

A first body of research is pessimistic with regard to the effect of international 
interventions. In the view of these sombre assessments, shortcomings in mandates and 
military capacity, particularly as regards UN interventions, frequently lead to unsuccessful 
missions incapable of protecting civilians. Even worse, by inferring in the conflict dynamics, 
third party intervention can intensifY the one-sided violence. For this reason, pessimists 
criticise impartial interventions and opine that, if at all, only militarily strong interventions 
can have a curtailiag effect on one-sided violence. 

Admittedly, pessimists can draw from a wealth of examples of failed peace missions. UN 
peacekeepers and other intervening actors have, at times, severely struggled to deliver the 
expected protection of civilians. Repeatedly, ill-prepared, international operations, for 
example in Somalia, the Balkans, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Haiti, Congo-Kinshasa, and Darfur 
were unable to prevent violence directed against civilians (Holt, Glyn, and Max, 2009, p. 4). 
Lacking an appropriate mandate, UN peacekeepers could often just witness the slaughtering 
of civilians or even became victims themselves. In Sierra Leone, for instance, 500 UN 
Peacekeepers were taken hostage by RUF (Revolutionary United Front) rebels, not because of 
the RUF's overwhelming military strength, but because the UN forces had no mandate to 
resist. As Collier (2007) points out: "The UN troops were an easy target because the RUF 
understood that they would not resist. They were carrying their guns like tourists flaunting 
their jewellery" (p. 127). Only some months later, a small, but militarily well-equipped, 
British force easily defeated the RUF rebels and ended the civil war. With regard to the war in 
the former Yugoslavia, Forsythe (2005) describes the helplessness of the ICRC at the 
slaughtering of Srebrenica when they were "left with an all too keen awareness of the limits 
of its neutral humanitarianism" (p. 1 15). Examples like this seem to support the conventional 
wisdom of ineffective UN missions and other impartial interventions, raising questions about 
the general value of such missions. 

Support for the pessimist view is also provided by social science research. A prominent 
quantitative study conducted by Krain (2005), for instance, concludes that only interventions 
with the ability to directly challenge the perpetrator or protect the unarmed through military 
means can slow down or stop the slaughtering of the civilian population. Using data of all 
ongoing genocides and politicides between 1995 and 1997, Krain (2005) tests six hypotheses 
concerning the potential effects of international interventions. Impartial interventions, 
according to him, have no statistically significant effect on the reduction of violence and 
state-sponsored mass murder and are thus pointless. 

Hultman (2010) goes one step further in arguing that the presence of peace operations can 
even trigger violence against civilians in intrastate conflicts. In a quantitative study of all civil 
wars between 1989 and 2006, she establishes a correlation of the presence of peace operations 
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with higher levels of violence by rebel groups, although no clear effect on government 

violence could be found. She asserts that by entering into an ongoing conflict, the sudden 

presence of a third party "changes the rules of the game in the war" (Hultman, 2010, p. 6). 
Since the warring party's anticipation of a near peace settlement will lead them to attempt to 

improve their bargaining position, they might decide to target the civilian population to alter 

the balance of power in their favour. Especially in ethnic wars, groups might use ethnic 

cleansing and displacement in order to secure their claim to particular regions; During the 

Bosnian war for example, ethnic cleansing was used by Serb, Croat, and Bosniak forces to 

create ethnically homogenous areas. The presence of third parties might encourage the 

warring parties to engage in some "last-minute" conquering in order to be able to raise claims 

to those territories during the expected negotiations (Bussmann and Schneider 2010). To alter 

the balance of power, perpetrators may further use the slaughtering of civilians to impose 

costs on the opponent. Governments, for example, can choose to attack civilians supporting 

rebel organisations, thus weakening the backing for the rebels in the civil society. The 

Sudanese government in Khartoum ordered Arab militias to attack unarmed civilians who 

they presumed to support the rebels in order to punish them and to prevent future rebel 

recruitment (Straus, 2005, p.1 27). Atrocities committed by rebels, on the other hand, spread 

fear and signal to the population that the state is unable to protect them. Also, many rebel 

organisations rely on criminal activities such as looting or trafficking to finance their warfare 

(for more on rebel financing, see Chapter 8). The presence of a third party may challenge 

access to these illegal activities. In order to keep the conflict ongoing and as such maintain 

their control over resources, rebel movements might increase their violence against civilians. 

As a result of these findings, Hultman (20 I 0) argues in agreement with Krain (2005) that only 

international missions with a strong and explicit mandate to protect civilians are able to 

reduce the level of violence, while "simply sending troops without the mandate to interfere 

when necessary can be devastating" (p. 20). 

Critical voices also point to the negative effects of the actions 'if international aid 

agencies. Terry (2002, p. 2), for example, argues that prosecutors of political violence fmd 

safe havens in refugee camps run by international organisations. By manipulating the aid 

system, distributed resources can be used to finance their own criminal activities. Branch 

(2009, p. 479) raises more criticism, stressing that "humanitarianism can be instrumentalised 

by . . .  warring parties for their own ends, leading to a prolongation of the very violence it 

purports to ameliorate" (Branch, 2009, p. 479). Using Uganda as an example, he further 

describes how international humanitarianism and state violence can develop and sustain a 

relationship of mutual support. In his view, the Ugandan government was only capable of 

forcing people to live in IDP Camps because of the aid provided by humanitarian 

organisations, whereas aid agencies were only able to carry out their actions because of the 

state violence. 

Even though these argumentations appear convincing and seem to confirm the general 

view of the ineffectiveness of peace operations and humanitarian missions, a closer look is 

warranted. As we will argue below, the overall picture of the effectiveness of international 

interventions is more nuanced. Three arguments bolster our view that international 

interventions have often more positive effects than the pessimistic schools makes us believe. 

First, recent studies point to the methodological problem of selection biases in social science 

research, leading to wrong assumptions on the ineffectiveness of peace missions. Second, a 

more complex picture is needed when judging the success and failure of international 
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interventions, factoring in also the deterrence effect ofNGOs and international law. Third, a 
refreshed focus in political science on early warning and forecasting of severe political 
instability can promote suitable preventive action for one-sided violence. 

Supporters of the optimistic perspective point out that failed missions receive a more 
prominent position in the media and stick in the memory more easily. This deceives us to 
believe that they are more common. In reality however, many, if not a majority of peace 
missions, are successful (Fortna, 2004; Hartzell, Hoddie, and Rothchild, 2001). In 1993 for 
example, the disastrous UN missions in Somalia received much attention in the media 
whereas the United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC), a large and rather 
successful UN mission that was completed in the same year, received hardly any recognition. 

Some quantitative studies lend strong support for the assertion that international peace 
missions protect civilians rather than expose them (e.g., Fortna, 2004; Gilligan and Stedman, 
200 I ;  Hofmann and Schaffer, 2009). Melander (2009) contests the results of the pessimist 
perspective and points to the methodological problem of biases in the case selection process 
of their studies. He argues that most studies yield inaccurate results because they disregard 
that peace missions are not randomly implemented but sent predominantly to those high-risk 
areas where mass murdering is most likely to occur. By controlling for the "seriousness" of 
the conflict using a more complex joint model, Melander (2009) demonstrates that 
peacekeepers indeed significantly reduced the risk of mass killings. 

Even unarmed or lightly armed interventions can have a confining effect on one-sided 
violence. By serving as eyewitnesses, NGOs can deter potential perpetrators and lead the 
warring parties to become reluctant to commit crimes against civilians. In Rwanda, the mere 
presence of international NGOs seemed to have slowed down or even have stopped the 
genocide. At the Kamarampaka Stadium and Nayarushishi camp in Cyangugu where the 
International Red Cross was present, at the Kabgayi Archbishopric in Gitarama prefecture 
and in the Amahoro stadium in Kigali city, where United Nations Assistance Mission for 
Rwanda (UNAMIR) troops were deployed, Hutus militias did not dare to kill Tutsis as openly 
as they did in the rest of the country. At these sites, the majority of the Tutsis survived the 
genocide (Kuperman, 2001). As Kuperman (2001) states: "Thus interestingly, it appears the 
modest deterrent impact of UNAMIR troops may have been more a function of their being 
foreign than their being armed, considering that the unarmed ICRC had a similar deterrent 
impact" (p. 17). 

Furthermore, through the establishment of the International Criminal Court (ICC) in The 
Hague and several international criminal tribunals and special courts (e.g., for former 
Yugoslavia and Rwanda), perpetrators may have to face charges for their crimes against 
humanity. Obviously, some of the persons for whom the ICC has issued an arrest warrant for 
are still at large, including Joseph Kony, leader of the Lord Resistance Army (LRA) of 
Northern Uganda, or the Sudanese president Omar al-Bashir, who is accused of severe war 
crimes and crimes against humanity during the Dafur conflict. Several others have been taken 
into custody and sentenced. Not only do these actions prevent perpetrators from committing 
further crimes, but they also have an indirect effect on protecting civilians, by signaling to 
other perpetrators that they can be held accountable by the international community for their 
actions and by establishing new confidence in the rule of (international) law (Mennecke, 
2007). As Mennecke (2007) points out: "punishment is equated with prevention" (p. 320). 

Most of the above mentioned interventions are implemented with the aim to stop ongoing 
atrocities against civilians. A recent strand of political science research is, however, 
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concerned with the establishment of accurate early warning and forecasting models for 

political instability and one-sided violence (Schneider, Gleditsch, and Carey, 2010). This 

research contributes to meaningful civil war risk assessment and the establishment of early 

warning systems for political crises (Rost, Schneider, and Kleibl, 2009, p. 921). These 

forecasts may allow the international community to engage increaSingly in preventive rather 

than mere reactive interventions. Goldstone et al. (2010) argue for example that regime type 

is the most powerful predictor for instability onset, suggesting that preventive· action should 

therefore concentrate on the establishment of political institutions. Endorsing the 

conventional research on peace building strategies (see Doyle and Sambanis, 2000), 

forecasting models .can support the international community in the establishment of effective 

concepts to antagonise one-sided violence. As Doyle and Sambanis (2000) point out: 

"peacebuilding is the front line of preventive action" (p. 779). 

In sum, international interventions seem to be more powerful than their reputation 

suggests. It should be acknowledged that international peace missions are deployed to 

unstable and high-risk areas, where atrocities are most likely to take place. Factoring this in, 

there is statistical evidence that international interventions do have a preventive effect on one

sided violence. Furthermore, even unarmed interventions such as the presence of international 

NGOs can have a deterring effect on civilian victimization through the eye witnessing and 

recording of crimes against civilians. This leaves perpetrators with the fear that their crimes 

will not stay unnoticed and that their actions can even lead to conviction. Adding credibility 

to this fear, several perpetrators have been charged by the International Criminal Court, and a 

considerable number of them has been arrested and sentenced. Lastly, the renaissance of 

political science research concerned with forecasting models of political instability and 

human right abuses contributes to appropriate preventive rather than reactive interventions on 

one-sided violence: ''The evidence is clear that international action can play - and indeed has 

played - a critically important role in reducing the human costs of war," write the authors of 

the Human Security Report (2009, p. 7). 

CONCLUSION 

Although mass killings pervade human history, conflict researchers have only recently 

begun to systematically analyse occurrences of one-sided violence. In this chapter we have 

taken stock of this emerging literature which largely points out the strategic and 

organisational roots of this particular form of political violence and the reactions of outside 

actors to the slaughtering and harming of civilians. We contend in line with most 

contributions to this subfield of conflict studies that cost-benefit calculations account for 

many of these gruesome acts and that at least the organisers of the killings if not their 

henchmen themselves make cold-blooded choices. Although the perpetrators of this massive 

uniltateral violence might have been partly guided like Cain's murder of Abel by jealousy or 

other emotions, at least the most terrifying acts are based on conscious decisions. 

The perception that one-sided violence is often based on emotions rather than a clear 

choice is nurtured by the reciprocal nature that one-sided violence has in many conflicts. 

Hence, many acts seem to be motivated by revenge. For instance, Davenport and Slam (2009) 

convincingly demonstrate for the case of Rwanda that not only the government forces, but 
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also the rebel movement engaged into the killing of unarmed civilians, though to a lesser 
extent. However, many acts of massive revenge are ordered and can therefore not be solely 
attributed to the chaos that rules the military baltlefield and the emotions that were guiding 
the executors of the deadly missions. 

One disturbing facet of the reciprocal nature of one-sided violence is that both 
autocracies and democracies respond with the killing and harming of civilians to similar 
atrocities of the other side. Mann (2005) describes this finding, which can be seen as a major 
challenge to the democratic peace theory, as the "dark side of democracy." Future studies 
have, however, yet to show whether this result can be replicated and, more importantly, 
whether democracies are really, as Downes (2007, 2008) claims, worse offenders of the laws 
of war than autocracies. 

In internal conflicts, mainly rebel forces rely on one-sided violence to reach specific 
political or economic goals. As the brutality of the armed groups, whether they are acting on 
behalf of a rebel commander or the governments, varies considerably, we need to understand 
the organisational roots of the one-sided violence better. Current research has highlighted that 
a lack of control of the soldiers in an army unit increases the risk of civilian abuse 
(Humphreys and Weinstein, 2006). Another line of research points out that those rebel 
movements which attract more opportunist members rather than ideologically committed 
individuals produce more one-sided violence (Weinstein, 2005, 2007). Although this research 
correctly distinguishes between individual combat units to account for massive violence 
against civilians, it places the blame for these acts entirely on the soldiers and does not 
examine the motives and strategic acts of their commanders. 

Although the literature on the role of the international community with regard to such 
acts is quite pessimistic, institutional innovation like the creation of the International Criminal 
Court give hope that the worst offenders are caught and that potential perpetrators are 
deterred through increased international sanctions. We believe that many of the pessimistic 
findings do not adequately account for those violence-suppressing activities that prevent 
genocides and other mass killings in the first place. Fortunately, several sophisticated studies 
concerning the preventive measures of the international community have recently started to 
appear in international journals. This research does not only look at the realised one-sided 
violence, but also calculates in the prevented one. This raises hope that the liberal moment 
(Gleditsch, 2008; see also Chapter 10) finally also reaches those who are the least protected 
the civilian population and the unarmed soldiers. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

We would like to thank the German Peace Research Foundation for research support and 
the editor for helpful comments. 

REFERENCES 

Acemoglu, D., Robinson, J. A., and Santos, R. (2009). The Monopoly of Violence: Evidence 
from Colombia. NBER Working Paper 15578. 



Cain's Choice: Causes of One-Sided Violence Against Civilians 77 

Alonso, A., and Brugha, R. (2006). Rehabilitation the Health System after Conflict in east 
Timor: A Shift from NGO to Government Leadership. Health Policy and Planning, 

21(3), 206-216. 
Arreguin-Toft, r. (2005). How the Weak Win Wars: A Theory of Asymmetric Conflict. New 

York: Cambridge University Press. 
Azam, J. P. (2002). Looting and Conflict between Ethno-Regional Groups: Lessons for State 

Formation in Africa. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 46( 1 ), 1 3 1- 153.  
Azam, J.  P. (2006). On Thugs and Heroes: Why Warlords Victimize Their Own Civilians. 

Economics of Governance, 7(1), 53-73. 
Azam, J. P., and Hoeffler, A. (2002). Violence Against Civilians in Civil Wars: Looting or 

Terror? Journal of Peace Research, 39(4), 461-485. 
Bakonyi, J. (2009). Zwischen Leidenschaft, Protest und Interesse: Eine Phiinomenologische 

Untersuchung Kriegerischer Pliinderungen [Between Fervor, Protest, and Interest: A 
Phenomenological investigation of war lootings). Politische Vierteljahreschrift 

Sonderheft, 43, 362-385. 
Benz, W. (Ed.) ( 1996). Dimension des Volkermords: Die Zahl der Judischen Opfer des 

Nationalsozialismus [The Dimension of Genocide: The Number of Jewish Victims of 

National Socialism). Miinchen: dtv. 
Bijleveld, C., Morssinkhof, A., and Smeulers, A. (2009). Counting the Countless. Rape 

Victimization during the Rwandan Genocide. International Criminal Justice Review. 

19(2), 208-224. 
Branch, A. (2009) Humanitarianism, Violence, and the Camp in Northern Uganda. Civil 

Wars, Jl(4), 577-501.  
Brandt, P. T. ,  and Sandler, T.  (2010). What do Transnational Terrorists Target? Has it 

Changed? Are we Safer? Journal of Conflict Resolution, forthcoming. 
Bussmann, M., and Schneider, G. (2010). The Dynamics of One-Sided Violence in the 

Bosnian Civil War. Working paper. 
Burds, J. (2009). Sexual Violence in Europe in World War n, 1939-1945. Politics and 

SOCiety, 37(1), 35-73. 
Center on International Cooperation at New York University (CIC) (2007): Annual Review of 

Global Peace Operations (http://www.cic.nyu.eduJinternationalsecurity Idocs 
Ipeacekeeping_BRIEFINGPAPER.pdf, last consulted March I, 2010). 

Chang, J., and Halliday, J. (2006). Mao: The Unknown Story. London: Vintage. 
Chai, S-K.· ( 1 993). An Organizational Economics Theory of Antigovernment Violence. 

Comparative Politics, 26(1), 99-1 10. 
Clapham, C. (1998). Introduction: Analysing African Insurgencies. In Christopher Clapham 

(Bd.), African Guerillas (pp. 1 - 1 8). Oxford: James Curry. 
Collier, P. (2000). Rebellion as a Quasi-Criminal Activity. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 

44(6), 839-853. 
Collier, P. (2007). The Bottom Billion: Why the Poorest Countries are Failing and What Can 

be Done About It. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Collier, P., and Hoeffler, A. (2004). Greed and Grievance in Civil War. Oxford Economic 

Papers, 56(4), 563-595. 
Davenport, C., and Stam, A. C. (2009). What Really Happened in Rwanda? Miller-McCune 

October 6. http://www.miller-mccune.com/culture _society Iwhat-reallyhappened-in-
rwanda-1504, last consulted March 1 , 2010). 



7S Gerald Schneider, Lilli Banholzer and Roos Haer 

Davies, J. C. ( 1962). Toward a Theory of Revolution. American Sociological Review, 27(1), 
5-19. 

DeCotiis, T. A., and Sununers, T. P. ( 19S7). A Path Analysis of a Model of the Antecedents 
and Consequences of Organizational Commitment. Human Relations, 40(7), 445-470. 

Downes, A. B. (2006). Desperate Times, Desperate Measures. International Security, 30(4), 
1 52-195. 

Downes, A. B. (2007). Restraint or Propellant? Democracy and Civilian Fatalities in 
Interstate Wars. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 51(6), S72-904. 

Downes, A. B. (200S). Targeting Civilians in War. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 
Doyle, M. W., and Sambanis, N. (2000). International Peacebuilding: A Theoretical and 

Quantitative Analysis. American Political Science Review, 94(4), 779-S0 1 .  
Eck, K .  (2009). Recruiting Rebels: Indoctrination and Political Education in Nepal. In M. 

Lawoti, and A. Pahari (Eds.), The Maoist Insurgency in Nepal: Dynamics and Growth in 

the 21st Century (pp. 33-51) . London: Routledge. 
Eck, K., and Hultman, L. (2007). One-Sided Violence against Civilians in War: Insights from 

new Fatality Data. Journal of Peace Research, 44(2), 233-246. 
Forsythe D. P-; (2005). The Humanitarians: The International Committee of the Red Cross. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
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. 
Gilligan, M., and Stedman, S. J. (200 I).  Where Do the Peacekeepers Go? International 

Studies Review, 5(4), 37-54. 
Gleditsch, N. P. (200S). The Liberal Moment. Fifteen Years On. International Studies 

Quarterly, 52(4), 691-712. 
Goldstone, J. A, Bates, R. H., Epstein, D. L., Gurr, T. R., Lustik, M. B., Marshall, M. G., 

Ulfelder, J., and Woodward, M. (2010). A Global Model for Forecasting Political 
Instability. American Journal of Political Science, 54(1), 1 90-20S. 

Grimmelshausen, H. J. C. von (1979 [166S]) Der Abenteuerliche Simplicissimus Teutsch 

[Simplicius Simplicissimus]. Stuttgart: Rec1am. 
Grossman, H. 1. (1991). A General Equilibrium Model ofInsurrections. American Economic 

Review, 81(4), 912-92 1 .  
Gurr, T. (1970). Why Men Rebel. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press . 
Gutierrez Sanin, F. (200S). Telling the Difference: Guerrillas and Paramilitaries in the 

Colombian War. Politics and Society, 36(1), 3-34. 
Hartzell, C., Hoddie, M., and Rothchild, D. (2001). Stabilizing the Peace After Civil War. 

International Organization, 55(1), I S3-20S. 
Haer, R. (2010). The Heart of Organizational Darkness: How Bad Structures Cause Violent 

Deeds. University ofKonstanz. Typescript. 
Haer, R., Banholzer. L., and Ertl, V. (2010). Creating Compliance and Cohesion: How Rebel 

Organizations Manage to Survive. University ofKonstanz. Working paper. 
Harff, B. (2003). No Lessons Learned from the Holocaust? Assessing Risks of Genocide and 

Political Mass Murder since 1955. American Political Science Review, 97(1), 57-73. 
Heger, L., Jung, D., and Wong, W. (200S). Organizing for Resistance: How Group Structure 

Impacts the Character of Violence. Presented at the 49th International Studies Association 
Annual Conference, San Francisco, CA, March 26-29. 



Cain's Choice: Causes of One-Sided Violence Against Civilians 79 

Herreros, F., and Criado, C. (2009). Pre-emptive or Arbitrary: Two Forms of Lethal Violence 
in a Civil War. Journal o/Conflict Resolution, 53(3), 419-445. 

Holinann, T., and Schaffer, L. M. (2009) Einmal Frieden und Zuriick? Friedensmissionen und 
die Wiederkehrende Eskalation Innerstaatlicher Gewalt [Once Peace and Back? Peace 
Missions and the Recurring Escalation of Domestic Violence). Politische 

Vierteljahresschrift Sonderheft, 43, 307-332. 
Holt, V., Glyn, T., and Max, K. (2009). Protecting Civilians in the Context of UN 

Peacekeeping Operations: Successes, Setbacks and Remaining Challenges 
(http://www .peacekeepingbestpractices. unlb.orgIPBPSlLibrarylProtecting%20Civilians%20in 

%2Othe%20Context%200f''1020UN%20PKO.pdf, last consulted March 1 , 2010). 
Hultman, L. (2009). The Power to Hurt in Civil War: The Strategic Aim of RENAMO 

Violence. Journal o/South African Studies, 35(4), 821-834. 
Hultman, L. (2010). Keeping Peace or Spurring Violence? Unintended Effects of Peace 

Operations on Violence against Civilians. Civil Wars, 12(1 -2), 29-46. 
Human Security Report Project (HSR) (2005). War and Peace in the 2 1  st Century. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press (http://www.un.orgidepts/dhllresourceslterrorismltocltocI2.pdf, 
last consulted March I ,  20 I 0). 

Human Security Report Project (HSR) (2009). Human Security Report Part 11: The Shrinking 
Costs of War (http://www.humansecurityreport.info/index.php70ption=com_contentand 
task=viewandid=205andItemid=9 1 ,  last consulted March 1 , 20 10). 

Humphreys, M., and Weinstein, J. M. (2006). Handling and Manhandling Civilians in Civil 
War. American Political Science Research, 100(3), 429-447. 

Humphreys, M., and Weinstein, J. M. (2008). Who Fights? The Determinants of Participation 
in Civil War. American Journal 0/ Political Science, 52(2), 436-455. 

Huntington, S. P. ( 1996). The Clash o/Civilizations and the Remaking o/ World Order. New 
York: Simon and Schuster. 

Kaldor, M. (2004). New and Old Wars: Organized Violence in a Global Era. Cambridge: 
Polity Press.

' 

Kalyvas, S. N. (1 999). Wanton and Senseless? The Logic of Massacre in Algeria. Rationality 

and Society, 11(3), 243-285. 
Kalyvas, S. N. (2001). "New" and "Old" Civil Wars: A Valid Distinction? World Politics, 

54(1), 99- 1 1 8. 
Kalyvas, S. N. (2006). The Logic o/ Violence in Civil War. New York: Cambridge University 

Press. 
Kalyvas, S. N. (2008). Ethnic Defection in Civil War. Comparative Political Studies, 41(8), 

1043-1068. 
Kalyvas, S, N., and Kocher, M. (2007). How Free is "Free Riding" in Civil Wars? Violence, 

Insurgency, and the Collective Action Problem. World Politics, 59(1), 177-2 1 6. 
Krain, M. (2005). International Intervention and the Severity of Genocides and Politicides. 

International Studies Quarterly, 49(3), 363-387. 
Kuper, L. (1985). The Prevention o/Genocide. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
Kuperman, A. J. (2001). The Limits 0/ Humanitarian Interventions: Genocide in Rwanda. 

Washington D.C.: Brookings Institutions Press. 
Lacina, B. A., and Gleditsch, N. P. (2005). Monitoring Trends in Global Combat: A New 

Dataset on Battle Deaths. European Journal 0/ Population, 21(2-3), 145-166. 



80 Gerald Schneider, Lilli Banholzer and Roos Haer 

Lacina, B. A., Gleditsch, N. P., and Russett, B. M. (2006). The Declining Risk of Death in 
Battle. International Studies Quarterly, 50(3), 673-680. 

Levitt, M. (2004). Hamas from Cradle to Grave: How Charity, Social Welfare, and Terror 
Come Together. Middle East Quarterly, 11(\), 3-16. 

Lichbach, M. I. (1990). Will Rational People Rebel Against Inequality? Samson's Choice. 
Americanjournal of Political Science, 34(4), 1 049-1 076. 

Lieb, P. (2007). Konventioneller Krieg oder NS-Weltanschauungskrieg? Zusatz zum Titel 

Kriegfuhrung und Partisanenbekampfung in Frankreich 1943144 [Conventional War or 

War of the NS World View? Addition to the Warfare and partisan fighting in France 
1943144j . MUnchen: Oldenbourg. 

Luttwak, E. N. (1999). Give War a Chance. Foreign Affairs, 78(4), 36-44. 
Lyall, J. (2009). Does Indiscriminate Repression Incite Insurgent Attacks? Evidence from 

Chechnya. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 53(3), 331-362. 
Lyall, J. (2010). Ethnicity and Violence in Civil War: Evidence from the Second Chechen 

War. American Political Science Review, forthcoming. 
Mann, M. (2005). The Dark Side of Democracy: Explaining Ethnic Cleansing. Cambridge: 

Cambridge 'University Press. 
Melander, E. (2009). Selected to Go Where Murderers Lurk?: The Preventive Effect of 

Peacekeeping. Conflict Management and Peace Science, 26(4), 389-406. 
Mennecke, M. (2007). Punishing Genocidaires: A Deterrent Effect or Not? Human Rights 

Review, 8(4), 3 1 9-339. 
Miller, G. J. (1992). Managerial Dilemmas. The Political Economy of Hierarchy. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
Minorities at Risk Project. (2008) Minorities at Risk Organizational Behavior Dataset. 

College Park, MD: Center for International Development and Conflict Management 
(http://www.cidcm.umd.edulmar, last consulted March 1 , 2010). 

Mitchell, N. 1. (2004). Agents of Atrocity: Leaders, Followers, and the Violation 6f Human 

Rights in Civtl War. New York: Pal grave Macmillan. 
Morrow, J. D. (2007). When Do States Follow the Laws of War? American Political Science 

Review, 101(3), 559-572. 
Muller, E. N., and Opp, K-D. (1986). Rational Choice and Rebellious Collective Action. 

American Political Science Review, 80(2), 471-488. 
Murshed, S. M., and Gates, S. (2005). Spatial-Horizontal Inequality and the Maoist 

Insurgency in Nepal. Review of Development Economics, 9(1), 12 1 - 134. 
Oberrneyer, Z., Murray, C. J., and Gakidou, E. (2008). Fifty Years of Violent War Deaths 

from Vietnam to Bosnia: Analysis of Data from the World Health Survey Programme. 
British Medical Journal, 336, 1482-1486. 

Olson, M. (1965). The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Onuf, N. (2000). Humanitarian Interventions: The Early Years. Working paper 

(http://www .cgpacs. uci .edulresearch/working"'papers/nicholas _ onuf_ humanitarian _ interv 
ention.pdf, last consulted March 1 , 2010). 

Oppenheim, L. (\955). International Law: A Treatise. Vol. I, Peace. 8tl' ed. By H. 
Lauterpacht, New York: David McKay. 

Rost, N., Schneider, G., and Kleibl, J. (2009). A Global Risk Assessment Model for Civil 
Wars. Social Science Research, 38(4), 921-933. 



Cain's Choice: Causes of One-Sided Violence Against Civilians 8 1  

Regan, P. M., and Norton, D .  (2005). Greed, Grievances, and Mobilization. Journal of 

Conflict Resolution, 49(3), 3 19-336. 
Rummel, R. J. ( 1994). Power, Genocide and Mass Murder. Journal of Peace Research, 31(1), 

1-10. 
Schelling, T. C. ( 1966). Arms and Influence. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
Schneider, G., and Bussmann, M. (20 l Oa). Accounting for the Dynamics of One-Sided 

Violence: Introducing KOSVED. Working paper. 
Schneider, G., Gleditsch, N. P., and Carey, S. C. (2010). Exploring the Past, Anticipating the 

Future: A Symposium. International Studies Review, 12(1), 1-7. 
Short, P. (2004). Pol Pot: The History of a Nightmare. London: John Murray. 
Spagat, M., Mack, A., Cooper, T., and Kreutz, J. (2009). Estimating War Deaths: An Arena 

of Contestation. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 53(6), 934-950. 
Stewart, F. (2002). Horizontal Inequalities: A Neglected Dimension of Development. QEH 

Working Paper 8 1 ,  Queen Elizabeth House, University of Oxford. 
Straus, S. (2005). Darfur and the Genocide Debate. Foreign Affairs, 84(1), 123-133. 
Tarrow, S. (1994). Power in Movements: Social Movements, Collective Action and Politics. 

New York: Cambridge University Press. 
Terry, F. (2002). Condemned to Repeat? The Paradox of Humanitarian Action. Ithaca, NY: 

Comell University Press. 
Tilly, C. ( 1978). From Mobilization to Revolution. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
Toft, M. D. (2003). The Geography of Ethnic Violence. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press. 
United Nations (2008) United Nations Peacekeeping Operations: Principles and Guidelines 

(http://peacekeepingresourcehub.unlb.orglPbpsiLibrary/Capstone _Doctrine_EN G. pdf, 
last consulted March I, 2010). 

United Nations (2009). Report of the United Nations Fact Finding Mission on the Gaza 
Conflict (http://image.guardian.co. uk/sys-files/Guardian! documents/2Q09/09/ 15/UNFFM 
GCReport.pdf, last consulted March I, 20 I 0). 

Valentino, B. A. (2004). Final Solutions: Mass Killing and Genocide in the 20th Century. 

Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press. 
Valentino, B. A., Huth, P., and Balch-Lindsay, D. (2004). Draining the Sea: Mass Killing and 

Guerilla Warfare. International Organization, 58(2), 375-407. 
Vargas Llosa, M. (1997). Death in the Andes. London: Faber and Faber (Originally published 

in 1 993 as Lituma en los Andes). 
Verwimp, P. (2006). Machetes and Firearms: The Organization of Massacres in Rwanda. 

Journal of Peace Research, 43(1), 5-22. 
Vinci, A. (2005). The Strategic Use of Fear by the Lord's Resistance Army. Small Wars and 

Insurgencies. 16(3), 360-381 .  
Wayman, F. W., and Tago. A.  (2010). Explaining the Onset of  Mass Killing, 1 949-87. 

Journal of Peace Research, 47(1), 3-13. 
Weinstein, J. M. (2005). Resources and the Information Problem in Rebel Recruitment. 

Journal of Conflict Resolution. 49(4), 598-624. 
Weinstein, J. M. (2007). Inside Rebellion: The Politics of Insurgent Violence. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
Whitford, A. B. (2002). Decentralization and Political Control of the Bureaucracy. Journal of 

Theoretical Politics, 14(2), 167-193. 



82 Gerald Schneider, Lilli Banholzer and Roos Haer 

Wood, E. J. (2003). Insurgent Collective Action and Civil War in El Salvador. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Wood, E. 1. (2006). Variation in Sexual Violence during War. Politics and Society, 34(3), 
307-341.  

Wood, E. 1. (2008). The Social Processes of Civil War: The Wartime Transfonnation of 
Social Networks. Annual Review of Political Science, 11, 539-561.  

Zahar, M.-J. (2001). Proteges, Clients, Cannon Fodder: Civil-Militia Relations in Internal 
Conflicts. In S. Chestennan (Ed.), Civilians in War (pp. 43-65). Boulder, CO: Lynne 
Rienner. 


	Schneider_etal_Seite_01
	Schneider_etal_Seite_02
	Schneider_etal_Seite_03
	Schneider_etal_Seite_04
	Schneider_etal_Seite_05
	Schneider_etal_Seite_06
	Schneider_etal_Seite_07
	Schneider_etal_Seite_08
	Schneider_etal_Seite_09
	Schneider_etal_Seite_10
	Schneider_etal_Seite_11
	Schneider_etal_Seite_12
	Schneider_etal_Seite_13
	Schneider_etal_Seite_14
	Schneider_etal_Seite_15
	Schneider_etal_Seite_16
	Schneider_etal_Seite_17
	Schneider_etal_Seite_18
	Schneider_etal_Seite_19
	Schneider_etal_Seite_20
	Schneider_etal_Seite_21
	Schneider_etal_Seite_22
	Schneider_etal_Seite_23
	Schneider_etal_Seite_24
	Schneider_etal_Seite_25
	Schneider_etal_Seite_26

	Text1: First publ. in: War : an introduction to theories and research on collective violence / Tor G. Jakobsen. Hauppauge, NY : Nova Science Publ., 2011, pp. 57-82.
	Text2: Konstanzer Online-Publikations-System (KOPS)URL: http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:bsz:352-opus-131175


