

  
    
            
        
      
      
        
          
        

        
          
            
          
        
        
          
            
              
                
              
            

            
              
                
                  Siste søk
                

              

                
                  
                      
                      
                        
                      
                  

                
              
                No results found
              

            

          

          
            
              

                
              
            

            
              
                Tags
              

              
                
                  
                      
                  
                
              

              
                

              

              
                No results found
              

            

          

          
            
              
                
              
            

            
              
                Dokument
              

              
                
                  
                      
                  
                
              

              
                

              

              
                No results found
              

            

          

        

      

    

    
      
        
          
        
      
              

                        
  
  

                
            
            
        
        Norsk
                  

                        
  

                Last opp
                        
          
            
            
              
                Hjem
                
                  
                
              
              
                Skoler
                
                  
                
              
              
                Emne
                
                  
                
              
            

          

        


        
          Logg inn
        
        
        
        
        
          

  





  
    
      
      	
            
              
              
            
            Slett
          
	
            
              
              
            
          
	
            
              
                
              
              
            
          
	
          

        
	No results found


      
        
          
        
      
    

  







  
      
  
    
    	
                                    
              Hjem
            
            




	
                          
                
              
                        
              Annet
            
            


      
                  14-00519
      

      
        
          
            
              
                
              
            
            
            
              
                Share "14-00519"

                
                  
                    
                  
                  
                    
                  
                  
                    
                  
                  
                    
                  
                

                
                  

                  
                    COPY
                  
                

              

            

          

          
            
              

                
              
            
          

        

      

    

    
      
        
          
            
              
            
                          
                N/A
              
                      


          
            
              
            
                          
                N/A
              
                      

        

        
                      
              
                
              
                               Protected
                          

                    
            
              
            
            
              Studieår: 
                2022
              
            

          

        

        
          
            
            
                
                    
                
                Info
                
                

            
            

            

                        
  

                
        Nedlasting
          
              

          
            
              
                
                Protected

              

              
                
                
                  Academic year: 2022
                

              

            

            
              
                
                  
                
                
                
                  
                    Share "14-00519"

                    
                      
                        
                      
                      
                        
                      
                      
                        
                      
                      
                        
                      
                    

                    
                      

                      
                        
                      
                    

                    Copied!

                  

                

              

              
                
                  
                
              

            

            
              
                
                82
              

              
                
                0
              

              
                
                0
              

            

          

        

      

      
        
                              
            
            82
          

          
            
            0
          

          
            
            0
          

        

      

    

  



  
        
                    
  
    
    
      
        Laster....
        (Se fulltekst nå)
      

      
        
      

      
      

    

  




  
      

                    Vis mer (   sider )
        
  


  
      

                    Last ned nå ( 82 sider )
      



      
            
  
    Fulltekst

    
      (1)
Protection of civilians 



– military planning scenarios and implications


FFI-rapport 2014/00519



Alexander William Beadle



Forsvarets



forskningsinstitutt



FFI
N o r w e g i a n   D e f e n c e   R e s e a r c h   E s t a b l i s h m e n t


(2)
(3)FFI-rapport 2014/00519 



Protection of civilians  



– military planning scenarios and implications 


Alexander William Beadle 


Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) 
7 March 2014 



(4)2 FFI-rapport 2014/00519  


FFI-rapport 2014/00519  
 1276 


P: ISBN 978-82-464-2350-0 
 E: ISBN 978-82-464-2351-7 



Keywords


Beskyttelse av sivile 
 Menneskerettighetsbrudd 
 Militære operasjoner 
 Militær planlegging 
 Scenarioer 



Approved by 


Frode Rutledal  Project Manager 


Espen Skjelland  Director 



(5)FFI-rapport 2014/00519  3 



English summary 


Protection of civilians has emerged as a principal objective in many contemporary operations. 


However, protection of civilians is no longer simply about avoiding ‘collateral damage’ or 
 assisting with the delivery of humanitarian aid. In today’s wars amongst the people, military 
 forces are increasingly expected to protect civilians from threats of physical violence that arise 
 from perpetrators who deliberately target them and are responsible for the majority of casualties. 


There is, however, a wide range of perpetrators who attack civilians for entirely different reasons 
 and in different ways. This report identifies and describes seven generic scenarios, which seek to 
 capture the range of situations in which military forces may be deployed and expected to protect 
 civilians. The scenarios are meant to help military staffs identify the particular nature of threat 
 facing civilians and the military responses that are most likely to work.  


Each generic scenario is described on basis of five parameters that examine different aspects of 
 possible perpetrators: (1) their strategic rationale for attacking civilians in the first place; (2) the 
 types of actor the perpetrators are likely to be, (3) the strategies and tactics they employ, (4) the 
 capabilities they are likely to require in doing so, and (5) the expected outcome when perpetrators 
 succeed. The first parameter (rationale) is used to categories the scenarios, because it is the 
 perpetrator’s motivation that first and foremost will determine the nature of threat to civilians.  


The seven military planning scenarios described in this report are:  


•  GENOCIDE, where perpetrators seek to exterminate a certain communal group. 


•  ETHNIC CLEANSING, where perpetrators seek to expel a certain communal group. 


•  REGIME CRACKDOWN, where regimes use violence to repress any resistance. 


•  POST-CONFLICT REVENGE, where individuals or mobs take revenge for past crimes. 


•  COMMUNAL CONFLICT, where whole communities seek both to avenge a previous round 
 of violence and to deter further retaliation, as a means of protecting themselves. 


•  PREDATORY VIOLENCE, where perpetrators exploit civilians to survive or for profit. 


•  INSURGENCY, where insurgents target civilians as a means to undermine other actors. 


It is argued that the role of military force in protecting civilians is likely to be decisive or 


important in the majority of situations where civilians are deliberately targeted, albeit the ways in 
which force can be used with utility will vary greatly. A main finding is that denying freedom of 
movement for the military units executing violence against civilians on the ground will be the 
most effective response, because it is the only requirement that perpetrators in all scenarios will 
be critically dependent on. Another finding is that airpower alone can play a significant role in 
protecting civilians during REGIME CRACKDOWNS, but largely will be unable to deny perpetrators 
the ability to attack in other scenarios. Finally, despite the emphasis on civilian security in recent 
population-centric counterinsurgency doctrines, the potential utility of military force in protecting 
civilians during classic INSURGENCIES is limited and not necessarily compatible with defeating 
insurgents. Traditional counterinsurgency approaches will have more utility in terms of protecting 
civilians against rebel groups who do not have clear political objectives. 
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Sammendrag 


Beskyttelse av sivile har blitt et stadig viktigere mål for militære styrker i dagens operasjoner. Det 
 handler ikke lenger bare om å unngå å skade sivile gjennom egne handlinger eller å hjelpe til med 
 leveringen av nødhjelp til kriserammede områder, slik det tradisjonelt har blitt forstått. I dagens 
 konflikter, der kampene som regel utkjempes blant sivile, forventes det i økende grad at de 
 militære styrkene også skal beskytte sivile fra væpnede aktører som bevisst angriper dem.  


Det finnes likevel en rekke aktører som angriper sivile av ulike årsaker og på ulike vis. Med 
 utgangspunkt i den voksende litteraturen på vold mot sivile i krig er det imidlertid mulig å bryte 
 dette spekteret ned i scenarioklasser, som beskriver en rekke situasjoner med grunnleggende 
 fellestrekk der det også kan tenkes at militære styrker kan bli forventet å måtte beskytte sivile.  


I denne rapporten identifiseres det syv scenarioklasser, der trusselen mot de sivile vil være 


fundmanetalt forskjellig og som vil kreve ulike svar og virkemidler. Hvert scenario beskrives med 
 utgangspunkt i fem parametere: (1) angriperens strategiske rasjonale for å angripe sivile; (2) hva 
 slags type aktør angriperen sannsynligvis vil være; (3) hvilke strategier og taktikker angriperen 
 vil ta i bruk; (4) hvilke kapabiliteter angriperen vil være avhengige av for å angripe sivile; og (5) 
 hva det forventede resultatet vil være om angriperen lykkes. Den første parameteren (rasjonale) 
 brukes til å kategorisere de ulike scenarioklassene, fordi det er angriperens motivasjon som i 
 første omgang vil avgjøre hvilken type trussel de vil utgjøre mot de sivile. 


De syv scenarioklassene som blir beskrevet i denne rapporten er:  


•  GENOCIDE, der angriperne ønsker å utrydde en bestemt befolkningsgruppe. 


•  ETHNIC CLEANSING, der angriperne ønsker å fordrive en bestemt befolkningsgruppe. 


•  REGIME CRACKDOWN, der regimer bruker vold til å bekjempe alle trusler mot seg selv. 


•  POST-CONFLICT REVENGE, der personer og grupper tar hevn for tidligere ugjerninger. 


•  COMMUNAL CONFLICT, der hele befolkningsgrupper angriper hverandre for å hevne 
 tidligere angrep og for å avskrekke angrep i fremtiden som en måte å beskytte seg selv på. 


•  PREDATORY VIOLENCE, der angriperne plyndrer sivile for å overleve eller tjene på det. 


•  INSURGENCY, der grupper angriper sivile som en taktikk i kampen mot andre aktører. 


I denne rapporten vises det at militære styrker vil ha en avgjørende rolle i de fleste situasjoner 
 hvor sivile bevisst blir angrepet, men at måten militærmakt kan brukes på vil variere avhengig av 
 angriperens intensjoner og strategier. Et hovedfunn er at den mest effektive responsen er å svekke 
 bevegelsesfriheten til de militære enhetene som angriper sivile på bakken, fordi dette er noe 
 angripere i alle scenarioene er avhengige av. Et annet funn er at luftmakt alene kan redusere en 
 aktørs evne til å angripe sivile i REGIME CRACKDOWN, men ikke i andre scenarioer der angriperne 
 ikke er like avhengig av konvensjonelle styrker og mye ildkraft. Det vises også at tross vekt-
 leggingen av de sivile i dagens opprørsbekjempelsesdoktriner, vil nytteverdien av militærmakt 
 være svært begrenset fra et beskyttelsesperspektiv i situasjoner hvor man står overfor et klassisk 


INSURGENCY. Klassiske opprørsbekjempelsesstrategier vil derimot ha langt større nytte i å 
beskytte sivile mot opprørsgrupper som ikke har klare politiske målsetninger. 
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Preface 


This report constitutes one of two parallel publications on the protection of civilians by the 
 Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) in 2014. This particular report outlines seven 
 military planning scenarios, which describe generic situations where military forces may be 
 expected to protect civilians from different types of perpetrators. The other report is a collection 
 of six case-studies of actual perpetrators of violence against civilians (the Lord’s Resistance 
 Army, the Taliban, al-Shabaab, tribal war in South-Sudan, and the regimes in Libya and Syria).1
 The purpose of that report is to show how the ideal-typical scenarios described here play out in 
 real conflicts, with their own unique characteristics, actors and contexts.  


Both reports are intended as individual academic works on the protection of civilians, but have 
 been written as part of an ongoing Concept, Development and Experimentation (CD&E)-process 
 at FFI. This project has sought to develop a ‘Military Planning and Assessment Guide for the 
 Protection of Civilians’ for operations across the entire conflict spectrum, which is forthcoming 
 later this year. This work has been undertaken in collaboration with the Norwegian Joint 
 Headquarters (NJHQ) and the Norwegian Defence International Centre (NODEFIC), with 
 feedback provided by a range of actors – from experts on the topic, to professional military 
 planners, to concept developers at NATO ACT.  


The Military and Assessment Guide for the Protection of Civilians will provide guidance and 
 advice for military staffs during the planning and assessment of military operations where 
 protection of civilians is an objective. It is based on NATO’s planning phases, but focuses on key 
 steps that will be familiar to most military staff regardless of the organisational framework in 
 which an operation takes place. The guide will be the first of its kind – as a scenario-based guide, 
 which instead of focusing on how military force can be used to protect civilians in general, 
 provides advice on what may and may not work in certain situations on basis of the particular 
 threat facing civilians.  


The two reports published now are primarily aimed at an academic audience. They draw on 
 earlier research conducted at FFI.2 They also represent the cumulative result of extensive research 
 on violence against civilians during the last two years, as well as fieldwork in South Sudan in 
 November 2012, investigating conflict dynamics at a local level. Additionally, another report 
 dealing with operations assessment for the protection of civilians is forthcoming later in 2014. 


       


1 Våge, Anders Skeibrok (2014), ‘Violence against Civilians: Case-Studies of Perpetrators’, FFI-rapport 
 2014/00520 (Kjeller: Norwegian Defence Research Establishment). 


2 Kjeksrud, Stian and Ravndal, Jacob Aasland (2010), ‘Protection of Civilians in Practice: Lessons from the 
 UN Mission in the DR Congo’, FFI-rapport 2010/02378, (Kjeller: Norwegian Defence Research 


Establishment);  


Beadle, Alexander William (2010), ‘Protection of Civilians in Theory: A Comparison of UN and NATO 
 Approaches’, FFI-rapport 2010/02453, (Kjeller: Norwegian Defence Research Establishment);  


Kjeksrud et al. (2011), ‘Protection of civilians in armed conflict: comparing organisational approaches’, 
 FFI-rapport 2011/01888, (Kjeller: Norwegian Defence Research Establishment);  


Beadle, Alexander William (2011), ‘Finding the ‘Utility of Force to Protect’ – towards a Theory on 
Protection of Civilians’, FFI-rapport 2011/01889, (Kjeller: Norwegian Defence Research Establishment). 
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1  Introduction 


Protection of civilians has emerged as a central objective in most of today’s military operations. 


However, protection is no longer simply about avoiding ‘collateral damage’, respecting the law of 
 armed conflict, and assisting with the delivery of humanitarian aid, as it has traditionally been 
 understood. Today, military forces are increasingly expected to protect civilians from perpetrators 
 who deliberately target them and are responsible for the majority of civilian casualties. Yet, 
 military forces have often failed to protect civilians under imminent threat, which has led to a loss 
 of legitimacy for the operation as a whole. Today, there is general agreement that this failure to 
 protect civilians ‘is not simply a function of political will or legal authority; the failure also 
 reflects a lack of thinking about how military forces might respond’ (Sewall et al., 2010: 7). 


Protection of civilians, as an objective for military forces, is not confined to a single type of 
 operation, but may be required in operations across the entire conflict spectrum. Crucially, 
 physical protection of civilians only becomes an objective once a perpetrator has threatened or 
 used violence against civilians in the first place. However, there is a wide range of perpetrators 
 who attack civilians for entirely different reasons and in different ways. This report therefore 
 identifies and describes seven generic scenarios, where the particular nature of threat facing 
 civilians will require different military responses. It takes the perpetrators themselves as the 
 starting point from which to answer the basic question of what military forces can and cannot do 
 to protect civilians in different situations.  


The report is divided into three main sections. The next chapter explains the idea of finding the 
 utility of military force to protect civilians, which focuses attention on the perpetrator’s use of 
 violence in the first place. This theory has been developed at FFI, combining the work of Rupert 
 Smith on the utility of force in today’s wars amongst the people with the particular objective of 
 protecting civilians. The second main section explains the methodology behind the seven 
 scenarios presented in this report, based on five parameters: (1) the possible rationale for 
 attacking civilians, (2) the types of actors involved, (3) the strategies and tactics used, (4) the 
 capabilities perpetrators are likely to require in doing so, and (5) the expected outcome in terms of 
 civilian suffering if perpetrators succeed. This chapter will be relevant for those with a particular 
 interest in the literature on violence against civilians or scenario-based approaches to military 
 planning. 


In the third and final section of this report, the scenarios are described in full detail, with 
reference to each of the parameters. Additionally, all scenarios end with a discussion of the role 
that military force can play in protecting civilians. Insights such as these are intended to help 
military staffs during key planning processes, e.g. when identifying a perpetrator’s centre of 
gravity, critical requirements, particularly valuable targets, or when deciding on the most 
effective course of action from a protection-perspective. 
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2  The utility of military force to protect civilians 


This chapter explains the idea behind finding the utility of military force to protect civilians – a 
 theory developed at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) to answer the basic 
 question of what military force can and cannot do to protect civilians in different situations. The 
 approach was originally outlined in Beadle (2011), but is refined and summarised in this chapter. 


It shows how protection of civilians is a relatively new military objective, that it is something 
 military forces can be expected to do in operations across the entire conflict spectrum, and that it 
 is an objective whose criteria for success must be assessed differently from traditional objectives, 
 such as defeating an enemy. 


The recent concern for protecting civilians is first and foremost a consequence of changes in the 
 ways in which contemporary wars are fought. The literature on how warfare has changed since 
 the end of the Cold War is vast (e.g. van Creveld, 1991; Metz, 2000; Münkler, 2005; Kaldor, 
 2007a, 2007b; Kiszely, 2007), but no other work combines the two issues discussed here – the use 
 of force and the role of civilians in war – as thoroughly as General Sir Rupert Smith (2006) in his 
 book The Utility of Force: The Art of War in the Modern World. His main argument is that the 
 paradigm of industrial warfare, where military force alone could determine the outcome of wars 
 by winning the battle of strengths, has been replaced a new paradigm – ‘war amongst the people’ 


– in which military force can only be used to establish ‘conditions’ where other levers of power 
 can decide the outcome by winning the battle of wills instead.  


War amongst the people is both a graphic and conceptual description of the new reality in which 
 both civilians and military commanders find themselves: 


It is the reality in which the people in the streets and houses and fields – all the people, 
 anywhere – are the battlefield. Military engagements can take place anywhere: in the 
 presence of civilians, against civilians, in defence of civilians. Civilians are the targets, 
 objectives to be won, as much as an opposing force (Smith 2006: 3-4). 


The purpose of Smith’s book is to show how Western military forces have repeatedly failed to 
 find utility in today’s wars amongst the people. The ‘utility of force’ concerns ‘how to use armed 
 force to achieve a desired and stable political outcome’ (Gow, 2006). Above all, Smith has 
 advocated for a return to the essential question of strategy and the balancing of ends, ways and 
 means in determining what role military forces can have in modern war.  


Based on his own experiences, Smith has identified ‘only four things’ that military force can do in 
 today’s wars amongst the people: 


1.  Ameliorate. Amelioration does not involve the use of military force, except in self-
 defence. Instead, military forces ‘deliver aid, put up camps, provide communications, 
 build bridges and all other such constructive activities in aid of civilian life’ (Smith 2006: 


320).Military observers can also perform an ameliorating function by virtue of their 
presence and by reporting what is going on to the outside world.  
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2.  Contain. Containment involves limited use of military force to ‘prevent something from 
 spreading or passing through a barrier’ (Smith, 2006: 320). This typically includes 
 enforcing arms embargoes or no-fly zones to prevent certain weapons from being used. 


Force is only used in self-defence and to enforce the exclusion zone or barrier. 


3.  Deter or coerce. This involves wider use of force ‘to pose a threat to some party or carry 
 out a threat against a party, to change or form that party’s intentions’ (Smith, 2006: 321). 


To deter, military forces deploy in a threatening posture and prepare to take active 
 measures, which becomes coercion when force is actually employed to change the 
 opposing party’s will. 


4.  Destroy. Destruction involves direct attacks on the enemy’s force ‘in order to destroy its 
 ability to prevent the achievement of the political purpose’ (Smith, 2006: 321).Imposing 
 one’s own will on the enemy by destroying his capabilities is what traditionally has been 
 regarded as the primary purpose of military forces. 


Smith explains the recurring failures to find utility of force in the 1990s, in Afghanistan and in 
 Iraq, with a ‘deep and abiding confusion between deploying a force and employing force’ in the 
 past (Smith, 2006: 4). For instance, in Bosnia, the international community tried to ‘ameliorate’ 


(through observers and the delivery of humanitarian relief) and ‘contain’ (through arms embargos 
 and no-fly zones) a situation where the threat to civilians could only be lowered by ‘coercing’ the 
 Bosnian Serbs into lifting the siege of Sarajevo and negotiating an end to the conflict. In order to 
 find utility of force in today’s wars amongst the people, one must therefore identify which of the 
 functions of force that are most likely to establish the conditions required to achieve the desired 
 end state.  


Protection of civilians is likely to be one such condition in any of today’s wars amongst the 
 people, because it is regarded as a pre-requisite for achieving other objective, as well as an end in 
 itself for moral reasons. Military forces are nearly always expected, and often mandated, to 
 protect civilians under imminent threat of physical violence. When military force is deployed or 
 employed in such a way that it successfully lowers this threat of physical violence, what can be 
 referred to as the ‘utility of military force to protect civilians’ has been found (Beadle, 2011). 


The criteria for assessing the utility of military force to protect civilians are different from 
 assessing the utility of military force in defeating armed actors, establishing democracy or 
 conquering new territory. On the one hand, the use of force must be able to reduce the threat of 
 physical violence posed by a perpetrator to a lower level than it currently is. At the same time, the 
 use of force must not endanger more people than it protects in the process. This principle of ‘do 
 no harm’ is derived from medical ethics, and holds that it may be better not to do something, or 
 even to do nothing at all, than to risk causing more harm than good. 


Neither of these criteria, however, can be assessed without prior knowledge of how a perpetrator 
targets civilians in the first place – because only then will one know the level of threat that must 
be reduced and what would happen if no action is taken. Yet, there are enormous variations in 
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terms of how much and in what ways violence is used against civilians. The only thing all 
 perpetrators have in common is that they believe they will gain something by attacking civilians.  


Based on the Smith’s functions of force, Beadle (2011) outlines four possible ways in which 
 perpetrators can use violence against civilians to serve their objectives:  


1.  Impair. Impairment is the opposite of Smith’s ‘amelioration’, as it is about cultivating 
 rather than reducing a sense of insecurity within the population that threatens normal 
 civilian life. The presence of armed actors may impair civilian security, even though they 
 are not physically targeted. E.g. civilians will risk being caught in the crossfire or being 
 used as human shields during fighting between armed actors.  


2.  Incite. Incitement is the opposite of Smith’s ‘containment’, as perpetrators use violence 
 to spread insecurity into areas where it does not already exist. Insurgents and terrorists 
 rely on indiscriminate attacks (e.g. suicide attacks) to challenge a government in this way. 


3.  Deter or coerce. Intimidation and threats are commonly used by armed actors to ‘deter’ 


civilians from collaborating with the enemy in areas under their control. Actual violence 
 and particular brutality may also be used to ‘coerce’ groups of civilians into altering their 
 behaviour, e.g. to flee an area or comply with the perpetrator’s wishes. 


4.  Destroy. Violence is only used to destroy civilians when physical extermination is the 
 objective, such as during mass killings. It may also be used against civilian property, e.g. 


by burning homes, destroying crops, or razing religious buildings. 


These functions of violence against civilians must be distinguished from an armed actor’s use of 
 military force against other armed actors. For instance, whilst insurgents may use guerrilla 
 warfare as a strategy to ‘coerce’ governments into making political concessions, their use of force 
 against civilians may only be meant to ‘incite’ insecurity in areas under government control and 


‘deter’ cooperation elsewhere. By contrast, genocidaires will try to ‘destroy’ a certain group of 
 people, whilst they may only seek to ‘impair’ the safety of local peacekeepers to prompt their 
 withdrawal. 


Separating the perpetrator’s use of force against civilians from that which he uses against armed 
 actors is different from how military operations are normally assessed today. Traditional military 
 theory tends to emphasise two warring parties. According to military theory on coercion, the will 
 and capability of an adversary is assessed against one’s own will and capability in order to 
 determine how they may most effectively be compelled to do our will (Johnson et al., 2002). 


However, such an approach fails to consider the same actor’s will or capabilities to attack 
civilians and whose primary objective may be to expel a group rather than fight an intervening 
force. Furthermore, the operational requirements that the actor requires to attack civilians may be 
entirely different from those needed to resist another armed force. Clausewitz’s famous dictum 
that the enemy’s power is the sum of all his available means and the strength of his will still rings 
true, but it will have to be assessed differently if protection is the objective for the use of force. 
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In order for military force to be used in ways that reduce the threat to civilians, without causing 
 more harm than otherwise would occur, the functions of one’s own use of force must in theory 
 match the perpetrator’s use of violence against civilians (Beadle, 2011). Only then will the use of 
 force be able to challenge the perpetrator’s willingness to attack civilians, and identify ‘against 
 what’ military force can be used to degrade his ability.  


For example, there is little point in trying to ‘ameliorate’ or ‘contain’ a situation when the 
 perpetrator has decided to ‘destroy’ or ‘coerce’ a certain group of civilians. Doing so will not 
 match the perpetrator’s ability or willingness to attack civilians. By contrast, one is likely to cause 
 more harm than otherwise would occur if one seeks to ‘destroy’ or ‘coerce’ perpetrators who only 
 seek to ‘incite’ the general security situation for civilians. It is conceptually flawed, from a 
 protection-perspective, to try to force a perpetrator into stopping his attacks on civilians when this 
 is not his primary intention in the first place. The threat to civilians posed by these actors is 
 unlikely to diminish until they are completely defeated or politically accommodated, because they 
 attack civilians merely as a tactic and can largely attack anywhere, at any time, and still achieve 
 the intended effect. Instead, the potential utility of military force in these situations may be 
 limited to ‘containing’ the situation to curtail the most deadly attacks, whilst other instruments of 
 power are needed to permanently reduce the threat posed by such actors. How military force can 
 and cannot be used to match the perpetrator’s intention and ability to attack civilians is described 
 for each scenario in chapter 4.   


In reality, there is a wide range of armed actors who target civilians for different purposes and in 
different ways in operations where military forces can be expected to protect civilians. How the 
utility of military force to protect can be found in each case will depend on the particular type of 
perpetrator one is faced with. Hence, there is a need to systematically break down the range of 
perpetrators into a set of categories that can be used to tailor appropriate military responses. Only 
then will it be possible to identify military implications for each situation. 
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3  Methodology 


This chapter explains the methodology behind the identification of the seven generic scenarios 
 described later in this report. Five parameters have been used to describe each scenario: (1) the 
 rationale perpetrators may have for targeting civilians, (2) the types of actors usually responsible, 
 (3) the strategies and tactics used, (4) the capabilities they are likely to require, and (5) the 
 expected outcome if they succeed. These parameters have been selected because they represent 
 the most commonly discussed aspects of perpetrators of violence against civilians today. 


Scenarios provide a useful way of reducing some of the uncertainty and complexity that 
 inevitably surrounds a relatively new military task, such as protecting civilians. A potential 
 weakness is that scenarios are often based on various contingencies that never materialise, and 
 planners may never know how well their planned response would have worked. However, 
 violence against civilians has always been widespread and defines contemporary warfare. Hence, 
 it is possible to identify realistic military planning scenarios for the protection of civilians based 
 on the growing literature on the motivations and methods of violence against civilians. 


A morphological analysis to discern scenarios on basis of all parameter values was attempted, but 
 this proved unworkable due to the number of possible combinations. Instead, the scenarios 
 described in this report have been categorised on basis of the first parameter (the rationale for 
 targeting civilians). This is because a better understanding of the perpetrators of violence, 
 especially their motivations, has been a principal recommendation in order to improve the 
 planning and execution of operations where protection of civilians is an objective (Sewall et al., 
 2010; Beadle, 2011; Kelly, 2011; Mahony, 2013).  


The chapter will therefore begin with a description of the whole possible spectrum of violence 
 against civilians. The second part of the chapter investigates each parameter in turn. A breakdown 
 of possible perpetrator rationales leads to the initial identification of seven generic scenarios, 
 where the threat to civilians will differ fundamentally. Next, the four remaining parameters (actor 
 types, strategies and tactics, capabilities, and expected outcomes) are discussed with reference to 
 how they may be defined and combined with different rationales. How these different parameters 
 may be combined for each scenario is described in the next chapter, together with the military 
 implications. This section only describes the possible values each parameter may have, based on a 
 review of key aspects treated in the literature on violence against civilians. 


3.1  The spectrum of violence against civilians 


Much of the literature on violence against civilians has come in response to the assumption that 
 such violence ‘is irrational, driven by sadism or the frenzy of battle’ (Valentino et al., 2004: 376). 


To the contrary, many scholars have shown that there can be rational motives behind even the 
 most heinous atrocities against unarmed civilians (some of the most notable works are Azam and 
 Hoeffler, 2002; Valentino, 2004; Kalyvas, 2004, 2006; Humphreys and Weinstein, 2006; 


Downes, 2008; Hultman, 2009; Boyle, 2010; Wood, 2010).  
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Violence against civilians is often systematic and part of a deliberate policy, which assumes a 
 certain level of rationality on the part of perpetrators. Part of the reason why it must be rational is 
 that there are significant costs associated with targeting civilians in the first place. The perpetrator 
 loses legitimacy, it fosters resistance, it draws outside attention, such as criminal indictment or 
 military intervention, and is often simply ineffective (e.g. Pape, 1996; Horowitz and Reiter, 2001; 


Carr, 2002; Arreguin-Toft, 2003). Yet, perpetrators continue to target civilians deliberately in 
 many conflicts, which suggests that the benefits may outweigh these costs. On the whole, the 
 literature suggests that there can be many different logics to the systematic use of violence against 
 civilians and it may take on different forms, but it is hardly ever irrational or random. 


One of the more general works on violence against civilians is Hugo Slim’s Killing Civilians: 


Method, Madness and Morality in War (2007). He argues that those who target civilians can be 
 located along a spectrum from anti-civilian to pro-civilian thinking. Those who are pro-civilian 
 do their best to avoid killing civilians, or do so only by accident. Amongst those perpetrators who 
 do target civilians deliberately, there are two main categories – those who completely reject the 
 idea of sparing anyone associated with the enemy, and those who temporarily suspend their non-
 combatant status because the end justifies the violent means. These two categories are based on 
 entirely opposing logics and thereby provide two extremes at each end of a possible spectrum of 
 violence against civilians. 


At one end of the spectrum, there are perpetrators who view violence towards civilians primarily 
 as an end in itself (‘ends-based’). These perpetrators are absolutely dependent on the use of 
 violence against civilians to achieve their objectives. A classic example might be genocidaires 
 who must kill the members of a certain group to achieve their goal of extermination, or ethnic 
 cleansers who must use violence to forcible displace civilians. These objectives are highly 
 unlikely to be achieved without the use of violence. Thus, these actors will have a strategic 
 incentive to maximise violence, since every person killed or displaced takes them one a step 
 closer to their desired end state.  


At the other end of the spectrum, there are perpetrators who view violence against civilians 
 merely as a means to an end (‘means-based’). Ideally, these perpetrators would have liked to 
 achieve their goals without harming innocent civilians at all, but resort to such violence to 
 achieve entirely different political or economic goals. A typical example of such actors are 
 insurgents who target civilians to undermine popular trust in the government’s ability to protect 
 its people, whilst providing social services aimed at garnering popular support for themselves. 


Harming civilians is only useful insofar it helps increase one’s chances of achieving the 


overarching objective. Anything beyond that will be counter-productive. Thus, perpetrators in this 
 category have strategic incentives to limit, rather than maximise, their violence against civilians.  


In this report, this spectrum between completely ‘ends’- or ‘means’-based perpetrators is used to 
capture the range of situations civilians may be targeted for different reasons. The remainder of 
this chapter will seek to break down this spectrum into more specific rationales and features. 
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3.2  Parameters 


In the following, seven scenarios will be identified on basis of five parameters, which are used to 
 distinguish between generic types of physical threats civilians may be under.  


The five parameters are:  


(1) Rationale, i.e. why the perpetrators target civilians; 


(2) Actor types, i.e. what types of organised armed actor the perpetrators are likely to be;  


(3) Strategies and tactics, i.e. how the perpetrators operationalise the violence;  


(4) Capabilities, i.e. what perpetrators may require to implement the violence;  


(5) Expected outcome, i.e. the result if perpetrators largely succeed, measured in terms of 
 people killed, displaced or harmed in other ways. 


3.2.1  Rationale 


The first parameter looks at why some actors decide to target civilians in the first place. We are 
 less concerned with the underlying causes and different explanations for the outbreak of violence, 
 which is what much of literature on civil wars focuses on (see e.g. Chenoweth and Lawrence, 
 2010). Here, we are more interested in what kind of violence it actually involves on the ground, 
 as this is what matters for individual military staff deployed to a particular conflict. In all military 
 planning, the analysis of an enemy always begins with an assessment of his objectives.  


Below, the most common rationales identified in the literature on violence against civilians are 
 arranged in five categories, which provide the initial range of possible scenarios. These are: 


•  Extermination. The most basic rationale a perpetrator may have for targeting civilians is 
 to exterminate them. This is the primary objective during ‘genocide’, which include acts 
 committed ‘with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or 
 religious group’ (Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 


Genocide, 1948: Article 2). Since the Holocaust, much scholarly attention has been given 
 to debating what exactly constitutes genocide and explaining why or how it occurs (e.g. 


Krain, 1997; Stanton, 1998; Valentino, 2004). Whilst the intention to kill is what matters 
 from a legal perspective, the focus here is on what extermination means on the ground. 


What matters for a military commander is that an actor has decided to kill the members of 
 a particular group within the area of operations, which is qualitatively different from all 
 other situations. Situations like these are treated in the first scenario – ‘GENOCIDE’. 


•  Expulsion. A far more common, but less deadly, situation occurs when a perpetrator 
 seeks to expel civilians from a specific territory. Large-scale, systematic expulsion of a 
 population is referred to as ‘ethnic cleansing’, where force or intimidation is used to 
 render an area homogenous. Ethnic cleansing typically results from grand nationalist 
 projects, ethnonationalism, or ‘military necessity’ (e.g. Jackson-Preece, 1998; Mann, 
 2005; Mulaj, 2008). This form of violence characterised the violent breakups of 


Yugoslavia and many Soviet states with the end of the Cold War. Ethnic cleansing is also 
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used to describe the forced expulsion of groups on a sectarian, religious or other basis. 


What matters is that that perpetrators seek to expel (rather than exterminate) a certain 
 group. Situations like these are described in a second scenario – ‘ETHNIC CLEANSING’. 


•  Control. Another common rationale is the need to control a population. This is common 
 during civil wars where two or more parties are fighting each other over political power, 
 which characterised many of the wars for independence and ideological conflicts during 
 the Cold War. Kalyvas (1999, 2006) in particular has pointed out that violence against 
 civilians in these circumstances follows its own logic. Aside from using force to defeat 
 each other, parties use violence to enforce the compliance of a civilian population and to 
 prevent them from supporting the other side. Civilians are therefore likely to be targeted 
 by both sides, but usually more by one side than the other. Studies have shown that if a 
 government deliberately targets its own population, insurgents will be less inclined to do 
 so, since the government will already have jeopardised its role as a credible guarantor of 
 security (Hultman, 2008). By contrast, insurgents are usually the main perpetrators when 
 fighting democratic states, because these governments are less likely to target their own 
 citizens and more susceptible to criticism if they are not able to protect them (Hultman, 
 2008). Situations where governments and insurgents are the main perpetrators are 
 therefore treated in separate scenarios – ‘REGIME CRACKDOWN’ and ‘INSURGENCY’.  


•  Exploitation. Not all actors, however, attack civilians in order to obtain political power 
 or territorial control. Especially since the end of the Cold War, scholars have observed a 
 notable absence of political programmes, disintegrating lines of command, and ferocious 
 attacks against civilians perpetrated by rebel groups (Keen, 1998, 2000). At minimum, 
 actors may simply act in a predatory manner against civilians to ensure their own 


survival, which is the pre-requisite for following other objectives (Vinci, 2006). Times of 
 war also enable activities that otherwise would have not have been possible, such as 
 exporting natural resources, which provides economic opportunities for those motivated 
 by the prospects of short-term benefits (Keen, 2000). The so-called ‘greed’-thesis holds 
 that the eruption of civil war is driven by economic opportunities (most notably Collier 
 and Hoeffler, 1998; Collier 2000). Perpetrators primarily driven to attack civilians by 
 their own survival or desire for profits are treated in the scenario ‘PREDATORY 
 VIOLENCE’.  


•  Revenge. Most post-conflict environments are likely to experience a spate of violent 
retribution, as former victims feel entitled to avenge earlier atrocities through equally 
atrocious, but seemingly just, acts of violence against those associated with the previous 
perpetrators. The primary motivation is to settle scores on a personal tit-for-tat basis, 
whereby targets are selected on basis of past culpability rather than ethnic or religious 
identity per se. Once revenge is taken, this rationale ceases to exist. This particular kind 
of violence has received only limited scholarly attention in conflict studies (see Boyle, 
2009), yet the fact that it tends to occur simultaneously in immediate post-conflict 
environments makes it a likely objective for military forces in the area. This situation is 
described in the scenario called ‘POST-CONFLICT REVENGE’.  
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Sometimes, however, revenge is neither settled nor replaced by any of the above 
 purposes, but continues to be a motivation for both sides as the roles of perpetrator and 
 victim constantly change during cycles of violence. This tends to happen during conflicts 
 between whole communities who are driven to continue attacking the other, because not 
 taking revenge may signal weakness and invite further attacks. This characterises many 
 conflicts in rural areas of Africa, as well ethnic or sectarian conflicts in more urban 
 environments. Situations where revenge continues to be the primary motivations for both 
 sides are treated in ‘COMMUNAL CONFLICT’. 


There are of course other rationales that motivate perpetrators. Until the abolishment of slave 
 trade, civilians were often captured for purposes of trading them. Some particularly powerful 
 men, like Genghis Khan, have had an ‘extraordinary sense of their own right to power and 
 domination’ (Slim, 2007: 137), which they subsequently exercised through absolute and violent 
 subjugation of others for little purpose beyond its own immediate value. For individual fighters, it 
 may be to gain respect amongst their comrades, or fear of being killed themselves if they refuse. 


Neither will any perpetrators be averse to accepting the spoils of war (e.g. goods, land, or cattle), 
 even tribes do (Keeley, 1996: 112). That said, in order for violence to become systematic and 
 widespread enough to prompt a military response, it is likely to fall into one of the categories of 
 perpetrator motivations listed above.  


In most conflicts, there are likely to be multiple ‘layers’ of scenarios unfolding simultaneously, in 
 layers, in different areas or at different times, especially as conflicts drag on. The main point is 
 that the threat to civilians must always be understood on basis of the particular rationale 
 perpetrators have for targeting civilians in a specific area or phase of conflict.  


3.2.2  Actor types 


The second parameter looks at how a perpetrator may be organised. Certain types of actors are 
 more likely to be associated with certain rationales, and thereby also particular scenarios. Whilst 
 many academic studies are limited to violence perpetrated by a particular type of actor (e.g. states 
 or rebel groups), a military operation tasked with protecting civilians will have to consider the full 
 range of actors, since civilians may be killed by any one of these.  


Based on the literature, it is possible to identify four main types of perpetrators:  


•  States will usually be the responsible actors in the three most violent scenarios 


(GENOCIDE, ETHNIC CLEANSING, and REGIME CRACKDOWN). This is because only states 
are likely to possess the resources required to conduct large-scale operations needed to 
exterminate, expel or control a whole population. Statistically, governments have been 
responsible for the majority of mass killings since 1945, usually when fighting non-state 
actors using guerrilla warfare (Valentino et al., 2004). Since the Cold War, rebel groups 
have killed more civilians than governments have in total, but governments have killed 
most during those years (1994, 1997, 1998, 2004) they have resorted to mass killings 
(Eck and Hultman, 2007).  
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Certain forms of government, however, are more associated with particular scenarios. For 
 instance, regimes newly embarked upon democratisation are more likely to commit 
 ethnic cleansing than stable authoritarian regimes, because they are more vulnerable to 
 ethnic nationalism (Mann, 2005). By contrast, authoritarian regimes tend to divide and 
 rule minorities in order to stay in power themselves, but are simultaneously more likely to 
 respond with violence to any threats against its own survival (Mason and Krane, 1989), 
 and somewhat more likely to resort to mass killings than democratic states (Valentino et 
 al., 2004: 394). A totalitarian or authoritarian government is also associated with an 
 increased probability of genocide (Fein, 1993; Harff, 2003). 


•  Rebel groups are the most organised form of non-state armed groups. Their use of 
 violence against civilians, however, will vary considerably. Rebels are generally more 
 violent to civilians when they are fighting democratic governments or losing on the 
 battlefield (Hultman, 2008). The structural organisation of rebel groups is also said to 
 determine the degree of violence (see Humphreys and Weinstein, 2006). Weinstein 
 (2007) distinguishes between ‘opportunistic rebels’, who are motivated by greed rather 
 than any overarching ideology, attract less committed recruits, and perpetrate more 
 atrocities against civilians – and ‘activist rebels’, who have a common cause, are 
 mobilised through social bonds, and tend to limit their violence against civilians upon 
 which they are likely to depend. The latter rebels are more in line with how insurgents 
 have traditionally been defined (as movements aiming to overthrow a constituted 
 government through subversion and armed conflict). Comparatively weaker insurgents 
 with less capacity to mobilise support, entice loyalty from the population or mix violence 
 with other incentives, are more likely to target civilians than comparatively stronger 
 groups. Even if they are met with escalating violence from the state, stronger groups 
 employ comparatively less violence against civilians (Wood, 2010). These two main 
 types of rebel perpetrators are treated in two separate scenarios – PREDATORY VIOLENCE


and INSURGENCY respectively. 


•  Communities are defined as non-state groups organised along a shared communal 
 identity (Brosché and Elfversson, 2012). Communities have generally limited military 
 and organisational means at their disposal, and can therefore rarely decisively determine 
 the outcome of a conflict. This is precisely why wars between communities often end up 
 as continuing cycles of violence (COMMUNAL CONFLICT). 


•  Individuals or loosely organised groups make up the final and least organised category 
 of possible perpetrators. They are the only type of actors that conduct revenge purely on a 
 personal basis (POST-CONFLICT REVENGE). Other, more organised actors may also be 
 driven by revenge as well, but it will then serve a greater strategic purpose and will be 
 aimed at groups rather individuals.  


There will of course be several ‘layers’ of each actor involved, such as a radical, charismatic or 
powerful leader or elites running the show from above; executing units, e.g. militants forming 
violent paramilitaries or regular armed forces on the ground; and core constituencies providing 
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popular support (Mann, 2005 : 8). What matters for an intervening military force, however, is 
 which of these layers are primarily responsible for ordering or executing violence on the ground. 


3.2.3  Strategies and tactics  


The third parameter looks at which strategies and tactics perpetrators will employ against 
 civilians. This matters because it says something about how civilians will be attacked and how 
 this violence is meant to serve the perpetrator’s overall objectives. What makes some armed 
 actors ‘perpetrators’ according to international humanitarian law is that they commit ‘war 
 crimes’. War crimes are defined as serious violations of the customs and laws applicable to both 
 international and internal armed conflicts. When committed as part of a widespread and 


systematic attack directed against any civilian population, these acts are considered ‘crimes 
 against humanity’. 


Violent acts against civilians considered to be war crimes include, but are not limited to:3


•  Murder, mutilation, cruel treatment, or torture  


•  Sexual violence, like rape, sexual slavery, enforced prostitution or enforced pregnancy 


•  Displacement of civilians for reasons other than their security or military necessity 


•  Indiscriminate attacks resulting in death or injury to civilians, or launching attacks in the 
 knowledge that it will cause excessive incidental civilian loss, injury or damage 


•  Pillage, slavery, taking hostages, using prohibited weapons or civilians as human shields 


•  Conscripting or enlisting children into armed forces or groups, or using them in hostilities 


•  Attacks on religious or cultural objects, provided they are not military objectives 


•  Attacks on personnel or objects involved in a humanitarian assistance 


•  Attacks on civilian homes, undefended localities and demilitarised zones 


The four different ways in which perpetrators can utilise violence against civilians to serve their 
 goals described in chapter 2 (impairment, incitement, deterrence or coercion, and destruction) 
 determine which of the above war crimes may serve a strategic purpose in different scenarios. For 
 instance, violence will have to be used in ways that physically ‘destroys’ people in the GENOCIDE-
 scenario (e.g. mass murder, enforced pregnancy). Destruction may also feature as part of the 
 perpetrator’s strategy during occasional mass killings or demolition of villages, or on a much 
 more limited scale during POST-CONFLICT REVENGE, where killing a person is often an end in 
 itself. In most of the scenarios, however, perpetrators will rely on violence to ‘coerce’ civilians in 
 various ways. In ETHNIC CLEANSING, strategies be designed to force a certain group of civilians to 
 flee (massacre, rape, razing villages). In COMMUNAL CONFLICT, the limited means available to 
 both communities means that neither side is likely to have the ability to decisively ‘destroy’ or 


‘deter’ the other. Instead, communities try to inflict as much damage as possible when they can 
 (e.g. isolated massacres, burning homes or crops), hoping that their retaliation will ‘coerce’ the 
 other into stopping. In PREDATORY VIOLENCE, rebels rely on brutality to ‘coerce’ people at large 
 into compliance (e.g. mutilation, forcible recruitment). 


       


3 This list of war crimes is based the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)’s Customary IHL 
database. Available at: http://www.icrc.org/customary-ihl/eng/docs/v1_rul_rule156  
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In REGIME CRACKDOWN and INSURGENCY, where control over civilians is the purpose for which 
 they are targeted, perpetrators will have to rely on more mixed uses of force. Kalyvas (2006) 
 argues that there are two ways to enforce compliance from populations through violence. 


Violence can be used selectively, whereby civilians are targeted on a personal basis to ‘deter’ 


them from collaborating with the enemy (e.g. arrested or assassinated). However, this usually 
 requires access to information about who is guilty (Kalyvas, 2006; Weinstein, 2007; Steele, 2009; 


Bhavnani, 2011), which in turn relies on having a degree of control already. Civilians are unlikely 
 to collaborate if they cannot be provided with a guarantee against retaliation from the other side. 


Without information, violence will be used more indiscriminately, whereby civilians are targeted 
 on a more collective basis to ‘coerce’ them into compliance by force alone (e.g. collective 
 punishment), or to ‘incite’ their insecurity in areas under complete enemy control to deny the 
 other party information and support (e.g. suicide bombings, aerial bombardment, mortar fire). In 
 areas under their own complete control, only the threat of violence is required (e.g. omnipresent 
 security apparatus) to ‘impair’ the security of civilians. More details of the perpetrators’ strategies 
 and tactics are found in the scenario-descriptions. 


3.2.4  Capabilities 


All actors who use violence against civilians will also need to fulfil certain requirements to 
 successfully implement their strategies on the ground. The fourth parameter looks at what 


‘capabilities’ perpetrators may require to conduct the intended violence. Studying the operational 
 requirements of perpetrators is relatively uncharted territory as far as the literature goes. There are 
 several books that detail the preparations and operationalisation of perpetrators in specific 


conflicts (e.g. Gow, 2003 on the Serbian strategy in former Yugoslavia; or Melvern, 2006 on the 
 Rwandan genocide), but no studies appear to look systematically at potential capabilities required 
 by perpetrators in general.  


This matters to an intervening force, as it taps directly into the process of identifying targets that – 
 if degraded, denied or destroyed – can have a positive effect on the achievement of the mission’s 
 objective (to protect civilians). If a capability is critical for attacking civilians, denying the 
 perpetrator that capability will reduce the threat. There are five main categories of ‘capabilities’ 


perpetrators may require:  


•  Advance planning is a likely requirement for actors who need to initiate systematic and 
 widespread violence against civilians, often within a short period of time. History has 
 shown that ‘very few conflicts in which very large numbers of civilian losses were not 
 attributable to intentional policies of mass killing’ (Valentino et al., 2004: fn. 5, 377. My 
 emphasis). To what extent does a ‘master-plan’ outlining the violence against civilians 
 exist? How dependent are perpetrators on planning for each attack? There is little military 
 force can do to deny perpetrators the ability to plan for their violence – other than to plan 
 for an appropriate response. What will be ‘appropriate’, however, ultimately hinges on 
 understanding what the perpetrator plans to do.  


•  Top-down coordination of the violence is another potentially critical requirement. The 
legal definition of ‘crimes against humanity’ requires violence to be widespread, 
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systematic and part of a government policy, or tolerated or condoned by the government 
 or a de facto authority. Thus, human rights organisations seek to determine whether there 
 is a coordinated policy of abuses directed from above in their reporting of events. 


Coordination of violence is a direct result of the workings of the political and military 
 leadership, which is why command and control (C2)-nodes are common targets in 
 military campaigns. In most of the scenarios outlined here, there will be an identifiable 
 leadership responsible for organising the violence. The role played by political and 
 military leaders in instigating violence has been emphasised (e.g. Oberschall, 2000), 
 particularly in explaining the occurrence of mass killings (Valentino, 2004). But to what 
 extent does violence depend on top-down coordination in different situations? In which 
 cases will eliminating the leadership, as has been identified as an effective strategy to 
 defeat enemies (e.g. Johnston, 2012) also lead to a decline in violence against civilians?  


•  Ambiguity concerns the ability of perpetrators to maintain the support required from 
 those units needed to execute the violence (e.g. members of the armed forces, ethnic 
 groups), whilst concealing their criminal actions from those who may stop them (e.g. 


moderate politicians, the international community). This is perhaps a unique requirement 
 for perpetrators of violence against civilians, as it constitutes such an obvious breach of 
 legal conventions that all armed actors are bound by. Operational secrecy may also be 
 required to avoid detection, being caught red-handed, or allowing prospective victims 
 escape. At the same time, leaders cannot implement violence alone. They must tap into 
 prejudices and beliefs of the units expected to carry out the violence and those whose 
 popular support is needed. This is why large-scale atrocities generally require the 
 construction of a moral, legal and institutional framework in which they can take place, 
 often by portraying oneself as the victim (Cigar, 1995). Failure to maintain a sufficient 
 degree of ambiguity may lead the perpetrators to crumble from within, or the armed 
 forces may simply refuse to fire. The question is in what situations perpetrators will be 
 most dependent on this capability. Insurgents often go to great lengths to explain why 
 they target civilians, whilst those coordinating mass atrocities tend use euphemisms and 
 destroy any evidence afterwards (e.g. by incinerating bodies, moving mass-graves).  


•  Freedom of movement for the units executing the violence on the ground is critical for 
 perpetrators in all of the scenarios. Freedom of movement is understood as both having 
 the means to move forces from one place to another (mobility) and the ability to do so 
 unimpeded (at low risks from enemy attacks). Both of these can be countered, either by 
 destroying the infrastructure needed to travel (like the bridges that were bombed in 
 Kosovo), or attacking units on the move (as in Libya). The type of freedom of movement 
 required by the perpetrators to reach their intended targets, however, will vary. In general, 
 perpetrators will either need it to concentrate firepower against strategically important 
 population centres, or be able to strike at a specific time or place of their choosing.  


•  Relevant military units and weaponry is the final requirement that perpetrators may be 
critically dependent on. Depending on the perpetrators’ strategies and tactics, they will 
need different types of units and weapons. Typical executioners of violence include 
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‘regular armed forces’, involving heavy weaponry and organised elements; ‘interior 
 security forces’, involving smaller, special military or police units under state control; 


‘irregular forces’, such as rebel groups, paramilitaries, militias or death squads, which 
 may or may not be sanctioned by the state; and ‘individuals or loosely organised groups’, 
 which are not part of any formal structure. Certain types of weapons will also be more 
 relevant than others, depending on destructive or psychological effect required in each 
 scenario. Studies have found a link between the number of civilian deaths in today’s 
 conflicts and the availability of light weapons, e.g. automatic rifles, grenades, rocket 
 launchers, and small mortars (Laurence, 1998). In fact, the timing of mass killing 
 campaigns may coincide with the availability of additional or more deadly weapons.  


All of these potential requirements must be viewed in conjunction with each other. For example, 
 an actor may possess all necessary military units and weapons needed to conduct genocide, but if 
 coordination of these forces is unattainable, or they refuse to fire, genocide will not occur. There 
 are of course other operational requirements that armed actors are likely to rely on – like logistics, 
 communication, training, and funding – but these are these are not directly linked to a 


perpetrator’s ability to attack civilians, which is what this parameter seeks to highlight. The 
 different combinations of requirements are listed for perpetrators in each scenario. 


3.2.5  Expected outcome 


A final parameter is the ‘expected outcome’ in each scenario, which describes what happens if a 
 perpetrators largely succeeds. The outcome can be measured in terms of people killed, displaced 
 or harmed in other ways, based on previous conflicts where similar situations have taken place. 


Although exact figures always are disputed, the relative distribution of killed, displaced, arrested 
 or abducted can be identified with much greater certainty. Each of these outcomes may also vary 
 in nature. E.g. a basic distinction can be made between those who flee from a particular 


perpetrator, and those who flee the presence of violence. These qualitative assessments will 
 illustrate what military staffs can expect in different scenarios.  


Where possible, figures are provided to show how many percentage of the victim population is 
 harmed in a particular way. E.g., only in one of the scenarios (GENOCIDE) can the majority of 
 victims be expected to die (est. +50%). By contrast, only a few percentages may be killed during 


ETHNIC CLEANSING, whilst the vast majority of victims (~90%) have often been displaced. Such 
estimates can be used to assess the degree to which one’s own operations are having a protective 
effect.  Both the qualitative and quantitative expected outcomes draw on reports from the Armed 
Conflict Location and Events Dataset (ACLED), the Political Instability Task Force (PITF) 
Worldwide Atrocities-dataset, and several in-depth case-studies of past conflicts that fall into 
distinct scenarios (Våge, 2014; and a forthcoming report on operations assessment and the 
protection of civilians in 2014). 
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4  Scenarios 


In this main chapter of the report, the seven scenarios identified in the previous chapter are 
 described in more detail. Each scenario describes a situation where civilians are faced with a 
 particular type of physical threat, based on how the parameters are defined in each instance. The 
 scenarios are intended to capture the range of situations where military staffs may have to plan for 
 the protection of civilians from different types of perpetrators. The key characteristics of each 
 scenario are summarised in Table 4.1 (p. 24), and emphasised in bold in the descriptions below. 


The scenarios are described in descending order, based on where along the spectrum between 
 ends- and means-based they can be placed and the relative level of violence likely to be seen:  


•  GENOCIDE, where perpetrators seek to exterminate a certain communal group 


•  ETHNIC CLEANSING, where perpetrators seek to expel a certain communal group 


•  REGIME CRACKDOWN, where regimes use violence to repress any resistance 


•  POST-CONFLICT REVENGE, where individuals or mobs take revenge for past crimes 


•  COMMUNAL CONFLICT, where whole communities seek both to avenge a previous round 
 of violence and to deter further retaliation, as a means of protecting themselves 


•  PREDATORY VIOLENCE, where perpetrators exploit civilians to survive or for profit 


•  INSURGENCY, where insurgents target civilians as a means to undermine other actors 
 Before describing each of these in more detail, three observations about the use of these scenarios 
 are warranted. First, all of the scenarios are ‘generic’ in that they are not limited to specific 
 moments in time, locations, or to particular actors. Instead, the scenarios describe common 
 characteristics of situations where civilians are targeted on a similar basis, by certain types of 
 actors and in certain ways. These characteristics are shared across cases that fall into the same 
 scenario. For example, REGIME CRACKDOWN is a generic scenario describing situations where 
 regimes violently repress any opposition, using conventional forces primarily against opposition 
 strongholds, whilst a particular case of this scenario would be the present situation in Syria 
 (2013). In the unique context of a conflict, the perpetrator’s particular modus operandi will 
 emerge, which in Syria’s case would be the regime’s exploitation of sectarian divisions, a 
 scorched earth policy, and heavy reliance on both foreign and local militias. Examples of 
 different perpetrators are provided in boxes to illustrate the variety within each scenario, whilst 
 the descriptions of the scenarios themselves are kept as generic as possible.  


Second, all of the scenarios describe situations that fall within the definition of ‘civil wars’, where 
 civilians are normally targeted by several parties at the same time. Studies show, however, that if 
 one side is very violent against civilians, the other may be less. Hence, not all perpetrators are 
 likely to pose an equally large threat to civilians. For example, the Assad-regime is generally 
 reported to have been responsible for the majority of abuses against civilians in Syria (see e.g. 


Amnesty, 2012; Reuters, 2012; Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2012, 2013; 


Euro-Mediterranean Human Rights Network, 2013). The scenarios can be seen as a way of 
 distinguishing between different levels of threat civilians may be under during civil wars. 


Similarly, it is important to note that a conflict may experience several scenarios during different 
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phases, in different areas or even simultaneously. In Syria, there are clear indications of 


COMMUNAL CONFLICT occurring between ethnic and sectarian groups in certain enclaves, whilst 
 the threat from INSURGENCY is the main threat against civilians in Assad-controlled areas. 


Identifying which of the scenarios represent the greatest and most imminent threat to civilians 
 will help military planners when deciding when, where and for whom resources should be 
 prioritised.  


Third and finally, the scenarios apply regardless of whether the operation tasked with protecting 
 civilians is conducted by the UN, NATO, AU, EU, or a coalition, or if no intervention is made at 
 all. As shown elsewhere (Beadle, 2010; Kjeksrud et al., 2011; Lilly, 2012), each of these actors 
 take fundamentally different approaches to the issue of protection, which is reflected in how they 
 operationalise it on the ground. However, the nature of threat facing civilians, which is what the 
 scenarios are based on, will ultimately be decided by the perpetrators who attack them – not the 
 identity of the intervener. The potential utility of military force to protect civilians from a 
 particular type of perpetrator will in theory be the same – although different intervening actors 
 will not have the same ability to fulfil that potential.  


Thus, each scenario ends with a discussion of the implications for military forces. What is the role 
of military force vis-à-vis other instruments of power, and how may military forces be used most 
effectively to reduce the imminent threat of physical violence against civilians? The implications 
identified here are drawn from the insights provided by the perpetrator’s motivations, strategies 
and capabilities, as well as lessons from previous operations where protection has previously been 
attempted in these scenarios. There are relatively few lessons to draw upon, however, because 
few real attempts have been made. This only underscores the need for theoretical assessments 
based on the perpetrator’s most likely behaviour. Insights such as these can help military staffs 
during key planning processes, e.g. when identifying a perpetrator’s centre of gravity, critical 
requirements, particularly valuable targets, or when deciding on the most effective course of 
action from a protection-perspective. 
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