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Abstract

This thesis seeks to analyse military and civil@ss from violence during
contemporary armed conflict in order to facilitatederstanding of the evolution of war and
its impact on human behaviour. It comprises fowaptars; the first two concentrate on the
2003 Iraq War whilst the last two are focused uglatral armed conflict during the recent
past. Chapter 1 explores how and to what exteritamjildeaths during the Iraq war affect
US domestic opinion, proxied by various poll quassi concerning war-related issues.
Having addressed irregular frequencies of poll tlas restrict time series application, this
chapter renders a fresh perspective on casualtyespiesearch, suggesting that
cumulative military casualties prior to the poltidiot have an immediate effect on poll
respondents’ opinion regarding the continuatiomditary actions in Iraq. Instead,
respondents are influenced by marginal casualorimétion from the previous time period,
implying a slow adjustment in forming opinion thgsuthe Error Correction Mechanism
(ECM). Chapter 2 presents a comparative analysistige any different standards between
the US Department of Defense and the media in aoymtolent civilian deaths during the
Irag war. In spite of substantial discrepanciesmduthe initial period of the war, non-
parametric tests corroborate that the US militatyarity and media reports had a non-
differential approach towards counting violent kan deaths during the war period across
the spatial and spatiotemporal dimensions. Howekierconspicuously conservative count
by the US military authority during the initial g of the war may have hindered the US
forces’ ability to predict and prepare for the sedpgent escalation of violence that brought
about large-scale human loss as well as the pratangof the war which lasted more than
7 years. Chapter 3 analyses to what extent waathg's intentionally used lethal force
against civilians, through the employment @@igilian Targeting IndeXCTI), a newly
invented measure to indicate the intensity of @witargeting for each actor. Building upon
Chapter 3, Chapter 4 further examines factorsléaat to warring actors targeting civilians
as opposed to engaging in battle with war combst@ntynamic panel approach shows
that an increase in the degree of civilian targgtmthe previous year further intensified

civilian targeting in the current year for the astovolved in prolonged armed conflict.
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Introduction

The analysis of armed conflict has involved a nplittity of approaches since conflict and
its aftermath has affected human lives across rdangnsions throughout history.
Assessing human loss from violence, however, has bae of the dominant approaches to
understanding the nature of armed conflict asakigs the intensity of violence and its
evolution. Since human loss is one of the most idiate and salient costs of armed
conflict, it has been of direct interest to manytiea that have a stake in conflict, including
sovereign states, armed groups, academic schaoldiffarent disciplines, and

humanitarian organisations (Fischhoff et al. 200Yaddition, human loss itself has been a
major contributing factor of public war supportetaby affecting policymaking with

respect to state military strategies, as obseruveadgthe Vietham War (Gelpi et al.2006).

This thesis which broadly locates itself in thédief conflict economics comprises
of two parts, each containing two essays that fdiceis analysis upon military and civilian
fatalities during contemporary armed conflict ier to further our understanding of war
as well as to enhance human protection from vi@efbe thesis’ contribution is three-fold;
firstly, using the 2003 Iraq war data, chapter dvjtes a fresh perspective on casualty-
opinion research, suggesting that military casuaftyrmation unconventionally affects
poll respondents when they are asked their suppotihe continuation of military
operations. Secondly, chapter 2 presents a conngsttidy on violent civilian deaths
during the Iraq war, and concludes that the UStanyliauthority may not have counted war
deaths comprehensively during the initial stagthefwar, resulting in the US forces’
inability to predict the subsequent scale of waaksion. Thirdly, chapters 3 and 4 provide
an analysis from a different perspective by exangrbehavioural patterns of warring
actors in order to determine which factors contettowards actors employing lethal

behaviour to target civilians as opposed to arntedbatants.
Part I. Military and Civilian Fatalities during the 2003 Iraq War

The first two chapters analyse the nature of mjlitend civilian fatalities during the 2003

Irag War. The Irag War is arguably the major podéitiphenomenon in recent decades.
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Although not everyone regards the war as eitheerable mistake® or an ‘illegal’
intervention? it is rarely considered as a success in termss @frblonged duration and the

considerable human cost it involved.

The Iraq war was initiated on 20 March 2003 whenlts, allied with the UK,
invaded the country with the purpose to prevend@adHussein’s development of
Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). Without supgiartn the UN Security Council,
and in spite of strong disagreement with Francem@aay and Russia, the US nevertheless
rapidly took control of Baghdad, and the UK of Bdsrculminating in George Bush’s
declaration of the victory in major combats oMdy, just 42 days after the onset of the war.
However, one violent incident which involved mutite of four US civilians working as
Blackwater contractors by Iraqgis in Falluja at émel of March 2004 ignited wider
insurgency against the US forces. In April, orgadisisurgent groups, one of which was
led by Abu Musab al-Zarqgawi, took control of then8uMuslim city of Falluja. During the
same month, the Al-Mahdi Army, led by a Shia Cléviegtada Al-Sadr, launched battles
to take control of Najaf, a holy city for Shia Mimss. Furthermore, security in Iraq had
rapidly declined as witnessed by a series of kigigs of both foreign and Iraqi nationals
between 2004 and 2005. In particular, the rele&igeovideo clip in April 2004 that
showed the beheading of the US national Nick Betmp had been taken hostage by an
insurgent group, was a shock to US citizen. Althotige US handed sovereignty back to
Iragis in June 2004, insurgencies against coalfboces increased, threatening the peace
and stability in the daily lives of Iragis. Sectariviolence between Sunni and Shia
Muslims was also initiated by a bomb attack on lg Bbrine for Shia Muslims in Samarra
that brought about hundreds of violent dedtliae escalation of violence consequently
prevented the early exit of the US forces and detthé additional dispatch of more than

20,000 US troops in 2007. Since this surge, violecitdents conspicuously declinéayith

! Stiglitz and Bilmes (2008).

2 Hans Blix, former UN Inspector, at the Iraq Waguiry in July 2010. BBC News
(http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-10770239).

¥ BBC News (http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middlase-14546763).

* General David Petraeus Report to the US CongneSsptember 2007. BBC News
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/698646h).
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the last US combat brigade leaving Iraq in Aug@® thus officially ending a seven-and-

a half years military operation.

The sequence of major events stated above dureniya) war inevitably involved a
significant number of military and civilian deatl@hapter 1 and 2 analyse the nature of
these war deaths to examine the war evolutiorsampact on public support. Chapter 1
examines how and to what extent war deaths affSctitimestic public opinion, proxied by
25 different poll questions concerning attitudeth® US military operations in Irag. Whilst
previous research on the casualty-opinion nexusdrassed on poll questions, which
entail retrospective assessment such as beligfsegustification of war or presidential job
approval, this study centres upon questions thaterm poll respondents’ prospective
judgement on the practical feasibility of war: SlibuS troops stay or withdraw? Having
addressed irregular frequencies of poll data #strict time series application, this study
renders a fresh prospective on casualty-opiniogared, suggesting that military casualty
information unconventionally affects poll respontdewhen they are asked this
Stay/Withdraw question. Specifically, cumulativditary casualties prior to the poll did
not have an immediate effect on poll respondergsiion over the continuation of military
actions in Irag. Instead, respondents are influgtgemarginal casualty information from
the previous time period, implying a slow adjustmarforming opinion from the Error
Correction Mechanism (ECM). However, general wapsut, presidential job approval
ratings and public conviction on war success captim various poll question types were
severely aggravated as military casualties accuedil@onforming to conventional
wisdom. This difference in attitudes of poll resgents implies, on the one hand that
cumulative casualties immediately affect poll regents’ retrospective evaluations since
they deem war incurring a large number of deatl toijustifiable. On the other hand,
mounting casualties have no direct effect on opimegarding the prolongation of military

actions since poll respondents are presumably argous in their prospective judgement.

Chapter 2 is a comparative analysis of the Pentagdnve and media-based
records on war-related deaths during the 2003Wagqg The chapter provides a rare

opportunity to gauge any differences between therilary authority and media reports
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in acknowledging civilian loss in armed conflictoh-parametric equality tests substantiate
that violent civilian deaths recorded in the Peatagnd the media-based dataset are
consistent along the spatial and spatiotempora¢dgions. This could provide some degree
of assurance that the number of deaths recordedtindatasets is not totally arbitrary
although neither may be a true count of the cinitig@ath toll during the war. However, the
US military authority and the media reports shosubstantial difference in counting
civilian deaths during the initial stage of the wane civilian death toll recorded by the US
military authority is 29% of the lower bound of theedia reports in 2004, and 41% in 2005.
The official figures of the US military authoritiipwever, exceeded or were almost
identical with those reported by media during tb&t of the war period. The systematic and
outstanding difference during the initial stagehef war may suggest either that media
reports may have inflated the number of violentlieim deaths or that the US military
authority may have undercounted them. Althoughetii®no concrete evidence to ascertain
who is closest to the truth, the chapter findsUtgemilitary authority’s undercount is
partially supported by the evolution of the inténsif violence during the subsequent
period of the war. Furthermore, the chapter alsoaliers that US military authority and
media exhibit substantial disagreement in countiotent deaths which occurred during
the major military offensives against insurgentd anti-coalition forces in the city of
Falluja, Najaf and Samarra in 2004. In particulgwen the Iragi government’s official
figures on violent civilian deaths, which includemen and children, occurring in Falluja,
the Pentagon appears to have been less mindfidtinglishing civilian loss from

insurgent deaths during the all-out assaults ircitye
Part Il. Civilian Targeting in Armed Conflict

Chapter 3 and 4 examine civilian loss from intemlilcattacks by warring actors, both
sovereign states and organised armed groups, teroporary armed conflict. Civilian
targeting in any armed conflict is prohibited bg 1949 Fourth Geneva Convention, and
by subsequent Associated Protocols | and Il (Haskd Spagat 2008, International
Committee of the Red Cross 2010). Neverthelessiarivtargeting has been widely carried

out in contemporary warfare as the alternative stia@tegy to battling combatants
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(Arreguin-Toft 2001). According to the data comgiley the Uppsala Conflict Data
Program (UCDP), almost 700,000 civilians, definechan-combatants, were killed due to
intentional and direct attacks by sovereign statdsrmally organised non-state groups in
armed conflicts during 1989 and 207.Ghapter 3 and 4 describe the degrees to which
warring actors intentionally employed lethal beloawin civilians as opposed to engaging
in battle with enemies. The chapters each makefuge Civilian Targeting IndeXCTI), a
newly invented measure for the intentional targebohcivilians. An actor’s CTl value is
defined as the proportion of civilian deaths re=iifrom warring actors’ intentional and
direct attacks among the total number of fataliissociated with the actor during armed
conflict. A CTI of 100 therefore indicates the woositcome, meaning that an actor
absolutely employed lethal force to target civiiaim contrast, a CTl value of 0 implies
that an actor refrained from targeting civiliansl asolutely employed its lethal force on
armed combatants in battles. By providing eachrac@r | value, the chapters introduce
new information on relationships between fatalitiest involved civilian targets and

fatalities that involved armed combatants.

Chapter 3 presents CTI values of 226 formally oiggthactors participating in
armed conflict during 2002-2007. Whilst approxinia®0% of the actors refrained from
killing civilians in intentional, direct targetin@TI=0), 11% used civilian targeting as their
sole form of lethal behaviour in armed conflict (€I00). The chapter also attempts to
find the determinants to explain why warring actotentionally target civilian in armed
conflict. With the control of other variables, anghand cross-sectional data analysis
concludes that the scale of conflict was not catesl with the intensity of civilian targeting.
However, there was an inverse correlation betwkemntensity of civilian targeting and
the scale of conflict when only actors who caretl some degree of civilian targeting are
taken into account (CTI>0). This implies that oactors have crossed the line to target
civilians (CTI>0), actors involved in larger scalgsarmed conflict are found to

concentrate less lethal force on civilians and nworarmed combatants. Conversely, those

®>The figure does not involve civilian deaths thatwrred during battles as the UCDP separately despi
battle deaths.
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that engaged in lower scales of armed conflict eatrated more lethal force on civilian

targeting and less on armed combatants.

Finally, chapter 4 further explores behaviouratgrats of warring actors in the
intentional targeting of civilians in the contextghobal conflict using updated datasets
documented by the same source and method fromertpihe datasets available in
chapter 3 contains 226 actors who were involveatined conflict at least one year
between 2002 and 2007 whilst the updated datasetsfar chapter 4 contain 536 actors
during the 1989-2010 time period. In these upddtgdsets, the number of actors doubles
and the maximum duration of conflict is approximaguadruple. The descriptive statistics
of the updated datasets illustrate almost idenpicgportions of the actors distributed at the
extremes with the datasets used in chapter 3; G3be@ctors refrained from targeting
civilians while they were involved in armed confl{€TI=0) whereas 10% used civilian
targeting as their sole form of lethal force (CT®8)L Furthermore, chapter 4 adopts a
dynamic panel approach to examine how and to wttahewarring actors involved in
prolonged armed conflict adjust their civilian tatigg behaviour over time. A dynamic
panel data analysis with the actors engaged iricualy long duration of armed conflict
that covers 20 years or more shows warring actbis aarried out some degree of civilian
targeting in the previous year tend to increase tmcentration on civilian targeting as
opposed to battling with enemies in the current.y€his suggests that warring actors,
either sovereign states or armed groups, involaddriger-term conflict should be
scrutinised more intensely by international ciatiety to prevent further unnecessary

violence on civilians.
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Chapter 1

US Military Casualties in Iraq and Public Opinion
-With CBS-NYT, ABC-WP and Fox News Polls-

1.1. Introduction

Following the initiation of military action in Iraop 2003, US society was inundated with
reports on hostilities and its concomitant natiaszdualties for a considerable period of
time® Combat in Iraq was the most covered story on theepevening news programmes
of the three US major television netwotketween 2003 and 2007 with the exception of
2005 when Hurricane Katrina took oVeFhe airtime given to the combat stories was
overwhelming too. For instance, the three TV neks@ssigned 1,157 minutes in total to
cover hostilities in Iraq in 200This is nearly 5 times as many minutes of airtirméhe
second most covered story: the Virginia Tech mass&urthermore, the annual average
number of fatalities of US military members undee hostile circumstancéexceeded 700
between 2004 and 2007 due to the insurgency in‘fragd the number of days when
hostile casualties occurred amounted to 250 dggsaduring this periotf: It appears that
Americans have been exposed to national casudttsmation approximately 5 days a

week over this time.

Considering the intensive media coverage on mylitgorerations and its casualties,
the accumulation of deaths is conjectured to acatlémerican’s war-weariness and to
have an adverse effect on presidential job appn@ateigs (Eichenberg 2005). This

conventional wisdom, however, that wartime natiarzualties play a crucial role in

® Unless stated otherwise, the term ‘casualtiegreefo ‘fatalities’.

" ABC World News, CBS Evening News and NBC Nightlgwé.

8 Tyndall Report Review (www.tyndallreport.com). Cloat in Iraq was the second most covered story by a
narrow margin in 2005.

° Hostile casualties comprehend killed in actioedddf wounds, died while missing in action and digtle
captured (US Department of Defense).

19713 deaths in 2004, 673 in 2005, 704 in 2006 @i 2007.

1246 days in 2004, 264 in 2005, 269 in 2006 andi@®D07.
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forming domestic opinion towards war and politileslders is a common speculation that
still necessitates theoretical and empirical exatnom (Gelpi, Feaver and Reifler 2006).
Indeed, the re-election of George W. Bush in Noven#®04, when the total number of
hostile deaths of US forces in Iraq reached 850veasiprecipitously increasing, is not

elucidated by this conventionally accepted opirtasualty nexus.

While ample studies have attempted to test theautonal wisdom, scholars differ
over the magnitude and the direction of the cagufect on public opinion. The seminal
and oft-quoted research on the casualty-opinidaisirMueller (1971) that argues public
support dropped in proportion to the number of alieas during the Korean and the
Vietham Wars. Formally, the overall casualty effleas shown that whenever American
military casualties increased by 10 times (i.eanfrl00 to 1,000 or from 1,000 to 10,000),
support for both wars decreased by about 15 pexgergoints, suggesting a strong and
direct link between casualty and opinion.

The noteworthy point in Mueller is that it takeg thog of cumulative casualties’ as
an explanatory variable for opinion towards the tmars. The natural logarithm of the total
number of casualties that have occurred at the diiniee opinion survey serves well
Mueller’s hypothesis that increasing casualtiesltes decreased public support since war
support tend to precipitously decline in the eapiease of wars and slow down toward the
end. The log of cumulative casualties becomes tin@irtant measure of wartime human
cost in the relevant literature thereafter. Yeh@ligh taking logs could be a potential
solution to address nonstationarity of casualta dafrther treatment is necessary in case

time series data contain stochastic trends atas tifie case.

Nonstationarity of the dependent variable andadtlene independent variable in
regressions could produce biased results. Logmiutative casualties are apt to
monotonically increase during a conflict while datie support for the conflict decreases
over time since support tends to be high at fiveing to the rally effecf and eventually

diminish as the initial fever disappears, even outivreference to mounting casualties. Thus,

2 The rally ‘round the flag effect. Political ternailogy devised by Mueller (1971, 1973) to explain a
phenomenon that a war tends to enjoy comparathigly domestic support in the beginning.
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time itself is likely to generate spurious correlat(Yule 1926, Granger and Newbold 1974)
between the log of cumulative casualties and opiniedeed, numerous time series
contemporaneously trend upward or downward, ansl yield strong correlation. For
instance, although nominal income and sunspotaa@treausally connected by construction,
Plosser and Schwert (1978) find that the corrafatioefficient between the log of nominal
income in the US and the log of accumulated sussipom 1897 to 1958 was 0.91,
indicating a strong positive correlation betwees tiho time serie&® As Plosser and

Schwert argues, regression analysis without reshg@s®nstationarity of time series

trending upward for discrete reasons, could leaali@ased conclusion.

Building upon Mueller’'s work, Gartner and Segur@9@8) attempt to control for
nonstationarity by including a simple time trendheir regression models. Moreover, they
also extend Mueller’s bivariate model with the aitahi of a marginal casualty measure.
With the same data perused in Mueller (1971), @Garamd Segura find that marginal
casualties are more efficacious in capturing tecebf key events or salient exogenous
shocks in war than monotonically increasing loggeshulative casualties. They also
develop additional models to test their hypothdsas marginal casualties are the better
predictor of opinion in periods of escalating hiitgtis, and cumulative casualties are better

in periods of de-escalation.

Although marginal casualties are more reflexivew#nts or shocks in which
opinion is shaped, Gartner and Segura do not ted@uat of the likelihood of
multicollinearity between the log of cumulative galties and marginal casualties, defining
the latter as the number of deaths incurred 128 gaygr to the date of the opinion survey.
Marginal casualties for 120 days, a third of a yass likely to be highly correlated with
cumulative casualties and its logarithm transforamaas well, thereby engendering high
multicollinearity, leading to the inflation of stdard errors and less precise estimates.
Furthermore, inclusion of a time trend could eliatenspurious correlation risk only if the
data follows a trend-stationary process. In realitgny economic time series are not

stationary even after the removal of a time trandesthey contain a stochastic trend.

13 Correlation coefficients are between -1 and théfcorrelation coefficient between two variabke4 it
indicates the two series are perfectly and positigerrelated.
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Larson (1996) also builds upon Mueller's work dudaes a step further with its
findings that the public shows casualty toleranbemvthe perceived benefits incurred from
war outweigh the costs. Given the casualty data fBaconflicts that the US had been
involved with over the last 55 years between Wuvar Il and the military operations in
Somalia in 1993, Larson found that the rate ofideabf domestic support as a function of
casualties varies considerably for each war oraifer. In short, the public was willing to
accept comparatively higher level of national c#isemwhen US interests and principles
were at stake (i.e. World War 1), whereas supp@s$ drained by even a small number of
casualties in case that US interests and princgriesess compelling (i.e. military
operations in Somalia). Despite the absence obtlgir empirical efforts, Larson’s
contribution to the research of the casualty-opiriok remains important for its import of
a cost-benefit framework in understanding the mieigina that casualties affect public
support towards war. Larson assumes that the p(eiat political leaders) is economically
rational enough to compute the costs and the bereafcrued from military action, and is
willing to tolerate comparably high casualties @se that the perceived benefits exceed the
costs. This cost-benefit analysis, a prevailingthgcal framework in research on the

casualty-opinion nexus, will be dealt with in détaithe next section.

In the 2% century, research on the casualty-opinion linkéasved to show that
the public evinces casualty tolerance when it $&esured factors. Given the public
surveys on the use of military forces concernireg28 political episodes that the US had
been associated with between 1981 and 2005, Eiehgii®005) argues that a successful
military intervention boosts public support regasd of the level of casualties. Furthermore,
Eichenberg attempts to understand how differerdli/nespondents react to question
wordings containing military and civilian casuadtién particular, mentioning military
casualties in a question reduces support for teetimilitary force by about 8 percent,
whereas mentioning civilian casualties abate sugpo®.75 percent, signalling that the
public might respond more sensitively to wartimél@n deaths than military casualties in
forming its opinion towards war. Furthermore, Eicherg argues that public opinion is
considerably influenced by expected fatalities befwar, and is subject to the possibility of
success of war once it is initiated.
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Similar to Eichenberg (2005), Gelpi, Feaver andiBe{2006) hypothesise that
military casualties have little effect on populapport for the US president when the public
is fairly confident of victory. To test this hyp@tis, they divide the initial 20 months of the
Irag war into three periods; the major combat (Maand April 2003), the insurgency (May
2003 to June 2004) and the post sovereignty plJase to November 2004), and examine
the relations between the log of total US militaagualties and the overall presidential job
approval ratings in each pha8eContrary to the conventional wisdom that incregsin
casualties depress war support, the impact ofarylitasualties on presidential overall job
approval ratings was slightly positive during thajon combat phase when the US-led
coalition swept the main cities in Irag. On theasthand, casualties were negatively
associated with approval ratings during the insacgghase when the forecasting of
success was loomed amongst US public. Furtherti@esasualty impact was not
statistically significant during the post soverdigphase. These shifts of casualty effects
back Gelpi, Feaver and Reifler’'s hypothesis thatghblic manifests casualty tolerance
when it sees preferred factors in war such asoagtikelihood of victory while casualties

erode support when public confidence is undermined.

Most recent studies on the opinion-casualty ligiorously employ dynamic models
to accommodate time series data. Voeten and Bri@066) attempt time series analysis
with error correction models to capture the longrtequilibrium relationship between
casualties and opinion during the recent Iraqg Waeten and Brewer find that cumulative
casualties have not affected war support or prasi@epproval ratings for the incumbent
president, although a lagged casualty measuregetinely associated with war support and
popular ratings. Consistently with Gelpi, Feaved &eifler (2006), however, Voeten and
Brewer’s model fits the hypothesis that casuahigge differential effects during the
various periods of the war. It also builds on Lar§b996) with its findings that disaccord
in elite toward the war leads to a decrease insmpport amongst the public. On the other

hand, Echenberg and Stoll (2006) find that pregideapproval ratings had significantly

4 The poll question of interest for Gelpi, Feaved &eifler (2005) is the presidential overall jokpegpval
ratings, instead of the job approval ratings opec#ic issue such as the handling of the Iraq Wahe
campaign against terrorism. The correlation coigfficbetween overall presidential approval and eygrof
the president’s handling of Iraq is .95.
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been damaged by cumulative military casualties twemar period between March 2003
and January 2006. It is also noticeable that macomomic indicators such as disposable
income and consumer confidence substantially aftepbpular support during the pre-war
period (February 2001 to March 2003) but had litthpact since the war broke out,
suggesting that Americans had been heedless obetomerformances during the war in

Irag in assessing president’s overall accomplishmen

Finally, Geys (2010) brings another perspectivetierresearch on casualty-opinion
link, by including the US Department of Defense @peidas a proxy for the changes in
government’s war-related expenditure between 1948808, as well as macroeconomic
indices such as GDP growth and the unemploymeatmats model to calibrate how the
public embraces economic cost of war when it foopision towards its leaders (e.g.
approval ratings) during the Korean, Vietnam andh@histan/Iraq War. Inclusion of the
financial cost of warfare makes the casualty véeiakatistically insignificant for the
Korean and Afghanistan/Irag War although its effechains still significant for the

Vietnam War.

While both the magnitude and the direction of tasualty effect on opinion
towards war are still contentious as seen in teeipus works, this chapter draws upon and
expands these works by contemplating the casugltyiam link using the data from the
war in Iraqg, arguably the most significant confiictthe recent decade. It has never been
attempted to examine the casualty-opinion nexus thig¢ entire period of the Irag War
since the conflict has recently finished when st IUS combat troops left Irag in August
2010, officially ending the seven-and-a half yemititary operationt” It appears, therefore,
to be the pertinent time to evaluate the humanafotste war, as measured in combat
deaths, and its impact, if any, on public opinieming the war as a whole. Whereas

previous works concentrate on specific categorigmlh questions such as ‘right/wrong’,

15 In this chapter, the war period is defined betw2@march 2003 and 19 August 2010 when the last
‘combat’ troops left Irag, ending Operation IrageEdom. The remaining US service personnel fordaise-
and-assist role left the country in 18 Decemberl2@hding Operation New Dawn that started from
September 2010.
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‘worth’ or ‘approve’ type&’ that require respondents’ retrospective evaluaiiothe war
and the president, attention of this chapter id paithe question type that requires poll
respondents’ prospective judgement on the pradeeaibility of war: Should the troops
stay or withdraw? Overall, this chapter subsumediftérent questions tipping public
opinion towards the discrete war issues to exammave differently the public responds to
the wide range of war issues. To my knowledge, theronvork has attempted to embrace
various poll questions to explore public’s potendigtinctive attitude to the different war-
relevant subjects. In so doing, this chapter demnates that poll respondents remarkably
differ in attitude towards retrospective and praspe questions, which most of scholarly
works do not reckon the distinction between the. tilathermore, the early studies on the
casualty-opinion link including Mueller (1971) aGdrter and Segura (1998) did not
consider statistical problems such as irregulae timervals between poll observations that
render time-series analysis ineffectual. By addingsthe statistical issues, this chapter
attempts to offer more comprehensive empirical emation of how and to what extent US
military casualties during the Iraq war have impdabn public opinion towards the

different types of question.

The rest of the chapter is outlined as follows.tia2 lays out the theoretical
framework and the testing strategies. The datayaisak presented in section 3, the

empirical results are discussed in section 4 aed fection 5 concludes.

1.2. Theoretical Background and Testing Strategies
1.2.1. Theoretical Background

Since Larson (1996) introduced the idea of usirgg-benefit analysis to aid understanding

of public casualty tolerance and aversion in repast US military operations, this

16 An example of the ‘right/wrong’ type question isobking back, do you think the United States diel th
right thing in taking military action against Iragy, should the U.S. have stayed out"? (CBS-NYT suy)vthe
‘worth’ type is “All in all, considering the costs the United States versus the benefits to théedr$tates,
do you think the war with Iraq was worth fightiray, not”? (ABC-WP survey), and the ‘approve’ typeo
you approve or disapprove of the job George W. Bsistoing handling the situation with Iraq”? (ForWNs
survey).
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microeconomic tool has been a broadly acceptedehieal framework in casualty-opinion
research. Given this behavioural economic toolndividual poll respondent is assumed to
make a decision in the manner of a rational conswvhe seeks profit maximisation on the
basis of cost-benefit analysis. A consumer purchasgood if the benefits outweigh the
costs otherwise he will not buy it. By the sameetoka poll respondent is assumed to
compute the perceived costs and benefits of watsggentually articulates an opinion

through polling surveys based on the calculation.

More formally, the basic decision rule for casuadtierance within a cost-benefit

framework is:
>0

Z 1 Z 1
B, — Ci, ——
[,t Ha+dt LA+
L L

whereB;; andCi; is benefits and costs gh individual in a society at time andd denotes

the discount rate. Assuming that social prefereaceshe aggregated preferences of all
individuals, social benefit is the sum of all indivals’ benefits and social cost is the sum
of all individuals’ costs (Little and Mirrlees 19/@ECD 2006). The discount factor,

1/(1 + d)t, is included to net out the effect of inflationdnch a way that the present value
of a unit of benefit or cost has a higher weiglairtthe future value of the same unit of
benefit and cost. Under the circumstancey qfB; (1 + d)~t > Y;, C; (1 + d)~* where

the beneficiaries from military intervention couddy the inflation-adjusted aggregated
costs to the losers in the society and still emjegefits,Y,; ; B; (1 +d)™* = ;. C; (1 +

d)—¢, the potential Pareto allocation is achieved. @estefit analysis is nothing but an
attempt to calculatg; ; B;; and};; . C; ; as precisely as possible. Although it is hard to
believe that poll respondents make complicated-lsesefit calculations in assessing
military operations due to imperfect informatiordaron-monetary externalities, this
chapter sticks to the cost-benefit appraisal ta@gugh the casualty-opinion link since it is
obvious that poll respondents absorb some of theneas via the media and other sources,

and this information influence their evaluatingitaily operations (Geys 2010).
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Benefits from war or military intervention may beneparatively elusive and
sometimes hard to quantify whereas costs suchrarmuictimisation and infrastructure
damage are rather tangible. Moreover, benefitsasfivave conspicuously varied across
time and space. For instance, the perceived bsradfthe World War 11 from the Allied
Powers’ side were securing their order and stgldiidm the threat of the Axis Powers.
Similarly, principal policy objectives at staketbe Korean and Vietham Wars from the US
perspective were ensuring the security and hindeha spread of Communism although
these perceived benefits were less convincing tihase of the World War 1l (Larson 1996).
On the other hand, small size conflicts including Ealklands War or the Invasion of
Kuwait tend to involve disputes over territoriaintml or natural resources. Furthermore,
perceived benefits could change in the course ofawabserved in the 2003 Irag War or
the UN Operation in Somalia in 1993. Initially, thast benefits of eliminating the
Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) in Iraq garndtrexlhigh levels of public support,
and then the US foreign policy objects shiftedhi® ¥War against Terrorism and building
security in Iraq after the WMD threat was revedlete a nothing but an intelligence
fallacy. In Somalia, the perceived benefits charngdaringing peace and reconciliation
amongst warring factions after the initial benefitprotecting Somali lives from violence
were achieved with the UN operations (Larson 19®B6addition, post-war foreign aid and

investment with a purpose of reconstruction maglbe considered as benefits from war.

Given the assumption that the benefits of war sgcterritory, economic power or
certain government policy is exogenous (Bennett@tadh 1996), the next query of interest
is how the public measure the costs of war. Warsamsdoubtedly include spending on
military operations, current and future costs ofiroal care for the wounded soldiers,
macroeconomic damage and many other featuresit&agid Bilmes 2008). The important
assumption of this chapter, however, is that cornbatialties are the core cost of the war.
Although combat casualties are not the only cbsty aire the most salient and visible one
since nothing can surpass shocks from deaths alyfamembers, friends or neighbours
from battlegrounds (Gartner, Segura and Wilkeni@g7l Stiglitz and Bilmes 2008). Due

to this reason, most previous studies on the cgsaplnion link explicitly or implicitly
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assume that casualties are the key costs of wiar as public opinion formation is
concerned.

This assumption, however, leads to the followinggjion: how is human sacrifice
in war valued? Cost-benefit analysis has rootgiting, and prices are usually formed in
markets but some of the most important featuregainsuch as human costs might not have
a market price (Arrow et al. 1996). Moreover, itittbbe rather elusive or immoral to
measure the human sacrifice in war. Despite thatamucost is immeasurable, the
Department of Defense (DoD)’s compensation schesu&lde a proxy for human cost in
Irag. The DoD is paying 500,000 dollars for a railjt member’s death, with 100,000
dollars of death benefit and 400,000 of life inswwaalthough Stiglitz and Bilmes (2008)
recalculate this amount to 7.2 million dollars acdog to the “value of statistical life
(VSL)” that the US government and insurance conmgmhroadly applied in determining
compensation for human loss. Poll respondentsraileely to identify all tangible and
intangible costs of war but it is expected thaytstll do ends-means calculus based on

information they absorbed.
1.2.2. Testing Strategies

With the assumptions in the previous subsectias,dhapter attempts to test the
conventional wisdom that the accumulation of militeasualties induces a decrease in
support towards war. In particular, this chaptdeegs the regression models coined by the
previous scholarly works by adding the US unempleytmate and various control
variables to look at the overarching effect of \waet casualties on public preferences over
the war-relevant issues captured in the 25 diffgpell question¥ during the US invasion

of Iraq between March 2003 and August 2010.

The unemployment rate, out of other major macraienuc indices, is included in
the regression model for the two prime reasonstli#rt corresponds to monthly time
series data used in this chapter. Unlike other @ronindices such as the GDP (quarterly

released) or federal fund rate (announced 8 timegsg, the unemployment rate, as well as

o Twenty-three in twenty-five questions are of useggression analysis. See Table 1-1.
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the inflation rate, is made public on a monthlyibaSecondly, while the US monthly
inflation rate had changed rather stably betweemne4 percent during the war periéd,

the unemployment rate had fluctuated over the gasamied, better reflecting the change in
economy to political and economic events includimg War in Iragq and the financial crisis
initiated in 2008. For instance, the seasonallystéd unemployment rate soared up to 10.1
percent in October 2009, hitting double digitsttoe first time since the early 1980s
recessiort? Inclusion ofunemploymerin the regression model is expected to net out the
negative effect in the labour market on formatiébpall respondents’ opinion towards the

war. The basic time series regression model isxgoye

R; = a + fCumulative Casualty, + yMarginal Casualty, + §Unemployment,
+60X, +¢&. (1.1)

The dependent variablB,, is the percentage of American poll respondents
signifying either a positive or negative opiniomcerning the war in Iraq, depending on
the type of question asked at titf® The first independent variableymulative casualty
is the natural logarithm of cumulative casualtlest thave occurred at the time of opinion
surveys. Thus, the coefficient of cumulative cases|f, captures the effect of hostile
deaths of US military members on each opinion towaéine warMarginal casualty
denotes US military casualties occurred for 7 gaiar to the date of the pdit.
Unemploymenta proxy of the overall economic outcomes, is caaed if the most
recently released US unemployment rate prior tqtils decreased compare to that of the
previous month, 0 otherwise. Finally, is a set of controlling regressors that apprehend a
time trend to eliminate a time effect as well asalpy variables to capture political
circumstances under which poll respondents migte &s of the date of opinion surveys.
The binary variables are discretionally used insteration of the characteristics of time

series data of each question.

18 Inflation measured by the consumer price index Bugau of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/)

19US Bureau of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/

% The positive and negative responses are separatgiyssed.

21 Although some take a longer duration fiearginal casualtysuch as 120 days (Gartner and Segura 1998),
and 3 months (Gey 2010), | take 7 days in consigeraf multicollinearity betweenumulativeand

marginal casualty Furthermore, marginal casualties for 7 daysstaonary in most of the 25 poll
questions.

30



Although the regression results estimated withattiginal poll data is presented in
this chapter, there are several econometric coaderhe aware of in using the original poll
data. Firstly, time series data for each poll goedtas not a regular interval since the polls
had not been systematically commissioned duringvdré® This is mainly because that
opinion surveys relevant to war issues had beeuéetly carried out until mid-2007 but
sparsely conducted since then as the US polititatest rapidly shifted to the presidential
election, the war in Afghanistan or the economidtdasvn. Statistical methods for time
series, therefore, may not be applicable for thgiral poll data with irregular frequency.
Secondly, the original data could be nonstatiofgrpature, following a unit root process
(I(1)). For instance, the presidential approvahgg, depicted by ‘approval’ type poll
question€? had consistently decreased during the Bush adimtien. This trend may be
stochastic, not deterministic that can be easitregsed with an inclusion of a time dummy
in the regression model. Without converting theadato stationary series (1(0)), the
estimates will be biased due to spurious regressiolly, many of the poll questions have
small samples, impeding asymptotic time seriesyarglAs seen in the next section, 17 in

25 guestions have less than 30 observations dtirengample period.

In order to mitigate these concerns, the poll dgatewly constructed with the
following procedure. Firstly, similar poll quest®are aggregated regardless of institutions
that conducted opinion surveys. Secondly, wheneggding similar questions, the time
intervals of poll observations are adjusted to nthken have a regular frequency. When
more than one poll observation is available in atinol take the average value while |
linearly interpolate for missing observations (G2940). If the dependent and all
explanatory variables in modified time series gatastationary, | test them with the model
(1.1) with the inclusion of an autoregressive t€éRn) as an explanatory variable. If they
are nonstationary but have common stochastic fferidtegrated), | employ an Error
Correction Model (ECM).

22 For instance, ‘right/wrong’ type question of CB¥:N(Q1 in Table 1-1) had been asked 68 times during
the war period which lasted for 90 months; it wslseal more than one time in some months, but wapeHi
in other months.

% The examples of the ‘approve’ type questions aestion 9-10, 20-21 and 24-25 in Table 1-1.
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Although the variables follow a unit root proceK&)), their linear combination
could render 1(0) variables with cointegrated paetars (Engle and Granger 1987). This
error correction mechanism is easily extended filoerfirst-order autoregressive
distributed lag model (ADL) belo?.

Yt = aO +al><t +aZXt—1 +aSYt—1 +Vt

wherev; is white noise. IfY; andX; are nonstationary but have a long-run equilibrinra
way of Y=A+pX , wherel andp are cointegrated parameters, the equation abovbeca

reformulated to give
AY, = a DX, +(a; =DV — X = A) +V,

whereA signifies the first difference operator. Whil8} captures the immediate effect of a
change inX; on a change il;, the error correction terrgw, - (Y,_, — oX,., —A) shows the
speed to restore the equilibrium. For instanctédferror correction term is non zero, it
means the model is out of equilibrium, and therstye a movement back to the
equilibrium relationship given thar,| < 1. In this chapter, | use a simple form of the

single equation error correction model (Voten ameviger 2006, Eichenberg and Stoll 2006)

as below.
AR; = a + AR;_q + nACumulative Casualty, + pCumulative Casualty;_4
+dUnemployment, + 6X; + &. (1.2)

Model (1.2) states that the first difference of pleecentage of poll respondents for
each aggregated questiaxR) depends on the previous poll resporige)( the first
difference ofcumulative casualtgs the logarithm formaCumulative Casualty, one lag
of cumulative casualtfCumulative Casualty), unemploymenrand a group of controlling
regressorsX;). This error correction mechanism allows us toneste contemporaneous

changes in cumulative casualties and the speestuming to re-equilibrium after the

% Hendry (1995), Kennedy (2008).
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deviation from the long-run equilibrium. The margicasualty measure is excluded from
the error correction model since it may be reduhdathe presence of the first difference

of the cumulative casualty measure.

1.3. Data Analysis

The data for this chapter are largely classifie¢d two categories: the US poll data and the
casualty data from the initiation of the Iraq Wa20 March 2003 up to 19 August 2010
when the last US combat brigade left Iraq, endipgr@tion Iraqi Freedom.

1.3.1. Public Opinion Data

As a proxy for public opinion, poll data collect'dm three survey organisations tied to
the leading US media; CBS-New York Times, ABC-Waghon Post, and Fox News, is
used for this chaptér.2° The first two polling institutions are the combiioa of the US
major TV networks and newspapers that are thougbétrather liberal by conservative
parties, whereas Fox News is deemed to have amatise bias by liberal parties, in
favour of the Bush administration in going to tharwinterestingly, all three polling
institutions, CBS-NYT, ABC-WP and Fox News, have #ame question concerning the
public’s preferences in approving the presidenséisdiing of the Iraq situation, leaving a
room for a comparative analysis between the poBimyeys commissioned by media

institutions which have somehow opposite inclinagio

Amongst the polls commissioned by the three poliivsgitutions during the war
period, | performed a search using the followingwkerds: Iraq, war, troop, military, and
terrorism. Given the numerous poll questions oleifnom this search, only the questions
that satisfied the following five thresholds remasipart of the analysis of this chapter.

Firstly, the polls are commissioned nationwide.delty, respondents are randomly or

5 From time to time, CBS and ABC independently candd the polls without being associated with NYT or
WP.

% The polls were conducted via telephone interviewsl, the time window of a single poll is usuallyhin a
week. The sampling error is plus or minus 3 peagmipoints in most poll surveys.
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quasi-randomly selected adults or voferA. nationwide random sample ensures that
opinion surveys are extrapolated in order to giveeasure of public opinion. Thirdly, the
poll question taps generalised support for theavaelevant issues to the invasion of Iraq.
Fourthly, the poll questions are main, not the gqubstions. Finally, the questions are
recursively asked during the sample period withouth variation in wording® The final
requirement is to eliminate the ambiguity incurbgda frame effect from different
wordings or question structurésom this filtering process, the 25 different papliestions
were selected for the analysis; 14 questions fr@&8-GIYT surveys, 9 from the ABC-WP,
and 2 from Fox News as shown in Table 1-1. Thesetmedia polling outlets committed
fairly considerable number of opinion surveys conc® various war issues during the
military operation in Iraq, and repeatedly askesighme questions that allows independent

analysis for each question.

From the top of Table 1-1, the ‘right/wrong’ ane thvorth’ type questions (Q1-3
and 15-16) ask of respondents if they think thq War is the right decision or worth
doing?® These two retrospective question types are otjgrah interest in most previous
scholarly works on the casualty-opinion relatiomees they are regarded as directly related
to public support towards the war, tapping gensedlipreferences of the public (Mueller
1971).

The ‘stay/withdraw’ type questions (Q4-8 and 17-a4&) still highly relevant to
public war support, questioning whether respondenatst the troops to be stationed in Iraq
or to be withdrawn. Furthermore, while the ‘righténg’ or the ‘worth’ type questions are
somehow relevant to the justification or the maspects of the war that require the
retrospective evaluation, the ‘stay/withdraw’ typestraightforward questions that asks

respondents’ prospective judgement on the conticeiahmilitary actions.

% There are cases that a certain number of a specifup of people (i.e. aged more than 65 or Africa
American) is included in the samples, but theseigsare weighted to reflect the proper proportibthe
population.

8 There is variation in wording in some poll questidut this is a small change, such as the ‘USdimég
the ‘United States’ or ‘George Bush’ becoming ‘G.Bush’.

% The classification of the poll question typesdals the method of Dr. Andrew Hossack, principallgsta
in Defence Science and Technology Laboratory ottkeMinistry of Defence.
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The ‘approve’ types (Q9-10, 20-21 and 24-25) drpuigical attention in particular
by signifying the approval ratings of the presidehtindling of the Iraqgi situation or the
campaign against terrorism. In addition, the cagugbe (Q19) might also attract political
interests since it offers a direct measure of gpuiblierance against the accumulation of
military casualties by questioning respondents dether the total number of military

deaths up to the date of the poll is acceptabietr

The ‘success to date’ (Q11-12 and 22-23) and thee'eted success’ type (Q13)
guestions are comparatively less relevant to gésedawar support. Specifically, the
‘success to date’ type questions query how respusdkink of the process of
reconstructing Iraq since the collapse of the Saddassein government or whether they
think that the US is safer from terrorism as altesfithe military intervention in Irag. The
‘expected success’ type asks about the prospdbeatar, inferring public consensus on
the outlook of the military action.

Finally, the ‘reinforce’ type (Q14) focuses on resgents’ preferences towards the
then president Bush’s plan in the beginning of 2@03end more than 20,000 troops to Iraq
to redress the severe insurgency in the countng. ‘Sarge’ plan engendered a huge debate

on its effect in the US society.

Given the above 25 questions, | categorised eagicein the responses into
positive and negative answers. The positive (+)rseghtive (-) signs in the ‘choices in
response’ column in Table 1-1 indicate that thenvenss labelled as a positive or negative
response respectively. Tagging the signs is skipgeh it is not straightforward to
categorise the choices into the positive or negatgponses (i.e. Q6 and 8). The trends of

positive and negative responses for all 25 questimer time are presented in Figure 1-1.

As seen in Figure 1-1, some questions (i.e. Q10%®nd 12) had been asked over
the whole period of the war, with most of them dazertain period of time only.
Furthermore, positive responses, illustrated witdngle shapes, appear to decrease over
time for most questions while negative responselo\ circles, tend to increase. For

instance, the first plot in Figure 1-1 displaystttiee proportion of poll respondents
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signifying that the US did the right thing in tagimilitary action against Iraq (i.e. positive
response) was 64 percent at the beginning of tméutat gradually decreased to end up
with 37 percent at the last poll commissioned it@0Dn the other hand, the proportion of
respondents exhibiting that the US should havesstayt (i.e. negative response) has
increased over time, from 28 to 59 perc€ntvhilst many of the questions display a
moderate increase or decrease over time, the “a@piype questions spanning the two
administrations that experienced the Irag war @and 20) show a steady decrease in
presidential approval ratings under the Bush adstiation and a sudden increase with the
outset of the Obama’s in the beginning of 2009. Tigat/wrong’ and ‘worth’ type
guestions spanning the two governments (Q1 andhb®)ever, are not seemingly affected
by the change in regime, implying that poll respamd’ belief on the justification of the
war had been neither aggravated nor improved bgdhanistrative shift. Whilst the
‘approve’ type questions show a dramatic changetaltige shift in administration in 2009,
the ‘success to date’ type questions (Q12 and BB)ay a conspicuous change in poll
respondents’ retrospective judgment on the US tsftorbring stability and order in 2007,
indicating that respondents might be affected leysiirge that led a rapid decrease in daily
military casualties in mid-2007. Finally, the ‘staythdraw’ type questions give ambiguous
information; the ABC-WP poll questions (Q17-18) sha steep decline in opinion in
favour of troop stationing but one cannot find anoaon trend in the CBS-NYT polls (Q4-
8).

One other noteworthy point in Figure 1-1 is thattequestion has not been asked
with a regular time interval. For instance, questowas often asked at the beginning, and
then rarely commissioned since 2007. In additiba,'approve’ type questions (Q9, 10 and
20-21 and 24-25) were scarcely or never asked @8 ¥hen the presidential election was
held. As discussed in section 1.2, | firstly casty separate regressions for each question
without modifying the original poll data shown imgEre 1-1, then | aggregate similar
guestions and adjust poll observations since tienes methods such as a nonstationarity
or cointegration test have been limited to the dath a regular time intervals (Seong, Ahn
and Zadrozny 2007).

%0 The descriptive statistics of poll responses fmhequestion are presented in Table 1-A-2 in aggend
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1.3.2. Casualty Data

The US military casualty data for this chapterbsained from the US Department of
Defense websit&" In particular, the chapter utilises hostile deatissead of total deaths
since daily news reports mainly cover hostile deathoattle, comprising killed in action,
died of wounds, died while missing in action aneddhile captured, than non-hostile
deaths such as died in accident, illness, homuidelf-inflicted. Hostile deaths and total
deaths (sum of hostile and non-hostile deathshexh8483 and 4408 respectively at the
end of the war (August 2016j.

Figure 1-2 illustrates cumulative and marginal hesteaths having substantially
different tendencies over the war period. The dblitee displays the time-series of
cumulative military casualties as a common logariffiot and the solid line shows
marginal casualties defined here as incurred dwepteceding 7 days. While the log of
cumulative casualties monotonously increase ovendr period, marginal casualties
fluctuate until mid-2007 and have steeply decreaseck then, helped by the surge that
brought about an additional dispatch of more thay@0 troops in Iraq during the first half
of the year. The arrows in Figure 1-2 indicatertienths corresponding to the critical
events such as the transfer of Iraqi sovereigmygraouncement of the surge plan, and
armed attacks that caused a large number of myil@acivilian casualties during the war
period. As shown in the descriptions for the evethis two major battles between the US
forces and anti-coalition forces in Falluja in A@nd November 2004 brought about a

considerable number of military fatalities.

1.4. Regression Analysis

Given the models illustrated in section 1.2.2, gastion first presents OLS regression
results obtained from separate regressions for @aestion without concerning

nonstationarity or irregular time intervals of pd#ita, then shows time series analysis after

31 Casualty Analysis System (http:/siadapp.dmdcroBgbersonnel/casualty/castop.htm).
32 The correlation coefficient between cumulativetiie deaths and cumulative total deaths over thelev
war period is .9997. The correlation coefficiendafly hostile deaths and daily total deaths igk20

37



addressing these econometrics issues. The OLSg@$uhe first experiment are displayed
in Table 1-2.

Table 1-2 only presents the results for the pasitesponse$. The first three
columns of Table 1-2 contain the media institutithvet had commissioned the polls chosen
for this chapter, question numbers and questioestypr each question. The explanatory
variables including the two casualty variables@esented in the first row in Table 1-2.
Specifically, amulativeandmarginal casualtyndicate the natural logarithm of the total
number of hostile military deaths that have ocaliatthe time of the polls and marginal
casualties for 7 days prior to the polls respebttivEiEmeis the number of days between the
start of the war and the date of the polls to nettlee possible time effedtinemployment
is coded as 1 if the most recently released US pl®ment rate prior to the poll
decreased compared to that of the previous mordthérwise Administration coded as 1
if a poll was commissioned during the Obama adrrati®n, O otherwise, is to capture the
effect of the change in administration on opiniowards the wat* Periodis used for
several questions to isolate certain periods tleat be systematically different from other
periods of the war such as the surge (Q4) or titi@listage of the war (Q1 and 7) when
war support was high due to the rally effect. Téw of the table exhibits the coefficients
of the explanatory variables when the dependemabiaris percentage of positive
responses. | mainly attempt to interpret the coieffits of the two casualty variables, and
cope with the rest of the explanatory variablethenregression results with the data fitted

for time series analysis later in this section.
Cumulative Casualties Do Matter

Looking at the primary variables of interest in Teab-2, we see the coefficients for the two
casualty measures. One of the noteworthy poirttsatsmany of the coefficients on
cumulative casualties are significant at the 5%llevhereasnarginal casualtys

significant only for question 12 and 19. For insaytumulative casualtin question 1

(‘right/wrong’ type of CBS-NYT polls) implies thaholding all other variables constant,

3 The regression results for the negative respomseasresented in Table 1-A-1 in appendix, are sgtrim
with those for the positive responses.
3 0is for the G.W. Bush administration.
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every time American military casualties increasgd factor of 10 (i.e., from 100 to 1,000
or from 1,000 to 10,000) the proportion of poll fi@pants who responded that the war was
the right decision has dropped by 10.23 percerpages. The marginal casualty measure,
however, is not statistically significant althougis also negative. Furthermore, the
estimated effect of cumulative casualties in thertW type questions of CBS-NYT and
NBC-WP polls (Q2-3 and 15-16) indicates that whemeévmerican casualties increased by
10 times, the proportion of respondents signifyimgt the war was worth doing remarkably
dropped, by between 7-16 percentage points. Tleetedf cumulative casualties in the
‘right/wrong’, and the ‘worth’ type questions aretrsubstantially different from the
Mueller’s findings that the percentage support t@sahe Korean and the Vietham Wars
dropped by about 15 percentage points as casugtiesased by 10 times (Mueller

1971)%® The effect of cumulative casualties is still sg@nd direct in many of the

guestions.

Figure 1-3 visually shows the estimated effectwhualative casualties presented in
Table 1-2°° The estimated effect of cumulative casualtiesfrh question is indicated by
the figures next to the square shapes of the lagshgt The triangles and the circles above
and below the squares represent the upper andwteg limits of the 95% confidence
intervals for the estimates. The hollow squaraw@right side of the figure imply that the
estimates for the questions (Q4-5, 11, 17, 24-B5at statistically significant at the 5%

level.

Looking at the significant estimates (solid squgfiest, we see expected negative
signs suggesting a negative association betweenlatiae casualties and positive
responses for each poll question. As stated, thlet/wrong’ and the ‘worth’ type questions
(Q1-3 and 15-16) that tap the generalised suppwards the war were significantly

aggravated as military casualties accumulated. M@ the estimates for the ‘approve’

35 Mueller pools the ‘right/wrong’ and the ‘worthyge questions in regression analysis. Also, theofog
cumulative casualties is used as a sole explanagwigble in the Mueller's model whilst marginakcalties,
a time trend, and other political and economic amptory variables are contained in the model sigatibn
for this chapter.

3 Question 7, 13, 14, 18 and 22 are not presentee she estimates for these questions are too farge
shown in the figure. The coefficients for thesegsiioms are not statistically significant as showiTable 1-2.
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type questions of CBS-NYT and ABC-WP (Q9-10 and220-may be interpreted as
follows: controlling for other factors, the presidial approval ratings on handling the Iraqi
situation or the campaign against terrorism deecay about 14-16 percentage points
whenever US military casualties increased by 1@sinn addition, the coefficient for the
‘success to date’ type question of CBS-NYT (Q12)lies a negative association between
cumulative casualties and positive view on the auie of the war. Finally, the estimate for
the ‘casualty’ type question (Q19) is the greait@sbhagnitude amongst the questions with

significant estimate¥’ 38 *°

Interestingly, all the questions with significamietficients ask of respondents’
retrospective assessment, requiring them to eatuatjustification of the war

(‘right/wrong’ and ‘worth’ types; Q1-3 and 15-1@)esident’s accomplishment in the war

37 Estimated effects of cumulative casualties in squestions are greater in magnitude than thoséhef o
questions. For instance, the estimate of the ‘dgstigpe question (Q19) is the greatest (-33.33)pagst the
guestions with significant estimates as presemtéichble 1-2. Furthermore, the estimates of therapg and
‘success to date’ type questions of CBS-NYT pdl}9{10 and Q12) are greater in magnitude than tfavse
other CBS-NYT poll questions such as the ‘right/mgband ‘worth’ types (Q1-3) by about 5-10 percgeta
points. It may suggest that respondents are ma@eptible to certain types of questions. It is, beev, not
necessarily true that the estimates are signifigalifferent across the question types as indicatethe
overlapping confidence intervals. The confidenderiral at the 95% level of the ‘casualty’ type dimsis (-
49.54 and -17.11), which is largely overlapped whidt of other questions with significant estimatesr
example, the confidence intervals of the two ‘apptdype questions of ABC-WP polls (Q15-16) ared(8R,
-9.31) and (-24.32, -6.46) respectively. Moreotee, confidence intervals for the two ‘worth’ typaagtions
of ABC-WP polls (Q15-16) are (-21.96, -10.37) ar2R(75, -5.64). The confidence intervals for theS=B
NYT poll questions with significant estimates (Q1€®-10 and Q12) are also overlapped with thoghef
‘casualty’ type question except Question 2; 95%f3D1 (-18.21, -2.25), Q2 (-12.97, -2.33), Q3 (&B.-
2.23), Q9 (-21.18, -10.53), Q10 (-26.54, -8.64)2@-R7.21, -5.63). These overlapping confidencerirals
for each question imply that the estimates aresigptificantly different from each other althougtckaf
them is significantly different from zero.

% The negative casualty effect on public supportaxals the 2003 Iraq War is also observed in the UK
although it is less straightforward compared td thahe US. Given the 179 UK hostile deaths dutimywar
and the data of the opinion surveys committed bgetldifferent polling organisations, a Populus poll
question that asks the justification of the waregha statistically significant effect of cumulatiBeitish
military fatalities on war support at the 1 perckavel. Another poll question from the YouGov opini
surveys produces a significant estimate of cumuddttalities at the 10 percent level whereas @i |
surveys render an insignificant estimate. The titaegression results and the question wording are
presented in Table 1-A-4 in appendix.

%9 The negative casualty effect on war support iseraelusive when it comes to small size militargigions.
During the US military intervention in Somalia i893, the approval ratings for then-President Clintas
slightly higher than 50 percent in June but plumeddb about 30 percent in October, just after tagl® of
Mogadishu which resulted in 18 deaths of US soi&dfBaum 2004). The casualty-opinion link, however,
cannot be quantified due to the limited numbermhimn surveys that hinders a thorough empiricallgsis.
Furthermore, the link is reversed in other smak shilitary operations undertaken by the US foines
Panama and Lebanon between the late 1980s andl88fg as public support had slightly increased thie
accumulation of military casualties (Larson 1996).
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and anti-terrorism campaign (‘approve’ type; Q9ah@l 20-21), or the level of military
casualties up to the date of the poll surveys (falig’ type; Q19). Furthermore, the
‘success to date’ type 2 of CBS-NYT polls (Ql2)padsieries respondents’ retrospective

evaluation on the US efforts to re-establish ségamd order in Irag.
Continuation of Military Operations and Casualties

When looking at the questions with insignificaneffecients on the casualty variables in
Table 1-2 and Figure 1-3, we find that neitherchmulative nor the marginal casualty
measure is statistically significant in affectinglpespondents’ opinion on the continuation
of military stationing, proxied by the ‘stay/withal’ type questions (Q4-5, 7 and 17-18).
This may be due to the small sample size varyingéden 15 and 26, otherwise it may be
interpreted that poll respondents take no accoticagualty information in shaping their

opinion on whether the US military forces shouléxetaying in or leave Iraqg.

To test this hypothesis, firstly | selesiinilar questions categorised under the same
type. Secondly, | aggregate poll responses ofgleeted questions within each type to give
the following 6 categories: Worth Type, Approve &yjpand II, Stay/Withdraw Type,
Success to Date Type, and Right/Wrong T The aggregated positive responses for
each type are displayed in Figure $2#ositive responses for the questions categorised
under Worth Type (Q2, 3, 15 and 16) consistentlyelese over time as displayed in the
first plot of Figure 1-4. Approve Type | and Il alshow declining trends until the

“0'Worth Type comprises question 2, 3, 15 and 16,r&pp Type 1 question 9, 20 and 24, Approve Type ||
question 10 and 21, Stay/Withdraw Type question 4-&nd 17-18, and finally Success to Date Type
guestion 12 and 23. The selected questions undhrtgae have different wordings but contain similar
concern. The questions under Worth Type ask psfiaadents whether they think the war contributetthéo
long-term security of the US (Q16), was worth fight(Q15), or was worth the loss of American lifela
other costs (Q2-3). Approve Type is divided witloteategories. The first question type is for thesptential
job approval ratings on the situation with Iraq (Q0 and 24) whilst the second on the campaigmatai
terrorism (Q10 and 21). The questions under Stayivaw Type ask poll respondents whether US troops
should leave or stay in Iraq (Q4-5 and 17-18) harudd have a time table for the withdrawal (Q7) e&tion 6
and 8 are excluded due to the ambiguity in categwithe choices into positive and negative resperishe
questions under Success to Date Type ask whetheffoi$s to bring stability and order to Iraq axEng
well or badly (Q12), or the US is making signifitgmogress toward restoring order in Iraq (Q23).
*1 positive and negative responses are aggregatachselp.
“2 Plots for negative responses are presented iné-i-1 in appendix. | also include Right/WrongpEyin
the aggregated analysis since it has comparatiagdg observation (68) although it has only onestjae in
it.
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inauguration of Barack Obama in February 2009 cawiing presidential job approval
ratings on the Iraq situations (Approve Type I)d @am the campaign against terrorism
(Approve Type II) surged up with the change in adstration from Bush to Obama.
Aggregated positive responses for Stay/WithdraweTgppear to have diminishing patterns
while the range in variation for each questionnsilar during the overlapping periods. The
responses for the two questions included in SudceBste Type (Q12 and 23) exhibit
almost identical tendency over the war period. Em&ight/Wrong Type containing only
one question (Q1) shows poll respondents who ttiiakrag War was right decision has

steeply decreased in the initial stage of the tan slowly declined towards the end.

While aggregating the similar questions under eggh, | attempt to redress the
problems that the original data retains such agidar time intervals as well as a stochastic
trend. To obtain a time series data with a montit@dguency, as described in section 1.2.2, |
take the average value of poll responses if mae tme poll observation is available in a

month while | linearly interpolate for missing mbaf?*

With this monthly data fitted for time series arsa$f* | test stationarity of all
variables for each question typdf the dependent variable and all explanatoryalaés
are stationary, | regress them with a simple dycamodel containing a lagged dependent
variable as stated in section 1.2.2 whilst | emg@oyerror correction mechanism if they are

nonstationary but cointegrated with order one agsghat there is a long-term

*3The number of missing months is presented in TatAe3 in appendix.

4 For the time series analysis, | excluded somé@pblls commissioned at the last stage of thetovar
minimise the modification of the original data. stsown in Figure 1-4, questions concerning the ssues
were not frequently asked since late 2008. Thubgeisample period of the time series analysis thigh
modified data is spanned to include this laterqebdf the war, there would be more missing values a
subsequently, more observations would have to &eted by linear interpolation, making the modifiiede
series data further away from the original dataecSjcally, the two poll observations are excludean
Right/Wrong Type. These observations were commigsialuring the twenty two month period between
November 2008 and August 2010. Also, the threegdmkervations are excluded from Worth Type. They
were commissioned during the eighteen month pdyadieen March 2009 and August 2010. Furthermore,
the three poll observations, which were commisglath&ing the eleven month period between Octob8820
and August 2010, are excluded from Success to Daie. For Approve Type | and Il, | only use thelpol
observations obtained during the Bush administnafithe questions on the presidential approval gatimere
scarcely asked in 2008 when the presidential eleatias held. Therefore, if the sample period inetuthe
Obama administration, there would be more missalges, and subsequently, it requires creating more
observations causing further modification of thigjioal data.

> Augmented Dickey-Fuller tests and Phillips-Pertests are used in detecting unit root.
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relationship between the dependent and independeiables. Specifically, all variables of
Right/Wrong, Worth and Approve Type are stationaoytested with a dynamic model in
which the current value of the dependent varigbéssiive or negative responses) is a
function of a past value of the dependent varigb#df, the current value of independent
variables (cumulative and marginal casualties)@her control variables. On the other
hand, Stay/Withdraw and Success to Date Type atlegrror correction model in which a
contemporaneous change in the dependent varia¥lg (s a function of a past value of
the dependent variable (3, the first difference of the explanatory variapiX;), the past
value of the explanatory variable X, and a group of controlling regressors. The
regression results with the aggregated data fite-series analysis are presented in Table
1-3.

The first column of Table 1-3 includes the listlo¢ independent variables.
Cumulative and marginal casuallye the same as the previous regressions with the
original data presented in Table 1-2. The othenfoof the casualty measure such as the
first difference and the lagged value of cumulatigsualties, and the lagged dependent
variable are newly introduced for the dynamic maated the error correction model.
Unemploymentas in the previous regressions with the origitedd, is coded as 1 if the
most recently released US unemployment rate poithieé poll decreased compared to that
of the previous month, 0 otherwise. The rest ofdagables are period dummies
discretionally applied to each question in consitien of the structure of the time series
data or characteristics of each questions typeinstancesovereigntycoded as 1 if a poll
was commissioned after 28 June 2004 when the WSfenaed sovereignty to Iraqis, 0
otherwise, is included for Worth Type to identifjx@ther the transfer of sovereignty
reinforced justification of the wdf. Furthermoreinsurgencyandwithdrawalare used for
Stay/Withdraw Type to figure out whether supporttfee continuation of military

operation has been changed in accordance withregehia public confidence of victofy.

“% A regression withousovereigntydoes not change statistical significance of estihaffects otumulative
casualtyand other explanatory variables at the 5% levsigfificance.

*" These period dummies are also similarly used iipiGEeaver and Reifler (2005). A Regression withou
insurgencyandwithdrawal does not change statistical significance of estohaffect ocumulative casualty
and other explanatory variables at the 5% levsigidificance.
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Insurgencyis coded as 1 if a poll was commissioned betweem 2004 and August 2007
when prospects for victory were loomed becausewdre insurgency such as sectarian
movements, kidnaps, and ambush attacks againso#iiéion forces, 0 otherwisg.
Withdrawalis coded as 1 if a poll was carried out betwegrte3sber 2007 and August
2010 when the US military operation officially enlde Iraq without a consensus of victory,
0 otherwis€é'® Moreover surgeandpresidentare used for Success to Date Type to identify
how and to what extent a dramatic decrease ofarnyjlitasualties after the surge that
brought about an additional dispatch of more thay@0 troops in Iraq during the first half
of 2007, and a change in president from Bush ton@baffect poll respondents’
retrospective assessment on US efforts to brifgjlisyeto Iraq>° Surgeis coded as 1 if a

poll was commissioned between July 2007 and Oct2d@8 when military casualties
steadily decreased as shown in Figure 1-2, 0 oike”Finally presidents coded as 1 if a
poll was commissioned after Barak Obama was elexgdtlie US president in November
2008, 0 otherwise.

When looking at the question types tested witmgk dynamic model
(Right/Wrong, Worth, and Approve Type | and Bymulative casualtias a strong and
direct effect on poll responses, suggesting theraatation of military deaths severely
exacerbates war support or presidential approvalgs Specificallycumulative casualty
has a negative effect on positive responses, @oditive effect on negative responses for

these question types. Furthermore, the estimatedtefof cumulative casualties are

“8 | set the starting point of the insurgency phas&pail 2004, just after four US civilians havingovked as
Blackwater contractors, were killed and mutilatgdragis in Falluja, at the end of March 2004. Maeo

clip showing the cheering Iragi crowd over the fesdjave a shock to America, warning of the postyilaf

an Iraqgi uprising against US forces. Indeed, Shidias led by Mugtada al-Sadr seized Falluja inribp
fighting against the coalition forces. Since thieagis have been threatened by insurgency andrietta
violence, and suffered large death tolls. Militagsualties, however, fell rapidly from Septembed26ue to
the surge effect.

9 The starting point of the withdrawal phase is 8apiter 2007 when Gen. David Petraeus, the then-p U
military commander in Iraq, testified that the attjee of the surge in Irag was largely being methie
Congress. The US started the first major withdraw&lovember 2007.

*0 Cumulative casualtin a regression withosurgeandpresidents marginally significant at the 10 percent
level of significance. As seen in the plot in Figur4, the time-series for the Success to Date Tgp&ins
structural changes that may require dummy varithbEdress nonstationarity caused from breaks kStod
Watson 2007).

*1 Surgeis differently coded with the ones in the previoegressions with the original data presented inlélra
1-2. Surge used for the ‘stay/withdraw’ type question (Qroded as 1 if a poll commissioned between
January and April 2007 when the debate on the sffget was growing in the US.
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symmetric between positive and negative respomsgsneral. The lagged dependent
variable is also statistically significant, implgithat poll respondents are partially affected
by the poll responses in the previous month. Orother handmarginal casualtys not
statistically significant in any question type, 8ary to the regression results with the
original data presented in Table 1-2. Moreowsemploymernis also not significant except
in the positive responses of Approve Type Il. Tihiplies that poll respondents are not
strongly influenced by the level of unemploymensiraping their opinion towards the
various war-relevant issues. They may filter ecoicaincumstances when asked war-
relevant poll questions since there are, in genecanomically-specialised questions in the
same pollS? Moreover,sovereigntyin Worth Type indicates that poll responses that t
war was worth fighting (positive responses) wereudly percentage points higher in
average after the US and its allies’ Coalition Bsimnal Authority (CPA) handed over

Iragi sovereignty to the country than those duthrgpre-sovereignty perigdit may

imply that the transfer significantly reinforcedfification of the war.

The last two question types, Success to Date aad\Sithdraw Type, are tested
with the error correction models that take the filifference of dependent variable as an
explanatory variable. Looking at the positive resges first, both the change in cumulative
casualtiesACumulative casual}y and its lagged value negatively and significaatfect
opinion that the war is going well (Success to Datpe) whilst only the lagged value
affects poll responses that the US troops shoudg keéaying in Iraq (Stay/Withdraw Type).
The regression results with negative responsesgedlie same but symmetric
implications. These findings from Stay/Withdraw Eymay be interpreted as follows:
cumulative casualties do not have an immediateedie opinion in favour of continuation
of military operations, but casualty informationtire previous month is taken into account
for current judgements on withdrawal. This is cangrto the findings that poll respondents
sensitively react to the contemporaneous accuroulati military deaths in retrospective

assessment, captured in Right/Wrong, Worth, Appenek Success to Date Type. Together,

2 such questions are “Do you approve or disappréteeoway George W. Bush is handling the economy?”
in CBS-NYT polls or “Do you approve or disapprovieglee way Bush is handling the economy?” in ABC-
WP surveys.

%3 raqi sovereignty was handed over to the Iracgrimt Government in 28 June 2004.
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this suggests that poll respondents retract tlupipart for the war or the president as
military casualties grow, implying that incurringaage number of deaths cannot be
justifiable. On the other hand, poll respondentgpsghopinion apart from the contemporary
casualty information in judging whether the militaction should be ceased or proceed.
Yet, there is still a long-term equilibrium relatghip between cumulative casualties and
opinion on withdrawal, given the significant coeféint on lagged cumulative casualties in
Stay/Withdraw Type. One of the possible explanatifom respondents’ attitudes towards
Stay/Withdraw Type question is that they are likelyoe more cautious in prospective
judgement since the withdrawal of the troops freagIcould bring severe instability to the
country. Indeedinsurgencyin Stay/Withdraw Type suggests that poll respotisatsthe
troops should stay in Iraq are about 7 percentagephigher during the period that
insurgency was acute than that of the initial ppbthe war when a victorious mood was
prevailing in the US. Furthermorejthdrawalindicates that the poll responses were even
higher (by approximately 9 percentage points) wihenUS prepared the pullout than the
initial stage of the war. It may imply that the noen of respondents who do not want the
withdrawal in the midst of uncertainty were highespite of American loss and financial
costs in Irag. Looking at the other explanatoryalales in Stay/Withdraw and Success to
Date Typemarginal casualtyandunemploymenre consistently insignificant. The period
dummies, however, are powerful in explaining opmibBor instancesurgein Success to
Date Type is statistically significant, suggestihgt positive view on the outcome of the
war had substantially been high since the surgledriirst half of 2007 that brought a rapid
decrease in military fatalities as shown in Figiv2. Moreoverpresidentalso indicates
that Obama’s win in the presidential election a ¢nd of 2008 raised the proportion of

positive responses, and dropped negative responste outcome of the war.
Liberal or Conservative Bias across Media I nstitutions

Another hypothesis to be tested is that poll redpats for the three media institution might
express different attitudes towards same questimsrove Type | and Il are the rare

categories that include almost same questionseimtpprove Type |, asked by all three
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polling institutions examined in this chaptéiquery the same question concerning the
public’s preferences in approving the presidensisdiing of the Iraq situatiof, leaving a
room for a comparative analysis between the poBimyeys commissioned by media
institutions which have somehow opposite inclinasi®y Furthermore, Approve Type I,
asked by both CBS-NYT and ABC-WP, contains almdshtical questions on the

presidential approval ratings on the campaign agaémrorisnt.’

| plotted positive and negative poll responsesMoprove Type | and Il again in
Figure 1-5 for comparison. Poll responses of eaeliainstitutions for the two question
types are entwined, making it hard to see anymiffees. In the first plot, however,
positive responses for the CBS-NYT polls, illustchtvith triangle shapes, look slightly
lower compared to those for the ABC-WP or Fox N@atls commissioned in a similar
time period. To examine this difference is stataty significant, | carry out regressions
with the original data using model (1.1) in sectiof.2. In the analysis of media bias, two
dummies are newly included; @BC-WR coded as 1 if a poll was commissioned by ABC-
WP, 0 otherwise; (iifFox, coded as 1 if commissioned by Fox News, 0 othewYet, the
irrelevant variables includingparginal casualtyandunemploymenrdre excluded from the

regression.

Table 1-4 present the OLS regression results. lompét the primary variables of
interest, we see thaBC-WPis not significant in Approve Type |, implying thidere is no
meaningful difference between the CBS-NYT and AB®-Wblls on the presidential job
approval ratings in relation to the war. Insteaul| pespondents for Fox News shows more

unsparing attitude towards the presiderfioass interpreted that the presidential approval

> CBS-NYT, ABC-WP and Fox News.

%> Question 9 (CBS-NYT) is “Do you approve or disap of the way George W. Bush is handling the
situation with Iraq?”. Question 20 (ABC-WP) is “ou approve or disapprove of the way Bush is hagdli
the situation with Iraq?”. Question 24 (Fox NewssYDo you approve or disapprove of the job George W
Bush is doing handling the situation with Irag?helchoices in response are; 1. Approve 2. DisagpBov
Don’t know or NA.

6 CBS CBS-NYT and ABC-WP are regarded to be ratber4l by conservative parties, whereas Fox News
is thought to have a conservative bias by libeaatigs, in favour of the Bush administration inrgpto the
war.

57Q21 (CBS-NYT): Do you approve or disapprove oftvey George W. Bush is handling the campaign
against terrorism? Q25 (ABC-WP): Do you approveisapprove of the way Bush is handling the US
campaign against terrorism? (Choices: 1. Approveigapprove 3. Don’t know or NA).
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ratings in the Fox News polls are 3.43 percentagetp higher than those of the CBS-NYT
polls while disapproval ratings are 4.63 percentagats lower. In Approve Type IABC-
WP indicates the proportion of positive responsesherABC-WP polls are slightly higher
than that of the CBS-NYT polls whilst the proportiof negative responses are lower than
that of CBS-NYT. It implies that respondents for BBVP polls have more positive
attitude in evaluating president’'s achievementamaign against terrorism. It is a hasty
conclusion that respondents for the Fox News @o#dess parsimonious in favour of the
president than those for CBS-NYT polls since evemall variation in question wordings
or sampling techniques could substantially charaleresponses. Moreover, it makes the
regression results less reliable that questioregoaised under each type had not been
asked at the exact same points in time. Nonethalessesults should not be taken with
small regard. Especially, the magnitudda{in Approve Type | is not trifling, leading to
the presumption that there may be a significarfiedihce in poll respondents’ attitude
towards the president achievement in handlingridug War across polling institutions that

have polar policy preferences.

1.5. Conclusion

This chapter sought to examine how and to whatnextéferent measures of war casualties
affect domestic opinion, as proxied by 25 differpall questions concerning the 2003 Iraq

War. The principal findings of the regression asaare as follows.

Firstly, the empirical investigation suggests tinat poll respondents reacted more
sensitively to the cumulative casualty informatrather than marginal casualties during the
recent week prior to the poll, confirming that tleeller model (1971) fits better even after
addressing econometrics concerns for nonstatignafriime series variables and irregular
time intervals of poll observations. These restdtoncile with the conventional wisdom
that increasing national casualties result in desirgg domestic support. Secondly and more
importantly, the empirical results suggest thatrdspondents were not affected by

contemporaneous casualty information in formingrtbpinion over military withdrawal,

48



arguably the most directly and substantially comeecssue with the continuance of US
military operations in Iraq. Given the estimatesaaied from the error correction
mechanism, the effect of casualties is less direaffecting opinion throughout the process
of returning to re-equilibrium after a deviationtbe long-run equilibrium. Whilst the
respondents rather enthusiastically respondedtionah casualty information when they
were asked ‘worth’ or ‘right/wrong’ type questiotigat require retrospective evaluation, the
conventional wisdom was not applicable when thesewequired the prospective
judgement on whether they wanted the military fertmekeep staying or to withdraw. It
implies that the respondents showed differentuai#is while responding to national
casualty information. They retracted their supparthe war as military casualties grew
since the accumulation of death toll makes thewngustifiable. Poll respondents, however,
shaped their opinion on the continuation of thatamy operation without reference to the
contemporary death toll. Yet, the long-run equilibr relationship still exists between the

accumulation of casualties and poll respondentsiiop towards the withdrawal matter.

The political implications of these findings areagghtforward; political rhetoric for
the justification of war will be quickly washed cag military casualties grow. Along with
this, public conviction on success in war will levsrely aggravated in the vortex of
mounting casualties. This casualty based apprdemtever, should be reconsidered in
decision making on the military forces’ stationmghdrawal. While general support for
war is aggravated as lump-sum casualties are isiagggoublic consensus towards the
continuation of military operations is shaped withoeference to the contemporary
accumulation of death tolls. Thus, it appears #tthiibough Americans believe the war in
Iraq is not justifiable in consideration of its upectedly tremendous human costs, they
deem the withdrawal of the troops should be appredon the basis of other issues,
including, for example, the level of security iadr Finding the detailed reasons to explain

this differential attitude will be left for futunesearch.
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Table 1-1: Poll Question Types and Choices in Respo

Q* Question Type | Questions ‘ Choices in response | N’i Poll periog
CBS-NYT Polls
. . . . N . . . . 1. Right (+)
. Looking back, do you think the United States diel tight thing in taking military action againstdraor Dec 2003-
1 Right/Wrong 2. Stay out () 68
should the U.S. have stayed out? \ Aug 2010
3. Don't know/NA
. ) . . . ) . 1. Worth (+)
Do you think removing Saddam Hussein from powevasth the potential loss of American life and Mar 2003-
2 Worth 1 ) 2. Not worth (-) 22
other costs of attacking Iraq, or not? , Sep 2007
3. Don't know/NA
. . . . 1. Worth (+)
Do you think the result of the war with Iraq wasrthathe loss of American life and other costs of Sep 2003-
s Worth 2 attacking Iraq, or not? 2. Not worth (-) 29 Aug 2010
' ' 3. Don't know/NA
1. Increase (+) 26
From what you have seen or heard about the situatitrag, what should the United States do now}2. Keep same (+) 26 Aug 2003-
4 Stay/Withdraw 1 [should the U.S. increase the number of U.S. traofraiq, keep the same number of U.S. troops iq | Decrease (-) 26 Segt 2007
as there are now, or decrease the number of W&4grin Iraq, or remove all its troops from Iraq? |4. Remove all troops (-) | 21 P
5. Don’t know/NA 26
1. Stay as long as it takeg
Should U.S. troops stay in Iraq as long as it takesake sure Iraq is a stable democracy, evératf t |(+) Nov 2003-
5 Stay/Withdraw 2 |takes a long time, or should U.S. troops turn @egrtrol to Iragis as soon as possible, even if isatpt|2. Leave (or Turn over | 17
Jun 2006
completely stable? control) ASAS (-)
3. Don't know/NA
1. Less than a year
. How long do you think the United States troops Wile to remain in Irag--for less than a year,tonez' One to two years Jul 2003-
6 Stay/Withdraw 3 ' . - . 3. Two to five years 11
two years, two to five years, or will U.S. troops/k to stay in Iraq for longer than five years? : Feb 2007
4. More than five years
5. Don't know/NA
. Do you think the United States should or shouldsebta time-table for the withdrawal of U.S troop“l' Timgtable ) Jul 2005-
7 Stay/Withdraw 4 = 2. No timetable (+) 15
from Iraq? 3. Don't know/NA Sep 2007
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Table 1-1 continued

1. Less than a year
2. One to two years
rom what you know about the U.S. involvement aglrhow much longer would you be willing to (3. Two to five years
F h k b he U.S. invol aglrh hl Id be willi 3.T fi Sep 2007-
tay/Withdraw 5 |have large numbers of U.S. troops remain in Irdgss than a year, one to two years, two to fieyg4. As long as it takes 7
8 Stay/Withd h larg b fU.S p in in Irdgss th y y fivary long as it tak Map2008
or longer than five years? 5. More than 5 years y
6. Should leave now
7. Don’t know/NA
. . . . 1. Approve (+) )
Do you approve or disapprove of the way George WshBor Barack Obama) is handling the situat 9Np; Mar 2003
9 Approve 1 with Irag? . Disapprove (-) 20 Aug 2010
) 3. Don't know/NA
Do you approve or disapprove of the way George WshB(or Barack Obam# handling the cam ai(l' Approve (+) May 2003-
10 Approve 2 Y ppro PP y 9 9 Pal> Disapprove ) 74 Y
pp against terrorism? ' bp Aug 2010
' 3. Don't know/NA
1. Increased (-)
11 Success to Date 1As a result of the U.S. military action againsglrdo you think the threat of terrorism against the |2. Decreased (+) 15 May 2003-
United States has increased, decreased, or sthgatithe same? 3. Stayed same Oct 2006
4. Don’'t know/NA
1. Very well (+)
. . . . - 2. Somewhat well (+)
? -
12 Success 1o Date 2 How would you say things are going for the U.Stdrefforts to bring stability and order to Iraq? 3. Somewhat badly (-) 85 May 2003
Would you say things are going very well, somewheit, somewhat badly, or very badly? 4. Very badly (-) Aug 2010
5. Don't know/NA
1. Very (+)
Regardless of whether you think taking militaryieetin Irag was the right thing to do, would yolysa2. Somewhat (+) Jul 2005-
13 Expected Succesgthat the U.S. is very likely to succeed in Iragnewhat likely to succeed, not very likely to suatear |3. Not very (-) 15 Sen 2007
not at all likely to succeed in Iraq? 4. Not at all (-) P
5. Don't know/NA
. . - 1. Better (+)
As you may know, the U.S. is sending more than@D#xditional troops to Iraq. From what you ha\ée Worse () Apr 2007-
14 Reinforce heard or read, would you say this troop increaseaking the situation in Irag better, making it s@r 3' No impact (-) 16 SF:; 2008
or is it having no impact on the situation in lswjfar? 4' Don't Enow/NA P

51




Table 1-1 continued

ABC-WP Polls
All'in all, considering the costs to the Unitedt8taversus the benefits to the United States, do yo 1. worth (+) Apr 2003-
15 Worth 1 : . o 2. Not worth (-) 67
think the war with Irag was worth fighting, or not? 3. Don’t know/NA Jul 2009
1. Contributed (+) Jul 2003-
16 Worth 2 Do you think the war with Irag did oddiot contribute to the long-term security of theitdd States?|2. Not contributed (-) 32 Dec 2007
3. Don't know/NA
Do you think the US should keep its military foréedraq until civil order is restored there, evéthat 1. Keep troops (+)
. means continued U.S. military casualties; or do tynk the US should withdraw its military forces |\, - P P Jul 2003-
17 Stay/Withdraw 1 . . I ) ; S . 2. Withdraw (-) 21
from Iraq in order to avoid further U.S. militarggualties, even if that means civil order is netared 3. Don't know/NA Jun 2008
there? '
1. Increased (+)
. Do you think the number of U.S. military forcesliag should be increased, decreased, or kept abgRt Decreased (-) Mar 2005-
18 Stay/Withdraw 2 the same? 3. Keep same (+) 15 Oct 2007
4. Don’'t know/NA
o . - 1. Acceptable (+)
Again thinking about the goals versus the costb@fwar, so far in your opinion has there been an Apr 2003-
19 Casualty - o 2. Unacceptable (-) 23
acceptable or unacceptable number of U.S. militasualties in Iraq? 3. Don’t know/NA Dec 2006
. . . L . 1. Approve (+) )
20 Approve 1 Do you approve or i:sapprove of the way Bush (cai®d) is handling the situation with Iraq (and 2. Disapprove (-) 55 Mar 2003
Saddam Hussein)? \ Apr 2009
3. Don't know/NA
. . . . . 1. Approve (+) )
21 Approve 2 t[)e(r)rg(r)igna]lgprove or disapprove of the way Bush (cai®h) is handling the US campaign against 2. Disapprove () 42 gp;rczzogé
’ 3. Don't know/NA
. . . . . . . 1. Bogged down (-) )
22 Success to Date 1 Do you think thg Unltid has gotten bogged dowmran,l or do you think the United States is makin b Good progress (+) 10 Apr 2004
good progress in Iraq? 3. Don't Know/NA Jun 2005
. . . . N . - . |1. Significant (+) )
23 Success 1o Date 2 :?;) Y}ou think the United States is or is not malsignificant progress toward restoring civil order i 2. Not significant (-) 21 \[J)uenCZZ%%%
qr 3. Don’'t know/NA
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Table 1-1 continued

Fox News Polls

i ) . . . 1. Approve (+) )
24 Approve 1 D_o you approve or disapprove of the job George W&H(or Barack Obama) is doing handling the 2. Disapprove (-) 14 Mar 2003
situation with Iraq? , Jun 2006
3. Don’'t know/NA
1. Strong support (+)
Do you support or oppose the United States takiitigany action to disarm Iraq and remove Iraqi 2. Somewhat support (+) Mar 2003-
25 Approve 2 . . 3. Somewhat oppose (-) | 11
President Saddam Hussein? Is that strongly supppase or only somewhat support/oppose? Sep 2006
4. Strong oppose (-)
5. Don’t know/NA

* Q: Question Number, N: Number of observations
** The words in parenthesis were included in thesfion only in March 2003.
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Table 1-2:

Casualty Effects on Positive Opinionadods the 2003 Iraq War

. Cumulative Marginal Time - . . . Adjusted
Q Question Type Casualty (Log) Casualty (Days) Unemployment Administration Period Dummies Constant N R?
. -10.23* 02 -.002 56 6.40% 79.02%
1 Righvwrong Type 5 oq) (.04) (.002) (73) (1.76) (10.63) 68 83
-7.65% 01 -01 7447
2 Worth Type 1 (2.53) (08) (.004) (5.02) 22 .86
-10.13* -.05 -.002 82 65.37*
3 Worth Type 2 (3.83) (.08) (.002) (1.29) *8.97) 29 74
,  StayWithdraw Type — -11.15 .06 -01 76 6.56* 83.60** 06 76
1 (7.94) (12) (.007) (1.95) (2.20) (18.44) :
5 StayWithdraw Type ~ -0.89 -.0003 .003 -1.19 75.69 17 18
C 2 (23.15) (.26) (.02) (3.20) (54.55) :
B ,  Stay/Withdraw Type ~ -63.00 .08 .03 -1.36 5.46% 210.70 15 61
IS 4 (95.42) (.09) (.04) (1.13) (1.74) (265.45) '
-15.86** -.03 -.01x 1.85 36.08** 94.05%
N
v o Approve Type 1 (2.68) (07) (.003) (1.20) (3.20) (6.34) 9 87
T -17.59% -07 -.004 -.99 15.36% 110.82%
10 Approve Type 2 (4.49) (.05) (.003) (92) (3.42) (10.90) 4 79
11 Success to Date Ty 2.95 24 -.01 1.58 10.91 15 18
1 (6.14) (.19) (.007) (1.62) (13.56) '
,, SuccesstoDateTyj -16.42* - A4 .001 .77 17.48% 97.07* g5 68
2 (5.42) (.08) (.004) (1.53) (3.15) (12.99) '
13 Expected Success 43.77 -.04 -.05 -1.19 -30.84 15 71
Type (183.94) (.13) (.08) (2.29) (508.35) '
_ -131.99 -52 .05* 1.84 -131.99
14 Reinforce Type 164 o7y (31) (.02) (2.90) (415.01) 16 78
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Table 1-2 continued

Q Question Type C;::l;];\lljtljt(il\_/sg) ,\CA:;?;;IZI/ (Sg/z) Unemployment Administration Period Dummies Constant N Adj;f ted
15 Worth Type 1 %2;2) ("'gf) " '(()’821) (l.éig 9(471%’;* 67 .90
o e W m o m oo me
17  Stay/Withdraw Type 1 ('57_'56;) (:8;) ( '801;) ( 1“.1530) ?;3:5) 21 89
2 18 Stay/Withdraw Type 2 (-5?70.';85) (223) (:8421) ééi) (22;32) 15 6
I S sen
T 20 ApproveType1 1(‘2‘2; (%%1) " gg;) (1298) 4(21‘232) 8(8695;) 55 .84
21 Approve Type 2 -l(iji;* (ﬁg% (-.gc?:) (;.%)?3) 1(%293;* 42 84
22 Success to Date Type 1 (ﬁggg) (;;) (11;?) (;.1;5) (228377??03) 10 -47
23 Success to Date Type 2 (-23 :77 61) (f:) (%C?S (;goz) égszgi; 21 26
(F) 24 Approve Type 1 (-128.'73:) (:2}1) '282)1 (-3.283) 1(25;.1587) 4
X % Approve Type 2 (-79.83) (:ig) (-.gc?:) (-22.'5696) (fé?fs) 1 8

Note: ** p<.01, *p<.0.05.Standard errors in pardrgses .Since Breusch-Pagan and White tests detestiskedasticity in Q9, 15 and 20, standard msrio these questions were
corrected to be robust to the unknown form of feefleedasticity.

In Q2, ‘unemployment’ is dropped due to high malticearity with ‘cumulative casualtypE.509, p<.05).

Q6 and 8 are excluded from regression due to thieiguity of categorisation of the choices into pesitand negative responses.

In Q1 and 7, the ‘period’ dummy is coded as 1pb#l commissioned during the first year of the wiantherwise.

In Q4, the ‘period’ dummy is coded as 1 if a polirenissioned between January and April 2007, O afiser This is to capture a surge effect accompawi#idthe announcement of
the then president Bush to dispatch additional poto Irag.
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Table 1-3: Dynamic Effect of Casualties on Publmron

Dependent Variables Positive Responses R APositive ResponseaR;) Negative Responses R ANegative ResponseaR,)
. . Stay/ Success tq _. Stay/ Success to
Question Type | Right/Wrong Worth Approve | Approve | Withdraw Date Right/Wrong ~ Worth ~ Approve | Approve Il Withdraw Date
Cumulative Casuall -10.44**  -16.72*  -9.36** -8.99** 10.42** 16.33** 8.38* 12.60**
(Logyp) (2.63) (3.33) (3.07) (3.07) (2.77) (3.22) (3.14) (3.22)
Marginal Casualt -.02 -.02 -.07 -.004 .01 .03 .06 -.01
9 y (.04) (.04) (.05) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.05) (.05)
A Cumulative -8.81 -88.56* 21.65 98.26*
Casualty (Logo) (38.00) (39.04) (34.37) (40.82)
Lagged Dependent .33** 31 56** 57 -.66** =37 .33* .35%* 61** A0** -.63** - 41%*
Variable (R) (.13) (.11) (.11) (.12) (.13) (.09) (.13) (.11) (.11) (.13) (.13) (.09)
Lagged Cumulative -18.62** -9.13* 18.16** 10.55**
Casualties (Log) (5.00) (3.11) (4.88) (3.28)
Unemploviment 48 -1.23 -.44 -1.73* -.81 -.61 -.58 .50 .58 .87 a1 .29
ploy (.70) (.88) (.86) (.79) (1.11) (1.08) (.74) (.72) (.88) (.87) (.99) (1.13)
Sovereignt 7.09™ -S4
anty (2.31) (1.89)
Insurgenc 6.75™ .53
gency (2.95) (2.65)
. 9.67* -7.66*
Withdrawal (4.00) (3.60)
Surge 3.47* -4.44*
g (1.67) (1.73)
. 9.60* -12.51*
President (2.88) (3.26)
Constant 62.92** 83.63*  46.21* 50.53* 82.72* 45.11** .65 -16.98** -3.82 -13.68** -21.13* -11.33
(13.66) (15.00) (13.70) (15.66) (18.72) (12.96) (4.60) (6.26) (4.27) (4.89) (9.99) (8.15)
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Table 1-3 continued

ANegative ResponseaR,)

Dependent Variables Positive Responses R APositive ResponseaR;) Negative Responses R
Question Type | Right/Wrong Worth Approve |  Approve | Wirtm?j)r/;w Sug(;etzzs 1 Right/Wrong  Worth  Approve | Approve Il Wi?;?r/;w Sug(;etzzs to
Adjusted B a7 .81 91 .92 31 .20 77 .89 91 .89 .25 .23
N 58 71 61 56 59 76 58 71 61 56 59 76
Sample Period Dec 2003- Mar 2003- Mar 2003- Apr 2003-| Jul 2003- May 2003-| Dec 2003- Mar 2003- Mar 2003- Apr 2003-| Jul 2003- May 2003-
Oct 2008 Feb 2009 Apr2008 Dec 2007 | Jun2008 Sep2009| Oct2008 Feb 2009 Apr2008 Dec 2007| Jun 2008 Sep 2009

Note: ** p<.01, *p<.05. Standard errors in parerghes. Breusch-Godfrey tests suggest the residfialsspecifications do not contain serial corretat
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Table 1-4: Liberal and Conservative Bias acrosdvhdia

. Approve Typel Approve Type 2
Question Type (Q9, 020, Q2¢ (010, Q21
Dependent Variable Positive Response  Negative Regpo Positive Response  Negative Response
Cumulative Casualties -15.67** 15.15** -14.70** 15.73**
(Logyo) (2.39 (2.53 (4.00 (3.23
1.59 1.85 1.67* 2.90**
ABC-WP (1.19) (1.19) (71) (69)
Confidence
Interval (95%) -76t0 3.94 -52t04.21 .26 t0 3.09 1.53t0 4.27
Fox 3.43* -4.63**
(1.65) (1.63)
Confidence
Interval (95% .17 t0 6.69 -7.86 t0 -1.40
Time -.007 .01* -.005 .004
(Days! (.004 (.004 (.003 (.002!
Constant 91.74 3.07 101.75** -11.18*
(4.92 (5.22 (9.89 (7.82
Adj. R? 79 81 (.82) .83
N 10¢ 10€
Sample Periotf Mar 2003-Jun 2006 May 2003-Dec 2007

Note: ** p<.01, *p<.0.0.5. Standard errors in partheses.
A Standard Errors are robust to heteroskedastiftityApprove Type | and positive responses in Appioype Il.

*8 The sample period for each question type is theglapping period when the questions were contermibpra
commissioned. For instance, question 9, 20 and 2pgprove Type | had been asked between March 2003
and August 2010, March 2003 and April 2009, anddi&®003 and June 2006 respectively. The sample
period of Approve Type |, therefore, is between the2003 and June 2006, when the time periods of the
three questions are overlapped each other.
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Figure 1-1: Positive and Negative Responses fdr@astions during the 2003 Iraq War
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Figure 1-2: Cumulative Casualties Vs. Marginal Gdtses during the 2003 Irag War
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Figure 1-3: Estimated Effects of Cumulative Caseslon War Support
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Figure 1-4: Aggregated Positive Responses for 8aldQuestions Types
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Figure 1-5: Poll Responses towards Similar Question
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Appendix 1

Table 1-A-1: Casualty Effects on Negative Opiniowards the 2003 Irag War

. Cumulative Marginal Time . . Adjusted
Q Question Type Casualty (Log) Casualty (Days) Unemployment President Period Constant N R?
. 10.70* .02 .002 -.63 -6.92** 14.54
1 Right/Wrong Type (4.21) (.04) (.002) (.76) (1.85) (11.21) 68 82
5.84* -.025 .01* 20.54**
2 Worth Type 1 (2.46) (08) (.004) (4.87) 22 .87
15.00** .03 -.0002 -.89 15.69
3 Worth Type 2 (4.07) (.09) (.003) (1.38) (9.53) 29 75
: 11.83 -.05 .01 -1.42 -6.69* 8.22
4 Stay/Withdraw Type 1 (8.84) (14) (01) 2.17) (2.45) (20.56) 26 74
i 17.06 -.004 -.007 251 -1.33
c| 5 Stay/Withdraw Type 2 (4.43) (28) (.02) (3.38) (57.57) 17 -.06
B
i 53.32 -.02 -.02 .92 -6.55* -86.53
IS 7 Stay/Withdraw Type 4 ;14 5g) (11) (.05) (1.42) (2.18) (331.83) 95
15.16** .06 .01** 2.13 -47.4%* 1.27
N
v 9 Approve Type 1 (2.89) (.07) (.003) (1.23) (3.34) (6.81) 9 88
T 9.41* .09 .01** 1.16 -28.4** 1.57
10  Approve Type 2 (5.73) (.05) (.004) (.89) (4.66) (13.96) 74 83
11 Success to Date Type  27.98* -.33 -.02 -.88 -27.15 15 08
1 (12.09) (.37) (.01) (3.18) (26.67) '
12 Success to Date Type  20.02** A4x* -.004 .90 -19.68** -8.20 85 72
2 (5.50) (.09) (.004) (1.55) (3.19) (13.18) '
13 Expected Success -17.87 .03 .03 1.39 59.30 15 7
Type (172.45) (.12) (.08) (2.15) (476.61) '
. 61.33 40 -.05 .37 -72.09
14 Reinforce Type (206.21) (.40) (.02) (3.64) 694.13) 1O 75
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Table 1-A-1 continued

. Cumulative Marginal Time . . Adjusted
Q Question Type Casualty (Log) Casualty (Days) Unemployment President Period Constant N R?
19.55% .05 -.001 -1.67* -5.03
15 Worth Type 1 (2.79) (.04) (.002) (81) (6.76) 67 91
17.48% 01 -.004 -2.09* -3.80
16 Worth Type 2 (3.95) (.05) (.003) (.85) (9.44) 32 80
. 10.85 -.06 .007 -78 5.88
17 Stay/Withdraw Type 1 (5.65) (08) (.004) (1.51) (12.70) 21 .89
A . 113.03 -11 -.03 -2.16 -279.17
5 18 Stay/Withdraw Type 2 (85.16) (11) (.04) (2.21) (234.55) 15 71
C 35.53* -01 -.02 .30 -10.24 -22.76
| |10 CasualtyType (8.63) (21) (.01) (2.41) (7.76) (1838 = 22 85
w 15.38** 01 .005 57 -49.9%* 6.19
p |20  Approve Type 1 (3.12) (.08) (.003) (1.32) (2.26) (7.54) 55 86
17.22% -.03 .003 -44 -10.93
21 Approve Type 2 (4.39) (07) (.004) (1.07) (10.20) 42 85
22 Success to Date Type  -198.63 -31 .18 -75 -536.03 10 17
1 (121.82) (.30) (.11) (3.43) (294.04) '
23 Success to Date Type 39.69 .33 -.01 .76 -65.12 21 23
2 (31.56) (.20) (.01) (4.03) (85.09) '
23.78* .05 -.0007 2.94 -21.14
(F) 24 Approve Type 1 (10.11) (13) (01) (3.18) (21.25) 14 83
9.28 -.08 .008 1.67 3.94
X
25 Approve Type 2 (5.97) (.10) (.008) (2.18) (13.13) 11 85

Note: ** p<.01, *p<.0.05. Standard errors in pantheses .Since Breusch-Pagan and White tests e@tieeteroskedasticity in Q9, 15 and 20, standardremwere corrected to be
robust to heteroskedasticity.

In Q2, the ‘unemployment’ dummy is dropped dudgb hulticollinearity. The correlation coefficiebetween ‘cumulative casualty’ and ‘unemploymeni5@9 (p<.05).

Q6 and 8 are excluded from regression due to thieigunty of categorisation of the choices into pesitand negative responses.

In Q1 and 7, the ‘period’ dummy is coded as 1l commissioned during the first year of the wantherwise.

In Q4, the ‘period’ dummy is coded as 1 if a polirenissioned between January and April 2007, O atiser This is to capture a surge effect accompawi#idthe announcement of
the then president Bush to dispatch additional poto Irag.
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Table 1-A-2: Descriptive Statistics of Poll Quesso

Mean Confidence Interval (95%) Standard Erro Saathdeviation Minimum Maximum
Q | Question Typ& pogitive [ Negative|  Positive Negative | Positive | Negative| Positive | Negative| Positive | Negative| Positive | Negative
Respons | Respons |  Respons Respons | Respons | Respons | Respons | Respons | Respons | Respons | Respons | Respons
1 | RightWrong | 44.99 | 49.78| 43.40t046.57 48.141@d8| 0.79 0.82 6.53 6.77 35 28 64 61| |68
2 Worth 1 5227 | 39.68| 47.19t057.35 34.50 to 44.862.44 2.49 11.46| 11.68 30 22 68 64 D2
3 Worth 2 3486 | 57.97| 32.42t037.30 55.341t060.591.19 1.28 6.42 6.89 20 47 44 72 )
4 S‘ay/v‘i'thdra"" 3869 | 5477 | 35.07t04231 50.94t058)59  1.76 1.86 8.97 9.46 27 31 63 68 6
5 Stay/v‘;'thdra"" 4824 | 4541 | 4539t051.08 4223t048l60 1.34 1.50 554 6.20 38 35 56 59 7
cl 6 Stay/vg'thdraw 24.18 945 | 2055t027.81 6.97t011.94  1.68 111 405| 370 12 5 31 16 1
B N
s| 7 S‘ay/v‘i'thdra"" 3767 | 5833 | 3576t039.57 56.19t060/47  0.89 1.00 3.44 3.87 32 52 43 64 5
| -
N| 8 Stay/v‘é'thdra"" 1329 | 4971 | 984101673 4639t05304  1.41 1.36 3.73 3.59 10 45 21 55 7
Y
T| 9 | Approvel 4177 | 51.88| 38.72t044.82 4851ta%55. 1.54 1.69 1456| 16.08 21 17 79 75| |90
10| Approve 2 51.73 | 40.28| 49.83t053.63 38.2218%2 0.95 1.04 8.21 8.91 39 16 79 54| 4
11 Succes‘ls tobDate 1647 | 3780 | 14171017.97 33.82t04178  0.49 1.85 3.43 718 9 25 21 48 5
12 Succeszs toDate ;3 gg 53.04 | 41.47t046.29 50.40t055/67 1.2 1.32 11.17 | 1222 22 24 72 77 85
13 Esxlf’fccégd 53.07 | 44.40 | 4891t057.20 40.55t048)25  1.94 1.80 7.51 6.96 42 35 64 55 5
14| Reinforce 3363| 57.19| 28.33t03802 50.96t4B3 2.48 2.92 .94 11.68 17 40 50 76| 16
Al 15|  Worth1 4422 | 5358| 4212104633 51.34t0%3.8 1.05 1.12 8.63 9.20 33 27 70 66 57
B
cl 16| worth2 5200 | 4528 50.21t053.79 43.45t0%7.1 0.88 0.90 4.98 5.08 44 34 63 53 32
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Vl\/ 17 Stay/\l\ilthdraw 53.05 44.24 48.35t057.74 39.57 t0 48/91 2.25 2.24 10.32 10.26 39 26 72 59 21
P N
18 Stay/v‘;'thdra"" 4587 | 5113 | 42.341049.39 47.73t054/54  1.64 1.59 6.37 6.15 36 38 60 60 | 15
19 Casualty 36.17 60.61 31.15t041.20 55.04 tb&6. 2.42 2.69 11.63 12.88 21 28 66 77 23
20 Approve 44.22 54.09 41.12t047.832 50.69t0%7.4 1.55 1.70 11.48 12.58 29 21 75 70 55
21 Approve 2 54.98 42.60 52.28t057.68 39.85184% 1.34 1.36 8.66 8.80 40 19 79 57 “2
22 Succes‘ls toDate 3750 | 5950 | 35.11t039.89 5676106224 1.6 1.21 3.34 3.84 33 54 43 65 | 1D
23 Succes‘zs toDate 1167 | 5190 | 41.36t047.98 48471055134 1.9 1.65 7.27 7.54 31 37 60 66 | 21
F| 24 Approve 1 54.21 38.93 47.40t061.02 31471846 3.15 3.45 11.79 12.92 37 19 75 58 14
(0]
X| 25 Approve 2 65.73 29.45 59.60to0 71.86 23.81 tGa®4 2.75 2.53 9.12 8.41 51 16 81 44 11
Table 1-A-3: Modified Data for Time Series AnalygisComparison with the Original Data
Right/Wrong Typ Worth Type Approve Type Approve Type | StayWithdraw Type Success to Date Ty
Original | Modified | Original | Modified | Original | Modified | Original | Modified | Original | Modified | Original | Modified
Data Data Data Data Data Data Data Data Data Data Data Data
Number of observation 68 59 150 72 159 62 114 57 94 60 106 77
Number of months with 14 20 43 37 o8 33
more than 2 polls
Number of nonths withou 10 1 3 6 17 13
polls
Samole period Dec 2003-| Dec 2003-| Mar 2003-| Mar 2003-| Mar 2003-| Mar 2003-| Apr 2003-| Apr 2003-| Jul 2003- | Jul 2003- | May 2003-| May2003 -
piep Aug 2010| Oct 2008 | Aug 2010| Feb 2009| Aug 2010| Apr 2008 | Aug 2010| Dec 2007 | Jun 2008| Jun 2008 | Aug 2010| Sep 2009
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Table 1-A-4:Casualty Effects on Public Opinion towards the 2088 War in the UR® ®°

Positive Responses Negative Responses
Polling Institution Populus YouGov | ICM Research Populus YouGov | ICM Research
Question Typ# Right/Wrong | Right/Wrong | Right/Wrong | Right/Wrong | Right/Wrong | Right/Wrong
Cumulative Casualty -106.78** -37.02 83.04 87.87** 31.31 -142.53
(Log) (17.29) (19.30) (59.69) (22.28) (15.68) (81.91)
Marainal Casualt .58 -44 .29 -.90* .28 .69
9 y (.28) (.32) (.95) (.33) (22) (1.14)
Time .01 -.005 -.05 -.01 .003 .07
(Days) (.01) (.009) (.03) (.01) (.007) (.04)
Unemplovment 291 -.69 5.38 1.42 -2.56 -2.08
ploy (2.58) (1.95) (3.28) (2.24) (1.78) (4.09)
Constant 219.53* 112.56** -84.05 -100.92* -9.69 271.16
(25.21) (29.64) (94.26) (33.60) (23.78) (129.86)
N 17 38 12 17 38 12
Adjusted B 91 .84 63 .84 79 .35
Samole Period Apr 2003 Mar 2003 Jan 2004 Apr 2003 Mar 2003 Jan 2004
P -Feb 2006 -Jun 2007 -Jul 2006 -Feb 2006 -Jun 2007 -Jul 2006

Note:** p<.01, *p<.05

Standard errors in parentheses are corrected todbeist to heteroskedasticity.”

%9 The poll and casualty data are obtained from tkePdlling Report (http:/ukpollingreport.co.uk/iragnd
the BBC archive (http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-10638) respectively.
0 The dependent and independent variables are ootesirwith the same manner of the US data analysis
presented in Table 1-2. In particulagmulativeandmarginal casualtyndicate the natural logarithm of the
total number of UK hostile military deaths that Banccurred at the time of the poll surveys and matg
casualties for 7 days prior to the polls respettivEimeis the number of days between the start of the war
and the date of the polls to net out the possibie effect.Unemploymenis coded as 1 if the most recently
released UK unemployment rate prior to the pollrdased compared to that of the previous quarter, 0

otherwise.

%1 The poll questions are as follows; (1) Populusnkimg about the build-up to the war in Iraq and

everything that has happened since, was takingamjilaction the right thing to do, or the wrongtiito do?;
(2) YouGov:Do you think the United States and Britain weréntigr wrong to take military action against
Irag?; (3) ICM Research: From what you have sedreard, do you think the war against Iraq to remove
Saddam Hussein was justified or unjustified?
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Figure 1-A-1: Aggregated Negative Responses foe@etl Questions Types
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Chapter 2

Two Perspectives on Iragi Civilian Deaths

2.1. Introduction

The exact number of civilian deaths from the vickeduring the 2003 Irag War and its
aftermath that had lasted for about 8 years willende known. There have been efforts,
however, to estimate human losses by ministrigheofragi government in cooperation
with the United Nations Development Programme (UNB&nd the World Health
Organization (WHOS$? by researchers in medical and nursing schoolseruS and Irag?

% and by a UK polling firnf® The majority of these estimates depend upon clssiaple
surveys to extrapolate the total number of viotswiian deaths. Furthermore,
governmental as well as nongovernmental sources tewased the collective number of
violent civilian deaths at different time intervalaring the waP’ Amongst these attempts,
two records have been distinguished due to theisistency and comprehensibility to
document Iraqgi civilian deaths from violence acrak48 Iraqi governorates during the
war period. The first has been extracted from thg War Logs — the archive of the US
Department of Defense (DoD), which were leaked bkiMéaks in October 2010. The
second is a dataset created by Iraq Body Count)(IBCNGO based in the UK, which has
compiled violent civilian deaths on the basis ofdm&aeports since the beginning of the
war % Although neither the Pentagon nor the IBC datisséte list of the true number of
war deaths, examining the two could not only prewite intensity of war and its evolution
over time, but also a clue about the probable behaal differences between the US

military authority and media coverage in countinglent civilian deaths. .

62 Central Organization for Statistics and Informatiechnology (2005a).

% Jraq Family Health Survey Study Group (2008).

% Robert et al. (2004).

% Burnham et al. (2006).

% Opinion Research Business (2007).

67 Congressional Research Service (2008, 2010).

% BC also depends on the figures released by merdwaspitals, governmental and nongovernmental
organisations but its main source is internati@mal local news media. Iraq Body Count Methods.

70



An analysis of violent civilian deaths facilitatesderstanding of conflicts, since
human loss is one of the most immediate costsmficts (Fischhoff, Atran and Fischhoff
2007, Stiglitz and Bilmes 2008). In addition, it ensure that further attention should be
paid towards enhancing civilian protection fromlgite (Sloboda et al. 2011). The
number of violent civilian deaths which have ocedrin conflicts has been of direct
interest to social scientists in war studies. @Gwildeaths during the 2003 Iraq war in
particular, arguably one of the major political pbmena in recent decades, have been
researched due to the geopolitical significancemefwar. For instance, Wallsten and Kosec
(2005) calculate the direct economic cost of Idgilian deaths during the initial two years
of the war using the IBC dataset to find that tbstencurred from war deaths outstrips the
estimated cost accrued from avoided murders b$#ueglam Hussein administration by
about 25 perceiff. lyengar and Monten (2008) also use the civiliaatkéoll recorded in
the IBC dataset to find that uncertainty in the pdfitical landscape regarding the war
engagement increased the magnitude of insurgencggnin addition, Condra et al. (2010)
are interested in the effect of civilian casualaesa possible factor underlying escalation of
insurgent violence. By examining violent civiliaeaths that occurred during the Iraq and
Afghanistan war, they discover the level of violermmmongst counterinsurgent forces
results in resentment in the locals, leading tanarease in future violence. Finally,
Alvarez-Ramirez et al. (2010) use civilian and taily casualties as a means to understand
the relations between regime types and war evelufibey find that violent war deaths
showed discrete behavioural patterns in each staipe five regimes established in Iraq
between 2003 and 2010.

Researchers involved in the IBC project have atstegated in-depth analysis with
the dataset. Hicks et al. (2011a) categorise agesponsible for violent civilian deaths
during the Iraqg war into three groups; coalitionces, anti-coalition forces and unknown
perpetrators. The descriptive statistics providgthle authors show that deaths attributed

to coalition forces are not trivial, implying thide military authority should have been

% The lower bound of the cost accrued from Iracalfies between March 2003 and August 2005 is 52
billion dollars in 2005 values whilst that from astled murders by the Saddam Hussein administratioimg|
the same period is estimated to be 65 billion della
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more cautious in performing its operations. Thénarg discover that 12% of Iraqi civilian
deaths from violence during the initial five yeafghe war were killed by coalition forces
whilst 74% by unknown perpetrators. The coalitiorcés, however, are more likely to be
accountable for the deaths of women and childrempeoed to anti-coalition forces. The
proportion of women and children amongst all canlideaths caused by coalition forces
was 51% whilst those by anti-coalition forces 1®%eks et al. (2011b) subsequently

performed a more comprehensive analysis on theteféd suicide bombings.

Even though the principal characteristics of wasletron and violent civilian
deaths have been intensively researched usin@gtbeataset, war deaths using the
Pentagon dataset have yet to be scrupulously examirthe scholarly literature. The
Pentagon dataset includes almost 400,000 classiiedments used by officers in the US
Department of Defense and in the US Forces’ mjliggrerations in Irad’ The
unprecedented, huge-scale material in relatiohgéomar evoked a sensation in the
international society and a strong condemnatiothbyJS government when it was
released by WikiLeaks in 2010. Especially, the siettarefutably contradicts the US
official stand that they do not count Iragi death§he details of violent deaths contained in
the dataset substantiates that the US militarycaiityhhad been consistently and
comprehensively recording not only civilian dedbis insurgents and Iraqgi security forces
killed by armed violence during the war with theaeilocation and the time of the violent
events. To this effect, despite of the lack of givgormation on the methods in counting
violent deaths and in distinguishing civilians frammbatants, the Pentagon dataset gives a
rare opportunity to infer US military authority’ ftitude towards violent deaths during the
war period. Furthermore, the availability of théi@él record enables a comparative
analysis with the existing dataset on Iragi civildeaths compiled based on media reports.
This comparative study has rarely been conductethélraq War or any other armed

conflict. This chapter therefore aims to gauge @iffgrences between the US military

% New York Times (http://www.nytimes.com/2010/10A&8rld/middleeast/23box.html).

" “We don't do body counts” by General Tommy Fraitka news conference in 2002, who was in charge of
the 2003 Iraqg War. BBC News (http://news.bbc.cd.ii/world/middle_east/3672298.stm). “We don’t do
body counts on other people” by the then US SegrefaDefense Donald Rumsfeld in an interview wiibx
News in 2003 (http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2938,256,00.html).
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authority and the media in acknowledging humands$som violence during the war using
the two dataset from the public and private sourcethe absence of guidelines on how the
US military authority drafted the dataset, thisptlea further attempts to reason out the
methods and principles of the authority towardsntiog violent deaths by conducting the
comparative study with the IBC dataset across plaga, temporal, and spatiotemporal
dimensions. Given the conventional wisdom that eeaths provided by governmental
sources are allegedly counted in a conservativetavayitigate negative effects on
domestic war support, the comparative study coemhdler a clue about systematic
discrepancies and counting methods between theilit&rgnauthority and the media on

the same political incidents. If any discrepaneirsfound to demonstrate US military
authorities’ methodical undercounting of violentitan deaths during the war, this chapter

also considers its effects upon the ensuing devegop of the war.

The remainder of the chapter is organised as fall@&ection 2 describes an
overview of the Pentagon and the IBC dataset. @e&ipresents the comparative analysis

of both datasets and section 4 concludes.

2.2. Data Summary

War deaths recorded in both the Pentagon and f@eltBaset are obtained from the IBC
website’? ® Despite both datasets reporting incident-baseerelated deaths during the
2003 Iraq war, there are significant differencetsvieen the two which hinders direct
comparison. The IBC dataset itself is the recorlg tor violent civilian deaths, defined as
non-combatants. As a UK-based NGO, IBC has compildtian deaths since the
beginning of the Iragq war, aiming to provide a céetg number of violent civilian deaths

as possible. The main source of the IBC datasetesnational and Iraq local news media

2 The Pentagon dataset originally contains GPS doates for the locations where violent incidents
occurred. IBC transformed these coordinates inézifip places (i.e. governorate and districts) to
accommodate research convenience.

3 The IBC dataset used for this study was downloded the IBC searching engine at midnight onJisy
2011. The number of civilian deaths can vary depandn when the dataset is downloaded since IBC
continues to update its figures.

73



although it also depends on the figures releasaddrgues, hospitals, governmental and
nongovernmental organisatioffsAs the IBC dataset is based on multiple sourtes, i
provides both the minimum and maximum number ofiaiv deaths for each violent
incident. The sum of the minimum deaths therefepasent the most conservative number
of civilian loss provided by IBC whereas that oé thaximum deaths indicate the upper
bound of the civilian death toll during the warrthermore, as IBC defines civilians as
non-combatants, police in non-paramilitary roles. (iocal and traffic police) are included

in the dataset. IBC also counts members of Iragjrsy forces such as National Guard or

Iragi Army as civilians if they were executed aftapture.

The Pentagon dataset is the US military archiveatoimg 391,832 classified
reports from Iraq. It was released by a whistleatty NGO WikiLeaks titled as the “Iraq
War Logs” in October 2010. The dataset disclosasttie US military authority keeps
details on more than 100,000 war deaths that ceduretween 2004 and 2009 with two
missing monthg? These war deaths are categorised into 4 grougheidataset; Civilian,
Host Nation, Enemy and Friendly. Civilian is thesheelevant category with the IBC
dataset as it mainly involves Iraqi civiliaffsHost Nation is also used for the comparative
analysis as it contains Iraqi security forces thatIBC dataset partially includes. Enemy is
the category for insurgents or anti-coalition fareéhereas Friendly for coalition forces
including US military members. As both Enemy anikaly count combatants, war deaths
recorded in these two categories are not overlapfiacthose in the IBC dataset in
principle. However, whilst Friendly unambiguoushyolves military members, Enemy
requires to be examined for the comparative stuagngthe unavailability of methodology
on how the US military authority distinguished lratyilians from insurgents or anti-
coalition forces. Although it is reasonably assurtted the details on violent deaths
recorded in the Pentagon dataset were mainly reghdnt the US troops in the field or

intelligence agents working in Iraq, it is not knmoWwow the military authority categorised

" Iraq Body Count Methods.

S War deaths that occurred in May 2004 and Marct920@ not available in the Pentagon dataset.

® The Civilian category also includes foreign segucbntractors, who are not included in the IBCadat.
However, matching the Civilian category with theClBataset is fairly straightforward as the absolute
majority recorded in Civilian is Iraqis (Irag Bo@ount 2010a).
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each death as the dataset was released in an aifoay’’ Nonetheless, methods and
principles of the US military authority in categgrig the war deaths can be partially

captured by the comparative analysis with the IB@set as presented in section 2.3.

Beyond the number of war deaths, which this chdptrses upon, both datasets
also provide detailed information on war-relatedlemnt incidents including dates and
locations. The Pentagon dataset contains the nuafli@uries from violent incidents,
types of the incident®,and GPS coordinates for the locations as to wiheréncidents
occurred”’ It also provides the number of detainees (i.aurigents or anti-coalition forces),
totalling more than 180,000 during the period ¢érast. The IBC dataset supplies the
number of injuries caused by war-related incidéimés generated at least one civilian death,
victims’ identities (i.e. name, age and gendea\ihilable, perpetrators, types of weapons,

locations (i.e. governorates), and the sourcesldical and international media).

IBC has counted violent civilian deaths sinceltbginning of the war in March
2003 whereas war deaths recorded in the Pentagasetiare limited to six years between
2004 and 2009 with two missing months (May 2004 siadch 2009). The comparative
study is therefore restricted to this overlappingetperiod of seventy months. Table 2-1
presents the descriptive statistics of the mininaunth maximum number of civilian deaths
recorded in the IBC dataset as well as differentaesth categories of the Pentagon dataset
during this overlapping period. Amongst 4 categooéwar deaths of the Pentagon dataset,
Friendly is not included in Table 2-1 since thigpter mainly examines violeaotvilian
deaths, not military fatalities. The most releveategory with the IBC dataset is Civilian

that contains 66,081 violent deaths. The civili@atti toll recorded in the Pentagon dataset

" The Pentagon dataset is allegedly known to bedwtmWikiLeaks by Bradley Manning, an intelligence
analyst in the US Army. He was charged with redarithe data theft in July 2010, and his court radrti
began September 2012. Furthermore, Julian Assémgéounder of WikiLeaks, was granted asylum by
Ecuador in August 2012 to avoid possible extraditmthe US.

8 The incidents recorded in the Pentagon datasetaaegorised into 9 types; criminal event, enentipac
explosive hazard, friendly action (i.e. coalitimrdes’ military operations), friendly fire, non-cbat event,
suspicious incident, threat report and others.

"9 1BC transformed this geographic information intstdcts and governorates in accordance with the
boundaries applied since 2005 when the CoalitiaviBional Authority in Irag changed the peripheriés
Baghdad. This ‘post-2005’ list contains 104 didsriender 18 governorates. Some districts such as Ab
Ghraib, Mahmoudiya, Adhamiya, Mad’in, Khadamiya aradmia were transferred to Baghdad from the
neighbouring governorates in 2005.
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therefore reaches 78% of the lower bound of IBE& (inimum, 66,081/85,132), and 72%
of the upper bound (i.e. Maximum, 66,081/92,0¥%®Hlowever, when Civilian is added by
Host Nation, a category for Iraqi security forceattthe IBC dataset partially includes, the
number of war deaths (81,277) reaches 95% of therlbound of the IBC dataset. Whilst
the absolute number of war deaths recorded inén¢al§on dataset is smaller than that in
the IBC dataset, the former contains the greaterau of violent incidents involving at
least one death, suggesting that the Pentagoretia&dikely to include more small-scale
violent events. For instance, 73% of the incideat®rded in Pentagon’s Civilian (24,721
in 34,009) involve only 1 death whereas 53% in I8®inimum (11,577 in 21,865) relate
1 deattf This may be because firstly, US troops in thelfielport small-scale violent
events that war journalists occasionally do noto&dly, US troops may have an
advantage over journalist in collecting informatmmviolent events especially when

violence escalates.

In spite of the substantial difference in the absohumber of civilian deaths
recorded in the Pentagon and the IBC dataset, tmhiy averages of the two may not be
significantly different considering the overlappiognfidence intervals presented in Table
2-182 Furthermore, both the Pentagon and IBC datasetdéhat the majority of civilian
deaths occurred in Baghdad, the capital governarheze a quarter of population resfde.
However, 73% of insurgent deaths occurred outsidgaghdad, as suggested by the
Enemy category of the Pentagon dataset. Togethsiinplies that civilian deaths are

centred around the capital whereas military opemnatagainst insurgents or anti-coalition

8 The number of deaths from prolonged incidentsnadein the IBC dataset is distributed followingdB
distribution algorithm. Three incidents involvingone than 800 deaths in the IBC dataset that oadurre
between 2004 and 2009 span the preceding yea2@i03). As IBC assumes that the deaths from pradng
incidents occurred evenly over the periods of tteedients, | uniformly distributed these deaths tigtoout
the period. If an incident, for instance, generatea deaths between 31 December 2003 and 1 Jag08dy
one is allocated to December 2003, which is outideperiod of interest of this chapter, whilst ttker is
attributed to January 2004, which is within theigebiof interest. With this distributive algorithitihhe number
of deaths for IBC’s Minimum and Maximum is estabés as shown in Table 2-1. This distribution predss
not required for the Pentagon dataset as evergiéntirecorded in the dataset falls on a specific da

81 Fifty-one percent of the incidents recorded in ®®aximum (11,375 in 22,108) involve 1 civilianat.
8 The monthly distribution of the two datasets igHar discussed in section 3.

8 population calculated based on the 2007 estirtat estimated number of population in Baghdad is
7,145,470 (UN Inter-Agency Information and Analysisit). The estimated number of population in lisq
29,682,000 in 2007 (Central Organization for Stimssand Information Technology).
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forces may have spread over to the neighbouringmegf Baghdad, speculation
corroborated in the subsequent section.

2.3. Comparative Analysis

In order to examine the probable behavioural diifiees between the US military
authority and media reports in counting violentl@wn deaths during the 2003 Iraq war,
this chapter analyses war deaths recorded in thegen and the IBC dataset along
temporal, spatial and spatiotemporal dimensions. firkt two subsections present the
monthly and governorate level analysis, and thel ttonsiders the time and space together
in accordance with the panel structure of datarddfeer, the forth subsection presents the
results of the non-parametric equality test ofrdistion with the Pentagon and the IBC
dataset. The final subsection explores whetheetises systematic difference between the
US military authority and the media in counting ramioss that occurred in violent
incidents involving more than 100 civilian deaths.

2.3.1. Monthly Deaths

Monthly deaths recorded in the Pentagon and thed&@set are potentially important
indicators for the evolution of the Iraq war astbdatasets consistently and
comprehensively recorded violent deaths acrosk3atjovernorates in Iraq during the war
period. Furthermore, the monthly level approach mdag highlight different attitudes of
the US military authority and the media in collagtinformation on Iraqi civilian deaths

from violence.

As a starting point, monthly deaths recorded inttie datasets are plotted in Figure
2-1. The thick and thin solid lines in Figure 2ebkpectively represent monthly deaths
recorded in Pentagon’s Civilian and IBC’s Minimuetlween 2004 and 2009, the period
when both datasets are commonly available. Thé& #imd thin dotted line respectively
indicate the sum of Civilian and Host Nation of thentagon dataset, and IBC’s Maximum,
both of which are slightly greater than the coroegpng solid lines throughout the period
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of interest* Both Pentagon’s Civilian and IBC’s Minimum (solides) reach their peaks
between mid-2006 and mid-2007, as a result of Bantaiolence and severe insurgency
during this period, thereafter rapidly decreasifigrahe ‘surge’ that brought in an
additional dispatch of more than 20,000 US troopthe first half of 2007. There is,
however, a considerable discrepancy between Givdiad Minimum before this surge.
Dividing the war period into three phases may fet# a better understanding of this
discrepancy. During the first phase, period fromuday 2004 to August 2006, IBC'’s
Minimum is above Pentagon’s Civilian. However, lire following phase of the deadly
period when the death toll soared up, Civilian saigally exceeds Minimum. The two,
however, show an almost identical level duringfthal phase from June 2007 to the end of

the period of interest.

The difference in the monthly civilian death takorded in the Pentagon and the
IBC dataset are more clearly illustrated in Figew2. During the first phase between
January 2004 and August 2006, as explained witirianw in the figure, the difference
between the Pentagon’s Civilian and IBC’s Minimwtonsistently negative. The average
monthly deaths of Civilian are 663 during thisffipghase, which is a half of those for
Minimum (1,263). This conspicuous difference betwte two may suggest either that
media reports may have inflated the number of wiobgvilian deaths during the initial
period of the war or the US military authority midgtave conservatively counted them. On
the contrary, the Pentagon record exceeds the mmextia during the second phase between
September 2006 and May 2007 as represented byearastiow in Figure 2-2. It may imply
that the US military authority might have collectatbrmation on violent civilian deaths as
actively as the media in this phase when sectat@ance and insurgency prevailed. The
average monthly deaths of Pentagon’s Civilian vedmeost 3,000 in this phase whilst those
of IBC’s Minimum were approximately 2,500. Finalburing the last phase of the war

period, from June 2008 to December 2009, Civilimsely approach Minimum except in

8 Monthly deaths recorded in Enemy, a war deathgoayefor insurgents or anti-coalition forces of the
Pentagon dataset is illustrated in Figure 2-A-appendix.
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March 2008 This suggests that monthly deaths collected byJ®enilitary authority are
almost identical to those with media reports dutimgfinal phase when the insurgency and

sectarian violence abated after the surge in 28Qy.
Baghdad Effect

To find the causes of significantly different atte between the US military authority and
media reports in counting civilian deaths in th&ahand the insurgency period of the war,
| firstly examine deaths recorded for Baghdad. sshtthe US military authority and media
reports record Baghdad as the governorate whemaaf@ ity of violent civilian deaths
occurred during the war period, it may be usefiydltd monthly deaths occurring in

Baghdad and in the rest of the governorates sehatatnet out a probable Baghdad effect.

The first plot of Figure 2-3 displays monthly cigih deaths occurring in Baghdad
governorate only whilst the second plot the reshefgovernorates in Ird§.The solid and
dotted line in each plot represents Pentagon’di@ivand IBC’s Minimum respectively.
Looking at Baghdad first, monthly civilian deathso®/ similar patterns to those illustrated
in Figure 2-1. Specifically, Civilian is lower thaviinimum until mid-2006, and then
exceeds Minimum during the severe insurgency pdyeidieen mid-2006 and mid-2007.
Civilian and Minimum, however, look almost identisence then until the end of the
period of interest.

In the second plot excluding Baghdad, Civilian &idimum show similar
trajectories with an exception of 2004. Whilst Gan is rather flat in 2004, Minimum
displays two conspicuous peaks claiming almost H¥¥h each month. These two peaks
are mainly due to the two battles in Falluja, ohthe major cities of Anbar governorate
where the US forces launched all-out assaultsk back control of the city from
insurgents in April and November. IBC’s Minimum oeds approximately 600 deaths

including women and children in Falluja in both rtiee On the contrary, Pentagon’s

8 BC’s Minimum and Pentagon’s Civilian show a suaistal difference in Diyala governorate in March.
Minimum documented an incident involving findings1®0 bodies in Al-Khalis district in Diyala
governorate this month, which Civilian did not repo

% The 18 governorates in Iraq are listed in Tabi 2-
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Civilian counts only one or two deaths in the sanumths. Instead, the Enemy category of
the Pentagon dataset records about 400 deathshmmmths. This implies that the US
military authority might have acknowledged almdshaman loss occurring during the

two fierce battles in Falluja as lump-sum insurgdedths without attempting to single out

civilians from insurgents. This is further eluciddtin section 2.3.3.
Initial Discrepancy: Did the US undercount Civilian Deaths?

A monthly level approach to war deaths recordethénPentagon and the IBC dataset
provides a clue to the notable differences betwikerJS military authority and the media
count of Iraqi civilian deaths during the initidhge of the war. The number of deaths
recorded in Pentagon’s Civilian is only 29% of thatBC’s Minimum in 2004
(2,781/9,478), and 41% in 2005 (5,746/13,913). diserepancy between the two datasets
during the initial period of the war derives maiflgm the distribution of deaths which
occurred in Baghdad and the neighbouring Anbar gmrate where the largest scale

military operations were carried out in 2004.

On one hand, one can assume that even the mogreatige number of war deaths
reported by the media (i.e. IBC’s Minimum) may hbéstantially inflated as media
coverage on violent events tends to be intensifigde beginning of any contemporary war
due to the ‘rally ‘round the flag’ effeéf. On the other hand, the US military authority may
have not established an effective system to repolent civilian deaths during the initial
stage of the war. Moreover, it could be that theftd8es’ priority had been on ensuring
victory over their armed opponents or on decisiie strategies rather than on the counting
non-coalition deaths at the beginning of the waerghs war journalists’ priority lies with
reporting violent events involving civilian lossiv@n the unavailability of the Pentagon’s
methods of collecting war-related death informatitvere is no concrete evidence to
support the speculation that the US military autliaid not effectively function or rather
neglected the accurate counting of civilian deathbe initial stage of the war.

Nevertheless, the evolution of the intensity ofleme in the subsequent phases of the war

8" The Rally ‘round the flag effect is a politicartginology devised by Mueller (1973) to explain a
phenomenon that a war tends to enjoy comparathigly domestic support in the beginning.
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may partially support the speculation that thdahdiscrepancy between the US military
authority and media reports may be attributed tdds&es’ undercount of violent civilian
deaths due to the absence of an effective coustisigm rather than media’s exaggeration

on violence.

As illustrated with Figure 2-1, Iraq experiencedtacsectarian violence and
insurgency between mid-2006 and mid-2007 that brbabout large-scale civilian deaths.
The symptom of the sectarian civil war was alresent during the previous year when
the lowest bound of monthly civilian deaths repdiy the media exceeded 1,000 for 9
months in 2005, a signal for the onset of a seataniar’® However, the US military
authority systematically understated the civili@aths toll compared the media during the
same year. This undercount may have hindered theili&ry authority from predicting
the subsequent escalation of violence between @é2nd mid-2007 when the average
civilian death toll reached almost 3,000 a montheasrded by both the Pentagon and the
IBC dataset. The sectarian war and severe insuygamsequently led to the surge that
brought in the additional dispatch of more tharDR0,US troops in the first half of 2007,
and prevented the early withdrawal of US forcess Tar was prolonged by more than 7

years from the time of George Bush’s declaratiowictory in May 2003.
Discrepancy during the Insurgency Period

In contrast to the initial stage of the war, mowttivilian deaths recorded in the Pentagon
dataset far exceeded those in IBC’s between mid-20@ mid-2007 when sectarian
violence and insurgency prevailed. A probable redsothis may be due to the suspension
of information-release regarding civilian deathenirthe Baghdad city morgue. IBC
recorded the number of civilian deaths releaseah itte morgue since May 2003 until it

stopped providing the list of deaths in October&¥0rhe sum of the morgue deaths

8 For example, BBC News reports that symptoms of#wtarian war had been observed since early 2005,
and a bombing attack on Al Askari Mosque, a holyrghfor Shia Muslims located in Samarra, in Febyua
2006 is largely regarded as an event that actultiszcivil war between Sunni and Shia Muslims
(http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-11189Y.

% The Iragi government clamped down on releasindithees on violent civilian deaths from the Bagtida
city morgue after the United Nations Assistancedidis for Iraq (UNAMI) publicised far higher numbers
than those admitted by the Iragi government. Gaar¢http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/mar/19%ya
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during this period is not trivial, accounting for% of total deaths that occurred in Baghdad
(17,191 in 30,128 deaths recorded in IBC’s Minimufit)e suspension of the morgue
release may have contributed to the cessatioreafaghid increase of war deaths recorded
by IBC as shown in Figure 2-1. Another possiblesogethat monthly civilian deaths
recorded in the Pentagon dataset exceeded thtise IBC's during the insurgency period
may have stemmed from the limitation of media cageramidst severe violence especially
in Baghdad and neighbouring governorates. IBC mgaiallects its data from media reports,
and it may have been too dangerous for war jowstsalo comprehensively cover violent
incidents during the deadly period between mid-2&0é mid-2007.

2.3.2. Deaths across Governorates

A governorate level analysis on violent civiliamatlies recorded in the Pentagon and the
IBC dataset renders a clear view of how differeontlgimilarly the US military authority
and the media had archived civilian losses dutiegwtar period across each governorate.
Table 2-2 provides the number of civilian deatlorded in Pentagon’s Civilian and IBC'’s
Minimum in each governorate arranged in order, ffogh to low. It also presents Host
Nation and Enemy, war death categories of the Bentdataset for Iragi security forces
and insurgents respectively, to help identify aisfiniguished features from the distribution
of civilian deaths along the governorate dimensiamuking at the governorates at the top
in each category, Baghdad accounts for the majofigyvilian deaths in both the Pentagon
and the IBC dataset. Baghdad also claims the greratienber of civilian deaths per 1000 in
the populatior?? implying that the capital was the most volatilgiom in terms of civilian
losses. Neighbouring Anbar governorate, howevenwvisived in the largest number of
insurgent deaths as seen in the Enemy column, stigge¢hat military operations against

insurgents or anti-coalition forces had activelgmeonducted in this region.

When looking at the proportion of deaths of theeyoerates in each war death
category, it is noticeable that 85% of the deatiterded in Pentagon’s Civilian and IBC’s

Minimum occurred in the top five governorates liste the Table 2-2, with both datasets

% Deaths per 1000 in population based on 2003 estinsa(World Bank).
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sharing four governoraté@SIn addition, 83 and 86% of deaths recorded in Haton and
Enemy also centre upon the top five governoratég;iware exactly the same as those for
Minimum.?? Moreover, the neighbouring governorates of Baghaiah as Diyala, Anbar,
Salah al-Din and Babylon account for a relativaige number of violent deaths, implying
that armed violence centred on the capital anddfacent regions during the war period.
On the other hand, the three Kurdish governor&ssl, Sulaymaniyah and Dahuk, where
the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) autonompugles in North Iraq, have
experienced a comparatively smaller number of viotieaths? It may suggest that the
security situation in this region had been compaebt stable during the war period under

the control of Peshmerda.

Figure 2-4 visually presents the number of civildeaths recorded in Pentagon’s
Civilian and IBC’s Minimum, as represented by tbédsand dotted lines respectively,
across all 18 Iragi governorates. The proportio€ieflian to Minimum for each
governorate is also illustrated with the histogramihe figure. Looking at the governorates
with more than 1,000 deaths in both Civilian andhistium?® the number of deaths
recorded in Civilian reaches 70 to 100% of tha¥linimum in every governorate except
Anbar®® The number of deaths recorded in Civilian for Anpavernorate is only 37% of
that in Minimum, suggesting that the US militarytraarity might have a significantly
different standard towards counting civilian deaththis region, supporting the earlier
findings about the violent deaths predominantlyungng in Falluja, one of the main cities
of Anbar.

2.3.3. A Monthly-Governorate Approach

The monthly and the governorate level analysi©égdrevious subsections provide an
overview of the difference between the US militanghority and the media in counting

I These 4 governorates are Baghdad, Diyala, NinemteSalah al-Din.

92 Baghdad, Ninewa, Diyala, Salah al-Din and AnbaHost Nation, Anbar, Baghdad, Diyala, Ninewa and
Salah al-Din for Enemy.

9 Refer to Map 2.A.1 in appendix for the locationeath governorate.

% Kurdistan military forces.

% Kirkuk and the governorates are placed on the Sigte of Kirkuk in Figure 2-4.

% pentagon’s Civilian records 66,081 civilian deathisich is 78% of IBC’s Minimum (85,132).
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violent civilian deaths during the 2003 Iraq wahisTsubsection further facilitates
comparisons by putting temporal and geographidatimation together. To compare how
violent civilian deaths differ along the monthlyxgwnorate dimension, | plot monthly
deaths occurring in each governorate in Iraq exBaghdad in Figure 2-5.The
spatiotemporal approach provides a clear view efdifferences and similarities that exist
between Civilian and Minimum represented by a salid a dotted line respectively in each
governorate. By looking at each plot, we find mahyhe governorates do not show
conspicuously different trends between Civilian didimum over the period of interest

except the following governorates: Anbar, NajalaBaal-Din, Kerbala and Basrah.
2.3.3.1. Anbar

As disscussed in the previous subsections (se2tibt and 2.3.2), the difference between
Pentagon’s Civilian and IBC’s Minimum in Anbar gomerate mainly arises in 2004 when
the two most intense battles between the US fandsanti-coalition forces or insurgents
occurred in Falluja in April and November of thaiay, as represented by the two
outstanding peaks of Minimum in the first row igéie 2-5. Figure 2-6 plots monthly
civilian deaths for Anbar governorate again as aslthose for Falluja distri&tin order to
more precisely examine the differences betweerdi@ivand Minimum. Furthermore,
monthly deaths recorded in Enemy, a war death oateyj the Pentagon dataset for
insurgents or anti-coalition forces is also incldide Figure 2-6. As signified by the two
arrows in the second plot, the two peaks of Minimnr@004 of Anbar governorate are
mainly due to violent deaths occurring in the faat the second battle of Falluja in April
and November of that year. In Falluja district, Miam records 577 and 668 deaths in
April and November respectively whilst only 1 and&aths are recorded in Civilian for
each month. At the same time, Host Nation, a wathdeategory for Iragi security forces
of the Pentagon dataset, records 0 and 7 deatlissf@ame months although it is not
illustrated in Figure 2-6. Instead, Enemy recor86 8nd 479 deaths in both months,
meaning that the US military authority categorisédost all violent deaths that occurred

during the two battles in Falluja as insurgent deat

" See Figure 2-3 for Baghdad governorate.
% The city of Falluja is the main cities in Fallistrict, one of the seven districts of Anbar gmaate.
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The US military authority claimed that civilian timisation was minimised as most
of the 300,000 pre-war population of Falluja fledhe fear of the largest scale assaults that
involved in up to 15,000 US military forces and@)ansurgents? However, the record of
the Pentagon dataset that only 3 civilians or &Qi;, if counting Iraqi security forces as
well (i.e. Host Nation), were killed as a resultamied violence during the two major
battles in Falluja is hardly reliable considerihgtteven the Iragi government official
figures reported 271 civilian deaths including mtv@n 50 deaths of women and children
during the initial period of the first battle in Ap*° This suggests that the US military
authority might not have attempted to single owtrared civilians during the major

military operations in the city of Falluja.

Table 2-3 present further details on war deatlesash district of Anbar governorate
including Falluja district. As shown in the Enenolumn, 27% of insurgent deaths
occurred in Anbar governorate during the periothtdrest. Anbar is the largest
governorate in Irag, accounting for 32 percentefterritory (138,228 kfrfrom a total of
435,052 krfi) but sparsely populated due to a large deseheimest’* The major cities in
Anbar governorate, however, are included in thent$iriangle’ where the insurgency
against the coalition forces was frequent duriregvifar period%? As seen in the Civilian
and Minimum columns in Table 2-3, the majority ofilcan deaths occurring in Anbar
governorate are centred on Falluja and Ramaddittgcts that are situated in the Sunni
triangle. Furthermore, it is noticeable that thenber of deaths occurring in these two
districts conspicuously varies across Civilian 8idimum, implying that a substantial
disagreement between the US military authority thiedmedia in the counting of violent
civilian deaths. Civilian records 782 deaths inlljalduring the period of interest, which is
only a quarter of Minimum (3,264). Civilian alsacoeds 681 deaths in Ramadi, which is

less than a half of Minimum for the district (1,446n the other hand, Enemy records a

% New York Times (http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/worldétle _east/3998049.stm), BBC News
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/middle_east/4002Gtm, http://www.fair.org/index.php?page=1999)
190 |ragi Health Ministry announced that 271 civilignsluding 52 women and children were killed due to
armed violence in Falluja between 4 and 22 Aprd20ABC News (http://www.abc.net.au/news/2004-04-
23/Falluja-siege-civilian-death-toll-271-iraqi/1 72&.

101 Central Organization for Statistics and Informaticechnology.

192 Sunni Triangle is the triangular-shaped region tbaghly connects Ramadi, Ba’quba and Tikrit.I$ba
includes the city of Falluja and a part of Baghdad.

85



considerable number of deaths in both districtggesting that a careful investigation on

whether the Enemy category absorbed some of thlenideaths in this region is required.
2.3.3.2. Najaf

A significant disagreement between the US militauyhority and the media in classifying
civilian and insurgent deaths is also observedajafNgovernorate. To visualise this
discrepancy, | plot monthly deaths occurring in&@overnorate again as well as those for
Najaf district, which claims the majority of ciwalih deaths in the governorate in Figure 2-
7193 A spike of IBC’s Minimum in 2004 in Najaf goverraie is mainly due to the battles
between the US forces and Al-Mahdi Arffjin the city of Najaf in August as explained
with an arrow in the second plot in Figure 2-7. hMinimum counts 77 deaths in Najaf
district, where the city of Najaf is situated, Qiamn counts no death during the same month.
Instead, Enemy records 577 insurgent deaths isahme month, implying that, as in the

two major battles in Falluja, the US military autity might have collectively classified all

the violent deaths occurring in the city of Najafidg the battles as insurgent deaths.

Furthermore, the US military authority seems totdhme counting of a considerable
number of civilian deaths that occurred in the oitWNajaf in 19 December 2004 due to
suicide bombings outside the Imam Ali Shrine ascaigd by in the second plot of Figure
2-71% Whilst IBC’s Minimum records 53 civilian deathsused by this single incident,

Civilian and Enemy of the Pentagon dataset do aohtany death during the whole month.
2.3.3.3. Salah al-Din

Salah al-Din governorate was one of the most ingai@gions during the war period as
partially explained by the relatively large sizecofilian and insurgent deaths that occurred
in this governoraté®® Furthermore, similar to the battles in Falluja &tajaf, war deaths

generated during the intense battle in Samarrapbtiee major cities of Salah al-Din

193 Najaf governorate consists of three districts:aflalufa and Al-Manathera.

194 The city of Najaf where Imam Ali Shrine, a holy sgmie for Shia Muslims, is located in what had been
one of the strongholds of Al-Mahdi Army, an antiatiion force led by Shia cleric Mugtada Al-Sadr.

195 New York Times (http://www.nytimes.com/2004/12/@@rnational/middleeast/21CND_IRAQ.html).
198 See Table 2-2 for the detailed figures on civikan insurgent deaths for Salah al-Din governorate.
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governorate, were collectively categorised as gests by the US military authority.
During the major offensive in the city of Samarmwaake control back from insurgents on 1
October 2004, Pentagon’s Civilian records no dedtitst IBC’s Minimum counts 48.
Instead, Pentagon’s Enemy records 134 insurgethsiea the same day as illustrated in
Figure 2-8. Moreover, the US military authority seeto have documented far smaller
number of violent civilian deaths than the mediaSalah al-Din governorate in the initial
period of the war. As seen in Figure 2-8, Civiliamplaced below Minimum in most of the
months until mid-2006 although the two show simitands since then with the exception
of February 2008. The peak of Minimum in Februad@& involves a finding of 55

executed bodies near Samarra whilst Civilian app@aomit this incident.
2.3.3.4. Kerbala

Pentagon’s Civilian and IBC’s Minimum display sianiltrends in Kerbala governorate
over the period of interest except two months ags s& Figure 2-9. Both Civilian and
Minimum display peaks in March 2004 although thakgeconspicuously vary. These
peaks are mainly as a result of the Ashura bombihgsat claimed more than 100 civilian
deaths from suicide bombs in Kerbala governoraitali&h and Minimum record 113 and
121 deaths respectively for this violent incidehktswever, Minimum also records more
than 200 additional deaths for March on the bafsibelist of violent deaths released by
the Kerbala provincial morgue, revealing a conspisudifference between Civilian and
Minimum in that monttt?® Another set of spikes in 2007 as illustrated igufé 2-9 seems
to be a coding error in Civilian. On the 14th A@2007 there was a bomb attack near Imam
Hussayn Shrine, one of the holy sites for Shia Mus|Minimum records 46 deaths and
224 injuries for this incident whilst Civilian cotsn36 deaths and 158 wounded. However,

Civilian records another 158 deaths and 34 woumaheitie same day, implying that the

197 The Ashura bombings indicate a series of violéaicks on the Day of Ashura, a religious festival
especially for Shia Muslims.
1981n documenting violent civilian deaths releasedrayi official sources including morgues and Minjsof
Health, IBC “only uses such data when it is possiblassign some date and location specificitydvoid
double counting. IBC Methods.

87



second record may be a double count for the saongeimt by switching the numbers of the
deaths and wounded albeit with a slight decreaseeifatter:’®

2.3.3.5. Basrah and Baghdad

Basrah governorate was an important military pgstiaring the war period as well as
Baghdad since UK forces were stationed in Basrakemorate from the initiation of the
2003 Iraq war until they handed over control of Badnternational Airport to Iraqis in
January 2009. Coincidently, the evolution of moptivilian deaths recorded in the
Pentagon and the IBC dataset for Basrah governshaies similarities with that of

Baghdad as shown in Figure 2-10.

By looking at monthly deaths that occurred in Baggavernorate in Figure 2-10,
we find that Civilian is lower than Minimum in theitial period of the war. Civilian,
however, exceeds Minimum between mid-2006 and ra@z2and the two show almost
identical patterns in the last phase of the waiogeiThis evolvement of Civilian and
Minimum in Basrah governorate is similar with tmBaghdad although the total civilian
death toll in Baghdad is 14-17 times greater tha in Basrah in both the Pentagon and
the IBC dataset. The similarity of this trend irthbgovernorates is noteworthy considering
that the former had been a major post for the W&®and the latter for the British forces
during the entire war period. It may suggest thattendency of the US military authority
to conservatively count civilian casualties thardraeeports in the initial period of the war

was stronger in the major military postings sucBaghdad and Basrah.

In summary, the monthly-governorate level appihdacvar deaths recorded in the
Pentagon and the IBC dataset shows similar pattetvgeen the two datasets in many of
the eighteen governorates in Iraq except the fafigwAnbar, Najaf, Salah al-Din, Kerbala,
Basrah and Baghdad. In Baghdad and Basrah govésnbadh of which have been major
military postings during the war period, the USitarly authority seems to be less active

than the media in collecting civilian deaths durihg initial period of the war before the

199 Although there is no evidence to prove the faaaible counting for the incident, IBC indicates th
presence of many coding errors in the Pentagorseiatahich require further examination of eachembl
incident (Irag Body Count 2010b).

88



violent death toll soared in early 2006. The UStany authority also show a substantial
discrepancy with the media in distinguishing cails’ from insurgents’ death during the
fierce battles in Falluja, Najaf and Samarra. Findhe US military might have miscounted
civilian deaths due to omitting or miscoding of kit incidents in Najaf, Kerbala and
Salah al-Din governorate, leading to a necessifyrtfier examination of the incidents

recorded in the Pentagon dataset.
2.3.4. Distribution of War-related Deaths

The previous subsections show considerable difterebetween the US military authority
and the media in counting violent civilian deatlsig the initial stage of the 2003 Iraq
war. This subsection examines how far apart islisigibution for war deaths recorded in
the Pentagon and the IBC dataset. If both datasetier consistent results despite of the
initial differences, this could provide some degoéassurance that the number of deaths
recorded in both datasets is not totally arbitadtiyough neither one could be a true
number of violent deaths during the Iraq war. $tfiy discuss distribution ahonthlydeaths
and then present the results of equality testsstrilbution across the temporal, spatial, and

spatiotemporal dimensions.
2.3.4.1. Distribution of Monthly Deaths

To see the overall shape and form of distributibmonthly deaths recorded in Pentagon’s
Civilian and IBC’s Minimum, kernel density graph® alustrated in Figure 2-11.
Furthermore, kernel density graphs of Civilian atidg Host Nation, as represented by a
dotted line in each plot in Figure 2-11, are atsduded since Host Nation contains Iraqi
security forces that the IBC dataset partiallyudies. The first plot shows distributions of
monthly deaths which occurred in Iraq during theqekof interest whilst the second and

third plots are for Baghdad only, and for the mdfdhe governorates respectively.

By looking at the first plot, we find that most aseof Civilian and Minimum,
represented by a thick and thin solid line respebtj are close to the means, and the
distributions are right skewed, indicating a loeduency for the months with a
comparatively large number of violent deaths (here than 1,000 deaths a month). When
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added by Host Nation, the distribution of month&aths recorded in the Pentagon dataset
is more similar to that in the IBC dataset. In Baath governorate, as shown in the second
plot in Figure 2-11, the distribution of the sumQ@i¥ilian and Host Nation is almost
identical to that of IBC’s Minimum. Excluding Baghd, however, produces to some
degree a different form and shape as illustrateterthird graph. Together, this suggests
that the discrepancy between Civilian and Minimurtha monthly level is observed in
both Baghdad and the rest of the governoratesdidoeepancy, however, decreases with
regards to Baghdad governorate, who claims therhagf civilian deaths in both the

Pentagon and the IBC dataset, when Iraqgi secunite$ are taken into account.
2.3.4.2. Consistency between the Pentagon and thedia

Having discussed the monthly level distributionspW go a step further by testing the
equality of distribution employing the Wilcoxon s&d rank-sum method. This non-
parametric procedure fits the purpose of this caoatpee study to test the equality of
distribution ofpaired data'*° The equality tests consider distributions not dnjymonths

and governorates but by districts, which has nehlexamined in the comparative analysis
in the previous subsections due to missing obsensatvhich are listed under ‘unknown’

districts.

Whilst most deaths documented in the Pentagon’gi&@ivall into a specific
district (i.e. known deaths}} approximately a third recorded in IBC’s Minimunear
categorised as occurring in unknown districts (irknown death4)? although
governorates where these deaths occurred are kiAdwse unknown deaths are allocated

in proportion to the known categories of distriéter instance, if a district claims10 percent

107 statistics of the Wilcoxon signed rank-sum testomputed as follows. Firstly, one obtains the
differences of paired observations and takes tBelate values of these differences. Then one egsltitk
observations if the absolute value is zero. Segptidé absolute values are ranked from low to hégla,
these ranked values are then divided into two ggo@me group includes the positive differences fthen
paired observations of ranked values, and the otbgative. Thirdly, all ranks in the positive groW’), and

negative group (Ware summed up. Finally, z statistics of the Witmosigned rank-sum test is calculated
. L WH-EWh)

with the equatlon\/ﬁ N(0,1), where E (W) and Var (W) represent the expected value and the

variance of the sum of the ranks respectively (HdgcKean and Craig 2005).

1 Only 490 deaths in 66,081 deaths recorded in i@ivibccurred in unknown districts.

11296,986 in 85,132 deaths recorded in Minimum (328a}| 26,986 in 92,027 in IBC’s Maximum (29%).
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of knowndeaths recorded for a governorate it belongs$ém t allocate a 10 percent of
unknowndeaths of the governorate into this known distfitlis simple imputation makes

it possible to conduct an equality test of disttidi at the district level.

After imputing the unknown deaths recorded in BB€ Hataset, the next challenge
is to infer how far apart the distribution is foamdeaths as recorded in the Pentagon and
the IBC dataset. Table 2-4 presents the resultseoéquality test of distribution of war
deaths recorded in both datasets employing theow6le signed rank-sum meth6d.As
shown in the first column of Table 2-4, | firstlgiped Pentagon’s Civilian with IBC’s
Minimum or Maximum, then coupled the sum of Ciuiliand Host Nation with IBC’s
Minimum or Maximum. By firstly looking at the redslfor the monthly dimension, we do
find that war deaths recorded in Pentagon's Civifiave a significantly different
distribution with that of Minimum or Maximum, regiess of adding Host Nation deaths.
The distribution of the sum of Civilian and HosttNa, however, is not significantly
different with that of the lower bound of the IB@tdset (i.e. Minimum) when excluding
the year 2004. It ensures that the US military auiityrand media reports were consistent to
some degree in counting violent deaths over thepsaod except the initial stage of the
war. Furthermore, the z statistics obtained froen\Wilcoxon signed rank-sum tests
presented in Table 2-4 consistently suggest tleatlifiierence in distribution of Pentagon’s
Civilian and IBC’s Minimum is not statistically sificant along the spatial (i.e.
governorate and district) and spatiotemporal dinogrss(monthly-governorate) when
Civilian is added with Host Nation, substantiatthgt the monthly death toll for each
governorate and district provided by the US mijitauthority and media reports are
consistent with the count of Iraqi security forcéarthermore, since the two datasets record
the same political incidents, and render consiststtibution to some degree over time and
space, it may be possible to estimate total civilaaths by combining the two as
attempted for the Kosovo W&

3 The null hypothesis of the Wilcoxon signed rankastest is that the distributions of war deaths réed in
WikiLeaks and the IBC dataset are not significadifferent.

114 Given the two independently documented lists of deaths, the ‘capture-recapture’ method can be use
to estimate the total number of deaths. It firlitiks the two lists, and indentifies overlaps amdoverlaps
using the information of the deaths (i.e. name,agkgender). Given the number of deaths commonly
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In sum, the equality tests corroborate that cimiliizaths counted by the US military
authority and the media are not entirely incompatdzross the governorates and districts
when Iraqi security forces are taken into accobatthermore, the Pentagon and the media
appear to have consistent attitudes in recordvigias deaths over the war period except
the initial stage of the war if Iraqi security fescare included in the analysis. It particularly
enhances the findings discussed in the previousestibns that the US military authority
and the media had a significantly different att@udwards counting violent civilian deaths

during the initial period of the war.
2.3.5. Discrepancy on Most Lethal Events during th&aq War

Although this comparative analysis does not exarauey incident by incident listed in
the Pentagon and the IBC dataset, Table 2-5 prefisnincidents involving in at least 100
civilian deaths documented in IBC’s Minimum anditlmunterparts in Pentagon’s
Civilian to grasp how similarly or differently tiéS military authority and the media

recorded the most lethal events during the War.

As seen in Table 2-5, Civilian tends to record alsn number of deaths than that
of Minimum for the same incidents with the exceptad the suicide attacks that occurred
in Salah al-Din in July 2007 and in Babylon in Redoty 2005. For instance, Minimum
counted 965 deaths for a stampede which occurrBaghdad in 31 August 2005 as seen
in the first incident in Table 2-5 whilst the nunnla victims for this incident recorded in
Civilian is only a half (436). Furthermore, the nogn of wounded in Civilian is also
smaller than Minimum in most of the incidents. @a@ assume, on one hand, even the
smallest numbers of civilian casualties reportedh@ymedia may be considerably
exaggerated. It is speculated, on the other h&aed,J& military authority might have

recorded in both lists (represented by A), andnie of the lists only (B and C), the capture-receptnethod
estimates the total number of deaths, N, by assythet the proportion of deaths recorded in bothsis to
those in the second list (A/C) is the same to tlo@grtion of deaths in the first list to the totaimber of
population (B/N). This relationship is shown by #rguation A/C=B/N. Ball and Asher (2002) estimate
10,356 war deaths based on 4,400 recorded in ftfareht lists of war deaths. The capture-recaptnethod
may not be applicable for the Iragi datasets usethfs chapter since not all deaths were docundentth
detailed information. It may be, however, applieatdl sub-groups or samples containing identifiable
individuals only.

115 Deaths from prolonged incidents (e.g. morgue puiititements) were excluded. The table includesall
incidents that generated more than 100 deathsritagen’s Civilian.
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conservatively recorded the number of civilian @dtsess occurring from the most lethal

incidents during the war.

In relation to the last two incidents in Table 24% first is recorded only in the IBC
dataset, and the second in the Pentagon datagetasring suspicion of how both violent
events involving more than a hundred civilian deatbuld be detected only by either the
US military authority or the media, not both. Althgh the locations where the bodies were
discovered are different (i.e. Al Khalis in Diyajavernorate vs. Al Resafa in Baghdad
governorate), the distance between the two disgienly 58km*'® and the two
governorate share the same border. Furthermoheualh the number of deaths engaged in
these two incidents conspicuously vary (i.e. 10&€), the count of the deaths may be
not precise since the bodies found were decompdéaakover, a brief note tagged in the
Pentagon dataset for the incident furthers theisiespthat the two incidents may in fact be

identical.

“Military Intel indicated the presence of an estited 250x human remains in Til
Al-Thaheeb Sector, which it falls under the resjiulity of the 4/14/3 1A. Xactual grid is
unknown.”

Although I could not find where ‘Til Al-Thaheeb Sec in the note is located, it
appears that the US military authority may not hiadermation on the exact location for

the discovery when the last sentence of the naterisidered.

2.4. Conclusion

Both the Pentagon and the IBC dataset are incoepebrds to grasp the true number of
violent civilian deaths which occurred during tf@03 Iragq war. Nonetheless, since the
former is the official military record, and thetkatis based on media reports, a comparative
analysis with the two dataset can provide cluethersignificant behavioural differences
between the US military authority and media reporisounting civilian deaths from

violence. Furthermore, given the unavailabilityReEntagon’s methods in drafting war

1 The distance between Al Khalis and Al Resafa idisis computed using the Google distance calculato
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deaths, the comparative analysis enables to inésattitude of the US military authority

towards counting violent civilian deaths over tharyweriod.

Non-parametric equality tests of distribution sabgite that the Pentagon and the
IBC dataset provide consistent figures of violemilian deaths along the spatial and
spatiotemporal dimensions when Iraqi security fetieden into account. Furthermore, the
distribution tests along the temporal dimensioss aupport that the US military authority
and media reports appears to have consistentdasittn counting violent civilian deaths
except the initial stage of the war. This couldyxe some degree of assurance that the
number of deaths recorded in both datasets icotaityt arbitrary although neither one

could be a true number of violent deaths duringabe

The substantial differences between the US militahority and the media in the
initial stage of the war are mainly observed: ijidg the intense battles between the US
forces and insurgents or anti-coalition forcesafidfa, Najaf and Samarra in 2004; and ii)
in the capital from 2004 to mid-2006. First, whillse mainstream media reported
considerable number of civilian deaths includingwenm and children during the major
military operations in Falluja, Najaf and Saman&004, the US military authority
collectively categorised almost all violent deatissnsurgent deaths. In particular, given
the official figures provided by the Iragi governmh@n unarmed civilian deaths that
occurred during the all-out assaults in Falluja, Bentagon may have been less mindful in
distinguishing civilian losses out of combatanttisaSecond, the difference in the number
of violent civilian deaths counted by the US mitjtauthority and media reports is
conspicuous before violence rapidly escalated oh2006. The civilian death toll recorded
in the Pentagon dataset is only 29% of the lowemnboof the IBC dataset in 2004, and 41%
in 2005. The U.S military authority’s conservatatitude towards counting civilian deaths
compared to the media was especially prominertierBaghdad and Basrah governorate,

which were major military postings for the US ahd tUK troops during the war period.

The discrepancy between the two may suggest gltbemedia reports may have
inflated the number of violent civilian deaths dgyithe initial stage of the war or the US
military authority may have undercounted them. Asislg that media coverage on violent
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events involving human loss was intensified esplgdiathe beginning of the war, it is

then likely that the most conservative number wiliain deaths reported by the media may
have been inflated. However, one could also speztitat the US military authority may
have not fully established an effective systenefmrt violent events in the initial stage of
the war. Furthermore, the US forces could haveripised the winning of battles or exit
strategies rather than trying to minimise colldtdemage by counting non-coalition deaths.
Given the unavailability of Pentagon’s methods@eumenting war deaths, there is no
clear evidence to support the speculations that®enilitary authority did not effectively
function or neglected in counting civilian deathghe initial stage of the war. Nonetheless,
this speculation may be partially supported byahelution of the intensity of violence

during the subsequent period of the war.

Irag experienced the acute sectarian violenceswgency between mid-2006 and
mid-2007 that brought about large-scale civiliactimisation. The onset of civil war was
already sensed during the previous year when thedonumber of monthly civilian deaths
reported by the media exceeded 1,000 during therityapf the months in 2005. However,
the civilian death toll recorded by the US militaythority was systematically far lower
than that of media reports during the whole yeais Tindercount may have restricted the
US military authority’s ability in predicting andgparing for the subsequent escalation of
violence between mid-2006 and mid-2007 when thea@yecivilian death toll reaches
almost 3,000 a month as recorded by both the Pemtaigd the IBC dataset. During this
insurgency period and thereafter, monthly civilteraths recorded by the US military
authority exceeded or were almost identical withsthreported by the media, which may
indicate that the capacity of the US military auttyoto report violent deaths was
equivalent, if not superior, to the media oncestablished an effective counting system of

war deaths.

The political implication for these findings is ale The accurate counting of
civilian deaths from violence is a requisite touwmescivilian protection during any armed
conflict, and to understand the evolution of wadensity. Furthermore, an effective system

to collect civilian casualty information is alsoeoaf the key requirements to tackle
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insurgent violence as the link between civilianusdes and insurgency is known to be
strong as observed during the ongoing Afghanistan (@ontra et al. 2010). The suspicion
that the US military authority understated thel@w death count during the initial period
of the war is more credible in light of the evotutiof the intensity of violence in the
subsequent phases of the war. By reporting jugt®@-of the number of civilian deaths
compared to the media during the initial, and abfyuthe most critical phase of the war,
the US military authority failed to grasp the persfive of violence escalation. The
subsequent sectarian violence and severe insurgesglfed in large-scale human loss and
a troop surge of an additional 20,000 US troophénfirst half of 2007. The escalation of
violence also prevented the early withdrawal offof8es since the war extended more
than 7 years. Since the Vietnam War, the US autbesiave been scrupled to count
civilian death tolls as they learned increasing horoosts inevitably leads to the
aggravation of public opinion towards war. Howetbg accurate counting of both military
and civilian casualties from violence could bettederstanding of war evolution, promote
accountability of the government, and contributemonimising the civilian impact of
conflict as attempted in the Afghanistan and Kos#ars®'’ In addition, the norms of
distinguishing civilians from combatants shouldfibaly established within the US

military authorities as the classification of someaent deaths are not straightforward, as
shown in the significant discrepancies betweerPir@agon archives and the media-based
record during the early phase of the Iraq WaGreater transparency and consistency in
counting violent civilian deaths will help militaguthorities to understand the wider
landscape and spread of violent conflict. The aialgresented in this chapter has
demonstrated an effective counting system of wathdeis particularly critical during the
initial stages of any war in order to prevent anegessary escalation.

7 The United Nations Assistance Mission in AfghamistUNAMA) has provided the number of civilian
deaths from violence in Afghanistan based on amisitestigations since 2007. The recently issued\MKN
annual report showed that civilian casualties rdeained for the first time in six years (UN Assiste
Mission in Afghanistan 2013). Similarly, ‘The Kosm¥emory Book: Volume 1’ has been published in 2011
to offer a comprehensive list of war deaths duthmey1998 Kosovo War.

118 |nternational Humanitarian Law (the Fourth Gen€amvention) defines civilians those who are not
combatants. Civilians lose their status if thedily participate in hostilities. IBC records cigih deaths
based on this international norm, but when thdiaivistatus is unclear, the deaths are added toitjner

IBC number but not to the lower one (Iraq Body CioMiethods). In the ongoing Afghanistan War, the UN
excludes the number of victims when their civilgatus is uncertain (UN Assistance Mission in Afghtan
2013).
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Table 2-1: Descriptive Statistics of War-relatedafbs during the Iraqg War (2004-2009)

Data sources Pentagon Dataset IBC Dataset
Categories Civilian Host Natio Enemy Civilian + Minimum Maximum
Host Nation
Number of Deaths 66,081 15,196 23,984 81,277 85,132 92,027
Number of Deaths in 36,998 5,090 6,526 42,088 46,019 49,683
Baghdad (% in total) (56%) (33%) (27%) (52%) (54%) (54%)
Number of Incidents* 34,009 8064 9,417 42,073 2986 22,108%
Deaths per Incident 1.94 1.88 255 1.93 3.89 4.16
Monthly Average Deaths 944.01 217.09 342.63 1161.10 1216.17 1314.67
0, 1 F
gsofﬁg:f;l‘felc\zgtegv ' 7113310 | 1808510 | 268.72t0 | 894.90t0 | 1031.36t0 | 1117.05t0
Y g 1176.70 253.32 416.54 1427.30 1400.99 1512.30
Deaths
Standard Deviation 975.84 151.95 309.97| 1116.43 1075 828.82
Median 483.5 167.5 283 674 987.5 1064.5
Minimum (month) 95 26 6 127 176 207
(Nov 2009) | (Jan 2004) | (Aug 2004) | (Nov2009) | (Nov 2009) | (Nov 2009)
Maximum (month) 3784 666 1619 4334 2972 3184
(Dec 2006) | (Oct2006) | (Dec 2009) | (Dec 2006) | (Jul 2006) (Jul 2006)
Year 2004 to 2009 (except May48nd March 2009, 70 months)

Period of Interest

* The incidents indicate violent events involvindeast 1 death.

19 The number of incidents includes 3 events that $pea period before 2004.
120 The number of incidents includes 3 events than $pea period before 2004.
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Table 2-2: War-related Deaths across Governoratesglthe Iraq War

Pentagon Civilian IBC Minimum Pentagon Host Nation Pentagon Enemy
Order Governorate Deaths % per G 5 9 per 9 Jz g 9
5 % 1000% overnorate Deaths %, 1000** Governorate Deaths % Governorat Dedths %
1 Baghda 3699¢ | 55.9¢| 1.41( Baghda 4601¢ | 54.0¢ | 1.75¢ Baghda 509C | 33.5( Anbai 660z | 27.57
2 Diyala 714z |10.81| 0.27- Diyala 89471 | 10.5(| 0.341 Ninewe 252( | 16.5¢ Baghda 652¢ | 27.21
3 Ninewe 600¢ | 9.0¢ | 0.22¢ Ninewe 708t | 8.3z | 0.27( Diyala 231t | 15.2¢ Diyala 3211 | 13.3¢
4 Salah al-Din 3197 4.84 0.12p Anbar 5864 6|89 4.22 Salah al-Din 1547 10.18 Ninewa 2615 | 10.90
5 Basrah 2635 3.99 0.10D Salah al-Din 4368 5.13 660.1 Anbar 1153 | 7.59 Salah al-Din 1760 7.34
6 Babylon 2251 | 3.41 0.08¢6 Babylon 2860 336 0.109 irkuk 768 5.05 Najaf 1064| 4.44
7 Anbar 2191 | 3.32 0.084 Basrah 2635 3|10 0.100 Baby 472 3.11 Basrah 467 1.95
8 Kirkuk 1780 | 2.69| 0.068 Kirkuk 2502 294 0.095 ds 366 241 Babylon 417 1.74
9 Wassit 887 1.34 0.034 Wassit 1737 2/04 0.066 Wass 245 1.61 Kirkuk 394 1.64
10 Kerbala 819 1.24 0.031 Kerbala 1212 1}42 0.046 adisgiya 242 1.59 Wassit 265 1.10
11 Qadissiya 468 0.71 0.01B Najaf 52y 0/62 0.020 i-q@h 105 0.69 Qadissiya 160 0.67
12 Najaf 335 0.51] 0.013 Qadissiya 441 0/52 0.017 bil Er 66 0.43 Thi-gar 142 0.59
13 Thi-gar 280 0.42 0.011 Erbil 296 0.35 0.011 tadab 62 0.41 Kerbala 120 0.50
14 Erbil 235 0.36/ 0.009 Missan 245 0.29 0.0p9 Najaf 50 0.33 Missan 51 0.21
15 Missan 135 0.20 0.00% Thi-qar 201 0.24 0.008 shiis 41 0.27 Erbil 28 0.12
16 Sulaymaniyah 125 0.19 0.005 Muthanna 76 Q.09 030.0 Sulaymaniyah 36 0.24 Muthanna 14 0J06
17 Muthanna 64 0.10 0.002 Sulaymaniyaln 71 0.08 30.p0 Muthanna 24 0.16 Sulaymaniyah 8 0.03
18 Dahuk 40 0.0§ 0.00%7 Dahuk 25| 0.03 0.0p1 Dahuk 40.03 Dahuk 5 0.02
Others* 490 0.74 Others* 28 0.03 Others* 9 0|59 Others* 135 0.56
Sun 66081 | 10C 85132 | 10C 1519¢ | 10C 2398 | 10C

*Note: Deaths recorded in IBC’'s Maximum are pregehnin Table 2-A-1 in appendix.

Some deaths in the Pentagon dataset are categaiséathers’ when locations of incidents causing deaths are not known.

Some deaths in the IBC dataset are also categoaseédthers’ when the locations are not known, tRarmore deaths from incidents involving nationlydattacks (i.e. air strike)
or released by morgues in more than two governagrate also included in the ‘others’ category of tBE dataset.

**Deaths scaled by 1000 in the population base®0683 World Bank estimates (World Development Iridisy.
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Table 2-3: War-related Deaths in Anbar Governordtegg the Iraq War

District Pentagon Civilian IBC Minimum Pentagon Host Nation Pentagon Enemy
Deaths % Deaths % Deaths % Deaths %
Falluja 782 35.7 3264 55.7 376 32.6 1907 28.9
Ramadi 681 31.1 1445 24.6 452 39.2 2944 44.6
Heet 285 13.0 211 3.6 134 11.6 265 4.0
Al-Rutba 141 6.4 87 15 38 33 76 1.2
Haditha 127 5.8 245 4.2 52 45 264 4.0
Al-Ka'im 122 5.6 392 6.7 65 5.6 1074 16.3
Ana 53 24 39 0.7 36 31 72 11
Unknown Places 181 3.1
Anbar Governorate Totgl 2101 | (> 0200 T 5864 |\iomom | 1153 | atontotr| 6902 E2n7éﬁ13;)/:oltnal
Table 2-4: Equality Test with the Pentagon and Bt Dataset
Null Hypotheses Monthly Montgl(;)/a/l/llthout Governorate District Monthly- Governorate Mon\tlalt)r/]-osto;/g(r)rzllorate
Pentagon Civilian -5.08** -4.14%* -2.88** -2.20* -12.17* -10.06**
= IBC Minimum (.00) (.00) (.00) (.03) (.00) (.00)
Pentagon Civilian -6.01** -5.16** -3.20** -2.82%* -14.40** -12.34**
= IBC Maximum (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Pentagon Civilian + Host Nation -1.97* -.55 .20 1.15 A1 1.90
= IBC Minimum (.05) (.58) (.84) (.25) (.91) (.06)
Pentagon Civilian + Host Nation -3.47** -2.23* -1.33 -.003 -3.38** -1.60
= IBC Maximurr (.00) (.03) (.18) (.997. (.00) (.11)
Number of Observations 70 59 18 104 (70 monthsifgc;;overnorat( (70 monthlso*61%)4 district

Note: The figures are z statistics of Wilcoxon siyrank-sum test. P values in parentheses.

* Statistically significant at the 5% level
** Statistically significant at the 1% level
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Table 2-5:

Most Lethal Incidents Involving More tha00 Deaths during the Irag War

Date Incident Governorate District Minimurm Civiian

Killed Injured Killed %* Injured %**
31-Aug-05 Stampede Baghdad Khadamiya 965 465 436 450, 114 25%
14-Aug-07 Suicide bombs Ninewa Sinjar 516 150 29 58% 402 27%
23-Nov-06 Car bombs Baghdad Al Sadr 215 257 181 g84% 247 96%
07-Jul-07 Suicide bombs Salah al-Djin Tooz 159 27( 70 1 107% 250 93%
27-Mar-07 Car bombs Ninewa Telafar 152 347 83| 550 140 40%
25-Oct-09 Suicide car bombs Baghdadi Karkh 15( 69b 3 9 62% 641 92%
18-Apr-07 Car bombs and other methods Baghdad Abfre 140 150 115 820 137 91%
03-Feb-07 Suicide car bombs Baghdad Al Resgfa 136 20 3 105 77% 251 78%
28-Feb-05 Suicide car bombs Babylon Al-Musayab 135 124 166 123% 146 118%
19-Aug-09 |  Car bombs and other methidlis | Baghdad Unknown 130 1200 75 58% 749 62%
08-Dec-09 Car bomb# Baghdad Unknown 122 513 41 34% 90 18%
02-Mar-04 Suicide bombs Kerbala Kerbala| 121 200 118 930 233 117%
06-Mar-07 Suicide bombs Babylon Al-Musayab 118 20d 93 79% 164 8204
14-Sep-05 Suicide car bombs Baghdad Khadanjiya 111 56 1 75 68% 138 88%
01-Feb-04 Suicide bombs Erbil Erbil 107 247 65 61% 247 100%
08-Mar-08 Decomposed bodies found Diyala Al-Khalis 100 0
18-Jul-08 Human remains found Baghdag Al Resdfa 250 0 0

* Proportion to the deaths recorded in Minimum

** Proportion to the wounded recorded in Minimum
Deaths from prolonged incidents (e.g. morgue pustitements) were excluded. The table includabalincidents that generated more than 100 deatlfentagon’s Civilian.

21 Two incidents recorded in Civilian; 14 and 61 tsatach
122 Two incidents recorded in Civilian; 21 and 20 #satach
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Figure 2-1: Monthly War-related Deaths during treeglWar (2004-2009)
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Figure 2-2: Differences in Monthly Deaths betweles Pentagon and the IBC Dataset
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Figure 2-3: Monthly Deaths in Baghdad and the Ré#te Governorates during the Iraq
War
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Figure 2-4: Civilian Deaths across 18 Iraqi Goveates during the Iraq War
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Figure 2-5: Monthly Deaths across Iraqi Governwakaring the Iraq War
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Figure 2-5 conti
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Figure 2-6: Monthly Deaths in Anbar Governorate &atluja District during the Iraq War
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Figure 2-7: Monthly Deaths of Najaf Governorate &lajaf District during the Irag War
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Figure 2-8: Monthly Deaths in Salah al-Din Goveaterduring the Iraq War
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Figure 2-9: Monthly Deaths in Kerbala Governorateing the Irag War
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Figure 2-10: Monthly Deaths in Baghdad and Basratie&horate during the Irag War
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Figure 2-11: Distribution of Monthly Deaths duritige Irag War
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Appendix 2

Table 2-A-1: War-related Civilian Deaths acrosdri8ji Governorates during the Iraq War
(2004-2009)

IBC Minimum IBC Maximum
Order
Governorate Deaths % Governorate Deaths %
1 Baghdad 46019 54.06 Baghdad 49683 53199
2 Diyala 8941 10.50 Diyala 9616 10.45
3 Ninewa 7085 8.32 Ninewa 7442 8.09
4 Anbar 5864 6.89 Anbar 6519 7.08
5 Salah al-Din 4368 5.13 Salah al-Din 4684 5.09
6 Babylon 2860 3.36 Babylon 3031 3.29
7 Basrah 2635 3.10 Basrah 293¢ 3.19
8 Kirkuk 2502 2.94 Kirkuk 2654 2.88
9 Wassit 1737 2.04 Wassit 1800 1.96
10 Kerbala 1212 1.42 Kerbala 1314 143
11 Najaf 527 0.62 Najaf 863 0.94
12 Qadissiya 441 0.52 Qadissiya 46(Q 0.50
13 Erbil 296 0.35 Erbil 326 0.35
14 Missan 245 0.29 Missan 263 0.29
15 Thi-gar 201 0.24 Thi-qar 212 0.23
16 Muthanna 75 0.09 Muthanna 84 0.09
17 Sulaymaniyah 71 0.0§ Sulaymaniyah 82 0.09
18 Dahuk 25 0.03 Dahuk 25 0.03
Others 28 0.03 Others 33 0.04
Sum 85132 1009 92027 100%
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Figure 2-A-1: Monthly Civilian and Insurgent Deatthsring the Iraq War
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Map 2-A-1: Distribution of Violent Civilian Deathecross 18 Iragi Governorates

Note: The number of civilian deaths recorded inlB@ lower bound (Minimum) in parentheses.
The Iraq map is based on the ‘pre-20Q&itdaries before the border of Baghdad changed.
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Chapter 3
Global Comparison of Warring Groups in 2002-2007:

Fatalities from Targeting Civilians vs. Fighting Batles*®

3.1. Introduction

Warring groups that compete to dominate the teyritd a civilian population face
contending behavioural options: target the popoietir battle the enemy. Studies of the
intentional targeting of civilians in armed conflltave been limited primarily to datasets
on conflicts that involve sovereign states (Dow2@88, Valentino, Huth, Croco 2006), and
to studies of genocide or of mass killing definsdaer 50,000 deaths over five years
(Wayman 2010, Valentino, Huth, Balch-Lindsay 2084|tman 2007, Human Security
Report Project 2010). More recently developed lodrdatasets such as those of the
Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) used in thigpter, have allowed more complete
analyses of the behaviour of armed groups in wanoDpmpassing combatant groups
involved in low-to-high intensity armed conflictadiby including conflicts between non-
state clans, rebel groups and rebel factions (Harit@007, Human Security Report Project
2010, Wood 2010).

Opportunities to increase the understanding obfacffecting civilian targeting
can potentially be multiplied by coupling studidsvilian targeting by human actors with
informative parallels across disciplines and irunatFor example, national security
defences against terrorism have been informed agnamng: competitive adaptation
between predator and prey; relationships with sptidbor pathogenic bacteria; and
immune system defences against pathogens (Sagafir2€10). Interdisciplinary studies
have found the size, organisation, and timing sfirgency violence to show patterns

similar to those in ecology and financial markd&slforquez et al. 2009, Johnson et al.

123 This chapter was written in collaboration with é@rother researchers, and resulted in the academic
publication: Hicks, M., Lee, U. Sundberg, R. ancdi@gt, M. (2011). “Global Comparison of Warring Gosu
in 2002—-2007: Fatalities from Targeting Civiliars ¥ighting BattlesPLOSONE 6 (9).
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2006). In the case of civilian targeting, we cdesithe dynamics of warring groups and
the civilian population to be potentially compamahb the dynamics of competing parasitic
bacteria and the parasitised host organism or ptipalas described in a number of recent
studies (Gardner, West and Buckling 2004, West@adiner 2010, Inglis and Gardner
2010, Hawlena et al. 2010, Vigneux et al. 2008, $é¢ssBuckling and Ffrench-Constant
2004). A civilian population in war can be cons&tbanalogous to a parasitised host in
that it possesses a finite resource (i.e. the tkspierritory) that warring groups are
competing to dominate and use. Warring groups eatobsidered analogous to competing
parasitic bacteria in that both can focus theiitkoh resources either on attacking the
competitor or on attacking the host or civilian pigion. In this chapter, we will discuss
our study and its findings in the context of reshdrom the fields of biological sciences,
social sciences, and conflict studies, drawing amaltels between the dynamics of
cooperation, organisation, and violent competifmmd in nature and dynamics of human

armed conflict.

Intentional targeting of civilians is a typologigaimportant strategy for warring
actors to secure contested territory or resoutogsarticular, certain characteristics of war
and its participants are more likely to resulthe tntentional targeting of civilians. In an
asymmetric conflict such as guerrilla war, incuntbgovernments target a civilian
population to scale down guerrilla forces’ capaesythey often count on the local
population for logistic support. On the other haguggrrilla armies also have strong
incentives to target civilians to prevent them froooperating with the incumbent or to
threaten them to draw further support (ValentinatiHand Balch-Lindsay 2004).
Furthermore, internal characteristics of insurggoups such as a loose control over their
members better explain civilian victimisation (Hum@ys and Weinstein 2006). In addition,
armed conflict rooted in ethnic discrimination osicaally coincides with a systematic
sexual abuse as observed in Darfur in Sudan aBdsnia during the recent decades
(Wood 2006, Olsson and Siba 2064).

124 The paragraph is added after the chapter hasghesished. More detailed discussion as to purposes
civilian targeting along the economic and geopaditidimensions can be found in Chapter 4 of this
dissertation.
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Typically, studies of armed conflict report findgan terms of absolute numbers of
casualties (e.g. counts of civilian fatalities fréengeting). However, systematic analysis of
the proportional effects of weapons and perpetsatarcivilians is being increasingly used
to expand the scope and interpretation of confbstualty findings, with direct implications
for human rights, public health, and civilian-preitee policies in armed conflict (Coupland
and Meddings 1999, Coupland 2001, Taback and @adf2005, Hicks and Spagat 2008,
Hicks et al 2009, Hicks et al. 2011, Cameron, Spagd Hicks 2009). For example,
studies of a single conflict (i.e. Iraq War) haveasured the proportions of women and
children among civilian fatalities to identify rélsely indiscriminate effects from
perpetrators’ use of various weapons (Hicks eD@P2 Hicks et al. 2011a), and to identify
varying effects of civilian targeting by perpetnatasing different forms of armed violence
(Hicks et al. 2011a). For studies of combatantigsoacross armed conflicts on an
international scale, a common problem is that cdaeriagroups are typically aggregated
together at the country level, or into ‘governmargisus ‘challenger’, despite the fact that
many conflicts involve multiple warring parties @lman, Hatfield and Mills 2010). The
disaggregation of findings to particular combaiguatups, as in this chapter, allows
examination of tactics employed at the group-spel@f/el that could otherwise be
obscured by dynamics at the conflict level (Shetiptdatfield and Mills 2010, Hultman
2007).

Our aim in this chapter was to describe degre@toh combatant groups in
contemporary human warfare concentrated lethal\behiainto the direct, intentional
targeting of civilians as opposed to battling armmpdonents. To do this, we analysed the
universe of all 226 formally organised combataoiugs that used lethal armed force
during the calendar years 2002 to 2007. For brewigyhereafter use the term ‘actor’ to
describe a formally organised group that was algtiverolved in an armed conflict that
resulted in at least 25 fatalities from armed vigkein a year (a threshold that includes
low-to-high intensity armed conflicts).

Our study contributes new information to the fiefdarmed conflict studies in the

following ways: First, we integrated three dataset that all state (i.e. government) actors
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and all non-state (i.e. rebel or clan) actors meat conflicts globally could be analysed for
fatalities they caused by targeting civilians aodfétalities from battles in which they were
involved. Ours is one of few studies (Wood 2010ltian 2007) that statistically
examines relationships between fatalities fromlieiritargeting and fatalities from battles.
Second, we measure fatalities from civilian tamgegs a proportion of total direct fatalities
from armed conflict. To do this, we use ilian Targeting IndeXCT]I), a proportional
measure that we introduce in this chapter for igffitmeasurement and communication of
degrees to which actors in armed conflict concémtethal behaviour into the direct,
intentional targeting of civilians as opposed tttlvey armed opponents. Civilian targeting
has been prohibited by formalised social norms global scale since the 1949 Fourth
Geneva Convention, and by subsequent Associateddets | and Il (Hicks and Spagat
2008, International Committee of the Red Cross 201@king CTI outcomes relevant to
international humanitarian law and to studies @fiacaggression and transgression. Third,
our data-based attribution of civilian targetingheomed, combatant groups uses a
consistent methodology to identify the degree tactvispecific actors exercised restraint vs.
committed civilian targeting. Fourth, we analyse tiniverse of actors participating in a
recent period of armed conflict to reveal largettgras of lethal behaviour in armed
competition, specifically in regard to civilian ¢gting, in real-world environments of
contemporary warfare. This addresses an identifesti for more studies to use empirical
data from real societies and natural settings tptement studies of competition,
cooperation and conflict based on theoretical abddatory modelling (West, Griffin and
Gardner 2007a, Rockenback and Milinski 2009).

3.2. Data Summary and Regression Results

3.2.1. Civilian Targeting by Specific Actors

Using the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP),idemntified all 226 formally
organised armed actors participating in internatiam civil armed conflicts in 2002-2007:
43 state actors and 183 non-state actors. Ounfysdor specific actors are shown in

Figure 3-1 and Table 3-A-1 in appendix. The x atifigure 3-1 shows ‘total fatalities
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associated with an actor’ (on logarithmic scala)¢calated as the number of civilians the
actor killed by direct, intentional targeting plie number of civilians and combatants
killed in battles in which the actor was involvddhe y axis of Figure 3-1 shows the degree
to which an actor concentrated lethal behaviowr iatgeting civilians rather than battling
opponents in terms of its Civilian Targeting Ind&ke Civilian Targeting Index (CTI) is

the proportion of total fatalities that consistofilians killed by the actor’s intentional
targeting (the proportion of total fatalities frdrattles in which the actor was involved is its
reciprocal). In terms of global social norms fohised in laws of war, which are
international humanitarian laws and customary saedslthat delineate the proper treatment
of civilians in armed conflict (Hicks and Spaga080International Committee of the Red
Cross 2010§?° the best possible CTI value is 0 and the worssiptes CTI value is 100.

Actors whose CTI values were 100, meaning that 1608&&sociated fatalities were
from their direct targeting of civilians, are foummdthe upper left quadrant of Figure 3-1.
Our data indicate that actors with CTls of 100 wadt@ssociated with cumulative total
fatalities numbering fewer than 500 during the 2Q0R7 time period. Nine percent (4/43)
of state actors and 11% (21/183) of non-state actsed civilian targeting as their sole
form of lethal behaviour in conflict (CTI = 100).cfors whose high rates of civilian
targeting contributed to some of the bloodiest bctsfin 2002-2007 are found in the upper
right quadrant of Figure 3-1. For example, the 6fT96 generated by the non-state Front
des Nationalistes et Intégrationnistes (FNI) inEBeemocratic Republic of the Congo
indicates that 96% of fatalities associated wigh NI were unarmed civilians killed by
intentional FNI targeting and 4% were combatantsialians killed in battles between the
FNI and an armed opponent. Another non-state grthepJanjaweed, had a CTI of 93: 93%
of its associated fatalities were unarmed civilikitied by Janjaweed targeting and 7%
were combatants or civilians killed in battles be¢w the Janjaweed and an armed
opponent. The state actor Sudan had a CTI of 3¢atidg that over one-third of the
14,145 direct fatalities associated with Sudan\segoement during 2002-2007 were
unarmed civilians killed by the government’s diteotentional targeting.

125 The Geneva Conventions is one of the examples.
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The overall mean CTI for all 226 actors was 18 (95R4613 to 22). Mean CTls for
all state actors (N=43) and all non-state actors1l@B8) did not differ significantly (Mean
state CTI=19, 95% CI 10 to 29. Mean non-state CT)®€b% CIl 12 to 22). Mean CTIs by
region did not differ significantly, as suggestadthe heavily overlapping 95% Cls shown
in Table 3-1. The regions that had the greatestogus of actors in armed conflict were
Sub-Saharan Africa (N=105: 17 state and 88 nom)staitd Asia (N=62: 11 state and 51

non-state).
3.2.2. Crossing the Line: Whether Actors Used Restint or Targeted Civilians

Overall, 61% of actors (138/226, 95% CI 55% to 6Tétained from killing civilians
through intentional direct targeting (CTI=0) and3988/226, 95% CI 33% to 45%) carried
out some degree of civilian targeting (CTI>0) dgr002-2007. We used bivariate
analysis followed by multivariate analysis of tlldwing variables available in the UCDP
datasets of this chapter to examine for factorsaated with actors that used civilian
targeting as opposed to restraint: type of actatgor non-state); scale of armed conflict
(in terms of total number of direct associatedlfia); duration of conflict in years; and

region of actor.

We first explored relationships between civiliargiting and explanatory variables
using bivariate analysis. In absolute numbers, morestate actors than state actors carried
out civilian targeting (64 vs. 24, respectivelytwCTI>0). However, a higher proportion
of state actors carried out civilian targeting tin@m-state actors: 56% (24/43) of state
actors targeted civilians compared to 35% (64/83jon-state actors. We considered it
possible that the association of state actors avhiigher likelihood of targeting civilians
was confounded by state involvement in conflictgmafater scale, if scale itself was a
factor in whether or not actors targeted civilidnsgause state actors were associated with
a greater mean number of total associated fataliien non-state actors (State mean=2,809;
95% CI 1,495 to 4,123. Non-state mean=708; 95%52It4 963). Table 3-2 shows the
distribution of state and non-state actors acrasging ranges of total associated fatalities:
The largest proportion of state actors (42%, 18M&) associated with 1,000-4,999 total
direct fatalities and the largest proportion of tsbate actors (42%, 76/183) was associated
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with less than 100 total direct fatalities. We atemsidered it possible that the association
of state actors with a higher likelihood of targgtcivilians was confounded by state
involvement in conflicts of greater duration, ifrdtion was a factor in whether or not

actors targeted civilians. For example, proportignaore state actors than non-state actors
were engaged in armed conflict for a total of spans: 11/43 (26%) of state actors vs.
17/183 (9%) of non-state actors. Table 3-3 showdltbtribution of actors across different
durations of armed conflict. Among the total ob2&tors, 47% participated in armed
conflict for one year or less, and 13% patrticipatedrmed conflict for the full six years of
the study. Regional distributions of actors withanglian targeting (CTI1=0) and civilian
targeting (CTI>0) are shown in Table 3-1. The regiwat had the greatest number of actors
that targeted civilians was Sub-Saharan Africa ()=Blowever, the proportion of actors
that targeted civilians in Sub-Saharan Africa (86/134%) did not differ significantly from

proportions of actors of other regions that targeigilians at the 5% level of significance.

We then carried out multivariate analysis to aralgs independent contributions
to the binary actor outcome of restraint from téirggcivilians (CTI=0) vs. targeting
civilians (CTI>0) using combinations of the follavg explanatory variables: total number
of fatalities associated with the actor in 2002-2Q@dicating scale of armed conflict in
which the actor was involved); dummy variablesdaration of conflict in years (e.g. the
variable ‘2 years’ is coded 1 if the actor was iwed in conflict for 2 years, 0 otherwise);
dummy variables for region of actor; and the dunvayable ‘state’ (equals 1 if state, O if
non-state). Table 3-4 shows our logistic regressésults. Values in the columns indicate
the odds ratio of each explanatory variable. Ifddds ratio is greater than 1, the effect on
the dependent variable is positive. If the odd® riatbetween 0 and 1, the effect on the
dependent variable is negative. When duration ofliod dummies were absent (column 1
and 4), the variable for total fatalities was statally significant, indicating that additional
fatalities were associated with increased odds@fcior having targeted civilians.
However, with the addition of duration of conflssammies (column 2, 3, 5 and 6), the
effect of total fatalities became insignificantthvsignificance dropping from the 99.9%
confidence level to the 90% confidence level, whiefficients for the duration of conflict
had a positive, significant effect on the odds #raactor targeted civilians at some point
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during armed conflict. For example, in column 2 tdds that an actor targeted civilians
was 3.16 times higher ((3.16-1)x100=216%) for aoriavolved in 3 years of conflict
than for an actor involved in one year of conf(itte comparator duration). The odds that
an actor targeted civilians at some point was #r@2s higher ((7.92-1)x100=692%) for an
actor involved in 4 years of conflict than for ata involved in one year of conflict. The
significant effect of conflict duration in these deds may be because most actors in the
one-year duration group (79%, 84/107) had a CT.dfhe state vs. non-state dummy and
the regional dummies never approached statistigaificance in these models, suggesting
that these actor characteristics had no effectloethrer or not actors targeted civilians

when other factors were taken into account.

In summary, the majority of warring groups (61%%9&I 55% to 67%) refrained
from intentional, direct civilian targeting duririige period of our study. When possible
contributors to civilian targeting were examinedédther in multivariate analysis, a group’s
involvement in armed conflict for three years orrenwas associated with an increase in its
likelihood of having targeted civilians at somergoiThese findings do not, however,
provide information on factors that may have a#eétow muclcivilian targeting was

carried out by armed groups once they targetedtangi
3.2.3. Once the Line is Crossed: Intensity of Cikan Targeting

We examined degrees of civilian targeting by th@&®rs that targeted civilians during
2002-2007, and factors that may have affected hashnthese actors concentrated lethal
force onto targeting civilians as opposed to bagtbpponents. The mean CTI for all 88
actors that targeted civilians (CTI>0) was 45 (96937 to 54). There was no statistically
significant difference between the mean CTls dfesé&tors that targeted civilians (N=24)
and non-state actors that targeted civilians (N£649te mean CTI = 35, 95% CI 20 to 49.
Non-state mean CTI = 49, 95% CI 39 to 60, p=0.R2gional analysis of mean CTIs for
actors that targeted civilians showed no statibyisagnificant difference by region, as

suggested by the overlapping 95% Cls shown in Tadie
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We fit ordinary least squares linear regressiorectors that targeted civilians to
examine whether proportionate levels of civiliarging (i.e. concentration on civilian
targeting) changed with total numbers of associatadfatalities. The total fatalities
associated with an actor consisted of civilianlfis from the actor’s direct, deliberate

targeting plus civilian and combatant fatalitiesnfr battles in which the actor was involved.

A linear regression for all 88 actors that targetslians showed a statistically
significant correlation for actors associated vgthater total numbers of fatalities (i.e.
involved in a greater scale of armed conflict) &awé caused lower proportions of these
fatalities by civilian targeting, with a slope cbeient of -39.1 (95% CI -46.1 to -32.2, t=-
11.2, p < 0.001). We fit separate linear regressishown in Figure 3-1, to state actors and
non-state actors that carried out civilian targgtim determine whether they differed in
relationships between their degree of civilian ¢dirgg and their total associated fatalities.
The 24 state actors that targeted civilians hadtgsscally significant slope coefficient of -
35.8 (95% CI -47.0 to -24.5, t=-6.6, p<0.001). Bdenon-state actors that targeted
civilians had a statistically significant slope ffagent of -40.2 (95% CI -49.3 to -31.2, t=-
8.9, p < 0.001). The difference between the slagdficients of state actors and non-state
actors was not statistically significant, indicatithat among actors that targeted civilians,
state and non-state actors shared the same gadraifnamic for causing decreasing
proportions of civilian-targeted fatalities as thwegre involved in increasing scales of total
armed conflict fatalities. To put it another wagt@s that were associated with lower
numbers of battle fatalities tended to focus atgrgaroportion of their lethal behaviour

onto targeting civilians, with no difference betweebel and government actors.

We then tested whether the finding of decreasedesdration on civilian targeting
by actors involved in greater scales of confliddhehen other explanatory variables were
added Simple linear regressions for the explanatory Véei@f the log of total fatalities are
shown in column 1 (for all actors with CTI>0), cola 5 (for state actors with CTI>0), and
column 8 (for non-state actors with CTI>0) of TaBté. Table 3-6 also shows the effect of
adding combinations of the following independeniatales in ordinary least squares

multiple regressions: dummy variables for duratbeonflict in years; dummy variables
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for region of actor; and the dummy variable ‘stgezgjuals 1 if state, O if non-state).
Inclusion of the dummy variables did not improve goodness of fit of the regression
model, as seen by the adjusted r-square valuedl. dpecifications for actors that carried
out some degree of civilian targeting, the intgneftcivilian targeting was unaffected by
actors’ region or by actors being state vs. notesta specifications for all actors that
carried out civilian targeting, duration of conflio years was a significant factor: actors
involved in conflict for three or more years had/é CTI values than actors involved in
conflict for one year (the comparator). This waséwese actors participating in one year of
conflict tended to be involved with smaller totalmnbers of fatalities and to have higher
CTl values than actors participating in longer pési of conflict. Finally, and importantly,
although the magnitude of the coefficient of loggetdl fatalities was somewhat decreased
when duration of conflict was accounted for, thieefof total fatalities on actors’ CTI

values remained robust, with a negative directiwh l@igh statistical significance.
3.2.4. Civilian Targeting by Actors in Prolonged Amed Conflict

We analysed civilian targeting by actors that wawelved in prolonged armed conflict for
the maximum duration covered by our dataset: ssaxsyg-igure 3-2 shows annual CTI
values for the 29 actors in prolonged armed canfiée included the U.S. because it was
involved in armed conflict for six years in totak a joint actor with the U.K. and Australia
against Iraq in 2003, and as an individual actemdypthe five years of 2002 and 2004-
2007 in Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan (involving Udfone attacks), and Saudi Arabia (in
attacks on, and by, representatives of the U.S.shown in Figure 3-2, eight actors
refrained from any intentional, direct targetingcofilians throughout prolonged conflict,
maintaining a CTI of 0. Twenty-one actors target®ilians in at least one of the six years.

We analysed for factors that influenced whethearairactors crossed the line into
civilian targeting over the course of prolongedftion Because our data included actors’
CTls over a series of six years, we transformeditiia into a panel structure for panel data
analysis, which confers regression analysis wighddypacity to examine cross-sectional
data (e.g. on actors’ behaviour) over time. Tableshows our random effect logit
regressions for independent contributions to tharyi dependent variable of an actor
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targeting civilians (CTI>0), as opposed to exenggiestraint from targeting civilians
(CTI=0). We analysed using combinations of thediwihg explanatory variables: ‘year’ to
identify the time trend; total fatalities assocthteith the actor within the year (indicating
scale of armed conflict within the year); dummyightes for region; and the dummy
variable ‘state’ (equals 1 if state, O if non-sfatWe confirmed our random effect logit
regression results using random effect probit egjoms for robustness checks and
confirmed that the direction and the significanteaefficients for each variable remained

the same (available upon request).

Specification 1 to 3 of Table 3-7 show resultsdth29 actors involved in
prolonged armed conflict. Specification 1 is a demggression model that contains the
time variable (year) as a single explanatory véeiabhe odds ratio (.7595) implies that
each additional year was associated with a deciedBe odds of targeting civilians of
24.05% ((1-.7595)*100=24.05%). For specificatioar®l 3, we extended specification 1
by including total fatalities within the year, thegegion dummies, and the state dummy.
The following variables had no significant effect whether an actor targeted civilians vs.
exercised restraint: total fatalities within a ydle actor’s region, or being a state vs. non-
state actor. The time variable, however, remasgiguificant. Holding all other factors
fixed, each additional year was associated wite@ehse in the odds of targeting civilians
of about 24%. Specification 4 to 6 of Table 3-@u®e on the 21 actors in prolonged conflict
that targeted civilians in at least one year: figse actors, the time effect continued to be
robust, with similarly decreased odds of targetivjians with each additional year.
However, regional effects of actors from Sub-Sah&fica and the Americas became

significantly associated with increased odds ajeting civilians in this subgroup of actors.

We next analysed for factors that affected the ele¢p which actors in prolonged
conflict targeted civilians. Figure 3-2 gives thepression that there was no prevailing
pattern for increased or decreased civilian tangedver time. We used the random effects
model of panel regression because Hausman tedisr@sureported) indicated that this was
a consistent, more efficient model for our datebl&8-8 shows panel regressions for

relationships between the continuous, dependerghtarof an actor’'s CTI and explanatory
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variables of: the common log of total fatalitiegivim a given year; time dummy variables
D2003 to D2007 to identify a specific year effexigi D2003 equals 1 if the observation is
from 2003, 0 if otherwise); dummy variables foriceg and the dummy variable ‘state’.
The only statistically significant variable was tB8A dummy, indicating that the CTI
values of actors fighting prolonged conflicts inbSsaharan African countries were higher
than those fighting prolonged conflicts in Eurofiee(comparator region). We found no
statistically significant tendency for actors imlanged conflict to increase or decrease
their degree of civilian targeting over time, withal fatalities within a given year, or with
state vs. non-state classification of the actoepnewhen actors that never targeted civilians
were excluded from the analysis.

In summary, our findings on the 29 actors involue@rolonged conflict indicate
that these actors were more likely to completelsane from civilian targeting (i.e. to have
CTI=0) in later years of conflict than in earliezars. However, their degree of
concentration of lethal behaviour into targetingl@ns as opposed to battling opponents
(i.e. their actual CTI value) showed no overalt@at of decrease or increase over time,
due to high variability in the behaviour of speciéictors over the course of prolonged
conflict.

3.3. Discussion

Our study shows the degree to which specific, félsmmaganised actors in armed conflict
concentrated their lethal behaviour into intentiyn@rgeting civilians as opposed to
engaging in battles during 2002-2007. We found fgnificant behavioural patterns in
contemporary warfare. First, the majority (61% ptfformally organised actors in armed
conflict during 2002-2007 refrained from killingudians in deliberate, direct targeting.
Compared to our finding, a study of actors in ist&te wars during 1900-2003 found that
just under half refrained from killing civilians targeting (Valentino, Huth and Croco
2006). This study’s methodology differed from obysexcluding actors in intrastate
conflicts (e.g. civil wars), by including indire@tonviolent) deaths and by requiring at least

1,000 fatalities per year for inclusion (we requatdeast 25 fatalities per year for inclusion).
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We expect that if the study included low-intengionflicts and intrastate conflicts
involving non-state actors, the percentage of aatefraining from civilian targeting would
be closer to ours, as we show (in Table 3-3) ttzde ctors tend to be involved in conflicts
of longer duration, which is itself associated vatlgreater likelihood of carrying out some

degree of civilian targeting. This takes us to oext point.

Second, controlling for other variables, actorsewaore likely to have carried out
some degree of civilian targeting, as opposed tenib they participated in armed conflict
for three or more years rather than for one yearegard to this finding, we speculate that
the longer the duration, the more likely that astesome combatants in an actor’'s armed
forces will at some point carry out civilian tangef, which would move the actor from the
‘restraint’ (CTI=0) to the ‘targeting’ (CTI>0) cagery. Three possible reasons for an
actor’s movement from ‘restraint’ to ‘targeting’tegories include: i) The actor does not
control troops adequately for complete enforcenoéatculture of restraint from targeting
civilians — complete enforcement requires an insirepexpenditure of resources to prevent
civilian targeting as the actor has more troopsaiatrol for a longer time; ii) The actor has
a combat culture of disregard for civilians andengls no resources on preventing civilian
targeting; and iii) The actor channels resourcesanstrategy of targeting civilians.
Because of the multiple, in some cases nonspefafitors that can contribute to an actor
carrying out some degree of civilian targeting ppased to none, use in quantitative
conflict studies of a binary outcome of civiliamgating vs. no civilian targeting might not
be highly productive in examining contributors teilan targeting. However, because
maintaining a CTI of 0 indicates ongoing resounceeaditure, and a more specific,
nonrandom element of choice, concentrating qudnitand qualitative research on actors
that refrain from civilian targeting in war may éy promising avenues for increasing or

supporting civilian-protective behaviour in war.

Our third main finding focuses on the actors thagéted civilians rather than
maintaining restraint from civilian targeting. Oraetors targeted civilians, what were the
factors that affected the degree to which they eotrated lethal behaviour into

intentionally targeting civilians? In both simpledamultiple regressions, we found that
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among actors that targeted civilians, those thgaged in greater scales of armed conflict
concentrated less of their lethal behaviour intdlian targeting and more into involvement
with battle fatalities. Conversely, those that egeghin lesser scales of armed conflict
concentrated more of their lethal behaviour intaliein targeting and less into involvement
with battle fatalities. Also, among actors thageted civilians, those that were involved in
conflict for total durations of three or more yeaoicentrated less of their lethal behaviour
into civilian targeting than those involved in clictffor one year or less. This was because
the actors that targeted civilians during one yedess of conflict tended to be involved
with smaller total numbers of fatalities and to édwgher CTI values than actors
participating in longer periods of conflict. Thdgalings suggest that warring groups that
targeted civilians during small-scale conflictofef duration tended to concentrate more
of their lethal behaviour into targeting civiliatiean warring groups that targeted civilians

during larger-scale conflicts of moderate or longadion.

Fourth, when factors of scale of conflict and drabf conflict were accounted for,
an actor’s likelihood and degree of targeting @wis was unaffected by whether it was a
state or a non-state group. The absolute numbhaorostate (rebel) actors that targeted
civilians (N=64) was higher than the number ofestattors that targeted civilians (N=24)
only because more non-state actors than statesgeadicipated in armed conflict (183 vs.

43, respectively).

We also examined civilian targeting over the cowfseonsecutive years in the
subset of 29 actors that were involved in prolongadflict of six years duration in 2002-
2007. Controlling for other variables in panel datalysis to examine cross-sectional data
on actors’ CTls over time, we found that actorpriolonged conflict were more likely to
refrain from civilian targeting (with a CTI=0) irater years of conflict than in early years.
Nevertheless, for actors in protracted conflictitllegree of concentration on targeting
civilians as opposed to battling opponents (i.eirtactual CTI value) showed no overall
pattern of decrease or increase over time, dugtovariability in the behaviour of specific
actors over the course of prolonged conflict. Thiy alear association was that CTI values

for sub-Saharan African actors tended to be higtear for other regions. In earlier
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analyses of all 226 actors, we analysed for thealok of ‘total fatalities summed for all
years of conflict’. This variable was not examiriedassociation with actors’ CTI values
tracked over consecutive years of prolonged cadn8iace it lacks the time-specific
element. Our analyses for ‘all actors’ and for ¢astin prolonged conflict’ examine
different ‘total fatality-time’ dynamics. For ac®m prolonged conflict we used the fatality
measure of ‘total fatalities within the given yedrhere was no evidence for this subset of
29 actors in prolonged conflict that there was asgociation between high total fatalities
within a given year of conflict and their CTI valte that year, although our failure to find
this could be a consequence of small sample sid@amerous explanatory variables.

Analysis for longer, or different, periods of tirttean our study could show different results.

As our findings show, combatants’ adherence toajlebcial norms against
targeting civilians can be quantified to identifetworst offenders in contemporary warfare,
to show variance between actors, and to identibathpatterns of human behaviour in
armed conflict. Civilian Targeting Index (CTI) ootoes that measure the proportional
degree to which actors concentrate lethal behawiartargeting civilians may be more
informative than binary outcomes that indicate é#irgy vs. restraint for indicating probable
cases of systematic, strategic civilian targetgiors whose total fatalities from armed
conflict were caused in large part by their intenél targeting of civilians, as indicated by
high CTI values in this chapter, can be considenecke likely to have used civilian
targeting as a deliberate, systematic strategynmed conflict, especially if associated with
high absolute numbers of fatalities (Hicks and Sp&2§08, Hicks et al. 2009).

Although we refer to a variety of studies acroseigilines to discuss our findings, a
particular, though rough, analogy can be made ketvaeform of microbial warfare and our
findings on human warfare. Many types of bactesa chemical weapons when fighting in
competition against other bacteria to parasitisest, some releasing their bacteriocins
(bacteriocidal toxins) by suicidal self-explosiankill competitors (Gardner, West and
Buckling 2004, West and Gardner 2010, Inglis e2@09, Hawlena et al. 2010, Vigneux et
al. 2008, Massey, Buckling and Ffrench-Constan#i200his is an example of ‘spiteful

behaviour’ in nature, which is harmful to both #or (e.g. the bacterial suicide attacker)
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and the recipient (e.g. the targeted bacterial nppt) (Gardner, West and Buckling 2004,
West and Gardner 2010, Inglis et al. 2009, Hawkdrad. 2010). A parasitic bacteria’s
harm to the host is ‘selfish behaviour’, being Jema to the actor (e.g. the parasite) and
harmful to the recipient (e.g. the weakened oetilhost) (West and Gardner 2010). A
civilian population in war is comparable to a p#rasd host in that it possesses a finite
resource - the disputed territory - that opposictgra are competing to dominate and use.
Warring actors can attempt to shift the dynamicthisf competition in their favour by
focusing their energies onto controlling or elinting the civilian population, or on
controlling or eliminating their opponent, by lefifi@rce. In addition to competing for
territory, armed groups compete, sometimes usithglleoercion, to gain other resources
of the civilian population: food, information, Iagical support and political support. We
believe that our study’s finding that warring asteoncentrate less on killing civilians if
they are involved in more lethal battles againstet opponents is analogous to the
decreasing virulence to host organisms found agpeting parasitic bacteria kill each other
more in direct battles using bacteriocins (Gardézst and Buckling 2004, West and
Gardner 2010, Inglis et al. 2009, Vigneux et aD@0Massey, Buckling and Ffrench-
Constant 2004).

Cooperative behaviour exists at many levels inneafWest, Griffin and Gardner
2007a) and has been shown to be increased by enfert through punishment, policing
and sanctions in humans, meerkats, fish, sociatissbacteria and plants (West, Griffin
and Gardner 2007a, Rockenback and Milinski 2008y Bad Gachter 2002, Fehr and
Fischbacher 2004, West, Griffin and Gardner 206#yrmann, Thoni and Gachter 2008).
One of the best-known examples of cooperation mdmns is warfare, in which soldiers
place themselves at risk of injury or death in etivity that benefits othet$® (analogous to
the ‘spiteful’ behaviour of bacteriocin-producingdberia):?’ Once actors are at war, the
exercise of restraint to comply with global socialms (e.g. laws of war) requires an
additional level of cooperation. For example, ineagmmetric, irregularly-fought war in

which Side A soldiers disguise themselves as aivilj a Side B soldier could likely

126 Fehr and Gachter 2002, Herrmann, Thoni and Gagh@s.
127 Gardner, West and Buckling 2004, West and Gar@6&0, Inglis et al. 2009, Hawlena et al. 2010.
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decrease his or her individual risk by killing tibse encountered who look like civilians.
Not only do Side B soldiers place themselves &tlisdirectly battling Side A soldiers,
they accept additional risk when they do not tatigetcivilian population that could
include or support hidden Side A soldiers. In duds, it is probable that higher levels of
cooperation, resources and maintenance of diseiglie. enforcement) were required to
ensure that all soldiers of a combatant group irefchfrom targeting civilians to result in
actors with CTlIs of 0.

On a social level, it may be that actors that reffieom civilian targeting are
responding to historically recent global socialmstthat prohibit the targeting of civilians,
formalised in treaties and customary standardscirastitute contemporary laws of war
(Hicks and Spagat 2008, Slim 2007, Walzer 1977rev&s the regression lines in Figure
3-1 represent trends in lethal behaviour of adtoas operate according to cost-benefit
considerations in which cooperation with, or pumsints against breaching, global norms
against civilian targeting have, or are considécedave, little effect on the actor’s success.
It would be of interest to examine whether the petage of actors that refrain from
civilian targeting, and the regression slope faoescthat carry out civilian targeting (Figure
3-1), are different for conflicts fought before aaftler the creation of international norms
against civilian targeting such as the Geneva Quinwes of 1949. Replication studies
using comparable inclusion criteria and extendiegond our study’s timeframe will be
valuable to test our findings, as we only show &ctaivilian targeting during 2002-2007,
based on the UCDP data available at the time oftudty.

The proportion of fatalities caused by civiliangeting may be affected by different
factors and dynamics than those affecting the absolumber of civilians killed in
targeting. For example, although studies of sdaters have suggested that longer duration
of conflict is associated with actors killing greaabsolute numbers of civilians (Downes
2008, Valentino, Huth and Croco 2006), this is catiipe with findings from our study,
which differs by focusing on tharoportion of total fatalities caused by civilian targetimy i
order to quantify an actor’s concentration of ff®es into civilian targeting as opposed to

engaging in battles. Absolute numbers of civiliilied by targeting can be calculated
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from our data by applying the actor’'s CTI valug(aportion) to the total fatalities
associated with the actor. However, we believe dhdistinctive value of our study is its
exposure of behavioural patterns of targeting iein8 in war through a focus on

proportional analyses.

Other studies in the fields of social sciencesyratsciences, and conflict studies
suggest that the following additional variables wé important to examine in future
research on the dynamics of groups’ concentratioaivlian targeting vs. battling
opponents: regime type (Downes 2008, Hultman 2aQd 2010); spatial distribution
(Gardner, West and Buckling 2004, Inglis et al. 20@assey, Buckling and Ffrench-
Constant 2004); actors’ reasons, costs and resotocavar (Downes 2008, Valentino,
Huth and Croco 2006, Wood 2010, Hultman 2007, HaittrB009, Vargas 2009, Kalyvas
2006); degree of relatedness between opposingsaahor between actors and civilians
(Villarreal 2008, Gardner, West and Buckling 20@/st and Gardner 2010, Vigneux et al.
2008, Hultman 2009); and behaviour of the civilgopulation (Sagarin et al. 2010,
Villarreal 2008, Kalyvas 2006). Civilian populat®may tolerate or mount resistance
against use of their resources or territory by imgractors and may do so in complex ways
that vary with actors and their circumstances (Ka$y2006), similar to a parasitised host
immune system interacting with, or reacting agaipathogens (Sagarin et al. 2010,
Villarreal 2008).

Eck and Hultman (2007), who also use the UCDP atedsviolence dataset, find
that the regime type of the country in which actarglet civilians is associated with
numbers of civilians killed by targeting, with hgghnumbers of targeted civilian fatalities
in autocratic and democratic countries and lowenloers in semi-democracies. This
pattern is driven by autocratic state actors lgligreater numbers of civilians by targeting
within their countries and by non-state actorsrgjigreater numbers of civilians by
targeting in democratic countries (Eck and Hultrgd@07, Wood 2010). Findings from
studies that are limited to mass killings and ga®¢e.g. Wayman and Tago 2010,
Valentino, Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004); that exi@wactors involved in non-state
conflicts (e.g. Downes 2008, Huth and Balch-Lind2@94); that combine direct and
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indirect deaths (e.g. Downes 2008, Huth and Balcliday 2004); or that combine civilian
fatalities from both targeted and indiscriminatelence (e.g. Downes 2008) may be
suggestive but are not directly applicable to #md other studies that examine direct,
targeted fatalities from violence of low-to-highensity involving all conflict actors (Eck
and Hultman 2007, Human Security Report Projec0280Tood 2010).

Actors’ reasons, costs or resources for war cacaffivilian targeting (Downes
2008, Valentino, Huth and Balch-Lindsay 2004, W@6d 0, Hultman 2007, Hultman 2009,
Vargas 2009, Kalyvas 2006). Actors’ resources in &g include numbers and effective
capacity of soldiers; numbers and effective cagasfiveapons; financial resources;
political power; control of territory; and civiliasupport. The dynamics of civilian targeting
can be affected by both absolute and relative resswf actors in a conflict. For example,
Vargas (2009) finds empirical support from datalms Colombian civil war for his model
predicting that an actor that comes into poweskitlore civilians in territories where its
enemy is powerful, possibly to coerce a shift wiligin support. Vargas’s study is one of
many that address the proposal by Kalyvas (20@8)attors in civil wars target civilians
as a group (which he calls ‘indiscriminate’ violefhenore in territories that are controlled
solidly by their opponent and that actors use pwbsed targeting of individual civilians
(called ‘selective’ violence) more in territorieh@re they have partial but not complete

control, in order to shift civilian support from ppnents.

Rather than focusing on where actors target cnslipased on relative control over
territory (Kalyvas 2006), Hultman (2007) focusesvdmen actors target civilians, and how
many they kill, based on their strength relativatmed opponents on the battlefield. Her
study of civilian targeting by 60 rebel (non-statejors over 2002-2004, showed that rebels
killed greater numbers of civilians in targetingeaflosing more rebel fighters in battles,
and after killing fewer government (state) fighterdattles. In a similar study of 212 non-
state groups in conflict with state actors in 128®4, Wood (2010) measured relative
strength of opposing actors as the ratio of numbgrsbel troops to government troops
and found that weaker rebel actors, relative to tq@/ernment opponents, killed higher

numbers of civilians by targeting, with an addiabeffect that weaker rebels further
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increased civilian targeting if the state actobdkrgeted civilians. Although civilian
targeting by state actors was not measured astaare in these studies (Wood 2010,
Hultman 2007), their primary finding, which Hultmaummarises as “rebel violence
against civilians is, like terrorism, the weaportteg weak” (Hultman 2007, pp. 218),
relates closely to our finding that the less tlwbis were associated with battlefield
fatalities, and the shorter they fought, the mbed they concentrated lethal force onto
targeting civilians; a finding that could be comesig with the explanation of battlefield
weakness of actors. Although our findings show #ate and non-state actors had the
same statistical relationship between concentratioaivilian targeting and total conflict
fatalities, further research is needed to determinether battlefield weakness can explain

high concentrations of civilian targeting by statgors.

Hultman (2007, 2009) speculates that weak rebeietaivilians as an alternative
strategy to fighting battles because it is a reddyi cheap and easy way to impose extra
political and military costs on its state opponamgl in order to signal the rebel’'s power
and the state’s impotence in settings off the &fdd. The signalling function of civilian
targeting by weak rebel actors has been describadthropological research on civilian
targeting by rebels in Sierra Leone and Liberiafffdan 2004). As a Sierra Leonean

commander summarised:

That (targeting civilians) is one of the major teah guerrilla warfare. Because when
the guerrilla is fighting, he is less equipped has less manpower. He’s going to use
tactics to put fear into the civilian populace asehd the signal to the government
that it can’t protect its people...It is one of tbels the guerrilla uses. Fear and
intimidation. (Hoffman 2004, pp. 222)

Human actors are particularly able to fine-tunepssative behaviours (e.g. warfare)
quickly in response to proximate factors affecting direct benefit of cooperation during
competition at local and global levels (West, Gmitind Gardner 2007b). Local cultural
constructions regarding the nature of political powave been described as predominant
factors in non-state actors’ civilian targetingerwvhile simultaneously these actors vie for
political and symbolic power in the global contektarmed conflicts by using the global
media (Hoffman 2004). International research shewde variation in local social norms

for cooperation, punishment and response to pur@shacross societies with different
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cultures, social histories and strength of ruléawaf (Herrmann, Thoni, Gachter 2008).
Although much of the research we describe, inclgdiar own, points to broad patterns of
behaviour regarding targeting civilians, local et$ of meaning (e.g. what is ‘power’ or
‘success’ in a conflict) may interact with globak&l norms to affect the behaviour of
specific human actors (Herrmann, Thoni, GachteB26ffman 2004); affecting social
norms, costs and benefits within the context witertcs are used, and affecting whether
actors depart from general trends to become osithh unusually low or unusually high
levels of concentrating lethal behaviour into tledilterate targeting of civilians during

armed conflict.

3.4. Materials and Methods

To create the dataset used for our study, in whlicformally organised state and non-state
actors participating in international and civil adnconflicts are represented, we combined
three datasets compiled by the Uppsala ConflicaPabgram (UCDP) for their
overlapping periods of 2002-2007: the UCDP One-&Mmlence Dataset v. 1.3 1989-
200728 for civilian targeting by state and non-state es;tthe UCDP Battle-Related Deaths
Dataset v. 5 2002-2087% for fatalities from battles involving at least ostate actor, and

the UCDP Non-State Conflict Dataset v. 2.1 200272HFor battle-related deaths from
battles between two non-state actors. Our dataibesactors that were associated with at
least 25 fatalities, as UCDP requires a minimur@9ofatalities in a year for an actor to be
included in a UCDP dataset; a low threshold thataainclusion of the low-intensity
conflicts in our data. In regard to civilian tatigg specifically, the inclusion of low-
intensity conflict is in contrast to datasets thietdated the UCDP one-sided violence

dataset and included only mass killings or genofiaé and Hultman 2007).

UCDP produces ‘Best’, ‘Low’ and ‘High’ estimates @é¢aths based on assessment

by human coders of data from a wide range of opemeg, independent sources: the media,

128 ycDP 2008, UCDP 2009a.
129 ycDP 2009h, UCDP 2009c.
130 ycDP 2009d, UCDP 2009e.
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NGOs (non-governmental organisations), governmémtesnational agencies, truth
commissions, and academic reports. Best estimegdsaged on UCDP coders’ evaluation
of the sources’ credibility and tend to be conseveaEck and Hultman 2007, Sundberg
2009). We used UCDP Best estimates to provide temsyically derived baseline estimate
of fatalities. This baseline is expected to undentaeaths to some degree because some
deaths will always go unreported (Eck and Hultm@072 Sundberg 2009). To date,
systematic studies have not been done to deteiifrehalians killed by targeting are any
more, or less, likely to have their fatalities imbkd in the UCDP data than fatalities of
civilians and combatants killed in battles, whicbuld be the kind of bias that could affect
our proportional CTI analysis. We chose to use P@E2st estimates because they are
considered to provide a confident lower bound fer analysis of trends (Eck and Hultman
2007, Sundberg 2009), for which conservative angistent coding practices are critical,
and because they are used in key, relevant UCDxPadiatlyses in the literature (Eck and
Hultman 2007, Human Security Report Project 2010).

What we call ‘civilian targeting’ in this chaptey termed ‘one-sided violence’ by
UCDP!! and is defined as the direct and intentionab(akgled deliberate) killing of
civilians by use of armed force (Eck and Hultma@20UCDP’s one-sided violence
includes acts such as genocide, terrorist attacksvilians (but not on government or
military targets), mass executions and individuafagudicial executions (except for
extrajudicial killings in a government prison ocilgy). One-sided violence doemt
include indirect deaths from conflict, unintentibfelso called ‘collateral’) civilian deaths,
or deaths from disregard for civilians when actidtack each other (e.g. in indiscriminate
violence during battles). Our analysis includesydatmally organised armed groups
because the available version of the UCDP One-Sitl@dnce Dataset excluded violence

by loosely organised groups such as some clabhsstend ethnic group®?

We calculated ‘total fatalities associated withaator’ as all UCDP’s ‘one-sided

violence’ fatalities by the actdt? plus all UCDP ‘battle-deaths’ from battles invaigia

131 ycDP 2008, UCDP 2009a.
132 ycDP 2008.
133 ycDP 2009a, UCDP 2008.
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state actor in which the actor was invol¥&glus all battle deaths from battles involving
only non-state actors in which the actor was ined° In simpler terms, we calculated
‘total fatalities associated with an actor’ as tiuenber of civilians the actor killed by direct,
deliberate targeting plus the number of civiliand aombatants killed in battles involving
the actor. UCDP ‘battle-deaths’ are associatet eatch actor involved in the battle and
combine civilian and military fatalities in batttecause many battle data do not attribute
deaths to specific actors or distinguish civiliaoni combatant deaths. UCDP battle-related
deaths are all fatalities — military and civiliamirectly related to combat between two
military actors (UCDP 2009c, Sundberg 2009). Battlated deaths include fatalities from
traditional battlefield fighting; from guerrilla &eities such as hit-and-run attacks or
ambushes; and from bombardments of military basgss or villages: as long as the

intended targets are either military actors orespntatives of the actors.

UCDP battle-related deaths include both indiscraterand unintentional
(‘collateral’) deaths of civilians. The killing @fvilians in indiscriminate warfare, in which
actors do not distinguish between civilians andorgmt combatants, is a form of lethal
behaviour which is distinct from the targeting ofilians, but which is also prohibited
under international humanitarian laws and custorstagdards (Hicks and Spagat 2008,
International Committee of the Red Cross 2010) hBadliscriminate and unintentional
deaths of civilians are important on moral and alogiounds, and can have substantial
guantitative impact in terms of fatalities. An actould refrain from intentionally targeting
civilians, yet exact an unacceptably high toll anlians in terms of the absolute number or
proportion of civilian deaths among battle dea@iher studies would be needed to
examine the dynamics of actors inflicting indisdnate or unintentional civilian fatalities,
which are difficult to distinguish in practice iempiling conflict data, and which may

differ from the dynamics we find for civilian tariyeg.

We calculated the ‘Civilian Targeting Index’ asragortion: the number of
civilians killed in direct targeting by the actaliyided by the total fatalities associated with

the actor. To the extent that battle-deaths cartstihe total associated fatalities of an actor,

134 uCDP 2009h, UCDP 2009c.
135 ycDP 2009d, UCDP 2009e.

136



total associated fatalities of an actor overlaghwatal associated fatalities of other actors
involved in those battles. This does not, howesenfound our CTI findings, which are

civilians killed by targeting as @roportion of the total fatalities associated with an actor.

We show the following data for each of the 226 deactors in Table 3-A-1:
Actor name; Civilian Targeting Index (CTI); rank Byl from worst (highest CTI=100) to
best (lowest CTI = 0), total associated fatalitees] rank by total associated fatalities.
Actors are identified in the dataset more than ohtteey acted alone and jointly. For
example, the US is shown as a sole actor anda@staagtor with the UK and Australia in
Iraq in 2003. Due to UCDP coding procedures esthbtl before the period of this chapter,
there are three actors whose involvement in fagalis recorded under partner actors when
acting in cooperation: ‘Janjaweed’ results arettier Janjaweed acting alone, while the
Janjaweed acting with the Sudanese governmentisdconder ‘Sudan’. ‘US’ results are
for the US acting alone, while the US acting witdigl or Afghanistan governments is coded
under ‘Iraq’ or ‘Afghanistan’, respectively. ‘US/UKustralia’ results are for
US/UK/Australia acting alone, while US/UK/Austrabating with Iraq’s government is

coded under ‘Iraq’.

Fatalities are not included in the UCDP conflictadet if they cannot be associated
with any actor (e.g. dead bodies recovered oneatrThis stringent requirement of the
UCDP coding process means that civilian targetindimgs from our dataset can be
understood to reflect civilian targeting by comipditgroups only, without inclusion of
fatalities resulting from criminal activity from noombatants in the conflict environment.
Because the perpetrator of civilian targeting nagsidentified in order for the fatality to be
included in the UCDP one-sided violence datasetr{&tu Security Report Project 2010),
specific counts of numbers of fatalities from amuil targeting derived from our data should
be considered with caution, as they lack the rotasst of the broad, proportional trends
that we present in our findings. Our data desaitiers associated with conflict fatalities
during 2002-2007 only: Civilian targeting findinfyg' specific actors could differ

substantially depending on the time period covered.
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The UCDP’s data collection methodology of relyingsecondary sources (the
media, NGOs, governments, international agenciesaaademic reports) for information
on violent fatalities has the potential to introdumases arising from how these sources
gather and publish their information. Kalyvas (2DB&s described how partisan bias and
various forms of urban bias can affect fatalityawmg by all these types of sources.
However, studies that examine conflict coverags biing substantial datasets have been
few, and older studies of media coverage of viaerennot reflect technological advances
that have changed data-gathering capacities fentermed conflicts. One study found
that international news articles covering civil wan 1992-1999 very slightly increased as
conflict intensity increased, but at the most axieantensity of conflict (over 20,000
casualties per month), such as was only preseheiRwandan civil war during the study,
the number of news articles covering the confliatted to decrease, possibly due to the
poor quality of information filtering out of Rwanda the height of the genocide (Urlacher
2009). A study that compared UCDP battle-death fmt2989-2002 to fatality data from
other sources suggested that the predominancegiik#tanguage sources in UCDP
searches led to good coverage of fatalities irN\ibwthern Ireland conflict, but
undercounted fatalities in Spanish-speaking Colarshiivil war (although UCDP trends
over time generally matched well) (Restrepo, SpagdtVargas 2006). An exceptionally
wide gap occurred between UCDP fatality numberslacally-sourced Colombian fatality
numbers in a year that was marked by particulatignise conflict coupled with Colombia’s
pivotal presidential election. The authors speedldhat in an overload of internationally
newsworthy stories from Colombia, many smaller tohévents (and their associated
fatalities) were not picked up by international seagencies (Restrepo, Spagat M and
Vargas 2006).

UCDP spends almost equal time collecting data fnems media and from NGO
reports, monographs, and other sources. UCDP ttmtgtlates between multiple sources
to estimate actors’ fatality figures (e.g. witnesgorts to a truth commission may
supplement or be compared to media reported dat&&O reports on a massacre).
Reports are traced back to their primary sourcenagossible, in order to determine

reliability, and potential biases of sources akemainto consideration when determining
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UCDP Best estimates (Eck and Hultman 2007). UCRRides local news reports in its
searches to some extent (Eck and Hultman 2007)s thiatited to reports published or
translated into the English language. Journalsiicerage of some areas, such as sub-
Saharan Africa, may be lower, making it difficudteéstablish exact numbers of fatalities
(Eck and Hultman 2007, Urlacher 2009). Although URCfatality numbers can be viewed
as being “too low”, i.e. not perfectly representthg actual number of fatalities from a
conflict or from one-sided violence, UCDP does ¢latm to provide a perfect mirror-
image of reality, but instead stresses that its Betimates provide a systematically
derived, reliable baseline, useful for cross-copatrd temporal comparison (Eck and
Hultman 2007, Sundberg 2009).

Although we have described here the limitations poskible biases that can affect
UCDP estimates of absolute numbers of fatalitigis,important to emphasise that no
published critique has questioned or tested civilaageting to battle-death fatality ratios of
the kind we use in this chapter. Plausible critgtiet are relevant to our study could
include that some actors are better at hiding thend in massacres than are others (thus
lowering their CTI), or that there are large unders for total deaths specifically for
actors with high CTI scores. To date these possilalees have not been systematically
studied. Although these potential biases shoulkiepe in mind by the reader, especially
when viewing findings for specific actors, we knofwno clear reason to believe that these
possible problems are of a magnitude and consigtiat would compromise the global

trends we find in this chapter.
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Table 3-1: Regional Civilian Targeting Index Resukll Actors in Armed Conflict

Region Europe &'\ﬁ'gﬂlﬁ Eﬁi; Asia Sub-Saharan Africa Americas
Actor All State | Non-state All State | Non-state All State | Non-state All State | Non-state All State | Non-state
N 9 3 6 30 6 24 62 11 51 105 17 88 20 6 14
Mean CTI 2335| 1.85| 34100 2239 1874 2330 17p9 767 | 1721 | 16.99] 2297 1584 1289 2141 924
95% Cl -10.1to| -6.1to | -19.5t0o| 8.6to | -23.3to| 7.7to 9.1to -3.2to 7.9to 108to | 7.6to 8.9to -1.4to | -19.7t0| -6.2to
56.8 9.8 877 | 362 | 608 | 389 | 255 | 385 | 265 | 232 | 384 | 228 | 271 | 625 | 247
SD 4351 | 321 | 5108 3694 4004 3699 3287 31/062953| 3222 | 2996 3267 3043 3918  26.77
Min CTI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Max CTI 100 6 100 100 100 100 100 10d 10 10D 1do 00 1| 100 100 100
N°'C°Tf|a>‘(’)“(’§/jw'th 444) | 1(33)| 3(50)| 16(53) 3(50) 13(54) 26(42)7(64) | 19(37)| 36(34) 10(59) 26(30) 6(30) B)5 3(21)
N°-C°Tflgg“(>g/3)w'th 5(56) | 2(67)| 3(s0)| 14(47) 3(50) 11(46) 36(598)4(36) | 32(63)| 69(66] 7(41) 62(70) 14(7p) 6)5 11(79)

Note: CTI = Civilian Targeting Index. 226 actors3 4tates and 183 non-states.

Table 3-2: Distribution of Actors across Range3 afial Associated Fatalities in 2002-2007

R::gscgtggt\zli t';ag\ilt'gres All Actors (%) State Actors (%) Non-state Actors)(%

Over 10,00 5(2.2 3 (7.0 211

5,000- 9,99¢ 8 (3.5 4 (9.3 4(2.2

1,000 - 4,999 40 (17.7) 18 (41.9) 22 (12.0)
500- 99¢ 16 (7.1 247 14 (7.7
100- 49¢ 69 (30.5 4 (9.3 65 (35.5

Less than 1C 88 (38.9 12 (27.9 76 (415

Total Actors 226 (100) 43 (100) 183 (100)
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Table 3-3: Distribution of Actors across DuratiafsArmed Conflict in 2002-2007

Duration of Conflict All Actors (%) State Actors 6 Non-state Actors (%)

1 year 107 (47.3) 13 (30.2) 94 (51.4)

2 years 37 (16.4) 2(4.7) 35(19.1)

3 years 27 (11.9) 5(11.6) 22 (12.0)

4 years 12 (5.3) 5(11.6) 7 (3.8)

5 years 14 (6.2) 7 (16.3) 8 (4.4)

6 years 29 (12.8) 11 (25.6) 17 (9.3)
Total 226 (100) 43 (100) 183 (100)

Table 3-4: Logistic Regression for Independent @butors to Actors Targeting Civilians

(CTI>0) as Opposed to Exercising Restraint (CTI=0)

Explanatory variables

Dependent variable: 1 if actor CTI>0, O if actorl€EQ

) (3) 4) (5) (6)
Total Fatalities 1.000405***  1.00015 1.000176*  1.000376*** 1.000166 1.000188*
2 years 1.70 1.72
3 years 3.16** 3.12*
4 year: 7.92%+* 8.59***
5 year: 6.01%** 7.25%**
6 years 5.67*** 5.17%**
3-4 year: 3.41%x* 3.41%**
5-6 years 4.65%** 4.63***
MENA 1.41 72 .81
ASIA .83 A2 .52
SSA 74 .56 .65
AMERICAS 44 .35 42
State 1.11 1.12 1.48 1.08 1.12
Number of Actors 226 226 226 226 226
15 .14 .10 .16 A5

Pseudo R-square

*p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 **** p<0.001

Values are odds ratios.
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Table 3-5: Regional Civilian Targeting Index Resttir Actors that Targeted Civilians

Europe Middle East & North Africa Asia Sub-Saha#drica Americas
All State | Non-state All State | Non-stat¢ All State Non-state¢  All State Non-state¢ Al State Non-state
N 4 1 3 1€ 3 13 2€ 7 18 3€ 1C 26 6 3 3
Mean CT| 52t 5.€ 68.2 42.C 37.t 43.C 41.Z 27.¢ 46.2 49.€ 39.1 53.€ 43.C 42.¢ 43.1
95% ClI -34.7_to ) -686to| 19.6to | -97.5t0| 18.1to | 25.4to | -5.3t0 | 269to | 36.8to | 17.6to | 374to | -3.6t0 | -80.2t0o | -80.3t0
139.% 205.( 64.c 172.t 68.C 57.C 60.¢ 65.5 62.2 60.t 69.¢ 89.t 165.¢ 166.5
SD 54.8 - 55.1 42.0 54.3 41.3 39.1 35.8 40.0 377 0.03 40.1 44.4 49.5 49.7
Min CTI 4.6 5.6 4.6 15 15 5.1 0.7 4 2.7 1.2 1.2 14 8.4 14.1 8.4
Max CTI 100 5.6 100 100 100 100 100 100 10d 100 100 100 100 100 100
CTI > 0 for 88 actors: 24 states and 64 non-states
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Table 3-6: Simple and Multiple Regressions for peledent Contributors to the Degree of Civilian Eairgg (CTI Value) of Actors that

Targeted Civilians

Explanatory variables All Actors with CTI>0 State Actors with CTI>0 Nortage actors with CTI>0
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9) (10)
Lo of total fatalities -39.14*** 25 53%** .30 48 _26,01*** -35.76%*** -26.99** -37.59%*** -40.247%**=* -25.93%** -40.37%***
9 (3.49 (6.52, (3.71 (6.66 (5.43 (9.66 (6.15 (4.52 (8.51 (4.70
2 vears -13.04 -11.64 -57.86** -4.52
y (9.63 (10.00 (19.70 (11.83
3 vears -28.84** -28.62** -45.65** -24.10
y (11.05) (11.43) (17.85) (14.63)
4 vears -36.98** -37.18** -50.56** -33.05*
y (13.55) (13.98) (19.05) (19.23)
5 vears -30.32** -31.63** -33.30 -33.32*
Y (13.95) (14.56) (20.54) (19.19)
6 vears -26.70** -26.30* -19.19 -28.42*
y (12.92 (13.29 (22.71 (16.38
MENA -8.40 -2.21 17.86 14.68 -9.73 -14.75
(14.42 (14.39 (19.70 (25.45 (18.32 (17.74
ASIA -3.46 3.62 26.21 10.70 -1.52 -7.65
(13.87) (14.00) (18.92) (23.49) 17.72) (17.25)
SSA -7.02 -.93 32.95*% 9.96 -10.92 -12.32
(13.60) (13.76) (18.30) (23.30) (17.34) (16.85)
-15.35 -9.34 17.14 -6.36 -5.94 -12.41
AMERICAS (16.74  (16.69 (21.91 (26.29 (2312 (2261
57 -1.02 1.75
STATE (6.26) (6.39) (6.48)
Intercent 153.87***  135.68**** 161.57*** 136.92**** | 142.42%*** 121.01%** 139.65%*** 157.30%*** 142.09**** 168.52%***
P (10.05 (12.99 (16.32 (18.54 (16.92 (24.84 (31.00 (12.56 (23.39 (19.78
Number of Actors 88 88 88 88 24 24 24 64 64 64
Adjusted R-square .59 .60 .57 .59 .65 79 .60 .55 53 53

* p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 **** p<0.001
Includes actors with CTI>0. Actors with CTI=0 arrctuded. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 3-7: Random Effect Logit Regression for Irefegent Contributors to Actors in
Prolonged Conflict Targeting Civilians (CTI>0) apised to Exercising Restraint (CTI=0)
during Six Years

Actors in Prolonged Conflict with CTI>0 in

Explanatory variables All Actors in Prolonged Cactfl
at least one year
1) 2 3 4 ©) (6)
Year .7595* .7528* .7563* .7603* .7625* .7637*
Total Fatalities .9999 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
MENA .6961 2.8033
ASIA 1.5726 4.0489
SSA 9.101: 27.9962*
AMERICAS 4.440¢ 11.2273
State .1699 1.1829

Number of Observations

174 174 174 126 126 126
(actors x 6 years)

Number of Actors 29 29 29 21 21 21

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01
Dependent variable is 1 if actor CTI>0, 0 if actoi1=0.
Values are odds ratios.
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Table 3-8: Panel Regression for Independent Caritib to the Degree Of Civilian
Targeting (CTI Value) by Actors in Prolonged Cocfflior Six Years

Explanatory variables

All Actors in Prolonged Cactfl

Actors in Prolonged Conflict with
CTI>0in at least one year

Log of total fatalities é'ig) (f.6162)
243 3.52
Y2003 (4.27) (5.89)
4.93 7.24
Y2004 (428 (5.92)
-1.04 -1.98
Y2005 (4.29 (5.94
-2.52 -4.10
Y2006 (4.30) (5.95)
-57 -1.97
Y2007 (4.36) (6.13)
2.86 5.07
MENA (14.43) (14.38)
4.86 7.24
ASIA (14.52 (14.29
30.58* 44.11**
SSA (14.72 (14.36
6.18 9.40
AMERICAS (16.77) (17.14)
8.42 4.19
STATE (7.09) (8.78)
Intercent -4.54 6.56
P (16.89) (19.04)
Number of Actor 2¢ 21
Number of Observations(Actors x 6 yei 174 12¢€
Wald chi-square 17.17 23.47
P-value of Wald chi-square .10 .02

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01
Standard errors in parentheses.
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Figure 3-1: Global Comparison of Fatalities Assteziavith Actors in Armed Conflict during 2002-2007
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Figure 3-2: Annual Civilian Targeting Index Values the 29 Actors inn Prolonged Armed Conflict ahgi2002-2007
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Appendix 3

Table 3-A-1: Actors, Their Civilian Targeting Ind€é&TI), and Their Total Associated Fatalities dgr002-2007

Range of State Actors Non-state Actors
Fatalities Actors CTI | Rank| Total Rank Actors Location of | CTI | Rank| Total Rank
(%) | (CTI) | Fatalities|(Fatalities Incompatibility | (%) | (CTI) | Fatalities| (Fatalities)
Over 10,000 Sudan 36.5 39 14,145 2 Islamic State of Iraq (f9awlat al-'Iraq al-| Iraq, Jordan 21.4 50 11,74 3
States: 3. Non- Islamiyya’
states: 2. Iraq 15| 84 19,956 1 Taleban Afghanistan 27 82 524, 4
Afghanistan 0 89 11,214 5
1,000 to 9,999 Ethiopia 70.8 28 1,357 46 Front for National Inegm (FNI or Forces Congo 96.1 26 1,314 49
States: 22. Non- Nationalistes et Integrationistes)
states: 2¢
Myanmar 48.9 33 1,398 42 Janjaweed (Janjawelyd danjaweed with| CAR, Chad, | 93.5| 27 3,298 20
Sudan is coded under Sudi Sudai
Cote D’lvoire 31.8 44 1,080 52 Patani insurgents haileind 57.2 31 1,886 30
DRC (Democrati¢ 31.4 | 45 1,132 51 Lord's Resistance Army (LRA) Suydganda 40.9 | 36 7,439 11
Republic of
Congo
Indonesia 15.6 57 1,826 33 Communist Party ofdiMaoist (CPI-M) India 30.3 46 1,391 43
US (USonly. U 144 | 59 1,721 35 United Self-Defense Forces of @bia (AUC| Colombia 209 51 1,428 40
with Iraqg or or Autodefensas Unidas de Colombia)
Afghanistan
coded under thog
actors)*
Burundi 11.3| 64 2,688 23 Kashmir Insurgents India | 20.2 7,745
Israel* 11.C| 65 2,944 22 Hama: Israe 18.2 | 55 1,362 45
Nepal 8.4 71 9,531 7 Party for the Liberationtaf Hutu People- Burundi 155| 58 2,295 26
Forces for National Liberation (Palipehutu-FNL
or Parti pour la Libération du Peuple Hutu
Forces Nationales de Liberation)
Russia 5.6 75 3,692 18 Free Aceh Movement (GAM@@rakan Acell  Indonesia 13.0 61 1,771 34
Merdeka)
India* 15 85 9,413 8 Communist Party of Nepal-i4a0CPN-M) Nepal 10.7 66 9,815 6
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Somalie 1.2 87 2,061 28 Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF Philippine: 10.7 | 67 1,06( 53
1,000 to 9,999 Sri Lanke 0.7 88 3,99¢ 17 Ansar a-Islamr Irag 8.6 70 1,37¢ 44
States: 22. Non-US/UK/Australia| 0 89 8,202 9 Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia  Colombia 8.4 72 6,219 12
states: 26 | (US/UK/Australig (FARC or Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias
only. With Iraq ig Colombianas)
coded under
Iraq)*
Colombia 0 89 5,142 13 Al-Mahdi Army Iraq 6.9 73 685 37
Uganda* 0 89 4,352 15 Al-Qaida Organisation inlgteamic Maghreb| Algeria 6.0 74 1,712 36
(AQIM)
Philippines 0 89 3,159 21 Justice and Equality broent (JEM) Sudan 5.2 76 1,323 48
Liberia 0 89 2,116 27 Al-Qaida (2002-2007 datandt include US, Saudi 5.1 77 1,554 38
September 11, 2001 attack) Arabia
Algeria 0 8¢ 1,84¢ 31 Chechen Republic of Ichke Russii 4.6 79 3,62¢ 18
Chad 0 89 1,837 32 Communist Party of the Phitippi(CPP) Philippines 3.4 8( 1,40 41
Pakistan* 0 89 1,518 39 Liberation Tigers of Tagelam (LTTE or Sri Lanka 3.2 81 4,311 16
Thamil Eelam Viduthalai Pulige
Turkey 0 89 1,342 47 Sudanese People’s Liberafionement/Army| Sudan 22 83 2,600 24
(SPLM/A)
Sudan Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A Sudan | 14 86 4,457 14
Alliance for the Re-liberation of Somalia 0 89 2,502 25
Somalia/Islamic Courts Union (ARS/UIC)
Liberians United for Reconciliation and Liberia 0 89 2,089 28
Democracy ( LURD)
Kurdistan Workers' Party (PKK or Partiya Turkey 0 89 1,313 50
Karkerén Kurdistan)
100 to 999 Nigeria 50.6| 32 261 96 Congolese Democratic Rallyn@ (RCD- Congo 100 1 465 75
States: 6. Non- Goma or Rassemblement Congolaises pour la
states: 7¢ Démocrati-Goma
Central African | 47 35 283 95 World Hindu Council (VHP or Vishwa din India 100 1 401 82
Republic (CAR) Parishad)
Thailand 19.2| 54 999 54 Jemaah Islamiya Indonesja 100 1 202 107
Haiti 14.1 60 284 94 Moroccan Islamic Combatardu@r (GICM) Spain 100 1 191 109
Angols 10 6¢ 59C 64 Jamaat Jund -Sahab Irag 10C 1 15€ 121
Iran* 0 8¢ 157 11¢ Mayi Mayi-Chinja Chinj: Congc 10C 1 137 12t
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100 to 999
States: 6. No
states: 7¢

Tawhid wal Jiha Egyp! 10C 1 122 13:
Rasta Rwand: 10C 1 121 134
Lashkar-e-Jhangvi Pakistan 1 L 11 136
Democratic Liberation Forces of Rwandg Congo, Rwanda 69.9 | 29 196 108
- (FDLR or Forces Démocratiques de Libératjon
du Rwandze
Congolese Rally for Democracy-National Congo 67.7) 30 446 78
Movement for the Liberation of Congo (ROD-
or Rassemblement Congolaises pour la
Démocratie-National/MLC or Mouvement de
Libération Congolais
Armed Islamic Group (GIA or Groupe Algeria 48.2 34 456 76
Islamigue Armé
United Liberation Front of Assam (ULFA) India 406 | 37 665 60
National Democratic Front for Bodoland India 40.2 38 291 93
(NDFB)
Ntsiloulous Congo 35.6 40 163 117
Ivorian Movement for the Greater West | Cote D’lvoire | 34.0 42 191 109
(MPIGO or Mouvement Populaire Ivorian du
Grand Ouest)
al-Agsa Martyrs' Brigades (AMB or Kataeb al- Israel 32.0| 43 387 83
Shaheed al-Agsa)
National Liberation Front of Tripura (NLFT ndia 28.4| 47 296 92
Ogaden National Liberation Front (ONLF Ethieo 25.0| 48 328 85
Patriotic Movement of Ivory Coast (MPCI gr Cote D’lvoire | 23.5| 49 650 61
Mouvement patriotique de la Céte d’lvoi
National Council for the Defence of Burundi, Conga 19.9 53 860 57
Democracy-Forces for the Defence of
Democracy (CNDD-FDD or Conseil National
pour la Défense de la Démocrakerces pour |
Défense de la Démocrat
Abu Sayyaf Group (ASC Philippine: 17.C | 56 94€ 56
Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ or Harakat al-  Israel 12.4) 62 492 70
Jihad &-Islami fi Filastin’
National Union for the Total Independence|of Angola 12.1 63 471 73
Angola (UNITA or Unido Nacional para a
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Independéncia Total de Angc
Mayi Mayi Congc 10.€ | 68 47¢ 71
100 to 999 National Congress for tiizefence of the Peop Congo 5.0 78 585 65
States: 6. Non- (CNDP or Congres National pour la Défense du
states: 79. Peuple)
United Front for Democratic Change (FUC Chac 0 89 97¢ 55
Hezbollah Israel 0 89 821 58
National Redemption Front (NRF) Sudan 9 081 59
Congolese Democratic Rally (RCD or Congo 0 89 649 62
Rassemblement Congolaises pour la
Démocratie)
Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) Iraq 89 626 63
Movement for the Enforcement of Islamic Laws Pakistan 0 89 578 66
(TNSM or Tehreek-e-Nafaz-e-Shariat-e-
Mohammadi)
Alliance for the Restoration of Peace and Somalia 0 89 562 67
Counter-Terrorism (ARPCT or Isbaheysiga
Ladagaalanka Argagaxisadda)
National Liberation Army (ELN or Ejército de Colombia 0 89 546 68
Liberation Naciona
People's Democratic Party (PL Nigeria 0 89 512 69
All Nigeria People's Party (ANPP) Nigeria 98 478 72
Shan State Arm-South command (S<-S) Myanma 0 89 46¢ 74
Fatal Israe 0 89 452 77
Karen National Union (KNU) Myanmar 89 425 97
Movement for Democracy and Justice in Chad Chad 0 89 418 80
(MDJT or Mouvement pour la Démocratie et la
Justice au Tcha
Union Force for Democracy and Development  Chad 0 89 408 81
(UFDD or Union des-orces pour la Démocra
et le Développement)
National Socialist Council of Nagaland- India 0 89 360 84
Khaplang faction (NSCN-K)
Reformation and Jihad Front (R Iraq 0 89 324 86
Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IM! Pakistal 0 89 31¢ 87
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Lashkha of Wazir trit Pakistal 89 31¢ 88
Rahanweyn Resistance Army (RF Somalit 89 31C 89
100 to 999 Rahanweyn Resistance Army-Madobe and Somalia 89 310 89
States: 6. Non- Habsade faction (RR-MH)
states: 79. National Democratic Alliance (NDA) Sudan 80 300 91
Sudan Liberation Movement/Army-Minni Sudan 89 236 97
Minawi faction (SLM/A-MM)
Forces of Rashid Abdul Dostum Afghanistan 9 225 98
Forces of Ustad Mohammad A Afghanistai 89 22t 98
People’s War Group (PW! India 89 224 10C
Congolese Rally for Democracy-Patrick Congo 89 221 101
Masunzu faction (RCD-PM or Rassemblement
Congolaise pour la DémocratiRatrick Mazuns
faction)
Gulf Carte Mexica 89 21¢ 10z
Sinaloa Carts Mexica 89 21¢ 102z
New Forces (FN or Forces Nouvelles) Cote bitly 89 217 104
Baluch Ittehad Pakistan 8 214 105
Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam-Karuna|  Sri Lanka 89 208 106
faction (LTTE-K)
National Front for the Liberation of Haiti Haiti 89 183 111
(FLRN or Front pour la Liberacion et la
Reconstruction Nationales)
United Wa State Army (UWSA) Myanmar 8 182 112
National Socialist Council of Nagaland-lsaac- India 89 175 113
Muivah faction (NSCN-IM)
United National Liberation Front (UNLF) India 89 175 113
Alliance of Democratic Forces (ADF) Uganda 89 167 115
Baluchistan Liberation Army (BLA) Pakistan 89 165 116
Forces of Amanullah Khan Afghanistan 8 158 118
Somali Salvation Demaocratic Front (SSI | Somalia, Sude 89 157 11¢
Oromo Liberation Front (OLI Ethiopie 89 15C 122
Congolese Demaocratic Rally-Liberation Congo 89 144 123
Movement (RCI-ML or Rassemblemel
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Congolaises pour la Démocratie-Mouvement de
Liberation)
100 to 999 Niger Delta People’s Volunteer Force (NDP' Nigeria 0 89 14C 124
States: 6. Non- New Forces-lbrahim Coulibaly faction (FN-ICCote D'lvoire | 0 89 134 126
states: 79. or Forces Nouvelles-Ibrahim Coulibaly factign)
Maoist Communist Centre (MC India 0 89 134 12¢
United Somali Congress/Somali Salvation ~ Somalia 0 89 134 126
Alliance (USC/SSA
United Somalia Congress/Somali Salvatign ~Somalia 0 89 134 126
Alliance-Omar Mohamed Mohamud-Finish
faction (USC/SSA-F)
Forces of Ismail Khan Afghanista Q 8 128 013
Movement of the Democratic Forces of the ~ Senegal 0 89 124 131
Casamance-Northern Front Magne Diéme
faction (MFDC Front Nord-MD or Mouvement
des Forces Démocratiques de Casamance-Front
Nord Magne Diéme
Movement of the Democratic Forces of the  Senegal 0 89 124 131
Casamance-Salif Sadio faction (MFDC-S gr
Mouvement des Forces Démocratiques de
Casamance-Sadio)
Kingdom of Kongo (BDK or Bundu dia Kongo) Congo 0 89 116 135
The Free Life Party of Kurdistan (PJAK or P Iran 0 89 106 137
Jiyani Azadi Kurdistan)
Forces of Francois Bozize Central Afrigan0 89 105 138
Republic
Under 100 Laos 100 1 73 145 Abu-Hafs al-Masri Brigades Turkey| 100 1 62 151
States: 12. Non-
states: 76.
Guinea 100 1 45 167 Taleban Movement of Pakista® (or Tehrik- Pakistan 100 1 54 158
i-Taliban Pakistan)
Egypt 100 1 36 184 Salafia Jihadia Morocco 100 5 4 167
Brazil 10C 1 34 18¢ All Tripura Tiger Force (ATTF India 10C 1 43 17t
Niger 0 8¢ 81 14z Gazotan Murdas Russi: 10C 1 41 17¢€
Rwanda 0 89 59 154 Mungiki Kenya 100 38 181
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Under 100

States: 12. Non-

states: 76.

Eritree 8¢ 57 15€ Bakassi boy Nigeria 10C 1 32 19t
Senege 8¢ 40 177 Students' Islamic Movement of India (SII India 10C 1 31 20C
Uzbekistan 89 35 185 Congolese Rally for Demageidatineer Congo 100 1 30 201
faction (RCD-Mutineer faction or
Rassemblement Congolaise pour la Democrjatie-
Mutineer)
Pert 8¢ 32 19t Mara Salvatrucha (Hondur: Hondura 10C 1 28 207
Georgia 89 27 212 Sabaot Land Defence Force FSiTsabaot Kenya 100 1 28 207
Land Defence Forc
Azerbaijan 89 26 217 Movement of the Democriaticces of the Senegal 100 1 25 220
Casamance-Northern Front (MFDC-FN o
Mouvement des Forces Démocratiques de
CasamancFront Nord
People's Armed Forces of Congo (FAPC or  Congo 35.4| 41 79 144
Forces Armées du PeugCongolais
Somali Reconciliation and Restoration Council Somalia 0 89 96 139
(SRRC
Front for the Liberation of the Enclave of Angola 0 89 92 140
Cabinda-Armed Forces of Cabinda (FLEBC
or Frente da Libertacéo do Enclave de Cabinda-
Forcas Armadas de Cabinda)
Sudan Liberation Movement/Army-Unity Sudan 0 89 86 141
(SLM/A-Unity)
Niger Movement for Justice (MNJ or Niger 0 89 81 142
Mouvement des Nigériens pour la Justice]
Arrow Boys Uganda 0 89 71 146
Somali National Front-Ali Dheere and Rel Somalia 0 89 69 147
Ahmad subclans (SNF-ADRA)
Somali National Front-Hawarsame Rer Hasan Somalia 0 89 69 147
and Habar Ya'qub subclans (SNF-HRHHY]
People's Liberation Army (PL, India 0 89 67 14¢
Niger Delta Vigilantes (NDV Nigeria 0 89 63 15C
Jubba Valley Alliance (JVA) Somalia 0 8 62 511
OP Lavala Haiti 0 89 61 15z
Movement for Justice and Peace (MJF Cote D’lvoire 0 89 5¢ 154
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Mouvement pour la Justice et la Pi

Under 100 Eritrean Islamic Jihad Movement-Abu Suhail  Eritrea 89 57 156
States: 12. Non- faction (EIJM-AS or Harakat al Jihad al Islami-
states: 76. Abu Suhail faction)
Mara 18 Guatemala 8¢ 54 158
Mara Salvatrucha (Guateme Guatemal 89 54 15¢
Ahlul Sunnah Jamaa Nigeria 8P 52 161
Forces of Abdullahi Yusuf Somalia 8 52 161
Forces of Jama Ali Jar Somali¢ 89 52 161
Moro National Liberation Front-Nur Misaurj  Philippines 89 52 161
faction (MNLF-NM)
Jondullal Iran 89 51 16t
Palipehutu-FNL-LP Burundi 89 50 166
Popular Resistance Committees (PRC) Israel 089 45 167
Congolese Democratic Rally-Kisangani- Congo 89 45 167
Liberation Movement (RCD-K-ML or
Rassemblement Congolaises pour la
Démocratie-Kisangani-Mouvement de
Liberation)
Congolese Rally for Democracy-National Congo 89 45 167
(RCD-N or Rassemblement Congolaises pour la
Démocratie-National)
Union of Democratic Forces for Unity (UFDRCentral African 89 45 167
or Union des Forces Démocratiques pour |e  Republic
Rassemblement)
Janjaweed-Bin Kulaib faction Sudan g 44 317
Janjaweed-Moro faction Sudan 8 44 173
Movement of the Democratic Forces of the  Senegal 89 40 177
Casamance (MFDC or Mouvement des Forces
Démocratiques de Casamance)
May 23 Democratic Alliance for Change- Mali 89 39 179
Ibrahim Bahanga faction (ATNMC or Alliance
Démocratique du 23 Mai pour le Changement-
Ibrahim Bahanga factio
Mali Mali 89 3¢ 17¢
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Popular Defence Force (PC Sudai 89 38 181
Under 100 Palestinian National Authority (PN, Israe 89 38 181
States: 12. Non- Alliance for Democracy (AD) Nigeria 89 35 58
states: 76. Jihad Islamic Group (JIG) Uzbekistan] q9 35 851
Karenni National Progressive Party (KNI Myanma 89 35 18t
Ansaar u-Islanr Pakistal 89 34 18¢
Lashkar-e-Islam Pakistan 89 34 189
Puntland state of Somalia Somalia 89 34 18
Republic of Somaliland Somalia 89 34 189
Democratic Karen Buddhist Army (DKBA or Myanmar 89 33 194
Democratic Karen Buddhist Arm
Madhesi People's Rights Forum (MJF or| Nepal 89 32 195
Madhesi Jana Adhikar Foru
Rally of Democratic Forces (RAFD or Chad 89 32 195
Rassemblement des Forces Démocratiques)
Sendero Luminoso Peru 8P 32 195
Comando Vermelho Brazil 89 30 201
Forces of Arbab Bas Afghanistai 89 3C 201
Forces of the Caucasus Emil Russi: 89 3C 201
Tercer Comando Brazil 89 30 201
Maoist Communist Party (MKP or Maoist Turkey 89 29 206
Komiinist Partisi)
Movement for the Liberation of Western IvagryCote D’lvoire 89 28 207
Coast (MILOCI or Mouvement pour la
Liberation de I'Ouest de la C&d'lvoire)
Southern Somalia National Movement (SSNM) Somalia 89 28 207
United Somali Congress/Somali National Somalia 89 28 207
Alliance (USC/SNA)
14-party Alliance Bangladesh 89 27 212
Bangladesh National Party Alliance (BNP PartyBangladesh 89 27 212
Alliance)
Movement for Democracy in Liberia (MODE Liberia 89 27 21z
Republic of South Osse Georgit 89 27 21z
People’s Liberation Army (EPL or Ejército Goibia 89 26 217

156



Popular deLiberacion
Under 100 Republic of Nagorn-Karabakl Azerbaijar 0 89 2€ 217
States: 12. Non- 1920 Revolution Brigades Iraq 0 89 25 220
states: 76. Front for the Liberation of the Enclave of|  Angola 0 89 25 220
Cabinda-Renewed (FLEC-R or Frente da
Libertacdo do Enclave de Cabi-Renovade
Forces of Abdul Rahman Khan Afghanistan 39 25 220
Forces of Amanullah Afghanistar q 8P 25 220
Jubba Valley Alliance faction (JVA factic Somali¢ 0 89 2E 22C
Moro National Liberation Front-Habier Malik Philippines 0 89 25 220
faction (MNLF-HM)
AverageStates 19.3 2809 17.3 708
43.  Non- (95% (95% CI: (95% (95% CI:
states: 183. Cl: 10 1495 to Cl: 12 452 to
to 29) 4123) to 22) 963)

* Locations of armed conflicts involving state astéwhether attacker or attacked) are their owrriteries except the US (Afghanistan/Irag/Pakistan/@ Arabia), Israel

(Israel/Lebanon), India (India/Pakistan/Myanmar)SIWK/Australia (US/UK/Australia/lraq), Uganda (Ugda/Congo/Sudan), Pakistan (Pakistan/India) and Ifian/Iraq).
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Chapter 4

Hysteresis of Targeting Civilians in Armed Conflics™®

4.1. Introduction

International norms strictly prohibit intentionakgeting of civilians in any armed
conflict,**” but it is not an infrequent phenomenon nonethekessn alternative war
strategy to fighting armed combatants, civiliarg&ing has been often carried out in
contemporary armed conflict. According to the dadmpiled by the Uppsala Conflict Data
Program (UCDP), almost 700,000 civilians, definechan-combatants, were killed due to
intentionalanddirect attacks by sovereign states or formally organisad state groups in
armed conflicts between 1989 and 28¥antentional targeting of civilians is regardedaas
typologically important strategy for a strongeraxdgh asymmetric conflict to scale down
opponents’ military capacity (Arreguin-Toft 2001afntino, Huth and Balch-Lindsay
2004)"*° However, this ‘barbaric’ att against civilians is not restricted to strongees;
commonly being sovereign states. Weaker actorgsomeally non-state armed groups,
often deliberately target civilians to prevent thisom cooperating with incumbent
governments, or to threaten them to draw furthppett towards rebels (Zahar 2007,
Vargas 2009, Wood 2010, Butler and Gates 2010).

136 Chapter 3 is an additive study of chapter 3 wjgtlated datasets.

137 The Fourth Geneva Convention and its AssociatetbBols | and Il (International Committee of thedRe
Cross 2010).

138 The figure comes from the ‘one-sided violence’adat documented by the UCDP (UCDP 2011a). It only
includes civilian deaths bptentionalanddirect attacks by warring actors. Intentional killingsadfilians are
defined as actions deliberately taken to kill ¢arils, and direct killings refer to civilian deathgactors’
direct attacks such as bombings and gun shotsofi@éeided violence dataset does not include civii@aths
that occurred during battles in armed conflict siitds ambiguous whether attacks in battles awctid
towards civilians. These battle deaths, both coerfiatand civilians, were recorded in two other UCDP
datasets, the ‘battle-related’ and ‘non-state ¢cthflatasets (Eck & Hultman 2007).

139 Given the assumptions that a stronger actor imesstric conflict is an attacker, and an ideal sggtin
conflict is to ensure victory, not a cessation ef wArreguin-Toft (2001) argues that a strongeoractuld
either directly attack opponents or take commitithebaric act including attacks on civilian popidas.

140 Arreguin-Toft 2001.
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The existing literature on intentional targetingcofilians in armed conflict has
focused on causes of civilian victimisation ordtsrelation with war outcomes. In relation
to the former, substantial variation in the causfaatentional targeting of civilians is found
across political, economic, geographical and temdporcumstances under which warring
actors operate. For instance, Zahar (2007) appesaaktentional targeting of civilians
within a civil-militia relation framework to analgsdegrees of external intervention for
humanitarian assistance on civil populations. Hurapd and Weinstein (2006), however,
argues that civil-militia relations are not sigoént determinants of civilian abuse. Instead,
internal characteristics of insurgent groups sigch Bbose control over their members
better explain civilian victimisation. Moreover, Mg@s (2009) models a power shift
between two armed groups contending for a strategiitory as a factor of intentional
targeting of civilians utilising the Colombian diWar data during the 1988-2005 time
period. On the other hand, Wood (2010) views resourobilisation as a determinant of
civilian victimisation by rebel groups. Warring arct motivated by these various reasons
choose civilian targeting rather than battling camalnts as the former is an appealing
strategy to attain victory in armed conflict. Fostance, Valentino, Huth and Balch-
Lindsay (2004) argue that incumbent governmentimgtvith strong, well-organised
guerrilla groups are attracted to mass killingigfliens regardless of regime type or ethnic
difference. Moreover, Butler and Gates (2010) asmbivilian victimisation as a strategic
factor that led weaker actors to defeat strongeson

Although ample studies explore causes and consegseri the intentional
targeting of civilians with absolute numbers ofilkan deaths that occurred during armed
conflict, there have been fewer attempts to exanfiaentensity of civilian targeting in the
context of total fatalities associated with warrargors. Only recently Hicks et al. (2011),
presented as chapter 3 in this thesis, develog&dilean Targeting IndeXCT]I) to describe
the proportion of civilian deaths resulted from ariing actor’s intentional and direct
attacks among total fatalities associated withettter. In doing so, chapter 3 demonstrates
under what conditions warring actors intentionatbgd their lethal force against civilians
as opposed to battling with combatants. Buildingruphapter 3, this chapter further
explores behavioural patterns of warring actothéintentional targeting of civilians in
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global conflict with the updated datasets docunetbtethe same source, the UCDP, and
with the same compiling methods. The UCDP datasedgable for chapter 3 contains 226
actors who were involved in armed conflict at lears¢ year between 2002 and 2007 whilst
the updated datasets used for this chapter embb&6esctors during the 1989-2010 time
period. The number of actors therefore doublesth@anaximum duration of conflict

guadruples.

Apart from replicating the testing methods usedhapter 3, this chapter
additionally employs a dynamic panel approach &m@re determinants of the intensity of
civilian targeting for the actors involved in unejy long duration of armed conflict,
covering more than 20 years. In chapter 3, anatysiduration of conflict was rather
restricted as the maximum duration available ferdhtaset was 6 years. However, the
updated UCDP dataset enables one to examine hsistefavarring actors’ behaviour in
terms of the intentional targeting of civilians whiey are involved in prolonged conflict
as the longest duration covered in the datasé y@adrs. The term hysteresis was coined to
denote a persistence of previous states in desgrthe magnetisation of ferric materials by
a physicist Ewing (1885), and has been often usetonomics to explain the degree of
persistence in unemployment rates. The dynamicl pae#nod adopted for this chapter is
expected to measure to what extent, if any, waretgrs adjust their civilian targeting
behaviour over time. If warring actors engagedrmignged armed conflict increase the
degree of the intentional targeting of civiliansotime despite of the strict prohibition by
the international norms, it is required to elimaaicentives or factors facilitating their
lethal behaviour into civilians. This chapter, #fere, attempts to find plausible factors
promoting the intentional targeting of civilians imgluding economic and demographic

indices such as inflation rates and population ginaates in the dynamic panel analysis.

The rest of this chapter proceeds as follows. Tehe section presents the summary
and description statistics of the updated data$éts following sections describe testing

approaches and empirical results respectively.fiflaé section concludes.
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4.2. Data Analysis
4.2.1. Data Construction

Given the procedure employed in chapter 3, chaptemstructs a dataset by aggregating
three datasets compiled by UCDP; the One-SidedeX® Dataset, the Battle-Related
Deaths Dataset, and the Non-State Conflict Datd5@hese three datasets contain violent
death information associated with warring actonsigipating in international conflict and
civil war. In particular, the one-sided violencdaket only includes thdirectand
intentionalkilling of civilians by warring actors, either seneign states or formally
organised non-state armed groups. The battle-tetiaths dataset, on the other hand,
contains both civilians and combatants killedbattlesinvolving at least one state actor. As
the battle-related deaths dataset records dealyhd artended targets are combatants in
battles (i.e. military members), civilian deathsluded in this dataset are collateral damage,
not asintentionallytargeted victims, which are counted in the onegolence dataset.
Finally, the non-state conflict dataset only inédadieaths from battles between organised
non-stateactors. The violent war deaths recorded in theseetdatasets, therefore, are
independent (i.e. not overlapping). The three @dsasncompass warring actors and their
associated fatalities when violent deaths wererarmim of 25 a yeat*” UCDP

documented these datasets based on various souekeling the media, governmental and

non-governmental organisatioh$.**

Given the theory of war strategies that warringescthoose between either
targeting civilians or battling combatants in arnceaflict (Arreguin-Toft 2001), one can
compute the proportion of war deaths attributableither strategy by combining the three
UCDP datasets. When combining the datasets, loosganised groups contained in the

non-state conflict dataset are excluded as thes@les} violence dataset does not include

“1UCDP 2011a, UCDP 2011b, UCDP 2011d.

142 Twenty five is the minimum requirement of the nwanbf fatalities to be recorded in the three UCDP
datasets.

143 Refer to chapter 3 for detailed sources and mstibthe UCDP datasets.

144 The UCDP datasets present three different estivadteiolent deaths: ‘best’, ‘low’, and ‘high’ estates.
Along the lines of chapter 3, this chapter utilites ‘best’ estimates, which are derived from thestmeliable
sources.
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them. The combined dataset, therefore, includev&8éng actors, both sovereign states
and formally organised armed groups, and fataldgssociated with them during the
overlapping periods of the three UCDP datasetsdmivit989 and 2010. With this newly
constructed dataset, one can computeCikidian Targeting Index (CT))a measure to
identify to what extent global warring actors wereolved in the intentional killing of
civilians while they were engaged in armed conflitach actor’'s CTl value is defined as
the proportion of the number of deaths recordetiénone-sided violence dataset to the
sum of deaths recorded in all three UCDC datatie@spne-sided violence, the battle-
related deaths and the non-state conflict datasektenspthe number of deaths recorded
in the three UCDP datasets for an actor is addgd/&o‘total fatalities associated with the
actor’ > CTI value for the actor is calculated as the prtpo of the number of civilian
deaths caused by the actor’s intentional and dagatks among total fatalities associated
with the actor. For instance, an actor with the GfT100 indicates that it completely
concentrated lethal force on targeting civiliagher than on battles with combatants in
armed conflict. On the other hand, CTI values ohply that actors refrained from
targeting civilians and completely concentratedrtle¢hal force on fighting armed

combatants.
4.2.2. Data Summary

The dataset for this chapter, constructed base¢beothree UCDP datasets, contains 536
warring actors, 87 states and 449 formally orgahisen-state armed group¥.In order to
provide an overview of the actors’ CTI values assglomiated total fatalities, this subsection

145 As discussed in chapter 3, as many deaths frotlebdtetween two sides of actors are hard to be

attributed to one of them, the battle-related deattd the non-state conflict dataset do not idetifich side
of the actors caused the deaths. Total fatalisss@ated with an actor, therefore, overlap withltfatalities
associated with its opponents. For brevity, tosglogiated fatalities of an actor overlap with teisdociated
fatalities of other actors involved in the samdlbat Thus, total fatalities associated with amatidicate
scale of armed conflict in which the actor involved
16 There are 16 joint actors which consist of twanmre actors who jointly participated in intentional
targeting of civilians or in battles. A joint actisrclassified as a state actor if it comprisey atéte actors,
and as a non-state actor if only non-state armedpg:. Only one joint actor is composed of a stateaanon-
state armed group (Serbia and Republic of Krajinthé Yugoslav Wars), and it is arbitrarily cateéged as a
state actor. Classifying the actor as a non-statwgever, does not make a statistically signifiadifference in
regression analyses due to its comparatively sstelfle in the dataset in terms of total fatalitiesoziated
with this joint actor (466, CTI=0).
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firstly presents descriptive statistics of the dataacross different dimensions including
regions and actors’ status (i.e. states or noestathen it examines distribution of the
actors across duration of armed conflict in whioéytwere involved, total fatalities
associated with the actors, and CTI values. Taldlg@desents descriptive statistics of CTI
values and total fatalities associated with waraotprs, divided into a state and non-state
groups. The mean CTI value of all 536 actors isrdicating that 17% of associated
fatalities with the actors were, on average, frbgirtdirect and intentional targeting of
civilians during 1989-2010, and 83% from battlefeel The mean CTI value of the state
actor group is greater than that of the non-stedam(21 vs. 16) although the overlapping
confidence intervals indicate that the differercaat statistically significant. The average
of the total fatalities associated with all actisrd,425 whilst the mean of the state group is
9 times higher than that of the non-state groupl@& vs. 1,950), implying that on average
state actors were involved in a much larger sizel@bdshed during armed conflicts. The
figures in parentheses in Table 4-1 are the stiskcluding Rwanda, whose leverage is
the highest amongst all actors due to a half milbbcivilian deaths intentionally targeted
by the country*’ The average of total fatalities associated wigttesactors decreased to
11,355 when excluding Rwanda, but still shows sspauous difference with that of non-

State actors.

Table 4-2 presents descriptive statistics of twaugs of actors; those that crossed
the line into civilian targeting (CTI1>0), and thaat did not (CTI=0) while they were
involved in armed conflict during 1989-2010. Thidgven percent (197 in 536) crossed the
line by carrying out some degree of civilian tanggt The mean CTI of these actors is 45,
indicating that almost a half of total fatalitiessaciated with the actors who crossed the
line were intentionally and directly targeted amils. Furthermore, the average of total
fatalities associated with these actors is 6 tigreater than those with CTls of 0 (9,474 vs.
1,494), implying that the actors who carried ouhsalegree of civilian targeting appear to
be engaged in larger-scale conflict than those sefrained from it. In addition, state actors,

regardless of crossing the line or not, seem te heen engaged in larger-scale conflict

147 The number of deaths recorded for Rwanda in thBRGne-sided violent dataset during the periods of

1989-2010 accounts for 73% (511,491 in 699,83 Allaleaths recorded in the dataset.
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than non-state armed groups as suggested by thefatalities presented in Table 4-2.
This may suggest a positive relation between stditary involvement and scale of armed

conflict.

Table 4-3 shows descriptive statistics across Bnadgroups of warring actoré®
Two thirds of all 536 actors are from either Sullv&@an Africa (n=228, 43%) or Asia
(n=143, 27%). The mean CTI of the actors from Sab&8an Africa is the greatest amongst
the five regional groups although the differenaesreot statistically significant considering
the heavily overlapping 95% confidence intervaslswn in Table 4-3. Furthermore, the
mean fatalities associated with the actors from-Sabaran Africa (6,176) are the greatest

amongst the five regional groups.

Figure 4-1, illustrating distribution of the act@sross a range of CTI values, shows
most actors are distributed at the extreme; 63% {83%36) have CTI values of 0,
suggesting that they refrained from intentional dimdct targeting of civilians and solely
concentrated their lethal force in battles with tatants. On the other hand, 10% of the
actors (56 in 536) recorded CTI values of 100, nmeathat they completely used their
lethal force in targeting civilians as opposed attlmg with combatants in armed conflict
during 1989-2010. Kernel density estimates in FegdH2 further verifies the concentration
on CTl values of 0 or 100. Moreover, Table 4-4 shaletailed information on distribution
of the actors in terms of CTI values. The mearotdltfatalities associated with the actors
with CTI values of 100 is comparatively small, iyiplg that those actors that solely
concentrated their lethal force onto the intenti@mal direct civilian targeting were

involved in smaller-size of conflict.

Table 4-5 shows the distribution of varying ramgétotal fatalities associated
with the actors. Whilst 75% of non-state actorsem®ociated with less than 1,000 fatalities,

the majority of state actors are party to more th@d0 fatalities, substantiating the

148 allocate warring actors to the following fivegiens: Europe, the Middle East and North Africa (N/B,

Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa and Americas. State aet@rsllocated to the regional groups where their
territories are located whilst non-state groupth@r locations of incompatibility (over territoder political
power). Al-Qaida is the only actor whose locatidrc@mpatibility spans more than one region inclgdine
Middle East, Asia and America. Al-Qaida is allochte the Americas regional group as most civiliaattis
intentionally targeted by the actor occurred inrbgion (2668 in 2731).
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findings from descriptive statistics that statebaegbn average were involved in larger-scale
conflict than non-state actors. Table 4-6 and g8 display the distribution of armed
conflict in which actors are involved, varying fralrto 22 years. About 40% of all (218 in
536) were engaged in armed conflict for one yeaindul989-2010. In contrast, 9 actors (6
states and 3 non-states) were involved in corffic2 years, the longest period in the

dataset used for this chapter.

The two plots in Figure 4-4 display all 536 warrigfors’ CTI values (y axis) and
total fatalities associated with them on logaritbiscale (x axis). The two plots are the
same but the upper one shows labels of all 87 atates whereas the lower one of non-
state actors with positive CTI values (CTI>0). Thets elucidate which warring actors
concentrated their lethal force on civilian targgtas opposed to battling combatants in
armed conflicts during 1989-2010 by putting infotioa on CTIs and fatalities associated
with warring actors together. Most actors with @alues of 100, meaning that 100% of
their associated fatalities were intentionally divéctly targeted civilians, are found in the
upper left quadrant of the plots. These actors uged civilian targeting as their sole form
of lethal force account for 10% of state actorin(87)*° and 10% of non-state actors (47
in 449). A significant number of these actors (856) are involved in fewer than 500 total
fatalities although a joint actor that consistSefbian Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Serbian Irregulars massacred more than 12j0ili@res during the Yugoslav Wars.
Almost 80% of non-state actors with CTI values 00 hre based on either Sub-Saharan
Africa (22 in 47) or Asia (15 in 47). Actors foumdthe upper right quadrant in the plots in
Figure 4-4 are attributed to the bloodiest cordlias well as high rates of civilian targeting
during the period of interest between 1989 and 26d0instance, Rwanda is associated
with the greatest number of violent deaths, of W98% are intentionally targeted civilians
(511,491 in 519,513) as shown in the upper pléigure 4-4. Amongst non-state actors,
Alliance of Democratic Forces for the Liberation@sngo-Kinshasa (AFDL}’in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) records@hié of 86, indicating that 86% of

149 The nine state actors with CTI values of 100 d1ng, Togo, Kenya, Libya, Brazil, Zimbabwe, Tanzani

South Africa and Madagascar, which are exhibitethénupper left quadrant in Figure 4-4.
10 The original name is Alliance des Forces Démoguats pour la Libération du Congo-Kinshasa.
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fatalities associated with this armed group (35,ih140,868) are intentionally targeted

civilians as shown in the lower plot.

On the other hand, actors who were engaged inltioeliest conflicts but who
concentrated their lethal force in battles with batants, rather than targeting civilians are
presented in the lower right quadrant in the plotSigure 4-4. For example, Eritrea is
associated with almost 100,000 violent deaths é&fudined from targeting civilians, as
suggested by its CTI value of 0. Only five outwenty three state actors, including Eritrea,
who are associated with more than 10,000 violeatigderecord the CTI of 0, meaning that
they completely concentrated their lethal force ipattling with combatants rather than
targeting civilians™>* Other actors with CTI values of 0 are locatechim lowest part of the
plots in Figure 4-4. These actors who refrainediftbe intentional targeting of civilians

account for 63% of all actors (339 in 536) as shawte descriptive statistics.

4.3. Testing Strategies

To examine the determinants affecting the interdityivilian targeting of warring actors
indicated by CTI values, this chapter employs @r@es regression models used in chapter 3.
Furthermore, this chapter adopts dynamic paneéssgpn models, which are not attempted
in the previous chapter, to explore persistencgansfing actors’ lethal behaviour on

civilians in prolonged armed conflict. The avaikalduration of conflict for chapter 3 is
limited to 6 years whereas the longest duratioreced in the updated dataset used for this
chapter is 22 years. The availability of the acergaged in uniquely long duration of

armed conflict enables to examine how and to wking warring actors adjust their lethal

behaviour on civilians over time.

The basic regression model derived from chaptese3 the following variables
available in the UCDP datasets; duration of conitiavhich actors involved, scale of

armed conflict, actors’ status (i.e. state or n@te3, and regional variation. A formal

151 These five state actors are Eritrea (98,340 astmmtiatalities), Turkey (25,280), Kuwait (22,848)geria

(19,556), and Pakistan (17,385).
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regression model to capture the effect of thesgiqgalland geopolitical factors associated

with warring actors is given by,
CTI; = a + BDuration; + yFatality,+ Yp-, 0 Z; + & (4.1)

whereCT]; is CTl values of a warring actor indicated by siuscript. Duration is a

length of conflict in years in which an aciawvas engaged during the period of interest
between 1989 and 2010. It is included to examinetiadr the intensity of civilian targeting
of warring actors is affected by duration of arncedflict. Fatality; is total fatalities
associated with the actoon common logarithmic scale to capture the sdééeteof armed
conflict. The coefficieny is expected to describe degrees to which actorsertrated

their lethal force on civilian targeting as opposedattling with combatants as violence
escalated. Furthermore a set of dummy varialBlge¢k=1,..., r) are included in Model 4.1
to control various features associated with theracfor instancestate coded as 1 if state
actors, 0 if non-state actors, is to examine whebbéh groups behave differently in terms
of civilian targeting in armed conflict. Furthernegshort-termis a dummy variable to
isolate the actors involved in conflict for a yeartwo. These actors account for the
majority in the dataset used for this chapter (B0536), and most of them are distributed
at the extreme in terms of CTI values; 75% (2380B) did not carry out civilian targeting
(CTI=0) whilst 16% (42 in 305) used civilian targef as a sole form of their lethal
behaviour (CTI=100)Short-termis therefore expected to capture different behaaio
patterns, if any, of these actors from the onesiged in conflict for longer duration (i.e. 3-
22 years). Moreover, four dummy variables to cdnmigions of actors are also included in
Model 4.1.MENAIs coded as 1 if location of incompatibility oftexs is in the Middle East
or North Africa, 0 otherwiséAsiais 1 if Asia, 0 otherwiseSSAis 1 if Sub-Saharan Africa,
0 otherwise, and finallamericasis 1 if North and South Americas, 0 otherwise. Dase

region, therefore, is Europe. Finalky,indicates the error term.

Model 4.1 can be modified to be a qualitative reggomodel to examine the
determinants affecting warring actors to crosditieeinto carrying out some degree of
civilian targeting (CTI>0) as opposed to refrainfingm it (CTI=0). The explanatory
variables are used without modification but theedejent variable is now a binary variable

167



that takes 1 if an actor were involved in some degf civilian targeting, O otherwise. This
gualitative response model can be estimated wgtt &md probit methods.

Estimations with Model 4.1 provides how and to wéeent factors associated with
warring actors affect their lethal behaviour onl@wns as opposed to battling with
combatants. This cross-sectional approach, howdwes not render how the actors adjust
their lethal behaviour against civilians over timeen they were engaged in prolonged
armed conflict covering 20 years or more. To examihether persistence in the
intentional targeting of civilians is present ijanged armed conflict, this chapter utilises

a dynamic panel model as follows.
CTl=a + fCTI;—4 + yFatality;; + §Population; +ulnflation;, + tGDPy + u; + &;¢
(4.2)

where the dependent variab&T |, is CTI value of actor at timet. The explanatory
variable of interest is the lagged dependent viriabexplore a short-term memory of
warring actors’ lethal behaviour onto civiliansgrolonged armed conflicEatality;

indicates total fatalities associated with actat timet on common logarithmic scale. As in
the cross-sectional analysis with Model 4atality; is included to measure the scale effect
of armed conflict on the intensity of civilian tating proxied by CTI value’s?

Furthermore, macroeconomic and demographic vasadie newly included in the
dynamic panel model to investigate whether thesepuitical factors influence the
intensity of civilian targeting in prolonged armeahflict. Population is the annual growth
rate of population of a country where adtepntended to dominate territories or population
(i.e. location of incompatibility)inflation; and GDR, are the annual inflation rates and

annual GDP growth rates of a location of incompéiiyito control the economic

1521n regression analysis using model 4.2 in sectidn, | also present the results excludiaiglity; in
consideration of the simultaneity issue arisingrfrinis explanatory variable used as a proxy ofesoél
armed conflict. As a CTI value of an actor is deflras the number of civilian deaths by direct,rtitaal
attacks divided by total fatalities associated lith actor, anatality; indicates total fatalities associated
with actor, the presence faftality; in model 4.2 brings about the simultaneity prohl&@imlessen this
econometrics concern, | present the regressiotttsesith and without the variable in dynamic paashlysis.
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circumstances under which warring actors may hawed during armed conflitt® These
demographic and macroeconomic indices are obtdinedthe World Bank and the
IMF.*>*1> Finally, u; is an unobserved actor-specific time-invarianeefivhich may be

correlated with other explanatory variables apds the disturbance.

Estimating Model 4.2 requires different econometnigthods from static panel
analyses due to the endogeneity of lagged deperdeable. A basic model for a dynamic

panel analysis to highlight the econometric coneésrgiven by,
Yie = @+ YYie-1 + BXie + Ui + &

whereu; is an unobserved heterogeneity apds a random disturbance assumed to be
normal, independent and identically distributed. @, ~iid(0, c?)). As the equation
includes a lagged dependent variable as an explgnadriable, static panel estimation
methods such as fixed effect or random effect ateapplicable. Assuming that the

heterogeneityy;, is a fixed effect, the within transformation bétequation above gives

Vit = Vit = VYWit-1 — W) + L(xie — X)) + (i — &)

wherey, = T~*Y¥T_, y;, and similarly forx, andg, . Although the unobserved
heterogeneity is eliminated with the within trangfiation, the explanatory variable

yit—1 — 7, is now correlated with the compound disturbagnge- &,**® leading to a bias in
the estimates of the coefficient of the lagged ddpat variable. First-differencing is also
not a solution to address the correlation betwherekplanatory variable and the

133 The correlation coefficient between inflation satnd GDP growth rates in the dataset for thisysisie

.09 (p=.07) which lessens the concern on the higretation between the two macroeconomic indices.
154 \MF (World Economic Outlook Database), World Baikorld Development Indicators). Although
frequently referenced macroeconomic indices suamamployment rates are not available for some
countries involved in prolonged conflict, GDP grbwates and inflation rates are available in thel&vo
Bank and IMF datasets for most of the countries dsethe dynamic panel analysis.

Annual population growth rates are the exponendital of growth of mid-year population from year tolt.
Inflation rates are computed based on the conspne index (annual %) using the Laspeyres formula.
Annual percentage growth rates of GDP are calalilbésed on constant local currency.

1% Time-invariant variables (i.e. regional variati@re not included in the dynamic panel model asehe
actor specific variables are eliminated in theneation procedure.

1% As g, includese;;_4, the explanatory variable;,_, — ¥,, is consequently correlated with the compound
error terme;; — &, (i.e.cov(¥Vir—1 — ¥, €ir — &) * 0).
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disturbance. The basic dynamic panel model abovdeaewritten to give the first-
differenced equation as follows.

Yie = YVie-1 = ¥ Vie-1 = Yie—2) + B(Xie — Xie—1) + (&ie — €ie-1)
Given the explanatory variabl&y;:_, = yi;—1 — Yit—2, and the first order moving average
disturbance\eg;; = ¢;; — €;,—1 in the first-differenced equatiofy;;_, is correlated with
Agie ascov(Yir—1, €it—1) # 0. Moreover, assuming the random effect model tieaits the
unobserved heterogeneity, as a part of the disturbance, this error compbeeters every
value of the dependent variable by assumptionhabthe lagged dependent variable
cannot be independent of the error component.

To address these econometrics concerns arisingdyormmic panel estimations,
this chapter employs the GMM difference and GMMegsmethods which replace lagged
dependent variable with instruments. The GMM défere method was initially introduced
by Arellano and Bond (1991) who argue that theafsastrument variables produces
consistent estimators if the error term is notadgricorrelated. The GMM difference
settings firstly require the first-differencing msformation to eliminate the unobserved
heterogeneity. Then one can use lagged dependesibles in levels (i.ey;;_,) as
instruments to avoid correlation between the exgilany variables and the compound error
termX’ This method is called GMM difference estimatioritas based on first-
differencing. Arellano and Bover (1995) and Blun@eld Bond (1998), however, state that
the use of lagged dependent variables in leveissasiments may cause a small sample
bias when the time periods is not long and the niéget variable is highly persisteit.

They suggest the alternative GMM system methodt#ias both first-differenced
instruments for the equation in levels, and insenta in levels for the first-differenced
equation. This chapter further employs bias-coe@tieast Squares Dummy Variable
(LSDV) methods for the robustness of the estimatel/namic panel regression. As Bruno
(2005a, 2005h, Lokshin 2009) indicates, the biasected LSDV estimators often

outperform GMM estimators in dynamic unbalancedgbanth a small sample size, which

157 As the error term in the first-differenced equatisAes;; = &;; — €1, lagged dependent variables in

levels (i.ey;;_,, Yit—3 ...) are not correlated with the error.
138 A random walk procesg, = y;;—1 + v;; where v;, is white noise.

170



applies for this chapter as the number of warrictgra involved in armed conflict for 20

years or more is not numerous in the dataset wsdti§ chapter.

4.4. Regression Analysis

This section presents regression results estinveitbdhe models described in the previous
section. Table 4-7 contains the two set of regoessults estimated based on Model 4.1,
the left panel (column 1-4) shows the OLS regressisults and the right panel (column 5-
8) probit and logit estimates. Looking at the OkSuits first, column 1 presents the
estimates when all actors in the dataset usedhi®chapter are taken into account whilst
column 2 only considers the actors who carriedsoate degree of civilian targeting
(CTI>0). The regression results excluding Rwanaaadso presented in column 3 and 4 in
consideration of the leverage of this country dugs half a million of associated fatalities.
The factors associated with warring actors appepobrly explain the intensity of
intentional, direct civilian targeting when all acd are taken into account (column 1). With
regard to the variables concerning duration of arsanflict, neitheduration norshort-
termdoes have a statistically significant effect oa ithtensity of civilian targeting. It
implies that the length of armed conflict in whislarring actors involved is not correlated
with actors’ lethal behaviour against civiliansrthermore, the scale of armed conflict is
also not a significant determinant of the intensitgivilian targeting, as suggested by
fatality. Holding sovereignty, however, is a significanttéa influencing the intensity of
civilian targeting, suggesting that state actoce®réed significantly higher CTI values than
non-state actors by 9 percentage points. Amongsginmal dummiesAsiaandSSAsuggest
that actors whose location of incompatibility isAeia or Sub-Saharan Africa have

significantly higher CTI values than the actorshia base region, Europe.

Excluding the actors that refrained from civili@ngeting renders a substantial
change in regression results as shown in colunmT2ble 4-7. Althougldurationremains
as an insignificant determinant on the intensitgigilian targeting short-termandfatality

turn to be significant when only the actors whaiearout some degree of civilian targeting
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(CTI>0) are taken into accourghort-termcan be interpreted that the actors involved in
armed conflict for a year or two have significarttigher CTI values than actors involved

in conflict for three years or more. It implies tl@grees to which actors concentrated their
lethal force into targeting civilians were subsialht higher when they were engaged in a
very short-term period of conflict than those iloager-term conflict. This may be because
actors engaged in one or two years of conflict veexsociated with a smaller number of
fatalities, and were likely to concentrate on lesstly war strategy by targeting unarmed
civilians rather than battling with combatants. Heale effect of armed conflict is also
significant and its magnitude is strong for theoextvho crossed the line into targeting
civilians (CTI>0). The negative sign tdtality in column 2 implies that these actors
decreased their concentration into civilian targgets opposed to battling with combatants
as violence escalated. Specifically, holding ofaetors constant, CTl values decreased by
approximately 14 percentage points whenever tatalifies associated with actors
increased by a factor of ten (i.e. 100 to 1,000,600 to 10,000). Holding sovereignty,
however, is not a significant factor influencing tintensity of civilian targeting any more,
suggesting that state and non-state actors daifferteshtly behave once they crossed the
line into civilian targeting. Moreover, the intetysof civilian targeting is unaffected by
actors’ location of incompatibility, implying th#tere is no regional idiosyncrasy for the
actors who carried out some degree of civiliangang. An exclusion of Rwanda does not

make a great difference in magnitude or signifieaoiceach explanatory variable.

The right panel of Table 4-7 presents the proklit lagit estimates from the binary
response model described in section 4.3. As aatet) duration of armed conflict has
positive effect on crossing the line into civilisargeting (CT1>0). Regardless of the
presence of Rwanda, the probability that an aagtdhe mean value (4.17 years) carries out
some degree of civilian targeting increases by aB&uwhen the actor is involved in
conflict one more year. Furthermore, the scalerwiea conflict is also a determinant for
actors to cross the line into targeting civiliaas,suggested by the directionfafiality. The
marginal effect of total fatalities on its meanuef®is .11, meaning that the probability

that an actor carries out some degree of civiBagdting increases by 11% if total fatalities

19 The mean of total fatalities is 2.574 on commagatithmic scale, which indicate 375 total fataltie
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associated with the actor increases by 10 titffdgloreover, the actors involved in armed
conflict for a year or two do not behave differgriti crossing the line into civilian
targeting compared to the actors engaged in comblidonger years (i.e. 3-22 years).
Holding sovereignty and regional variation is al&d a significant determinant for the
actors in carrying out some degree of civilian édirgg unless they are from Sub-Saharan
Africa. SSAindicates that actors whose territories or locatibincompatibility are in this
region are about 20% more likely to carry out salegree of civilian targeting as opposed
to none than actors from the base region (i.e. [@)td ogether, the probit and logit
estimators obtained from the binary response mautgjest that the likelihood of crossing
the line into civilian targeting is rather affected endogenous features of war such as
duration or scale of armed conflict, not by exogenfactors including actors’ status (i.e.
sovereign state or armed groups) and locationaaimpatibility with the exception of the

actors from Sub-Saharan Africa.

Whilst duration of armed conflict in the dataseties from 1 to 22 years, the
majority of all actors (305 in 536) were involveddonflict for one year or two. On the
other hand, 19 actors (12 states and 7 non-statgs)engaged in conflict for 20-22 years,
the longest time periods in the dataset used fsrctiapter. As shown in Figure 4-5
illustrating these 19 actors’ annual CTI valuesirfof them refrained from intentional,
direct targeting of civilians, maintaining a CTl®fwvhile they were involved in armed
conflict.®* The rest of the actors carried out some degre#iifin targeting for at least a
couple of years during armed conflicts. Althougl thumber of actors engaged in
prolonged armed conflict covering 20 years or memot numerous in the dataset used for
this chapter, it is worth exploring persistencadtors’ lethal behaviour against civilians. A
dynamic panel approach is suited to test this hg®is of persistence as it enables to
capture dynamic effects of CTl values by includiagged CTI values as explanatory

variables in regression models.

160
161

From 375 to 3750 total fatalities.
All of these 4 actors are states; Turkey, Philiggi Algeria and Pakistan.
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Table 4-8 presents the results from dynamic pagressions using 3 different
estimation methods as described in section 4.3kibgaat the GMM estimators first, the
lagged dependent variable is statistically sigafficat the 1% level of significance,
suggesting that a 1% increase in CTI values irpteeious year led approximately a 0.2-
0.3 % increase in the current year's CTI value® @étfect of the lagged dependent variable
is stable in most of the specifications regarditddtie presence of the economic and

16235 well as year dummié%

demographic indices (i.population, inflation, GD
Estimations based on the bias-corrected LSDV megigm provide consistent results that
the previous year’'s CTI values positively affec tturrent years’ by about 0.3%, implying
that warring actors who carried out some degremuvilfan targeting in the previous year
tend to increase their concentration on civiliaigééing as opposed to battling with
combatants in the current year. This may suggesptésence of a short-term memory that
warring actors’ lethal behaviour against civiliare likely to be intensified if they repeat
the civilian targeting in prolonged armed conflthough this hysteresis effect persists
only a year®* However, the scale of armed conflict, as indicatgéatality, does not

appear to be a significant determinant of the isitgrof civilian targeting for the actors
involved in prolonged armed conflicts as shown wshof the specifications in Table 4-
8.1%° Furthermore, macroeconomic and demographic fadmrot have an immediate

effect on warring actors’ CTl values except infbatiratesInflation is significant at the 5%
level of significance in many of the specificatippaggesting that an increase in the overall
price of goods and services may positively inflieeactors’ lethal behaviour against

civilians although the magnitude is small.

182 An inclusion of economic and demographic varialbézplires a loss of degrees of freedom since

macroeconomic indices such as GDP growth rateAffgiranistan is not available most of the yearsmtyri
the period of interest.

163 Although the validity of instruments is weakensgdtie Sargan test, the Sargan test is not relialilee
presence of heteroskedasticity (Allelano and Bd8@1), and when the number of instruments is grelass
panel groups (Hansen et al., 1996), which apptieghis chapter. However, the Allelano-Bond AR test
suggesting the error term is not serially correlate

164 Although it is not reported in Table 4-8, lagsthé dependent variable of a higher order than oneat
statistically significant at the 5% level..

185 The presence datality in regression model involves econometrics concemsimultaneity bias as it also
related with the dependent variable. Table 4-8egntssthe results excludirgtality as well (column 3, 6, 11
and 12) which does not influence other estimatgsiiicance.
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4.5. Concluding Remarks

This chapter measures degrees to which 536 glo&alng actors intentionally used their
lethal force against civilians as opposed to agtivith combatants in contemporary armed
conflict during 1989-2010. The analysis with ilian Targeting Index (CTJ)defined as
the proportion of civilian deaths intentionally adidectly targeted by an actor to all violent
deaths associated with the actor, shows that tiuagers of all 536 actors are distributed at
the extreme in terms of civilian targeting; 63% 438 536) recorded CTI values of 0,
meaning that they refrained from targeting civiamhereas 10% (56 in 536) used civilian

targeting as their sole form of lethal force, iredexd by CTI values of 100.

A cross-sectional data analysis presents the detants of warring actors’ lethal
behaviour in civilian targeting in the recent pdrmf armed conflict. Duration and scale of
conflict do not appear to be significant factorfuiencing the intensity of civilian targeting
when all actors are taken into account. Howeveredhe actors crossed the line into
civilian targeting (CTI>0), scale of conflict negagly affect actors’ lethal behaviour
against civilians as opposed to battling with cotabts, implying that they decreased their
concentration on civilian targeting as violenceadsted. Furthermore, the estimates
obtained from the binary response model suggesthibarobability of crossing the line

into civilian targeting increased as armed conflicilonged, and as violence escalated.

The findings from the cross-section data analysikis chapter conforms largely to
the ones suggested in chapter 3. This chapteragseep further by employing a dynamic
panel framework to examine to what extent warrici@iEs adjust their lethal behaviour in
civilian targeting over time. A dynamic panel datalysis with the actors involved in a
uniquely long duration of armed conflict that cav@0-22 years shows that a 1% increase
in CTl values in the previous year increases theeot year’s CTI values by about 0.2-
0.3%. This may imply that actors’ lethal behaviagainst civilians is likely to be
intensified if they repeat the civilian targetimgprolonged armed conflict. However, the
scale of conflict does not appear to be correlatithl the intensity of civilian targeting of

warring actors involved in conflict for more tha@ Zears.
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The finding from the dynamic panel analysis, wistlowed the presence of a short-
term memory of the prohibited war strategy accagdminternational norms, demonstrates
an important political implication. Warring actoesther sovereign states or organised
armed groups, engaged in prolonged conflict shbalchore carefully scrutinised by
international civil society to prevent further \@olce against civilians. The causes of the
persistence of actors’ lethal behaviour on civdiaemain as an important subject for future
research. This chapter showed that an increasesralbprice of goods and services may
have positively affected the intensity of civiliEargeting. Examination on macroeconomic
circumstances under which warring actors operatédoe the starting point to find the

causes of the persistence of actors’ lethal bebawb civilians.
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Table 4-1: Descriptive Statistics: States vs. Niates

CTI Total Fatalities Associated with Actors
All States Non-states All States Non-states
16.66 20.99 4424.86 17195.93
Mean (16.51) (20.09) 15.83 (3462.08)  (11355.03) 199029
Confidence | 13.91 to 19.42 13.93 to 28.05 22656210  4330.28 lo
1 6584.11 30061.59 1393.57 to
Intervals for (13.77 to (13.18t0  12.83t0 18.83
Means (95%) 19.26) 27.00) (2418.33t0  (5748.31to 2507.01
0 ' : 4505.84) 16961.76)
Standard 32.48 33.12 25447.97 60365.60
Deviation (32.32) (32.23) 8232 (12289.71)  (26150.70)  ©002:57
| 536 87 536 87
Number of Actor$ (535 (86) 449 (535, (86) 449
* Figures in parentheses indicate descriptive stids when excluding Rwanda.
Table 4-2: Descriptive Statistics: CTI>0 vs. CTI=0
CTI>0 CTI=0
All Actors State Non-state All Actors State Non-state
45.29 35.11
Mean (45.02) (33.87) 49.01 0 0 0
Confidence Intervals 39.71t0 50.8724.90 to 45.32
(39.44 to (23.77t0  42.42 t0 55.60 0 0 0
for Means (95%) 50.60) 43.97)
. 39.69 36.67
Standard Deviation (39.61 (35.91 40.16 0 0 0
. 9474.30 24094.92
Mean Fatalities (6872.07) (14380.84) 422254 1494.17 6946 866.49
197 52
Number of Actors (196) (51) 145 339 35 304

* Figures in parentheses indicate descriptive stids when excluding Rwanda.
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Table 4-3: Descriptive Statistics of Five RegioGabups of Warring Actors

CTI
Europe Middle East and North Africa ASIA Sub-Salmafdrica Americas
All State  Non-state All State  Non-state All State  Non-state All State  Non-state Al State  Non-state
21.28 35.95
Mean 7.86 6.78 8.20 9.83 1.68 11.74 16.40 16.03 4716.(20.94)* (34.05)* 18.70 13.64 17.65 12.30

Confidence 1.02to -197to -52to | 3.08to -40to 3.46to| 11.05to 1.66to 10.63to| 16.63to 22.09to 13.83to| 5.77to -1.63to 3.51to
Interval (95% 14.7(C 15.5¢ 16.91 16.5¢ 3.7¢€ 20.0z 21.76 30.4( 22.26 25.€3 49.8] 23.5¢ 21.5( 36.9¢ 21.0¢

Sé?/?aiég? 24.32 13.78 26.89 25.69 3.10 28.21 32.39 26.97  133|1 35.66 39.73 34.37 29.37 33.40 28.21
Total Fatalities Associated with Actors
Europe Middle East and North Africa ASIA Sub-Salmafdrica Americas
All State  Non-state All State  Non-state  All State  Non-state All State  Non-state Al State  Non-state
Mean 2456 4795  1736| 3997 12565 1992 3581 15659 205916 29716 o055 | 1683 2816 1305
915)* (14873)*

Confidence 1078to 154 to 530to | 1616to 1811to 546to | 1750t0 2671to 859to | 1269to -3033to 1129to| 735to 193to 337to
Interval (95% 383: 94%7 2943 6379 2331¢ 343¢ 5412 28646 32€0 110¢4 6246¢ 2973 263C 5428 227:

g;fmfgg 4898 7305 3722 | 9056 16008 4925 11079 24373 6438 07376 93859 6514 | 3537 4543 3107
Number of 51 12 39 58 11 47 143 16 127 228 34 194 56 14 42
Actors

* Note: Statistics without Rwanda in parentheses
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Table 4-4: Distribution of Warring Actors acrossI@alues

All actors State actors Non-state actors
% Mean % Mean % Mean
Range of CTl N (in total) Mean CTI Fatalities N (in state) Mean CTI Fatalities N (in non- | Mean CTI Fatalities
state)

0% 339 63.25 0 1,494 35 40.23 0 6,946 304 67.71 0 66 8
0<CTI<10% 55 10.26 4.24 16,728 19 21.84 3.51 29,909 36 8.02 4.63 9,771
10<CTI<20% 23 4.29 14.11 7,524 7 8.05 14.38 15,003 16 3.56 13.99 4,252
20<CTI<30% 18 3.36 25.11 3,994 5 5.75 25.07 4,170 13 902 25.13 3,927
30<CTI<40% 15 2.80 34.24 2,674 3 3.45 36.42 8,390 12 672 33.69 1,245
40<CTI<50% 14 2.61 46.34 3,750 5 5.75 46.52 1,174 00 2. 46.25 5,181
50<CTI<60% 5 0.93 55.00 1,775 2 2.30 54.09 925 3 0.67 55.61 2,342
60<CTI<70% 3 0.56 66.87 1,324 0 0 - 0 3 0.67 66.87 243
70<CTI<80% 2 0.37 74.93 1,659 0 0 - 0 2 0.45 74.98 59,6
80<CTI<90% 4 0.75 85.54 11,084 1 1.15 84.57 2,592 3 670. 85.87 13,915

90<CTI<100% 2 0.37 96.24 261,562 1 1.15 98.46 519,513 1 0.22 94.02 3,611
100% 56 10.45 100 428 9 10.34 100 422 47 10.47 100 429
Total 536 100 16.66 4,425 87 100 20.99 17,196 444 00 1 15.83 1,950
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Table 4-5: Distribution of Total Fatalities Assaeid with Warring Actors

Range of Fatalitie All Actors(State + No-state State Non-state
N % Mean Fatalities Mean CTI N % Mean Fatalities Mean CTI N % Mean Fatalities Mean CTI
Less than 1C 17: | 32.2¢ 51 19.2( 11 12.6¢ 51 45.4¢ 162 36.0¢ 51 17.4%
100-99¢ 20: | 37.8i 33¢ 16.2¢ 2€ 29.8¢ 404 23.9( 177 39.4: 32¢ 15.1¢
1000- 9,99¢ 11€ | 21.6¢ 353¢ 14.1: 27 31.0: 4247 17.3¢ 8¢ 19.82 332¢€ 13.1¢
10,000 - 49,999 36 6.72 21327 14.69 6 18/39 19654 6.58 20 4.45 22665 21.17
oo 8 L | e | mm g e | ] oEE ] 4 [om| s | o
(withoStugwanda (ggg) 100 (gjgg) (1222613) (SZ) 100 (ﬂ%gg) (58383) 449 | 100 1950 15.83
Table 4-6: Distribution of Duration of Armed Cormfliduring 1989-2010
Duration | All Actor§  State Non-state% in total| Duration | All Actors  State Non-state% in total
1 year 218 16 202 40.67 12 years 7 0 6 1.31
2 years 87 13 74 16.23 13 yedrs 2 0 2 0.37
3years 57 7 50 10.63 14 years 5 1 4 0.93
4 years 36 6 30 6.72 15 years 7 4 3 1.31
5 years 15 1 14 2.80 16 years 3 1 2 0.56
6 years 22 7 15 4.10 17 years 1 1 0 0.19
7 years 16 5 11 2.99 18 yealrs 5 3 2 0.93
8 years 9 1 8 1.68 19 yeals 3 2 1 0.56
9 years 9 3 6 1.68 20 yeals 6 2 4 1.1p
10 years 3 6 1.68 21 years 4 4 0 0.7p
11 year 6 1 5 1.12 22 year 9 6 3 1.6¢
Total 536 87 449 100
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Table 4-7: Cross-section Data Analysis on the kitgrof Civilian Targeting in Armed Conflict

Dependent variab CTI value: Outcome: 1 if CTI>0, 0 if CTl=
Actors CTRO CTIS0 CTI>0 except CTI>0 except All Actors All Actors Excluding Excluding
Rwanda Rwanda Rwanda Rwanda
Estimation Methodg oLS oLS OoLS oLsS Probit Logit IBito Logit
@ @ ®3) 4 ®) (6) ™ ®)
Duration -.15 -51 -.14 -.38 .027** .030** 027 .030**
(1-22 years) (-29) (.44) (-29) (.43) (.009) (.010) (.008) (.010)
Fatality (Log,) -.82 -13.83** -1.64 -16.95** 115%* .118* 114 117
Y (H0Go (2.60 (4.78 (2.52 (4.97 (.040; (.040 (.039 (.040
Short-term 6.34 31.54* 5.66 28.98** .027 .038 .026 .037
(3.58; (7.48 (3.53 (7.19, (.064; (.066; (.064; (.066;
State 9.47* 3.29 8.95* -1.69 118 135 118 134
(4.10) (4.41) (4.08) (4.19) (.068) (.073) (.068) (.073)
MENA 3.98 -.27 3.92 -1.98 -.025 -.036 -.025 -.036
(5.02) (9.55) (5.01) (9.48) (.103) (-109) (.103) (.108)
Asia 10.60* 7.80 10.35* 6.13 .109 110 .109 110
(4.64) (9.16) (4.64) (9.01) (.089) (.093) (088) (.093)
SSA 14.51* 7.19 14.03** 5.01 .196* .198* .195* .198*
(4.27, (8.99 (4.26; (8.76, (.078; (.080; (.078; (.081;
Americas 5.71 2.68 5.57 1.05 .046 .037 .046 .037
(5.24 (11.29 (5.23 (11.13 (.103 (.108 (.103 (.108
Constants 4.24 71.78* 6.92 82.91*
(8.29) (17.86) (8.00) (15.16)
Number of actors 536 197 535 196 536 536 535 535
R? .04 .54 .04 .58
pseuddR? .16 .16 15 A7

Note: Standard errors robust to heteroskedasticityarenthesesThe estimates for probit and logit results are nmalgeffects estimated at sample mean.

** p<.01, *p<.0.05
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Table 4-8: Dynamic Effects of Civilian TargetingPnolonged Armed Conflict

Bias- Bias- Bias- Bias- Bias- Bias-
Difference Difference Difference System  System  System corrected corrected corrected corrected corrected corrected
GMM GMM GMM GMM GMM GMM LSDV LSDV LSDV LSDV LSDV LSDV
(BB) (AB) (BB) (AB) (BB) (AB)
) @ ®3) 4) ©) (6) @) 8 9) (10) (11) (12)
CTI 25 .20 21 .36** 29 29 .38** .36 .34** .32 .34** .32
1 (.05) (.03) (.03) (.05) (.04) (.04) (.06) (.06) (.07) (.07) (.07) (.07)
Fatality (Log,) -17 -.97 3.36* A7 -51 -49 -1.13 -1.11
Y (H0Go (2.85)  (2.60) (3.23)  (2.79) (221)  (2.01)  (2.02)  (1.91)
Population 2.64 2.80 7.67 7.59 -.59 -27 -.29 .04
P (3.25) (3.18) (4.88) (5.29) (3.54) (3.29) (3.46) (3.22)
Inflation 14 14 15* 15* 13 A3 A2 2%
(.05) (.05) (.07) (.07) (.07) (.06) (.06) (.06)
GDP -21 -.20 .18 A7 .07 .08 .09 A1
(:29) (-30) (.39) (.42 (.27) (.25) (.25) (.24)
Year Dummie - Includec  Includec - Includec  Includec Includec  Includec Includec  Includec
Number of Observatiol 34t 32¢ 32¢ 37z 35¢ 358
Number of Actor 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 1¢ 18 18 18 18
Sargan Test 278.70 277.73 278.16 343.36 323.66 324.61
(p-value, (.000 (.000 (.000 (.000 (.000 (.000
Arellano-Bond AR(1) Test  -2.49 -2.37 -2.32 -2.34 -2.45 -2.43
(p-value) (.013) (.018) (.020) (.019) (.014) (.015)
Arellano-Bond AR(2) Test 74 A4 .50 1.30 77 .66
(p-value) (.461) (.662) (.616) (.195) (.44) (.51)
Note: ** p<.01, *p<.0.05

Robust standard errors in parentheses for the G ators. Bootstrapped standard errors for biasrected LSDV estimators.
GMM estimators are one-step estimators withoutraercept.

Bias-corrected LSDV-AB indicate one-step Arellaromm@estimators without an intercept whereas biasemted LSDV- BB Blundell-Bond estimators withoutigtercept.
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Figure 4-1: Distribution of Warring Actors acros$1G/alues
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Figure 4-2: Kernel Density Estimates of Actors’ G/dlue
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Figure 4-3: Distribution of Duration of Armed Coicfl during 1989-2010
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Figure 4-4: Global Comparison of Warring Actors’ M&rategies between Targeting
Civilians and Battling Combatants in Armed Conflilttring 1989-2010
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Figure 4-4 continued
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Figure 4-5: Annual CTI Values for the Actors Invetin Prolonged Armed Conflict for 20-22 Years
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Conclusion

This thesis has been devoted to an empirical asabyshuman cost during contemporary
armed conflict. The first two chapters sought tttdyeour understanding of the 2003 Iraq
War, one of the major political phenomena in reaggtades, by examining military and
civilian fatalities that occurred during the warheT final two chapters explored the
significant behavioural patterns of warring actdosth sovereign states and organised
armed groups, with respect to the intentional tamgeof civilians during the contemporary
warfare.

Chapter 1 showed an unconventional relation betwebtary fatalities and public
support towards war using the 2003 Iraq war dat&tting addressed irregular
frequencies of poll data that restrict most timeeseapplication, the chapter suggested that
American poll respondents were not affected byemipbraneous casualty information in
forming their opinion over military withdrawal; argbly the most directly and substantially
connected issue with the continuance of the USarmylioperation in Irag. Instead, the poll
respondents were influenced by marginal casualtynmation from the previous time
period, implying a slow adjustment in forming ominithrough the error correction process.
Although military casualty information did not hase immediate effect on poll
respondents’ prospective judgement on the prolomgatf military operations, it strongly
affected respondents’ retrospective evaluatiorhenatar. For instance, general war support,
presidential job approval ratings and public coheit on war success captured in various
poll question types were severely aggravated asamyilcasualties accumulated,
conforming to conventional wisdom. This differencattitudes of poll respondents
implies that although Americans believe the walrag is not justifiable in consideration of
its unexpectedly tremendous human costs, they deemithdrawal of the troops should
be approached on the basis of the other issudading, for example, the level of security

in Iraq.

Given these findings, the chapter suggest thad¢icesion to terminate military
operations should be made from a wider perspetiiese from entirely being impelled by

public war support or presidential approval ratingsich are easily affected by national
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fatality information in armed conflict. That pubktipport towards war and incumbent
leaders decline in accordance with the accumulatfonilitary fatalities does not
necessarily indicate that public prefers troopwitbhdraw, ending state military
involvement, as shown in the time series analy#is the Iraq war dataset in the chapter.
Rather, poll responses that the US troops shoaidistiraq were significantly higher when
insurgency was acute than during the initial stafgde war when public security was less
vulnerable. This may imply that poll respondentsldely to be more cautious in
prospective judgement since the withdrawal of thegs from Iraq in the midst of
uncertainty could bring about severe instabilityite country. Finding more detailed
reasons as to why poll respondents are not affdgt@dntemporaneous military fatality
information in forming their opinion over militatyithdrawal remains as an important area

for future research.

Chapter 2’s principal concern was to ascertain drethere is any significant
difference in counting violent civilian deaths dwgithe 2003 Iraq war between the US
Department of Defense and the media employing #medgon archive and media-based
record compiled by Iraq Body Count (IBC). Non-pagdnt equality tests showed that
violent civilian deaths recorded in the Pentago thie IBC dataset are consistent across
18 Iragi governorates. This provides some degreedinty that the number of deaths
recorded in both datasets is not totally arbitedtigough neither one could be a true
number of violent deaths that occurred during the. \WMowever, the comparative study
also found that a substantial difference betweertwlo datasets arose during the initial
stage of the war. The difference was mainly obsedrging the intense battles between the
US forces and insurgents or anti-coalition foreeBalluja, Najaf, and Samarra in 2004.
Whilst the IBC dataset records a considerable numbeolent civilian deaths during the
battles in these cities, the US military authodtylectively categorised almost all violent
deaths as insurgent deaths. Given Iraqgi governoféaoial figures on violent civilian
deaths including women and children occurring iliuf@ the Pentagon in particular
appears to have been less mindful in distinguishivigjan loss from insurgent deaths

during the all-out assaults in the city. Furtherey@ conspicuous difference in the counting
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of deaths between the Pentagon and the IBC dasasgttematically and consistently

observed mainly in Baghdad and Basrah, duringrtiiali period of the war.

Although it cannot be conclusively established widataset is close to the actual
number of civilian deaths that occurred duringwlae, the chapter suggested that the
undercount by the US military authority regardinglent civilian deaths compared to
media reports impeded US forces’ ability to grdsplong term implications of war
evolution. Given the sectarian violence and sewe@rgency between mid-2006 and mid-
2007, the media which consistently warned the oofsgéctarian civil war by reporting a
substantial number of violent civilian deaths dgrihe preceding period, had a sharper
understanding of the intensity of violence anceitslution than the US military authority
would have had. This conclusion inevitably leadthtonecessity of an effective counting
system of war deaths, both combatants and civiliansny armed conflict to better our
understanding of the nature of violence, and tegmeunnecessary hostilities that increase
human cost and damage social capital. Finallypalgh the chapter analysed war death
information contained in the datasets availablesswarious dimensions, it lacked a
regression analysis to find factors that may hdfexted the intensity of violence during
the war. This calls for further research on thatrehs between the occurrence of violent
incidents involving human loss and the politicaeeonomic circumstances which a
country is beset by the time of these incidentstiieumore, the availability of war deaths
information across 104 Iraqi districts containedhie Pentagon dataset leaves open the
possibility to examine the spatial characteristitthe spread of violence, which would

enhance our understanding on the geographic idooagies of violence.

Chapter 3 and 4 attempted to decipher the degresitth formally organised
actors in armed conflict intentionally employecdhkgtforce against civilian targets as
opposed to armed combatants in battles. The clsaptiised theCivilian Targeting Index
(CTI), defined as the proportion of intentional civilideaths by an actor to all violent
deaths associated with the same actor, and foacpiproximately 60% of warring actors
participating in armed conflict during 1989-201@raeed from the intentional targeting of

civilians (CTI=0) whereas 10% used civilian targgtas their sole form of lethal force
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(CTI=100). The chapters further tried to deepenungerstanding of what factors
determine an actor’s use of lethal force againsli@ns. Scale of armed conflict does not
appear to be a significant factor in influencing thtensity of civilian targeting. However,
once an actor crossed the line into civilian targe(CTI1>0), the scale of conflict
negatively affects the intensity of civilian tariget, implying that as armed conflict
escalated the intentional targeting of civilian®pposed to battling with armed combatants
declined. Chapter 4 analysed the persistence ofrgaactors’ lethal behaviour against
civilians within a dynamic panel framework. A dynarpanel data analysis with a uniquely
long duration of armed conflict that covers 20-2ans showed that a 1% increase in CTI
values in the previous year increases the curregity CTl values by about 0.2-0.3%. It
may suggest that warring actors who carried outesdegree of civilian targeting in the
previous year tend to increase their concentrationivilian targeting in the current year.
The presence of persistency of actors’ intentitex@eting behaviour against civilians

implies that there is a short-term memory in thishibited war strategy.

Based on these findings, chapter 4 conveyed thaingeaactors, either sovereign
states or formally organised armed groups, engagpblonged armed conflict should be
more scrutinised by international civil societypi@vent further violence against civilians.
Although the chapter captured the dynamic effediwafian targeting behaviour by warring
actors participating in prolonged armed conflibg humber of actors available for the
dynamic panel analysis was limited to an examimatibonly 19 warring actors, who were
engaged in conflict for more than 20 years. Sincthér updated datasets were recently
released®® additional studies on these datasets are reqigrexamine whether the short-
term memory of warring actors’ intentional targgtioehaviour against civilians is a valid
determinant in the extended datasets. Furtherrtttweeasons why intentional use of lethal
force against civilians tends to intensify overdiremain another interesting field for

future research.

156 UCDP released the updated datasets in August 2@ieh contain war death information in armed
conflict during 1989-2011.
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