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Abstract
It is widely accepted that the toll of civil conflict is increasingly borne by the civilian population, as warring factions target non-combatants through campaigns of killing, rape, and pillaging.  But significant variation exists in the extent to which warring groups abuse the civilian population: across conflicts, across groups, and within countries geographically and over time.  Using a new dataset on violence in Sierra Leone, this paper analyzes the determinants of the tactics, strategies, and behaviors of warring factions when it comes to their relationship with non-combatants.  We show that the most important determinants of civilian abuse are internal to the structure of the faction.  High levels of abuse are exhibited by warring factions that are more ethnically fragmented, use material incentives to recruit participants, and lack mechanisms for punishing indiscipline.  In addition, there is some evidence that the degree of contestation matters for the level of civilian abuse.  Groups that are dominant in a particular geographic zone tend not to use high levels of violence, and wealthier regions are prone to experience higher levels of abuse.  There is also some evidence that levels of abuse are a function of a faction’s ties to the local community.  We find no evidence that ethnic ties between the group and the community in which it operates result in lower levels of violence, but stronger evidence that levels of abuse are lower in situations where groups fight in their home area. 

I Introduction

Civil wars are more destructive for the civilian population than for combatants; and the relative burden borne by non-combatants has gotten heavier over time.  An oft-quoted statistic purports that, in the 1990s, more than 90% of victims in war were civilians as compared to only 5% in World War I and 50% in World War II (Chesterman 2001).  Although data on civilian deaths are notoriously poor, the increasing victimization of civilians is beyond dispute.  It is more a question of scale and scope.  This trend is, in part, the result of a scourge of civil wars since 1945—roughly 127 in 73 different countries (Fearon and Laitin 2003).  Estimates suggest that these civil wars, which averaged six years in duration, led directly to the deaths of over 16.2 million people, not including the countless millions that perished because of starvation and disease induced by war.

But a narrow focus on this broad trend toward the greater victimization of civilians obscures substantial variation in the dynamics of violence across conflicts and within countries, over time and across geographic regions.  Indeed, the increasing penetration of international law into the civil wars of the developing world has begun to reveal a great deal about the tactics, strategies, and policies of different warring factions, as international tribunals have conducted post-mortem examinations of the conflicts of the 1990s.  

Ethnic cleansing, in which large numbers of targeted individuals were forcibly displaced and exterminated, was the tactic of choice for warring parties fighting on behalf of the government in Yugoslavia, Rwanda, and now Sudan in the Darfur region.  The abduction of children, presumably to fill its fighting ranks, has been the hallmark of the Lord’s Resistance Army in Northern Uganda.  The amputation of hands, feet, ears, and noses has provided gruesome images for the international press covering the behavior of Renamo in Mozambique and the Revolutionary United Front in Sierra Leone.  Systematic rape has been a part of ethnic cleansing campaigns in Yugoslavia and Rwanda, but has also been fundamental to wars in West Africa, Central Africa, and beyond.

Such abusive tactics are not always used by warring factions, however.  Some parties to conflict have received renown for their discipline.  Uganda’s National Resistance Army paraded its code of conduct for the international community to see, and publicly held soldiers charged with indiscipline to account.  Similar stories of restraint have been told about the Eritrean People’s Liberation Front, the Touareg insurgents groups in Mali, the Rwandan Patriotic Front, and the Guerrilla Army of the Poor in Guatemala.  Moreover, restraint has been evident on the part of many government armies and civil defense militias, with more formal structures of command and control and more accountability to the international community for violations of the Geneva Conventions.

What explains variation in the level of abuse perpetrated by warring factions in civil war?  How do levels of abuse vary across regions, over time within a conflict, and by different fighting groups?  We address these questions using a unique dataset of information gathered from perpetrators representing the five warring factions in Sierra Leone’s civil war.

The results cast some doubt on two of the most common explanations of abuse.  First, contrary to what one might expect from discussions of ethnic violence, the nature of the ties between the faction and the community in which it operates are not a chief determinant of variation in the behavior of factions.  Indeed, we find only weak evidence that levels of abuse are lower where the fighting faction and the community are predominantly of the same ethnic group.  There is slightly stronger evidence that levels of abuse are lower in situations where units are fighting in their home region.  

Second, we find little evidence that levels of violence are systematically related to the degree of contestation in a particular geographic zone.  While there is weak support for the theory that levels of abuse rise as the relative size of a particular faction decreases (relative to other factions in that region), this result is not very robust.  There is stronger evidence that the wealth of a region, which may be a proxy for contestation, is related to levels of abuse—although the relationship depends on the internal discipline of the group.

Instead, the data provide powerful evidence that the structure of a warring faction matters in important ways for the level of abuse committed by its combatants.  In particular, proxies for the internal make-up of the faction, the density of social ties within the unit, the nature of the recruitment process, and the mechanisms that exist to restrain behavior are strongly related to the level of abuse against civilian populations.  Groups that rely on existing social networks, draw a largely homogenous population of recruits, and set in place structures of discipline exhibit much lower levels of abuse.  Factions that use material incentives to recruit, exhibit heterogeneity of membership, and lack internal mechanisms of control commit higher levels of violence.

II Theories of Civilian Abuse

This paper evaluates three broad approaches to explaining variation in the tactics, strategies, and behaviors of warring factions in civil war.  The first school of thought focuses on the linkages that exist between the combatants and the communities in which they operate.  Such arguments often employ ethnic differences as a causal determinant of levels of violence.  A second set of theories explore the impact of contestation on civilian abuse.  Theorists draw attention to the degree of sovereignty exercised by the various factions, or to the relative attractiveness of different geographic zones.  A final theoretical approach is rooted in the internal structure of the factions.  Here, strategies and tactics are determined in part by the make-up of factions, their recruitment mechanisms, and the structures of command and control that exist to discipline behavior.

II.1 Local Community Ties

Ethnic conflict is seen as particularly conducive to high levels of violence, including mass forced displacement (ethnic cleansing), campaigns of rape, and massacres.  Indeed, Brown asserts that “ethnic wars almost always involve deliberate, systematic attacks on civilians.” (Brown 1993).  His explanation for this assertion is simple.  Ethnic wars are not high-technology affairs; they are fought by groups of civilians, rooted in the local population, that face sizable counterinsurgency campaigns largely unable to distinguish civilians from the combatant groups.  Surprisingly, Brown’s explanation of this pattern makes no reference to ethnicity per se, commenting more on the dynamics of insurgency itself.  But a number of theories clearly articulate ethnic linkages to violence.

One prominent theory describes ethnic conflict as a spiral of insecurity (Posen 1993).  The story begins with the insight that, where governments are incapable of resolving ethnic disputes, a breakdown of the state is likely.  Where sovereign states disappear, they leave a host of ethnic groups concerned with the protection of their own security.  As these groups compete to preserve their status and access to resources, they take actions that threaten the position of others, and competing groups respond in turn.  This is the security dilemma: actions one ethnic group takes to preserve its own security, in the end, can make it less secure.

Politically salient ethnic divisions are critical to this spiral of insecurity.  Whether the product of ancient hatreds, fear, and mistrust or the result of the machinations of manipulative political leaders, ethnic theories of violence depend on a rigidity of ethnic identification.  Individuals must see themselves as inextricably tied to their ethnic group, and largely incapable of assuming other identities.  To the extent that the spiral of insecurity drives violence in conflict, it implies a clear hypothesis:

H1: Lower levels of civilian abuse should be apparent in geographic zones in which the warring factions are of predominantly the same ethnic group as the local community.

A second theory suggests that shared ethnic ties ease the ability of groups to overcome collective action problems.  It focuses on the informal social institutions and networks that ethnic groups provide (Ostrom and Ahn 2002).  Such institutions may facilitate trust between members of groups by promoting the flow of information about reputations, facilitating sanctioning, and generating expectations that cooperative overtures to fellow group members will be reciprocated.  

The organizational dimensions of civil war require that groups resolve countless collective action problems—in recruitment, the supply of food, and the collection of intelligence about defectors in the community.  Ethnic groups may be better able to resolve these challenges and punish defectors without relying on abusive tactics.  Pre-existing ties and community networks may be sufficient to keep civilians in check.  While this approach focuses squarely on ethnicity, local community ties need not be narrowly ethnic.  Informal social institutions and networks may exist in communities where ethnic groups have co-existed for extended periods of time as well.  Such arguments yield the following hypothesis:

H2: Lower levels of civilian abuse should be apparent in geographic zones in which warring factions are fighting in their home communities.

II.2 Contestation

While ethnic theories of violence focus on the relationship between combatants in the warring faction and civilians in the local community, theories of contestation draw attention to the potential influence of the strategic situation on group strategies.  In particular, this approach suggests that levels of abuse may be a function of control—the degree to which groups are sovereign in particular geographic zones.

One theory of contestation suggests that violence results from the competition between warring factions for access to information from civilian populations (Kalyvas 2000).  Violence is produced jointly by political actors seeking to deter defection and by civilians who denounce defectors.  

From this perspective, groups are motivated to prevent defection.  With their proximity to the conflict, local populations have access to essential information about where military actors (government or insurgent) are hiding, who is supporting them, where they keep their supplies, and when they are likely to attack.  When civilians defect to the other side, actors lose a key resource in their own campaign.  At the same time, the other side may gain information and sustained support.  And, defection sends a message that the sovereign is incapable of controlling the terrain, protecting its inhabitants, and possibly, achieving victory in the conflict.
But indiscriminate violence is counterproductive as a response to the problem of defection.  It drives civilians into the other camp.  Instead, warring parties rely on selective violence to prevent defection.  The key variable here is the degree of control exercised by the warring party:  Where control is low (and another political actor has some political authority), political actors are vulnerable to defection, and should be willing to use violence to prevent it.  At the same time, where control is low, civilians may be unwilling to provide information because they face a credible threat of reprisals from the actor’s opponent.  The theory predicts that levels of violence against civilians will be highest in zones of shared sovereignty—where one actor is somewhat stronger than another, but not dominant—and lowest in geographic zones where one party is dominant or where both parties have an equal hold on power.
H3: Higher levels of civilian abuse should be evident in geographic zones where one faction is relatively stronger than the others.  Where one faction is dominant, lower levels of abuse should be apparent.

A variant on this theory suggests that contestation is driven not by a desire for access to information, but by a fight for control over economic resources (Keen 1998).  This is the so-called economic agenda in civil war.  Violence serves an economic purpose—it is a strategy by which warring parties can secure sovereignty over valuable natural resources, trading networks, and sources of material income for their members.  Violence driven by economic considerations by top-down (led by the state), or driven by the motivations of insurgent groups intent on gaining a share of the pie.  This argument implies the following hypothesis:

H4: Wealthier areas will experience higher levels of civilian abuse.
II.3 Internal Structures of the Factions
A final theory suggests that levels of abuse may be determined less by community ties and strategic considerations and more by the internal structures and characteristics of the warring factions themselves.  In particular, group tactics, strategies, and behaviors may evolve as a consequence of who groups recruit, how they do it, and what sorts of rules they set in place to discipline behavior.  Even though they might have similar aims, warring factions are fundamentally different from one another, and it is these differences that drive their behavior.  

One version of the theory focuses on the ability of groups to generate collective benefits for their members.  In contexts where violence can be used to extract benefits from civilian populations, the highest levels of extraction may obtain when the wielders of the means of violence desist from extracting too much and thereby killing the goose that lays the golden egg (Bates, Greif, Singh, 2003).  This could be because civilians stop producing benefits in the face of violence, or more simply, because associations with abusive behavior adversely affect the long-run legitimacy of the organization as a whole.  In either situation, to limit the use of abusive tactics, a group must be able to police its own boundaries, ensuring that individual members do not over-employ violence for their individual gain. 
Two sets of factors will affect the ability of a group to police its members.  The first relates to the preferences of the members of the group, and in particular, the extent to which they value longer-term gains over short-term consumption—a feature that may be associated with the age of fighters or be idiosyncratic.  A second set of factors relates to the internal structures of the group that can enforce compliance and punish defection—social networks, ethnic institutions, established codes of discipline.
Recent work suggests that these aspects—the types of individuals in a group and the structures of control—may be linked together through the recruitment strategies used by different organizations (Weinstein 2004).  
Warring parties cannot operate without an infantry, so their first challenge is who to recruit and how to do it.  Leaders are concerned not only with staffing their militaries, but also with attracting the right type of individual—one that will be committed to the cause of the group.  Then, in recruiting individuals, faction leaders face two distinct problems: how to generate and deliver selective incentives sufficient to motivate participation and how to distinguish the right type of recruit for participation.  In responding to these problems, warring parties differ in the resource mix they have available to deliver benefits.  Some groups have the economic resources to offer short-term rewards; others must make promises about the individual and collective benefits to be provided in the future.

This recruitment process produces a sorting mechanism that separates types of individuals into different groups.  Groups rich in economic endowment use short-term payoffs to attract individuals to participate. Consumers tend to join these opportunistic groups, taking advantage of the opportunity to realize immediate returns.   But leaders without access to economic resources recruit use a different strategy: they make promises about the selective incentives they will deliver down the road.  Ideology, ethnicity, and social networks help to make these promises credible.  Investors tend to join these activist groups, characterized by higher levels of ethnic homogeneity and shared identities.

The latter type of group relies on structures that support long-term cooperation.  They make investments in the training of new combatants—using education to reinforce shared beliefs and expectations. They formalize common expectations in codes of conduct, rules, and procedures.  The monitoring and punishment of combatant behavior reflects a transparent understanding of what is, and is not, acceptable in the organization.  

A different set of expectations characterizes opportunistic insurgencies.  In these groups, participants have strong incentives to avoid combat and to line their pockets.  In these groups, orders are often given to avoid combat or to loot civilian property; but even if it orders are not given explicitly, such behavior goes unpunished.  A short-term orientation dominates and the organizational form reflects these expectations.
These considerations lead to predictions regarding the likelihood of abuse against civilians as a function of organization structure and recruitment patterns.  In groups in which social and political ties are strong, leaders have a greater capacity to use violence strategically and manage the expectations of civilians.  With clear guidelines about how combatants should behave and strong mechanisms for enforcing discipline, such organizations are in a better position to build cooperative relationships with civilian populations and put strict controls on how force is used.  In groups in which recruitment processes select individuals with short term objectives and in which the group’s structure supports the attainment of short term goals, the abuse of civilian populations is more likely.  The constant demand for a stream of selective incentives may drive combatants to loot, destroy property, and kill indiscriminately—actions that tend to work against the objective of capturing the state and that make it difficult to build cooperative relationships with civilians.
This approach suggests the following four hypotheses:

H5: Warring factions that recruit combatants using short-term material benefits are more likely to exhibit high levels of civilian abuse.

H6: Warring factions with more dense social structures have lower levels of civilian abuse.

H7: More ethnically homogenous factions should exhibit lower levels of civilian abuse.

H8: Factions with tight disciplinary structures are likely to be less abusive of civilian populations.

III Explaining Patterns of Violence against Civilians

Testing these hypotheses requires accurate and credible micro-level data on the behavior of combatants during wartime.  Such data is difficult to obtain: victims are often reluctant to speak, perpetrators may have incentives to misrepresent their experiences, and data-gathering mechanisms operative in times of peace tend to break down during war.  But because macro-level data on casualties in war is so poor, gathering high-quality micro-level data offers the best hope for uncovering the determinants of violence committed against civilians during war.  We test these hypotheses using a new micro-level dataset on the structures, tactics, and strategies of the five warring factions in Sierra Leone’s civil war.

III.1  A Brief History of the War in Sierra Leone

The war in Sierra Leone emerged from the activities of a coalition of radical students on the campus of Fourah Bay College in Freetown, protesting the one-party political system of the All People’s Congress.
  The protests gained strength in the early 1980s as the regime of President Siaka Stevens tightened its grip on political power.  A splinter group of student radicals split from the main coalition and went on to form the main rebel faction, the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) in 1982.  Some members of this group traveled to Libya in the late 1980s where they received training in guerrilla tactics, and then joined Charles Taylor’s fighting force in neighboring Liberia.  With the support of Taylor and hundreds of his troops, the RUF launched its guerrilla war on March 23, 1991 by entering Kailahun and Pujehun districts from across the Liberian border.

The advance of the RUF in the countryside was as much a product of its success as it was of the government’s failings.  Atrocities committed by government forces were reportedly widespread.  The APC government was deposed by a military coup in 1992, and replaced by the National Provisional Ruling Council (NPRC).  The NPRC sought to achieve an outright victory over the RUF by hiring a South African security firm, Executive Outcomes, to help it prosecute the war in the mid-1990s.  With the RUF in retreat, the NPRC returned the country to civilian rule with elections in 1996.  The new civilian government, in an effort to put an end to the war, organized local civil defense militias into an offensive paramilitary force, the Civil Defense Force (CDF), to fight what remained of the insurgency in forward bases all over the country.  The CDF quickly put the RUF on the defensive, as it found its previous secure bases under attack.

In 1997, the democratically-elected government of President Kabbah was driven into exile following a military revolt.  The coup brought a fourth group into the conflict, alongside the regular army (SLA), the RUF and the CDF. The military junta, the Armed Force Revolutionary Council (AFRC), forged an unlikely alliance with the RUF, inviting the insurgents to join a power-sharing arrangement.  In spite of this, the war continued largely unabated.  Following a Nigerian-led intervention in 1998, the democratic government was restored and the AFRC/RUF alliance was booted from the capital, Freetown.  The result was that the AFRC continued to operate within the country as a new rebel group.  A fifth faction, containing elements of the AFRC, SLA, and RUF also formed, calling itself the West Side Boys, and operated under a different command structure from either the RUF or the AFRC. 
The AFRC/RUF regrouped in the bush, rebuilding their military strength with resources garnered from international businessmen and arms suppliers willing to provide resources up-front in exchange for mineral and diamond concessions.  This aspect of the war gave rise to international focus on “blood diamonds” and the organization of the Kimberly Process.  A stronger RUF took over the Kono diamond fields and plotted a major attack on Freetown.  This took place on January 6th 1999.  Although AFRC/RUF forces were repulsed by the West African peacekeeping forces, Freetown was destroyed in the process with great loss of life.  Nigeria elected to withdraw from the country, and instability continued until peace accords were signed in Lomé in July 1999.  With these accords, an interim government was formed with RUF representation.

A UN force (UNAMSIL) deployed in early 2000 to take the reigns from the Nigerians, but it was weak and poorly organized.  Distrust was high, and the RUF reacted, taking large numbers of UN hostages.  The British government intervened with a sizable crack force, at the same time that Guinean troops pushed back on the RUF operating near its border.  This intervention gave UNAMSIL time to more fully deploy and reorganize, and substantially weakened the RUF.  The government took the opportunity to arrest large numbers of RUF leaders in Freetown, and with a more effective UN force, the warring factions were largely broken down and demobilized.  President Kabbah, securely back in power, declared the war at an end in February 2002.

III.2  Violence in Sierra Leone

The conflict in Sierra Leone was known around the world for the vicious treatment of its civilian population by the combatant factions during the war.  Human Rights Watch, the American-based watchdog, has issues a series of major reports describing these atrocities: sexual violence against women, the forcible recruitment of child soldiers, and campaigns of killing, amputation, and pillaging perpetrated by the different groups (Human Rights Watch 1998, 2000, 2001).  Although estimates range wildly, Human Rights Watch asserts that the war left over 50,000 civilians dead and more than 50% of the population displaced from their homes.  The horrors of the war have been widely reported in international media, and the massacres, amputation, and pillaging broadcast around the world contributed to the calls for international intervention that led to a British-led UN mission.  The widespread violence also led to the organization of a hybrid tribunal to prosecute war crimes in the aftermath of the conflict.  The Prosecutor of this Special Court for Sierra Leone recently described one of the leading factions as an "army of evil… ruin was their motto and destruction was their creed."

But despite the uniform image of abuse described in journalistic accounts, there was significant variation in how civilians were treated in different parts of the country.  Rates of death and displacement varied dramatically, with displacement rates close to zero in some chiefdoms and rising to 80% in others.  Even before the massive displacements of the late 1990s, there was significant variation in how civilians were treated on the ground both across factions and within the warring groups based in different geographic zones.

The most evident differences in violence are across the five factions.  The RUF, the military junta (AFRC), and the smaller West Side Boys (WSB) group, have been associated with the highest levels of abuse.  The CDF, a group significantly larger in number than the RUF, was also responsible for violations throughout the country, but is commonly associated with much lower levels of abusive behavior. 

It is unsatisfactory to account for variation in the abuse of civilians simply by saying that the CDF acted one way while the RUF acted another.  At best, this is description, not explanation.  As an account of the war, it is particularly unsatisfactory because the demographics of the membership of the RUF and CDF in particular, including age, ethnicity, regional origin, languages spoken, livelihood, and so on, are not all that different. In our analysis, we look inside the factions—to a sub-faction level—to uncover the determinants of abusive behavior.

In doing so, we aim to account for the variation that exists within factions as well.  Take, for example, the problem of food collection.  Within the RUF, many sub-factions relied on force.  As one respondent explained, all the combatants had to do was “open fire in the air and civilians ran away and then we took their food.”  In other areas, the threat of violence was more implicit.  One RUF woman explained: “civilians never refuse to help […] as refusal may result in death.”  In still other areas, the RUF relied more on the voluntary support of populations.  Another female member of the RUF described more cooperative relations with civilians: “the civilians were given ideology so they cooperated.”  Some combatants even described mechanisms for punishing abuse that existed within the RUF.  One 30 year old RUF sergeant noted that rape in his faction was expressly forbidden: “It was a law which was passed; I witnessed a rebel being shot when he raped a girl.”  In other units the punishment was less severe.  As another RUF fighter described it: “You are stripped naked asked to dance and given a good beating.”

CDF combatants typically described their relations with civilians as involving less abuse.  As one fighter said: “All civilians in our areas helped us because of the services we are providing for them.”  However, many described instances of sexual abuse.  One Kamajor (a CDF sub-faction) farmer noted that whether or not you were punished for rape depended on whether the woman was pregnant, nursing a child, or younger than 12 years old.

These patterns emerge from a collection of anecdotes.  For the purposes of this project, we sought to collect more systematic information about the structures, tactics, and strategies of the warring factions through a nationally representative sample of ex-combatants.  The survey was conducted between June and August 2003.  

III.3  The Data

The study targeted a nationally representative sample of 1000 ex-combatants and 250 non-combatants.  A total of 1043 surveys of ex-combatants were completed.  The main method for gathering information was through the administration of a closed-ended questionnaire by an enumerator in the respondent’s local language.  Interviews were conducted at training program sites and in community centers.
To ensure as unbiased a sample as possible, the survey employed a number of levels of randomization.  First, the geographic locations and chiefdoms in which the teams enumerated surveys were randomly selected.  Estimates of the population of ex-combatants presently residing in the chiefdoms were made based on data from the National Commission on Demobilization, Disarmament, and Reintegration (NCDDR) and the National Statistics Office.  The estimates of the population distribution were used to generate weights that were used to draw 63 clusters of 17 subjects throughout the country. These clusters fell within forty-five chiefdoms or urban localities and these forty-five localities formed the basic enumeration unit.  

Within each enumeration unit, sites were randomly selected, with both urban and rural areas represented.  For each enumeration unit, specific numerical targets were set for the major factions, based on the randomization and the estimated national distribution of faction members.  Broad goals were provided to guide survey teams in meeting gender and age targets based on the estimated national share of women and children in the groups: enumerators were instructed that on average one in twelve individuals interviewed should be a woman, and one in nine should have been under the age of 16 at the end of the conflict.  Enumerators were instructed to compare actual numbers of children and faction members to target goals each day.

Within each unit the subjects were identified as follows.  Enumerators worked through both official (UN and government) contacts and local community leaders to develop lists of ex-combatants within the selected chiefdoms.  Teams identified pools of candidates from more than one source: some from the town or village Chief, some from the village youth coordinator, some from various DDR and NCDDR skills training centers, and so on.   

In every case, the teams aimed to identify two to three times the targeted number of potential respondents and then to randomly select respondents using a variety of methods.  In most instances, Chiefs and DDR staff asked a number of ex-combatants to meet at a public location such as a Court Barre or skills training center and teams selected candidates randomly from that pool (by choosing every third person or selecting numbers from a hat).  For example, in Upper Banta, the teams had the ex-combatants number their houses.  The numbers were written down and put into a hat and the ex-combatants themselves were asked to draw which houses would be selected for an interview to help maintain randomization within the population.   While this method worked well overall, in some areas less than twice the target population was identified, particularly in very remote rural areas, areas with small ex-combatant populations, and areas with polarized communities.
III.4  Capturing Variation in the Course of the Conflict
Sierra Leone’s conflict lasted for over a decade and involved five primary factions, numerous sub-factions and various external actors.  Over the course of the conflict, the government changed hands four times (twice by coup) and two peace accords were negotiated and failed.  At times, the fighting engulfed the entire country, displacing large portions of its population.  Some ex-combatants were involved in the conflict for short periods of time, while others entered early in the conflict and stayed to the end.  Some changed sub-factions or primary factions during the conflict and almost all moved locations.  

The survey asked detailed questions about what acts were punished within units, how commanders were selected, how resources were gathered and distributed, how civilians were treated, and so on.  These aspects undoubtedly varied between time periods, across factions, and in different locations.  Asking questions about these aspects without making explicit reference to time periods would yield a set of “average” answers that would mask the temporal variation in the conflict.

To ensure that the survey collected information from various time periods and that respondents were answering questions about one specific time period with one faction, we developed randomization protocols within the survey.  This protocol worked as follows.

Respondents were asked to map their involvement in the conflict by giving their location and faction membership for seven designated time periods, marked by major events in the history of the conflict.  For each respondent, the survey recorded the number of periods in which the respondent was active.  The enumerator selected one of these periods of activity using a randomization protocol on the cover sheet of each questionnaire.  The randomization cover sheets were weighted toward the respondents’ first experience in the faction to gather more information on earlier time periods in the conflict, given an expectation that most respondents would have joined at later stages of the war.  Enumerators were trained to remind the respondent throughout the survey that they were to answer questions about the specific time period selected by the randomization protocol.

III.5  The Unit of Analysis

A critical issue in evaluating various theories of violence is determining the appropriate unit of analysis.  We are interested in the behaviors exhibited by different groups and not the actions of individual combatants.  In any case, the survey instrument does not record violations by individual fighters.  It does record information about how the fighters in the respondent’s unit behaved on a day to day basis.  The actual units in which individuals fought were very fluid, changing in membership, location, and level of activity frequently. 

In order to study the behavior of these units, we asked subjects to tell us where they were and with which faction (RUF, CDF, SLA, AFRC, West Side Boys) and sub-faction during seven designated time periods in the conflict.  After a time period was randomly selected, we asked respondents to think about behavior of the smallest fighting unit in which they operated at that time and place.  Interpretations of what constituted a “unit” varied in some cases, but about 70% of the sample answered in terms of groups of less than 100 members.  25% of the sample identified groups of less than 30.   With thousands of possible units this small, shifting throughout the course of the conflict, it is difficult to identify the individual units and their members

Instead, we use detailed information about the location of fighters at different points in time, as well as their factional and sub-factional affiliations, to construct “quasi-units.”  Two types of quasi-units were constructed. 

Type A quasi-units group together subjects from the same faction in the same chiefdom at a given point in time. Type B quasi-units are based on more finely grained factional information but more general geographic information—grouping together individuals from the same sub-faction operating in the same district.  Typically, both methods result in groupings of about ten to fifteen respondents in a given quasi-faction at a given point in time.  While we do not expect there to be independence across Type A or Type B quasi units (we assume in particular dependencies across geographic and factional units), the existence of two rival definitions of units allows us to check for the dependence of our results on any particular characterization of a unit.

With quasi-units defined as the unit of analysis,  we generated variables to describe the characteristics of the quasi-units based either on demographic information of the full set of members of the quasi-unit, or on statements made by individuals describing their own unit’s behavior for the same time period, faction, and region used to define membership in the quasi-unit.

III.6  The Dependent Variable: Extent of Civilian Abuse
The dependent variable is an index of the extent to which groups engaged in abusive or cooperative relations with civilians.  We created the index by undertaking a factor analysis of eight related variables gathered in the survey that describe combatants’ relations with civilian populations.  The weights derived from the factor analysis were then used to create s single measure ranging from 0 to 1. 
The measures used to construct the index include three main types of variables.  First, the respondent’s evaluation of the likelihood that someone in their unit would be punished for: (i) stealing from civilians, (ii) amputating civilians, and (iii) raping civilians.  Second, the respondent’s description of the ways that food was collected, including whether: (i) food was taken forcibly from civilians, (ii) whether it could be collected peacefully on demand, and (iii) whether a system was in place whereby food would be delivered regularly in fixed amounts.  Third, the respondent’s evaluation of actions undertaken by the group for the benefit of civilian populations, including whether (i) groups provided educational and ideological training or (ii) whether such activities were limited to protection.

The dependent variable displays substantial variation, both over time and across geographic zones.  Figure 1 displays the geographic variation of this variable for each of the two major factions in the conflict (the RUF and the CDF).  The figure on the left, displaying patterns of abusive behavior by the RUF, shows relatively low levels of abuse in the south west of the country—where the conflict began—and in the diamond areas around Kono, and very high levels of abuse in the regions north of Freetown, from where the attacks on the capital were launched by the joint AFRC/RUF force.  By contrast, the figure on the right representing the behavior of the CDF, shows lower levels of abuse overall, with levels at their peak in the capital, Freetown and in highly contested regions south of the capital. 
Figure 2 shows patterns of abuse over time.  The left panel exhibits a gradual decline over time in the average level of abuse, with a small rise in the later periods of the war.  The right hand panel, however, reveals sharp differences in the patterns across factions.  The CDF employed less abusive strategies overall than the RUF.   But it also shows that levels of abuse in the CDF did not decline over time and that abuse in the RUF increased.  One important explanation for the overall decline is a change in the relative sizes of the factions, with CDF units growing in number only in the latter stages of the conflict. 
Figure 1: Spatial Variation in Civilian Abuse


[image: image1]    
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Note: These maps show the average level of reported abuse by District for the RUF (left panel) and the CDF (right panel). Each panel 

has an independent legend, and in particular it should be noted that the average levels of abusive practices are significantly lower on the right hand panel.. Freetown Urban, too small to represent on the map, is marked in the lower left of each panel.
Figure 2: Temporal Variation in Civilian Abuse
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IV Results
IV.1  Local Community Ties

First, we explore the degree to which the abusiveness of groups depends on the extent to which they have ethnic ties to the communities in which they are based.  Ethnic ties, we argued, could facilitate voluntary exchanges with communities, or make abusive behavior more costly.  Or it could simply be that combatants care more for co-ethnics than they do for non-co-ethnics.  The survey instrument asked each respondent to report the principal ethnic group of their faction (if any) and the principal ethnicity of the civilian group living near their base.  We then created a dummy variable taking a value of 1 if these two groups are the same and a 0 otherwise. 
In the bivariate analysis, we find a strong relationship between co-ethnicity and levels of abuse.  Co-ethnicity with local civilians reduces aggregate abuse levels by approximately 0.14 points, or over one-half a standard deviation.  This characteristic of interaction—living in the presence of co-ethnics—is much more common in CDF units than with the RUF.  As a result, when we try to discern an effect of co-ethnicity independent of the major factional fixed effects, we find no evidence for such an effect.  We return to this concern later when we use a multivariate framework to take account more thoroughly of the core features of the different factions.
The second hypothesis relates levels of civilian abuse to the extent to which units contained members from the region in which they were based.  A priori it is difficult to know whether these regional ties should be stronger than ethnic ties.  But we do know from anecdotal evidence that the RUF forced abductees to commit abuses in their own villages and home areas.  Further, abusive factions stationed in a particular region are more likely to abduct people from that region, with the result that they have a relatively large share of people from that region fighting in their home communities.  This would suggest a positive relationship between the abusiveness of factions and the share of members fighting in their home regions.  These priors about the conflict in Sierra Leone run counter to hypothesis two, particularly for the case of RUF fighters. 
However, when we turn to the data, we find a strong negative correlation between a “home” effect and levels of abuse.  Abuse levels of quasi-units composed of people entirely from the region of combat are an average of 0.34 points lower than those composed only of people from outside the area.  On its own, this variable accounts for 20% of the variation in abuse levels.  This effect is discerned, however, only at the level of the chiefdom.  At the more anonymous level of the district, we no longer see this effect in operation.

However, because of the concerns outlined above, we again check to see to what extent this strong effect at the chiefdom level is driven by faction-level fixed effects.  We find that it is not, or at least not entirely.  There is a discernible “home” effect once we take account of the major factional affiliations of the respondents, and we also find that it is statistically significant in both RUF and CDF factions.  Moreover, the marginal effect is considerably stronger within the more abusive RUF group, suggesting that the “home” effect disciplines the behavior of RUF fighters.
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Figure 3: Levels of Abuse When Units Fight in Their Own Neighborhood

Note: The upper line denotes the fitted values for RUF quasi units, the lower 
line for CDF units.
IV.2  Contestation

We identified two hypotheses relating levels of contestation to the extent of abuse of civilian populations.  The first hypothesis suggested that higher levels of civilian abuse should be evident in geographic zones where one faction is marginally stronger than the others.  Where one faction is dominant, lower levels of abuse should be apparent.
Hypothesis three can be tested in a number of different ways.  A core difficulty, however, is defining precisely what is meant by “stronger,” since strength is likely to depend on many unobservable features of the quasi-units as well as the prize they are fighting for.

The simplest metric for relative strength is the relative number of troops in a given locality.  By tracking the movements of a representative sample of fighters, we have good estimates of troop levels by chiefdom.  Using these estimates of the population shares in each faction and in each district at each point in time, we create a measure of the relative size of the RUF as compared to the CDF.  This measure takes a value of 0 if there is parity, a value of 1 if the RUF is twice the size of the CDF, a value of -1 if the CDF is twice as large as the RUF and so on. With this metric, the prediction of hypothesis three is that levels of abuse by factions should dip in the center, rise at either side of the center, and dip again at the extremes.
Figure 4 plots the levels of abuse associated with each assessment of relative strength.  We also mark the fitted values for this relationship, derived by fitting four polynomials to the data.  All four polynomials enter significantly and together account for about 7% of the variation in the measure of abuse.  However, the pattern predicted by these polynomials runs exactly contrary to what is predicted: levels of abuse are at their highest in the center, where troop levels exhibit parity, then they fall and rise again at the extremes, where one group is dominant. 
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Figure 4: Contestation and Abuse I
One interpretation of the data is that levels of citizen abuse are at their highest in areas where the RUF is relatively strong, but not dominant.  Leaving strategic considerations aside, arguably the logic of hypothesis three is at play for the RUF but not for the CDF.  But this interpretation can be checked in two ways.  In the multivariate analysis presented later (Section IV.4), we include a series of controls that take account of core difference between the CDF and RUF.   In the multivariate analysis, we also take account of the wealth of different areas and affinities of groups to particular areas which help to provide a more nuanced assessment of to what degree troop balances correspond with degrees of contestation.
A second approach is to concentrate on one-sided effects.  To do this, we develop a measure for each quasi-unit of the extent to which the group is dominant in the zone.  The measure records the estimated size of the quasi-unit relative to the estimated total number of troops in the zone.  Here there is a strong bivariate relationship between dominance and the measure of abuse.  This relationship is illustrated in Figure 5.  With the exception of two outliers, it is generally the case that the greater the dominance of a given unit the less abusive of civilians it is.  Dominant groups tend not to be abusive whereas non-dominant groups display a wide range of behavior.

This result is quite fragile in a multivariate context. In turns out that many of the cases of dominance and low abuse are CDF factions and their behavior can be accounted for by other characteristics shared by these CDF units. Within the group of CDF factions, there is no strong relation between dominance and abuse.  Further, once CDF units are removed from the sample, there is no strong relationship between dominance and abuse among the remaining units. In Section IV.4, we again check to see if this effect can be discerned in a multivariate framework.
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Figure 5: Contestation and Abuse II
We also examined the effects of two other measures that indicate the degree of competition between factions in a given chiefdom.  First, we recorded whether or not an individual’s unit was forcibly removed from an area (possibly because of its abusive behavior, but plausibly for other reasons).  We also recorded whether units had to compete with other units in collecting food from civilians in the area in which they were based.  In both cases, we did not find robust relationships between these measures and the behavior of factions.
A second hypothesis links contestation to the wealth of a region, suggesting that wealthier areas are likely to experience higher levels of civilian abuse. We have two measures of the wealth of a region. 
First, at the level of chiefdoms, we record whether an area contains alluvial (above-ground) and kimberlite (below-ground) diamonds.  Diamonds were a major political issue during the conflict in Sierra Leone and many of the heaviest fighting took place around diamond-mining areas.  The government and private firms hired private security firms to protect the kimberlite diamond fields in Kono, and some of the most pitched battles were fought to capture and recapture these areas.  

Displacement rates were also very high around diamond-mining areas.  While the average displacement rate in a chiefdom is 7%, the rate in areas with kimberlite diamonds is 13% (the rate for chiefdoms with alluvial diamonds is just 3%).  These figures likely underestimate the true displacement rates, but they reflect the fact that these areas were associated with heavy fighting that led to massive displacement.
The question is: how does the level of contestation relate to the behaviors exhibited toward civilian populations.  Here, there is only a weak negative relationship between the presence of kimberlite mines and the abuse of civilians. The presence of kimberlite shafts reduces the typical level of abuse of a quasi-unit by 0.06 points—about a quarter of a standard deviation, significant at the 90% level.  There is no discernible relationship between the existence of alluvial diamonds and levels of abuse, contrary to hypothesis four.

Second, we use data from the Sierra Leone Central Statistics Office to construct a wealth index. The index, set to range from 0 to 1, again uses factor analysis to combine measures of typical (imputed) rent payments in each district, an index of food poverty in the district, and a pre-war measure of population density in the district.  The first two measures are imperfect because they use post-war information and these measures may have been affected by the war.  The third measure is a more indirect measure of wealth but is one recorded shortly before the onset of the war. The three measures are highly correlated with one another.  As shown in Table 2 and Table 3, we find the expected relationship in the case of Type B quasi-units—that is those units for which the geographic unit data is more closely aligned with the wealth data. 
In short, while there is some evidence of greater abuse levels in wealthier districts, the results on diamond wealth undermine the generality of the hypothesis.  A more nuanced version of the hypothesis may suggest that wealth increases abuse in areas where the wealth is held, but may be taken from, civilians. It is lower in areas that are wealthy, but where that wealth is not held by civilians.

IV.3 Internal Structures of the Factions
Our fifth hypothesis relates to recruitment practices and predicts that warring factions that recruit combatants with the promise of short-term material benefits are more likely to exhibit high levels of civilian abuse.
To test this theory, we collected data on the incentives used to induce people to take part in a faction.  While many combatants, particularly within the RUF, were abducted and kept in through the use of force, material enticements were also used.  About 17% of the respondents in our sample were abducted into factions; 17% were told that they would receive money for participating and; 5% were promised diamonds.  Using these reports of the promises made by different units of money and diamonds, we constructed a measure, using factor loaded weighting, of the propensity of each quasi-unit to be staffed with combatants that received these types of offers.
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Figure 6: Material Gains and Abuse
The bivariate relationship is depicted in Figure 6. The relationship is large and significant.  The relationship suggests that an increase in the frequency of offers of material gain to recruits of 20 percentage points is associated with a two standard deviation increase in the level of abuse by the unit.  This effect is, in part, the result of differences across factions: the CDF were less likely to make offers of material gain to potential recruits.  Although the relationship fails to explain variation within the CDF groups, it does account for between 5 and 10% of variation within the RUF faction.
The sixth hypothesis relates the level of social embeddedness of factions to abusive behavior.  It predicts that groups with strong internal social networks will be less likely to commit abuses against civilians.  To create a simple measure of social networks within the factions we took an average, weighted by factor loadings, of three measures of social connectivity in the unit: notably, the share of individuals in each quasi-unit that (i) had friends in the unit at the time of entering, or (ii) had family in the unit, or (iii) knew fellow community members in the unit.  Factions that recruited by using force or by offering selective incentives are less likely to integrate or make use of pre-existing network structures.  As a result, they are also less likely to benefit from these networks for the resolution of various collective action problems.
On average, recruits to the CDF were more likely to join factions in which they already had friends, family, or community members participating.  This is part of what drives the bivariate relationship depicted in Figure 7. Nonetheless, the relationship also holds within RUF units, and partly explains their behavior. We find that within RUF units, the degree of embeddedness accounts for about 7% of variation in abuse levels.
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Figure 7: Embeddedness and Abuse

The seventh hypothesis relates to the internal divisions within units, positing that ethnically heterogenous units should exhibit lower levels of civilian abuse.
To measure the heterogeneity of units, we a created standard measure of ethnolinguistic fragmentation.  For every quasi-unit that had at least three members, we estimated the relative size of each ethnic group within the quasi-unit and then took the sum of squares of these shares.  This provides a concentration index; the difference between this index and 1 is the index of fragmentation.  The index takes a value of 0 if all members are from the same ethnic group, a value close to 1 if all members are from different ethnic groups and values between 0 and 1 for less extreme structures. 

The distribution of the fragmentation index for each of the two major factions is given in Figure 8.  It is striking is that, although the CDF as a whole is no less heterogenous than the RUF, its quasi-units were more homogenous.  The CDF, unlike the RUF, divided its members into units along ethnic and regional lines.  The RUF, partly for ideological reasons and also because of its recruitment methods, replicated the heterogeneity of the group within its quasi-units.  
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Figure 8: Ethnic Fractionalization of Units, by Faction

The bivariate relationship between this measure of fragmentation and the abuse index is shown in Figure 9.  There is a strong positive relationship between the measures.  There is also an effect on the variance of outcomes—less diverse units diverse units exhibit a predictably low level of abuse, with some exceptions among the highly homogenous groupings.  If we disaggregate across faction, we find that, although much of the effect of ELF is accounted for by differences between the ways in which the CDF and the RUF organized their units, there is a strong, statistically significant effect within the RUF grouping alone.  A one standard deviation shift in RUF fragmentation levels increases the abuse rate by about .08 points, and this accounts for about 10% of the variation between RUF units. 
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Figure 9: Ethnic Fragmentation and Unit Abuse
The final hypothesis posits a positive relationship between a group’s structures to maintain internal discipline and the degree to which it abuses civilians.  This hypothesis is somewhat contentious insofar as it runs contrary to the case being made by the Prosecutor of the Special Court for Sierra Leone.  The principle of the Special Court is that the abuses committed were part of a set of deliberate strategies executed by well organized units, and directed by those who, in the phrase used by the court, bear the greatest responsibility for the violence in Sierra Leone.  If this analysis is correct, we should expect to see higher levels of abuse within units that had higher levels of internal discipline.
To create a measure of discipline within the factions, we weighted a series of responses to questions about reported norms and behavior within the factions. The information used were subject’s responses to questions about the extent to which individuals would face disciplinary action, if, without the consent of a commander, they (i) were drunk at the base, (ii) killed someone from their own group during combat, (iii) were drunk while in combat, (iv) killed someone from their own group at the base, (v) stole from someone in their own unit, (vi) amputated someone in their own unit, and (vii) raped someone in their own unit. 

None of these measures of disciplinary action within units involve any information that relates directly to interaction with civilians.  And most of the actions probed are ones that could reasonably be expected to lead to a weakening of units or of their fighting capacity.  Note that we did not ask subjects if they committed these actions, but rather whether they would expect there to be punishment within their unit if any member of the committed one of these acts. Individuals could respond by indicating high, medium, or low likelihoods of punishment.

The relationship between the index of discipline and our measure of abuse is striking.  It accounts for a full two-thirds of the variation in abuse.  The relationship is graphed in Figure 10. This strong negative relationship—close to one for one—exists across all factions.
It indicates that fewer constraints on behavior inside the group were associated with looser constraints on behavior outside of it.  More directly, the greater the abuses that were permitted inside the faction, the greater the abuses that were allowed outside of the faction.
This is consistent with a view the some units were populated by individuals who engaged in indiscriminate violence.  It is also consistent with a view that chaotic organizational structures were used to feed abusive behavior outside of the units, and possibly that disorganization was used as a tool to manage the rebellion.  It is not, however, consistent with the view that leaders of these factions retained tight control over a killing machine that they could direct at will.
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Figure 10: Discipline and Abuse
IV.4 Multivariate Results

In our discussion of the eight hypotheses outlined in this paper, we have presented a large set of relationships linking the characteristics of quasi-units to their abusiveness.  While many of these bivariate relationships are strong, it is also evident that particular values of some explanatory variables are associated more with one faction, such as the RUF, than another.  As a result, there is an obvious concern that rather than identifying independent effects, we are simply quantifying attributes that pick out common characteristics of one or another major faction.
To make further progress in distinguishing between the distinct theoretical effects we have proposed, we enter the various measures into a set of unified, multivariate models.  The appendix presents the basic results in Table 2 and Table 3.  The final columns of these tables differ only in whether or not they include ethnic fragmentation (a variable whose inclusion results in a loss of observations) and our measure of discipline—the correlate with by far the strongest effect.
In the main text, we describe only the results of a tougher test than those reported in Table 2 and Table 3.  The results presented in Table 1 provide a strong check that our findings are not simply picking up factional variation, but are instead capturing the characteristics of sub-units that explain variation in abuse at a lower level of disaggregation.  The regressions include controls for the five major factions.  These controls capture unobserved features of the factions that may have constant effects across all quasi-units—such as the influence of the leadership, or the fact of belonging to a given movement.  The potential cost is that they may eliminate all the effects of our explanatory variables if these explanatory variables are highly correlated with faction membership.
However, a review of Table 1 suggests that although some effects disappear, a number remain strong and significant.  We review these in the order that they were discussed above.
Table 1: Multivariate Results with Faction Fixed Effects and Clustering by Region
	Dependent Variable: index of Abuse of Civilians by Type A and Type B Units
	Type A

Quasi-units
	Type B

Quasi-units

	Share of Faction who are fighting on home territory
	-0.008
	-0.009

	
	[0.39]
	[2.49]**

	Troop Balance (+ polynomials)
	-0.004
	-0.004

	
	[0.70]
	[0.52]

	Wealth of District
	0.264
	0.181

	
	[2.48]**
	[2.47]**

	Density of Social Ties Within Unit
	-0.034
	-0.006

	
	[1.07]
	[0.25]

	Degree to which material incentives are used to attract members
	0.13
	0.17

	
	[2.86]***
	[3.50]***

	Average age in Unit
	-0.002
	-0.003

	
	[1.99]**
	[2.18]**

	Unit discipline 
	-0.732
	-0.851

	
	[9.82]***
	[20.37]***

	Wealth ( unit Discipline
	-0.269
	-0.17

	
	[2.12]**
	[2.04]*

	Constant
	0.852
	0.909

	
	[12.35]***
	[17.63]***

	Observations
	403
	316

	R-squared
	0.79
	0.8

	
	
	


Notes: Robust t statistics in brackets, Significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

Model includes fixed effects for faction.
Local Community Ties:  We find that fighting on home territory is significantly (and negatively) related to abuse in only one of the two characterizations of the quasi-unit.  Even here, though, the magnitude of the coefficient is small.

Contestation:  We find no effect of relative troop strength within regions on the level of abuse in either regression.  However, we do find that the impact of wealth is large and statistically significant: relations with civilians are more likely to be abusive in wealthier regions, all else being equal. 
Internal Structures of the Factions:  The estimated effect of the structure of the organization—conditioning on factional-level attributes of organizational structure—remains large and significant.  We find no support for the impact of social ties—these effects are too closely related to ethnic fragmentation.  But we find strong effects linking the use of material incentives in recruitment and the average age of fighters in a given unit to abuse.  Quasi-units populated by younger fighters and that use material incentives to recruit members exhibit higher levels of abuse.  Finally, we find that the impact of internal disciplinary structures remains strong and significant.  A final test of the logic of the group structures argument employs an interactive framework to look at the effect of wealth conditional on discipline.  The coefficients on the interactive term for wealth and discipline indicate that a region’s wealth is associated with higher levels of abuse only in undisciplined factions—the marginal effect of the wealth of an area is zero for well-disciplined units.

V Conclusions 
International media, watch-dog NGOs, and a more active set of international organizations have drawn attention to the devastating consequences of civil war for civilian populations across the developing world.  International tribunals and conflict-monitoring organizations have used diverse mechanisms to shed light on the different tactics, strategies, and behaviors of the warring factions in these conflicts—choices these groups make that potentially lead to mass killing, displacement, rape, and destruction.
Yet, with all this focus on violence against civilians, researchers have only begun to move beyond the question of which countries are likely to experience civil war, to a more penetrating issue: what explains variation in the level of abuse perpetrated by warring factions during conflict?  Surely, identifying the factors that make warring groups prone to violence and abuse is as important as trying to predict which countries can be expected to experience conflict.

Our analysis tests hypotheses generated from three different approaches to understanding the determinants of violence.  The first focuses on local community ties.  It suggests that high levels of abuse are associated with situations in which fighting groups do not share ethnic or other ties to the regions in which they operate.  The second examines the strategic dimension of contestation.  It posits that dominant groups use much lower levels of abuse than those that have their sovereignty over a region threatened by other factions.  The final approach focuses on the internal structures of the factions.  It argues that high levels of abuse are associated with ethnically fragmented groups that use material incentives to recruit participants, and lack internal structures of maintaining discipline.
The evidence strongly supports the idea that warring factions have different structures, and that these internal dimensions matter for how the war is fought.  But these characteristics can be more carefully calibrated than a simple group-level fixed effect.  Using a set of quasi-units engaged in the war in Sierra Leone, we show that groups populated by younger fighters, recruited with the use of material incentives, and lacking mechanisms of control, were far more likely to be abusive, even controlling for faction-level fixed effects.  These relationships hold in a multivariate context, even as other measures which exhibited strong patterns at the bivariate level drop off the radar screen.

Importantly, this story of group structure is not one of a top-down, faction-level strategy of violence whereby commanders design, order, and implement systematic campaigns of killing, rape, and pillaging.  Decisions may be made at the top and carried out below, but our approach, by investigating the behavior of quasi-units, does not explicitly capture such strategies.  This model of command and control is fundamental to the arguments of the Special Court and most international justice advocates that seek to punish those that “bear the greatest responsibility.”  

Our findings do suggest the need for caution in rapidly embracing the top-down model of command and control, particularly when it comes to violence in Sierra Leone.  Rather than setting in place well-oiled machines capable of committing systematic acts of violence, the warring factions in Sierra Leone that employed abusive tactics did so through the creation of chaotic, disorganized internal structures that permitted abuse within and outside units.  It may be that this organizational design was chosen on purpose.  If so, responsibility for abuse undoubtedly rests with the commanders at the top.  It is plausible, as well, that organizations were built that spun out of control, giving way to abuse that was disorganized, disconnected from the movements’ goals, and driven by individual-level and local considerations.  If this is the case, it has substantial implications for the model of justice and line of argument taken by the Special Court in Sierra Leone.
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VII Appendix I: Tables

Table 2: Correlates of Abuse: By Faction and Chiefdom

Dependent Variable: Index of abuse of local civilian populations

Unit of Analysis: Collections of members of a single faction based in the same chiefdom in a given period
	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	VI
	VII
	VIII
	IX
	X
	XI

	Ethnic Fragmentation of Unit
	0.297
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.043

	.
	[6.02]***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[1.71]*

	Relative Numeric Strength in Region
	
	-0.101
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.067
	-0.008
	0

	.
	
	[2.55]**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[2.14]**
	[0.33]
	[0.00]

	Unit discipline
	
	
	-1.087
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.868
	-0.955

	
	
	
	[20.44]***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[13.48]***
	[10.83]***

	Density of Social Ties Within Unit
	
	
	
	-0.326
	
	
	
	
	-0.257
	-0.14
	-0.112

	.
	
	
	
	[12.45]***
	
	
	
	
	[8.75]***
	[5.22]***
	[3.17]***

	Degree to which material incentives are used to attract members
	
	
	
	
	0.387
	
	
	
	0.242
	0.184
	0.107

	.
	
	
	
	
	[6.13]***
	
	
	
	[3.29]***
	[3.85]***
	[2.07]**

	Average Age of Unit Members
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.012
	
	
	-0.005
	-0.003
	-0.005

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	[5.57]***
	
	
	[2.50]**
	[2.28]**
	[3.25]***

	Faction ethnicity same as local ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.145
	
	-0.056
	-0.009
	-0.003

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[7.50]***
	
	[2.64]***
	[0.64]
	[0.19]

	Wealth of the Region Where Faction is Based
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.058
	0.033
	0.224
	0..348

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[1.15]
	[0.56]
	[2.05]**
	[2.02]**

	Wealth of Region ( Unit Discipline
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.217
	-0.333

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[1.63]
	[1.57]

	Constant
	0.107
	0.278
	1.123
	0.408
	0.222
	0.541
	0.313
	0.219
	0.565
	1.093
	1.182

	.
	[5.39]***
	[11.11]***
	[23.91]***
	[17.46]***
	[15.87]***
	[9.13]***
	[17.40]***
	[13.79]***
	[9.72]***
	[21.71]***
	[18.26]***

	Observations
	256
	445
	439
	445
	445
	445
	445
	409
	409
	403
	242

	R-squared
	0.17
	0.02
	0.65
	0.3
	0.08
	0.14
	0.1
	0
	0.41
	0.75
	0.83


Table 3: Correlates of Abuse: By Sub-faction and District

Dependent Variable: Index of abuse of local civilian populations

Unit of Analysis: Collections of members of a single sub-faction based in the same district in a given period

	.
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	VI
	VII
	VIII
	IX
	X
	XI

	Ethnic Fragmentation of Unit
	0.283
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.117
	
	0.04

	.
	[5.31]***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[3.47]***
	
	[1.27]

	Relative Numeric Strength in Region
	
	-0.269
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.154
	-0.082
	0.014

	.
	
	[2.90]**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[2.10]*
	[1.73]
	[0.42]

	Unit discipline
	
	
	-1.106
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.908
	-0.879

	
	
	
	[24.16]***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[35.78]***
	[13.12]***

	Density of Social Ties Within Unit
	
	
	
	-0.381
	
	
	
	
	-0.269
	-0.153
	-0.113

	.
	
	
	
	[10.64]***
	
	
	
	
	[8.10]***
	[6.02]***
	[4.84]***

	Degree to which material incentives are used to attract members
	
	
	
	
	0.419
	
	
	
	0.208
	0.223
	0.133

	.
	
	
	
	
	[4.59]***
	
	
	
	[2.35]**
	[4.34]***
	[3.29]***

	Average Age of Unit Members
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.011
	
	
	-0.005
	-0.003
	-0.005

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	[3.52]***
	
	
	[2.95]**
	[2.33]**
	[5.28]***

	Faction ethnicity same as local ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.127
	
	-0.032
	-0.024
	-0.022

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[4.55]***
	
	[1.33]
	[1.51]
	[2.01]*

	Wealth of the Region Where Faction is Based
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.085
	0.042
	0.147
	0.54

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[2.91]**
	[0.58]
	[2.45]**
	[0.20]

	Wealth of Region ( Unit Discipline
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.125
	-0.008

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[1.83]*
	[0.02]

	Constant
	0.115
	0.282
	1.139
	0.469
	0.242
	0.528
	0.327
	0.242
	0.511
	1.177
	1.138

	.
	[5.03]***
	[12.70]***
	[28.74]***
	[14.43]***
	[13.10]***
	[6.27]***
	[18.97]***
	[12.97]***
	[9.77]***
	[26.49]***
	[16.46]***

	Observations
	216
	348
	340
	348
	348
	348
	348
	323
	203
	316
	201

	R-squared
	0.16
	0.03
	0.67
	0.3
	0.08
	0.1
	0.07
	0.01
	0.5
	0.77
	0.84


Note: robust t statistics in brackets.  * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

Table 4: Description of variables used

	
	
	Observations
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	
	A
	B
	A
	B
	A
	B
	A
	B
	A
	B

	Abuse Against Civiliian
	Index (see text)
	348
	445
	0.25
	0.23
	0.24
	0.22
	0
	0
	1
	0.95

	Ethnic Fractionalization of Unit
	ELF index
	221
	256
	0.33
	0.31
	0.26
	0.26
	0
	0
	0.86
	0.81

	Relative Numeric Strength in Region
	Share (See text)
	364
	457
	0.13
	0.51
	0.16
	0.34
	0
	1
	1
	1

	Unit discipline
	Index (See text)
	364
	440
	0.80
	0.82
	0.18
	0.17
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Density of Social Ties Within Unit
	Index (See text)
	364
	457
	0.58
	0.55
	0.35
	0.38
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Degree to which material incentives

Are used to attract members
	Index (See text)
	364
	457
	0.08
	0.08
	0.17
	0.16
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Average Age of Unit Members
	In years
	364
	457
	26.11
	26.16
	6.90
	6.99
	5
	5
	64
	64

	Faction ethnicity same as local ethnicity
	Average Evaluations
	364
	457
	0.62
	0.60
	0.49
	0.49
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Wealth of the Region Where Faction is Based
	Index based on SL-CSO data
	339
	421
	0.19
	0.17
	0.28
	0.26
	0
	0
	1
	1


Note: This table gives the number of observations, the mean, the standard deviation, and the minimum and maximum values for all variables used in the regression analysis.  For each of theses quantities, we record the values for quasi-units based on faction and chiefdom in Column A and the values for quasi-factions based on sub-factions and districts in Column B. 
VIII Appendix II: Details on the Sample
Further details on our sampling methodology as well as a copy of our survey instrument can be found here: http://www.columbia.edu/~mh2245/SL 
The following sections provide more details about the sample interviewed, comparing characteristics to characteristics of the population, when these are known.

Description of the Sample

The sample of respondents is broadly representative of the total population of ex-combatants registered by NCDDR as part of the disarmament process.

Table 5: Distribution of Respondents by Faction
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Table 5 presents the breakdown of membership in factions.  The survey sample tracks faction membership in the broader ex-combatant population closely.  The SLA/AFRC is slightly underrepresented in the sample.

Table 6: Distribution of Respondents by Gender
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In Table 6, the distribution of women ex-combatants is presented.  The sampling method yielded a larger percentage of women than the number registered as part of disarmament.  Given concerns that women were underrepresented in the disarmament programs, it is possible that the sampling strategy employed for this survey captured a more accurate picture of the distribution of women ex-combatants.  Most women surveyed were members of the RUF.  Although the sample yielded a larger percentage of women in the CDF, it is likely that the true number of women who participated in the CDF is still understated.

Figure 11: Age Distribution of the Sample
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The panel on the left of Figure 11 presents the age distribution of those combatants registered by NCDDR (at the point of entry into the DDR program).  The panel on the right presents the age distribution of ex-combatants in the survey sample that joined the DDR process, at the time of joining.  The overall age distribution of the sample accords well with the NCDDR population figures, although it is apparent that the survey sample slightly under represents the population of child-combatants at the time of demobilization.

Table 7: Distribution of Respondents by Region

	
	Region where Respondent Joined Faction
	Region where Respondent Demobilized
	Region where Respondent Surveyed (2003)

	Region
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent

	South
	181
	18%
	80
	9%
	96
	9%

	East
	508
	50%
	449
	50%
	484
	46%

	North
	247
	24%
	306
	34%
	307
	29%

	West
	84
	8%
	56
	6%
	156
	14%


Table 7 provides a breakdown of the sample by region.  The first two columns present data on the distribution by region in which the combatants joined the factions.  The next two columns present data on the regions in which combatants demobilized.  The final two provide data on where the combatants were surveyed. The shift over time is apparent, as combatants moved away from the South and to the North in significant numbers over the course of the conflict and to the West in more recent times.  The percentage of combatants in the East remained fairly consistent over time.

Potential Sources of Bias

Survey research introduces a number of sources of bias that must be considered when evaluating the findings presented in this report.

The process of building a representative sample is difficult.  The best planning is often not enough to overcome logistical considerations or simply bad luck.  While survey teams made it to each of the targeted chiefdoms, some teams encountered problems in building large lists of ex-combatants from which to sample respondents.  People’s concerns, in particular protecting the privacy of former fighters, sometimes made it difficult to identify the full range of combatants in a community.    

Two factors in particular must be assessed in judging how representative this sample is of the ex-combatant population.  First, NCDDR acknowledges that the disarmament process missed a sizeable number of former fighters.  Estimates tend to congregate around 3000 or so.  Many of these fighters fled across the border to fight in conflicts in neighboring countries; others, particularly from the CDF, self-reintegrated into their home communities.  The sampling methodology likely picked up some of the respondents that self-reintegrated.  Indeed, 138 respondents did not participate in the DDR program.  This may explain, in part, the higher percentage of CDF fighters in the sample as compared to NCDDR statistics.  It is unlikely that survey teams captured ex-combatants across the border or another population of former fighters—those that passed away during the conflict.    

A second factor is the potential non-random selection of respondents.  By working through NCDDR officials and local partners, a potential bias toward DDR participants is introduced.  Efforts to communicate with Paramount and local chiefs in building lists of contacts helped to minimize this source of bias.  But a fundamental characteristic of all respondents was that they self-identified as an ex-combatant.  To the extent that individuals participated in the war but did not see themselves as fighters, it is unlikely that survey teams were able to identify such individuals and recruit them to interviews. Moreover, to the extent that factions or communities successfully put pressure on particular populations, such as women and young children, not to identify themselves as fighters, these groups will be underrepresented.

Naturally, the survey also does not capture the population of combatants that died during the war.  This population could differ in systematic ways from the population that survived.  Perhaps, those that passed away were more likely to be in high-risk situations for example. As a partial test for the existence of these biases, the survey collected data on the number of times that participants were wounded during the conflict.  This is a potential proxy for the extent to which individual respondents were at risk during the war.

Another possible source of bias lies not in the sample but in the individual responses.  The most obvious one is a concern with truth telling.  Respondents may have strong incentives to misrepresent the facts.  With the Special Court operative in Sierra Leone during the administration of the survey, some respondents might have been concerned that their answers could be used as evidence for the prosecution.  In the training, a script was developed for enumerators to help allay these concerns.  Respondents might also be influenced by the presence of community members during the enumeration of the survey.  Consequently, survey teams administered the survey in private, in an effort to protect people’s privacy.  The survey avoided asking questions whose answers could be incriminating. 

With a long survey, exhaustion may also be a concern.  Survey enumerators made sincere efforts to move quickly through the questions and to allow respondents the opportunity to take a break when necessary.  Related to truth telling, one must be concerned with the impact of memory: do respondents remember clearly incidents that took place years before?  Is their memory shaped by subsequent events?  Do particular factions have a stake in telling a different story, constructing an alternative memory of the past?  Undoubtedly, such considerations must be taken seriously.  But the honesty with which respondents answered difficult questions—about violence in particular—increases confidence in the accuracy of the results.  A final concern raised by the structured nature of the questionnaire is that respondents may not have had the freedom to provide the whole story, to raise all of the issues that concern them.  Nonetheless, the structured approach offers a number of benefits: increased control over the enumeration, comparability of responses, and data amenable to statistical manipulation. 

� This research emanates from a large survey led by the authors together with the Post-conflict Reintegration Initiative for Development and Empowerment (PRIDE) in Freetown, Sierra Leone.  Financial support was provided by the Earth Institute at Columbia University, and logistical support came from the DDR office at the United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone. We are particularly grateful to Alison Giffen and Richard Haselwood for their extensive work on this project, to Allan Quee, Patrick Amara and Lawrence Sessay, our partners in the field at PRIDE, and to Desmond Molloy at UNAMSIL.


� This brief history draws extensively from the timeline of the conflict advanced by Paul Richards and his colleagues (2004).


� “Rebels were 'army of evil', say Sierra Leone war crimes prosecutors” AFP 6 July 2004.
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