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1. Introduction
The identification of an ethnic or religious community with the actions of an armed group is closely correlated to the use of extreme and symbolic violence in reprisals against non-combatants. Most analysis of such violence uses either anecdotal descriptions, or explanations based on the inherent characteristics of the agents. Any complete causal explanation of extreme reprisal must however, connect the mechanisms motivating individual behaviour to the structures which influence the forms behaviour takes. Using new institutional theory’s focus on the intersection between agents’ preferences, their opportunities and their actions this paper examines some mechanisms that trigger extreme forms of violent collective reprisal in civil wars. 

In this paper certain characteristics of civil war such as extreme uncertainty, violent stalemates between armed groups and the means of the legitimisation of violence are coupled with individual emotional mechanisms
 in explaining both the occurrence and the forms which collective reprisal took in two cases of such violence by the Lebanese Forces. This paper argues that the normative regulation of Revenge is distorted by mechanisms of Hatred and Rage, but that it is through the actions of small groups that these mechanisms become powerful explanations of extreme reprisal violence
. 
2. Case Studies: 

The Lebanese civil war began in April 1975. The first reliably recorded incident of extreme violence
 in the war was in May 1975, when a Shi’a Muslim gang, the Knights of Ali (fityan ‘ali) killed 50 Christians, placed their severed genitalia in their mouths and left them in a cementary in the Bashoura district of Beirut (Johnson 2001: 11). Other forms of violent reprisal that characterised the war were the infamous kidnappings, indiscriminate bombarment/sniping and identity card killings
 at check points. 

The aim here is to establish the mechanisms defining the dynamics of reprisal action and not the general use of violence by the Lebanese Force’s (LF). It is therefore useful to identify causal processes in two cases at the extreme of reprisal action - retaliatory massacres – rather than analyse a larger data set. The first case, Black Saturday, occurred near the beginning of the civil war, the second in the Palestinian refugee camp Shatila and the neighbourhood of Sabra took place in the middle of the conflict.

Case One: Black Saturday, December 6, 1975

On the 6 December 1975, the bodies of four young Phalangistes
, first shot in an ambush whilst returning to Beirut on a rural road and then killed with axes, were discovered in their car outside the state owned electricity company in East Beirut. The brother of one of the dead was found still alive but seriously wounded under the bodies. 

Upon hearing the news tens of Phalangist militiamen spread into the central market and port area from neighbouring Christian neighbourhoods. One of them opened fire on a crowd gathered near the adjacent mainly Muslim area of Bachoura. Chaos broke out as bystanders fled and the Christian militiamen began to summarily kill Muslims, particularly port workers, and take hostages from the crowds shopping at the markets. As news of the massacre spread checkpoints were established at entrance points into Christian areas and many Muslims who were passing through East Beirut, a relatively common occurrence in the early months of the war, were killed or taken hostage. 
Whilst international journalists and local historians report 200-300 dead (Randal 1990; Fisk 2001; Kassir 1994) a local media report published the day after put the number of dead at 50, whilst up to 350 hostages were taken (L’Orient le Jour, Beirut, 7 December 1975)
. Although reliable quantative data does not exist, most observers confirmed, that the vast majority of those killed were men, and women were generally permitted to pass unmolested in the early stages of the war (Sharara 1978: 12). 
Years later Phalangist officers insisted that Bashir Gemayel, the young commander of the LF, had ordered forty Muslims to be killed as retaliation for the killing of the four Phalangistes (Fisk 2001: 79). A more detailed version described by an international journalist at the scene (Randal 1990: 84-87), confirmed by local newspaper reports from the day after and a resident Lebanese historian (Kassir 1994: 134), focuses on the role of a respected LF militiaman, Joseph Saad, in command of the Section 104 unit that had been involved since the of 20 October 1975 in the heavy fighting of the Hotels War. Joseph’s son was one of the bodies in the car. Having very recently lost his only other son, also a Phalange militiamen, in similarly horrific circumstances Joseph rallied a group around him and set off to take vegeance – an act, not uncommon in the early months of the war, that resembled pre-war institutions of honour, revenge and kinship (cf. Gilsenan 1996: 250-263). However, the action that followed does not fit into the historical logic of honourable revenge in which reciprocity and reconciliation where key components of social action. According to a Kata’ib communiqué from a day after
 revenge was supposed to have been limited to the taking of hostages, but was turned into a massacre by “des miliciens au comportement frisant l’hysterie et qui refusaient même d’écouter les ordres de leurs chefs dont certains d’ailleurs ont été molestés et malmenés.“
 (L’Orient le Jour, 7 December 1975) When the killings risked extending beyond limits sanctioned or tolerated by the leadership, a special
 unit of the Kata’ib forces was dispatched to encircle and protect the lives of Muslims working for the electricity company, a sector vital to each side. They were particularly concerned for Fouad Bizri, the company’s well-connected Muslim director, as those committing the massacre seemed intent on gaining access to this relatively high ‘value’ figure. A few hours after the massacre began militia units from West Beirut arrived in the area and combat started, lasting until the 22nd of January 1976.

Case Two: Sabra and Shatila, September 16 – 18, 1982.

On September 14th 1982, a suitcase bomb destroyed the three story Ashrafieh headquarters of the Kata’ib party, killing the Commander-in-Chief of the Lebanese Forces and Lebanon’s President elect, Bashir Gemayel, and 25 others. On the morning of September 15 the Israeli Defence Forces, at the time beseiging West Beirut, breached the Habib agreement and moved into the Muslim sector from the South and the North East, circumventing and surrounding the Palestinian refugee camp of Shatila in the Sabra district. Despite their claims that their intervention was necessary to avoid Christian retaliation, the Israeli Defence Force (IDF) also believed that up to 2000 Palestinian guerrilla (fedayeen) had remained in Beirut after the evacuation of the 15,000 Palestinian guerrillas and civilians between August 21 and September 1. According to the Maya Agreement, signed in 1980 by Bashir Gemayel and Ariel Sharon, the Israeli Minister of Defence, all responsibility for clearing the camps of ‘terrorists’ in the event of an Israeli invasion was to lie with the LF, officially due to their having the expertise and local knowlegde to do this effectively. 

On the 16 September at 18.00, three units of Lebanese Forces militiamen (150-200 men) under the overall control of Elie Hobeika, the head of LF intelligence and LF-Mossad liason, entered the enclosed camps from the South and West under covering small arms and artillery fire. These three units included members from Deb Anastas' Military Police, Joseph Edde’s Black Beret Commandos, Elie Hobeika's Special Security Unit, and the Damour Brigade, recruited from members of a Christian village South of Beirut that had been brutally cleansed in January 1976. Each had been recruited by Hobeika personally and statements from ranking officers serving in other areas at the time credibly claim ignorance of the operation. Eyewitness accounts of Palestinians report that a few of the militiamen were under the influence of drugs or alchohol and this is confirmed in the account of an LF intelligence officer on the scene (Hatem 1999: chpt. 8)
. Over the next two days between 460
 and 3,500 people were killed with guns, knives and hatchets. Whilst the majority were Palestinian a number of Lebanese refugees, mostly Shia, who had taken shelter in the camps and other foreigners were caught up in the massacre. 
The most reliable documentation of those killed was carried out by Bayan al-Hout a Lebanese academic who, using field research carried out between 1983 and 1984, identified by name 1,390 victims, 906 killed and 484 missing
. The ICRC counted 2,750, the Israeli Mossad between 700-800, and Palestinian sources around 5000. All these numbers are unreliable as a number of mass graves have never been unearthed. Al-Hout estimates that as many as 3,500 were killed
. 

Whilst the exact events inside the camps are contested and participants in the massacre still do not talk
 certain facts are known. Firstly, that the massacre was most intense around the South West entrances of the camp (Le Monde, 14 February 2001; Fisk 2001). Secondly, that the Israeli army sent up flares during the night of September 16. Thirdly, there was only limited evidence of actual combat inside the camps, (Shahid 2002, Fisk 2001), but that two LF soldiers were wounded or killed in the first hours, (Schiff and Ya’ari 1984: 262, Kahan Report 1983). The testimony of a young Palestinian involved in the resistance asserts that almost all full-time guerrillas had left the camps and that a token resistance was organised by a group of youths using personal and collected weapons (al-Shaikh 1984). Another reference also notes that whilst these few Palestinian fighters retreated in front of the advance of the LF, civilians, who were were hiding in houses and in shelters, didn’t. It was civilians therefore that bore the brunt of the violence (Schiff and Ya’ari 1984: 264). Fourthly, that in the early afternoon of the 17th a much larger group (around 1,200-1,500) of LF arrived at the camp led by the LF’s overall military commander Fouad Abu Nader, bulldozers were requested from the IDF and brought into the camp to bury bodies and inhabitants were escorted towards the Cité Sportive. Here a number were interrogated by the IDF, with the help of hooded informers, and some subsequently disappeared. 
The majority of those killed died on the night of the 16th and the morning of the 17th, before the larger LF group arrived. This is confirmed by al-Hout’s data in which, using a representative sample of 430 victims, she concludes that 56.51% of the victims died within those six hours of the first day. This is further supported by two independent interviews I conducted with LF members in Beirut (2003), the location of the bodies and that by 20.00, two hours after the entrance into the camps, on the 16th the LF liason officer announced to Israeli officers that already about 300 had been killed, ‘including civilians’ (Kahan Report 1983). Many of the dead had been found hiding in the houses and shelters in which they had taken cover and were either killed in house to house searches or were taken outside where the men were executed. After the larger LF group entered the camps the number of abductions compared to executions began to rise and the “march” began, in which residents were rounded up and forced to walk towards Cité Sportive, this continued over the next two days. As information of the massacre leaked out, a committee of Israeli officers gave the LF until 5am Saturday morning to leave the camps, however this withdrawal was only completed at 10.00am. 

From the testimony of survivors
, reports of journalists and independent investigations we can piece together further details. Firstly, that men and women were very often seperated (cf. Lamb 1984: 567-8), and whilst some men, of all ages, were executed in groups in the camps, other men and women were killed in a more disordered way, in houses and in the street rather than against walls. The killing of young children and infants, and rape were also common. Secondly, a number of the male bodies appear to have been marked on the neck or wrist before being executed (Fisk 2001: 364) whilst those killed in houses were apparently indiscriminatly murdered. Sabra and Shatila was also characterised by a number of graphically depicted mutilations and brutalities. Crosses etched into bodies, the disembowling of pregnant women, children stamped to death, and in one case the laying out of the dismembered limbs of a child in a circle around his head. (Randal 1990: 15)

3. Organisational Rationalities

Research aimed at disaggregating the study of civil war has increasingly emphasised the military rationality of using extreme violence (Kalyvas 1999, 2003, 2004) as part of the repetoire of actions available to armed groups to alter a population’s incentives. To contextualise an approach based upon reprisal rather than tactical violence, the teleological functions and organisational rationales of these retaliatory massacres should be made clear.

Territorial Security and Cleansing

In neither of these cases was massacre part of an organised genocidal process (cf. Sémelin 2002) and was not part of the official ideology of the LF. Cleansing was rather a military response to operating in ethnically/religiously heterogenous territory
. The LF between 1975-6 used collective reprisals, as did other groups, to emphasise the potential costs of anti-LF activity to distrusted and antagonistic communities remaining within LF-controlled territory. Of such reprisals the most effective at establishing the LF’s reputation for fierceness and brutality (Kovacs 1998: 66-79) were public massacre and mutilation
. This reputation led to an exodus of Palestinians, Lebanese Muslims, Kurds and even occasionally Christians both abroad and to West Beirut and facillitated the creation of a contiguous, LF controlled Christian enclave.
 The homogenisation of territorial control meant a fortifiable front, internal pacification and a relatively stable internal economic sector. 

This strategy was a self-fulfilling prophecy as inter-communal distrust led to violence that then created reactions that variably confirmed the original distrust. The following is the statement of an LF militiaman,
“When the war started, Mohammad, my work colleague said that he was quitting his job because he was scared that we would kill them. I assured him that nothing would happen to him as long as he was not involved in the fighting. I guess they had bad intentions… We cannot afford to be taken by surprise.” 

(Kreidie and Monroe 2002: 26)

The total number of Muslims who left East Beirut because of fear or coercion is thought to lie between 115,000 and 120,000 (Hanf 1993: 345). 

Such violence was used primarily against the populations of the Palestinian refugee camps of Tal al-Zaatar and Jisr al-Basha, and the mixed slum areas of Karantina and Naba’a
. These zones surrounded, divided and threatened the most important Christian areas  and supply routes (see map 1) in Beirut. One-by-one the LF invaded, besieged and demolished these areas (Snider 1984). ‘Black Saturday’ began a parallel process of territorial closure, in which areas of confessional heterogeneity and territorial overlap “became treacherous barriers denying any crossover.” (Khalaf 2002: 248). The market and port area where Black Saturday took place was visited by all confessions and lay between central Christian areas such as Gemayze and Ashrafia and Muslim areas such as Bachoura. Such overlaps created security risks as individuals, information and goods were hard to regulate within the intra-confessional space, rival militias found hostage victims from within the crowds and gun-men could shoot into East Beirut from high-rise buildings in the area
. Whilst Sabra and Shatila were not in East Beirut the LF Commander in Chief had recently won the presidential elections and the massacre aimed at forcing
 or encouraging a Palestinian exodus
 as a means of reaffirming Christian control of Lebanon. 

Time and Information Costs and Combing Operations:

Combing operations, in which armed groups attempt to separate enemy combatants from civilians, are rendered difficult by the high costs in time and information required to do this effectively in complex environments (Kalyvas 2004). In each of the massacres above time was limited and the gathering of information on combatants outside of LF territory was dependent on networks of unreliable informers
. This created incentives to detain suspects for further interrogation or simply to execute men of military age
 and in so doing ensure that the military operation was successful. The fact that in both cases the groups undertook to separate men from women, carry out pseudo-interrogations, or checked identities suggest an organised search was either partly intended or the justification for the operation. Furthermore, that large numbers of hostages were taken suggest that information gathering was a goal of the operations. As a militiaman in Shatila said to a Palestinian family after executing their male members “So what do you think? That it’s chaos here? We are not killing people. We are questioning them first and then we’ll judge.” (Shahid 2002: 46)   

4. Revenge in Civil War
To argue that retaliatory massacre is organisationally rational ignores the heterogeneity in the form and extent of the violence in Sabra and Shatila and Black Saturday. Variance in the behaviour of perpetrators and variance between the treatment of male and female victims suggests actors were not simply fulfilling orders, but were ‘doing what they want[ed] to do’ as Barbara Ehrenreich says about the German Freikorp (Theweleit 1987: ix). This proposition is supported by the fact that in both cases militiamen appear to have been self-selected. An LF whistleblower reported hearing an officer saying to the militiamen prior to Sabra and Shatila: “You have come here of your own free will, to avenge the death of Bashir al-Gemayel. You are God’s tools…and each one of you is an avenger.”
 Similarly, the militiamen involved in Black Saturday ‘came onto the streets’
 rather than entered the area as an organised unit. 
In this section I speculate about a few mechanism
 chains, inspired by Petersen’s (2002)
 emotional mechanisms shaping the targetting and extent of revenge within the specific structural context of confessional civil war and how the ‘institutional proclivities’ (Kalyvas 2004: 132) of identity based armed groups escalates rather than constrains retaliatory violence. 

Revenge is a norm that regulates the inflicting of a roughly proportionate cost on a specific individual or group responsible for the event causing suffering (cf. Elster 1990, Hamlin 1991). Lebanon, like many Mediterranean countries, is a descendent of a society in which the interactions of honour, or reputation, and revenge were the means of ordering a competitive and disordered rural environment.
 This norm did not dissolve through the development of a market economy but became enmeshed and changed by interactions within urban life and wage labour (cf. Johnson 2001). The acts described above were justified both organisationally and individually, as revenge for specific acts of violence - in the case of Sabra and Shatila, for the killing of Bashir Gemayel and in Black Saturday for the killing of a leader’s sons. Such rationalisations of actions by perpetrators should be treated with caution but cannot be simply disregarded in favour of more functionalist explanations. 
Collective violent revenge can be a Pareto optimal strategy in environments where formal conflict resolution and central authority are absent or weak. It is therefore strongly correlated to environments of weak institutional regulation. The war in Lebanon caused the collapse of the state, and led to a rise to power of a multitude of territorial militias. Fuelled by decreasing costs of light/medium weaponry and regional interests in parity, this system developed into a violent stalemate in which no side could gain a decisive advantage that wasn’t Pyrrhic. A powerful example of this is that the Green Line, the front dividing East and West Beirut, was breached only once in fifteen years of war. Thus the original ‘disorder’ within rural society that had led to the development of a norm of revenge was recreated in the disorder between the militias. 
Two aspects of revenge in civil war need be discussed – firstly is how or why were groups selected as legitimate targets for revenge? Secondly, what were the dynamics of the regulation of revenge within the civil war? Beyond both of these questions lies the deeper question of why in the Lebanese civil war did revenge lead to repeated reprisal massacres rather than a mutually beneficial equilibrium, as it did in the 1st World War (Axelrod 1984), and currently between Israel and Hezbollah (cf. Blanford 2004)? Revenge-games, in which each opponent must choose whether to use violence, resembles a prisoner’s dilemma game in which all armed groups could have gained an average benefit from a form of cooperation that would reduce casualties on each side. There are two important factors that inhibit equilibrium specifically in ethnic or confessional civil wars and are decisive in provoking extreme forms of reprisal rather than equilibrium. Firstly, the biasing of target selection and restraint caused by hatred and rage mechanisms, and secondly due to the ‘institutional proclivities’ of identity based armed groups that make the market too disorderly for reputations to be established or effective policing to take place.
Hatred
Whilst psycho-social reasons for the attribution of collective responsibility to ethnic or confessional groups are valuable, there are I believe, also historically embedded answers for confessional revenge in Lebanon, that can be applied to many ethnic wars. Statistics emphasising the extent of intermarriage and intermixing to demonstrate the cosmopolitanism of Lebanon are of little relevance. Whilst confessionally mixed urban, middle and upper classes existed, actual fighting was mostly undertaken by a minority of rural or recently urbanised rural migrants that lived in the fringes of the city and maintained a sceptical outlook vis à vis both the city centre and other confessions (Hanf 1993: 533, cf. Hourani 1976). These individuals brought to the city confessional categories, alongside other ‘traditional’ beliefs, that amongst city-dwellers had melted away in what Weber calls the ‘confraternisation’ of urban life (Weber 1978: 1243). Whilst not the original cause of the war, these categories were heavily reinforced both by existing political institutions and by the perception that the conflict was existential and therefore the war ‘total’. By definition in total war the form of mobilisation in itself effects an opponent’s target selection: 

Total mobilisation became a mobilisation not only of soldiers but also of the entire industrial effort of a modern nation, hence of its labour force. To ensure victory not only the immediate but also the potential military capacity of the opponent had to be destroyed, which meant attacking the centres of production and population.
(Rapoport 1968:63)
Or in the words of Etienne Sakr, a member of an extremist fringe of the LF. 

If you feel compassion for the Palestinian women and children,… remember they are Communists and will bear new Communists. (Randal 1990: 91)

As a result the targetting of revenge was transferred from kin-ship groups to confessional communities as each group could refer to an opponent’s acts of violence against their confessional group to justify retaliation. Many in the Christian community, as a result, came to believe that “the enemy was not fighting a war of position but a war of extermination” (Kovacs 1998 : 59, my translation) 
Target selection and the extent of revenge in ethnic civil wars is furthermore distorted by hatred. As defined by Petersen (2002), hatred is an emotional mechanism “defined by an antagonism against a group as an object; the antagonism is focused on purported innate characteristics of the opposing group.” (ibid. p. 63) Whilst revenge, in many societies, is an institutionalised form of violence regulating an equilibrium and based upon a norm of justice, violence produced by hatred is not. When collectives hate the extent of reciprocal violence is shaped not by a single act or incident of violence but magnified by an historical schema of similarly justified attacks (ibid. 62). The Palestinians, and specifically the feday guerrilla, were the primary real and imagined opponents of the Kata’ib party and the Lebanese Forces militia since the early 1960s. Repeated violent outbursts had taken place during the decade building up to the war, and regular confrontations had taken place both on university campuses and in the areas bordering Christian and Palestinian quarters. The perception of Lebanese Muslims by the LF was also part of an historical schema of conflict that extended back much further to a series of rural confessional massacres that took place in 1860 and numerous incidents of violent competition after then. Within these schemas the groups against whom revenge was taken, were blamed not only for specific acts of violence but for the ‘plight’ of the Christians, causing the civil war and having destroyed Lebanon. Revenge when combined with hatred results in disproportionate punishment based upon the repayment of historical grievances – for example the order to kill ten Muslims for each Christian killed and the statement of a LF in Sabra and Shatila “You’ve done enough against us!” (Shahid 2002: 48). 
Even more damaging for the development of revenge based equilibrium, is that the historical schema of hatred distorts not only the extent of revenge, but also belief formation about culpability. Evidence points convincingly towards the Syrian regime, a highly strategic actor, having sub-contracted the assassination of Bashir Gemayel to a pro-Syrian Lebanese party. Furthermore, an immediate investigation by the LF apprehended the culprit before the massacre took place. Nevertheless, revenge was still directed against the Palestinians and legitimised less by the evidence than a discursive ‘frame amplification’ (cf. Snow et al 1986) of the belief that the civil war was characterised by Christians as victims and Palestinians as aggresors. 

The combination of revenge with hatred creates a self-enforcing belief-trap. This trap can be witnessed recurrently throughout the civil war, and was responsible for reprisal massacres of Christians after the killing of the Druze leader Kamal Jumblatt, again by the Syrians in 1977, as well as multiple cases of escalation between militias triggered by fights between individuals. Violence of many different kinds was understood as elements of a larger conflict by those not directly involved, rather than the result of specific interactions or strategic calculations. In this belief trap discursively outlined historical schema become undeniably real as violent reprisal affirms both the legitimacy and the importance of social historical faultlines. “In a war/seige culture the understanding of the other is a luxury that cannot be afforded; on the contrary, the divisions between Us and Them are further emphasised.” (Hage 2003: 86) Once this process has started, the assumed costs of testing this belief are perceived to be simply too high (Mackies 1996, cf. Gambetta 1998). In the words of an upper class Sunni women speaking after Black Saturday,  “You do not listen to someone… who has shed the blood of three hundred and sixty-five people to cleanse his honour.” (Tabbara 1979: 54) 
Ignorance, Uncertainty and Rage

A further mechanism motivating the extremity of action in these cases is Rage, whilst revenge and hatred are instrumental in target selection Rage incrementally effects the forms and extent of violence during the operation itself. 
Those who commit extreme acts of violence are often victims of the civil war and of previous social inequalities. Whilst this is in no way excuses their actions it can go some way to explaining them. Combatants had lost loved ones, forgone future opportunities for little visible return, and had largely, even prior to the war, little education or future prospects. Echoing a sentiment that is repeated by many observers: “Perhaps many of the young men who wield the guns do so to vent a bottomless anger with a world that has done them no good and, when they shoot, aim at their own dissatisfaction as much as at any more precise target.” (Makdisi 1990:133-134, cf. Keenan 1993: 136) On top of this solipsistic justification an agent level ignorance is compounded by the structural conditions of civil war in which the decision-making of groups is opaque, information distorted and uncertainty extreme. Within this environment combatants are assailed by numerous pressures: privation, the threat of death, the loss of comrades, distrust from host communities, low levels of internal trust, corruption and poor leadership to name but a few
. Furthermore, the threat of constant personal danger from unexpected directions translates to action, whilst the material and psychological costs of violence decrease through repetition the potential costs of refraining from violence remain constant.
Rage is a non-instrumental emotional reaction to costs inflicted from diverse and diffuse sources, and is marked by a desire simply to lash out. “With Rage, emotion precedes cognition.” (Petersen 2002: 76) Rage is the emotional equivalent of a min-max strategy in games of extreme uncertainty a strategy that normally produces aggressive action – actors play strategies directed against the most damaging strategy an opponent could imaginably produce. One interviewer questioned a militiaman’s shooting of an old man. The perpetrator’s response was simply that he could have had a gun.

“Q. Did you check [to see] if had one [a gun]?

… There was a high probability that if he had one, he would have killed us. And if we let him go, nothing would guarantee that he would come back and not kill us.” (Kreidie and Monroe 2002: 27)

The horror of this statement is that the militiaman’s first reaction to the question was ‘but he was dead anyway’. In Rage rather than reacting to specific sources of hurt the actor satifices by acting against irrationally selected targets, often the closest and least costly of those offered to him (Horowitz 1973). This is evident in the example of Joseph Saad’s act of opening fire on the crowd in Black Saturday, killing mostly Muslims but a number of Christians as well. This is also a belief-trap.
Rage was not expressed solely towards outsiders. Abuses, predation and revenge were a feature of intra-communal relations and their negative effectives displaced, mostly uneffectively, by blaming them on “undisciplined elements”. Derriennic (2001: 138) remarks rightly that it is less costly to displace violence than to control it. Rather than attempting to police and punish the rage of members, armed groups could use discursive and organisational strategies to displace the effects of Rage from in-groups, where Rage would be costly, onto outsiders. The acceptance of the legitimacy of certain targets seems to have actually reduced the strains on the individual actor themselves. Psychological studies during the war show that individuals who made a concerted choice to follow one group suffered fewer psychological effects from the civil war than those who attempted to develop their own judgements (Malarkey 1988). Pierre, a young Christian militiaman, said in 1979 “I think I liquidated in one day all my problems of identity. At the very moment I got behind the barricade… I became totally integrated, totally together.” (Baghdadi and de Freige 1979) Whilst over time, individuals learn to distrust, and become disillusioned with ideological projects and leaders, their actions can still be driven by individual Rage. 

In many ways enraged combatants act as if a specific interpretation of events were correct even when he knows or suspects it is not. The effects of this dissonance are also visible within a massacre of non-combatants when we take into account the ‘shame-honour’ dyad of combatants discussed by David Keen (2002). On one hand combatants supposedly fight, and take revenge, for communal honour, yet on the other hand, massacres and other abuses create personal shame
. The small cost of shame inflicted on a perpertrator by a victim risks making the latter a target of the former’s rage, for example in the killing of victims after rape. 

Rage does not explain the trigger of massacres but it does help describe their intensity, the tendency to ‘go too far’ and as we see now contributes to the formation of group dynamics in reprisal massacres. 

5. Opportunity and Small group dynamics:

Revenge, as retaliatory violence, can create an established threat that dissuades perpetrators from the initial resort to violence
. With no credible third party enforcer, the balance between Lebanese militias encouraged the sanctioning of action that was motivated by individual desires for revenge but that also could have created credible disincentives for future attacks. As in Axelrod’s study of front line soldiers in WWI, a key element in the regulation of this reciprocal violence was in the distinction between unit level interests and the beliefs and interests of commanders. From a broad perspective the main element undermining equilibrium was the lack of cross-cutting institutions linking either commanders or combatants. Without lines of communication and trusted signals of commitment, extreme distrust created incentives for groups to either defect from cease fires or strike pre-emptively against opponents (cf. Boster et al 2004)
. 

Whilst we can identify individual mechanisms and rational strategies at different levels of analysis the difficulty lies in identifying the dynamics at the intersection of these levels – namely the interplay of mechanisms and opportunities. Like sniping or kidnapping the mechanisms of extreme reprisals are shaped not only by the incentives to act but also by the means of action. Whilst certain physical opportunites are extremely interesting (overlapping territory, environmental costs of information and mobility) the intention here is to look more precisely at the internal institutional regulation of the LF itself.
We cannot assume the existence of a unitary, rational actor controlling armed groups, or atomised, freely acting individuals fighting with the armed group. We must see armed groups as internally complex organisations suffering from information defecits, principal-agent dynamics and path-dependency. Whilst a larger sample of cases would be necessary to test for robustness the following are hypotheses on the nature of institutional opportunity for extreme forms of retaliation within the LF. 
External Institutions and Internal Structure

As in most cases of state collapse the external social structures of Lebanon initially determined the internal structure of the LF. Established boundaries were physically and discursively reinforced as effective means in the process of mobilisation and legitimisation of the armed groups.

“The kinds of information and knowledge required by the entrepreneur are in good part a consequence of a particular institutional context. That context will not only shape the internal organisation … but also determine the pliable margins that offer the greatest promise in maximising the organisation’s objectives.” (North 1990: 77) 
The primary military goal of the LF up to 1982 was to halt the encroachment of Palestinian and allied Forces into East Beirut. The most efficient way of achieving this goal was to permit and facillitate the mobilisation of small groups of locally embedded militiamen who could rely on existing resources and personal networks to reinforce the defensive cordon. The majority of such groups rallied around the semi-criminal confessional power brokers, the ‘qabaday, who with the breakdown of the Lebanese state began operating in a ‘deregulated’ market, as the patrimonial chains through which they had exchanged electoral support for protection from legal proceedings became irrelevant (cf. Johnson 1986). Although facillitating rapid mobilisation this created perverse institutional regulation within the LF, for central compentency was initially matched in resources and manpower by powerful semi-autonomous locally embedded agents.
Whilst this power differential changed over the course of the war as the centre institutionalised its access to resources and recruits and gained access to external support, in both Black Saturday and Sabra and Shatila the LF was less a unitary actor than a coalition of small groups mobilised through locality or personal networks. Such groups were instrumental both in committing the massacres and then physically limiting further action by those percieved to have gone too far. The Damouri brigade or the father of the murdered Phalangist are groups that are mirrored by other groups that attempted to impose order. 
Internal Discipline, Networks and Patrimonial Chains
Small groups complicate the policing of agent’s desire for revenge and the effects of Hatred and Rage. Groups in which individuals have regular face-to-face contact, are both more ‘closed’ to external observation and more independently powerful than atomised, ‘psychopathic’ individuals (cf. Collier 2003: 68). The costs of enforcement against such groups are not simply the risk of dissatisfaction or individual defection but of armed resistance against central control
. 
Spontaneous order is unlikely to emerge between rival groups in ‘disordered markets’ (Gambetta 1993: Chapter 9) made up of numerous small groups. Shirking, cheating and lying are easily successful strategies relative to the complexity of establishing reputation and information gathering for regulation. The Lebanese civil war is in many ways a story of coalitional breakdown and seemingly irrational escalation of violence, in which small groups wielded disproportionate influence, until 1984 when powerful central actors developed within the militias the means of violence that was then used to disempower fringe and extremist elements.
In this situation retaliatory violence was shaped by central tolerance thresholds, and retaliatory massacre permitted when the tolerance threshold was extremely high. These thresholds were effected by poor information transmission to commanders, leadership collusion in the action and limited means of enforcement. Order in both cases of massacre was imposed only when central organisational interests were threatened by the retaliation of small groups – the risk to the electricity company workers and the mounting Israeli and international opprobrium directed towards Sabra and Shatila. Kidnapping, for example, was on the other hand commonly a means of revenge when organisational tolerance was low – it was extremely hard to police, required very few resources or labour, and was easily denied. Kidnapping in fact rapidly developed into a market in which hostages were exchanged by agents between different principals as relative central power changed (cf. Keenan 1993). These thresholds and the flow of information to central command, were similarly effected by patrimonial chains extending into the small groups, for example Elie Hobeika’s control and supervision of the groups in Sabra and Shatila meant that his personal knowledge of and tolerance of what was taking place in the camps was more important than that of the LF as a whole. 
Small Groups and Individual Mechanisms
Small groups not only render external control difficult but can impede or emphasise individual mechanisms. The functional relationships of the perpetrating groups were heavily reinforced by existing communal relationships between members, increasing proportionally the group affiliation of actors. When these groups were based upon not only strategic goals or public goods but also social and informal bonds the tendency of such units to form closed or circular systems of communication increased. Such systems can easily reinforce hostility (Shibutani et al. 1965: 393-398) and increase the distance between in and out-groups. 

There is furthermore a powerful “diffusion of responsibility” (Grossman 1996: 192) when actors are absolved by both an immediate and general peer group and by their superiors. Ethnically homogenous armed groups, constructed from small groups, that can mobilise extremist ethnic discourses will be more prone to commit reprisal massacres than groups that are coalitions of ethnicities or confessions. Furthermore, the imaginable costs of defection from a group immediately involved in a massacre are extremely high. “Once embroiled in such structured and heightened enmity one is compelled to take revenge for his group even though he might bear no particular grudge against those he is driven to kill.” (Khalaf 2002: 240) Actors involved in the massacre would presumably be much more likely to falsify preferences, act according to the group sanctioned behaviour and then either internalise group preferences or revolt against them (cf. Kuran 1998), than defect on the spot. We do, however, find divergence between individual behaviour within Sabra and Shatila and can observe similar differences in the reports of Black Saturday. Examples of passive defection, in which individuals held back from killing Palestinian families, as well as cases of active defection from the immediate group behaviour did occur. According to testimonies gathered by al-Hout a few militiamen rescued particular women and children with whom they had been previously acquainted; specifically when killers and victims came originally from the same village. In these cases loyalty to different groups influenced action, and knowledge of actors reduced the distance between in and out groups.
7. Conclusion:
This paper emphasises the importance of a disaggregated approach to the study of violence in civil wars. In this study actors, both collective and individual, within a specific structural environment (cf. Schlicte and Genschel 1998) are the central unit of analysis. A difficulty of this approach is to distinguish between the effects on militiamen of environmental incentives and organisational incentives to action. Whilst this is partly a problem of available data, it is also linked to the complexity of distinguishing analytical levels when determining the structural conditions of specific action-formation mechanisms. For this reason, although not further discussed, the organisational rationales of the massacres are given as a counterpoint to my arguments. 
Using this approach a molecular mechanism can be proposed explaining the resort to extreme forms of retaliation. 
Retaliatory massacres: Extreme forms of retaliation take place in civil wars when tightly-connected small groups take revenge against a non-combatant community with whom they have a history of violence. The probability of a massacre taking place rises further when revenge takes place in the form of a raid, when identity based beliefs determine targets or when the tolerance threshold of armed groups, negatively corresponding to their ability and willingness to police actions, is particularly high.

This mechanism can interestingly be applied to other cases, particularly, those in which identity is not normally considered a determinant factor in target selection. For example in Vietnam, where the inability of US soldiers to distinguish between Vietcong and Vietnamese civilians meant that potential targets where identified by the obvious characteristics of appearance rather than ideological affiliation. 

Certain other general conclusions that are useful for the study of the techniques of violence in civil war can be made using this approach. Whilst revenge, dependent on environments without formal conflict resolution mechanisms, and rage, caused by diffuse causes of suffering, are a common norm and mechanism triggering violence in all wars, the mechanism of hatred and the importance of small groups is particularly common within civil wars. The existence, and mobilisation, of a historical schema of violence and hatred in confessional or ethnic wars results in a more irrational targeting of violence and a punishment for past ‘sins’ in the extent of violence. Thus ethnic or confessional, identity-based wars witness greater levels of retaliatory violence than in wars in which political goals rather than intrinsic qualities determine target selection. The effect of these emotional mechanisms are however linked directly to the ability of small groups to act independently or in spite of central policing and regulation of policy. This ability is I argue determined not only by the strength of external ties but also of group origin. Armed groups formed out of small groups based upon local interests or communities are more common in those wars in which mobilisation follows complex territorial rather than ideological lines. This is a phenomen particularly common in wars causing or resulting from state collapse and wars in which mobilisation is based upon identity. Perhaps it is time to distinguish between ethnicity as ideology and ethnicity as kinship and community in looking at ethnic armed groups.
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� Petersen, Roger (2002): Understanding Ethnic Violence: Fear, Hatred, and Resentment in Twentieth-Century Eastern Europe: Cambridge University Press: Cambridge.


� It is important to note that this attempt at understanding the actions of perpetrators of violence should not be connected in anyway to a project of forgiving or condoning their actions. 


� The terms extreme violence, massacre and mutilation imply a conscious act to kill the defenceless or disfigure rather than the causing of death or injury as a double effect of an action with another primary goal such as say the shooting of a vehicle or building.  


� The confession of all Lebanese is established at birth, and written on all identity papers.


� The names Phalange and Kata’ib are used interchangeably to refer to the Hezb al-Kata’ib Lubnaniyya. This party became, in the summer of 1976, the founding and dominant grouping within the military coalition known as the Lebanese Forces.


� In all of these massacres the numbers killed is uncertain as not all bodies were recovered. The Lebanese Forces preferred to dump bodies of hostages in the mountains or into rivers rather than return them to families. 


� Published in L’Orient le Jour, Beirut, 8 December 1975.


�“Militiamen whose behaviour approached hysteria and who refused even to listen to the orders of their leaders, some of whom were molested and beaten.” (author’s translation)


� ‘Special units’ in the Lebanese civil often refer not only to the level of training and equipment but also importantly to their reliability and loyalty to important leaders. This is reminiscent of the ‘army to guard the army’ that is found in many authoritarian regimes. 


� Robert Maroun Hatem, aka Cobra, wrote a vindictive memoir condemning Elie Hobeika’s actions during the civil war and the account is not fully credible. However within this report he identifies Maroun Machalaani, the head of the Damour Brigade, as the leader most involved in the massacre. 


� From the Lebanese army report, 328 Palestinian men, 109 Lebanese men, 7 Syrians, 2 Algerians, 3 Pakistanis and 21 Iranians. 


� The English translation of Bayan al-Hout’s excellent book, Sabra and Shatila: September 1982, will be released in August 2004 and is published by Pluto Press, London. I thank her for giving me access to the manuscript prior to its publication.


� A macabre calculation reveals an interesting detail. If we assume a median figure of 1,500 people were killed within Sabra and Shatila over a period of 36 hours, this means that less than 42 people were killed an hour. In other words, regardless of the numbers that joined on Friday morning beyond the 150-200 original militiamen, individual militiamen killed less than one victim an hour. This is true even if take the highest number of victims, 3,500. This suggests either that progress was much slower than suggested from anecdotal reports, that actual killing was sporadic or more likely that executions were organised and high density and interspersed with other activities.


� This silence may be externally enforced. Elie Hobeika was killed by a car bomb in Beirut on the 24 January 2002. Whilst no group has claimed responsibility, a number of observers point out that Hobeika was soon to give evidence of Sharon’s responsibility for the Sabra and Shatila massacre in a Belgian court case.  


� I am grateful to Sarah Smiles for giving me access to the transcripts of numerous interviews conducted with survivors of Sabra and Shatila.


� The ethnically and confessionally mixed countries formed out of the remanants of the Ottoman Empire are often divided at the village or community level rather than at a regional level. As a result different ethnic/confessional communities live alongside and around each other rather than in homogenous or majority areas. 


� In an interview with an LF commander in Beirut during 2003, I asked whether they had purposively established this reputation to make up for their initial military deficiencies. In his reply he said that no, this wasn’t a purposeful strategy, but that in some situations it had helped them to clear areas of civilians and that it was possible that certain lower level commanders had cultivated the reputation and encouraged rumours.


� Large Christian communities remained in the Chouf, South Lebanon and the North, and were in many cases confessionally mixed and peaceful until the LF or other militias arrived in the areas. 


� Thousands were killed after the fall of each of these areas, often openly on the street, and each name became a banner for different sides. This use of massacres was turned against the LF during the battle of the Mountain in 1983, when the Druze used massacres to drain the Christian population from the Chouf, leaving the troops without support, cover or a visible community to protect.


� The ‘closure’ of the area as people abandoned it after Black Saturday reduced the number of crossover points between East and West Beirut to less than ten, reduced the costs of internal surveillance and security and facilitated the LF’s representative monopoly over their community.


� According to the father of one LF member involved in the massacre, who testified at the Israeli Kahane inquiry commission, and hence somewhat suspicious, Elie Hobeika had informally stated to the squads that this was the goal.


� However, the reality is that the massacre “lacked even the most superficial rational justification.” (Hanf 1993: 268) as the Palestinians had, without papers or means, no where else to go – borne out by the fact that many of the original families involved in the massacre still live in the camps today. “The slaughter, … had a political goal… but that goal reposed on emotion, not fact.” (Randal 1990: 281) We shall look at these emotions in the next section.


� During Black Saturday the Phalange militiamen were operating in an area controlled by neither side and as such were readily accessible by rival militias. In the case of Sabra and Shatila the Lebanese Forces had a fixed deadline set by the Israeli forces within which to complete their activities.


� This category could easily include children as young as nine or ten, many of the Christian militiamen had themselves enrolled when only 12-14. Elie Hobeika for example began fighting at the age of 13.  


� Quoted by al-Hout, from “Jeder von Euch ist ein Racher: Ein Libanesicher Milizionär über seine Taten beim Massaker von Beirut“, Der Speigel, February 14, 1983, pp112.


� A common expression near the beginning of the war when militiamen would appear out of houses, cafes, cars and buses when violence broke out in certain districts. This semblance of voluntarism makes it extremely difficult for an external observer to identify when orders have been given and when militiamen are responding to a signal or even a norm.


� An action formation mechanism “shows how a specific combination of individual desires, beliefs, and action opportunities generate a specific action.” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Hedstr&#xF6;m</Author><Year>1998</Year><RecNum>472</RecNum><Pages>23</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>472</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Hedstr&#xF6;m, Peter</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Swedberg, Richard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1998</YEAR><TITLE>Social Mechanisms: an Introductory Essay</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Hedstr&#xF6;m, Peter</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Swedberg, Richard</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Social Mechanisms: An Analytical Approach to Social Theory</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Hedström and Swedberg 1998: 23)�


� Petersen aggregates emotional reactions to develop group level mechanisms, here I use the same mechanisms to look at an ideal-typical actor as whilst reactions can be generalised I am uneasy with assigning emotional reactions to labelled groups or ethnicities.


� Whilst honour or reputation is the good exchanged through acts of revenge, it shall be discussed here only in the final section discussing the importance of small group dynamics in disordered markets. 


� For a more poetic list of privations and frustrations faced by combatants cf. Mueller, John (2003) “The Remanants of War: Thugs as Residual Combatants”, presented International Convention of the Central and Eastern European International Studies Association and the International Studies Association, Budapest. p3





� The most disturbing interview that I personally made was with a ranked ex-militiaman who visibly felt the shame of his and his community’s actions during the war. Talking about the war the man physically shook, and cried. He had dedicated his life, with a multi-confessional group of ex-combatants, to trying to help other communities outside of Lebanon falling into such traps. 


� Revenge is, therefore, normally socially legitimate in systems where threatened retaliation by self-identifying collectives replaces the threat from third-party regulators (see for example the tribal systems of Yemen (Dresch 1989: 83-88) or amongst nomadic tribes in Sudan (Cunnison 1966)).


� At the unit level, documentary footage interestingly suggests that limited spontaneous ‘rules of the game’ did in fact develop (Chamoun and Masri 1992) along some stable fronts manned consistently by single units, rather than coalitions, who could communicate tacitly or verbally with each other. It is also apparent that huge amounts of ammunition was used and yet produced relatively few casualties amongst combatants (cf. Labaki and Abou Rjeily 1993: 34). 





� The history of the LF was in fact marked by a number of rebellions by local groups against the central command led by commanders controlling networks and patrimonial chains connecting numerous small groups together.
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