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Abstract"

This paper examines how civilian defemstitias shape violence during civil war. Civilian
defense forces are a sedentary and defensive form oefopeynment militia that
incumbents often use to harness the participation of civilians during a cosatgancy
campaign. We argue that civilianefénse forces reduce the problem of insurgent
identification, leading to a reduction in state violence against gigilillowever, we also
claim that these actors undermine civilian support for insurgents, whichtteadsncrease

in rebel violence agast civilians and overall intensification of conflict. A statistiaaalysis

of government and rebel violence against civilians from 1981 to 2005 and a oulitati
assessment of a civilian defense force operating in Iraq from 2005 to 200%tobiey
supprt for our theoretical claims. These findings provide further insight inte pro
government militias and their effects on violence. They also have widealetmplications

for the use of civilian collaborators during civil war.

Key Words: Pro-Government Militias, Civilian Defense Forces, Counterinsurgency, Civil

War, Conflict Intensity, On&ided Violence, Violence against Civilians.
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How does the delegation of security and counterinsurgent roles to civilidiasnifluence

civil war violence? Between 2005 and 2009 Coalition forces in Iraq recruited Sunni tribal
members to undertake security and combat operations. The Sons of Iraq militiamprogra
helpedthe Coalition defend local communities from insurgents;pdayed a pivotal ra in

the stabilization of Iraq (Biddle, Friedman, and Shapiro 20120 $mith and Macfarland
2008 42-48). The OSonsO offer a pertinent example of a civilian defense forceua uni
form of progovernment militia. These groups are composed mainly afiacis who
undertake intelligence and limited combat roles to extirpate insurgents tinem
community. In comparison, other militias are often more mobile, composed deanange

of recruits (e.g. eservicemen, criminals, conscripts), and undertakareety of different
roles (e.g. offensive operations, election agitation, private security). Betweeard®2007
almost a quarter of the 83 states that mobilized agpvernment militia delegated some
responsibility to a civilian defense force. Fromad to Colombia, Angola, and the
Philippines, civilian defense forces are a regular feature of civil M@anever, despite the
frequency with which they operate, empirical research has yet to develogicersuf

understanding of how civilian militias affecivil violence.

We argue that since civilian defense forceatainmembers of the local population,
they possess unique knowledge of the people within the communities in whiceins
and their sympathizers hide. This local knowledge allows théasiand their state patron

to more effectively and selectively target insurgents. However, usingaowilio identify
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insurgents provokes a response from the rebels, who retaliate by targeting the loca
population to deter future defections aneestaltish control. This drives a wedge between
insurgents and the local population, increasing rebel violence against civilitame
effective incumbent targeting, increased rebel violence against ciyileard insurgent
fragmentation triggered by the increagy hostile environmenkead tomore deadly civil

war.

We test our arguments with a nested mixed method research design (Lieberman
2005). We use a negative binomial regression model to analyze recently deliedse
coding the presence of all militiaperatingglobally between 1981 and 2005, and counts of
civilian fatalities undertaken by rebel and government forces. Following Liciném
Omodel testing® smblllapproach, we then offer a case analysis of civilian forces in Iraq.
We use this case to cify our method of conceptualization and more convincingly rule out
rival explanations (Lieberman 2005: 4482). Togetherthe results strorlg support our

claims.

We therefore offer important conceptual and empirical contributions to the growing
collection of work centered on the effects of wavernment militias (Carey, Colaresi and
Mitchell 2015 Jentzsch, Kalyvas and Schubidg#15 Mitchell, Carey and Butler 2014;
Schubiger 2012; Stanto?0195. While most studies tend to examine state delegation of
violence as a means to avoid accountability, we make broader claimgpatieus of civil
war violence. In so doing, we provide a contribution to emerging debates on insurgent
defection, sideswitching and splintering (e.gBakke, Cunningham and SeymoR012;
Cunningham 2013, 2014; StanilargD12, 2013 By highlighting the role of civilian

collaborators in the maintenance of political ordeg wlso speako ongoing debates
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concerningthe use of social networks in imperial conquest (e.g. Macdonald 28 djell

as developing statesO governance strategies (e.g. Ahram 2011; Belge 2011; Holden 2004;
Thomson 2011Tilly 2003). We show that while it is common to use civiliassa source of
information on insurgentsgjoing so leads tincreased insurgent tagting of civilians and

more deadly civil conflicts.

From a policymaking perspective, this presents significant ethical implications for
those considering implementing such divisive strategies. Supporting civiliatiasnil
increases incumbentsO abilitydentify insurgents and establish control, but we suggest that
incumbents need to protect civilian groups to offset the pernicious effgafgcing them at

the center of armed conflict.

The Effects of ProGovernment Militias

Pro-government militias are organized armed groups aligned with the government
(national or subnational) but not identified as members of the conventional &smed
(Carey, Mitchell and Lowe 2013: 250). Most studies on the effects of mifiicus on th
relationship between prgovernment militias and human rights violations. Informal militias
(i.e. those not officially linked to the state) provide incumbents a meao-tbad Odirty
workO and plausibly deny extreme methods used to target opponentsiviians
(Campbell 2002: 1-34; Cohen and Norda®015 Huggins 1991). Unofficial militia groups
are therefore strongly associated with human rights abuses and civiliamtar@zrey,

Colaresi and Mitchelf015 Mitchell, Carey and Butler, 2014; Rajéi 2012).

Previous research reveals how militias support weak state institutignsAfgam
2011; Klare 2004: 12a21). Militias offer incumbents governing weak institutional

structures a cheaper method to engage insurgents (Carey, Colaresi, and ROtchiedd7).
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In this way a stateOs creation and/or collaboration with militias prawides-traditional
means of consolidating power (Ahram 2011:16}. However, weak states oftéack the
ability to control militia violence (Barter 2013: 2Mitchell, Carey and Butler 2034
Therefore rather than violence occurring because statesuawelling to control militias,
violence can also occur when the stateingbleto exert sufficient control over a group

(Mitchell 2004: 4650).

Finally, a third body ofiterature discusses the role that militias can play in assisting
incumbentgo overcome the Oidentification problemO (Kady2806: 108109; Lyall 2010:
15). The Oidentification problenafisesfrom the challenggof identifying insurgents within
a civilian population (Galula 19646557; Kalyvas 2006: 8®1; Kilcullen 2010). In the
absence of reliable intelligence, incumbeamisst chooséetweennactionandthe adoption
of indiscriminate forms of violence (Kalyvas 2006: 1¥49). Given the obvious prolnes
associated with inaction, a lack of reliable intelligence more conyndedds to
indiscriminate violence. This approach is often counterproductive, as ittabetiee very
people the incumbent is attempting to win over to their side (Downes 2008parétese
suggests that militias can provide local information on insurgents tloatsathe state to
apply violence more selectively (Kalyvas 2006: 107; McClintock 1992:2521 Peic 2014,

Jones 2012: 137).

Types of ProGovernment Militias

Despite highlighting key effects produced by gavernment militias, existing
accounts fail to adequately distinguish between different types ofasiblind the unique
roles they may perform. A lack of cresational data has largely prevented the effect

categorization of militia forces, and limited analysighe effects associated with different



forms of militia groups. One exception is the work of Carey, Mitchell and L(@@&3 251-
253, who distinguish between militias in relation to their linkhathe state, categorizing
groups as either OinformalO or OsdficialO. Mitchell, Carey and Butler (2014) draw on
this typology, adopting a principalgent framework to argue that groups informally linked

to the state have a stronger negative effed¢tuoman rights violations.

However useful the informal/serofificial distinction, it does not tell how
differences in factors such as the recruitment base and mode of opesatiorpact conflict
processesExamination of ébroader range of factors, suak their relationship with rebel
organizations (Barter 2013)jll enable a deeper understandingloé effects of militias. For
instance, it is not clear why militias are better than conventionalmhent forces at
separating the insurgents from civilganMilitias often have a similar membership
composition and operational parameters as state forces (Carey, Mitchdlpwed®013).
Some groupsompriseoff-duty military or police, offering no distinct advantage for gaining
information. Recent literaturgas made some-mads in discussing prgovernment militia
heterogeneity, but has yet delineatethe varied nature of these actors and their impact on
civil war dynamics (Ahram 20318Barter 2013; Carey, Mitchell and Lowe 2)18his paper
seeks to comibute towards a better understanding of ithgact pro-government militias
have on civil war dynamics by focusing on the effects of one particulasetutf militia,

civilian defense forces.

Civilian Defense Forces

Civilian defense forces are a weltablished type of prgovernment militia in
counterinsurgency thinking (Galula 1964:-82; Jones 2013: 15; Mclintock 1992: 2249

and an increasingly recognized category amongst civil war scholars (Barter 2013tofume
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and Remijnse 2004eic 2014 This work highlights a number of clear criteria that help to
define civilian defense forces. Firstly, they are recruited mainly framhaci populations.
Unlike noncivilian defense forces composed of-dfity policemen/military, exservicemen,

or other coneripts with some level of military training, civilian defense forces @mposed
mainly of civiliangroupsfrom within areasontestedy the incumbent and insurgent forces.
Secondly, such forces remain withimeir recruitmentareas.Unlike mobile fightng forces
that cross from one area to the next, they are static. This, along witltithiean status,
means that recruits in civilian defense forces typically live inrtbein homes rather than
reporting to a barracks. Thirdly, civilian defense forpesform OdefensiveO tasks. This
means thewlsoundertake intelligence, security, and limited combat roles concerned with the
protection of their local areasom insurgentsboth extirpating insurgents from their own
communities and denyingccess toinsurgens from outside This differentiates civilian
defense forces as we define thénom militias that actively target a variety of opponents
across wide areas, or groups who perform other roles within their local comnhatigre

not connected to an insurgency.

In sum, civilian defense forces are a form of-gogvernment militia thaharnessethe
active participation of civilians (and deted members of an insurgency) in a
counterinsurgency effort taking up sedentary, defensive roles. Civilian defense dogces
conceptually best contrasted to Odeath sgstgtEOmilitias composed of militarfrained
personnel that operate according to tarl-style command structures, roaming large areas in
active search of insurgents or other opponents, such as Odeath squadsO imdratim A
during the Cold War (se&able 1) (Mazzei 2009: -40). We also conceptually contrast
civilian defense forces fromigilante police forces due to the specific counterinsurgent role

that defense forces take. Rather than identifying common criminals atel tbadives or
)ll



enforcing specific legal codes (such as sharia law), a civilian defleres®s role is primarily
to defend the community from insurgents. Civilian defense forces are a higyocmamon
feature in iregular wars ranging from th&ivil defense patrolsO in Peru and Guatemala to

Turkish Village Guards and Filipino Citizen Armed Force Geographical Units.

Non-civilian defense forces vary considerably in their composition, operational
parameters, and context and thus do not represent a single cafBgenmultiple sub
categories of nowivilian defense forces are beyond the scope of this paper. For mstanc
noncivilian defense forces operate in a variety of contexts with diverse tigmala
parameters, ranging from personal guards, to security forces operating -civihomar
settings, such as the OXinjiang Production and Construction CorpsO whidegimisimess
interests in China, to military organized sthd groups such as the OWhite EaglesO, a
Serbian militia responsible for various attacks during the dissolutidarafer Yugoslavia
(Mitchell, Carey and Lowe2013).In other words, whilecivilian defense forces exhibit
particular characteristics in a counterinsurgent context, thecindian defense force

category captures a variety of pgovernment militias.

Table I: Civilian Defense Forsars. Non-Civilian Defense Forces

" Civilian Defense | Non-Civilian Defense Forcés
Forces"
Participants Civilians" -Any"

D Often exmilitary conscripts, offduty personnel,
mercenaries and foreign fighters.

Area of operatioh Local (area of | - No primary geographic foclis

recruitment)
-Often mobile operating across large territories

- May operate locally

*n



Parameter of Defensivebi.e. non | - Any
operation$ active'

Overcoming the Problem of Identification

Members of local communities generally know who individual insurgents are, or at
leastwhich residents are more likely to hide them. Militias formed of loesidents and
insurgent defectors are therefore able to readily identify local insurgentthesel that
support them (Kalyvas 2006: 107; Lyall 2010). Other forms of militia, such aslanobi
informal groups, often operate away from their villages of origin and are thus wpttqri
inside information in the same way. Therefore the ability to reduce the proble
identificationis unique to civilian defense forces. We see this as part of a wiet e
behalf of states to make their citizenry OlegibleO (Belge 2011). In adulitiis intelligence
function, leveraging civilian defense forces inherently serves as a gditatao increase

civilian support for the incumbent.

The formation of a civilian defense force is therefore likely to fundaaligralter
state violence in civil war. Previous research shows that the natuesti{selversus
indiscriminate) of violence is a function of control and the access to iatmmmthat this
provides (Kalyvas 2006: 202-209). According to this theory, as the level of control exerted
by a belligerent increases, the likelihood that that actor will emplogandiinate violence
diminishes. Control is inextricably linked to the levels of support for thatr aoid the
amount of information it has. As active and passive support for an actasacs® do the
chances for collaboration, such as through furnishing intelligence. Greater aréessl

knowledge through local militias enhances the stateOs ability to séJetdinget their
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opponents and increase their control over local populations. Indeed, Peic $80d4jhat
states emplapg civilian defense forces are more likely to defeat an insurgency, due to the
local information they can provide. Thus by helping to reduce the problem of insurgent
identification and enhancing levels of state control, we expect the peesénavilian
defense forces tsignificantly decrease indiscriminate governmgdid violence. From this

discussion we derive our first hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1The presence of a civilian defense force reduces indiscriminatevstéénce

against civilians.

The Wider Effects of Civilianizing Warfare

However, the advantages that an incumbent gains from the presence oh civilia
defense forces produce the opposite effect for insurgents. Civilian deferse ifdrerently
opposethe rebels, reducing their ability to evade detechaod maintain control of local
populations. As incumbents persuade the civilian population to actively engagéons
against the insurgents (e.g. a security role, denying insurgents sanctuary and emt@baty c
against them), they drive a wedge betwé#ee rebels and civilians. The defection of civilians
from the insurgents to the incumbents diminishes insurgent control and incthases
likelihood of indiscriminate insurgent violence (Kalyvas 1999: 269; 2066: 224226). For
as many studies on ingent violence against civilians argue, faced with hostile civilians and
a declining level of control, insurgents respond violently, employing more indiscreminat
forms of violence where they have weaker levels of control (Downes 2007, ROK0&nd
Hultman 2007; Raleigh 2012Neinstein 2007Wood 2010. In other words, we expect that

the incumbentOs leveraging of a civilian defense force will produce arseangasurgent
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attacks towards the civilian populations that no longer support them. Thiddeaalssecond
hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2:The presence of a ciiah defense force increases indiscriminate rebel

violence against civilians.

Delegating tasks to civilian groups can also polarize local communitieducing
higher levels of violence as incumbents and insurgents seek to gain tree (eatther than
passive) support of the community. Civilians become participants in the consilict,
actively supporting and collaborating with either the insurgents or the incumbesésréte
indicates that in this environment people use these outlets topstmal feuds, increasing
inter-civilian violence and the overall number of fatabti@.g. Kalyvas 2006: 376).

In addition, a civilian defense force can reduce the cohesion of insurgent nmbseme
Faced with an incumbent that is better equipped to identify insurgents,papailation that
is hostile to insurgent demands, the probabditynsurgent defection is increased (Kalyvas
1999: 275277). As Staniland (2014: 40) argues, counterinsurgents are able to diminish
insurgent cohesion by starving insurgents of local support and incentivizingvaidaing to
the incumbent cause. Tip@ssibility of sideswitching poses a serious threat to the strength
and stability of the insurgency, and requires the group to focus violent attentiotuahaend
potential defectors within their organizations arsipporting populatiors (Bakke,
Cunninglam, and Seymour 2012; Lyall 2010; Staniland 20E2hnic cleavages and other
social networks pervading insurgent groups can exacerbate this process (Lyall 2010;
Staniland 2014: 97). In this way the emergence of civilian defense forceturcathe
insurgeacy in on itself, increasing the use of violence within insurgent groups asasvel

towards its civilian support base (as in hypothesis 2).
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In this respect, we argue that the initiation of a civilian defensee forensifies
violence within civil confli¢. The cumulative effect of the increased ability of incumbents to
target insurgents, increased insurgent targeting of civilians, insurgent infightidgtha
general process of civilianizing civil conflict, is likely to produce amaase in theiolence
overall.From this discussion we can derive our final hypothesis

Hypothesis 3The presence of a civilian defense force increases the overailiéataluring

civil war.

Research Design

To test our hypotheses vapply a nested mixethethod researchegign (Lieberman
2005). We first assess our arguments using statistical analysis. Havingdetamthe
primary analysis we then follow LiebermanOs (2005:-444) model testing smal

approach and assess the case of thedefdinse militia in Iraq (2003009).
Dependent Variables

To evaluate hypothes 1 and 2 we examine data on the use ofsihed violence in
civil conflict (Eck and Hultmar2007). This data provides a count of (intentional and direct)

killings of civilians by both government and rebel agents between 1989 and PA®8ata

! Using data at the yearly level of aggregation duege limitations. Often incidents of os@led violence are
not centrally planned and thus should perhaps theoretically be analyzedvakuaddorms of political violence
(Schneider and Bussmann 2013jowever, disaggregation to the event level hasdiadvantage of limited
comparability and presents additional data chadengot least the lack of geoded militia data (Raleigh
2012). Similarly, aggregating the conflict fatalities or includingaaaraged count of fatalities across a conflict

discards important detail that is held at the conflict year. itiqodar, cases that feature civilian defense forces
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only captures a suket of civilian conflict deaths, excluding a range of factors such as
unintentionakillings, indirect deaths, and extrajudicial executions. Thus whilst our previous
discussion spoke broadly about violence, our statistical analysis focuses dhly most
deadly subset of violence in which civilians are deliberately and dir¢atheed by

governments or nestate groups.

Hypothesis 1Imakesclaims relating to government violence against civilians. Our
dependent variable in our first analysis is thus the count of civilian dpaitiaced by the
state in each conflict ye&rThis produes 529 countryear observations. Hypothesis 2
focuses on insurgent violence against civilians. Our dependent variable amahysis is a
dyadic indicator recording the count of civilians killed by each rebel group inl@anflict
year (Harbom, Melader, and Wallensteen 2008)This results in 820 dyagear

observations, including 203 rebel groups in 114 conflicts, across 70 states. Finally,

............ i T T T T

tend to exhibit important withicase variations that would be lost in an aggregadlict episode analysis. We
therefore prefer the yearly counts of esided violence to alternatives such as event oreagdged conflict

analysis."

*In our analysis of government violence we assess uhebar of fatalities attributed to the state in a Gonf
year. As a robustness check we sum the number of state fatalitte the deaths attributed to six nstate

groups that are included with tHéCDP data as independent actors but also class#fsegregovernment
militias, and the results remain consistent. Wsp axclude Rwanda in 1994 as this is an extremienut
However, when we include the Rwandan case, or declu dummy variable for ih case, the effect of civilian

defense forces remains the sarfie.

¥ In our analysis of rebel violence we assess only tltases in which a rebel movement is in contest with

state actor, and exclude all other dyads involving-state groups.
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hypothesis 3 focuses upon the total fatalities in civil conflict. Tipedgent variable in this
analysis isthe number of battleelated deaths in each conflict year (Lacina and Gleditsch

2005), which results in a population of 615 conflict yéars.
Independent Variable

To operationalize civilian defense forces we draw upon theypvernmen militia
database (Carey, Mitchell, and Lowe, 2013). This enad®nal database captures the
presence of prgovernment militias by applying a uniform coding scheme to publically
available news sources. Pgovernment militiais defined as Oa group thatidentified by
sources as prgovernment or sponsored by the government (national enatidnal), that
is not part of the regular security forces, is armed, and has some leseanizationO
(Carey, Mitchell, and Lowe, 2013: 252). The dataset ileatB31 pregovernment militias
active between 1981 and 2007. In addition to the raw data, thgopesnment militia
dataset is complemented by an online relational database that providaesrtas news
sources used to code the data. Using this mhteeaode civilian defense forces as militia

groups that meet the following coding critéria

(1) Participants: the group is composed mainly of civilians.
(2) Area of operation: forces remain within the neighborhood, village, or
region/department from which thayere recruitedMembers remain in their own

homes rather than reporting to a centralized operational base.

A full list of descriptive statistics is available in supplemgnéppendix ['

%For more information on coding procedure see supeigary appendix 'll
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(3) Defensive role: civilians mobilize for neighborhood/village security and duonit

defensive capabilities against insurgents. This can includeigetatle gatheringnd

denunciations of insurgents and insurgent sympathizers present or living in the area

of operation. It can also include direct combat with insurgents in expellingoers
of the insurgency from the civilian defense force community oridg insurgents
access.

For coding civilian defense forces within the existing database (Careyhdilitand
Lowe, 2013) we relied primarily on the online database news sources used ttheode
original data. On the rare occasiansenwe had insufficient information within the existing
online database sources, we undertook additional research into the charzctefistie
group using major news sources (e.g. BBC World Servitee Guardian). We
systematically reviewed all 331 ensitr the 3 essential civilian defense force criteria. We
only classified groupthat met all three criterias civilian defense forces. Given ttedative
clarity of coding criteria for civilian defense forces, identifying the requisite charsatics
was straightforwardin most cases For example, media descriptions of tRendas
Campesinasn Perudescribetheir intended purpose as Oto enable#mepesinogfarmers]
to defend themselves against Sendefd@ Guardianl984 ascited in Mitchell, Careyand
Lowe Online Databas€013). Descriptors such as Olocal® OvillagersGdedseseO
Odefending their own communitiesO OgrassrootsO, amongst many others serigtiaas key

indicators of groups likely to fulfill all the criteria.

" We undertook research using Lexis NeXis.

( Checks for intecoder reliability showed at least 95% consistebetween coders.
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In total, 50 of the 3B pro-government militias met all three criteria and we coded each
of these as civilian defense forceale capture the presence of a civilian defense force using
a dummy variable, with all coumnt years in which a civilian defense force was present

codedas 1, and 0 in all other cases.

Controls

We include a number of controls to account for potentially confounding variables and
competing arguments. Firstly, we include indicators of key state charactetisat have
been shown to influence the dynamics of civil violence. We expect thaicdaces are
more prone to suffer rebel violence against civilians, whilst autocractes likely to
involve high intensity violence and government targeting of the civilian population. To
account for this we include a measure of regime type taken from thg Rbldataset
(Marshall and Jaggers 2006). The dynamics of violence within a state areladsly
related to economic development. States with a stronger economic bastterequipped

to protect their population from rebel assaults and less likehgdaire violence to gain
civilian collaboration. To account for this we include a lagged indicatorD @er capita

(Gleditsch 2002). States that contain large populations and inaccessihle aeeranore

) For a full list of civilian defense forces see sieppentary appendix Ill. For some descriptive analg$ key

civilian defense force characteristics see suppieang appendix IV."

" We follow the pregovernment militia databasad consider all militia forces that share a simileganization
and political basis as part of the same group. &pjgoach means that in more than 75% of cases thenly
ever one civilian defense force operating withistate. As a robustness chewe replaced our dichotomous
independent variable for a count variable indiaatine number if independent groups within a stéiexet is no

significant difference in our results.

"



challenging to control, which could increase tileelihood of onesided violence. We
control for this relationship by including the natural log of the stateOs pop(@ialitsch

2002) and the logged percentage of mountainous terrain (Fearon and Laitin 2003). Finally,
we include an indicator of théze of a stat@® excluded population (Cederman, Wimmer and

Min, 2010). We expect higher levels of exclusion to increase all forms of violence.

We also include controls to account for key conflict characteristicslyi-i® ensure
that our results arerigen by civilian defense forces, and not qg@/ernment militiasnore
generally, we control for other militias that aiaf@mally or Osermbfficially linked to the
state (Mitchell et al. 2014) As we discuss above, other militigesg. norcivilian defense
groups) can take a variety of forms. Yet in the absence of clear concegtiegdries for
other subsets of militia, controlling for other groups in relation to their link with stete
offers the most theoretically meaningfuhethod. We include an indicator of
incompatibility, based on the belief that conflicts fought for control ofstage are more

often of a high intensity and involve civilian targeting. We include an inmlazt conflict

" We do not include countfixed effects on account of the low level of withdase variation on our
independent variable (e.g. 85% of conflicts in the dyadicséat@ways or never feature a civilian force). For
cases in which an explanatory variable is partitiftye invariant, the inclusion of unit dummies elates Oto
muchO crossectional variance and would severely bias oumegts (PIYmper, Troeger and Manow 2005 330

334; Huber and Stephens 2001).

" We also run the analysis using a dichotomous veritmhaccount for the presence of all other miliffaups.
Our main findings remain consistent regardless of theagmh adopted. We include the disaggregated measures

of other militias as they offer additional theoretical insights.
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duration that records the numhgryears since the start of the conflict episode. Over time
we expect a reduction in all forms of violence. To capture the distributiaapabilities
within a conflict we include a ratio of the number of all rebel formesrating within the
stateOs téory to the total number of government troops (Wood, Kathman and Gent
2012)* We expect relatively stronger rebellions to increase the overall casglierity, but
have only a minor effect on the violence against civilians (Wood 2012). We inttlade
naural log of the total number of battlefield deaths in each confliat (feathe analysis of
civilian deaths) (Lacina and Gleditsch, 2005) as conflicts of a greagsityt might be
more likely to involve violence against civilians. Further, we inclthdee logtransformed
count of civilian killings perpetrated by the opposing actor in each of théaaniwilolence
models. We expect increased government or rebel violence to lead to aneinoréasr
opponentOs use of repressive force (Wood, KathnthGeant 2012). We also include our
own measure to account for the presence of a peacekeeping operation thahlpasgwus
research we expect to reduce the use of altsmted violence (Hultman, Kathman and
Shannon 2013). Finally, we includedummy varable indicating whether the conflict actor
perpetrated onsided violence in the previous year to account for potential problems of

temporal dependence.

Statistical Analysis

* For the analysis of rebel violence the ratio measuhe individual rebel orgamation in relation to the

number of government troops (Wood, Kathman and Gent 2012).

** See robustness checks for a number of alterngpiweifications.”
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We present the statistical resuits Tables II, Ill and IV. As all three depesmt
variables are counts of fatalities we estimate negative binsagetssion models. Table II
includes the analysis that assesses hypothesis one (government violence),llTabl
hypothesis two (rebel violence), and Table Wpothesis three (confliantensity). All

results support our hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1 posited that the presence of civilian defense forces helpsrgents
reduce the problems associated with insurgent identification. We arguddctativilian
militia would increase the ality of the state to selectively target insurgents, lowering the
use of indiscriminate violence against their civilians. The analysisge®\strong support

for this claim.

Model 1 assesses the effect of a civilian defense force oside@ government
violence whilst controlling for potentially confounding state characterigi€gxpectegdthe
civilian defense force variable is negative and statistically sogmf. This effect remains

consistent when we add controls that account for the confliegéxiofModel 2).
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Table II: Binomial Regression Modei¥sovernment Violence against Civilians

" ) )
" Government Violence Government Violence
(State Controls) (Full Model)'
Civilian Defense Force" -0.895" -1.156™"
" (0.407Y) (0.430)
Polity IV " -0.098™" -0.071'
" (0.035) (0.063)
GDP per capita {1)" 0.063 -0.055'
" (0.246) (0.416)
Population (1) (t1)" 0.166 " 0.094'
" (0.094) (0.144)
Mountainous terrain (f) 0.160 0.289
" (0.183) (0.255)
Size ofExcluded Populatich 1.312" 2.335""
" (0.660) (0.818)
Informal Militia 0.575
" " (0.250)
Semiofficial Militia " " -0.457
" " (0.438)
Government Incompatibility " -1.066"
" " (0.484)
Conflict Duration " -0.066""
" " (0.012)
Insurgent Relative Capacity " -0.239'
" " (0.186)
Conflict Intensity (I} " 0.160
" " (0.134)
Rebel Violencé " 0.031'
" " (0.095)
Peacekeeping Operatibn " -0.485'
" " (0.431)
Government Violence 2.225" 2.433"7
Dummy (£1)" (0.382) (0.451)
Constant 0.112 1.898
" (2.798) (4.595)
Alpha" 2.581"" 2.460™"
" (0.167) (0.1272)
No. of Observatiorls 523 508"
Log-Likelihood" -1443.185 -1409.5903

Robust Standardrrors (clustered on conflict) in parenthe’Ses

p<0.10" p<0.05," p<0.01,

p < 0.001 (t-1) = Lagged Variablg])

#! n
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Table Ill: Binomial Regression ModelBnsurgent Violence against Civilians

@3)"

)

Rebel Violence

Rebel Violence

(State Controls) (Full Model)"'
Civilian Defense Forc& 0.653" 0.914™"
" (0.325} (0.310}
Polity IV " 0.101" 0.141""
" (0.043} (0.044Y
GDP per capita {1)" -1.063™" -0.956" "
" (0.237} (0.246}
Population (1) (t1)" -0.047 0.090'
" (0.130Y) (0.137)
MountainousTerrain (I}’ -0.354™" -0.298"
" (0.136} (0.125}
Size of Excluded 2.856 0.828
Populatiofi (1.054) (0.788Y)
Informal Militia -0.973
" " (0.426}
Semiofficial Militia " " 0.383
" " (0.420%
Government " 0.569
Incompatibility' (0.471)
Conflict Duration " -0.039"
" " (0.017}
Insurgent Relative " -0.087
Capacity (0.131)
Conflict Intensity (I)' " 0.504™"
" " (0.077}
Government Violence " 0.087
" " (0.075}
Peacekeeping Operatibi " 0.672"
" " (0.374}
Rebel Violence Dummy 2.302" 1.981"
(t-1)" (0.282) (0.212)"
Constarit 11.257" 5.750"
" (2.623) (2.739)
Alpha" 2.8217" 2.524™"
" (0.150) (0.147Y
No. of Observatiorls 820" 714
Log-Likelihood" -2011.1747 -1898.0088

Robust Standard errofslustered on dyad) in parentheses

p<0.10" p<0.05~ p<0.01,” p<0.001 (t-1) = Lagged Variablgl) = Logged Variable
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To examine the substantive effect of the relationship between cidiéitense forces
and state targeting of civiliange estimate predicted valu&sThe results show that the
presence of a civilian defense force reduces the predicted number okiltags of
civilians from 66 to 22, a reduction of 67%. This finding strongly supports the argument
underpinning hypothesid: when states recruit civilian defense forcéseir ability to

effectively target insurgents reduces the intensity of state violence againansivili

The control variables perform broadly in line with prior research. Militias irdtiym
linked to the state significantly increase government violence, suggtsiiige capacity to
overcome problems of identification is unique to civilian defense graams,extending
previous researchhat links informal groups and state human rights abuses. Autocratic
institutions, a larger Oexcluded® population, and a history of civilian targeting eac
significantly increasehe likelihood of government violencevhereas increased conflict
duration and government incompatibilities reduce the likelihood ofsatexl government

violence.

Moving to the second phase of analysis, hypothesis 2 predicted that the forohation
civilian defense forces would increase rebel vioke against civilians. We argued that
insurgents are more likely to target civilians when they actively sidnesd tollaboration
with the state by forming a civilian defense force. The results ddprctEable 111 offer firm

support for our claims. As ith the prior analysis, we first assess the influence of civilian

* predicted values generated using the CLARIFY paekadSTATA 12 (King, Tomz and Wittenberg, 2000).
All control variables were held at their mean ordabvalues assuming that the actor perpetrated $ormeof

onesided violence in the previous yéar.
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defense forces whilst controlling for state characteristics (ModeM&) then include

additional controls to account for the conflict context (Model 4).

In all models the civilian defenserte variable produces a positive and statistically
significant effect on the use of rebel violence against civiliangrégicted by hypothesis 2,
the presence of a civilian defense force appears to refocus the tdropsisrgent violence,
increasing he insurgentOs incentives to target civilians. Substantively, the presemce of
civilian defense force increases the predicted number of insurgent Killmgs6ef3 to 153,
an increase of 143%. This effect is consistent across all spgoifeancluding loth state

and conflict controls.

The analysis also produces a number of findings that broadly support our theoretical
claims. The intensity of orgided rebel violence is lower within autocratand
economically strongstates andthose thatcontain lessnaccessible terrain. This suggests
that states which are unfavorable to insurgency have lower levels of inscogéral and

thus an increased likelihood of rebels targeting civilians indiscriminately.

Other control variables also perform in accordamnath our expectations. High
intensity civil conflicts, in particular those with a history of esiéed violence, are more
likely to suffer intense levels of rebel violence. A more significant OexcludedCatjmpul
increases the level of rebel violenead conflict duration has a negative effect on insurgent
violence. Informal militias again have the opposite effect to civilisiense groups,
significantly reducing insurgent violence against civilians. This finding pdiatghe
inefficiency of statespansored attacks against civiligrfer the violent actions of informal

groups appear to reduce rebel reliance on violent methods to foster domestic support.
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Table IV: Binomial Regression ModdiXonflict Intensity

" ®) (6)"
" Conflict Intensity Conflict Intensity
(StateControls) (Full Model)
Civilian Defense Force" 0.928™" 1.2317"
" (0.287} (0.223}
Polity IV " -0.009' -0.011"
" (0.027} (0.025}
GDP per capita {1)" -0.13%' 0.020
" (0.235} (0.164}
Population (1) (t1)" -0.162' 0.120
" (0.111} (0.095}
Mountainous terrain (f) 0.133 0.096'
" (0.129} (0.084}
Size of Excluded Populatin 1.397" 1.139"
" (0.580) (0.474)
Informal Militia 0.690”
" " (0.197}
Semiofficial Militia " " -0.178
" " (0.222}
Government Incompatibility " -0.221"
" " (0.234}
Conflict Duratiorf " -0.0427"
" " (0.011}
Insurgent Relative Capacity " 0.354™"
" " (0.079}
Peacekeeping Operatibn " 0.057'
" " (0.329}
Constarit 8.204"" 5.718""
" (2.201} (1.709}
Alpha" 0.555™" 0.293™"
" (0.072y (0.070}
No. of Observatiors 617 583"
Log-Likelihood" -4534.208 -4220.492

Robust Standard errors (clustered on conflict) ireptheses
p<0.10" p<0.05"~ p<0.01,” p<0.001

(t-1) = Lagged Variable

() =Logged Variable

The final hypothesis predicted that the presence of a civilian defertse would
increase the overall fatalities in civil conflict. The combine@etfbf increased numbers of

statesided participants, more effective targeting of the insurgency, and OsofietO re
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civilian targets, we argued, increase tiverall intensity of war. The results are preseired
Table IV. As with the prior analysis, we first control for state charstiess Model 5), and
then include additional conflict controls in a fully specified moti&bddel 6). In both models
a civilian defense force has a strong positive and highly significant effect on the mafmbe
battlerelated fatalities. As expected, the delegation of security rolescialian defense
force appears to significdptincrease the severity of civil war violencaulStantively, the
presence of a civilian defense force increases the predicted numbéalitE$aby 241%,

rising from 220 to 751 predicted deaths.

The other significant analysis largely supports previous work. The relative ktrengt
of a rebel force ishown to have a positive effect on the intensity of civil conflict. Ccsfli
are more likely to assume a conventional nature and violent character whefored®
grow to match the size dfie state. As with the prior analysis, OexcludedO groupssecrea
the overall intensity of a conflict, while a longer duration decreasesdawerity of the
violence. Informal groups increase the overall fatalities in a civil @nfresumably their
broader range of targets, wider geographic focus, and more g#ergsnit inflame civil

strife.'®

Taken togetherthe results highlight the utility in disaggregating between forms of
violence in civil war. As our theoretical discussion predicted, civiliaprtkd forces produce
quite different effects on government, rebel and overall civil violence. Innlitieprevious

literature, we find varied effects for a number of our controls. Informaliasjlitompared to

** predicted values reveal the conflintensifying effect is greater for civilian defense grotipnfor other

militia. "
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civilian defense groupshave the opposite effect on esieled violencg significantly
increasing government violence, but reducing insurgent violengesagavilians. Militias

that are servofficially linked to the state do not have a significant effect on fany of
violence. These groups tend to most closely approximate conventional armeddnccés,

is therefore perhaps not surprising that cotdlimvolving semiofficial groups are not
clearly distinguishable from those involving only conventional forces. Democtates saire
more likely to suffer rebel violence against civilians, whilst-democratic states are more
likely to undertake governemtled violence. The nature of the regime has little effect on the
overall conflict severity. Economic development decreases the likelihooll fofrras of
violence against civilians, but only significantly reduces rédxlviolence. A greater
excluded ppulation increases all forms of violence significantly. Mountainous terrain
significantly reduces the likelihood of rebels targeting civilians, but hasal@ffect on any
other form of violence. More generally we have shown thatelative strength foa rebel
force has a positive effect on the intensity of civil conflict, but da#showever, produce a
significant effect on the likelihood of either government or insurgent violegeenst
civilians. This supports previous research that has showchhaginghe balance of power
within a conflict, rather than specific power configurations, is the key dafemvilian
violence (Wood, Kathman and Gent 2012). Increased conflict intensity is morne tikel
produce government and rebel targeting ofliains, but the effect is only significant for
rebel violence. It appears that esided violence is not a reciprocal process, as neither
government nor rebel violence has a significant effect on the intensibeiofapponentOs
attacks. Increased confiiduration reduces the likelihood of all forms of violence. Finally,
as we would expect, a history of rebel or government violence strongly incréases t

likelihood of the same actor subsequently targeting civilians.
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Robustness Checks

To ensure that our selts are robust we change a variety of model specifications and
rerun the estimates. Firstly, to ensure that weave not omitteéiny other key variables, we
rerun our analysis including a number of additional controls that previous researchissugges
might influence the dynamics of civil violence. We add controls for: multigibel groups,
democratic aid dependence, distance to the nearest democracy, the cordlicf area,
ethnic fractionalization and the presence of natural resources. Our resdia rebust in

all model specifications.

Secondly, including a lagged dependent variable to account for temporal dependence
can sometimes lead to inconsistent estimates (Achen 2000; Brandtratidr 28€12). To
evaluate how robust our findings are against alternative estimation approaehesun the
analysis using (i) dummy variables to account for one-sided violence in the pr2yidus
and 5 years; (i) a count of fatalities in the previous 1, 2, 3 and 5 ye#drshgiiOyearO
variable to account for any linear time trend; (iv) year-fixed effectctoumt for a time
trend and common shocks; (v) a count of the years since the last fatality gath square
and cubic termsy; finally, (vi) we removed all temporal controls. Our results are robust

regardless of the method used to account for temporal dependence.

' The data, replication materials, and output frohtted robustness checks are available orriternational

Studies Quarterly Data Sitehttp://www.isanet.org/Pdizations/ISQ/ReplicatioiData or from the authors

website. "
' This is a modified version of the methodology sisigd by Carter and Signorino (2010) for binary niede
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Thirdly, using the conflict/dyad year as the unit of analysis also increases
likelihood of a small selection of conflicts biasing the results. érefore rerun the
analysis excluding the most deadly civil conflict years. Our key findingsadmest even
when the most deadly years of civil conflict and civilian targeting areved from the
analysis! However, taking yearly measurements of fatality counts over the course of a
conflict also risks artificially reducing the standard errors by inflating nbenber of
observations. To ensure that our findings are not biased in this manner, sgethssfect
of civilian forces on one-sided violence across conflict episéd&e results complement
our prior analysis, suggesting that the presence of a civilian defense forwg awcivil war
reduces the likelihood of the government targeting civilians, but increasbkeiiteood of

one-sided rebel violence.

Finally, civilian defense forces could quite feasibly be the resultrrétha the cause

of violent contexts. To account for potential endogeneity, we undertake matchpagy to

Y For rebé violence we excluded DR&FDL (1996, 1997), Bosni&erbian Irregulars (1992 & 1995), DRC
RCD (1998). For government violence we excluded Su@004), DRC (1997), Rwanda (1994, 1997),
Afghanistan (1998). For conflict severity we exaddCongeCobras (197), AngolaUNITA (1993), Ethiopia

EPRDF (1989), EthiopiMilitary Faction (1990), and EthiopiePRDF (1990). "

" Cases in which civilian defense forces were presesdome but not all of the conflict years are ofvadjing to
assess using the conflictispde. To overcome this, we use a number of diffenessures, including a ratio
variable capturing the number of years in which the militias wezeemt relative to the total conflict years; a
dummy variable indicating if a civilian defense force waalin75% or 50% of the conflict years; and a dummy
variable indicting the presence of a civilian defense force at amy goiing the conflict. The effect is largely

consistent across the different measutes.
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observations thatefitured a civilian defense force with similar observations without a
civilian defense force. This process removes observations without civilfansdeforces
that have no analogue amongst the cases in which a civilian defensevésreetive” By
prepro@ssing our data in this manner we are able to assess the effenvittzan defense
forces have independent of the conflict dynamics that might be more likphpduce such
groups. We identify pairs using the Matchit package in R, adopting 1:1 neargsbor
matching with replacement (Ho et al. 2006). This produces 189 pairs of control and
treatment observations from the original sample of 529 conflict years, and 266opai
control and treatment observations from the original sample of 820 cahfhck years$'

Our analysis of the matched dataset produces additional support for our hypotheste a
again civilian defense forces produce a strong and significant effebe ihypothesized
direction for all three forms of violence. This adds furth@pport to our theoretical claims

and helps to address confounding explanations related to endogeneity.

Case Analysisiraq

For a deeper assessment of our causal argument we undertake a Onmuyfe|cest
analysis (Lieberman 2005). We focus on civiliaefesthse forces in Anbar province, Iraq

(20052009). Civilian defense militias formed here, and one of the regions in which they

** For more information on matching see H@kt2007; Lyall 2010.

#Balance tests reveal that these pairs are closelghed, meeting or exceeding the standard for veeiaRor
example, all variables receive a value! 00.25 for standardized bias (e.g. the differencéhzn means of the
treated ad control groups, divided by the standard deviation of the treated group)s ttessidered a Ogood

matchO (Ho et al. 2007, 23fn15).
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were most active. It therefore represents an appropriate case tothssassrnal validity of

our argument.

Sunni Militiasand Coalition Violence

In 2004 Coalition forces largely lost control in Anbar. Hampered by problems
associated with insurgent identification, Coalition military action laegely ineffective and
regularly resulted in civilian casualties (Macdonald 201@1)2 For example, in 2005
Coalition forces were responsible for approximately 500 civilian fataliidsmbar province
alone. This is perhaps best exemplified by the violent retaking of Fatghthe Haditha
incident (What Happened in Hadith2008).

The situation changed towards the end of 2006 when US military commanders
harnessed the shifting alliances of Sunni tribes that had independently betgiactofrom
the insurgency (McCary 2009). This OSunni AwakeningO saw local Sunnis assume
responsibity for security in their community. US forces officially supported the Awaikg
in September 2006 with the establishment of the Anbar Awakening Council (Biddle,
Friedman, and Shapiro 2012:-20; McCary 2009; Montgomery and McWilliams 2009). In
2007, the US established the Sons of Iraq program to institutionalize these Silitias ffi
With US support the OSonsO expanded rapidly, involving over 100,000 militias &.iBypea
2008 more than twthirds of Iragi provinces contained Sons of Iraq, each OSeceiving
$300 monthlyassalary for their services (Bruno 2008; SIGIR 2011).

Information from the OawakenedO militias allowed Coalition forces dotieély

focus their military firepower on insurgents, reducing civilian fatalitied encreasing the

i Originally titled the OConcerned Local CitizeBs@flecting its local defense orientatitn.
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effectiveness of the 2007 US troop surge (Biddle, Friedman, and ShapiroQay#n and
Thomson 2014: 929lacdonald 2014: 21214). Figurel depicts the effect of the militias
using the number of incidents a month in which the Coalition forces killddaat one
civilian in Anbar province. The problems associated with insurgent idenbiicate evident

in the early phases of the counterinsurgency. From January 2005 until the formahen of t
Awakening Council in September 2006 (represented by theedagditical line) each month
produced on average 12 incidents and 32 civilian deaths. While there werefcasbs
switching during this time, the US military did not capitalize on inforomagains through
these groups until the formation of the AwakeniCouncil. By the second half of 2007,

incidents were down by 50% and civilian deaths were reduced to an average of 4 a month.

Figure 1: Incidents with a Civilian Death Perpetrated bylld8 Coalition Forces
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Whilst violence against civilians declined, the CoalitionOs abilitgrtet insugents
increased. The Iraq war logs (releasedVdiileaks) reveal that insurgent kills rose to an
average of 200 a month in the period following the Awakeffimyccording to official
military figures, the combination of the Awakening and the subsequegd &ed to a 25%
rise in insurgents killed from 2006 to 2007 (Cordesman and Davies 20082625
Moreover, anecdotal evidence contained in military reports détaisSunni tribal militias
gatheredntelligence to aid the US militampy more selectivelyargetng insurgents Ahmed
2008: 7;Koloski and Kolasheki 2009: 433; Smith and Macfarland 2008). According to a
US military report, OLocal citizens knew most of the members of ¢heimunities and
could easily pick out those who did not belong. Thagw which neighbors were tacit or
active supporters of insurgent groups. They knew who could provide timely and accurate
information on insurgent activity, and they gave the squadron commander vital human
intelligence essential to successO (Koloski andgtalki 2009: 453). The Sons denounced
enemies and rid the areas of foreign fighters (i.eQA&da), but also provided Oa great deal
of intelligence on members of insurgent groups, many of whom were membersrof thei
tribesO (Ahmed 2008: 7). For examilee number of insurgent weapons caches Coalition
forces found in Anbar province went from 692 in 2004 to 1,222 in 2006 and then up to 2,111

between January and September 2007 (Cordesman and Davies 2008: 522).

Civilianizing the Iraq War

" The only period in which insurgent kills were higle Anbar province was the battle for Fallujah in

November/December 2004. See, the Irag War Logs.2010
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The formation ofcivilian defense groups also affected the targets of insurgent
violence. According to military accounts, insurgents responded to the civiliamsddi@ces
by targeting tribal leaders and civilians who had made the switch (hasablose who were
contenplating it) in attempts to punisthem fortheir abdication and deter future defections
(Finer and Nickmeyer 2005; Long 20(mith and Macfarland008: 49.

This is supported by evidence on the number of insurgent attacks that produced at
least one civian death. AdFigure Il shows, this trend began during 2005 as Sunni tribes
stared to defect from the insurgency (Biddle, Friedman, and Shapiro 20120;1®lcCary
2009; Montgomery and McWilliams 2009). Insurgent attacks peaked in the month in which
local tribal groups formed the Awakening council. Insurgent attacks continued in high
numbers for the following year as numerous tribes realigned against their fdtieer a
During the year that followed the Sunni Awakening, 195 insurgent attacks produced 637
civilian deaths. This was the most deadly year for civilians in Anbar province.

US Major Smith and Colonel Macfarland describe how members of the insurgency
Oattempted to intimidate future recruits by murdering and desecrating the badgcaf
sheik whohad been instrumental in our early push at recruiting tribe members into the ISF
[Iragi Security Forces]O (Smith and Macfarland 2008: 49). The remaining insurgent blocks
targeted tribes who had made the switch, as well as those who weeenplaing it,to
condemrtheir abdication and deter future defectiofmér and Nickmeyer 2005; Macfarland
2008: 4850; Smith and; Long 2008;). Indeed, insurgents assassinated Sheik Sattar Al
Rishawi, one of the progenitors of the Sunni awakening and the Sons ofrdg@m, in
2007. Many Sons of Irag members and those civilians who played a role in the Sunni

awakening became victims of insurgent retribution.
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Figure Il: Incidents with at Least One Civilian Death Perpetrated by Insurgents

Conflict Intensification

As an aggregate effect, the emergence of Sunni militias increasedoaobverall.
Evidence from the Iraq war logs illustrates the severity of the violentleis period. The
total fatalities (e.g. coalition, civilian, and insurgent) grew quickly wite formation of
Sunni militia, increasing the average fatalities from 162 a month adtaéineof 2005, to an
average of 289 in the six months following the Awakening. As we already disGube
enhanced Coalition targeting of insurgents coupled witheased rebel violence towards
civilians intensified the conflict. In addition, interviews of Sunni cank, militias and
former insurgents point to the important role that insurgent fragmentation playtad in
process (Montgomery and McWilliams 2009: @®éd 91). The Awakening split the
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insurgency and those supporting it, pitting OflippedO tribal militias agaiesinf aiQaeda
elements and often members of their own tribes who still sympathizledmvere active in
the insurgency. For example, onadrinterviewee (as cited in Montgomery and McWilliams
2009: 102) related that OSome people fro@amda changed their faces. They are in the
Awakening now. They didnOt join us because they believe we are good, but to protect
themselves. They saw whoOaning, so they were with the Awakening. But wheiQakda
was in, they were with #@Daeda.O Colonel Macfarland (as cited in Montgomery and
McWilliams 2009: 178) described this process: OOne by one, the local tebEsyanning to
flip from either hostileo neutral or neutral to friendly.O

As this process unfolded, infighting ensued. For example, one Sheikh described how
at one point not all members of his tribe had defected from the insurgemitizjs produced
infighting within his own tribe as well as with-@laeda (Montgomery and McWilliams 2009:
81). He further described how both sides sought to punish defection in this period
(Montgomery and McWilliams 2009: 994). The formation of the Awakerg Council was a
Otipping pointO in this regard: OSoon after the council ended, tribes began amléntepe
campaign of eradication and retaliation againstJaéda] members living among themO

(Smith and Macfarland 2008: 49).

In summary, the Oawakenedditias and Sons of Iraq were effective in locating
insurgents. This helped the US military to effectively target insurgemtstesluced civilian
fatalities. However, the militias provoked a response from insurgents, wihategtagainst
local communites in an attempt to punish defection and regain control. The Sunni

realignment also caused defections and fragmentation within the insurgencgroaada



wedge between the local populations and the insurgents, intensifying theociffict but

eventualy choking the latter out of the area.

Conclusions

In this paper we argue that civilian defense forces are a unique type -of pro
government militia and that such groups have specific effects on pattesiogeote in civil
war. We provide evidence to shdhat civilian defense forces decrease incumbentsO use of
indiscriminate violence, but increase insurgent violence. We also demontiaatdy
making civilians the center of the irregular war effort, civilian defdnsees increase the
overall fatalitiesn civil conflicts (at least in the shartin). This underscores the significance
of civilian support and control in determining the type and level of violenceviinwar
(Kalyvas 2006). Specifically, in accordance with existing research ossided volence
against civilians, we find further evidence that actors tend to resomdisciiminate
violence where their level of control is weak (Downes 20B8k and Hultman 2007,

Valentino, Huth, and Balehinsay 2004; Weinstein 200¥yood 2010Zahar 2000)

This paper contributes to the emerging body of literature centered on the effect
pro-government militiasAhram 2011; Carey, Mitchell and Lowe 2013; Carey, Colaresi and
Mitchell 2011, 2015 Peic 2014; Stantor2015. We offer one of the first systetma
investigations into the effects that militias have on the dynamicsvibfconflict. In doing
so, we also develop further insight into different types ofgmeernmenmilitias and why
and how states make use of these differences. More generallyarguments have
implications for the understanding of insurgent group fragmentation (Bakke, Cunningham

and Seymour 2012; Driscoll 2013taniland 201 While previous research stresséme
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divisions (Lyall 2010; Staniland 20},2we highlight the impdance of civilian support

(passive and active) to insurgents in explaining insurgeinging.

Finally, from a policymaking stand point this paper supports the established view
that civilians in counterinsurgent roles cprovide an effective stratggto separate the
insurgents from the local populatioGdlula 1964; Jones 2012; McClintock 1992; Peic
2014. However, it opens significant normative questions given the effectsitthat
predicted to have on the dynamics and intensity of violence. Fromora critical
perspective, civilian defense forces are tantamount to a eavideule- tactic, whereupon
the delegation of security and coercioincivilians polarizes local relationships by forcing
insurgents to respond to those that are now activainsgthem. Indeed, developing states
often use civilian cleavages in this way to mute resistance to pesce$ state formation
(Ahram 2011; Bakke 2015; Holden 2004; Thomson 19%dly 2003). Similarly,
conquering powers have traditionally used lo@dlaborators in this manner within broader
social networks of domination, often to the detriment of local populationsddnatd
2014). Our findings therefore inform military debates on the effectivenessvidarci
defense forces (Jones 2012), and proedéence to show that incumbent forces that wish
to use such tactics in the future should consider the serious ethiedim®Ilvedin placing

civilians at the center of violence.

This is part of an interesting and understudied set of dynamics itogie of
violence in irregular wars. While we haxevealedsome significant insights into the effects
of civilian mobilization into militia groups, further research is requiredssess the effect of

other types of militia groups.
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