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The	
  World	
  Peace	
  Foundation,	
  an	
  
operating	
  foundation	
  affiliated	
  
solely	
  with	
  The	
  Fletcher	
  School	
  at	
  
Tufts	
  University,	
  aims	
  to	
  provide	
  
intellectual	
  leadership	
  on	
  issues	
  of	
  
peace,	
  justice	
  and	
  security.	
  	
  It	
  
believes	
  that	
  innovative	
  research	
  
and	
  teaching	
  are	
  critical	
  to	
  the	
  
challenges	
  of	
  making	
  peace	
  
around	
  the	
  world,	
  and	
  should	
  go	
  
hand-­‐in-­‐hand	
  with	
  advocacy	
  and	
  
practical	
  engagement	
  with	
  the	
  
toughest	
  issues.	
  To	
  respond	
  to	
  
organized	
  violence	
  today,	
  we	
  not	
  
only	
  need	
  new	
  instruments	
  and	
  
tools―we	
  need	
  a	
  new	
  vision	
  of	
  
peace.	
  Our	
  challenge	
  is	
  to	
  reinvent	
  
peace.	
  

This	
  paper	
  contributes	
  to	
  the	
  goals	
  
of	
  reinventing	
  peace	
  and	
  improving	
  
our	
  means	
  of	
  understanding	
  and	
  
addressing	
  armed	
  conflict	
  by	
  
helping	
  scholars	
  and	
  practitioners	
  
better	
  understand	
  what	
  is	
  known	
  
about	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  
international	
  tools	
  designed	
  to	
  
prevent	
  and	
  respond	
  to	
  mass	
  
atrocities.	
  

EXECUTIVE	
  SUMMARY	
  

The	
  international	
  failure	
  to	
  prevent	
  and	
  mitigate	
  mass	
  violence	
  against	
  
civilians	
   in	
   the	
  post-­‐Cold	
  War	
  era,	
  notably	
   in	
  Bosnia-­‐Herzegovina	
  and	
  
Rwanda,	
   sparked	
   a	
   series	
   of	
   stock-­‐taking	
   efforts	
  within	
   international	
  
organizations,	
   national	
   governments	
   and	
   the	
   broader	
   policy	
  
community.	
   Emerging	
   from	
   these	
   reviews	
   was	
   a	
   new	
   set	
   of	
   insights	
  
that	
  form	
  the	
  foundation	
  of	
  today’s	
  anti-­‐atrocity	
  policies:	
  

• Reducing	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  most	
  important	
  
measures	
   by	
  which	
   the	
   success	
   of	
   international	
   interventions	
  
should	
  be	
  measured;	
  
	
  

• Waiting	
  until	
  violence	
  meets	
  or	
  approaches	
  the	
  legal	
  definition	
  
of	
  genocide	
  means	
  delaying	
   responses	
  until	
   it	
   is	
   too	
   late.	
  This	
  
recognition	
   provoked	
   two	
   shifts:	
   a	
   shift	
   away	
   from	
   the	
   legal	
  
term	
   ‘genocide’	
   to	
   other	
   vocabularies,	
   like	
   ‘mass	
   atrocities,’	
  
and	
  a	
  growing	
  emphasis	
  on	
  ‘prevention;’	
  	
  
	
  

• Preventative	
  action	
  and	
  early	
  response	
   increase	
  the	
   likelihood	
  
of	
  success	
  of	
  any	
  policy	
  measure,	
  and	
  decrease	
  the	
  human	
  and	
  
financial	
  costs	
  of	
  responding;	
  
	
  

• International	
  response	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  limited	
  to	
  all	
  or	
  nothing.	
  
Considerable	
   energy	
   was	
   spent	
   elaborating	
   the	
   conditions	
   in	
  
which	
   coercive	
   military	
   interventions	
   in	
   the	
   name	
   of	
   civilian	
  
protection	
  could	
  be	
  undertaken,	
  yet	
  effective	
   responses	
   short	
  
of	
  this	
  are	
  both	
  possible	
  and	
  desirable.	
  

This	
   final	
   point	
   begged	
   the	
   question:	
   what	
   is	
   the	
   broader	
   range	
   of	
  
policy	
   mechanisms	
   that	
   can	
   be	
   brought	
   to	
   bear	
   on	
   a	
   situation	
   to	
  
prevent,	
  respond	
  to	
  and	
  aid	
  recovery	
  from	
  mass	
  violence?	
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Attempting	
  to	
  specify	
  these	
  measures,	
  policy	
  analysts	
  have	
  over	
  the	
  past	
  two	
  decades	
  stocked	
  the	
  “Anti-­‐
Atrocity	
   Toolbox”	
   with	
   a	
   wide	
   range	
   of	
   diplomatic,	
   economic,	
   legal	
   and	
   military	
   instruments.	
   Policy	
  
debates	
  regarding	
  the	
  application	
  and	
  likely	
  outcomes	
  of	
  these	
  ‘tools’	
  have	
  generally	
  been	
  driven	
  by	
  case	
  
studies.	
   These	
   are	
   informative,	
   but	
   may	
   lack	
   generalizability	
   or	
   suffer	
   from	
   selection	
   bias—that	
   is,	
   the	
  
tendency	
   to	
   only	
   cite	
   examples	
   that	
   bolster	
   one’s	
   argument.	
  While	
   scholars	
   have	
   begun	
   examining	
   the	
  
impact	
  of	
  these	
  same	
  major	
  tools	
  in	
  cross-­‐national	
  statistical	
  studies,	
  their	
  efforts	
  are	
  rarely	
  incorporated	
  
into	
  policy	
  debates.	
  This	
  paper	
  attempts	
  to	
  bridge	
  this	
  gap	
  by	
  reviewing	
  the	
  recent	
  social	
  science	
  literature	
  
on	
   the	
   effectiveness	
   of	
   policy	
   measures	
   frequently	
   include	
   in	
   the	
   anti-­‐atrocity	
   toolbox.	
   Our	
   aim	
   is	
   to	
  
provide	
   insights	
   into	
   emerging	
   areas	
   of	
   consensus	
   and	
   highlight	
   ongoing	
   disagreements	
   and	
   gaps	
   in	
  
knowledge.	
  
	
  
KEY	
  TAKE-­‐AWAYS	
  

A	
  number	
  of	
   cross-­‐cutting	
   themes	
  emerge	
   from	
   this	
   review	
   that	
  help	
   establish	
   the	
  broader	
   context	
   for	
  
evaluating	
  international	
  atrocity	
  prevention	
  and	
  response.	
  We	
  address	
  these	
  first,	
  before	
  introducing	
  the	
  
most	
  compelling	
  points	
  of	
  consensus	
  regarding	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  specific	
  policy	
  tools.	
  
	
  
How	
  we	
  study	
  mass	
  atrocity	
  and	
  relevant	
  policy	
  tools	
  	
  
	
  
● Definitions	
   and	
   expectations	
   of	
   success	
   vary:	
   Success	
   is	
   defined	
   differently	
   across	
   studies.	
   Some	
  

measure	
   it	
   as	
   a	
   relative	
   decrease	
   in	
   violence	
   against	
   civilians,	
   whereas	
   others	
   examine	
   absolute	
  
improvements	
  in	
  human	
  security,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  all	
  or	
  most	
  civilian	
  targeting.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

● Beyond	
  killing:	
   The	
   studies	
   reviewed	
   in	
   this	
  paper	
  overwhelmingly	
   focus	
  on	
   killing	
   as	
   the	
  only	
  or	
  
primary	
  measure	
   of	
  mass	
   violence.	
  We	
   recognize	
   that	
   this	
   is	
   a	
   significant	
   limitation,	
   as	
   it	
   fails	
   to	
  
account	
  for	
  variations	
  in	
  the	
  systematic	
  use	
  of	
  nonlethal	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
  -­‐	
  including	
  forced	
  
displacement,	
  sexual	
  and	
  gender-­‐based	
  violence	
  or	
  enforced	
  disappearances.	
  	
  
	
  

● We	
  only	
  count	
  what	
  is	
  visible:	
  Most	
  cross-­‐national	
  studies	
  rely	
  on	
  datasets	
  that	
  track	
  civilian	
  killing	
  
through	
  media	
   reports	
   and	
   investigations	
  by	
  human	
   rights	
  organizations.	
   These	
  are	
   rigorous	
  and	
  
valuable	
  tools,	
  but	
  like	
  any	
  method	
  of	
  estimating	
  fatalities	
  in	
  complex	
  environments,	
  they	
  are	
  rarely	
  
comprehensive.	
   It	
   is	
   important	
   to	
   understand	
   the	
   limitations	
   of	
   our	
   current	
  methods	
  of	
   tracking	
  
violence.	
  

	
  
What	
  we	
  know	
  about	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  	
  
	
  
● The	
   likelihood	
  of	
  any	
  policy	
   tool	
  achieving	
   its	
   intended	
   impact	
   improves	
  with	
  adept,	
  nuanced	
  and	
  

case-­‐specific	
  diplomatic	
   strategy.	
  Responses	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  embedded	
   in	
  a	
  broader	
  political	
  vision	
  as	
  
well	
   as	
   strong	
   regional	
   and	
   international	
   coalitions.	
   No	
   tool	
   functions	
   well	
   absent	
   this	
   strategic	
  
leadership.	
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● The	
  global	
  context	
  is	
  in	
  flux:	
  Overall	
  instances	
  of	
  genocide	
  are	
  in	
  decline,	
  despite	
  ongoing	
  examples	
  
of	
  extensive	
  civilian	
  targeting.	
  The	
  type	
  of	
  regime	
  most	
  likely	
  to	
  commit	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  has	
  shifted	
  
from	
   authoritarian	
   states	
   to	
   states	
   in	
   transition,	
   with	
   non-­‐state	
   actors	
   playing	
   increasingly	
  
important	
   roles.	
   The	
   Global	
   War	
   on	
   Terror	
   (GWOT)	
   and	
   violent	
   contestation	
   resulting	
   from	
  
competition	
  for	
  regional	
  influence	
  further	
  complicate	
  the	
  roles	
  certain	
  international	
  actors	
  can	
  play	
  
in	
  the	
  most	
  acute	
  crises.	
  	
  
	
  

● Across	
  the	
  board,	
  the	
  ability	
  of	
  outside	
  actors	
  to	
   impact	
  perpetrator	
  behavior	
   increases	
  when	
  the	
  
target	
  state	
  is	
  an	
  ally,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  when	
  international	
  and	
  regional	
  consensus	
  is	
  strong.	
  	
  

	
  
● High-­‐intensity	
   versus	
   low-­‐intensity:	
   Genocide	
   and	
  mass	
   atrocities	
   are	
   relatively	
   rare	
   occurrences.	
  

There	
   are	
   comparatively	
   few	
   cases	
   from	
   which	
   to	
   draw	
   conclusions.	
   Further,	
   the	
   factors	
   that	
  
influence	
   this	
   form	
   of	
   high-­‐intensity	
   violence	
  may	
   differ	
   from	
   those	
   that	
   impact	
   lower	
   levels	
   of	
  
violence	
   that	
   are	
   often	
   sustained	
   as	
   a	
   regular	
   part	
   of	
   political	
   contestation	
   in	
   poorly	
  
institutionalized	
  contexts.	
  

	
  
● Differences	
  in	
  numbers	
  or	
  in	
  nature?	
  To	
  improve	
  civilian	
  protection	
  across	
  multiple	
  contexts,	
  a	
  

numeric	
  threshold	
  defining	
  “mass	
  atrocities”	
  may	
  be	
  less	
  helpful	
  for	
  policymakers	
  than	
  
understanding	
  differences	
  in	
  the	
  relative	
  capacity	
  of	
  key	
  actors	
  in	
  an	
  atrocity	
  setting.	
  For	
  instance,	
  
sudden	
  changes	
  in	
  economic	
  aid	
  or	
  conflict	
  dynamics	
  that	
  alter	
  the	
  balance	
  of	
  power	
  between	
  
warring	
  factions	
  can	
  change	
  the	
  vulnerability	
  of	
  different	
  civilian	
  groups,	
  potentially	
  increasing	
  the	
  
risk	
  of	
  mass	
  violence.	
  	
  

	
  
● Not	
   all	
   good	
   things	
   go	
   together:	
   The	
   tools	
   that	
   may	
   most	
   effectively	
   prevent,	
   mitigate,	
   or	
   end	
  

atrocities	
  may	
  not	
  be	
  the	
  ones	
  that	
  best	
  promote	
  democracy	
  and	
  human	
  rights,	
  and	
  vice-­‐versa.	
  
	
  
Key	
  findings	
  regarding	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  anti-­‐atrocity	
  tools	
  
	
  	
  	
  
● Diplomatic	
  Tools:	
  These	
  include	
  regular	
  diplomatic	
  interactions,	
  public	
  or	
  private	
  condemnations	
  of	
  

violence,	
   conflict	
   or	
   crisis	
   mediation,	
   and	
   the	
   suspension	
   of	
   diplomatic	
   relations,	
   among	
   other	
  
measures.	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  studies	
  reviewed	
  in	
  this	
  paper,	
  diplomatic	
  actions	
  that	
  are	
  most	
  likely	
  to	
  
improve	
  situations	
  at	
  risk	
  of	
  atrocities	
  are:	
  speaking	
  out	
  frankly	
  and	
  publicly	
  against	
  the	
  targeting	
  of	
  
vulnerable	
  groups,	
  reinforcing	
  principles	
  of	
  governance	
  that	
  support	
  nonviolent	
  leadership	
  change,	
  
and	
  maintaining	
  diplomatic	
  relations	
  while	
  being	
  aware	
  of	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  diplomatic	
  relations	
  can	
  be	
  
perceived	
  as	
   implicit	
  acceptance	
  of	
  on-­‐going	
  policies.	
  Once	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  are	
  underway,	
  naming	
  
and	
  shaming	
  can	
  help	
   reduce	
   the	
   scale	
  of	
   violence	
  against	
   civilians,	
  mediation	
  can	
  help	
  conclude	
  
conflict,	
  and,	
  depending	
  on	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  post-­‐war	
  settlement,	
  peace	
  agreements	
  can	
  possibly	
  
ward	
   off	
   post-­‐conflict	
   atrocities.	
   However,	
   diplomatic	
   efforts	
   are	
   unlikely	
   to	
   fundamentally	
   alter	
  
perpetrators’	
  choice	
  to	
  deploy	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
  in	
  situations	
  of	
  ongoing	
  high-­‐level	
  violence.	
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● Economic	
   Tools:	
   Development	
   aid	
   can	
   be	
   a	
   powerful	
   tool	
   for	
   increasing	
   stability.	
   However,	
   in	
  
countries	
  at	
   risk	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocities,	
  case-­‐specific	
  understanding	
  of	
  how	
  aid	
   interacts	
  with	
  existing	
  
political	
  and	
  social	
  mechanisms	
  for	
  restraining	
  or	
  mobilizing	
  intergroup	
  violence	
  is	
  crucial.	
  Economic	
  
sanctions	
   have	
   a	
   fairly	
   poor	
   track	
   record	
   of	
   compelling	
   change.	
  While	
   comprehensive	
   sanctions	
  
seem	
   to	
   have	
   a	
   stronger	
   impact	
   than	
   targeted	
   measures,	
   their	
   adverse	
   effects	
   on	
   civilian	
  
populations	
   may	
   contradict	
   any	
   usage	
   predicated	
   on	
   the	
   goal	
   of	
   “civilian	
   protection.”	
   Overall,	
  
sanctions	
  are	
  most	
   likely	
  to	
  be	
  effective	
   if	
  they	
  are	
   imposed	
  by	
   international	
  organizations	
  and/or	
  
by	
  an	
  ally	
  of	
  the	
  target	
  state,	
  and	
  if	
  they	
  aim	
  to	
  induce	
  modest	
  policy	
  changes	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  broader	
  
political	
   strategy.	
   Targeted	
   sanctions	
   may	
   have	
   a	
   less	
   detrimental	
   impact	
   on	
   civilians,	
   but	
   they	
  
require	
  careful	
  calibration	
  as	
  crisis	
  situations	
  evolve.	
  Financial	
  and	
  commodity	
  sanctions	
  appear	
  to	
  
be	
  more	
  effective	
  than	
  other	
  forms	
  of	
  targeted	
  sanctions.	
  Advocates	
  for	
  sanctions	
  are	
  increasingly	
  
calling	
  for	
  expanding	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  possible	
  targets	
  to	
  include	
  ‘enablers’	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocities,	
  but	
  the	
  
effectiveness	
  of	
  such	
  measures	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  established	
  to	
  date.	
  
	
  

● Legal	
   Tools:	
   Legal	
   tools	
   to	
   prevent	
   or	
   mitigate	
   mass	
   atrocities	
   include	
   fact-­‐finding	
   missions,	
  
immunity	
   or	
   amnesties	
   for	
   perpetrators,	
   indictments	
   or	
   arrest	
   warrants,	
   and	
   international	
   or	
  
domestic	
   criminal	
   prosecutions.	
   Our	
   review	
   focuses	
   primarily	
   on	
   the	
   effectiveness	
   of	
   criminal	
  
prosecutions	
  and	
  the	
  question	
  of	
  deterrence.	
  At	
  the	
  moment,	
  the	
  evidence	
  base	
   is	
  too	
   limited	
  to	
  
say	
  whether	
  or	
  when	
  international	
  criminal	
  proceedings	
  act	
  as	
  deterrents.	
  In	
  several	
  notable	
  cases	
  
indictments	
  by	
  international	
  tribunals	
  seem	
  to	
  have	
  had	
  no	
  such	
  effect.	
  While	
  several	
  recent	
  studies	
  
suggest	
   that	
   international	
   criminal	
   proceedings	
   can	
   play	
   such	
   a	
   role,	
   it	
   is	
   difficult	
   to	
   isolate	
   the	
  
impact	
   of	
   trials	
   (or	
   threat	
   of	
   trials)	
   from	
   the	
   broader	
   range	
   of	
   factors	
   that	
   influence	
   levels	
   of	
  
political	
  violence	
  in	
  conflict-­‐affected	
  countries.	
  Deterrence	
  may	
  of	
  course	
  not	
  be	
  the	
  only	
  reason	
  for	
  
instituting	
   trials.	
   Increasingly,	
  experts	
  on	
   transitional	
   justice	
   suggest	
   taking	
  a	
  holistic	
  and	
   tailored	
  
approach	
  that	
  builds	
  on	
  existing	
  capacities	
  within	
  post-­‐conflict	
  states,	
  and	
  layers	
  different	
  types	
  of	
  
justice	
  and	
  accountability	
  mechanisms	
  to	
  reinforce	
  each	
  other.	
  Such	
  an	
  approach	
  may	
  be	
  at	
  odds	
  
with	
  a	
  toolbox	
  metaphor:	
  it	
  implies	
  thinking	
  of	
  specific	
  mechanisms	
  as	
  processes	
  within	
  a	
  social	
  and	
  
political	
  continuum.	
  

	
  
● Military	
   Tools:	
   The	
   military	
   tools	
   considered	
   in	
   this	
   review	
   range	
   from	
   cooperative	
   security	
  

assistance	
  to	
  regime	
  change	
  campaigns.	
  Across	
  the	
  board,	
  the	
  record	
  of	
  military	
  tools	
  with	
  respect	
  
to	
   ending	
   or	
   mitigating	
   mass	
   atrocities	
   is	
   extremely	
   mixed.	
   Military	
   aid	
   seems	
   to	
   be	
  
counterproductive	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  pre-­‐crisis	
  preventative	
  action,	
  as	
  it	
  correlates	
  with	
  an	
  increased	
  risk	
  
of	
  conflict.	
  However,	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  study	
  finds	
  that	
  pro-­‐government	
  interventions	
  at	
  an	
  early	
  conflict	
  
stage	
  can	
  decrease	
  the	
  risk	
  of	
  mass	
  violence.	
  Arms	
  embargoes,	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  are	
  more	
  likely	
  
to	
  provoke	
  modest	
  changes	
  in	
  target	
  state	
  behavior	
  than	
  major	
  reversals	
  of	
  policy.	
  Further,	
  there	
  is	
  
some	
  evidence	
  that	
  they	
  make	
  military	
  victory	
  less	
  likely,	
  thereby	
  slightly	
   increasing	
  the	
  likelihood	
  
of	
  negotiated	
  settlements.	
  No-­‐fly	
  zones	
  and	
  safe	
  areas	
  have	
  been	
  used	
  in	
  too	
  few	
  contexts	
  to	
  be	
  
systematically	
   evaluated.	
   Case	
   study	
   evidence	
   suggests	
   that	
   they	
   are	
   difficult	
   to	
   implement	
   and	
  
only	
  work	
  under	
  very	
  specific	
  conditions.	
  Military	
   interventions	
  have	
  a	
  curiously	
  disparate	
  record:	
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several	
   studies	
   find	
   that	
   only	
   the	
   armed	
   confrontation	
   of	
   perpetrator	
   states	
   can	
   reduce	
   mass	
  
violence	
  once	
  it	
  has	
  reached	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  genocide	
  or	
  politicide.	
  Other	
  studies	
  find	
  a	
  remarkably	
  
stronger	
  record	
  of	
  civilian	
  protection	
  and	
  peace	
  durability	
  when	
  neutral	
  interveners	
  in	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  
UN	
  peacekeepers	
  are	
  deployed.	
  In	
  general,	
   internationalized	
  internal	
  conflicts	
  seem	
  to	
  last	
   longer	
  
and	
  have	
  higher	
  overall	
  death	
  tolls	
  than	
  non-­‐internationalized	
  conflicts.	
  

	
  
Collectively,	
  the	
  studies	
  also	
  help	
  highlight	
  a	
  central	
  insight:	
  a	
  policy	
  tool	
  will	
  always	
  remain	
  a	
  tool,	
  and	
  will	
  
only	
  function	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  strategy	
  it	
  aims	
  to	
  support,	
  whether	
  through	
  persuasion	
  or	
  coercion.	
  
	
  
	
  
INTRODUCTION	
  
	
  
During	
   the	
   Cold	
   War,	
   despite	
   many	
   instances	
   of	
   mass	
   killing,	
   policymakers	
   rarely	
   invoked	
   the	
   term	
  
‘genocide’	
  or	
  the	
  related	
  legal	
  category	
  of	
  ‘crimes	
  against	
  humanity.’	
  Throughout	
  the	
  early	
  1990s,	
  despite	
  
the	
  increasing	
  influence	
  of	
  international	
  human	
  rights	
  frameworks,	
  the	
  word	
  ‘genocide’	
  retained	
  its	
  taboo	
  
status.	
  This	
  was	
  in	
  no	
  small	
  part	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  inaccurate	
  belief	
  that	
  describing	
  a	
  situation	
  as	
  ‘genocide’	
  issued	
  
a	
  moral	
  or	
  legal	
  requirement	
  for	
  a	
  full-­‐throttled	
  military	
  response.1	
  When	
  genocidal	
  campaigns	
  occurred	
  in	
  
Rwanda	
   (1994)	
   and	
   Bosnia-­‐Herzegovina	
   (1992–1995),	
   many	
   political	
   leaders	
   refused	
   to	
   even	
   utter	
   the	
  
word.	
  
	
  
In	
  recognition	
  of	
  the	
  enormous	
  human	
  costs	
  of	
  these	
  two	
  conflicts,	
  and	
  in	
  the	
  wake	
  of	
  NATO	
  bombings	
  to	
  
protect	
   civilians	
   in	
  Kosovo	
   (1999),	
   an	
   international	
   reckoning	
  began,	
   notably	
   at	
   the	
  United	
  Nations,	
   the	
  
Organization	
  of	
  African	
  Unity,	
   and	
  within	
   the	
  US	
  government.	
  A	
   series	
  of	
   institutional	
   and	
   independent	
  
reviews	
  questioned	
  why	
  the	
  international	
  community	
  had	
  failed	
  to	
  prevent	
  or	
  reduce	
  mass	
  violence	
  during	
  
those	
  crises,	
  and	
  examined	
  how	
  policies	
  to	
  protect	
  civilians	
  could	
  be	
  improved.	
  Emerging	
  from	
  this	
  series	
  
of	
  mea	
  culpas	
  was	
  a	
  new	
  set	
  of	
  insights	
  that	
  has	
  shaped	
  policies	
  on	
  atrocity	
  response	
  since	
  the	
  beginning	
  
of	
  the	
  new	
  millennium.	
  These	
  insights	
  can	
  be	
  summarized	
  as	
  follows:	
  	
  
	
  
● Reducing	
   violence	
   against	
   civilians	
   is	
   one	
   of,	
   if	
   not	
   the	
   core	
   measure	
   by	
   which	
   the	
   success	
   of	
  

international	
  interventions	
  into	
  conflicts	
  should	
  be	
  measured;2	
  	
  
● Waiting	
   until	
   violence	
   meets	
   or	
   approaches	
   the	
   legal	
   definition	
   of	
   genocide	
   means	
   delaying	
  

responses	
  until	
  it	
  is	
  too	
  late.	
  This	
  recognition	
  provoked	
  a	
  shift	
  away	
  from	
  the	
  legal	
  term	
  ‘genocide’	
  
to	
  other	
  vocabularies	
  (such	
  as	
  mass	
  atrocities)	
  and	
  an	
  increasing	
  emphasis	
  on	
  ‘prevention;’	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

1	
  After	
  the	
  term	
  “genocide”	
  became	
  more	
  widely	
  used,	
  it	
  became	
  clear	
  that	
  the	
  term	
  in	
  fact	
  did	
  not	
  entail	
  an	
  international	
  legal	
  
obligation	
  to	
  intervene.	
  Thus	
  in	
  Darfur,	
  the	
  U.S.	
  determined	
  that	
  violence	
  amounted	
  to	
  ‘genocide,’	
  but	
  found	
  that	
  this	
  required	
  no	
  
change	
  in	
  policy.	
  
2	
  The	
  Global	
  War	
  on	
  Terror	
  (GWOT)	
  somewhat	
  altered	
  the	
  primacy	
  of	
  this	
  factor,	
  without	
  entirely	
  dislodging	
  it.	
  The	
  GWOT	
  returned	
  
the	
  military	
  defeat	
  of	
  enemy	
  forces	
  to	
  the	
  forefront	
  of	
  global	
  strategic	
  priorities.	
  	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  6	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

● Preventative	
   action	
   and	
   early	
   response	
   increase	
   the	
   likelihood	
  of	
   success	
   of	
   any	
   policy	
  measure,	
  
and	
  decrease	
  the	
  human	
  and	
  financial	
  costs	
  of	
  responding;	
  

● Responses	
   should	
   not	
   be	
   limited	
   to	
   all	
   or	
   nothing.	
   Even	
   though	
   considerable	
   energy	
  was	
   spent	
  
elaborating	
  the	
  conditions	
  in	
  which	
  coercive	
  military	
  interventions	
  in	
  the	
  name	
  of	
  civilian	
  protection	
  
could	
  be	
  undertaken,	
  effective	
  responses	
  short	
  of	
  this	
  are	
  both	
  possible	
  and	
  desirable.	
  

	
  
This	
   final	
  point	
  begged	
  the	
  question:	
  what	
   is	
   the	
  range	
  of	
  policy	
   tools	
   that	
  can	
  be	
  brought	
  to	
  bear	
  on	
  a	
  
situation	
  to	
  prevent,	
  respond	
  to	
  and	
  aid	
  recovery	
  from	
  mass	
  violence?	
  	
  
	
  
Thus	
  began	
  the	
  effort	
  by	
  governments,	
  international	
  organizations	
  and	
  anti-­‐atrocity	
  activists	
  to	
  stock	
  what	
  
became	
  known	
  as	
   the	
  “anti-­‐atrocity	
  policy	
   toolbox:”	
   the	
  set	
  of	
  discrete	
  but	
  universally	
  applicable	
  policy	
  
measures	
  that	
  could	
  be	
  implemented	
  to	
  effectively	
  forestall,	
  mitigate,	
  and	
  end	
  widespread	
  and	
  systematic	
  
violence	
  against	
  civilians.	
  The	
  toolbox	
  approach	
  was	
  not	
  the	
  only,	
  nor	
  arguably	
  the	
  optimal	
  outcome	
  of	
  the	
  
reckoning	
  in	
  the	
  1990s.	
  At	
  best,	
  the	
  toolbox	
  prompts	
  international	
  action	
  by	
  showing	
  that	
  a	
  wide	
  range	
  of	
  
responses	
   can	
   counter	
   threats	
   of	
   mass	
   violence.	
   It	
   offers	
   a	
   list	
   of	
   potential	
   actions	
   of	
   increasing	
  
intrusiveness	
  that	
  can,	
  in	
  theory,	
  be	
  applied	
  to	
  any	
  crisis	
  situation.	
  At	
  worst,	
  it	
  issues	
  the	
  false	
  promise	
  of	
  
technical	
   solutions	
   to	
   conflicts	
   that	
   in	
   fact	
   require	
   case-­‐specific	
   political	
   strategies.	
   In	
   any	
   case,	
   the	
  
‘toolbox’	
  approach	
  caught	
  the	
  attention	
  of	
  activists	
  and	
  policymakers	
  alike,	
  who	
  began	
  populating	
  it	
  with	
  
diplomatic,	
   economic,	
  military,	
   legal	
   policy	
   instruments	
   that	
   could	
   be	
   deployed	
   to	
   counter	
   imminent	
   or	
  
ongoing	
  mass	
  atrocities.	
  	
  
	
  
As	
   the	
   debate	
   on	
   atrocity	
   prevention	
   and	
   response	
  
expanded	
   within	
   policy	
   and	
   activist	
   circles,	
   scholarly	
  
research	
   on	
   the	
   topic	
   also	
   grew,	
   but	
  with	
   limited	
   cross-­‐
fertilization	
   between	
   these	
   communities.	
   The	
   academic	
  
literature	
   on	
   genocide	
   and	
   atrocity	
   prevention	
   has	
  
historically	
   relied	
  on	
  normative	
   arguments	
  or	
   case	
   study	
  
models,	
  but	
  this	
  began	
  to	
  change	
  around	
  the	
  turn	
  of	
  the	
  
new	
   millennium.	
   Nonetheless,	
   much	
   of	
   the	
   policy-­‐
oriented	
   literature	
   on	
   the	
   ‘anti-­‐atrocity	
   toolbox’	
  
approaches	
  it	
  as	
  a	
  singular	
  object	
  of	
  concern,	
  rather	
  than	
  
dissecting	
   its	
   various	
   components.	
   For	
   example,	
   numerous	
   analysts	
   have	
   argued	
   that	
   the	
   anti-­‐atrocity	
  
framework	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  further	
  refined	
  to	
  pinpoint	
  the	
  specific	
  risks	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocities,	
  separate	
  from	
  risks	
  
of	
  conflict	
  or	
  other	
  forms	
  of	
  instability.	
  	
  
	
  
Few	
   works	
   have	
   assessed	
   the	
   merits	
   of	
   the	
   individual	
   policy	
   tools	
   contained	
   within	
   the	
   toolbox.	
   The	
  
studies	
   that	
  do	
  exist	
  have	
   to	
  date	
  not	
  been	
  aggregated	
   in	
  a	
  systematic	
  manner.	
  This	
  paper	
   reviews	
  and	
  
synthesizes	
  the	
  literature	
  on	
  each	
  of	
  these	
  policy	
  mechanisms.	
  It	
  aims	
  to	
  provide	
  a	
  wide-­‐ranging	
  overview	
  
of	
  the	
  evidence	
  base	
  that	
  should	
  inform	
  perceptions	
  of	
  their	
  likely	
  effectiveness.	
  Our	
  review	
  of	
  studies	
  that	
  
focus	
   specifically	
   on	
  mass	
   atrocities	
   and	
   genocide/politicide	
   is	
   near-­‐comprehensive.	
   However,	
   we	
   were	
  

	
  Few	
  works	
  have	
  assessed	
  the	
  merits	
  
of	
  the	
  individual	
  policy	
  tools	
  

contained	
  within	
  the	
  “anti-­‐atrocity	
  
toolbox.”	
  The	
  studies	
  that	
  do	
  exist	
  
have	
  to	
  date	
  not	
  been	
  aggregated	
  in	
  

a	
  systematic	
  manner.	
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selective	
  in	
  how	
  we	
  drew	
  on	
  additional	
  insights	
  from	
  the	
  wider	
  literature	
  on	
  conflict	
  and	
  political	
  violence.	
  
In	
  both	
  instances,	
  we	
  prioritized	
  research	
  from	
  the	
  last	
  fifteen	
  years.	
  
	
  
This	
  review	
  focuses	
  on	
  studies	
  that	
  use	
  multivariate	
  statistical	
  analysis	
  of	
  political	
  outcomes	
  and	
  behavior,	
  
as	
   a	
  way	
   to	
   complement	
   the	
   case	
   study	
  model	
   that	
   has	
   previously	
   dominated	
  policy	
   discussions	
   of	
   the	
  
toolbox.	
  Case	
  studies	
  provide	
  valuable	
  insights	
  into	
  the	
  challenges	
  of	
  engaging	
  places	
  at	
  risk	
  of	
  atrocities.	
  
Their	
   greatest	
   strength	
   lies	
   in	
   presenting	
   a	
   nuanced	
  picture	
  of	
   the	
  political,	
   historical	
   and	
   social	
   factors	
  
unique	
   to	
   particular	
   situations.	
   However,	
   this	
   can	
   also	
   limit	
   the	
   applicability	
   of	
   their	
   findings	
   to	
   other	
  
contexts.	
   Cross-­‐country	
   quantitative	
   analyses	
   examine	
   a	
   larger	
   set	
   of	
   cases	
   from	
   which	
   to	
   draw	
  
conclusions,	
  establishing	
  the	
  probability	
  of	
  the	
  average	
  impact	
  of	
  specific	
  measures.	
  	
  
	
  
This	
   methodology	
   also	
   has	
   limitations.	
   Its	
   validity	
   hinges	
   on	
   the	
   quality	
   of	
   the	
   underlying	
   data,	
   which,	
  
particularly	
  in	
  conflict-­‐affected	
  countries,	
  can	
  be	
  extremely	
  poor.	
  Moreover,	
  quantitative	
  studies	
  inevitably	
  
simplify	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  factors	
  that	
  shape	
  complex	
  political	
  events,	
  and	
  tend	
  to	
  present	
  a	
  static	
  picture	
  of	
  
evolving	
   situations.	
  Observational	
   studies	
   can	
  map	
  correlations,	
  but	
  even	
  highly	
   rigorous	
   studies	
  do	
  not	
  
necessarily	
   shed	
   light	
   on	
   how	
   policy	
   tools	
   might	
   cause	
   certain	
   outcomes.	
   However,	
   statistical	
   studies	
  
nevertheless	
  play	
  a	
  useful	
   role	
   in	
   revealing	
  or	
   refuting	
  empirical	
   correlations,	
   and	
   in	
   testing	
   the	
   insights	
  
arising	
   from	
  specific	
   cases	
  against	
   a	
   larger	
   sample.	
  As	
  a	
   result,	
   they	
  may	
  offer	
   important	
   insights	
   into	
  a	
  
policy	
  toolbox,	
  that	
  is,	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  generic	
  policy	
  mechanisms	
  that	
  might	
  be	
  applied	
  to	
  any	
  number	
  of	
  cases.	
  	
  
	
  
Efforts	
   to	
   forestall,	
  mitigate,	
   or	
   terminate	
   violence	
   are	
   invariably	
   complex.	
   They	
   involve	
  multiple	
   actors	
  
pursuing	
   contemporaneous	
   and	
   possibly	
   contradictory	
   policies,	
   whose	
   individual	
   impact	
   on	
   conflict	
  
developments	
  is	
  difficult	
  to	
  assess.	
  Neither	
  the	
  toolbox	
  model	
  nor	
  statistical	
  data	
  analysis	
  provide	
  step-­‐by-­‐
step	
   instructions	
  for	
  dealing	
  with	
  evolving	
  crises.	
  Both	
   lack	
  the	
  context-­‐specific	
   information	
  required	
  for	
  
responsive	
  and	
  nuanced	
  policy	
  engagement.	
  However,	
  scholarly	
  research	
  can	
  scan	
  the	
  horizon	
  of	
  possible	
  
responses	
   and	
   assess	
   the	
   general	
   likelihood	
   that	
   a	
   certain	
   policy	
  will	
   protect	
   civilians	
   at	
   risk.	
   The	
  more	
  
insightful	
   quantitative	
   analyses	
   can	
   also	
   shed	
   light	
  on	
   the	
  questions	
   that	
   should	
  be	
   asked	
  before	
  policy	
  
decisions	
  are	
  made.	
  	
  
	
  
CROSS-­‐CUTTING	
  THEMES	
  
	
  
Before	
   discussing	
   the	
   literature	
   on	
   specific	
   tools,	
   we	
   introduce	
   a	
   number	
   of	
   compelling	
   large-­‐picture	
  
themes	
  that	
  emerge	
  from	
  the	
  review.	
  
	
  
How	
  we	
  study	
  mass	
  atrocity	
  and	
  related	
  policy	
  ‘tools’	
  and	
  mass	
  atrocity	
  
	
  
What	
   counts	
   as	
   success?	
  The	
   various	
   studies	
   reviewed	
   employ	
   different	
   definitions	
   of	
   success:	
  declining	
  
intensity	
   of	
   killing,	
   ending	
   atrocities,	
   ending	
   high-­‐fatality	
   conflicts,	
   non-­‐recurrence	
   of	
   conflict,	
   etc.	
   These	
  
differences	
  are	
   important,	
  as	
  they	
  lead	
  to	
  diverging	
  conclusions	
  regarding	
  the	
  “effectiveness”	
  of	
  various	
  
policies.	
   For	
   example,	
   several	
   studies	
   examine	
   whether	
   violence	
   (measured	
   as	
   monthly	
   or	
   annual	
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variations	
   in	
   killing)	
   increases	
   or	
   decreases	
   as	
   different	
   policies	
   are	
   implemented.	
   This	
   methodology	
  
potentially	
  obscures	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  violence	
  can	
  change	
  in	
  scale	
  and	
  still	
  remain	
  intolerably	
  brutal.	
  Declining	
  
fatality	
   numbers	
   are	
   an	
   important	
  measure	
   of	
   success,	
   but	
   do	
   not	
   invariably	
   lead	
   to	
   definitive	
   endings.	
  
Secondly,	
   the	
  most	
   frequently	
  used	
  datasets	
   that	
   track	
  civilian	
  killing	
   (the	
  Political	
   Instability	
  Task	
  Force	
  
Worldwide	
  Atrocities	
  Dataset	
  and	
  the	
  UCDP	
  One-­‐Sided	
  Violence	
  Dataset3)	
  include	
  an	
  extremely	
  wide	
  range	
  
of	
  violent	
  incidents,	
  some	
  of	
  which	
  would	
  be	
  unlikely	
  to	
  be	
  reach	
  the	
  threshold	
  of	
  ‘mass	
  atrocities’	
  by	
  most	
  
definitions.	
   However,	
   there	
   do	
   appear	
   to	
   be	
   differences	
   in	
   overall	
   patterns	
   of	
   high-­‐	
   versus	
   low-­‐level	
  
violence	
   against	
   civilians.	
   As	
   a	
   result,	
   conclusions	
   from	
   studies	
   that	
   focus	
   on	
   the	
   former	
   may	
   not	
  
necessarily	
  be	
  applicable	
  to	
  cases	
  of	
  the	
  latter.	
  
	
  
Given	
  our	
  interest	
  in	
  understanding	
  how	
  various	
  policy	
  tools	
  relate	
  to	
  the	
  occurrence	
  of	
  violence,	
  we	
  chose	
  
not	
  to	
  include	
  studies	
  that	
  analyze	
  whether	
  or	
  not	
  a	
  tool	
  was	
  implemented	
  and	
  count	
  “implementation”	
  as	
  
success.	
   For	
   example,	
   passing	
   a	
   UN	
   Security	
   Council	
   resolution	
   condemning	
   atrocities	
   would	
   only	
   as	
   a	
  
success	
  by	
  our	
  method	
  if	
  it	
  had	
  a	
  measurable	
  impact	
  on	
  violence.	
  	
  
	
  
Beyond	
   killing:	
   The	
   studies	
   presented	
   in	
   this	
   review	
  
overwhelmingly	
   focus	
   on	
   killing	
   as	
   the	
   primary	
   or	
   only	
  
measure	
   of	
   mass	
   atrocities.	
   However,	
   lethal	
   violence	
   is	
  
clearly	
  not	
  the	
  only	
  harm	
  that	
  civilian	
  populations	
  suffer.	
  
Ending	
   or	
   decreasing	
   killing	
  will	
   always	
   remain	
   a	
   partial	
  
goal.	
   During	
   and	
   in	
   the	
   aftermath	
   of	
   killing	
   campaigns,	
  
the	
  surviving	
  population	
  may	
  still	
  be	
  vulnerable	
   to	
  other	
  
harms	
   and	
   face	
   enormous	
   physical,	
   psychological,	
  
economic	
  and	
  security	
  challenges.	
  Studies	
  on	
  mass	
  killing	
  
therefore	
   only	
   scratch	
   the	
   surface	
   of	
   civilian	
   needs.	
  
Halting	
   killing	
   campaigns	
   is	
   a	
   logical	
   priority	
   for	
  
international	
   actors.	
   As	
   difficult	
   as	
   this	
   task	
   is,	
   it	
   is	
   far	
  
from	
  sufficient.	
  Other	
  facets	
  of	
  civilian	
  suffering	
  have	
  recently	
  garnered	
  greater	
  policy	
  attention,	
  including,	
  
most	
   notably,	
   wartime	
   displacement	
   and	
   sexual	
   violence.	
   While	
   the	
   former	
   can	
   to	
   some	
   extent	
   be	
  
measured	
  and	
  addressed	
  with	
  humanitarian	
  aid,	
  we	
  still	
   lack	
  reliable	
  numerical	
  measures	
  of	
  wartime	
  and	
  
post-­‐war	
  rape.	
  The	
   lack	
  of	
  data	
  on	
  non-­‐lethal	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
   limits	
  both	
  research	
  and	
  effective	
  
policy	
  responses.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

3	
  Both	
  datasets	
  track	
  discrete	
  killing	
  events	
  as	
  they	
  occur	
  and	
  are	
  reported	
  in	
  media	
  sources.	
  The	
  UCDP	
  One-­‐Sided	
  Violence	
  
Dataset	
  offers	
  annual	
  fatality	
  tolls,	
  with	
  counting	
  beginning	
  at	
  25	
  civilian	
  deaths	
  within	
  a	
  single	
  country	
  per	
  year.	
  The	
  PITF	
  
Atrocities	
  Watchlist	
  focuses	
  on	
  countries	
  identified	
  as	
  at-­‐risk,	
  and	
  records	
  violent	
  events	
  with	
  5	
  or	
  more	
  non-­‐combatant	
  deaths	
  
(presented	
  as	
  monthly	
  totals).	
  Both	
  datasets	
  include	
  violence	
  committed	
  by	
  governments	
  and	
  non-­‐state	
  actors,	
  with	
  the	
  
exception	
  that	
  the	
  PITF	
  dataset	
  does	
  not	
  track	
  incidents	
  where	
  the	
  U.S.	
  was	
  either	
  the	
  perpetrator	
  or	
  victim.	
  This	
  is	
  due	
  to	
  U.S.	
  
laws	
  whereby	
  U.S.	
  intelligence	
  agencies	
  are	
  not	
  allowed	
  to	
  track	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  U.S.	
  government	
  or	
  U.S.	
  citizens.	
  

	
  Ending	
  or	
  decreasing	
  killing	
  will	
  
always	
  remain	
  a	
  partial	
  goal.	
  During	
  

and	
  in	
  the	
  aftermath	
  of	
  killing	
  
campaigns,	
  the	
  surviving	
  population	
  

may	
  still	
  be	
  vulnerable	
  to	
  other	
  
harms	
  and	
  face	
  enormous	
  physical,	
  

psychological,	
  economic	
  and	
  
security	
  challenges.	
  

	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  9	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

We	
   only	
   count	
   what	
   is	
   visible:	
   In	
   any	
   case,	
   numbers	
   are	
   tricky	
   matters.	
   The	
   UCDP	
   One-­‐Sided	
   Violence	
  
Dataset	
   and	
   the	
   CIA’s	
   Political	
   Instability	
   Task	
   Force	
   Atrocities	
   Watchlist	
   monitor	
   violent	
   incidents	
  
beginning	
   at	
   25	
   or	
   5	
   civilians	
   killed	
   (respectively).	
   These	
  datasets	
   track	
   levels	
   of	
   killing	
  by	
   coding	
  media	
  
reports,	
   a	
   widely	
   used	
   and	
   accepted	
   practice.	
   However,	
   like	
   all	
   casualty	
   reporting,	
   this	
   method	
   has	
  
significant	
   limitations.	
   Clearly,	
   if	
   media	
   coverage	
   is	
   poor—because	
   it	
   is	
   geographically	
   or	
   temporally	
  
limited,	
  biased	
  or	
  inaccurate-­‐-­‐this	
  will	
  be	
  reflected	
  in	
  the	
  data.	
  	
  
	
  
Leading	
   experts	
   on	
   analyzing	
   civilian	
   fatalities	
   therefore	
   suggest	
   using	
   multiple	
   sources.	
   Krüger	
   et	
   al	
  
caution	
   that	
   “…it	
   is	
   impossible	
   to	
   produce	
   a	
   statistically	
   valid	
   and	
   reliable	
  measure	
   of	
   violence	
   from	
   a	
  
single	
   casualty	
   dataset”	
   (2015,	
   248).	
   No	
  matter	
   the	
   source,	
   the	
   authors	
   urge	
   us	
   to	
  maintain	
   a	
   sense	
   of	
  
modesty	
   about	
   the	
   conclusions	
  we	
   draw	
   from	
   our	
   data.	
   Precise	
   estimates	
   are	
   incredibly	
   difficult	
   if	
   not	
  
impossible	
  to	
  obtain,	
  particularly	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  an	
  evolving	
  conflict.	
  Policy	
  decisions	
  nevertheless	
  have	
  
to	
  be	
  taken.	
  They	
  should	
  be	
  predicated	
  upon	
  the	
  best	
  information	
  available,	
  with	
  deep	
  appreciation	
  for	
  the	
  
gaps	
  between	
  what	
  is	
  and	
  what	
  might	
  be	
  known.	
  
	
  
What	
  we	
  know	
  about	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  	
  
	
  
Primacy	
   of	
   diplomatic	
   work:	
   One	
   consistent	
   theme	
   emerges	
   across	
   numerous	
   studies,	
   even	
   those	
   that	
  
focus	
   on	
   economic	
   or	
  military	
   interventions:	
   the	
   impact	
  
of	
  any	
  single	
  tool	
  is	
  maximized	
  when	
  it	
  is	
  supported	
  by	
  a	
  
strong	
   coalition	
   of	
   actors—particularly	
   neighboring	
  
states—attempting	
   to	
  mediate	
  a	
  political	
   solution.	
  Mass	
  
atrocities	
   and	
   genocide	
   are	
   forms	
   of	
   political	
   violence.	
  
Deep	
   understanding	
   of	
   the	
   political	
   context	
   in	
   which	
  
violence	
  evolves,	
   including	
  concentrated	
  efforts	
  to	
  forge	
  
regional	
   and	
   international	
   coalitions,	
   is	
   crucial	
   for	
   any	
   policy	
   aimed	
   at	
   preventing,	
  mitigating	
   or	
   ending	
  
atrocities	
  to	
  work.	
  Tools	
  themselves	
  cannot	
  drive	
  policy;	
  political	
  insight	
  drives	
  policy	
  and	
  context	
  remains	
  
the	
  crucial	
  determinant.	
  
	
  
Changes	
  in	
  patterns	
  of	
  violence:	
  Incidents	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocity	
  and	
  genocide	
  have	
  declined	
  precipitously	
  since	
  
the	
   end	
   of	
   the	
   Cold	
   War	
   (Heldt	
   2012).	
   The	
   overall	
   reduction	
   has	
   held	
   fairly	
   steady,	
   despite	
   intensively	
  
destructive	
   conflicts	
   in	
   Syria	
   and	
   elsewhere.	
   During	
   the	
   Cold	
  War,	
   the	
  majority	
   of	
  mass	
   atrocities	
  were	
  
committed	
  by	
  authoritarian	
  regimes.	
  Over	
  the	
  past	
  two	
  decades,	
  states	
  in	
  transition	
  from	
  authoritarianism	
  
to	
   democracy	
   have	
   become	
   the	
   primary	
   site	
   of	
   atrocities	
   (Valentino	
   and	
   Ulfelder	
   2008,	
   Ulfelder	
   2012).	
  
While	
   governments	
   remain	
   the	
   perpetrators	
   most	
   capable	
   of	
   inflicting	
   widespread	
   and	
   systematic	
  
violence,	
   there	
   has	
   been	
   a	
   shift	
   in	
   the	
   relative	
   capacity	
   of	
   states	
   compared	
   to	
   non-­‐state	
   actors,	
   with	
  
advantage	
  accruing	
  to	
  the	
  latter	
  (Balcells	
  and	
  Kalyvas	
  2014).	
  This	
  does	
  not	
  necessarily	
  protect	
  civilians,	
  as	
  
weak	
  actors	
  often	
  resort	
  to	
  targeting	
  vulnerable	
  populations.	
  	
  
	
  

Tools	
  themselves	
  cannot	
  drive	
  
policy;	
  political	
  insight	
  drives	
  
policy	
  and	
  context	
  remains	
  the	
  

crucial	
  determinant.	
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Research	
   by	
   Wood,	
   Kathman	
   and	
   Gent	
   (2012)	
   helps	
   illustrate	
   differences	
   in	
   the	
   patterns	
   of	
   violence	
  
inflicted	
   by	
   state	
   and	
   non-­‐state	
   actors.	
   The	
   likelihood	
   that	
   government	
   forces	
  will	
   use	
   violence	
   against	
  
civilians	
  increases	
  when	
  conflicts	
  involve	
  multiple	
  rebel	
  groups.	
  This	
  pattern	
  does	
  not	
  necessarily	
  apply	
  to	
  
rebel	
   groups.	
   Insurgents	
   in	
   democracies	
   on	
   average	
   use	
   more	
   violence	
   against	
   civilians	
   than	
   in	
   non-­‐
democracies,	
   whereas	
   the	
   opposite	
   holds	
   true	
   for	
   government	
   forces.	
  Moreover,	
   Kathman,	
  Wood	
   and	
  
Gent	
  emphasize	
  that	
  “research	
  on	
  the	
  motivations	
  for	
  civilian	
  victimization	
  appears	
  to	
  be	
  converging	
  on	
  a	
  
general	
   empirical	
   finding	
   that	
   significant	
   adverse	
   changes	
   in	
   the	
   conflict	
   environment	
   contribute	
   to	
   the	
  
escalation	
   of	
   violence	
   against	
   civilians	
   in	
   civil	
   wars”	
   (2012,	
   657).	
   Given	
   the	
   lower	
   capacity	
   of	
   non-­‐state	
  
perpetrators,	
   overall	
   levels	
   of	
   violence	
   generally	
   do	
   not	
   reach	
   the	
   same	
   dismal	
   peaks	
   as	
   in	
   previous	
  
decades.	
  However,	
   this	
  also	
  means	
   that	
  conflicts	
  can	
  be	
  more	
  difficult	
   to	
   resolve	
   (Ulfelder	
  2012,	
  Conley-­‐
Zilkic	
  forthcoming	
  2016).	
  
	
  
The	
   Global	
   War	
   on	
   Terror	
   (GWOT)	
   has	
   changed	
   conflict	
   dynamics:	
   The	
   escalation	
   of	
   the	
   GWOT	
   has	
  
corresponded	
   to	
   an	
   increase	
   in	
   internationalized	
   internal	
   conflicts,	
   or	
   conflicts	
   in	
  which	
  external	
   parties	
  
contribute	
   troops	
   to	
  one	
  or	
  both	
  warring	
   sides	
   (Pettersson	
  and	
  Wallensteen	
   2014).	
   The	
  U.S.	
   and	
  Russia	
  
have	
  emerged	
  as	
  the	
  most	
   frequent	
  providers	
  of	
  outside	
  support.	
  Recent	
  and	
  ongoing	
   internationalized	
  
conflicts	
   include	
   Syria,	
   Afghanistan,	
   Azerbaijan	
   (Nagorno	
   Karabakh),	
   Iraq,	
   Mali,	
   Nigeria,	
   Somalia,	
   South	
  
Sudan,	
  Uganda,	
  Ukraine,	
  and	
  Yemen—of	
  which	
  Syria,	
   Iraq,	
  Nigeria	
  and	
  South	
  Sudan	
  are	
  also	
  among	
  the	
  
most	
   lethal	
   conflicts	
   for	
   civilians	
   today.	
   According	
   to	
   Pettersson	
   and	
   Wallensteen	
   (2015),	
   “the	
   2014	
  
proportion	
  [of	
  internationalized	
  internal	
  conflicts]	
  is	
  the	
  highest	
  recorded	
  in	
  the	
  entire	
  post-­‐World	
  War	
  II	
  
period,	
  signifying	
  the	
  continuation	
  of	
  a	
  trend	
  that	
  has	
  been	
  observed	
  in	
  recent	
  years”	
  (537).	
  These	
  kinds	
  of	
  

conflicts	
  also	
   tend	
  to	
  be	
   longer	
   in	
  duration	
  and	
  deadlier	
   than	
  
civil	
   wars	
   without	
   direct	
   third-­‐party	
   involvement	
   (Pettersson	
  
and	
  Wallensteen	
  2015).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
   ongoing	
   conflict	
   in	
   Syria	
   demonstrates	
   how	
   patterns	
   of	
  
violence	
  can	
  shift	
  within	
  a	
  single	
  conflict.	
  What	
  began	
  with	
  the	
  
Syrian	
   regime’s	
   overwhelming	
   use	
   of	
   force	
   against	
   its	
   own	
  
citizens	
   has	
   morphed	
   into	
   an	
   internationalized	
   conflict,	
   with	
  

Russia,	
  the	
  U.S.,	
  Turkey,	
  Canada,	
  Australia,	
  Jordan,	
  Saudi	
  Arabia	
  and	
  other	
  states	
  participating	
  in	
  airstrikes	
  
within	
  Syria.	
  While	
   the	
  Syrian	
  government	
   remains	
   responsible	
   for	
   the	
   largest	
  number	
  of	
   civilian	
  deaths	
  
within	
   its	
  territory,	
  trends	
   in	
  other	
  countries	
  suggest	
  an	
  equally	
  worrying	
   increase	
   in	
  civilian	
  vulnerability	
  
when	
  states	
  lose	
  (or	
  squander)	
  their	
  coercive	
  capacity.	
  Policy	
  insights	
  from	
  situations	
  where	
  highly	
  capable	
  
states	
  commit	
   large-­‐scale	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
  may	
  not	
  apply	
  to	
  states	
  with	
  reduced	
  or	
   low	
  capacity	
  
where	
  non-­‐state	
  actors	
  play	
  a	
  more	
  significant	
  role.	
  	
  
	
  

Internationalized	
  conflicts	
  tend	
  to	
  
be	
  longer	
  in	
  duration	
  and	
  deadlier	
  

than	
  civil	
  wars	
  without	
  direct	
  
third-­‐party	
  involvement.	
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The	
   partisan	
   role	
   of	
   the	
   U.S.	
   as	
   a	
   direct	
   or	
   indirect	
   participant	
   in	
   several	
   internationalized	
   conflicts	
  
(especially	
   in	
   Iraq	
  and	
  Syria)	
  also	
  undermines	
   its	
  capacity	
  to	
  act	
  as	
  a	
   ‘neutral	
   intervener.’	
   ‘Neutral’	
   in	
  this	
  
context	
  means	
  acting	
  with	
  the	
  goal	
  of	
  civilian	
  protection,	
  rather	
  than	
  with	
  the	
  goal	
  of	
  defeating	
  an	
  enemy	
  
or	
  pursuing	
  any	
  number	
  of	
  other	
  policy	
  goals.4	
  Clearly	
   this	
   is	
  not	
   the	
   role	
   the	
  U.S.	
  has	
  claimed	
   for	
   itself,	
  
with	
   other	
   security	
   concerns	
   beyond	
   ending	
   atrocities	
   at	
   stake.	
   In	
   terms	
   of	
   atrocity	
   prevention	
   and	
  
response,	
   it	
   is	
  crucial	
  to	
  understand	
  that	
  there	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  trade-­‐off	
  that	
  complicates	
  U.S.	
   involvement	
  in	
  
these	
  conflicts,	
  making	
  it	
  more	
  difficult	
  for	
  the	
  U.S.	
  to	
  pursue	
  anti-­‐atrocity	
  policies	
  primarily	
  predicated	
  on	
  
a	
  goal	
  of	
  civilian	
  protection.	
  
	
  
Not	
  all	
  good	
  things	
  go	
  together:	
  The	
  policies	
  that	
  most	
  effectively	
  prevent,	
  mitigate,	
  or	
  end	
  atrocities	
  may	
  
not	
   be	
   the	
   ones	
   that	
   best	
   promote	
   democracy	
   and	
   human	
   rights,	
   and	
   vice-­‐versa.	
   Influencing	
  
democratization	
  and	
  adherence	
  to	
  human	
  rights	
  standards	
   is	
  a	
   long-­‐term	
  goal.	
  The	
  various	
   international	
  
tools	
  designed	
  to	
  support	
  such	
  processes	
  warrant	
  a	
  separate	
  review,	
  taking	
  into	
  account	
  a	
  broader	
  range	
  
of	
  factors	
  than	
  those	
  related	
  to	
  situations	
  of	
  mass	
  violence.	
  As	
  one	
  scholar	
  has	
  found:	
  “…not	
  a	
  single	
  tool	
  
consistently	
   promotes	
   or	
   protects	
   human	
   rights.	
   Rather	
   they	
   all	
   have	
   extensive	
   scope	
   conditions	
   and	
  
trade-­‐offs	
  that	
  limit	
  their	
  effect”	
  (Hafner-­‐Burton	
  2014,	
  274).	
  	
  
	
  
While	
   there	
   is	
   strong	
  evidence	
   that	
  well-­‐institutionalized	
  democracies	
   best	
   protect	
   their	
   citizens’	
   rights,	
  
most	
   countries	
   at	
   risk	
   of	
   atrocities	
   do	
   not	
   fall	
   into	
   this	
  
category.	
   What	
   is	
   more,	
   processes	
   of	
   democratization	
   can	
  
create	
   new	
   sources	
   of	
   instability,	
   which	
   in	
   some	
   contexts	
  
increase	
   the	
   likelihood	
   of	
   mass	
   atrocities.	
   There	
   is	
   logic	
   to	
  
supporting	
  countries	
  in	
  transition.	
  However,	
  when	
  evaluating	
  
the	
   risk	
   of	
  mass	
   atrocities,	
   additional	
   questions	
   need	
   to	
   be	
  
posed:	
   when	
   does	
   increasing	
   state	
   capacity	
   prevent	
  
atrocities,	
   and	
   when	
   might	
   it	
   facilitate	
   violence?	
   When	
   do	
  
international	
  policies	
  undermine	
   state	
  capacity,	
   and	
   thereby	
  
increase	
   the	
   risk	
   of	
   violent	
   non-­‐state	
   actors	
   challenging	
   central	
   governments?	
   These	
   are	
   the	
   types	
   of	
  
questions	
  that	
  require	
  finely-­‐tuned,	
  country-­‐specific	
  and	
  timely	
  political	
  analysis.	
  Cross-­‐national	
  studies	
  tell	
  
us	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  single	
  recipe	
  for	
  success.	
  
	
  
High-­‐intensity	
  versus	
   low-­‐intensity:	
  As	
  scholars	
  of	
  genocide	
  have	
  noted,	
  mass	
  killing	
  campaigns	
  generally	
  
result	
   from	
  processes	
  of	
  escalation,	
   initiated	
  by	
   regimes	
  or	
  groups	
   that	
  believe	
   they	
  have	
  everything	
   to	
  
lose.	
  It	
  is	
  therefore	
  not	
  surprising	
  that	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  and	
  genocide	
  tend	
  to	
  occur	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  armed	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

4	
  Here	
  we	
  draw	
  attention	
  to	
  the	
  difference	
  between	
  the	
  goal	
  of	
  civilian	
  protection,	
  which	
  determines	
  the	
  mandate,	
  strategy	
  and	
  
measure	
  of	
  success,	
  and	
  activities	
  implemented	
  in	
  pursuit	
  of	
  other	
  policy	
  goals	
  while	
  adhering	
  to	
  legal	
  and	
  normative	
  guidelines	
  
aimed	
  at	
  protecting	
  civilians.	
  In	
  the	
  GWOT,	
  the	
  U.S.	
  has	
  pursued	
  the	
  latter	
  policy.	
  

	
  Mass	
  killing	
  campaigns	
  generally	
  
result	
  from	
  processes	
  of	
  

escalation,	
  initiated	
  by	
  regimes	
  
or	
  groups	
  that	
  believe	
  they	
  have	
  

everything	
  to	
  lose.	
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conflict,	
  when	
  regimes	
  or	
  groups	
  face	
  a	
  severe	
  threat	
  from	
  opposing	
  forces.5	
  Perpetrators	
  often	
  draw	
  on	
  
established	
   social	
   and	
   historical	
   narratives	
   of	
   intolerance	
   and	
   exclusion	
   to	
   support	
   calls	
   to	
   violence.	
   As	
  
such,	
  genocides	
  or	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  remain	
  relatively	
  rare	
  occurrences.	
  
	
  
Two	
  conclusions	
  emerge	
   from	
   this	
  discussion.	
   First,	
   there	
   are	
   comparatively	
   few	
  cases	
  of	
  genocide	
   and	
  
mass	
  violence	
  from	
  which	
  to	
  draw	
  conclusions.	
  Second,	
  it	
  may	
  be	
  ‘easier’	
  for	
  external	
  actors	
  to	
  influence	
  
this	
   form	
  of	
   violence,	
  which	
   tends	
   to	
   be	
   highly	
   organized,	
   centralized,	
   as	
  well	
   as	
   exceptional	
   in	
   nature,	
  
than	
   lower	
   levels	
   of	
   violence	
   that	
   can	
   be	
   sustained	
   as	
   a	
   regular	
   part	
   of	
   political	
   contestation	
   in	
   poorly	
  
institutionalized	
  contexts.	
  This	
  should	
  be	
  kept	
  in	
  mind	
  as	
  we	
  look	
  at	
  tools	
  that	
  may	
  help	
  decrease	
  the	
  scale	
  
of	
  violence,	
  even	
  if	
  they	
  cannot	
  end	
  it.	
  Anti-­‐atrocity	
  policies	
  should	
  be	
  devised	
  based	
  on	
  the	
   institutional	
  
capacity	
  of	
  the	
  state	
  in	
  which	
  they	
  occur.	
  In	
  many	
  cases,	
  lowering	
  the	
  degree	
  of	
  violence,	
  particularly	
  if	
  it	
  
allows	
  space	
  for	
  political	
  engagement,	
  may	
  be	
  a	
  more	
  realistic	
  goal	
  than	
  ending	
  all	
  violence	
  or	
  achieving	
  
political	
  transformation.	
  
	
  
Differences	
   in	
   numbers	
   or	
   in	
   nature?	
   The	
   question	
   of	
   numeric	
   thresholds	
   has	
   long	
   plagued	
   genocide	
  
studies.	
  The	
  legal	
  definition	
  of	
  genocide	
  provides	
   little	
  guidance,	
  and	
  while	
  the	
  terminology	
  has	
  evolved,	
  
the	
   problem	
   of	
   quantifying	
   mass	
   atrocities	
   remains	
   unresolved.	
   Further,	
   as	
   policy	
   and	
   research	
   have	
  
probed	
   prevention	
   measures,	
   the	
   threshold	
   triggering	
   activation	
   of	
   the	
   anti-­‐atrocities	
   toolbox	
   has	
  
decreased.	
   However,	
   policy-­‐makers	
  may	
   learn	
   less	
   from	
   comparing	
   numeric	
   thresholds,	
   and	
  more	
   from	
  
examining	
  state	
  capacity	
  relative	
  to	
  other	
  armed	
  actors	
  and	
  vulnerable	
  civilian	
  groups.	
  In	
  this	
  approach,	
  we	
  
borrow	
  from	
  Balcells	
  and	
  Kalyvas	
  (2014),	
  who	
  argue	
  that	
  the	
  ‘technology	
  of	
  rebellion’	
   -­‐	
  a	
  term	
  capturing	
  
both	
  the	
  relative	
  military	
  capacity	
  of	
  states	
  and	
  rebels	
  and	
  their	
  interaction	
  -­‐	
  helps	
  explain	
  variation	
  in	
  the	
  
duration,	
   intensity,	
   and	
   degree	
   of	
   targeting	
   civilians	
   during	
   armed	
   conflicts.	
   Their	
   analysis	
  may	
   provide	
  
insights	
  into	
  the	
  types	
  of	
  response	
  mechanisms	
  most	
  likely	
  to	
  positively	
  affect	
  different	
  kinds	
  of	
  conflict.	
  
	
  
Balcells	
  and	
  Kalyvas	
  find	
  that	
  conventional	
  wars	
  with	
  two	
  equally	
  matched	
  opponents	
  tend	
  to	
  be	
  shorter	
  
and	
  cause	
  fewer	
  civilian	
  deaths.	
  However,	
  these	
  types	
  of	
  conflicts	
  can	
  nevertheless	
  be	
  intensively	
  lethal	
  if	
  
the	
  armed	
  forces	
  in	
  question	
  specifically	
  aim	
  at	
  killing	
  civilians,	
  or	
  if	
  civilian	
  centers	
  become	
  the	
  front	
  line.	
  
Irregular	
  wars,	
  which	
  pit	
  armed	
  forces	
  of	
  vastly	
  different	
  capacities	
  against	
  each	
  other,	
  tend	
  to	
  experience	
  
the	
  highest	
  degree	
  of	
  civilian	
  targeting.	
  Within	
  this	
  category,	
  counter-­‐insurgency	
  campaigns	
  are	
  especially	
  
lethal	
   for	
  civilians	
   (see	
  also	
  Valentino,	
  Huth,	
  and	
  Balch-­‐Lindsay	
  2004).	
   In	
  both	
  conventional	
  conflicts	
  and	
  
counter-­‐insurgency	
  contexts,	
  it	
  may	
  be	
  possible	
  to	
  influence	
  patterns	
  of	
  civilian	
  targeting	
  through	
  pressure	
  
on	
  central	
  authorities.	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

5	
  This	
  finding	
  could	
  be	
  challenged	
  if	
  one	
  relied	
  on	
  “total	
  number	
  of	
  intentional	
  deaths”	
  as	
  the	
  primary	
  way	
  of	
  prioritizing	
  
situations	
  that	
  require	
  improved	
  civilian	
  protection.	
  Currently,	
  studies	
  of	
  “mass	
  atrocities”	
  limit	
  their	
  focus	
  to	
  what	
  is	
  described	
  
as	
  “political	
  violence,”	
  often	
  in	
  opposition	
  to	
  “criminal	
  violence.”	
  However,	
  these	
  categories	
  are	
  difficult	
  to	
  separate	
  in	
  practice.	
  
For	
  instance,	
  homicide	
  rates	
  in	
  some	
  Central	
  American	
  countries	
  or	
  in	
  South	
  Africa	
  might	
  qualify	
  as	
  extreme,	
  regularized	
  
violence	
  against	
  civilians.	
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Balcells	
   and	
   Kalyvas	
   note	
   that	
   symmetrical	
   non-­‐conventional	
   conflicts	
   have	
   been	
   increasing	
   in	
   number	
  
since	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  Cold	
  War.	
  They	
  tend	
  to	
  pit	
  already	
  weak	
  states	
  against	
  rising	
  insurgencies.	
  With	
  both	
  
sides	
  composed	
  of	
  low-­‐capacity	
  forces,	
  the	
  overall	
  level	
  of	
  direct	
  violence	
  is	
  often	
  more	
  limited.	
  However,	
  
endings	
  may	
  prove	
  more	
  elusive	
  and	
  difficult	
   for	
  outside	
  actors	
   to	
   influence.	
  Violence	
   in	
   these	
  contexts	
  
threatens	
  to	
  become	
  a	
  regular	
  part	
  of	
  political	
  contestation.	
  This	
  does	
  not	
  mean	
  civilian	
  fatalities	
  in	
  these	
  
types	
   of	
   conflicts	
   cannot	
   be	
   high:	
   Iraq	
   in	
   the	
  post-­‐2003	
  period,6	
  the	
   Central	
   African	
  Republic	
   and	
   South	
  
Sudan	
  provide	
  ample	
  evidence	
  to	
  the	
  contrary.	
  The	
  levers	
  of	
  pressure	
  on	
  central	
  authorities	
  may	
  in	
  these	
  
cases	
  be	
  less	
  effective,	
  suggesting	
  different	
  strategies	
  both	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  prevention	
  and	
  response.	
  

	
  

THE	
  TOOLBOX	
  

The	
  set	
  of	
  anti-­‐atrocity	
  policy	
  tools	
  analyzed	
   in	
  this	
  review	
  originates	
  from	
  four	
  primary	
  sources,	
  each	
  of	
  
which	
  has	
  been	
  influential	
  with	
  policymakers.	
  Overall,	
  they	
  are	
  heavily	
  tilted	
  towards	
  the	
  U.S.	
  government,	
  
but	
  not	
  exclusive	
  to	
  this	
  actor.	
  
	
  
● Preventing	
  Genocide:	
  A	
  Blueprint	
  for	
  U.S.	
  Policymakers,	
  the	
  2008	
  report	
  of	
  the	
  Genocide	
  Prevention	
  

Task	
  Force	
  chaired	
  by	
  former	
  Secretary	
  of	
  State	
  Madeleine	
  Albright	
  and	
  former	
  Defense	
  Secretary	
  
William	
  Cohen,	
  and	
  co-­‐convened	
  by	
  the	
  U.S.	
  Holocaust	
  Memorial	
  Museum,	
  The	
  American	
  Academy	
  
of	
   Diplomacy,	
   and	
   the	
   United	
   States	
   Institute	
   of	
   Peace.	
   The	
   report	
   was	
   intended	
   “to	
   identify	
  
practical	
  steps	
  to	
  enhance	
  the	
  capacity	
  of	
  the	
  U.S.	
  government	
  to	
  prevent	
  and	
  respond	
  to	
  genocide	
  
and	
  mass	
  atrocities”	
  (Genocide	
  Prevention	
  Task	
  Force	
  2008,	
  x).	
  	
  
	
  

● Mass	
  Atrocities	
  and	
  Armed	
  Conflict:	
  Links,	
  Distinctions	
  and	
  Implications	
  for	
  the	
  Responsibility	
  to	
  
Protect	
  (February	
  2011)	
  by	
  Alex	
  Bellamy,	
  Director	
  of	
  the	
  Asia	
  Pacific	
  Centre	
  for	
  the	
  Responsibility	
  to	
  
Protect	
  and	
  Professor	
  of	
  Peace	
  and	
  Conflict	
  Studies	
  at	
  The	
  University	
  of	
  Queensland,	
  Australia.	
  
Bellamy	
  is	
  a	
  widely	
  cited	
  expert	
  on	
  the	
  Responsibility	
  to	
  Protect	
  and	
  civilian	
  protection	
  issues,	
  
particularly	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  United	
  Nations.	
  His	
  report	
  includes	
  structural,	
  direct	
  and	
  escalation	
  
prevention	
  measures.7	
  	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

6	
  Kalyvas	
  and	
  Balcells	
  code	
  the	
  most	
  recent	
  conflict	
  in	
  Iraq	
  as	
  an	
  irregular	
  war.	
  Arguably	
  the	
  country	
  has	
  experienced	
  all	
  three	
  
patterns,	
  beginning	
  with	
  a	
  conventional	
  war	
  (although	
  the	
  Iraqi	
  Armed	
  Forces	
  were	
  severely	
  outgunned	
  by	
  the	
  U.S.	
  and	
  its	
  
allies),	
  shifting	
  into	
  an	
  irregular	
  war	
  during	
  the	
  long-­‐running	
  insurgency,	
  and,	
  with	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  ISIS,	
  into	
  a	
  symmetrical	
  non-­‐
conventional	
  conflict.	
  
7	
  Bellamy	
  (2011)	
  analyzes	
  multiple	
  frameworks	
  for	
  conflict	
  and	
  atrocity	
  prevention,	
  including	
  (a)	
  the	
  prevention	
  of	
  armed	
  conflict	
  
as	
  presented	
  by	
  UN	
  Secretary-­‐General	
  Kofi	
  Annan	
  and	
  Carnegie	
  Commission	
  on	
  Preventing	
  Deadly	
  Conflict;	
  (b)	
  the	
  prevention	
  of	
  
armed	
  conflict	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  R2P	
  (as	
  presented	
  by	
  ICISS	
  and	
  Gareth	
  Evans);	
  (c)	
  the	
  prevention	
  of	
  genocide	
  as	
  presented	
  by	
  the	
  
Office	
  of	
  the	
  Special	
  Adviser	
  on	
  the	
  Prevention	
  of	
  Genocide,	
  the	
  Genocide	
  Prevention	
  Task	
  Force,	
  and	
  leading	
  expert	
  Barbara	
  
Harff;	
  and	
  (d)	
  the	
  prevention	
  of	
  R2P	
  crimes	
  and	
  violations	
  as	
  presented	
  by	
  UN	
  Secretary-­‐General	
  Ban	
  Ki-­‐moon	
  and	
  the	
  Asia-­‐
Pacific	
  Centre	
  for	
  the	
  Responsibility	
  to	
  Protect	
  (APR2P).	
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● Mass	
   Atrocity	
   Prevention	
   and	
   Response	
   Options	
   (MAPRO):	
   A	
   Policy	
   Planning	
   Handbook	
   (Raymond,	
  
Bernath,	
   Braum,	
   and	
   Zurcher	
   2012).	
   Developed	
   by	
   a	
   team	
   affiliated	
   with	
   the	
   U.S.	
   Army	
  
Peacekeeping	
  and	
  Stability	
  Operations	
   Institute,	
   the	
  handbook	
   is	
  “designed	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  reference	
  for	
  
policymakers	
   to	
  monitor,	
  prevent,	
   and	
   if	
  necessary	
   respond	
   to	
  genocide	
  and	
  other	
  mass	
  atrocity	
  
situations”	
   (MAPRO	
   2012,	
   1).	
   It	
   discusses	
   four	
   so-­‐called	
   “DIME”	
   tools:	
   diplomatic,	
   informational,	
  
military,	
  and	
  economic	
  measures.	
  
	
  

● “Operationalizing	
   the	
  Responsibility	
   to	
  Protect,”	
   a	
  policy	
  brief	
  by	
   the	
  Oxford	
   Institute	
   for	
  Ethics,	
  
Law	
   and	
   Armed	
   Conflict	
   (2012)	
   co-­‐authored	
   by	
   Serena	
   Sharma	
   and	
   Jennifer	
   Welsh.	
   The	
   report	
  
divides	
  response	
  tools	
  for	
  third-­‐party	
  actors	
  into	
  those	
  relevant	
  for	
   imminent	
  emergencies,	
  crises,	
  
and	
  mobilization.	
  It	
  further	
  distinguishes	
  between	
  tools	
  aimed	
  at	
  influencing	
  perpetrator	
  behavior,	
  
reducing	
  the	
  vulnerability	
  of	
  victims,	
  and	
  impacting	
  the	
  overall	
  conflict	
  situation/environment.	
  This	
  
method	
   of	
   categorization	
   is	
   compelling,	
   and	
   notably	
   different	
   from	
   the	
   other	
   examples	
   listed	
  
above.	
  However,	
  the	
  suggested	
  policy	
  tools	
  are	
  nonetheless	
  similar.	
  	
  

	
  
While	
  subtle	
  variations	
  between	
  these	
  lists	
  were	
  lost	
  in	
  the	
  synthesizing	
  process,	
  we	
  feel	
  confident	
  that	
  we	
  
have	
  captured	
  the	
  full	
  spectrum	
  of	
  policy	
  mechanisms	
  commonly	
   included	
  in	
  the	
  “anti-­‐atrocity	
  toolbox.”	
  
We	
  categorize	
  these	
  tools	
  as	
  either	
  “persuasive,”	
  meaning	
  that	
  they	
  attempt	
  to	
  cooperatively	
  engage	
  the	
  
target	
  state	
  or	
  other	
  perpetrators	
  of	
  mass	
  violence,	
  or	
  “coercive,”	
  meaning	
  that	
  they	
  attempt	
  to	
  confront	
  
and	
  challenge	
  the	
  relevant	
  actors.	
  	
  
	
  
A.	
  Diplomatic	
  tools	
  
	
  
In	
  this	
  section	
  we	
  review	
  studies	
  examining	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  naming	
  and	
  shaming,	
  reductions	
  in	
  or	
  severing	
  
of	
  diplomatic	
  relations,	
  mediation,	
  and	
  fact-­‐finding	
  missions	
  on	
  mass	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians.	
  Below	
  is	
  a	
  
more	
  complete	
  listing	
  of	
  diplomatic	
  tools	
  commonly	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  “anti-­‐atrocity	
  toolbox.”	
  
	
  

Table	
  1.1	
  Diplomatic	
  Tools	
  
	
  

Persuasive	
   Coercive	
  
	
  

• Integrating	
  expressions	
  of	
  
concern	
  into	
  routine	
  bilateral	
  
and	
  multilateral	
  meetings	
  

• Support	
  for	
  dialogue	
  and	
  
mediation	
  efforts	
  (formal	
  or	
  
informal)	
  

• Fact-­‐finding	
  and	
  observer	
  
missions,	
  including	
  Commissions	
  
of	
  Inquiry	
  

• Forming	
  “groups	
  of	
  friends”	
  
(through	
  the	
  UN	
  or	
  otherwise)	
  

	
  

• Condemnation	
  (unilateral	
  or	
  
multilateral),	
  including	
  naming	
  
and	
  shaming	
  	
  

• Withdrawal	
  of	
  diplomatic	
  
missions	
  

• Evacuation	
  of	
  nationals	
  
• Expulsion	
  of	
  diplomats	
  
• Travel	
  bans;	
  travel	
  advisories	
  
• Isolating	
  perpetrator	
  regimes,,	
  

e.g.	
  by	
  adding	
  the	
  country	
  to	
  
State	
  Sponsors	
  of	
  Terror	
  list	
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and	
  initiating	
  lower-­‐level	
  
coordination	
  of	
  international	
  
policy	
  among	
  like-­‐minded	
  states	
  
and	
  organizations	
  

• Deploying	
  eminent	
  persons	
  and	
  
special	
  envoys	
  	
  

• Exercising	
  the	
  good	
  offices	
  of	
  
the	
  UN	
  Secretary-­‐General	
  	
  

• Recognition,	
  normalization,	
  
membership	
  in	
  international	
  
organizations,	
  favored	
  status,	
  
etc.	
  	
  

• UN	
  Security	
  Council/General	
  
Assembly	
  resolutions	
  

• Resolutions	
  or	
  communiqués	
  by	
  
regional	
  organizations	
  such	
  as	
  
the	
  African	
  Union	
  

• Augmenting	
  embassy	
  staff	
  
• Showing	
  high-­‐level	
  concern:	
  

speeches	
  by	
  senior	
  leaders;	
  
summits	
  or	
  meetings	
  up	
  to	
  
Presidential	
  level	
  

• Meetings	
  with	
  victim	
  groups	
  
	
  

(US),	
  building	
  international	
  
consensus	
  against	
  perpetrator	
  
group,	
  etc.	
  

• Suspension	
  or	
  expulsion	
  from	
  
international	
  organizations;	
  
cultural	
  or	
  sporting	
  boycotts	
  	
  

• Recognition	
  of	
  opposition	
  
groups,	
  support	
  for	
  exile	
  groups	
  

• Ultimatums	
  
• UN	
  Security	
  Council/General	
  

Assembly	
  resolutions	
  

	
  
	
  
Clear	
  expressions	
  of	
  disapproval	
  by	
  multilateral	
  organizations	
  and	
  NGOs,	
  including	
  naming	
  and	
  shaming,	
  
seem	
   to	
   correspond	
   to	
   a	
   decrease	
   in	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   lethal	
   campaigns	
   against	
   civilians	
   (DeMerritt	
   2002,	
  
Krain	
  2012).	
  Likewise,	
  other	
  forms	
  of	
  publicizing	
  abuses,	
  for	
  example	
  through	
  media	
  coverage,	
  on	
  balance	
  
foster	
  shorter	
  conflicts	
  and	
  hasten	
  negotiated	
  peace	
  (Burgoon	
  et	
  al	
  2015).	
  Once	
  mass	
  killing	
  campaigns	
  are	
  
underway,	
  condemnation	
  can	
  decrease	
  the	
  scale	
  of	
  violence,	
  but	
   it	
   is	
  unlikely	
   to	
  halt	
  such	
  campaigns	
  or	
  
put	
  sufficient	
  pressure	
  on	
  perpetrators	
  to	
  fundamentally	
  alter	
  their	
  strategies	
  (Bellamy	
  2015,	
  Conley-­‐Zilkic	
  
2016).	
   This	
   insight	
   is	
   also	
   applicable	
   to	
   conflicts	
  more	
  broadly:	
   a	
   study	
  on	
   the	
   impact	
   of	
  UN	
   resolutions	
  
urging	
  peace	
   in	
   the	
  context	
  of	
  civil	
  wars	
   found	
  that	
  such	
   resolutions	
  have	
   little	
  effect	
  on	
  settlement	
  or,	
  
after	
  a	
  peace	
  is	
  concluded,	
  conflict	
  recurrence	
  -­‐	
  unless	
  they	
  are	
  accompanied	
  by	
  stronger	
  measures,	
  such	
  
as	
   peacekeeping	
   (Beardsley	
   2013).	
   Condemnation	
   may	
   more	
   readily	
   influence	
   those	
   using	
   violence	
   to	
  
modify	
  their	
  actions	
  than	
  to	
  make	
  fundamental	
  changes	
  in	
  strategies	
  and	
  objectives	
  (Krain	
  2012).	
  	
  
	
  
For	
   governments	
   considering	
  whether	
   to	
   reduce	
   or	
   sever	
   diplomatic	
   relations	
  with	
   states	
  perpetrating	
  
mass	
  atrocities,	
  a	
  caution	
  is	
  issued	
  by	
  recent	
  findings	
  that	
  such	
  policies	
  on	
  average	
  seem	
  to	
  have	
  no	
  impact	
  
on	
  violence.	
   If	
  anything,	
   they	
  decrease	
   the	
  ability	
  of	
   the	
  outside	
  state	
   to	
  gather	
   information	
  and	
   inform	
  
other	
  policy	
  responses.	
  Maintaining	
  relations	
  enables	
  diplomats	
  to	
  better	
  understand	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  other	
  
policies	
   aimed	
   at	
   altering	
   state	
   behavior.	
   On	
   the	
   other	
   hand,	
   strengthening	
   diplomatic	
   relations,	
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particularly	
   moves	
   that	
   appear	
   to	
   signal	
   approval	
   (e.g.	
   normalizing	
   relationships,	
   upgrading	
   diplomatic	
  
presence,	
   and/or	
   regularizing	
   interactions	
   between	
   high	
   and	
   low-­‐level	
   diplomats),	
   can	
   correlate	
   with	
  
increases	
   in	
   violence	
   (Krain	
   2014).	
   This	
   is	
   especially	
   true	
   if	
   such	
   efforts	
   are	
   coupled	
   with	
   neutral	
  
interventions,	
  i.e.	
  military	
  interventions	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  support	
  any	
  side	
  to	
  the	
  conflict.	
  	
  
	
  
Additionally,	
   one	
   study	
   found	
   that	
   information	
   sharing	
  between	
   states	
  on	
  matters	
  other	
   than	
  atrocities	
  
(e.g.	
  U.S.	
  government	
  cooperation	
  with	
  Sudan	
  and	
  Libya	
  on	
  counterterrorism)	
  does	
  not	
  result	
  in	
  a	
  parallel	
  
increase	
  in	
  outside	
  leverage	
  once	
  states	
  decide	
  to	
  target	
  civilians	
  (Maller	
  2011).	
  However,	
  it	
  is	
  worth	
  noting	
  
that	
  in	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  Libya	
  and	
  Sudan,	
  the	
  U.S.	
  was	
  not	
  an	
  explicit	
  ally,	
  despite	
  limited	
  cooperation	
  with	
  both	
  
regimes.	
  There	
  is	
  some	
  anecdotal	
  evidence	
  that	
  condemnation	
  can	
  be	
  more	
  powerful	
  if	
  it	
  comes	
  from	
  an	
  
ally.	
  For	
  example,	
  U.S.	
  and	
  Australian	
  condemnation	
  of	
  Indonesian	
  atrocities	
  in	
  East	
  Timor	
  in	
  1999	
  and	
  U.S.	
  
pressure	
   on	
   El	
   Salvador	
   during	
   the	
   1979	
   -­‐	
   1992	
  war	
   seem	
   to	
   have	
   had	
   some	
   effect	
   on	
   the	
   perpetrator	
  
regimes.8	
  	
  
	
  
While	
  there	
  does	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  direct	
  correlation	
  between	
  severing	
  diplomatic	
  relations	
  and	
  preventing	
  
or	
  mitigating	
  mass	
   atrocities,	
   policies	
   on	
   the	
  non-­‐recognition	
   of	
   regimes	
   that	
   come	
   to	
   power	
   through	
  
unconstitutional	
  means	
  may	
  be	
  worth	
  exploring	
  further.	
  This	
  is	
  particularly	
  important	
  given	
  the	
  empirical	
  
relationship	
  between	
  violent	
   leadership	
  change	
  and	
  mass	
  atrocities.	
  Valentino	
  and	
  Ulfelder	
  (2008)	
  found	
  
that	
  countries	
  with	
  high	
  rates	
  of	
  leadership	
  change	
  were	
  “six	
  times	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  experience	
  mass	
  killing	
  
as	
   those	
   that	
   saw	
   fewer	
   leadership	
   changes”	
   (16).	
   As	
   a	
   result,	
   international	
   and	
   regional	
   responses	
   to	
  
coups	
  could	
  play	
  an	
  important	
  role	
  in	
  preventing	
  or	
  mitigating	
  mass	
  violence.	
  We	
  also	
  note	
  an	
  interesting	
  
parallel	
   between	
   the	
   African	
   Union’s	
   policy	
   of	
   non-­‐recognition	
   of	
   governments	
   that	
   come	
   to	
   power	
  
through	
  unconstitutional	
  means	
  and	
  declines	
  in	
  the	
  occurrence	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocity	
  episodes	
  on	
  the	
  continent.	
  	
  

	
  
Figure	
  1.1:	
  Number	
  of	
  coup	
  d’états	
  in	
  sub-­‐Saharan	
  Africa	
  by	
  decade	
  

	
  
Source:	
  African	
  Leadership	
  Transitions	
  Tracker,	
  Brookings	
  Africa	
  Growth	
  Initiative.	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

8	
  On	
  East	
  Timor,	
  see	
  Smith	
  (2016);	
  on	
  El	
  Salvador,	
  see	
  Montgomery	
  (1995)	
  and	
  “Report	
  of	
  the	
  UN	
  Truth	
  Commission	
  on	
  El	
  
Salvador,”	
  31.	
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Some	
   scholars	
   have	
   linked	
   the	
  decline	
   in	
  military	
   coups	
   in	
   Sub-­‐Saharan	
  Africa	
   (Figure	
   1.1)	
   to	
   the	
  African	
  
Union’s	
   increasingly	
   robust	
   policy	
   of	
   non-­‐recognition	
   of	
   regimes	
   that	
   come	
   to	
   power	
   through	
  
“unconstitutional	
   changes	
  of	
  government”	
   (Souaré	
  2014).	
  This	
  policy	
  was	
   first	
   instituted	
   in	
  2000	
   (under	
  
the	
  Organization	
  of	
  African	
  Unity)	
  and	
  has	
  since	
  been	
  reinforced	
  with	
  additional	
  AU	
  decisions	
  and	
  treaties	
  
(Souaré	
  2009).	
  While	
  it	
  would	
  be	
  simplistic	
  to	
  argue	
  that	
  AU	
  policies	
  and	
  norms	
  alone	
  are	
  the	
  cause	
  of	
  the	
  
decrease	
   in	
  coups,	
  the	
  timeline	
  tracks	
  very	
  closely,	
  suggesting	
  that	
  the	
  principle	
  may	
   interact	
  with	
  other	
  
anti-­‐coup	
  pressures	
  to	
  reinforce	
  results.	
  
	
  
To	
  date,	
  there	
  seem	
  to	
  be	
  no	
  cross-­‐country	
  studies	
  evaluating	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  ad	
  hoc	
  fact-­‐finding	
  missions,	
  
i.e.	
   missions	
   created	
   specifically	
   to	
   collect	
   evidence	
   on	
   discrete	
   crisis	
   situations,	
   separately	
   from	
  
peacekeeping	
  missions,	
  UNHRC	
  Special	
  Procedures,	
  and	
  truth	
  and	
  reconciliation	
  commissions	
  (Grace	
  and	
  
Bruderlein	
  2012).	
  Their	
  primary	
  value	
  may	
   lie	
   in	
   their	
  contributions	
   to	
  other	
  mechanisms:	
   the	
  creation	
  of	
  
tribunals	
  or	
  referrals	
  to	
  the	
  International	
  Criminal	
  Court,	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  peace	
  missions,	
  or	
  simply	
  their	
  role	
  
in	
  drawing	
  international	
  attention	
  to	
  a	
  particular	
  issue	
  or	
  crisis	
  and	
  informing	
  foreign	
  policy	
  (Slim	
  2004).	
  As	
  
an	
   illustration	
  of	
   the	
   latter,	
  we	
  note	
   the	
  Brody	
   report	
   documenting	
   violence	
  by	
   the	
  U.S.-­‐backed	
  Contra	
  
rebels	
  in	
  Nicaragua,	
  Robert	
  Gersony’s	
  1988	
  report	
  on	
  RENAMO	
  in	
  Mozambique,	
  and	
  the	
  State	
  Department-­‐
sponsored	
  study	
  of	
  patterns	
  of	
  violence	
  in	
  Darfur,	
  Sudan.	
  In	
  each	
  of	
  these	
  cases,	
  the	
  primary	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  
fact-­‐finding	
   report	
   was	
   to	
   alter	
   U.S.	
   policy	
   in	
   light	
   of	
   new	
   evidence	
   documenting	
   widespread	
   and	
  
systematic	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians.	
  
	
  
Can	
  mediation	
   or	
   negotiation	
  prevent	
  atrocities?	
   The	
   example	
   of	
   Kofi	
   Annan’s	
   leadership	
   following	
   the	
  
2007	
  post-­‐electoral	
  crisis	
  in	
  Kenya	
  suggests	
  that	
  it	
  can,	
  although	
  his	
  interventions	
  came	
  after	
  considerable	
  
violence	
   had	
   already	
   occurred.	
   While	
   we	
   found	
   no	
   cross-­‐country	
   studies	
   on	
   this	
   exact	
   question,	
   it	
   is	
  
possible	
   to	
   draw	
   on	
   compelling	
   insights	
   from	
   the	
   field	
   of	
   conflict	
   prevention.	
   Prevention	
   is	
   difficult	
   to	
  
study;	
  it	
  assumes	
  one	
  can	
  measure	
  a	
  non-­‐event.	
  It	
  is	
  possible,	
  however,	
  to	
  compare	
  different	
  policy	
  tools	
  
targeting	
  at-­‐risk	
  countries	
  and	
  to	
  track	
  outcomes	
  over	
  time.	
  Regan	
  and	
  Meachum	
  (2014)	
  have	
  attempted	
  
to	
  do	
  just	
  this.	
  Examining	
  at-­‐risk	
  states	
  from	
  1957	
  to	
  2007	
  (determined	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  authors’	
  forecasting	
  
models),	
   they	
   find	
   that	
   diplomatic	
   interventions	
   -­‐	
   including	
   mediation,	
   binding	
   arbitration,	
   recall	
   of	
  
ambassadors	
   and	
   mediation	
   offers	
   -­‐	
   can	
   forestall	
   the	
   onset	
   of	
   civil	
   war.	
   The	
   authors	
   further	
   find	
   that	
  
economic	
  interventions	
  not	
  only	
  help	
  at-­‐risk	
  states	
  avoid	
  war,	
  but	
  also	
  increase	
  their	
  chances	
  of	
  regaining	
  
stability	
  -­‐	
  whereas	
  diplomatic	
  interventions	
  have	
  no	
  such	
  ameliorative	
  effect.	
  	
  
	
  
If	
   it	
   is	
  difficult	
   for	
   international	
  actors	
   to	
  prevent	
  conflict	
  or	
  protect	
  civilians	
   through	
  diplomatic	
  efforts,	
  
what	
   can	
   they	
   do	
   to	
   aid	
   national	
   actors	
  who	
   seek	
   positive	
   social	
   and	
   political	
   change	
  within	
   their	
   own	
  
countries?	
  Perhaps	
  surprisingly,	
  the	
  success	
  rate	
  of	
  nonviolent	
  groups	
  fighting	
  for	
  political	
  transformation	
  
exceeds	
   that	
   of	
   armed	
  movements.	
   A	
   2008	
   study	
   by	
   Stephan	
   and	
   Chenoweth	
   finds	
   that	
   in	
   the	
   face	
   of	
  
regime	
  crackdowns,	
  non-­‐violent	
  movements	
  are	
  six	
  times	
  more	
  likely	
  than	
  violent	
  movements	
  to	
  achieve	
  
their	
  stated	
  objective	
  within	
  two	
  years	
  after	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  campaign.	
  Repressive	
  regimes	
  are	
  also	
  more	
  
likely	
   to	
  grant	
   limited	
   concessions	
   to	
  non-­‐violent	
  movements	
   than	
   to	
  violent	
  movements.	
  However,	
   the	
  
authors	
   find	
   that	
   the	
   likelihood	
   of	
   non-­‐violent	
   resistance	
   movements	
   achieving	
   their	
   goals	
   is	
   not	
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dependent	
   on	
   international	
   (overt	
   or	
   military)	
   support	
   or	
   international	
   sanctions.	
   In	
   fact,	
   international	
  
support	
   may	
   make	
   it	
   harder	
   for	
   these	
   groups	
   to	
   succeed.	
   In	
   contrast,	
   international	
   support	
   and/or	
  
sanctions	
  increase	
  the	
  likelihood	
  that	
  violent	
  resistance	
  movements	
  will	
  succeed	
  (Stephan	
  and	
  Chenoweth	
  
2008).	
  
	
  
Negotiations	
   have	
   historically	
   not	
   played	
   a	
   significant	
   role	
   in	
   ending	
   on-­‐going	
   mass	
   killing	
   campaigns	
  
(Bellamy	
  2015).	
  However,	
  negotiations	
  and	
  various	
  forms	
  of	
  outside	
  mediation	
  can	
  help	
  end	
  conflicts—the	
  
most	
   common	
   context	
   in	
   which	
   mass	
   atrocities	
   occur.	
   It	
  
remains	
   unclear	
   if	
   high	
   civilian	
   casualty	
   conflicts	
   end	
  
differently	
   from	
   other	
   types	
   of	
   conflict.	
   However,	
   studies	
  
have	
   shown	
   that	
   “ethnic,	
   identity	
   and	
   separatist	
   wars”	
  
tend	
   to	
   last	
   longer	
   than	
  other	
   conflicts	
   (Dixon	
   2009,	
   127).	
  
Historical	
   data	
   indicates	
   that	
   increasing	
   numbers	
   of	
   civil	
  
wars	
  end	
  with	
  negotiated	
  settlements	
   rather	
   than	
  military	
  
victory	
   (Wallensteen	
   and	
   Svensson	
   2014).	
  During	
   the	
   Cold	
  
War,	
   only	
   around	
  9%	
  of	
   all	
   civil	
   conflicts	
   ended	
   in	
   a	
   peace	
  
agreement.	
   This	
   number	
   has	
   doubled	
   in	
   the	
   post-­‐Cold	
   War	
   era	
   (Kreutz	
   2010,	
   246).	
   Scholars	
   disagree	
  
whether	
  mediated	
   conflict	
   endings	
   are	
  more	
   or	
   less	
   stable	
   than	
  military	
   victories	
   (Toft	
   2010).	
   An	
   older	
  
study	
  by	
  Licklider	
  (1995)	
  argued	
  that	
  while	
  military	
  victories	
  seem	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  stable,	
  they	
  also	
  increase	
  the	
  
likelihood	
  of	
  subsequent	
  mass	
  violence,	
  particularly	
  in	
  what	
  he	
  termed	
  “identity	
  conflicts”	
  (685-­‐	
  686).	
  
	
  
In	
  sum,	
  diplomatic	
  actions	
  that	
  are	
  likely	
  to	
  ameliorate	
  situations	
  at	
  risk	
  of	
  atrocities	
  are:	
  speaking	
  frankly	
  
and	
   publicly	
   when	
   civilian	
   groups	
   are	
   targeted,	
   reinforcing	
   principles	
   of	
   governance	
   that	
   support	
  
nonviolent	
  leadership	
  change,	
  and	
  maintaining	
  diplomatic	
  relations	
  while	
  be	
  wary	
  of	
  any	
  efforts	
  that	
  may	
  
be	
   perceived	
   as	
   implicit	
   acceptance	
   of	
   atrocities.	
   Once	
   large-­‐scale	
   atrocities	
   are	
   underway,	
   diplomatic	
  
efforts	
  can	
  help	
  reduce	
  the	
  scale	
  of	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians,	
  conclude	
  conflict	
  through	
  mediation	
  efforts,	
  
and	
  possibly	
  thereby	
  ward	
  off	
  post-­‐conflict	
  atrocities	
  (though	
  this	
  will	
  depend	
  on	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  post-­‐
war	
   political	
   settlement).	
   However,	
   diplomatic	
   efforts	
   such	
   as	
   naming	
   and	
   shaming	
   perpetrators	
   are	
  
unlikely	
   to	
   fundamentally	
   alter	
   perpetrators’	
   choice	
   to	
   deploy	
   violence	
   against	
   civilians	
   in	
   situations	
   of	
  
ongoing	
  conflict.	
  	
  
	
  
B.	
  Economic	
  Tools	
  
	
  
In	
  this	
  section,	
  we	
  focus	
  on	
  development	
  aid	
  and	
  economic	
  sanctions.	
  Below	
  is	
  a	
  more	
  complete	
  listing	
  of	
  
the	
  economic	
  policies	
  commonly	
  found	
  in	
  the	
  “anti-­‐atrocity	
  toolbox.”	
  
	
  

Table	
  1.2	
  Economic	
  Tools	
  
	
  

Persuasive	
   Coercive	
  
	
  

• Trade	
  incentives	
  (tariff	
  reductions,	
  
	
  

• Technology	
  controls	
  

Negotiations	
  and	
  various	
  forms	
  
of	
  outside	
  mediation	
  can	
  help	
  

end	
  conflicts—the	
  most	
  common	
  
context	
  in	
  which	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  

occur.	
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direct	
  purchases,	
  favored	
  status,	
  
subsidies,	
  import/	
  export	
  licenses,	
  etc.)	
  	
  

• Investment	
  	
  
• Debt	
  relief	
  	
  
• Increased	
  aid	
  	
  
	
  

• Exchange	
  rate	
  adjustment	
  
• Foreign	
  direct	
  investment:	
  discouraged	
  

or	
  banned;	
  divestment 	
  
• Aid	
  reduction	
  or	
  suspension,	
  including	
  

advocacy	
  within	
  IMF/World	
  Bank	
  
• Comprehensive	
  or	
  selective	
  embargoes	
  
• Seizure	
  of	
  assets	
  of	
  elites	
  responsible	
  

for	
  atrocities	
  
	
  
There	
  is	
  an	
  enormous	
  body	
  of	
  work	
  examining	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  economic	
  aid	
  and	
  conflict	
  as	
  well	
  
as	
   the	
   effectiveness	
   of	
   economic	
   sanctions,	
   some	
   of	
  which	
   is	
   relevant	
   to	
  mass	
   atrocity	
   prevention	
   and	
  
response.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
   literature	
   on	
  economic	
   aid	
   and	
   conflict	
   can	
   broadly	
   be	
   divided	
   into	
   two	
  main	
   camps	
   (Nielsen	
   et	
   al	
  
2011).	
   On	
   the	
   one	
   hand,	
   some	
   scholars	
   argue	
   that	
   aid	
   increases	
   the	
   likelihood	
   of	
   conflict	
   by	
   either	
  
intensifying	
  existing	
  ethnic	
  cleavages	
  (Esman	
  and	
  Herring	
  2003)	
  or	
  by	
   increasing	
  the	
  spoils	
  to	
  be	
  won	
  by	
  
rebellion	
  (Grossman	
  1992).	
  Others	
  suggest	
  that	
  aid	
   indirectly	
  decreases	
  the	
   likelihood	
  of	
   internal	
  conflict	
  
because	
  it	
  promotes	
  economic	
  growth,	
  state	
  capacity,	
  and	
  stability	
  (Regan	
  et	
  al	
  2014).	
  Nielsen	
  et	
  al	
  (2011)	
  
add	
  another	
  dimension	
  to	
  this	
  discussion,	
  namely	
  variation	
  in	
  aid	
  levels.	
  They	
  argue	
  that	
  sudden	
  decreases	
  
in	
  aid	
  are	
  correlated	
  with	
  increased	
  risk	
  of	
  conflict.	
  
	
  
A	
  possible	
  explanation	
  for	
  these	
  divergent	
  findings	
  can	
  be	
  found	
  in	
  the	
  qualitative	
  literature	
  that	
  examines	
  
how	
  the	
   inequitable	
  distribution	
  of	
  aid	
  can	
  reinforce	
  existing	
  social	
  and	
  ethnic	
  schisms	
  (Uvin	
  1998).	
  How	
  

development	
   aid	
   is	
   allocated	
   is	
   just	
   as	
   important	
   as	
   the	
  
quantities	
  contributed.	
  McLoughlin	
  (2014)	
  for	
  example	
  argues	
  
that	
   development	
   aid	
   only	
   decreases	
   the	
   risk	
   of	
   mass	
  
atrocities	
   if	
   donors	
   inquire	
   how	
   outside	
   resources	
   intersect	
  
with	
  existing	
  social	
  and	
  political	
  sources	
  of	
  resilience.	
  Overall,	
  
the	
   anti-­‐atrocity	
   community	
   has	
   yet	
   to	
   fully	
   explore	
   how	
   its	
  
efforts	
   might	
   interact	
   with	
   development	
   aid	
   allocation	
   and	
  
distribution	
  to	
  further	
  the	
  goal	
  of	
  prevention.	
  Existing	
  studies	
  
suggest	
   that	
   there	
   may	
   be	
   considerable	
   variation	
   in	
   how	
  
economic	
  aid	
  impacts	
  the	
  threat	
  of	
  mass	
  violence.	
  
	
  
The	
  use	
  of	
  economic	
  sanctions	
  as	
  a	
  tool	
  to	
  pressure	
  states	
  to	
  

alter	
  their	
  behavior	
  has	
  been	
  studied	
  more	
  closely.	
  The	
  empirical	
  record	
  to	
  date	
  has	
  been	
  mixed.	
  We	
  begin	
  
with	
  the	
  studies	
  that	
  directly	
  assess	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  sanctions	
  on	
  mass	
  atrocity	
  situations,	
  before	
  moving	
  on	
  
to	
  the	
  wider	
  literature	
  on	
  (broad	
  and	
  targeted)	
  sanctions	
  in	
  general.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  Only	
  one	
  study	
  specifically	
  
examines	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  sanctions	
  
on	
  the	
  occurrence	
  of	
  violence	
  

against	
  civilians	
  across	
  multiple	
  
cases—and	
  its	
  findings	
  are	
  

pessimistic	
  about	
  the	
  potential	
  
for	
  this	
  tool	
  to	
  change	
  
perpetrator	
  behavior.	
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We	
   could	
   only	
   find	
   one	
   study	
   (Krain	
   2014)	
   that	
   specifically	
   examines	
   the	
   impact	
   of	
   sanctions	
   on	
   the	
  
occurrence	
  of	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
  across	
  multiple	
  cases—and	
   its	
   findings	
  are	
  pessimistic	
  about	
   the	
  
potential	
  for	
  this	
  tool	
  to	
  change	
  perpetrator	
  behavior.	
  Krain	
  tests	
  several	
  arguments	
  that	
  should	
  support	
  
the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  economic	
  sanctions:	
  sanctions	
  are	
  an	
  international	
  and	
  public	
  form	
  of	
  shaming	
  related	
  
to	
  specific	
  behaviors;	
  they	
  help	
  label	
  and	
  isolate	
  the	
  perpetrator	
  regime,	
  decreasing	
  their	
  access	
  to	
  foreign	
  
investment;	
  and	
  they	
  pressure	
  other	
  states	
  to	
  distance	
  themselves	
  from	
  perpetrators,	
  thereby	
  raising	
  the	
  
costs	
   of	
   violence.	
   However,	
   his	
   findings	
   suggest	
   that	
   sanctions	
   have	
   no	
   impact	
   on	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
  
genocide/politicide.	
  He	
  controls	
   for	
   the	
   ‘costliness’	
  of	
   the	
  sanctions,	
  who	
   implements	
  them	
  and	
  for	
  how	
  
long,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   the	
   presence	
   of	
   other	
   measures	
   intended	
   to	
   impact	
   perpetrator	
   behavior.	
   Across	
   the	
  
board,	
  he	
  writes,	
  “economic	
  sanctions,	
   regardless	
  of	
  how	
  they	
  are	
  threatened	
  or	
   implemented,	
  have	
  no	
  
effect	
  on	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  ongoing	
  genocides	
  and	
  politicides”	
  (26).	
  	
  

Looking	
  at	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  sanctions	
  on	
  human	
  rights	
  and	
  conflict	
  
more	
  broadly,	
  we	
  see	
  greater	
  variation	
   in	
   findings,	
  but	
   still	
   find	
  
many	
   cautionary	
   notes.	
   Peksen	
   (2009)	
   argues	
   that	
   economic	
  
sanctions	
   lead	
   to	
   greater	
   human	
   rights	
   abuses	
   in	
   target	
  
countries,	
  with	
  more	
  intensive	
  sanctions	
  regimes	
  reinforcing	
  this	
  
adverse	
  effect.	
   Sanctions	
   imposed	
  during	
   civil	
  wars	
   seem	
   to	
  be	
  
particularly	
   harmful.	
   However,	
   a	
   higher	
   GDP,	
   a	
   democratic	
  
regime	
   and	
   a	
   past	
   record	
   of	
   protecting	
   human	
   rights	
   in	
   the	
  
target	
  state	
  seem	
  to	
  be	
  correlated	
  with	
   improved	
  protection	
  of	
  
physical	
   integrity	
   rights	
   in	
   the	
   face	
  of	
  sanctions.	
  Davenport	
  and	
  
Appel	
  (2015),	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  find	
  that	
  sanctions	
  prolong	
  periods	
  of	
  state	
  repression.	
  

In	
  general,	
   the	
  scholarly	
   literature	
  agrees	
   that	
  comprehensive	
   sanctions	
   tend	
   to	
  be	
  more	
  effective	
   than	
  
targeted	
  sanctions	
  (Hufbauer,	
  Schott,	
  Elliott	
  and	
  Oegg	
  2007)—especially	
  if	
  they	
  are	
  followed	
  by	
  financial	
  
sanctions.	
   However,	
   they	
   also	
   impose	
   unintended	
   consequences	
   on	
   the	
   target	
   population,	
   with	
  
disproportionately	
  negative	
  consequences	
   for	
  women,	
  public	
  health	
  outcomes	
  and	
  other	
  public	
  services	
  
(Allen	
  and	
  Lektzian	
  2013).	
  Hufbauer,	
  Schott,	
  Elliott	
  and	
  Oegg	
  (2007)	
  find	
  that	
  sanctions	
  are	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  
achieve	
   modest	
   policy	
   goals	
   than	
   broad	
   aims	
   such	
   as	
   regime	
   change,	
   for	
   instance.	
   However,	
   this	
  
effectiveness	
  is	
  conditioned	
  by	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  target	
  country’s	
  economic	
  regime	
  and	
  the	
  characteristics	
  
of	
   the	
   sanctions	
   themselves	
   (particularly	
   whether	
   or	
   not	
   they	
   are	
   multilateral).	
   The	
   authors	
   note	
   that	
  
sanctions	
   work	
   best	
   against	
   “friendly”	
   regimes,	
   whereas	
   autocratic	
   counterparts	
   are	
   less	
   likely	
   to	
   be	
  
affected.	
   Further,	
   sanctions	
   are	
   more	
   likely	
   to	
   achieve	
   their	
   goals	
   if	
   international	
   organizations	
   are	
  
involved.	
  This	
  holds	
  true	
  both	
  for	
  threatened	
  and	
  imposed	
  sanctions,	
  and	
  for	
  sanctions	
  that	
  impose	
  severe	
  
economic	
  costs	
  on	
  their	
  targets	
  (Bapat	
  et	
  al	
  2013).	
  	
  

Recognizing	
  the	
  human	
  costs	
  of	
  comprehensive	
  sanctions,	
  national	
  and	
  international	
  policymakers	
  today	
  
almost	
   always	
   craft	
   “targeted”	
   sanctions,	
   whether	
   against	
   specific	
   individuals	
   (through	
   asset	
   freezes,	
  
travel	
  bans,	
  or	
  other	
  types	
  of	
  financial	
  sanctions)	
  or	
  sectors	
  of	
  the	
  economy.	
  Targeted	
  sanctions	
  -­‐-­‐	
  termed	
  
in	
  a	
  high-­‐level	
  review	
  of	
  UN	
  practices	
  as	
  “the	
  tool	
  of	
  choice”	
  (Biersteker	
  et	
  al	
  2013,	
  9)	
  -­‐-­‐	
  have	
  become	
  an	
  

	
  Recognizing	
  the	
  human	
  costs	
  of	
  
comprehensive	
  sanctions,	
  
national	
  and	
  international	
  
policymakers	
  today	
  almost	
  
always	
  craft	
  “targeted”	
  

sanctions,	
  whether	
  against	
  
specific	
  individuals	
  or	
  sectors	
  of	
  

the	
  economy.	
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integral	
   part	
   of	
   global	
   anti-­‐terrorism	
   efforts	
   and	
   are	
   increasingly	
   applied	
   to	
   both	
   perpetrators	
   and	
  
‘enablers’	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocities.	
  As	
  such,	
  they	
  are	
  generally	
  implemented	
  with	
  three	
  goals	
  in	
  mind:	
  to	
  coerce	
  a	
  
policy	
   change,	
   to	
   constrain	
   actors	
   by	
   limiting	
   access	
   to	
   resources	
   necessary	
   to	
   perpetrate	
   a	
   proscribed	
  
activity,	
  or	
  to	
  stigmatize	
  individuals	
  or	
  organizations	
  (Biersteker	
  et	
  al	
  2013).	
  Some	
  estimates	
  suggest	
  that	
  
nearly	
  1,000	
  individuals	
  and	
  entities	
  are	
  currently	
  are	
  under	
  sanction	
  for	
  being	
  associated	
  either	
  directly	
  or	
  
indirectly	
   with	
   threats	
   to	
   international	
   peace	
   and	
   security.	
   However,	
   there	
   have	
   been	
   no	
   systematic	
  
attempts	
  to	
  map	
  them	
  or	
  assess	
  their	
  effectiveness	
  (Tourinho	
  2015).	
  

Existing	
   research	
   echoes	
   some	
   of	
   the	
   notes	
   of	
   caution	
   issued	
   in	
   relation	
   to	
   comprehensive	
   sanctions.	
  
Overall,	
  targeted	
  sanctions	
  so	
  far	
  have	
  proven	
  no	
  more	
  effective	
  at	
  
producing	
  intended	
  policy	
  changes	
  than	
  comprehensive	
  sanctions.	
  
The	
  compliance	
  ratio	
  of	
  individually	
  targeted	
  sanctions	
  is	
  estimated	
  
to	
   be	
   between	
   20	
   –	
   34%	
   (Wallensteen	
   and	
   Staibano	
   2005,	
   3–14;	
  
Biersteker	
   et	
   al	
   2013,	
   7).	
   Among	
   the	
   more	
   effective	
   targeted	
  
sanctions	
   are	
   commodity	
   sanctions	
   (Biersteker	
   et	
   al	
   2013)	
   and	
  
financial	
   sanctions	
   (Drezner	
   2015).	
   However,	
   the	
   latter	
   may	
   be	
  
most	
   successful	
   just	
   after	
   implementation:	
   there	
   are	
   indications	
  
that	
  targets	
  learn	
  to	
  adapt	
  to	
  sanctions	
  over	
  time	
  (Wallensteen	
  and	
  
Grusell	
  2012).	
  As	
  a	
  result,	
  Wallensteen	
  and	
  Grusell	
  (2012)	
  argue	
  that	
  

it	
   may	
   be	
   wise	
   to	
   begin	
   a	
   sanction	
   regime	
   by	
   targeting	
   leaders,	
   before	
   work-­‐around	
   strategies	
   are	
  
developed.	
   They	
   note	
   that	
   targeted	
   sanctions	
   are	
   likely	
   to	
   be	
   ineffective	
   if	
   they	
   are	
   imposed	
   on	
  
functionaries	
  who	
  are	
  unable	
  to	
  alter	
  key	
  policies.	
  In	
  this	
  instance,	
  sanctions	
  instead	
  become	
  a	
  loyalty	
  test	
  
for	
  mid-­‐level	
  administrators.	
  	
  

Targeted	
   sanctions	
  have	
  one	
   clear	
   advantage:	
   they	
   limit	
   the	
  most	
  dramatic	
   humanitarian	
   consequences	
  
associated	
  with	
  comprehensive	
  sanction	
  regimes.	
  However,	
  they	
  are	
  far	
  from	
  unproblematic	
  with	
  respect	
  
to	
  the	
  rights	
  of	
  the	
  sanctioned	
  and	
  unintended	
  wider	
  social	
  effects,	
  as	
  noted	
  in	
  a	
  recent	
  report:	
  

Among	
   the	
   many	
   possible	
   unintended	
   consequences	
   considered	
   in	
   this	
   study,	
   the	
   increase	
   in	
  
corruption	
   and	
   criminality	
   was	
   the	
   one	
   most	
   frequently	
   observed	
   (69%).	
   The	
   strengthening	
   of	
  
authoritarian	
   rule	
   in	
   the	
   target	
   (54%)	
   and	
   the	
   diversion	
   of	
   resources	
   (44%)	
   were	
   also	
   frequently	
  
highlighted.	
   Negative	
   humanitarian	
   consequences	
   of	
   sanctions,	
   a	
   frequent	
   subject	
   of	
   debate,	
   were	
  
observed	
  in	
  39%	
  of	
  the	
  episodes	
  studied.	
  Also	
  importantly,	
  the	
  legitimacy	
  and	
  authority	
  of	
  the	
  Security	
  
Council	
  was	
  harmed	
  in	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  third	
  of	
  the	
  cases	
  (39%).	
  (Biersteker	
  et	
  al	
  2013,	
  17).	
  

	
  
Across	
  the	
  board,	
  key	
  factors	
  that	
  appear	
  to	
  improve	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  (comprehensive	
  and	
  targeted)	
  
sanctions	
   are:	
   the	
   commitment	
   of	
   the	
   international	
   community	
   and	
   especially	
   regional	
   states	
   to	
   the	
  
sanctions	
   regime	
   (Portela	
   2014;	
  Biersteker	
  et	
   al	
   2013);	
   clarity	
   and	
  modesty	
  with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
   intended	
  
goals;	
   and	
   the	
   ability	
   to	
   adjust	
   sanctions	
   based	
   on	
   behavior	
   changes	
   in	
   the	
   target	
   state	
   (Portela	
   2014;	
  
Wallensteen	
  and	
  Grusell	
  2012).	
  Sanctions	
  are	
  more	
  successful	
  at	
  achieving	
  their	
  objectives	
  (about	
  28	
  %	
  of	
  
the	
   time)	
  when	
  they	
  aim	
  to	
  constrain	
   the	
  activities	
  of	
  a	
   target,	
   rather	
   than	
  coerce	
  a	
  change	
   in	
  behavior	
  

An	
  effective	
  sanctions	
  regime	
  
requires	
  regular	
  review,	
  and	
  
should	
  incorporate	
  expert	
  

analysis	
  to	
  help	
  refine	
  the	
  tool	
  in	
  
relation	
  to	
  political	
  

developments	
  in	
  the	
  target	
  state.	
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(Biersteker	
   et	
   al	
   2013,	
   21).	
   An	
   effective	
   sanctions	
   regime	
   also	
   requires	
   regular	
   review,	
   and	
   should	
  
incorporate	
  expert	
  analysis	
  to	
  help	
  refine	
  the	
  tool	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  political	
  developments	
  in	
  the	
  target	
  state	
  
(Portela	
  2014).	
  Identifying	
  the	
  correct	
  people	
  to	
  target	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  specific	
  economic	
  vulnerabilities	
  requires	
  
case-­‐by-­‐case	
  analysis,	
  and	
  coordination	
  with	
  other	
   international	
  efforts	
  to	
  stem	
  violence	
  (Biersteker	
  et	
  al	
  
2013).	
  
	
  
Studies	
   by	
   Wallensteen	
   and	
   Grusell	
   (2012)	
   and	
   Lopez	
   (2015)	
   argue	
   that	
   targeted	
   sanctions	
   should	
   go	
  
beyond	
   the	
   narrow	
   circle	
   of	
   decision-­‐makers	
   and	
   perpetrators	
   to	
   include	
   ‘enablers:’	
   individuals	
   who	
  
provide	
   the	
   resources	
   required	
   to	
   carry	
   out	
   mass	
   violence.	
   Lopez	
   suggests	
   that	
   imposing	
   effective	
  
sanctions	
   in	
   situations	
   of	
   mass	
   atrocities	
   “demands	
   a	
   convergence	
   of	
   factors	
   anchored	
   in	
   tracing	
   the	
  
people	
  and	
  products	
  associated	
  with	
  atrocities	
  and	
  the	
  willingness	
  of	
  sanctions-­‐imposing	
  actors	
  to	
  unite	
  
behind	
  a	
  collection	
  of	
  sanctions	
  to	
  be	
  levied”	
  (382).	
  If	
  this	
  tool	
  is	
  to	
  be	
  effective	
  in	
  cases	
  of	
  mass	
  violence,	
  
it	
   needs	
   to	
   be	
   part	
   of	
   a	
   larger	
   political	
   strategy,	
   and	
   nimble	
   enough	
   to	
   adapt	
   to	
   changing	
   conditions.	
  
Repeated	
   throughout	
   the	
   sanctions	
   literature	
   is	
   the	
   need	
   for	
   context-­‐specific	
   expertise,	
   and	
   the	
  
importance	
   of	
   embedding	
   sanctions	
   within	
   a	
   larger	
   policy	
   framework	
   aimed	
   at	
   tackling	
   the	
   underlying	
  
cause	
  of	
  civilian	
  vulnerability	
  (Vines	
  2012).	
  
	
  
In	
  sum,	
  development	
  aid	
  can	
  be	
  a	
  powerful	
  tool	
  for	
  increasing	
  economic	
  and	
  political	
  stability.	
  However,	
  in	
  
countries	
  at	
  risk	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocities,	
  case-­‐specific	
  understanding	
  of	
  how	
  aid	
  interacts	
  with	
  existing	
  political	
  
and	
  social	
  mechanisms	
  for	
  restraining	
  or	
  mobilizing	
   inter-­‐group	
  violence	
   is	
  essential.	
  Economic	
  sanctions	
  
have,	
  overall,	
  a	
  fairly	
  poor	
  track	
  record	
  of	
  compelling	
  change	
   in	
  perpetrator	
  behavior.	
  While	
  the	
  existing	
  
evidence	
  suggests	
  that	
  comprehensive	
  sanctions	
  may	
  be	
  more	
  effective	
  than	
  targeted	
  ones,	
  the	
  adverse	
  
consequences	
   for	
   the	
   target	
   state	
   population	
   may	
   contradict	
   any	
   usage	
   predicated	
   on	
   the	
   goal	
   of	
  
“protecting	
  civilians.”	
  Other	
  conditions	
  that	
  increase	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  sanctions	
  are	
  international	
  buy-­‐
in,	
  integration	
  into	
  a	
  larger	
  political	
  strategy,	
  and	
  the	
  pursuit	
  of	
  modest	
  policy	
  goals,	
  among	
  other	
  factors.	
  
Targeted	
  sanctions	
  decrease	
  the	
  detrimental	
  impact	
  on	
  civilians,	
  but	
  may	
  also	
  be	
  less	
  effective,	
  and	
  require	
  
careful	
   calibration	
   to	
   the	
   case	
   at	
   hand.	
   Financial	
   and	
   commodity	
   sanctions	
   appear	
   to	
  be	
  more	
   effective	
  
than	
  other	
  forms	
  of	
  targeted	
  sanctions.	
  Advocates	
  for	
  sanctions	
  are	
  increasingly	
  calling	
  for	
  expanding	
  the	
  
range	
   of	
   targets	
   to	
   include	
   ‘enablers’	
   of	
  mass	
   atrocities	
   -­‐	
   but	
   the	
   record	
   of	
   such	
   initiatives	
   is	
   yet	
   to	
   be	
  
established.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
C.	
  Legal	
  Tools:	
  Criminal	
  Accountability	
  
	
  
In	
   this	
   section,	
  we	
  discuss	
   studies	
   that	
   try	
   to	
   assess	
  whether	
   the	
   International	
   Criminal	
   Court	
   (ICC)	
   and	
  
other	
  international,	
  domestic	
  or	
  hybrid	
  tribunals	
  have	
  the	
  potential	
  to	
  deter	
  imminent	
  or	
  future	
  atrocities.	
  
Legal	
   tools	
   include	
   both	
   persuasive	
  measures,	
   such	
   as	
   fact-­‐finding	
  missions	
   and	
   amnesty	
   offers	
   during	
  
peace	
   negotiations,	
   and	
   coercive	
   tools	
   such	
   as	
   domestic	
   or	
   international	
   prosecutions	
   and	
   the	
   threat	
  
thereof	
   (see	
   Table	
   1.3).	
   However,	
   given	
   our	
   goal	
   of	
   examining	
   the	
   impact	
   of	
   tools	
   on	
   violence,	
   we	
  
emphasize	
   deterrence	
   literature	
   focusing	
   on	
   the	
   role	
   of	
   criminal	
   accountability,	
   and	
   briefly	
   address	
   a	
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separate	
   set	
   of	
   studies	
   examining	
   the	
   impact	
   of	
   transitional	
   justice	
   mechanisms	
   on	
   peacebuilding	
   and	
  
human	
  rights	
  outcomes	
  more	
  broadly.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Table	
  1.3	
  Legal	
  Tools	
  
	
  

Persuasive	
   Coercive	
  
• Fact-­‐Finding	
  	
  
• Arbitration	
  
• Amnesty/Immunity	
  

	
  

• Domestic	
  indictments	
  	
  
• Referral	
  to	
  international	
  courts	
  

(indictment,	
  arrest	
  warrants,	
  
sentencing)	
  

	
  
The	
  idea	
  of	
  legal	
  deterrence—that	
  a	
  temporary	
  or	
  permanent	
  tribunal	
  would,	
  by	
  its	
  very	
  existence	
  or	
  by	
  
initiating	
  proceedings,	
  prevent,	
  or	
  mitigate	
  atrocities-­‐-­‐has	
  been	
  a	
  driver	
  of	
  the	
  international	
  enthusiasm	
  for	
  
criminal	
   accountability	
   for	
   mass	
   violence.	
   However,	
   claims	
   about	
   the	
   capacity	
   of	
   domestic	
   and/or	
  
international	
   criminal	
   prosecutions	
   to	
   deter	
   ongoing	
   or	
   future	
   atrocities	
   until	
   recently	
   remained	
   largely	
  
empirically	
  unexamined	
   (Cronin-­‐Furman	
  2013).	
  To	
  date,	
  most	
   scholars	
  have	
  primarily	
   relied	
  on	
  anecdotal	
  
evidence,	
  normative	
  arguments	
  or	
  single	
  case	
  studies	
  to	
  assess	
  the	
   impact	
  of	
  such	
  mechanisms	
  (Thoms,	
  
Ron	
  and	
  Paris	
  2010).	
  	
  There	
  are	
  two	
  main	
  reasons	
  for	
  this.	
  First,	
  deterrence,	
  like	
  all	
  non-­‐events,	
  is	
  difficult	
  
to	
   observe	
   and	
  measure.	
   Second,	
   international	
   and	
   hybrid	
   criminal	
   tribunals	
   are	
   few	
   in	
   number.	
   If	
   and	
  
where	
  they	
  have	
  played	
  a	
  role,	
  their	
  actions	
  have	
  been	
  accompanied	
  by	
  other	
   interventions	
  and/or	
  post-­‐
conflict	
  reforms	
  that	
  make	
  it	
  difficult	
  to	
  attribute	
  causality.	
  
	
  
The	
   majority	
   of	
   criminal	
   justice	
   mechanisms	
   have	
   been	
  
initiated	
   after	
   the	
   end	
   of	
   armed	
   hostilities	
   or	
   significant	
  
political	
   ruptures,	
   with	
   strict	
   geographic	
   and	
   temporal	
  
limitations.	
   As	
   Cronin-­‐Furman	
   argues,	
   these	
   ad-­‐hoc	
  
mechanisms	
   can	
  only	
   have	
   a	
  broader	
  deterrent	
   effect	
   if	
  we	
  
assume	
   that	
   perpetrators’	
   decisions	
   are	
   shaped	
   by	
   the	
  
expectation	
   that	
   similar	
   tribunals	
   could	
   be	
   established	
  
elsewhere	
   -­‐	
  which	
   is	
  difficult	
  to	
  prove	
  (Cronin-­‐Furman	
  2013).	
  
This	
   argument	
   would	
   appear	
   to	
   bolster	
   the	
   case	
   of	
   the	
  
permanent	
  ICC,	
  but	
  even	
  there,	
  the	
  evidence	
  is	
  still	
  sparse.	
  
A	
  more	
  direct	
  deterrent	
  effect	
  could	
  potentially	
  be	
  observed	
   if	
  courts	
   intervene	
   in	
  situations	
  of	
  ongoing	
  
violence.	
  Internationally,	
  only	
  two	
  courts	
  have	
  had	
  the	
  jurisdiction	
  to	
  do	
  so:	
  the	
  ICC	
  (since	
  2003)	
  and	
  the	
  
International	
   Criminal	
   Tribunal	
   for	
   the	
   former	
   Yugoslavia	
   (established	
   in	
   1993,	
   before	
   the	
   end	
   of	
   the	
  
Yugoslav	
  conflicts).9	
  These	
  courts	
  have	
   issued	
   indictments	
   in	
   relation	
  to	
  ongoing	
  violence	
   in	
  the	
  cases	
  of	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

9	
  The	
  Special	
  Court	
  for	
  Sierra	
  Leone	
  was	
  created	
  before	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  Second	
  Liberian	
  Civil	
  War,	
  but	
  it	
  is	
  difficult	
  to	
  argue	
  for	
  a	
  
direct	
  deterrent	
  effect.	
  The	
  court’s	
  jurisdiction	
  was	
  limited	
  to	
  events	
  that	
  occurred	
  within	
  Sierra	
  Leone	
  after	
  1996,	
  and	
  did	
  not	
  
cover	
  ongoing	
  violations	
  in	
  Liberia.	
  While	
  the	
  court	
  issued	
  an	
  unsealed	
  indictment	
  of	
  Liberian	
  President	
  Charles	
  Taylor	
  in	
  June	
  
(footnote	
  continued)	
  

Internationally,	
  only	
  two	
  courts	
  
have	
  had	
  the	
  jurisdiction	
  to	
  

intervene	
  in	
  ongoing	
  conflicts:	
  
the	
  International	
  Criminal	
  Court	
  

(since	
  2003)	
  and	
  the	
  
International	
  Criminal	
  Tribunal	
  

for	
  the	
  former	
  Yugoslavia.	
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Bosnia-­‐Herzegovina,	
   Kosovo	
   (at	
   the	
   time,	
   the	
   Federal	
   Republic	
   of	
   Yugoslavia),	
   Uganda,	
   the	
  Democratic	
  
Republic	
   of	
   Congo,	
   Darfur	
   (Sudan),	
   the	
   Central	
   African	
   Republic,	
   Libya,	
   and	
  Mali.	
   Case	
   study	
   evidence	
  
indicates	
  a	
  mixed	
  picture.	
  In	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  Bosnia	
  and	
  Darfur,	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  the	
  ICTY	
  and	
  referral	
  to	
  the	
  ICC	
  
(respectively)	
  occurred	
  only	
  after	
  the	
  primary	
  perpetrators	
  had	
  already	
  met	
  many	
  of	
  their	
  strategic	
  goals.	
  
Nonetheless,	
  in	
  Bosnia	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  worst	
  massacres	
  of	
  the	
  war	
  (in	
  Srebrenica,	
  July	
  1995)	
  occurred	
  after	
  the	
  
creation	
  of	
  the	
   ICTY	
   in	
  1993.	
   In	
  Sudan,	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
   in	
  Darfur	
  had	
  already	
  peaked	
  before	
  the	
  
indictment	
  of	
  President	
  al	
  Bashir	
  in	
  2008,	
  and	
  continued	
  at	
  lower	
  levels	
  for	
  some	
  time	
  thereafter.	
  	
  
	
  
Two	
   recent	
   analyses	
   have	
   attempted	
   to	
   systematically	
   investigate	
   the	
   deterrent	
   effect	
   of	
   the	
   ICC	
   on	
  
violence	
   against	
   civilians.	
   In	
   a	
   widely	
   discussed	
   working	
   paper,	
   Jo	
   and	
   Simmons	
   (2014)	
   argue	
   that	
  
ratification	
   of	
   the	
   Rome	
   Statute	
   alone	
   correlates	
   with	
   reduced	
   government	
   violence	
   against	
   civilians,	
  

particularly	
   if	
   the	
   governments	
   in	
   question	
   face	
   domestic	
  
pressure	
   from	
   a	
   large	
   network	
   of	
   human	
   rights	
   advocacy	
  
organizations.	
  However,	
  the	
  authors	
  struggle	
  to	
  prove	
  a	
  causal	
  
mechanism—in	
   short,	
   the	
   reduction	
   in	
   violence	
   in	
   the	
   cases	
  
examined	
  might	
  be	
  due	
  to	
  any	
  number	
  of	
  factors,	
  including	
  the	
  
core	
   conditions	
   that	
   allow	
   an	
   active	
   civil	
   society	
   to	
   emerge.	
  
Adopting	
  a	
  qualitative	
  process	
  tracing	
  approach,	
  Broache	
  (2015)	
  
finds	
   that	
   the	
   impact	
   of	
   ICC	
   intervention	
   on	
   atrocities	
  
committed	
   by	
   two	
   different	
   rebel	
   groups	
   in	
   the	
   DRC	
   varied	
  
across	
  the	
  different	
  stages	
  of	
  the	
  legal	
  process.	
  	
  

	
  
A	
   series	
   of	
   other	
   studies	
   have	
   examined	
   the	
   impact	
   on	
   domestic	
   and	
   international	
   prosecutions	
   on	
  
outcomes	
  other	
  than	
  mass	
  violence,	
  such	
  as	
  repression,	
  human	
  rights	
  violations,	
  and	
  societal	
  peace.	
  The	
  
findings	
  are	
   likewise	
  mixed,	
  partly	
  due	
   to	
   the	
  use	
  of	
  diverging	
  methodologies	
  and	
  variables.	
  Snyder	
  and	
  
Vinjamuri	
   (2003)	
   are	
   the	
   most	
   skeptical:	
   their	
   qualitative	
   analysis	
   of	
   a	
   variety	
   of	
   cases	
   indicates	
   that	
  
prosecutions	
  only	
  prevent	
  or	
   reduce	
  atrocities	
   if	
   certain	
   structural	
   and	
  political	
   conditions	
   are	
  met	
   (e.g.	
  
weak	
  spoilers	
  and	
  strong	
  institutions).	
  They	
  caution	
  that	
  in	
  other	
  cases,	
  criminal	
  justice	
  can	
  impede	
  peace	
  
negotiations	
  and	
   thereby	
  prolong	
  conflict	
   and	
  violence.	
  Meernik	
   (2005)	
   finds	
  no	
  evidence	
   that	
   the	
   ICTY	
  
had	
   a	
   positive	
   impact	
   on	
   societal	
   peace	
   in	
   Bosnia,	
   and	
   suggests	
   that	
   the	
   effect	
   of	
   court	
   indictments,	
  
arrests,	
   and	
   verdicts	
   on	
   relations	
   between	
   Bosnian	
   political	
   elites	
  was	
   in	
   fact	
   often	
   negative.	
   In	
   a	
   2010	
  
article,	
  Meernik,	
  Nichols	
  and	
  King	
  (2010)	
  examine	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  domestic	
  and	
  international	
  trials	
  on	
  both	
  
civil	
  war	
  recurrence	
  and	
  human	
  rights	
  outcomes	
   in	
  a	
  wider	
  set	
  of	
  cases	
  and	
  find	
  neither	
  a	
  positive	
  nor	
  a	
  
negative	
  effect.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

2003	
  (for	
  crimes	
  related	
  to	
  Liberia’s	
  intervention	
  in	
  Sierra	
  Leone),	
  it	
  is	
  unlikely	
  to	
  have	
  affected	
  subsequent	
  events	
  within	
  Liberia	
  
itself.	
  

	
  In	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  Bosnia	
  and	
  Darfur,	
  
the	
  creation	
  of	
  the	
  ICTY	
  and	
  

referral	
  to	
  the	
  ICC	
  (respectively)	
  
occurred	
  only	
  after	
  the	
  primary	
  
perpetrators	
  had	
  already	
  met	
  
many	
  of	
  their	
  strategic	
  goals.	
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Sikkink	
  and	
  Walling	
  (2007)	
  and	
  Sikkink	
  (2011)	
  come	
  to	
  a	
  different	
  conclusion:	
  namely	
  that	
  trials	
  and	
  truth	
  
commissions	
   have	
   had	
   a	
   positive	
   effect	
   on	
   human	
   rights	
   outcomes	
   in	
   Latin	
   America.	
   However,	
   their	
  
analysis	
   highlights	
   empirical	
   correlations	
   and	
   cannot	
   clarify	
   if	
   trials	
   produce	
   the	
   observed	
   effect	
   or	
   are	
  
themselves	
  the	
  product	
  of	
  other	
  social	
  and	
  political	
   factors	
  that	
  support	
  human	
  rights.	
  Olsen,	
  Payne	
  and	
  
Reiter	
  (2010)	
  probe	
  this	
  question	
  in	
  greater	
  depth.	
  Using	
  a	
  database	
  of	
  854	
  transitional	
  justice	
  mechanisms	
  
implemented	
   in	
   161	
  countries	
  between	
  1970	
  and	
  2007,	
   they	
  examine	
  whether	
   these	
  processes	
  positively	
  
affect	
  human	
  rights	
  and	
  democracy.	
  Their	
  findings	
  highlight	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  combining	
  and	
  sequencing	
  
different	
  mechanisms.	
  Combining	
  1)	
  amnesties	
  and	
  trials,	
  or	
  2)	
  amnesties,	
  trials	
  and	
  truth	
  commissions	
  on	
  
average	
   seems	
   to	
   support	
   positive	
   human	
   rights	
   and	
   democratic	
   outcomes,	
   potentially	
   by	
   promoting	
   a	
  
balance	
  between	
  stability	
  and	
  accountability.	
  Truth	
  commissions	
  on	
  their	
  own,	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  seem	
  to	
  
have	
  no	
  such	
  effect,	
  and	
  may	
  even	
  increase	
  social	
  problems.	
  
	
  
Scholar-­‐activists	
   in	
   the	
   field	
   of	
   transitional	
   justice	
   have	
   begun	
   questioning	
   how	
   local	
   capacities	
   and	
  
circumstances	
  might	
  lend	
  themselves	
  to	
  different,	
  possibly	
  hybrid	
  models	
  of	
  post-­‐conflict	
  justice.	
  There	
  is	
  
an	
  increasing	
  recognition	
  that	
  even	
  as	
  the	
  field	
  becomes	
  more	
  professionalized,	
  it	
  needs	
  to	
  adapt	
  to	
  local	
  
exigencies	
  and	
   retain	
  a	
  holistic	
   approach	
   to	
  maximize	
   the	
  contributions	
  of	
   various	
  post-­‐conflict	
   tools	
   to	
  
democratization	
  (Robins	
  2015,	
  de	
  Greiff	
  2010).	
  	
  
	
  
In	
   sum,	
   there	
   is	
   no	
   sufficient	
   basis	
   yet	
   to	
   say	
   whether	
   or	
   when	
   international	
   legal	
   tools	
   act	
   as	
   direct	
  
deterrents.	
   In	
   several	
   notable	
   cases,	
   indictments	
   had	
   no	
   such	
   effect.	
   Moreover,	
   it	
   remains	
   difficult	
   to	
  
isolate	
   the	
   impact	
   of	
   trials	
   from	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   other	
   factors	
   that	
   impact	
   patterns	
   of	
   political	
   violence	
   in	
  
ongoing	
  conflicts.	
  Deterrence	
  may	
  of	
  course	
  not	
  be	
  the	
  only	
  reason	
  for	
  instituting	
  trials;	
  some	
  advocates	
  
for	
   judicial	
   proceedings	
   argue	
   that	
   they	
   should	
   be	
   held	
   on	
   principle.	
   Existing	
   studies	
   also	
   suggest	
   that	
  
under	
   certain	
   conditions,	
   transitional	
   justice	
  mechanisms	
   can	
   contribute	
   to	
   -­‐	
   or	
   at	
   least	
   do	
  not	
   seem	
   to	
  
harm	
  -­‐	
  human	
  rights	
  and	
  democracy	
  in	
  the	
  long	
  term.	
  Whether	
  these	
  findings	
  truly	
  demonstrate	
  impact	
  or	
  
simply	
   reflect	
  underlying	
  differences	
  between	
   cases	
   remains	
   to	
  be	
  determined.	
   Increasingly,	
   experts	
  on	
  
transitional	
  justice	
  suggest	
  taking	
  a	
  holistic	
  approach:	
  supporting	
  processes	
  within	
  countries	
  that	
  build	
  on	
  
existing	
  capacities	
  and	
  are	
   tailored	
   to	
  circumstances,	
  and	
   layering	
  mechanisms	
   to	
   reinforce	
  and	
  support	
  
each	
   other.	
   Such	
   an	
   approach	
  may	
   be	
   at	
   odds	
  with	
   a	
   toolbox	
  metaphor;	
   it	
   implies	
   thinking	
   of	
   specific	
  
mechanisms	
  as	
  processes	
  within	
  a	
  social	
  and	
  political	
  continuum.	
  
	
  
D.	
  Military	
  Tools	
  
	
  
In	
  this	
  section,	
  we	
  review	
  studies	
  of	
  military	
  aid,	
  arms	
  embargos,	
  safe	
  havens	
  and	
  no-­‐fly	
  zones,	
  third-­‐party	
  
interventions,	
   and	
   UN	
   and	
   AU	
   peacekeeping	
   operations.	
   Below	
   is	
   a	
   more	
   complete	
   listing	
   of	
   military	
  
policies	
  commonly	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  “anti-­‐atrocity	
  toolbox.”	
  
	
  

Table	
  1.4	
  Military	
  Tools	
  
	
  

Persuasive	
   Coercive	
  
• Initiation	
  or	
  expansion	
  of	
  military	
   • Decrease	
  or	
  withdrawal	
  of	
  military	
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assistance	
  to	
  build	
  the	
  capacity	
  of	
  
security	
  forces	
  (joint	
  exercises,	
  
military	
  sales/financing,	
  training,	
  
participation	
  in	
  Partnership	
  for	
  
Peace,	
  counter-­‐narcotics,	
  etc.)	
  

• Security	
  assistance	
  on	
  national	
  or	
  
regional	
  level	
  

• Security	
  guarantees	
  	
  
• UN	
  peacekeeping	
  (consensual,	
  with	
  

civilian	
  protection	
  mandate):	
  
protection	
  of	
  settlements,	
  IDP	
  
camps,	
  humanitarian	
  corridors,	
  etc.	
  

	
  

assistance	
  
• Arms	
  embargoes	
  
• Heightened	
  presence:	
  access	
  or	
  

basing	
  arrangements	
  in	
  the	
  relevant	
  
region;	
  deterrence	
  through	
  nearby	
  
land,	
  sea	
  or	
  air	
  patrols	
  	
  

• Show	
  of	
  force:	
  visible	
  and	
  restrained	
  
display	
  of	
  military	
  power	
  

• Electronic	
  warfare:	
  sabotage	
  or	
  for	
  
intelligence	
  gathering,	
  including	
  
jamming	
  of	
  communications	
  	
  

• Arm	
  or	
  otherwise	
  aid	
  forces	
  
combating	
  perpetrators	
  

• Limited	
  military	
  action:	
  no-­‐fly	
  zones;	
  
safe	
  havens;	
  mine	
  clearance	
  to	
  
disrupt	
  perpetrator	
  plans	
  or	
  
threaten	
  stronger	
  intervention;	
  
disruption	
  of	
  supply	
  lines;	
  control	
  of	
  
borders	
  &	
  roads;	
  precision	
  targeting;	
  
blockade/quarantine	
  

• Support	
  for	
  third	
  party	
  actor	
  
interventions,	
  whether	
  as	
  peace	
  
enforcement	
  through	
  the	
  UN,	
  for	
  
instance,	
  or	
  coalitions	
  of	
  the	
  willing.	
  

• Leadership	
  targeting	
  
• Intervention	
  to	
  defeat:	
  ground	
  

troops,	
  air	
  campaign	
  
	
  

	
  
Can	
  military	
  aid	
  help	
  prevent	
  atrocities?	
  The	
  study	
  by	
  Regan	
  et	
  al	
  (2009),	
  discussed	
  under	
  diplomatic	
  tools	
  
above,	
   finds	
   that	
  military	
   aid	
   to	
   countries	
   at	
   risk	
  of	
   violence	
   tends	
   to	
   increase	
   the	
   likelihood	
  of	
   internal	
  
conflict.	
   Illustrating	
   this	
   point,	
   a	
   case	
   study	
   of	
   U.S.	
  military	
   aid	
   to	
   Colombian	
  military	
   bases	
   found	
   that	
  
external	
   aid	
  exacerbated	
  paramilitary	
  violence	
   in	
   the	
   relevant	
  districts,	
  particularly	
  during	
  election	
  years	
  
(Dube	
  and	
  Naidu	
  2014).	
  On	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  El	
  Salvador	
  during	
  the	
  1979	
  -­‐	
  1992	
  civil	
  war,	
  which	
  is	
  
estimated	
  to	
  have	
  cost	
  50,000	
  civilian	
  lives,	
  demonstrates	
  that	
  threats	
  to	
  withdraw	
  outside	
  aid	
  can	
  in	
  some	
  
cases	
  help	
  mitigate	
  atrocities:	
  U.S.	
  congressional	
  threats	
  to	
  decrease	
  military	
  and	
  economic	
  aid	
  in	
  response	
  
to	
  gross	
  human	
  rights	
  abuses	
   led	
   the	
  Reagan	
  administration	
   to	
  heighten	
   its	
  pressure	
  on	
   the	
  Salvadoran	
  
government,	
  which	
  subsequently	
  decreased	
  its	
  use	
  of	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
  (Peceny	
  and	
  Stanley	
  2010).	
  
	
  
Arms	
   embargoes,	
  which	
   are	
  often	
  used	
  preventatively	
  or	
   to	
  disrupt	
   third-­‐party	
   support	
   for	
  perpetrator	
  
regimes,	
  have	
  a	
  mixed	
  record	
  when	
  it	
  comes	
  to	
  altering	
  target	
  state	
  behavior.	
  In	
  theory,	
  arms	
  embargoes	
  
can	
   reduce	
   the	
   military	
   effectiveness	
   and	
   resilience	
   of	
   warring	
   parties.	
   However,	
   scholars	
   disagree	
  
whether	
   embargoes	
   actually	
   achieve	
   this	
   effect,	
   particularly	
   due	
   to	
   frequent	
   shortcomings	
   in	
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implementation.	
   Analyses	
   of	
   various	
  UN	
   arms	
   embargoes	
   have	
   generally	
   come	
   to	
   sobering	
   conclusions	
  
(Fruchart	
  et	
   al	
   2007).	
   Several	
   studies	
  echo	
   the	
   findings	
  of	
   research	
  on	
  economic	
   sanctions,	
  namely	
   that	
  
arms	
  embargoes	
  were	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  achieve	
  modest	
  changes	
  in	
  target	
  state	
  behavior	
  than	
  major	
  reversals	
  
of	
  policy.	
  Brzoska	
  (2008),	
  for	
  example,	
  finds	
  that	
  arms	
  embargoes	
  can	
  induce	
  changes	
  in	
  arms	
  imports	
  and	
  
reduce	
  arms	
  transfers,	
  but	
  on	
  average	
  do	
  not	
   lead	
  to	
  policy	
  change	
  in	
  the	
  target	
  state.	
  He	
  further	
  notes	
  
that	
   the	
  duration	
  of	
   sanctions	
  matters:	
  effectiveness	
   increases	
  with	
   long-­‐running	
   (5	
  years	
  duration)	
  and	
  
multilateral	
  embargoes	
  that	
  are	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  broader	
  policy	
  package.	
  	
  

	
  
Arms	
  embargoes	
  do	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  shorten	
  conflicts.	
  Escribà-­‐Folch	
  
(2010)	
   reports	
  no	
  correlation	
  between	
  conflict	
  duration	
  and	
  the	
  
imposition	
   of	
   an	
   arms	
   embargo.	
   However,	
   she	
   finds	
   some	
  
evidence	
   that	
   arms	
   embargoes	
  make	
  military	
   victory	
   less	
   likely,	
  
thereby	
  increasing	
  the	
  likelihood	
  of	
  negotiated	
  settlements	
  (139).	
  
There	
  is	
  scant	
  evidence	
  for	
  the	
  preventative	
  impact	
  of	
  embargos	
  
in	
  situations	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocities,	
  as	
  killing	
  generally	
  already	
  has	
  to	
  
be	
  widespread	
  before	
  this	
  tool	
  is	
  used	
  (Tierney	
  2005).	
  	
  

	
  
Not	
  all	
  embargos	
  are	
  implemented	
  in	
  the	
  same	
  manner,	
  and	
  studies	
  do	
  point	
  to	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  factors	
  that	
  
seem	
  to	
  improve	
  their	
  effectiveness.	
  Unsurprisingly,	
  multilateral	
  arms	
  embargoes	
  with	
  wide	
  participation	
  
and	
  strong	
  implementation	
  mechanisms	
  have	
  a	
  greater	
  impact	
  on	
  conflict	
  parties	
  (Brzoska	
  2008).	
  Strongly	
  
enforced	
  embargoes	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  one	
  imposed	
  on	
  Iraq	
  after	
  1990	
  require	
  a	
  concerted	
  international	
  effort	
  
(Tierney	
  2005).	
  However,	
  many	
  embargoes	
  are	
  undermined	
  by	
  diverging	
  geopolitical	
  objectives	
  among	
  the	
  
permanent	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  UN	
  Security	
  Council	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  regional	
  powers	
  (Fruchart	
  et	
  al	
  2007).	
  The	
  goals	
  
and	
   monitoring	
   capacity	
   of	
   neighboring	
   states	
   also	
   matter	
   greatly,	
   with	
   the	
   chances	
   of	
   effectiveness	
  
further	
  increasing	
  in	
  the	
  presence	
  of	
  a	
  UN	
  peacekeeping	
  operation	
  in	
  the	
  target	
  state	
  (Fruchart	
  et	
  al	
  2007).	
  	
  
	
  
Few	
   studies	
   examine	
   the	
   effectiveness	
   of	
  no-­‐fly	
   zones	
   and	
   safe	
   areas	
  with	
   respect	
   to	
   preventing	
  mass	
  
violence	
  or	
  protecting	
  civilians	
  more	
  broadly.	
  This	
   is	
   largely	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  fact	
   these	
  tools	
  have	
  rarely	
  been	
  
used	
  in	
  practice.	
  They	
  are	
  often	
  perceived	
  as	
   limited	
  in	
  nature,	
  as	
  they	
  aim	
  to	
  control	
  only	
  one	
  aspect	
  of	
  
warfare	
   or	
   protect	
   a	
   circumscribed	
   area.	
   However,	
   they	
   nevertheless	
   require	
   significant	
   military	
   and	
  
financial	
   resources	
   and,	
   if	
   imposed	
   against	
   the	
  will	
   of	
   a	
   target	
   government	
  within	
   their	
   territory	
   or	
   air	
  
space,	
  can	
  be	
  interpreted	
  as	
  an	
  act	
  of	
  war.	
  No-­‐fly	
  zones	
  have	
  been	
  imposed	
  in	
  three	
  cases	
  to	
  date:	
  in	
  Iraq	
  
(1991-­‐2003),	
   in	
  Bosnia	
  and	
  Herzegovina	
  with	
  consent	
  of	
  the	
  government	
  (1993-­‐1995),	
  and	
   in	
  Libya	
  (2011).	
  
Based	
  on	
  a	
  comparative	
  analysis	
  of	
  Bosnia	
  and	
  Iraq,	
  Bernard	
  (2008)	
  argues	
  that	
  no-­‐fly	
  zones	
  can	
  indeed	
  be	
  
very	
  effective	
  if	
  certain	
  tactical	
  and	
  strategic	
  conditions	
  are	
  met:	
  the	
  enforcer	
  must	
  have	
  air	
  supremacy	
  and	
  
the	
  physical	
  and	
  financial	
   resources	
   for	
  a	
  mid-­‐	
   to	
   long-­‐term	
  air	
  commitment.	
  Additionally,	
  other	
   regional	
  
powers	
   must	
   support	
   the	
   no-­‐fly	
   zone	
   enforcement,	
   and	
   political	
   and	
   military	
   leaders	
   must	
   give	
   clear	
  
authority	
  to	
  militarily	
  engage	
  the	
  enemy.	
  	
  
	
  

Multilateral	
  arms	
  embargoes	
  
with	
  wide	
  participation	
  and	
  

strong	
  implementation	
  
mechanisms	
  have	
  a	
  greater	
  
impact	
  on	
  conflict	
  parties.	
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Safe	
  havens/areas	
  -­‐-­‐	
  territorial	
  zones	
  in	
  which	
  civilians	
  can	
  take	
  refuge	
  -­‐-­‐	
  likewise	
  have	
  only	
  been	
  attempted	
  
in	
  a	
  limited	
  set	
  of	
  cases.	
  The	
  most	
  prominent	
  success	
  story	
  seems	
  to	
  have	
  been	
  Operation	
  Provide	
  Comfort	
  
in	
   Northern	
   Iraq	
   (1991).	
   The	
   safe	
   haven	
   was	
   sanctioned	
   by	
   the	
   UN,	
   and	
   protected	
   by	
   international	
  
peacekeepers	
   and	
   a	
   no-­‐fly	
   zone.	
   However,	
   Posen	
   (1996)	
   notes	
   that	
   in	
   Iraq,	
   the	
   Gulf	
   War	
   had	
   already	
  
significantly	
   damaged	
   Iraqi	
   military	
   forces	
   and	
   heightened	
   the	
   credibility	
   of	
   the	
   international	
   effort	
   to	
  
create	
  the	
  safe	
  area.	
  Moreover,	
  the	
  population	
  at	
  risk	
  was	
  concentrated	
  in	
  a	
  geographically	
   limited	
  area.	
  
The	
  Iraqi	
  operation	
  may	
  thus	
  not	
  necessarily	
  be	
  replicable	
  in	
  other	
  conflicts.	
  	
  
	
  
Since	
   then,	
   “safe	
   areas”	
  have	
  been	
   implemented	
   in	
   various	
   crises	
  with	
   various	
  objectives	
   and	
  diverging	
  
results.	
   They	
   were	
   prominently	
   attempted	
   during	
   the	
  
Bosnian	
   conflict.	
  However,	
   given	
   the	
  genocide	
  after	
   the	
   fall	
  
of	
   Srebrenica,	
   this	
   operation	
   has	
   largely	
   been	
   deemed	
   an	
  
international	
  failure	
  –	
  although	
  Posen	
  (1996)	
  notes	
  that	
  four	
  
of	
   the	
   six	
  UN	
   safe	
   areas	
   in	
  Bosnia	
   in	
   fact	
  did	
  not	
   fall.	
  All	
   of	
  
them	
  nevertheless	
  came	
  under	
  repeated	
  attack	
  in	
  the	
  course	
  
of	
   the	
  conflict.	
   In	
  any	
  case,	
   the	
   tragedy	
  of	
  Srebrenica	
  made	
  
policymakers	
  reluctant	
  to	
  resort	
  to	
  similar	
  measures	
  in	
  other	
  
contexts	
   (Orchard	
   2014a).	
   In	
   this	
   context,	
   it	
   is	
   important	
   to	
  
distinguish	
   between	
   consent-­‐based	
   safe	
   areas	
   and	
   those	
  
enforced	
  by	
  credible	
  military	
  presence:	
  existing	
  case	
  studies	
  
suggest	
  that	
  the	
  latter	
  tend	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  difficult	
  to	
  implement	
  
successfully	
   (Orchard	
   2014b).	
   However,	
   in	
   some	
   cases	
   “consent”	
   by	
   the	
   warring	
   parties	
   may	
   prove	
  
meaningless,	
  as	
  the	
  conflict	
  Bosnia	
  amply	
  demonstrated	
  (Hyndman	
  2003).	
  	
  
	
  
With	
  respect	
  to	
  military	
  interventions,	
  we	
  find	
  a	
  curious	
  split	
  between	
  studies	
  that	
  argue	
  that	
  only	
  military	
  
interventions	
  that	
  directly	
  challenge	
  perpetrators	
  can	
  mitigate	
  mass	
  violence,	
  and	
  those	
  that	
  find	
  neutral	
  
peacekeeping	
  to	
  be	
  the	
  most	
  effective	
  form	
  of	
  intervention.	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  larger	
  body	
  of	
  research	
  supporting	
  
the	
  latter	
  position,	
  but	
  not	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  studies	
  in	
  question	
  focus	
  solely	
  on	
  ending	
  mass	
  atrocities.	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  a	
  2005	
  study,	
  Matthew	
  Krain	
   finds	
   that	
   international	
  military	
   interventions	
   that	
  directly	
   challenge	
   the	
  
perpetrator	
   of	
   atrocities	
   or	
   aid	
   the	
   targeted	
   group	
   are	
   the	
   only	
   type	
   of	
   military	
   response	
   capable	
   of	
  
reducing	
   or	
   stopping	
   killing	
   during	
   ongoing	
   instances	
   of	
   state-­‐sponsored	
   genocide	
   and	
   politicide.	
  
However,	
  his	
  study	
  relies	
  on	
  a	
  list	
  of	
  36	
  cases	
  assembled	
  based	
  on	
  a	
  qualitative	
  definition	
  of	
  genocide	
  and	
  
politicide	
   (rather	
   than	
   a	
   numerical	
   threshold,	
   for	
   instance).	
   This	
   methodology	
   allows	
   for	
   significant	
  
discretion	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  case	
  selection.	
  Moreover,	
  the	
  most	
  recent	
  case	
  tracked	
  in	
  this	
  dataset	
  is	
  Bosnia-­‐
Herzegovina,	
   a	
   conflict	
   that	
   occurred	
   before	
   UN	
   peacekeeping	
   forces	
   had	
   civilian	
   protection	
   regularly	
  
integrated	
  into	
  their	
  mandates.	
  Bellamy	
  (2015)	
  also	
  argues	
  that	
  in	
  cases	
  where	
  perpetrators	
  did	
  not	
  meet	
  
their	
  goals,	
  endings	
  are	
  typically	
  brought	
  about	
  by	
  some	
  form	
  of	
   regime	
  change.	
  However,	
   forthcoming	
  
research	
  by	
  Conley-­‐Zilkic	
  and	
  Hazelwood	
  finds	
  that	
  of	
  37	
  cases	
  studied,	
  endings	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  divide	
  
almost	
  evenly	
  into	
  three	
  categories:	
  successful	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  perpetrator’s	
  plans	
  (most	
  frequently	
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stopping	
  short	
  of	
  total	
  annihilation	
  of	
  the	
  targeted	
  group),	
  military	
  defeat	
  of	
  the	
  perpetrators,	
  or	
  a	
  military	
  
stalemate	
  followed	
  by	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  moderating	
  actors.	
  
	
  
In	
  a	
  study	
  using	
  the	
  PITF	
  dataset,	
  DeMerritt	
  (2015)	
  similarly	
  finds	
  that	
   international	
  military	
   interventions	
  
that	
  are	
  hostile	
  to	
  perpetrating	
  states	
  on	
  average	
  help	
  decrease	
  civilian	
  death	
  tolls	
  in	
  situations	
  of	
  ongoing	
  
government-­‐sponsored	
   killing.	
   However,	
   she	
   highlights	
   an	
   important	
   difference	
   in	
   outcome	
   for	
  
“preventative”	
  military	
  interventions:	
  before	
  mass	
  killing	
  begins,	
  intervention	
  in	
  support	
  of	
  a	
  government	
  
can	
  dissuade	
  the	
  latter	
  from	
  ordering	
  violence,	
  whereas	
  hostile	
  preventative	
  interventions	
  seem	
  to	
  make	
  
killing	
  more	
  likely.	
  Compare	
  these	
  findings	
  with	
  research	
  by	
  Kathman	
  and	
  Wood	
  (2011),	
  who	
  conclude	
  that	
  
all	
  third-­‐party	
  interventions	
  (whether	
  neutral	
  or	
  to	
  aid	
  victims)	
  tend	
  to	
  correlate	
  with	
  an	
  immediate	
  spike	
  in	
  
violence	
   against	
   civilians.	
   In	
   apparent	
   contrast	
   to	
   Krain	
   and	
   DeMeritt,	
   they	
   find	
   that	
   enduring,	
   neutral	
  
interventions	
  decrease	
  killing	
  over	
   the	
   longer-­‐term,	
   and	
   that	
   they	
  do	
   so	
  better	
   than	
  pro-­‐government	
  or	
  
pro-­‐target	
   interventions	
   (754).	
   This	
   finding	
   is	
   reinforced	
   by	
   studies	
   that	
   specifically	
   analyze	
   UN	
  
peacekeeping,	
  discussed	
  further	
  below.	
  	
  
	
  

In	
   a	
   2012	
   study,	
   Kathman,	
  Wood	
   and	
  Gent	
   argue	
   that	
   outside	
  
intervention	
   in	
  ongoing	
  civil	
  wars	
   impacts	
  civilian	
  victimization	
  
by	
   changing	
   the	
   balance	
   of	
   power	
   between	
   warring	
   parties,	
  
which	
   in	
   turn	
   shapes	
   combatant	
   strategies	
   of	
   violence.10	
  A	
  
sudden	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  relative	
  capacity	
  of	
  one	
  side	
  (caused	
  by	
  a	
  
military	
  intervention)	
  seems	
  to	
  cause	
  the	
  losing	
  party	
  to	
  resort	
  
to	
   more	
   violence	
   against	
   civilians.	
   This	
   pattern	
   holds	
   true	
  
irrespective	
   of	
   whether	
   the	
   relative	
   advantage	
   accrues	
   to	
  

rebels	
  or	
  government	
  forces.	
  The	
  implication	
  is	
  significant:	
  intervening	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  one	
  side	
  may	
  have	
  the	
  
unintended	
  consequence	
  of	
  inciting	
  the	
  other	
  party	
  to	
  use	
  more	
  violence.	
  	
  
	
  
It	
  remains	
  unclear	
  whether	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians	
  tends	
  to	
  increase	
  or	
  decrease	
  over	
  the	
  duration	
  of	
  a	
  
conflict,	
  with	
  implicit	
  consequences	
  for	
  international	
  response.	
  Kathman,	
  Wood	
  and	
  Gent	
  (2012)	
  find	
  that	
  
civilian	
   targeting	
   tends	
   to	
   decrease	
   as	
   a	
   conflict	
   endures.	
   This	
   insight	
   is	
   confirmed	
   by	
   Ulfelder	
   and	
  
Valentino	
   (2008),	
   who	
   note	
   that	
   mass	
   killing	
   episodes	
   often	
   occur	
   close	
   to	
   the	
   onset	
   of	
   instability.	
  
However,	
   others	
  have	
   found	
   that	
   in	
   intrastate	
   conflicts,	
   abuses	
   against	
   civilians	
   increase	
  over	
   time;	
   this	
  
conclusion	
  is	
  supported	
  by	
  an	
  in-­‐depth	
  study	
  of	
  the	
  Angolan	
  civil	
  war	
  (Ziemke	
  2012)	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  research	
  on	
  
rebel	
   fragmentation,	
   which	
   suggests	
   that	
   violence	
   against	
   civilians	
   often	
   increases	
   as	
   groups	
   splinter	
  
(Cunningham,	
  Bakke,	
  and	
  Seymour	
  2012).	
  These	
  differences	
  may	
  be	
   indicative	
  of	
  fundamentally	
  different	
  
patterns	
   of	
   violence	
   depending	
   on	
   the	
   primary	
   perpetrator	
   (rebel	
   or	
   government)	
   and	
   the	
   number	
   of	
  
actors	
   involved	
   in	
  a	
  conflict.	
  Exploring	
  this	
  question	
  further	
   is	
  beyond	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  this	
  paper.	
  However,	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

10	
  They	
  use	
  the	
  One-­‐Sided	
  Violence	
  dataset	
  to	
  measure	
  incidents	
  of	
  violence,	
  which,	
  as	
  noted	
  above,	
  includes	
  violent	
  events	
  that	
  
range	
  from	
  cases	
  of	
  genocide	
  or	
  mass	
  atrocities	
  to	
  many	
  instances	
  where	
  violence	
  occurred	
  at	
  significantly	
  lower	
  levels.	
  

	
  Different	
  types	
  of	
  conflicts	
  may	
  
result	
  in	
  different	
  patterns	
  of	
  risk	
  
for	
  civilians,	
  a	
  fact	
  that	
  should	
  

inform	
  the	
  choice	
  and	
  
implementation	
  of	
  policy	
  tools.	
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these	
  studies	
  alert	
  us	
  to	
  the	
  possibility	
  that	
  different	
  types	
  of	
  conflicts	
  may	
  result	
  in	
  different	
  patterns	
  of	
  
risk	
  for	
  civilians,	
  a	
  fact	
  that	
  should	
  inform	
  the	
  choice	
  and	
  implementation	
  of	
  policy	
  tools.	
  
	
  
Looking	
   more	
   broadly	
   at	
   studies	
   of	
   conflict	
   and	
   third-­‐party	
   interventions,	
   there	
   is	
   a	
   fairly	
   significant	
  
scholarly	
   consensus	
   that	
   military	
   interventions	
   by	
   third-­‐party	
   actors	
   tend	
   to	
   prolong	
   conflicts	
   (Balch-­‐
Lindsay	
   and	
   Enterline	
   2000,	
   Elbadawi	
   and	
   Sambanis	
   2000,	
   Regan	
   2002,	
   and	
   Collier	
   et	
   al	
   2004).	
   Recent	
  
research	
   on	
   internationalized	
   internal	
   conflicts	
   also	
   supports	
   this	
   finding	
   (Petterson	
   and	
   Wallensteen	
  
2015).	
  	
  
	
  
Similarly,	
   there	
   is	
   strong	
   evidence	
   that	
  UN	
   peacekeeping	
  missions	
   can	
   help	
   decrease	
   civilian	
   casualties,	
  
especially	
  since	
  civilian	
  protection	
  mandates	
  became	
  the	
  norm	
  in	
  the	
  1990s.	
  Taking	
  into	
  account	
  the	
  fact	
  
that	
  peacekeepers	
  are	
  more	
   likely	
  to	
  be	
  dispatched	
  to	
  very	
  serious	
  conflicts,	
  Melander	
  (2009)	
  finds	
  that	
  
peacekeeping	
   missions	
   do	
   seem	
   to	
   reduce	
   the	
   risk	
   of	
   mass	
   killing	
   in	
   intra-­‐state	
   conflicts.	
   In	
   a	
   study	
  
examining	
  peacekeeping	
  missions	
  between	
  1991–2008	
  (including	
  force	
  level	
  changes	
  over	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  a	
  
mission),	
  Hultman,	
  Kathman	
  and	
  Shannon	
  (2013)	
  also	
  find	
  strong	
  evidence	
  that	
  UN	
  peacekeeping	
  can	
  play	
  
an	
  important	
  role	
  in	
  decreasing	
  violence	
  against	
  civilians.	
  They	
  find	
  that	
  the	
  factors	
  that	
  made	
  a	
  significant	
  
difference	
   included	
   the	
   size	
   of	
   the	
   deployments	
   and	
   the	
  
strength	
  of	
  their	
  policing	
  capacity.	
  
	
  
Scholars	
  continue	
  to	
  debate	
  whether	
  peacekeeping	
  results	
  in	
  
less	
  decisive	
  conflict	
  endings	
  —and	
  how	
  these	
  endings	
  may	
  
in	
   turn	
   produce	
   new	
   vulnerabilities	
   for	
   civilians.	
   However,	
  
cross-­‐country	
  data	
  supports	
  the	
  argument	
  that	
  peacekeeping	
  
operations	
   decrease	
   the	
   risk	
   of	
   war	
   resumption	
   and	
   may	
  
even	
   hasten	
   conflict	
   endings	
   (Fortna	
   2003).	
   Doyle	
   and	
  
Sambanis	
   (2000)	
   similarly	
   show	
   that	
  peacekeeping	
  missions	
  with	
   strong	
  mandates	
   can	
  help	
   end	
   violent	
  
conflict.	
  However,	
  they	
  note	
  that	
  multidimensional	
  missions	
  with	
  extensive	
  civilian	
  functions	
  are	
  necessary	
  
to	
   achieve	
   a	
  more	
   durable	
   and	
   positive	
   peace.	
   Importantly,	
  while	
   research	
   suggests	
   that	
   peacekeeping	
  
missions	
   can	
   mitigate	
   violence	
   under	
   certain	
   conditions,	
   there	
   is	
   on-­‐going	
   debate	
   about	
   whether	
   they	
  
contribute	
  to	
  post-­‐conflict	
  democratization	
  (Fortna	
  and	
  Howard	
  2008).	
  
	
  
In	
  sum,	
  the	
  record	
  of	
  military	
  tools	
  is	
  extremely	
  mixed.	
  Military	
  aid	
  seems	
  to	
  be	
  counterproductive	
  in	
  terms	
  
of	
   pre-­‐crisis	
   preventative	
   action.	
   In	
   fact,	
   it	
   correlates	
   with	
   an	
   increased	
   risk	
   of	
   conflict,	
   although	
   some	
  
studies	
  find	
  that	
  pro-­‐government	
  interventions	
  at	
  an	
  early	
  stage	
  can	
  decrease	
  the	
  risk	
  of	
  mass	
  atrocities.	
  
Arms	
  embargoes,	
  if	
  effectively	
  implemented	
  and	
  enforced,	
  are	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  provoke	
  modest	
  changes	
  in	
  
the	
   behavior	
   of	
   the	
   target	
   state	
   than	
   major	
   reversals	
   of	
   policy.	
   There	
   is	
   some	
   evidence	
   that	
   arms	
  
embargoes	
  increase	
  the	
  likelihood	
  of	
  conflicts	
  ending	
  through	
  negotiated	
  settlements	
  rather	
  than	
  military	
  
victories.	
  No-­‐fly	
  Zones	
  and	
  Safe	
  Areas	
  have	
  been	
  used	
  in	
  too	
  few	
  contexts	
  to	
  be	
  effectively	
  evaluated	
  by	
  
statistical	
  studies.	
  Studies	
  of	
  military	
  intervention	
  confronting	
  perpetrators	
  have	
  arrived	
  at	
  mixed	
  results:	
  
several	
  studies	
   find	
  that	
  only	
  armed	
  confrontation	
  of	
  perpetrator	
  states	
  can	
  reduce	
  violence	
  once	
   it	
  has	
  

There	
  is	
  strong	
  evidence	
  that	
  UN	
  
peacekeeping	
  missions	
  can	
  help	
  

decrease	
  civilian	
  casualties,	
  
especially	
  since	
  civilian	
  

protection	
  mandates	
  became	
  the	
  
norm	
  in	
  the	
  1990s.	
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reached	
   the	
   level	
   of	
   “genocide	
   or	
   politicide.”	
   Other	
   studies	
   suggest	
   a	
   remarkably	
   stronger	
   record	
   of	
  
civilian	
  protection	
  when	
  neutral	
  interveners	
  in	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  UN	
  peacekeepers	
  are	
  deployed	
  -­‐	
  though	
  success	
  
inevitably	
   depends	
   on	
   the	
   nature	
   of	
   the	
   deployment	
   and	
   mandate.	
   Overall,	
   internationalized	
   internal	
  
conflicts	
   seem	
   to	
   last	
   longer	
   and	
   have	
   higher	
   overall	
   death	
   tolls	
   than	
   non-­‐internationalized	
   conflicts,	
  
introducing	
  a	
  significant	
  cautionary	
  note	
  about	
  the	
  perils	
  of	
  partisan	
  interventions.	
  
	
  
	
  
Conclusion	
  	
  
	
  
This	
   review	
   of	
   studies	
   examining	
   the	
   various	
   components	
   of	
   the	
   “anti-­‐atrocity	
   toolbox”	
   suggests	
   that	
  
mass	
  atrocities	
  can	
  indeed	
  be	
  impacted	
  by	
  outside	
  actors.	
  However,	
  it	
  presents	
  a	
  sobering	
  picture	
  overall.	
  
International	
   leverage	
   is	
   contingent	
  on	
  specific	
   local	
  and	
   international	
   conditions	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  a	
   significant	
  
outlay	
   of	
   effort,	
   such	
   as,	
   for	
   example,	
   the	
   deployment	
   of	
   robust	
   peacekeeping	
   forces.	
   The	
   studies	
  
reviewed	
  in	
  this	
  report	
  suggest	
  that	
  international	
  efforts	
  to	
  prevent	
  and	
  respond	
  to	
  atrocities	
  will	
  improve	
  
as	
   the	
   ‘toolbox’	
   continues	
   to	
   be	
   refined	
   and	
   attuned	
   to	
   situations	
   of	
   mass	
   violence.	
   However,	
   the	
  
diplomatic,	
  economic,	
  legal	
  and	
  military	
  ‘tools’	
  wielded	
  by	
  international	
  actors	
  will	
  always	
  be	
  limited	
  by	
  the	
  
quality	
  of	
  their	
  overarching	
  strategies	
  for	
  addressing	
  the	
  political	
  crises	
  that	
  enable	
  mass	
  violence.	
  A	
  tool	
  
will	
  always	
  remain	
  a	
  tool,	
  and	
  will	
  only	
  function	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  strategy	
  it	
  aims	
  to	
  support,	
  whether	
  through	
  
persuasion	
  or	
  coercion.	
  	
  
	
  
	
   	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  32	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

Works	
  Cited	
  
	
  
Albright,	
  Madeleine	
  K.,	
  and	
  William	
  S.	
  Cohen.	
  Preventing	
  Genocide:	
  A	
  Blueprint	
  for	
  US	
  Policymakers.	
  
Washington,	
  DC:	
  United	
  States	
  Institute	
  of	
  Peace,	
  2008.	
  
	
  
Allen,	
  Susan	
  H.	
  and	
  David	
  J.	
  Lektzian.	
  “Economic	
  Sanctions:	
  A	
  Blunt	
  Instrument?”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  
50,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2013):	
  121-­‐135.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Babbitt,	
  Eileen	
  F.	
  “Mediation	
  and	
  the	
  Prevention	
  of	
  Mass	
  Atrocities”	
  in	
  The	
  International	
  Politics	
  of	
  Human	
  
Rights:	
  Rallying	
  to	
  the	
  R2P	
  Cause?	
  Edited	
  by	
  Monica	
  Serrano	
  and	
  Thomas	
  Weiss,	
  29-­‐47.	
  Routledge:	
  London,	
  
2014.	
  	
  
	
  
Balcells,	
  Laia	
  and	
  Stathis	
  N.	
  Kalyvas.	
  “Does	
  Warfare	
  Matter?	
  Severity,	
  Duration	
  and	
  Outcomes	
  of	
  Civil	
  
Wars.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Conflict	
  Resolution	
  48,	
  no.	
  8	
  (2014):	
  1390-­‐1418.	
  
	
  
Balch-­‐Lindsay,	
  Dylan,	
  and	
  Andrew	
  J.	
  Enterline.	
  “Killing	
  Time:	
  The	
  World	
  Politics	
  of	
  Civil	
  War	
  Duration,	
  1820-­‐
1992.”	
  International	
  Studies	
  Quarterly	
  44,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2000):	
  615-­‐642.	
  
	
  
Bapat,	
  Navin	
  A.,	
  Tobias	
  Heinrich,	
  Yoshiharu	
  Kobayashi,	
  and	
  T.	
  Clifton	
  Morgan.	
  “Determinants	
  of	
  Sanctions	
  
Effectiveness:	
  Sensitivity	
  Analysis	
  Using	
  New	
  Data.”	
  International	
  Interactions	
  39,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2013):	
  79-­‐98.	
  	
  
	
  
Bassiouni,	
  M.	
  Cherif.	
  “Appraising	
  UN	
  Justice-­‐Related	
  Fact-­‐Finding	
  Missions.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Law	
  and	
  Policy	
  5	
  
(2011):	
  35-­‐49.	
  	
  
	
  
Beardsley,	
  Kyle	
  and	
  Kristian	
  Skrede	
  Gleditsch.	
  “Peacekeeping	
  as	
  Conflict	
  Containment.”	
  International	
  
Studies	
  Review	
  17,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2015):	
  67-­‐89.	
  
	
  
Beardsley,	
  Kyle.	
  “The	
  UN	
  at	
  the	
  Peacemaking-­‐Peacebuilding	
  Nexus.”	
  Conflict	
  Management	
  and	
  Peace	
  
Science	
  30,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2013):	
  369-­‐386.	
  
	
  
Bellamy,	
  Alex.	
  “When	
  States	
  Go	
  Bad:	
  The	
  Termination	
  of	
  State	
  Perpetrated	
  Mass	
  Killing.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  
Research	
  52,	
  no.	
  5	
  (2015):	
  565-­‐576.	
  	
  
	
  
Bellamy,	
  Alex.	
  Mass	
  Atrocities	
  and	
  Armed	
  Conflict:	
  Links,	
  Distinctions,	
  and	
  Implications	
  for	
  the	
  Responsibility	
  
to	
  Prevent.	
  Muscatine,	
  IA:	
  Stanley	
  Foundation,	
  2011.	
  	
  
	
  
Betancur,	
  Belisario,	
  Reinaldo	
  Figueredo	
  Planchart,	
  and	
  Thomas	
  Buergenthal.	
  From	
  Madness	
  to	
  Hope:	
  The	
  12-­‐
year	
  War	
  in	
  El	
  Salvador:	
  Report	
  of	
  the	
  Commission	
  on	
  the	
  Truth	
  for	
  El	
  Salvador.	
  New	
  York:	
  UN	
  Security	
  
Council,	
  2003.	
  	
  
	
  
Biersteker,	
  Thomas,	
  Sue	
  E.	
  Eckert,	
  Marcos	
  Tourinho,	
  and	
  Zuzana	
  Hudáková.	
  “The	
  Effectiveness	
  of	
  United	
  
Nations	
  Targeted	
  Sanctions:	
  Findings	
  from	
  the	
  Targeted	
  Sanctions	
  Consortium.”	
  Geneva:	
  The	
  Graduate	
  
Institute	
  Geneva	
  and	
  the	
  Targeted	
  Sanctions	
  Consortium,	
  2013.	
  	
  
	
  
Böhmelt,	
  Tobias.	
  “The	
  Effectiveness	
  of	
  Tracks	
  of	
  Diplomacy	
  Strategies	
  in	
  Third-­‐Party	
  Interventions.”	
  
Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  47,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2010):	
  167-­‐178.	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  33	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

	
  
Broache,	
  Michael	
  Patrick.	
  “Evaluating	
  the	
  Effects	
  of	
  International	
  Criminal	
  Court	
  Prosecutions	
  on	
  Atrocities	
  
During	
  Ongoing	
  Armed	
  Conflict.”	
  PhD	
  Dissertation,	
  Columbia	
  University,	
  2015.	
  
	
  
Brody,	
  Reed.	
  Contra	
  Terror	
  in	
  Nicaragua:	
  Report	
  of	
  a	
  Fact	
  Finding	
  Mission:	
  September	
  1984	
  –	
  January	
  1985.	
  
Boston:	
  South	
  End	
  Press,	
  1985.	
  
	
  
Brzoska,	
  Michael.	
  “Measuring	
  the	
  Effectiveness	
  of	
  Arms	
  Embargoes.”	
  Peace	
  Economics,	
  Peace	
  Science	
  and	
  
Public	
  Policy	
  14,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2008):	
  1-­‐32.	
  
	
  
Burgoon,	
  Brian,	
  Andrea	
  Ruggeri,	
  Willem	
  Schudel,	
  and	
  Ram	
  Manikkalingam.	
  “From	
  Media	
  Attention	
  to	
  
Negotiated	
  Peace:	
  Human	
  Rights	
  Reporting	
  and	
  Civil	
  War	
  Duration.”	
  International	
  Interactions	
  41,	
  no.	
  2	
  
(2015):	
  226-­‐255.	
  
	
  
Collier,	
  Paul,	
  Anke	
  Hoeffler,	
  and	
  Måns	
  Söderbom.	
  "On	
  the	
  Duration	
  of	
  Civil	
  War."	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  
41,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2004):	
  253-­‐273.	
  

Conley-­‐Zilkic,	
  Bridget.	
  “Introduction.”	
  In	
  How	
  Mass	
  Atrocities	
  End:	
  Studies	
  from	
  Guatemala,	
  Burundi,	
  
Indonesia,	
  the	
  Sudans,	
  Bosnia-­‐Herzegovina,	
  and	
  Iraq.	
  Edited	
  by	
  Bridget	
  Conley-­‐Zilkic.	
  New	
  York:	
  Cambridge	
  
University	
  Press,	
  2016.	
  
	
  
Cronin-­‐Furman,	
  Kate.	
  “Managing	
  Expectations:	
  International	
  Criminal	
  Trials	
  and	
  the	
  Prospects	
  for	
  
Deterrence	
  of	
  Mass	
  Atrocity.”	
  International	
  Journal	
  of	
  Transitional	
  Justice	
  7,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2013):	
  434-­‐454.	
  
	
  
Cunningham,	
  Kathleen	
  Gallagher,	
  Kristin	
  M.	
  Bakke,	
  and	
  Lee	
  J.	
  M.	
  Seymour.	
  “Shirts	
  Today,	
  Skins	
  Tomorrow:	
  
Dual	
  Contests	
  and	
  the	
  Effects	
  of	
  Fragmentation	
  in	
  Self-­‐Determination	
  Disputes.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Conflict	
  
Resolution	
  56,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2012):	
  67-­‐93.	
  
	
  
Davenport,	
  Christian	
  and	
  Benjamin	
  Appel.	
  “Stopping	
  State	
  Repression:	
  An	
  Examination	
  of	
  Spells.”	
  
Unpublished	
  paper	
  presented	
  at	
  the	
  Annual	
  Meeting	
  of	
  the	
  American	
  Political	
  Science	
  Association	
  (2015).	
  
	
  
De	
  Greiff,	
  Pablo.	
  “A	
  Normative	
  Conception	
  of	
  Transitional	
  Justice.”	
  Politorbis	
  50,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2010):	
  17-­‐29.	
  
	
  
DeMerritt,	
  Jacqueline	
  H.R.	
  “International	
  Organizations	
  and	
  Government	
  Killing:	
  Does	
  Naming	
  and	
  
Shaming	
  Save	
  Lives?”	
  International	
  Interactions	
  38,	
  no.	
  5	
  (2012):	
  597-­‐621.	
  
	
  
DeMeritt,	
  Jacqueline	
  H.	
  R.	
  “Delegating	
  Death:	
  Military	
  Intervention	
  and	
  Government	
  Killing.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  
Conflict	
  Resolution	
  59,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2015):	
  428-­‐454.	
  
	
  
Dixon,	
  Jeffrey.	
  “Emerging	
  Consensus:	
  Results	
  from	
  the	
  Second	
  Wave	
  of	
  Statistical	
  Studies	
  on	
  Civil	
  War	
  
Termination.”	
  Civil	
  Wars	
  11,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2009):	
  121-­‐136.	
  

Downes,	
  Alexander	
  B.	
  "Desperate	
  Times,	
  Desperate	
  Measures:	
  The	
  Causes	
  of	
  Civilian	
  Victimization	
  in	
  War."	
  
International	
  Security	
  30,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2006):	
  152-­‐195.	
  

Doyle,	
  Michael	
  W.	
  and	
  Nicholas	
  Sambanis.	
  "International	
  Peacebuilding:	
  A	
  Theoretical	
  and	
  Quantitative	
  
Analysis."	
  American	
  Political	
  Science	
  Review	
  94,	
  no.	
  04	
  (2000):	
  779-­‐801.	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  34	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

Drezner,	
  Daniel.	
  “Sanctions	
  Sometimes	
  Smart:	
  Targeted	
  Sanctions	
  in	
  Theory	
  and	
  Practice.”	
  International	
  
Studies	
  Review	
  13,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2011):	
  96-­‐108.	
  
	
  
Drezner,	
  Daniel	
  W.	
  "Targeted	
  Sanctions	
  in	
  a	
  World	
  of	
  Global	
  Finance."	
  International	
  Interactions	
  41,	
  no.	
  4	
  
(2015):	
  755-­‐764.	
  
	
  
Dube,	
  Oeindrila	
  and	
  Suresh	
  Naidu.	
  “Bases,	
  Bullets	
  and	
  Ballot:	
  The	
  Effect	
  of	
  U.S.	
  Military	
  Aid	
  on	
  Political	
  
Conflict	
  in	
  Colombia.”	
  NBER	
  Working	
  Paper	
  No.	
  20213.	
  National	
  Bureau	
  of	
  Economic	
  Research,	
  2014.	
  
	
  
Elbadawi,	
  E.,	
  and	
  Nicholas	
  Sambanis.	
  "Why	
  Are	
  There	
  So	
  Many	
  Civil	
  Wars	
  in	
  Africa?	
  Understanding	
  and	
  
Preventing	
  Violent	
  Conflict."	
  Journal	
  of	
  African	
  Economies	
  9,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2000):	
  244-­‐269.	
  
	
  
Erickson,	
  Jennifer	
  L.	
  “Stopping	
  the	
  Legal	
  Flow	
  of	
  Weapons:	
  Compliance	
  with	
  Arms	
  Embargoes,	
  1981-­‐2004.”	
  
Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  50,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2013):	
  159-­‐174.	
  
	
  
Escribà-­‐Folch,	
  Abel.	
  “Economic	
  Sanctions	
  and	
  the	
  End	
  of	
  Civil	
  Conflicts.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  47,	
  no.	
  2	
  
(2010):	
  129-­‐141.	
  	
  
	
  
Esman,	
  Milton	
  J.,	
  and	
  Ronald	
  J.	
  Herring.	
  Carrots,	
  Sticks,	
  and	
  Ethnic	
  Conflict:	
  Rethinking	
  Development	
  
Assistance.	
  Ann	
  Arbor:	
  University	
  of	
  Michigan	
  Press,	
  2003.	
  
	
  
Fortna,	
  Virginia	
  Page	
  and	
  Lise	
  Morjé	
  Howard.	
  "Pitfalls	
  and	
  Prospects	
  in	
  the	
  Peacekeeping	
  Literature."	
  
Annual	
  Review	
  of	
  Political	
  Science	
  11	
  (2008):	
  283-­‐301.	
  
	
  
Fortna,	
  Virginia	
  Page.	
  “Inside	
  and	
  Out:	
  Peacekeeping	
  and	
  the	
  Duration	
  of	
  Peace	
  after	
  Civil	
  and	
  Interstate	
  
Wars.”	
  International	
  Studies	
  Review	
  5,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2003):	
  97-­‐114.	
  
	
  
Fruchart,	
  Damien,	
  Paul	
  Holtom,	
  Simeon	
  Wezeman,	
  Daniel	
  Strandow,	
  and	
  Peter	
  Wallensteen.	
  "United	
  
Nations	
  Arms	
  Embargoes."	
  Stockholm:	
  Stockholm	
  International	
  Peace	
  Research	
  Institute	
  (2007).	
  	
  
	
  
Gersony,	
  Robert.	
  “Summary	
  of	
  Mozambican	
  Refugee	
  Accounts	
  of	
  Principally	
  Conflict-­‐Related	
  Experience	
  
in	
  Mozambique.”	
  Washington,	
  D.C.:	
  U.S.	
  Department	
  of	
  State,	
  April	
  1998.	
  
	
  
Grace,	
  Rob,	
  and	
  Claude	
  Bruderlein.	
  "Building	
  Effective	
  Monitoring,	
  Reporting,	
  and	
  Fact-­‐Finding	
  
Mechanisms."	
  April	
  12,	
  2012.	
  Available	
  at	
  SSRN:	
  http://ssrn.com/abstract=2038854	
  or	
  
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2038854.	
  
	
  
Grossman,	
  Herschel	
  I.	
  "Foreign	
  Aid	
  and	
  Insurrection."	
  Defence	
  and	
  Peace	
  Economics	
  3,	
  no.	
  4	
  (1992):	
  275-­‐288.	
  
	
  
Hafner-­‐Burton,	
  Emilie	
  M.	
  "A	
  Social	
  Science	
  of	
  Human	
  Rights."	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  51,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2014):	
  
273-­‐28.	
  
	
  
Harff,	
  Barbara.	
  “No	
  Lessons	
  Learned	
  From	
  the	
  Holocaust?	
  Assessing	
  Risks	
  of	
  Genocide	
  and	
  Political	
  Mass	
  
Murder	
  since	
  1955.”	
  American	
  Political	
  Science	
  Review	
  97,	
  No.	
  1	
  (2003):	
  57-­‐73.	
  
	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  35	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

Heldt,	
  Birger.	
  “Mass	
  Atrocities	
  Early	
  Warning	
  Systems:	
  Data	
  Gathering,	
  Data	
  Verification	
  and	
  Other	
  
Challenges.”	
  March	
  25,	
  2012.	
  Available	
  at	
  SSRN:	
  http://ssrn.com/abstract=2028534	
  
orhttp://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2028534.	
  
	
  
Hufbauer,	
  Gary	
  C.,	
  Jeffrey	
  J.	
  Schott,	
  Kimberly	
  A.	
  Elliott	
  and	
  Barbara	
  Oegg.	
  Economic	
  Sanctions	
  
Reconsidered.	
  3rd	
  edition.	
  Washington,	
  D.C.:	
  Peterson	
  Institute	
  for	
  International	
  Economics,	
  2007.	
  	
  
	
  
Hultman,	
  Lisa	
  and	
  Dursun	
  Peksen.	
  “Successful	
  or	
  Counterproductive	
  Coercion?	
  The	
  Effect	
  of	
  International	
  
Sanctions	
  on	
  Conflict	
  Intensity.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Conflict	
  Resolution.	
  Published	
  online	
  before	
  print.	
  September	
  7,	
  
2015.	
  	
  
	
  
Hultman,	
  Lisa,	
  Jacob	
  D.	
  Kathman	
  and	
  Megan	
  Shannon.	
  “United	
  Nations	
  Peacekeeping	
  and	
  Civilian	
  
Protection	
  in	
  Civil	
  War.”	
  American	
  Journal	
  of	
  Political	
  Science	
  57,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2013):	
  875-­‐891.	
  
	
  
Hultman,	
  Lisa.	
  “Keeping	
  Peace	
  or	
  Spurring	
  Violence?	
  Unintended	
  Effects	
  of	
  Peace	
  Operations	
  on	
  Violence	
  
against	
  Civilians.”	
  Civil	
  Wars	
  12,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2010):	
  29-­‐46.	
  	
  
	
  
Hyndman,	
  Jennifer.	
  “Preventive,	
  Palliative,	
  or	
  Punitive?	
  Safe	
  Spaces	
  in	
  Bosnia-­‐Herzegovina,	
  Somalia,	
  and	
  
Sri	
  Lanka.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Refugee	
  Studies	
  16,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2003):	
  167-­‐185.	
  
	
  
Jo,	
  Hyeran	
  and	
  Beth	
  A.	
  Simmons.	
  “Can	
  the	
  International	
  Criminal	
  Court	
  Deter	
  Atrocity?”	
  December	
  18,	
  
2014.	
  	
  Available	
  at	
  SSRN:	
  http://ssrn.com/abstract=2552820.	
  
	
  
Kathman,	
  Jacob	
  and	
  Reed	
  Wood.	
  “Managing	
  Threat,	
  Cost,	
  and	
  Incentive	
  to	
  Kill:	
  The	
  Short-­‐	
  and	
  Long-­‐Term	
  
Effects	
  of	
  Intervention	
  in	
  Mass	
  Killings.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Conflict	
  Resolution	
  55,	
  no.	
  5	
  (2011):	
  735–760.	
  
	
  
Kim,	
  Hunjoon	
  and	
  Kathryn	
  Sikkink.	
  “Explaining	
  the	
  Deterrence	
  Effect	
  of	
  Human	
  Rights	
  Prosecutions	
  for	
  
Transitional	
  Countries.”	
  International	
  Studies	
  Quarterly	
  19,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2010):	
  939-­‐963.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Krain,	
  Matthew.	
  “The	
  Effects	
  of	
  Diplomatic	
  Sanctions	
  and	
  Engagement	
  on	
  the	
  Severity	
  of	
  Ongoing	
  
Genocides	
  or	
  Politicides.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Genocide	
  Research	
  16,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2014):	
  25-­‐53.	
  	
  
	
  
Krain,	
  Matthew.	
  “‘J’accuse!’	
  Does	
  Naming	
  and	
  Shaming	
  Perpetrators	
  Reduce	
  the	
  Severity	
  of	
  Genocides	
  or	
  
Politicides?”	
  International	
  Studies	
  Quarterly	
  56,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2012):	
  574-­‐589.	
  
	
  
Krain,	
  Matthew.	
  “International	
  Intervention	
  and	
  the	
  Severity	
  of	
  Genocides	
  and	
  Politicides.”	
  International	
  
Studies	
  Quarterly	
  49,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2005):	
  363-­‐387	
  
	
  
Kreutz,	
  Joakim.	
  “How	
  and	
  When	
  Armed	
  Conflicts	
  End:	
  Introducing	
  the	
  UCDP	
  Conflict	
  Termination	
  
Dataset.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  47,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2010):	
  243-­‐250.	
  
	
  
Krüger,	
  Julie,	
  Patrick	
  Ball,	
  Megan	
  E.	
  Price	
  and	
  Amelia	
  Hoover	
  Green.	
  “It	
  Doesn’t	
  Add	
  Up:	
  Methodological	
  
and	
  Policy	
  Implications	
  of	
  Conflicting	
  Casualty	
  Data.”	
  In	
  Counting	
  Civilian	
  Casualties:	
  An	
  Introduction	
  to	
  
Recording	
  and	
  Estimating	
  Nonmilitary	
  Deaths	
  in	
  Conflict,	
  edited	
  by	
  Taylor	
  Seybolt,	
  Jay	
  Aronson,	
  Baruch	
  
Fischhoff,	
  247-­‐264.	
  New	
  York:	
  Oxford	
  University	
  Press,	
  2015.	
  	
  
	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  36	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

Licklider,	
  Roy.	
  “The	
  Consequences	
  of	
  Negotiated	
  Settlements	
  in	
  Civil	
  Wars,	
  1945-­‐1993.”	
  The	
  American	
  
Political	
  Science	
  Review	
  89,	
  no.	
  3	
  (1995):	
  681-­‐690.	
  

Lopez,	
  George	
  A.	
  “Mobilizing	
  Economic	
  Sanctions	
  for	
  Preventing	
  Mass	
  Atrocities:	
  From	
  Targeting	
  Dictators	
  
to	
  Enablers.”	
  In	
  Reconstructing	
  Atrocity	
  Prevention,	
  edited	
  by	
  Sheri	
  Rosenberg,	
  Tibi	
  Galis	
  and	
  Alex	
  Zucker,	
  
379-­‐392.	
  New	
  York:	
  Cambridge	
  University	
  Press,	
  2015.	
  
	
  
Maller,	
  Tara.	
  “Diplomacy	
  Derailed:	
  The	
  Consequences	
  of	
  U.S.	
  Diplomatic	
  Disengagement.”	
  PhD	
  diss.,	
  
Massachusetts	
  Institute	
  of	
  Technology	
  2011.	
  http://hdl.handle.net/1721.1/68931.	
  	
  
	
  
McLoughlin,	
  Stephen.	
  The	
  Structural	
  Prevention	
  of	
  Mass	
  Atrocities:	
  Understanding	
  Risk	
  and	
  Resilience.	
  New	
  
York:	
  Routledge,	
  2014.	
  
	
  
Meernik,	
  James	
  D.,	
  Angela	
  Nichols,	
  and	
  Kimi	
  L.	
  King.	
  “The	
  Impact	
  of	
  International	
  Tribunals	
  and	
  Domestic	
  
Trials	
  on	
  Peace	
  and	
  Human	
  Rights	
  after	
  Civil	
  War.”	
  International	
  Studies	
  Perspectives	
  11,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2010):	
  309-­‐
334.	
  
	
  
Meernik,	
  James	
  D.	
  “Justice	
  and	
  Peace?	
  How	
  the	
  International	
  Criminal	
  Tribunal	
  Affects	
  Societal	
  Peace	
  in	
  
Bosnia.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  42,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2005):	
  271-­‐334.	
  	
  
	
  
Melander,	
  Erik.	
  “Selected	
  to	
  Go	
  Where	
  Murderers	
  Lurk?	
  The	
  Preventive	
  Effect	
  of	
  Peacekeeping	
  on	
  Mass	
  
Killings	
  of	
  Civilians.”	
  Conflict	
  Management	
  and	
  Peace	
  Science	
  26,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2009):	
  389-­‐406.	
  
	
  
Montgomery,	
  Tommie	
  Sue.	
  Revolution	
  in	
  El	
  Salvador:	
  From	
  Civil	
  Strife	
  to	
  Civil	
  Peace,	
  2nd	
  ed.	
  Boulder,	
  CO:	
  
Westview	
  Press,	
  1995.	
  
	
  
Moore,	
  Matthew.	
  “Arming	
  the	
  Embargoed:	
  A	
  Supply-­‐Side	
  Understanding	
  of	
  Arms	
  Embargo	
  Violations.”	
  
Journal	
  of	
  Conflict	
  Resolution	
  54,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2010):	
  593-­‐615.	
  
	
  
Nielsen,	
  Richard	
  A.,	
  Michael	
  G.	
  Findley,	
  Zachary	
  S.	
  Davis,	
  Tara	
  Candland,	
  and	
  Daniel	
  L.	
  Nielson.	
  “Foreign	
  Aid	
  
Shocks	
  as	
  a	
  Cause	
  of	
  Violent	
  Armed	
  Conflict.”	
  American	
  Journal	
  of	
  Political	
  Science	
  55,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2011):	
  219-­‐232.	
  
	
  
Olsen,	
  Tricia	
  D.,	
  Leigh	
  A.	
  Payne,	
  and	
  Andrew	
  G.	
  Reiter.	
  “The	
  Justice	
  Balance:	
  When	
  Transitional	
  Justice	
  
Improves	
  Human	
  Rights	
  and	
  Democracy.”	
  Human	
  Rights	
  Quarterly	
  32,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2010):	
  980-­‐1007.	
  
	
  
Orchard,	
  Phil.	
  “Revisiting	
  Humanitarian	
  Safe	
  Areas	
  for	
  Civilian	
  Protection.”	
  Global	
  Governance	
  20,	
  no.	
  1	
  
(2014a):	
  55-­‐75.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Orchard,	
  Phil.	
  “Reconsidering	
  Safe	
  Areas	
  as	
  a	
  Means	
  to	
  Protect	
  Civilians,”	
  R2P	
  Brief	
  4,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2014b)	
  
University	
  of	
  Queensland.	
  
	
  
Peceny,	
  Mark	
  and	
  William	
  D.	
  Stanley.	
  “Counterinsurgency	
  in	
  El	
  Salvador.”	
  Politics	
  &	
  Society	
  38,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2010):	
  
67-­‐94.	
  
	
  
Peksen,	
  Dursun.	
  “Does	
  Foreign	
  Military	
  Intervention	
  Help	
  Human	
  Rights?”	
  Political	
  Research	
  Quarterly	
  65,	
  
no.	
  3	
  (2012):	
  558-­‐571.	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  37	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

	
  
	
  
Peksen,	
  Dursun.	
  “Better	
  or	
  Worse?	
  The	
  Effect	
  of	
  Economic	
  Sanctions	
  on	
  Human	
  Rights.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  
Research	
  46,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2009):	
  59-­‐77.	
  
	
  
Pettersson,	
  Therése	
  and	
  Peter	
  Wallensteen.	
  “Armed	
  Conflicts,	
  1946	
  –	
  2014.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  52,	
  
no.	
  4	
  (2015):	
  536-­‐550.	
  	
  
	
  
Portela,	
  Clara.	
  “The	
  EU's	
  Use	
  of	
  'Targeted'	
  Sanctions:	
  Evaluating	
  Effectiveness.”	
  CEPS	
  Working	
  Documents	
  
391	
  (2014).	
  Available	
  at:	
  http://ssrn.com/abstract=2410783.	
  	
  
	
  
Posen,	
  Barry	
  R.	
  “Military	
  Responses	
  to	
  Refugee	
  Disasters.”	
  International	
  Security	
  21,	
  no.	
  1	
  (1996):	
  72-­‐111.	
  
	
  
Raymond,	
  Dwight,	
  Cliff	
  Bernath,	
  Don	
  Braum,	
  and	
  Ken	
  Zurcher.	
  Mass	
  Atrocity	
  Prevention	
  and	
  Response	
  
Options	
  (MAPRO):	
  A	
  Policy	
  Planning	
  Handbook.	
  Carlisle,	
  PA:	
  Army	
  War	
  College	
  U.S.	
  Army	
  Peacekeeping	
  and	
  
Stability	
  Operations	
  Institute,	
  2012.	
  
	
  
Regan,	
  Patrick	
  M.	
  and	
  M.	
  Scott	
  Meachum.	
  “Data	
  on	
  Interventions	
  During	
  Periods	
  of	
  Political	
  Instability.”	
  
Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  51,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2014):	
  127–135.	
  

Regan,	
  Patrick	
  M.,	
  Richard	
  W.	
  Frank	
  and	
  Aysegul	
  Aydin.	
  “Diplomatic	
  Interventions	
  and	
  Civil	
  War:	
  A	
  New	
  
Dataset.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  46,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2009):	
  135-­‐146.	
  
	
  
Regan,	
  Patrick	
  M.	
  and	
  Aysegul	
  Aydin.	
  2006.	
  “Diplomacy	
  and	
  Other	
  Forms	
  of	
  Intervention	
  in	
  Civil	
  Wars.”	
  
Journal	
  of	
  Conflict	
  Resolution	
  50,	
  no.	
  5	
  (2006):	
  736-­‐756.	
  
	
  
Regan,	
  Patrick	
  M.	
  “Third-­‐party	
  Interventions	
  and	
  the	
  Duration	
  of	
  Intrastate	
  Conflicts.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Conflict	
  
Resolution	
  46,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2002):	
  55-­‐73.	
  

Robins,	
  Simon.	
  “Mapping	
  a	
  Future	
  for	
  Transitional	
  Justice	
  by	
  Learning	
  from	
  Its	
  Past.”	
  International	
  Journal	
  
of	
  Transitional	
  Justice	
  9,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2015):	
  181–190.	
  

Shin,	
  Geiguen,	
  Seung-­‐Whan	
  Choi	
  and	
  Shali	
  Luo.	
  “Do	
  Economic	
  Sanctions	
  Impair	
  Target	
  Economies?”	
  
International	
  Political	
  Science	
  Review.	
  Published	
  online	
  before	
  print.	
  June	
  29,	
  2015,	
  doi:	
  
10.1177/0192512115590203.	
  	
  
	
  
Shirkey,	
  Zachary	
  C.	
  	
  “When	
  and	
  How	
  Many:	
  The	
  Effects	
  of	
  Third	
  Party	
  Joining	
  on	
  Casualties	
  and	
  Duration	
  in	
  
Interstate	
  Wars.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  49,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2012):	
  321-­‐334.	
  
	
  
Sikkink,	
  Kathryn.	
  The	
  Justice	
  Cascade:	
  How	
  Human	
  Rights	
  Prosecutions	
  Are	
  Changing	
  World	
  Politics.	
  New	
  
York:	
  WW	
  Norton	
  &	
  Company,	
  2011.	
  
	
  
Sikkink,	
  Kathryn	
  and	
  Carrie	
  Booth	
  Walling.	
  “The	
  Impact	
  of	
  Human	
  Rights	
  Trials	
  in	
  Latin	
  America.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  
Peace	
  Research	
  44,	
  no	
  4	
  (2007):	
  427-­‐445.	
  	
  
	
  
Slim,	
  Hugo.	
  “Dithering	
  over	
  Darfur?	
  A	
  Preliminary	
  Review	
  of	
  the	
  International	
  Response.”	
  International	
  
Affairs	
  80,	
  no.	
  5	
  (2004):	
  811-­‐828.	
  	
  	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  38	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

	
  
Smith,	
  Claire	
  Q.	
  “Indonesia:	
  Two	
  Different	
  Civil	
  Wars,	
  Two	
  Different	
  Endings.”	
  In	
  How	
  Mass	
  Atrocities	
  End:	
  
Studies	
  from	
  Guatemala,	
  Burundi,	
  Indonesia,	
  the	
  Sudans,	
  Bosnia-­‐Herzegovina,	
  and	
  Iraq.	
  Edited	
  by	
  Bridget	
  
Conley-­‐Zilkic.	
  New	
  York:	
  Cambridge	
  University	
  Press,	
  2016.	
  
	
  
Snyder,	
  Jack	
  and	
  Leslie	
  Vinjamuri.	
  “Trials	
  and	
  Errors:	
  Principle	
  and	
  Pragmatism	
  in	
  Strategies	
  of	
  
International	
  Justice.”	
  International	
  Security	
  28,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2003):	
  5-­‐44.	
  
	
  
Souaré,	
  Issaka	
  K.	
  “The	
  African	
  Union	
  as	
  a	
  Norm	
  Entrepreneur	
  on	
  Military	
  Coups	
  d’Etat	
  in	
  Africa	
  (1952–2012):	
  
An	
  Empirical	
  Assessment.”	
  The	
  Journal	
  of	
  Modern	
  African	
  Studies	
  52,	
  no.	
  01	
  (2014):	
  69-­‐94.	
  
	
  
Souaré,	
  Isaaka.	
  “The	
  AU	
  and	
  the	
  Challenge	
  of	
  Unconstitutional	
  Changes	
  of	
  Government	
  in	
  Africa.”	
  ISS	
  
Paper	
  197.	
  Institute	
  for	
  Security	
  Studies,	
  August	
  2009.	
  Available	
  at:	
  
https://www.issafrica.org/uploads/P197.PDF.	
  
	
  
Stephan,	
  Maria	
  J.	
  and	
  Erica	
  Chenoweth.	
  “Why	
  Civil	
  Resistance	
  Works:	
  The	
  Strategic	
  Logic	
  of	
  Nonviolent	
  
Conflict.”	
  International	
  Security	
  33,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2008):	
  7-­‐44.	
  	
  
	
  
Straus,	
  Scott.	
  Making	
  and	
  Unmaking	
  Nations:	
  War,	
  Leadership,	
  and	
  Genocide	
  in	
  Modern	
  Africa.	
  Ithaca:	
  Cornell	
  
University	
  Press,	
  2015.	
  
	
  
Thoms,	
  Oscar,	
  James	
  Ron,	
  and	
  Roland	
  Paris.	
  “State	
  Level	
  Effects	
  of	
  Transitional	
  Justice:	
  What	
  Do	
  We	
  
Know?”	
  International	
  Journal	
  of	
  Transitional	
  Justice	
  4,	
  no.	
  3	
  (2010):	
  329-­‐354.	
  
	
  
Tierney,	
  Dominic.	
  “Irrelevant	
  or	
  Malevolent?	
  UN	
  Arms	
  Embargoes	
  in	
  Civil	
  Wars.”	
  Review	
  of	
  International	
  
Studies	
  31,	
  no.	
  04	
  (2005):	
  645-­‐664.	
  

Toft,	
  Monica.	
  Securing	
  the	
  Peace:	
  The	
  Durable	
  Settlement	
  of	
  Civil	
  Wars.	
  Princeton,	
  NJ:	
  Princeton	
  University	
  
Press,	
  2010.	
  

Tourinho,	
  Marcos.	
  “Towards	
  a	
  World	
  Police?	
  The	
  Implications	
  of	
  Individual	
  UN	
  Targeted	
  Sanctions.”	
  
International	
  Affairs	
  91,	
  no.	
  6	
  (2015):	
  1399-­‐1412.	
  	
  

Ulfelder,	
  Jay.	
  “Forecasting	
  Onsets	
  of	
  Mass	
  Killing.”	
  May	
  4,	
  2012.	
  Available	
  at	
  
SSRN:http://ssrn.com/abstract=2056306	
  or	
  http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2056306.	
  
	
  
Ulfelder,	
  Jay	
  and	
  Benjamin	
  Valentino.	
  “Assessing	
  Risks	
  of	
  State-­‐sponsored	
  Mass	
  Killing.”	
  February	
  1,	
  2008.	
  
http://ssrn.com/abstract=1703426	
  or	
  http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1703426.	
  
	
  
Uvin,	
  Peter.	
  Aiding	
  Violence:	
  The	
  Development	
  Enterprise	
  in	
  Rwanda.	
  West	
  Hartford:	
  Kumarian	
  Press,	
  1998.	
  	
  
	
  
Valentino,	
  Benjamin.	
  Final	
  Solutions:	
  Mass	
  Killing	
  and	
  Genocide	
  in	
  the	
  Twentieth	
  Century.	
  Ithaca:	
  Cornell	
  
University	
  Press,	
  2004.	
  	
  
	
  
Valentino,	
  Benjamin,	
  Paul	
  Huth,	
  and	
  Dylan	
  Balch-­‐Lindsay.	
  “‘Draining	
  the	
  Sea’:	
  Mass	
  Killing	
  and	
  Guerilla	
  
Warfare.”	
  International	
  Organization.	
  58,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2004):	
  375-­‐407.	
  
	
  



Assessing	
  the	
  Anti-­‐Atrocity	
  Toolbox	
  Occasional	
  Paper	
  	
  	
  	
  39	
  
	
  

	
  February	
  2016	
  

Vines,	
  Alex.	
  “Review	
  Article:	
  The	
  Effectiveness	
  of	
  UN	
  and	
  EU	
  Sanctions:	
  Lessons	
  for	
  the	
  Twenty-­‐first	
  
Century.”	
  International	
  Affairs	
  88,	
  no.	
  4	
  (2012):	
  867-­‐877.	
  
	
  
Wallensteen,	
  Peter	
  and	
  Isak	
  Svensson.	
  “Talking	
  Peace:	
  International	
  Mediation	
  in	
  Armed	
  Conflict.”	
  Journal	
  
of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  51,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2014):	
  315-­‐327.	
  
	
  
Wallensteen,	
  Peter,	
  and	
  Helena	
  Grusell.	
  “Targeting	
  the	
  Right	
  Targets?	
  The	
  UN	
  Use	
  of	
  Individual	
  Sanctions.”	
  
Global	
  Governance:	
  A	
  Review	
  of	
  Multilateralism	
  and	
  International	
  Organizations	
  18,	
  no.	
  2	
  (2012):	
  207-­‐230.	
  
	
  
Wallensteen,	
  Peter	
  and	
  C.	
  Staibano.	
  International	
  Sanctions:	
  Between	
  Words	
  and	
  War	
  in	
  the	
  Global	
  System.	
  
Routledge:	
  New	
  York,	
  2005.	
  
	
  
Welsh,	
  Jennifer	
  M.	
  and	
  Serena	
  K.	
  Sharma.	
  “Operationalizing	
  the	
  Responsibility	
  to	
  Protect.”	
  Policy	
  Brief.	
  
Oxford,	
  UK:	
  Oxford	
  Institute	
  for	
  Ethics,	
  Law	
  and	
  Armed	
  Conflict,	
  2012.	
  
	
  
Wood,	
  Reed	
  M.,	
  Jacob	
  D.	
  Kathman,	
  and	
  Stephen	
  Gent.	
  “Armed	
  Intervention	
  and	
  Violence	
  Against	
  Civilians	
  
in	
  Intrastate	
  Conflicts.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Peace	
  Research	
  49,	
  no.	
  5	
  (2012):	
  647-­‐60.	
  
	
  
Ziemke,	
  Jen.	
  “Turn	
  and	
  Burn:	
  Loss	
  Dynamics	
  &	
  Civilian	
  Targeting	
  in	
  the	
  Angolan	
  War.”	
  Journal	
  of	
  Economics	
  
&	
  Politics	
  20,	
  no.	
  1	
  (2012):	
  18-­‐36.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  


