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Japanese Army developed neither a coherent doctrine nor detailed tactics for
landmine use.

The proposed framework conceptualises restraint as the outcome of a
normatively framed cost-benefit calculation with three interrelated components:
the drivers, which encompass the perceived benefits of violence and costs of
restraint; the brakes, which reflect the perceived costs of violence and benefits of
restraint; and the norms, which provide the moral and social context shaping
expectations of appropriate behaviour.

In each essay, I foreground specific components of this framework. In Essay
I, examine a key driver of restraint, namely legitimacy-seeking behaviour of non-
state armed groups. Essay Il addresses both the benefits and costs of violence by
analysing the tactical utility of landmines as defensive weapons and the strategic
costs arising from civilian victimisation and resistance. Essay III continues this
focus on the benefits and costs of violence, exploring the tactical utility of
landmines alongside the logistical and coordination costs involved, while also
considering the norms governing landmine use. Finally, Essay IV moves beyond
landmines and non-state armed groups to theorise restraint behaviour more
broadly, focusing on the drivers and norms of restraint, as well as the material
factors that can contribute to reduced levels of violence.
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Methodological approach

The four essays employ different methodological approaches, depending on their
analytical focus and research questions. Together, they combine qualitative and
quantitative methods, including comparative case studies, subnational statistical and
spatial analysis, and conceptual theory-building. This multi-method design allows the
dissertation to examine restraint across different levels of analysis, linking detailed
qualitative evidence with broader empirical patterns.

Qualitative comparisons are well suited to studying complex phenomena such
as restraint in the use of violence. They capture incentives, nuanced practices, and
contextual influences that are difficult to observe through large-N data alone (e.g.
George & Bennett, 2005; Gerring, 2017). In Essays I and III, cross-case comparisons
help assess competing explanations for variation in landmine use, while within-case
comparisons help identify causal mechanisms explaining why restraint emerges in
some contexts but not others. The fieldwork conducted for Essay Il strengthens this
approach by helping to assess existing explanations and identify additional factors
that may not be visible in existing datasets or secondary sources.

Essay II complements this approach by examining spatial minelaying patterns
at the subnational level. Using geospatial data, it evaluates whether territorial
indicators of civilian support and community organisation correlate with observable
measures of restraint. Although statistical models cannot directly observe decision-
making within armed groups, they can assess whether patterns suggested by
qualitative evidence appear systematically across a larger number of observations.
Essay IV then uses conceptual analysis and theory-building to synthesise insights
from the theory-driven empirical essays. It abstracts the distinction between drivers,
brakes, and norms into a broader account of instrumental, normative, and material
rationales for limited violence, and specifies how restraint varies across repertoires,
actors, levels of analysis, time, and space.

Several methodological considerations are central to the dissertation. First,
because the dissertation seeks to explain variation in restraint, a key challenge lies in
ruling out alternative explanations. The essays address this challenge through
strategic case selection and comparative analysis. The cases were selected to ensure
variation in landmine use and restraint while holding relevant contextual factors
reasonably constant. Their value lies not only in the individual essays, but also in their
broader leverage for theory-building about restraint in armed conflict.

More broadly, the dissertation does not seek statistical generalisation from a
representative sample of conflicts, but analytic generalisation through theory-
building from strategically selected cases (George & Bennett, 2005; Gerring, 2017).
Colombia and the Philippines were chosen not because they are representative of
armed conflict in general, but because they offer strong leverage for identifying
mechanisms of restraint in landmine use among non-state armed groups. Both
display substantial variation in how landmines were used, restricted, or avoided,
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enabling comparison across armed groups, organisational forms, and local conflict
environments. The findings therefore identify mechanisms and scope conditions that
may travel to other conflicts where non-state armed groups face similar trade-offs
between military utility, civilian support, legitimacy, and organisational capacity.

A second methodological consideration concerns the measurement of restraint.
Because restraint concerns the limitation of violence rather than its absence, it cannot
be captured by a single observable indicator. The essays therefore operationalise
restraint through several empirical dimensions of landmine use. These include the
types of devices employed, targeting practices, the placement of landmines relative to
civilian objects, and the precautionary measures taken to reduce civilian harm. In
Essay 1], restraint is also measured through spatial indicators, including the distance
between minefields and populated areas, schools, clinics, and roads, as well as civilian
mine accidents, used as a proxy for information-sharing between non-state armed
groups and local populations. In addition, I use unilateral declarations, statements,
and manuals, whenever available, to corroborate these patterns of landmine use. This
use of multiple indicators captures different manifestations of restraint while
maintaining conceptual consistency across the essays.

A third consideration concerns data limitations and attribution. Data on
landmine use are often incomplete, and it can be difficult to establish which actor was
responsible for laying specific minefields. This is partly because conflict parties rarely
want to be publicly associated with minelaying, given its strong stigma and the risks
it poses to civilians. Moreover, the timing of landmine emplacement is frequently
uncertain. These challenges are addressed through triangulation across academic
literature, reports from international and non-governmental organisations, archival
material, interviews, and geospatial datasets on landmine contamination. Combining
these sources allows the analysis to cross-check information and reconstruct patterns
of landmine use as reliably as possible.

Finally, collecting and interpreting qualitative material raises methodological
challenges related to bias and reliability. Interviewees may provide incomplete or
strategically framed accounts, particularly when discussing sensitive issues related to
armed conflict. To mitigate these challenges, interview material is triangulated with
documentary and archival sources wherever possible. Ethical considerations were
also central to the research process, particularly in relation to informed consent,
confidentiality, and the safety of both participants and the researcher. Interviews
were conducted using semi-structured formats, allowing comparable information to
be collected while leaving room for new insights to emerge.

Together, these methodological choices allow the dissertation to analyse restraint
from multiple perspectives, combining qualitative depth with broader empirical
coverage and linking empirical findings to inductive theory development.
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Presentation of the essays

In this section, I briefly present each essay in turn. Table | summarises the main
argument and research design of each essay.

Essay | Rebels against mines?

Essay I, “Rebels against mines? Legitimacy and restraint on landmine use in the
Philippines” (Garbino, 2023b), examines why rebel groups vary in their restraint
on landmine use despite the weapon’s tactical appeal in asymmetric warfare. I
argue that how rebels exercise restraint depends on the audience from which
they seek legitimacy: local communities, the national government, or
international actors. The essay uses a qualitative most-similar systems design,
comparing three Philippine insurgent groups: the Moro Islamic Liberation Front
(MILF), Abu Sayyaf Group (ASG), and the Communist Party of the Philippines’
New People’s Army (NPA). The cases allow for both cross- and within-group
comparisons, while holding several contextual factors broadly constant,
including military asymmetry vis-a-vis the state, geography, demographics, and
legal frameworks. The findings reveal significant variation. The MILF largely
renounced anti-personnel mines, justified this stance through Islamic principles,
and later formalised it through a Geneva Call commitment. This pattern is
consistent with its reliance on community support, negotiations with the state,
and engagement with international sponsors. The NPA, by contrast, employed
landmines against government forces but claimed restraint through selective use
and internal regulations. ASG displayed minimal restraint, using landmines and
IEDs indiscriminately against civilians. Theoretically, the essay refines the
concept of restraint and operationalises it through the choice of means and
methods of warfare and the principles of distinction, proportionality, and
precaution. It shows that legitimacy-seeking behaviour shapes not only whether
but how restraint is exercised, varying according to audience expectations.
Methodologically, it demonstrates the value of fine-grained, qualitative
comparison beyond large-N studies, capturing “in-between” patterns of restraint.
Policy-wise, the essay underscores that humanitarian engagement with non-state
actors must be tailored to their legitimacy strategies, as appeals to communities,
governments, or international norms yield distinct outcomes.
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Essay Il Securing support, avoiding harm?

Essay II, “Securing support, avoiding harm? Civilian support, community
organisation, and rebel landmine use in Colombia” (Garbino, forthcoming),
addresses the tension rebels face between relying on civilian support and
exposing those same populations to harm. I argue that guerrillas are more likely
to lay minefields in supportive areas for tactical reasons, but they should employ
landmines more restrictively in these locations to avoid civilian victimisation.
Furthermore, stronger, better organised communities may resist and push armed
groups to exercise restraint, especially by distancing landmines from settlements
and other key civilian infrastructure. The research design combines quantitative
and qualitative methods. Using a largely untapped subnational dataset of
georeferenced minefields from Colombia’s national mine action programme, the
analysis centres on Colombia’s 1,122 municipalities. Findings show that
guerrillas - i.e. the FARC-EP and the National Liberation Army (ELN) - indeed laid
more and larger minefields in areas with greater leftist support. However,
popular support by itself was not associated with more restrained landmine use.
Instead, restraint was more strongly linked to community organisation.
Municipalities with more community action boards had minefields located
farther from populated areas and suffered fewer civilian casualties. Theoretically,
the article bridges literatures on rebel tactics, civilian victimisation, rebel
governance, and civilian agency, showing that restraint is not just about lowering
violence but about spatially selective application of it. Methodologically, it
operationalises restraint based on spatial features and demonstrates the
potential of demining data for conflict research. Policy-wise, it highlights the
importance of community capacity in shaping rebel behaviour and points to
avenues for civilian protection and more effective mine clearance.

Essay lll  “It wasn’t because of human rights”

Essay III, “It wasn’t because of human rights:" exploring the limited use of
landmines by Colombian paramilitary groups” (Garbino, 2024), investigates why
the Colombian right-wing paramilitary umbrella organisation, the United Self-
Defence Forces of Colombia (AUC), notorious for its brutal violence, rarely
employed landmines. This poses a puzzle given the ubiquity of landmines among
Colombian guerrillas and the AUC’s tacit, and at times explicit, government
support. In this article, I complement legitimacy- and reputation-based
explanations of restraint by focusing on tactical utility, inherent costs, and
normative biases. The research design combines comparative case studies and
congruence testing. First, I contrast the AUC’s behaviour regarding minelaying
with that of guerrilla groups, namely the FARC-EP and the ELN, which are prolific
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landmine users. Second, I examine 19 AUC factions to explore within-group
variation, focusing on the instances in which some factions occasionally used
landmines. The analysis is based on 48 semi-structured interviews and extensive
archival materials from the transitional justice process. The findings suggest that
tactical utility was the primary reason for the non-use of landmines. Unlike the
guerrillas who needed landmines to offset military inferiority and protect remote
camps, the AUC often fought peer or weaker adversaries, operated in urban areas,
and relied on spectacular violence rather than landmines for coercion. The
inherent logistical and coordination costs of manufacturing and employing
landmines, however, reinforced this pattern. Improvised mine production posed
high risks to AUC fighters, and treating injured fighters was costly. Normative
biases also mattered, as landmines were stigmatised as a “guerrilla” or “terrorist”
weapon. They were inconsistent with the AUC’s self-image as protectors of
civilians. Nevertheless, some factions used landmines defensively, to harass
guerrillas, or to prevent displaced civilians from returning to their property. The
article contributes theoretically by expanding restraint scholarship beyond
legitimacy, highlighting practical and organisational constraints on violence, as
well as amoral normative drivers of restraint. Methodologically, it shows the
value of disaggregating forms of violence and examining material constraints
rather than assuming instrumental or moral self-restraint. For policy, the findings
caution against over-reliance on normative advocacy, suggesting that appeals to
tactical inefficiency and cost may resonate more with violent actors.

EssaylV  Towards a theory of restraint in armed
conflict

Essay IV, “Towards a theory of restraint in armed conflict” (Garbino, unpublished
manuscript), examines what restraint is, what drives it, and how it varies across
different dimensions. While recent scholarship has made important progress in
identifying the drivers and mechanisms of restraint, the concept itself remains
analytically underdeveloped, often being conflated with low levels of violence or
legal compliance. The essay develops a two-dimensional framework for
understanding limitations on violence, distinguishing among underlying
instrumental, normative, or material rationales and between contingent and
embedded forms. This yields six ideal types: calculated restraint, institutionalised
restraint, principled restraint, internalised restraint, incidental constraint, and
systemic constraint. Drawing on strategic theory, international humanitarian law,
and scholarship on political violence, the essay argues that violence may be
limited not only through deliberate self-restraint, but also through institutional
arrangements, socialisation, and material conditions that shape what actors do in
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practice. Through illustrations ranging from Ancient Greece and Medieval Europe
to Vietnam and Gaza, from child soldiers and sexual violence to landmines and
nuclear weapons, and from state militaries and right-wing extremist groups to
revolutionary insurgencies and jihadist movements, the essay shows that
restraint and constraint vary across repertoires, organisational levels, and
contexts. In doing so, it offers a unified analytical framework for explaining and
observing how violence is limited in armed conflicts beyond landmines and non-
state armed groups.
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Conclusion

This dissertation’s main contribution is to advance our understanding of restraint
in armed conflict by showing how restraint is exercised, rather than whether it
occurs or how much of it is present. More specifically, | make four contributions
to the broader study of violence and restraint.

First, [ show that restraint is exercised through choices of means and
methods of warfare, the definition and selection of targets, and the concrete
application of violence in particular times and places in ways intended to limit
unnecessary harm. Restraint is also expressed through precautionary measures
designed to reduce or mitigate the unwanted effects of violence. To be sure, the
literature on violence against civilians has already developed related arguments,
including work on repertoires of violence and their drivers (e.g. Gutiérrez-Sanin
& Wood, 2017; Hoover Green, 2018; Di Salvatore et al., 2022), as well as studies
explaining variation in violence across space (e.g. Kalyvas, 2006; de la Calle, 2017;
Gutiérrez Sanin, 2022; Welsh, 2023) and time (e.g. Ron, 2000; Straus, 2012, 2015;
Jackson, 2021; Nong & Wu, 2024). My contribution is to place restraint, rather
than violence, at the centre of the analysis and to conceptualise it in a more
comprehensive way by examining its different dimensions together.

Second, and relatedly, the dissertation shows not only that violence and
restraint can coexist, but also that restraint may at times also enable violence. In
Essay II, for example, I argue that popular support for Colombian guerrillas
encouraged greater localised violence, in this case through the use of landmines,
while community organisation and resistance in these same areas also promoted
some forms of restraint. Similar arguments appear in the existing literature.
Stanton (2016), for instance, shows how incentives for restraint shape how
armed actors target civilians. More recently, Thomas Gregory (2025) argues that
the US and coalition framing of casualty reduction as a strategic objective in
Afghanistan ultimately enabled the continued use of violence by further
legitimising civilian harm as acceptable collateral damage. My contribution is to
examine a particular form of violence, namely the use of landmines and similar
explosive devices, and to analyse in greater detail how restraint shapes the
combination, substitution, and use of different means and methods of warfare.

Third, I show that restraint and constraints are closely intertwined in
practice. Armed actors limit violence both by choice and because of limited
capability, and material constraints can reinforce, enable, or even substitute for
instrumental or normative rationales for restraint over time. Although previous
research has widely recognised capability as a factor that shapes and limits
violence, it is often treated as a background condition or opportunity structure
(e.g. Kalyvas, 2006; Humphreys & Weinstein, 2006; Weinstein, 2007). In Essays
III and IV in particular, I conceptualise restraint and constraint as distinct but
interacting logics that limit violence, and I show how their interaction helps
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explain observed patterns of violence and non-violence. For instance, the anti-
personnel mine ban illustrates how restraint can become a constraint. Moral
advocacy helped generate principled restraint, while governments adopted the
ban partly for instrumental reasons. Militaries then institutionalised non-use
through stockpile destruction, doctrine, and training. For soldiers who are
neither issued these weapons nor trained to use them, abstaining from their use
is no longer meaningfully a matter of restraint. It becomes an embedded
constraint.

This dissertation advances the literature on political violence by
reconceptualising restraint as a multidimensional phenomenon in its own right,
rather than a residual category of compliance or strategy. In particular, it shows
how restraint emerges from the interaction of instrumental, normative, and
material rationales. It departs from prevailing definitions of restraint as purely
deliberate self-limitation (cf. Terry & McQuinn, 2018; McQuinn et al,, 2021) by
allowing for both intentional and unintentional mechanisms, such as
organisational routines and embedded norms, to generate restraint. Building on
this, the dissertation develops a typology that distinguishes between different
rationales and degrees of embeddedness, thereby clarifying variation in how
violence is limited across contexts and over time. It also makes a methodological
and analytical contribution by focusing on the technical and tactical dimensions
of violence. This fine-grained perspective enables more diverse and precise
operationalisations of restraint by identifying observable indicators.

This dissertation opens several avenues for future research by
conceptualising restraint as a multidimensional and varied phenomenon
embedded in the practice of violence. First, although the dissertation
distinguishes between different forms of restraint, it specifies and systematically
tests only a limited number of mechanisms that produce restraint behaviour. It
therefore leaves several other possible processes through which restraint
emerges, interacts, and changes over time open to further investigation. Greater
attention should be given to how contingent forms of restraint become
institutionalised or internalised, as well as to the conditions under which
embedded forms of restraint erode under strategic or organisational pressure.
This question is especially salient in light of the current erosion of the norm
prohibiting anti-personnel mines.

Relatedly, the temporal dynamics of restraint deserve more systematic
attention. The findings presented here suggest that restraint is not static, but
varies across phases of conflict, stages of organisational development, and shifts
in the strategic environment. Future studies could examine the durability and
reversibility of different forms of restraint and identify the factors that sustain or
weaken them over time. This includes exploring how shocks, such as leadership
changes, battlefield losses, or external intervention, reshape patterns of restraint.
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Likewise, more research is needed to unpack the relationship between
different levels of analysis. Future work could examine how individual norms and
dispositions are translated into organisational practices, how doctrine and
command structures shape behaviour on the ground, and where such processes
break down. Bridging micro-, meso-, and macro-level explanations would
contribute to a more integrated understanding of how restraint is produced and
reproduced in armed conflict.

Furthermore, the framework developed here invites a broader examination
of restraint across different repertoires of violence. Future research could
examine patterns of substitution and complementarity across types of violence,
exploring how restraint in one domain may coexist with, or even enable,
escalation in another. This would deepen our understanding of how armed actors
prioritise and sequence different forms of violence.

Finally, the framework advanced in this dissertation lends itself to
application beyond the empirical domains examined here. Essay IV has already
begun this extension by applying the framework beyond landmines and non-state
armed groups, but much more remains to be done. Future research could extend
the analysis of restraint to other types of armed actors, including state militaries,
militias, and criminal organisations. It could also examine restraint across other
means and methods of warfare, ranging from torture, cluster munitions, and
incendiary weapons to emerging domains such as cyber operations, artificial
intelligence (e.g. Erskine & Davis, 2025), and autonomous weapon systems.
Regarding landmines in particular, it would be especially valuable to broaden the
contextual scope, particularly as landmines have re-emerged, at least in some
narratives, as a weapon of renewed importance in interstate conflicts.

The research presented here points to three main implications for policy
and practice, particularly for those seeking to promote greater restraint in armed
conflict. Simply put, a better understanding of the dynamics of restraint can help
policymakers and practitioners scrutinise the behaviour of different armed
actors, identify both the potential benefits of restraint and the costs of violence,
which may vary across levels of analysis and across different means and methods
of warfare, and develop more effective strategies for limiting violence.

Throughout the different essays, | have put forward specific arguments for
restraint that may inform such interventions. First, these arguments speak
directly to armed actors themselves, including state forces. As debates around
“courageous restraint” have shown (Felter & Shapiro, 2017), holding back
violence can be as much a strategic asset as a humanitarian and legal imperative.
Policymakers should therefore see restraint not as a constraint but as a resource,
i.e. a means of strengthening legitimacy, building alliances, and avoiding
counterproductive cycles of violence. Relatedly, my findings highlight the
potential value of pragmatic engagement with armed groups (Garbino, 2025a,
2025b). Even the most brutal organisations may avoid certain weapons not out
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of humanitarian concern but because of tactical limitations, logistical costs, or
internal norms. This opens opportunities for engagement beyond legal and moral
appeals.’® Humanitarian actors and policymakers should integrate arguments
about tactical inefficacy, risks of self-harm, and reputational or logistical costs
into their dialogue with armed actors. These practical frames may resonate more
strongly than abstract references to law.

Similarly, traditional humanitarian norms, such as the protection of the
innocent, the land, and the body, remain powerful levers for influencing
behaviour (Garbino & Bolton, 2023). These norms are deeply embedded in
cultural and religious doctrines and have, in several cases, contributed to global
norm-making itself. Humanitarian diplomacy should therefore take seriously the
local ethical frameworks that armed actors and communities already recognise,
rather than treating them as secondary to international law. At the same time,
policymakers must remain cautious of inadvertently reinforcing stigmas or
inequalities when evoking such traditions.

Finally, measuring restraint alongside violence should become standard
practice. As I have suggested, restraint can be assessed against humanitarian
norms, namely the choice of means and methods, distinction, proportionality, and
precaution (Garbino, 2023a). This approach enables humanitarian actors and
policymakers to identify not only violations (cf. Davies et al., 2025) but also
spaces where pressure, engagement, or support may reinforce existing limits on
violence. Such measurement can sharpen early-warning systems and better
inform negotiations with armed groups.

10 Including in ongoing debates about the assumed military utility of anti-personnel mines (e.g. Garbino & Vaarakallio, 2025;
Garbino & Anctil Avoine, 2026a, 2026b, 2026¢).
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ABSTRACT

Rebels have become the most prolific users of landmines but still
display significant variation in how they employ and restrict the
weapon’s use. This article argues that how rebels exercise restraint
on landmine use depends on which audiences they rely on most.
In a comparative case study of three Philippine rebel groups—the
Moro Islamic Liberation Front, the Abu Sayyaf Group, and the New
People’s Army—this article highlights three main findings. First,
rebels reliant on voluntary compliance from local communities are
more likely to limit the effects of landmines on their perceived con-
stituency. Second, when rebels have conciliatory relations with the
government, they are more likely to comply with national law,
reciprocate government behavior, and limit the effects of land-
mines on the government’s constituents. Finally, rebels seeking
legitimacy from human-rights-conscious foreign sponsors are more
likely to comply with international law related to landmine use.

Nonstate armed groups have surpassed state militaries as the most frequent
users of landmines and the main drivers of new landmine contamination.!
An initial assessment reported that over 75 percent of active rebel groups
in 2005 had used landmines in twenty-four countries.> These groups,
however, vary significantly in how they employ landmines. Whereas some
rebels lay thousands of mines irrespective of collateral damage, other
groups directly target civilians, and others still attempt to limit civilian
victimization. Some rebels have even unilaterally renounced antipersonnel
landmines and actively engaged in humanitarian demining.

Landmine use cannot be fully explained by patterns of one-sided vio-
lence, ideology, or political motivations. For example, the Contras in
Nicaragua and the Farabundo Marti Front for National Liberation in El
Salvador had opposite political ideologies and showed low records of
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The term “landmine” includes different types of victim-activated explosive devices, namely antipersonnel
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group,” “rebel group,” and “rebels” interchangeably.
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one-sided violence, but both used landmines extensively.> The Lord’s
Resistance Army in Uganda, a heterodox Christian armed group, displayed
very high levels of one-sided violence but used landmines only sporadi-
cally.* Although many communist and Islamic groups have used landmines,
these ideologies have also provided the moral grounds for restraint. The
Taliban, for instance, officially considered the use of landmines “an un-Is-
lamic and anti-human act,” which “would be punished in accordance with
Islamic Law® Likewise, the Revolutionary Workers’ Party of the Philippines
renounced the use of landmines based on socialist principles.®

Why do some nonstate armed groups use landmines while others do
not? The few studies on the topic focus on codified restraint norms,
namely the antipersonnel mine ban.” Put simply, this work poses that
rebels commit to, and to some extent comply with, these norms to gain
legitimacy and avoid reputation costs from larger domestic and interna-
tional audiences.® Furthermore, these studies employ a cross-national quan-
titative approach, favoring larger datasets over fined-grained qualitative
data. This approach has several limitations. First, focusing on the ban
does not capture the use of anti-vehicle mines and command-detonated
explosive devices, which are often used in conjunction with or as alter-
natives to antipersonnel mines. Second, it ignores the restraint behavior
of groups that do not abide by the antipersonnel mine ban. Third, the
large-N approach, though useful to identify broader trends in rebel behav-
ior, risks missing the nuance of whether and how rebels actually exercise
restraint on the ground. Fourth, it does not account for local communities’
agency and role in influencing rebel restraint.

I address these shortcomings in three steps. First, I examine the drivers
of restraint on landmine use instead of commitment and compliance to
specific norms. For this, I build on key insights from the growing literature

3Americas Watch Committee (AWC), Land Mines in El Salvador and Nicaragua: The Civilian Victims (New
York: AWC, 1986).

4Sjoberg, Armed Non-state Actors and Landmines, 1:59-64.

SIslamic Emirate of Afghanistan, “Statement of the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan on the Problem of
Landmines,” 6 October 1998, 1-2, http://theirwords.org/media/transfer/doc/ut_af_taliban_1998_01-d631e
9853b6909a692f10408438eda18.pdf.

6“NSA Perspectives,” in Engaging Non-state Actors in a Landmine Ban: A Pioneering Conference, ed. Mary
Foster (Quezon City: Swiss Campaign to Ban Landmines, 2001), 87-88, https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/38576/
full_version.pdf.

7| consider the antipersonnel landmine ban to comprise two main legal instruments: the 1997 “Convention
on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their
Destruction,” commonly referred to as the “Ottawa Convention” or “Mine Ban Treaty,” which is mainly
applicable to states; and Geneva Call's “Deed of Commitment for Adherence to a Total Ban on Anti-
Personnel Mines and for Cooperation in Mine Action,” applicable nonstate actors.

8Kristian S. Gleditsch et al., “International Conventions and Nonstate Actors: Selection, Signaling, and
Reputation Effects,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 62, no. 2 (February 2018): 346-80; Tanisha M. Fazal and
Margarita Konaev, “Homelands versus Minelands: Why Do Armed Groups Commit to the Laws of War?”
Journal of Global Security Studies 4, no. 2 (April 2019): 149-68.
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on restraint in civil wars and rebel governance.” In line with this schol-
arship, I argue that not only are legitimacy-seeking rebels more likely to
exercise restraint but also that how restraint gets exercised depends on
which audiences rebel groups rely on most. This theoretical framework
considers how local, national, and international audiences influence rebel
behavior.

Second, I conceptualize how restraint on landmine use varies across a
spectrum, irrespective of commitment to or compliance with specific
treaties. Instead, I draw on the practical application of broader humani-
tarian norms, namely the principles of distinction, proportionality, and
precaution. This allows moving beyond the prevailing dichotomous oper-
ationalization and captures a broader variation in restraint behavior, includ-
ing “in-between” cases. Further, my conceptualization is also valid for
periods before the codification of norms regarding landmine use.

Third, I favor a qualitative research design to allow for a more nuanced—
though still parsimonious—account of rebel behavior. Specifically, I doc-
ument variation in legitimacy-seeking behavior and restraint on landmine
use by three nonstate armed groups in the Philippines: the Moro Islamic
Liberation Front (MILF), the Abu Sayyaf Group (ASG), and the New
People’s Army (NPA). This approach complements previous quantitative
studies, allowing for a better understanding of variation in restraint behav-
ior and a more precise and nuanced analysis of dynamics on the ground,
across both cases and time.

This article’s findings support its central theoretical argument. First,
rebels reliant on voluntary compliance from local communities are more
likely to limit the effects of landmines on their perceived constituency.
Second, when rebel groups have conciliatory relations with the national
government, they are more likely to comply with national law, reciprocate
government behavior, and limit the effects of landmines on the govern-
ment’s constituents. Finally, rebels seeking legitimacy from human-rights-
conscious foreign sponsors are more likely to comply with international
law related to landmine use.

This article proceeds in six sections. I first define restraint and how it
relates to the concepts of violence, commitment, compliance, and gover-
nance. I then briefly review previous research on violence and restraint
in war and identify gaps in explaining restraint on landmine use. Next, I
argue for legitimacy as a primary driver of restraint, specifying how rela-
tionships with local, national, and international audiences may shape rebel

For example, Hyeran Jo, Compliant Rebels: Rebel Groups and International Law in World Politics (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2015); Tanisha M. Fazal, Wars of Law: Unintended Consequences in the
Regulation of Armed Conflict (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2018); Jessica A. Stanton, Violence and
Restraint in Civil War: Civilian Targeting in the Shadow of International Law (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2016).
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restraint on landmine use. Then, I present the chosen research design,
case selection strategy, and data collection. The ensuing section presents
and compares legitimacy-seeking behavior and restraint on landmine use
between MILE, ASG, and NPA. The final section offers some concluding
remarks and avenues for future research.

Defining Restraint

Previous literature has taken different approaches to understanding vari-
ation in nonstate armed groups’ use of violence in general, or of specific
means and methods of war in particular, and their behavior toward civil-
ians. Perhaps most prominently, many civil war scholars have tried to
explain violence through instrumental'® and noninstrumental theories.!!
Some have grounded their research in codified humanitarian norms and
investigated the drivers of commitment to these norms, such as the Geneva
Conventions.'? Following naturally from this vein of research, scholars
have moved beyond asking why rebels “talk the talk” to why they “walk
the walk”—that is, what their reasons are for complying with humanitarian
norms.'? Still, the literature on rebel governance has focused on rebel-
civilian relations and their possible consequences, from punishment and
coercion'* to security provision."” Finally, a growing body of research
explores restraint behavior, usually understood as instances of limited or
absent violence.'®

A series of conceptual overlaps stems from these strands of literature.
Violence and restraint can be seen as opposite sides of the same phenom-
enon only to the extent that they share a logic. For example, Stathis N.
Kalyvas’s theory of selective violence!” can, simultaneously, explain why
rebel groups may exercise indiscriminate violence, selective violence, and
restraint, depending on their level of territorial control vis-a-vis the gov-
ernment. However, drivers of restraint may also follow an independent
logic and often present a barrier to the exercise of violence.!® Jessica A.

"°For instance, Stathis N. Kalyvas, The Logic of Violence in Civil War (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2006).

"For example, Tina Rosenberg, Children of Cain: Violence and the Violent in Latin America (New York:
Penguin Books, 1992).

2See, for example, Hyeran Jo et al, “Signaling Restraint: International Engagement and Rebel Groups'
Commitment to International Law,” International Interactions 47, no. 5 (2021): 928-54.

13Jo, Compliant Rebels.

"For example, William Reno, “Predatory Rebellions and Governance: The National Patriotic Front of
Liberia, 1989-1992," in Rebel Governance in Civil War, ed. Ana Arjona, Nelson Kasfir, and Zachariah
Mampilly (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 265-85.

5See, for instance, Shane Joshua Barter, “The Rebel State in Society: Governance and Accommodation in
Aceh, Indonesia,” in Arjona, Kasfir, and Mampilly, Rebel Governance in Civil War, 226-45.

'For instance, see Stanton, Violence and Restraint in Civil War.

7Kalyvas, Logic of Violence in Civil War, 173-209.

8Scott Straus, “Retreating from the Brink: Theorizing Mass Violence and the Dynamics of Restraint,’
Perspectives on Politics 10, no. 2 (June 2012): 351-52.
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Stanton, for instance, shows that violence coexists with restraint, as the
latter moderates specific aspects of the former, such as the strategy and
intensity of civilian targeting.'®

Further, though commitment can be understood as formally adhering
to a specific set of rules and standards, compliance entails following
through with this commitment. Thus, commitment to the laws of war, for
example, may signal the intention to exercise increased restraint, the cod-
ification of already-existing informal restraint norms, or only rhetoric.
Noncompliance, however, does not necessarily mean the commitment was
spurious. For instance, a group lacking effective command and control
structures might commit to an agreement but fail to ensure compliance
from the lower rank and file. The concept of restraint overlaps with com-
pliance to the extent that commitments call for limited violence. For
example, if an armed group commits to not employing sexual violence,
following through with this commitment entails both compliance and
restraint. However, depending on what the commitment entails, compliance
may go beyond restraint and even enter the sphere of governance, such
as punishing perpetrators of sexual violence and ensuring medical and
psychological assistance for survivors. Likewise, restraint may be exercised
without compliance with any codified norm. For instance, if a group is
physically attacked, it can respond nonviolently despite its right to self-
defense. Building on these different strands of literature, this article focuses
on restraint behavior.

I define restraint as the self-imposed limitation on the use of violence,
despite the existence or the possibility of pursuing such a capability. This
definition is agnostic to whether there is an original intention to use
violence. In other words, restraint can be exercised as the product of a
purely rational cost-benefit calculation, where an initial intention to use
violence is disregarded due to its disproportional costs. Alternatively, orga-
nizational cultures may embed norms of restraint so that armed groups
do not even consider using specific means or methods of war.

Drivers of Restraint in Civil Wars

Previous research suggests strategic and normative incentives for restraint
in war. According to the strategic argument, restraint is understood as
the product of a rational cost-benefit calculation, “a trade-off between
military considerations and a motivation to comply [with restraint norms]”?
Similarly, Tanisha M. Fazal refers to a balance between the costs and

9Stanton, Violence and Restraint in Civil War.

20Hyeran Jo and Catarina P. Thomson, “Legitimacy and Compliance with International Law: Access to
Detainees in Civil Conflicts, 1991-2006," British Journal of Political Science 44, no. 2 (April 2014): 327.
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benefits of compliance and noncompliance with international law.?! On
the one hand, compliance costs range from ensuring discipline and com-
mand and control* to potential military disadvantages of forgoing specific
means or methods of war. The benefits of noncompliance include potential
military advantages,” political leverage,* civilian control,”® and access to
information.?® These benefits are particularly relevant in asymmetric con-
flicts.?” On the other hand, noncompliance risks uncontrolled escalation,?®
third-party interventions,” legal liabilities,® and reputation loss.*! Benefits
of compliance include enhanced command and control,* reciprocity in
treatment by opponents, and reputation gains.**

Other factors—such as democracy, conflict dynamics, and geography—
may tip this cost-benefit balance. For example, Stanton suggests that rebel
groups may be more likely to target civilians when fighting democracies,
which arguably have less tolerance for civilian casualties.”> Moreover, rebels
may both victimize civilians and exercise restraint due to competition with
rival factions.”® Finally, the utility of specific means and methods of war
may increase due to geographic factors, such as terrain ruggedness and
vegetation cover,”” or to ensure the survival of armed groups facing bat-
tlefield losses.?®

Normative arguments emphasize how beliefs, values, expectations, and
practices define and rank individual and collective preferences.** Thus, in

21Fazal, Wars of Law, 50-58.

22Amelia Hoover Green, “The Commander’s Dilemma: Creating and Controlling Armed Group Violence,
Journal of Peace Research 53, no. 5 (September 2016): 619-32.

2Fazal and Konaev, “Homelands versus Minelands.

24Jessica A. Stanton, “Terrorism in the Context of Civil War," Journal of Politics 75, no. 4 (October 2013):
1009-22.

25Reed M. Wood, “Rebel Capability and Strategic Violence against Civilians,” Journal of Peace Research 47,
no. 5 (September 2010): 601-14.

26Kalyvas, Logic of Violence in Civil War.

7M. L. R. Smith, “Escalation in Irregular War: Using Strategic Theory to Examine from First Principles,’
Journal of Strategic Studies 35, no. 5 (October 2012): 613-37.

28Roger B. Myerson, Force and Restraint in Strategic Deterrence: A Game-Theorist’s Perspective (Carlisle, PA:
US Army War College, 2007).

2Virginia Page Fortna, Does Peacekeeping Work? Shaping Belligerents’ Choices after Civil War (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2008).

3Fazal, Wars of Law, 54-55.

31)o, Compliant Rebels.

32Hoover Green, “Commander’s Dilemma.”

3James D. Morrow, “When Do States Follow the Laws of War?” American Political Science Review 101, no.
3 (August 2007): 560-62.

34)o, Compliant Rebels.

35Stanton, “Terrorism in the Context of Civil War”

3Erica Chenoweth, “Democratic Competition and Terrorist Activity,” Journal of Politics 72, no. 1 (January
2010): 16-30.

37David B. Carter, Andrew C. Shaver, and Austin L. Wright, “Places to Hide: Terrain, Ethnicity, and Civil
Conflict,” Journal of Politics 81, no. 4 (October 2019): 1446-65.

38Reed M. Wood, “From Loss to Looting? Battlefield Costs and Rebel Incentives for Violence,” International
Organization 68, no. 4 (Fall 2014): 979-99.

39)effrey W. Legro, Cooperation under Fire: Anglo-German Restraint during World War Il (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1995).
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addition to a rational decision following a cost-benefit calculation, restraint
can be perceived as a benefit in itself or as the only reasonable alternative.
In line with this argument, previous scholarship has focused on organi-
zational factors,*” military culture,*! ideology,** socialization,* and socio-
political dynamics* as drivers of violence and restraint.

Existing legitimacy- and reputation-based theories integrate strategic
and normative drivers of restraint.® Legitimacy, defined as the “support
and recognition that a rebel group is a viable political authority;’*® can be
considered both ends and means for a rebel group. Legitimacy is intrin-
sically connected to the groups local, national, and international goals,
relationships with its constituencies, and several sources of support. It
follows that rebel groups often change their behavior to conform with key
audiences’ expectations,?” either due to a rational cost-benefit calculation
or genuine alignment with those audiences’ core interests. For instance,
Stanton finds that restraint is more likely when leaders are responsive to
public demands, such as in inclusive political systems or unstable regimes
requiring domestic and international support.*

Authors have written extensively on nonstate armed groups use of
landmines. However, this literature is often descriptive, context-specific,
or normative, and it lacks coherent and verifiable theoretical frameworks,
hardly enabling cross-case comparisons.” The few exceptions follow the
legitimacy-based approach. Sven Richters suggests that legitimacy-seeking
rebel groups are more likely to commit to the antipersonnel mine ban to

40Jeremy M. Weinstein, Inside Rebellion: The Politics of Insurgent Violence (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2007).

“1Andrew M. Bell, “Military Culture and Restraint toward Civilians in War: Examining the Ugandan Civil
Wars,” Security Studies 25, no. 3 (July-September 2016): 488-518.

“Francisco Gutiérrez-Sanin and Elisabeth Jean Wood, “Ideology in Civil War: Instrumental Adoption and
Beyond,” Journal of Peace Research 51, no. 2 (March 2014): 213-26.

“Andrew M. Bell and Fiona Terry, “Combatant Rank and Socialization to Norms of Restraint: Examining
the Australian and Philippine Armies,” International Interactions 47, no. 5 (2021): 825-54.

“Naomi Pendle, “Competing Authorities and Norms of Restraint: Governing Community-Embedded
Armed Groups in South Sudan,” International Interactions 47, no. 5 (2021): 873-97; Ferdaous Bouhlel and
Yvan Guichaoua, “Norms, Non-combatants’ Agency and Restraint in Jihadi Violence in Northern Mali
International Interactions 47, no. 5 (20 March 2021): 855-72.

4Jo, Compliant Rebels; Stanton, Violence and Restraint in Civil War; Fazal, Wars of Law.

4Jo, Compliant Rebels, 27.

“7For instance, Stanton, Violence and Restraint in Civil War; Arjona, Kasfir, and Mampilly, Rebel Governance
in Civil War, 294.

48Stanton, Violence and Restraint in Civil War.

4See, for example, Pascal Bongard, “Engaging Armed NSAs in a Landmine Ban: A Review of Geneva Call’s
Action, 2000-2007," Journal of Mine Action 12, no. 1 (Summer 2008): 73-74, https://commons.lib.jmu.edu/
cisr-journal/vol12/iss1/27/; Stefanie Herr, Binding Non-state Armed Groups to International Humanitarian
Law: Geneva Call and the Ban on Anti-personnel Mines: Lessons from Sudan, PRIF-Report no. 95 (Frankfurt
am Main: Peace Research Institute Frankfurt, 2010), https://www.ssoar.info/ssoar/handle/document/31968;
Sjoberg, Armed Non-state Actors and Landmines, vol. 1; Anki Sjoberg, Armed Non-state Actors and
Landmines, vol. 2, A Global Report of NSA Mine Action (Geneva: Geneva Call and the Geneva Graduate
Institute, 2006), https://www.genevacall.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/2.pdf; Anki Sjoberg, Armed
Non-state Actors and Landmines, vol. 3, Towards a Holistic Approach to Armed Non-state Actors? (Geneva:
Geneva Call and the Geneva Graduate Institute, 2007), https://www.genevacall.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/02/psio.pdf.
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appeal to international audiences.’® Fazal and Margarita Konaev advance
this argument and integrate military-strategic considerations and rebel
political aims.’! In a recent study, Sarah Littisha Jansen highlights how
nonstate armed groups may commit to the ban to convey good faith ahead
of negotiated settlements.” Kristian S. Gleditsch et al. focus on how the
interaction between nonstate armed groups and governments influences
the former’s commitment to and compliance with the ban.>

Although these studies constitute the backbone of this article, they
contain several limitations. First, because they focus on the antipersonnel
mine ban only, by design, they do not capture the use of anti-vehicle
mines and command-detonated explosive devices.** Such devices are often
used in conjunction with, or as alternatives to, antipersonnel mines and
may also pose significant harm to civilians during and after conflicts.”
Second, they operationalize commitment and compliance as dichotomous
variables, thus missing “in-between cases,” such as groups that did not
abide by the antipersonnel mine ban but still attempted to limit the effects
of landmines. Third, and relatedly, large-N studies favor generalizability
over nuance, which risks missing practical details of whether and how
rebels exercise restraint on the ground. Finally, these studies focus on
larger domestic and international audiences and thus pay scant attention
to the relationship between rebels and local communities.

Legitimacy as a Driver of Restraint

As a starting point, I concur with the argument that the relationships
rebels have or aspire to have with various audiences drive restraint.”® My
contribution outlines how restraint on landmine use varies depending on
each type of audience, as rebels attempt to mirror the audience’s

50Sven Richters, “Norm Diffusion beyond the State: Legitimacy and Non-state Actor Commitment to
Humanitarian Norms” (master’s thesis, Geneva Graduate Institute of International and Development
Studies, 2014).

STFazal and Konaev, “Homelands versus Minelands.

52Sarah Littisha Jansen, “Part of the Solution: Exploring Armed Non-state Actor Commitment to and
Compliance with an Anti-personnel Landmine Ban” (PhD diss., Carleton University, 2022).

53Gleditsch et al., “International Conventions and Nonstate Actors.”

>4While the above-mentioned studies all look into the commitment to the antipersonnel mine ban,
Gleditsch et al. also measure compliance with the ban. However, as the authors recognize, their measure
of noncompliance includes the use of explosive devices not prohibited by the ban, such as anti-vehicle
mines and command-detonated devices, thus potentially biasing their results. Gleditsch et al,
“International Conventions and Nonstate Actors,” 358.

55See, for instance, Ursign Hofmann et al, Global Mapping and Analysis of Anti-vehicle Mine Incidents in
2018: The Humanitarian and Development Impact of Anti-vehicle Mines (Geneva: Geneva International
Centre for Humanitarian Demining and the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 2019),
https://www.sipri.org/publications/2019/other-publications/global-mapping-and-analysis-anti-
vehicle-mine-incidents-2018.

56This argument is put forward in several works, such as Jo, Compliant Rebels; Fazal, Wars of Law; Stanton,
Violence and Restraint in Civil War; Clifford Bob, The Marketing of Rebellion: Insurgents, Media, and
International Activism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).
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preferences. Reliance on local audiences should lead to a greater focus on
civilian protection; stronger relationships with governments emphasize
compliance with national law, reciprocity, and protection of the govern-
ment’s constituency; and human-rights-conscious international audiences
should encourage compliance with international law.

As with other forms of violence, restraint on landmine use carries dif-
ferent costs and benefits. I focus on those directly linked with rebels’
pursuit of legitimacy from different audiences. Common to all audiences
is the assumption that expected or actual civilian victimization caused by
landmines should lead to legitimacy costs. Legitimacy costs lead to a
perceived decrease in the utility of landmines, which, in turn, compels
rebels to exercise restraint on landmine use. Not only should restraint be
higher for legitimacy-seeking rebels, but it should also qualitatively vary
in terms of choice of means and methods of war, the intended target,
avoidance or acceptance of collateral damage, and whether precautionary
measures are established. This variation, I argue, depends on the audiences
from which rebels seek legitimacy.

Sukanya Podder identifies various sources of rebel legitimacy, which
she clusters at three levels: “civilian communities, the state or regime in
power, and external actors, including regional and international sponsors.”>’
First, local support has long been considered a central determinant of
civil war outcomes, as communities can provide or deny material and
nonmaterial support to the warring parties.® Accordingly, previous studies
have found that dependence on voluntary support has driven lower levels
of civilian victimization®® and led to active protection of civilians.®® Further,
Luis De la Calle argues that weaker rebels avoid victimizing civilians to
gain civilian support.®’ Rebel groups may also be accountable to traditional
or religious leaders from whom they seek guidance.®* Thus, rebels seeking
legitimacy from local communities, whether because the rebels are inter-
ested in material and nonmaterial support or due to ideological reasons,
should avoid civilian victimization and exercise restraint on landmine use.
However, not all civilians exert the same influence on rebel groups.
I expect rebels to exercise restraint toward the communities from which
they seek legitimacy—that is, their perceived constituents—but not

’Sukanya Podder, “Understanding the Legitimacy of Armed Groups: A Relational Perspective,” Small Wars
& Insurgencies 28, no. 4-5 (August-October 2017): 686.

S8For example, see Ana Arjona, “Civilian Cooperation and Non-cooperation with Non-state Armed Groups:
The Centrality of Obedience and Resistance,” Small Wars & Insurgencies 28, no. 4-5 (August-October
2017): 759-69.

59Weinstein, Inside Rebellion.

%0Steven I. Wilkinson, Votes and Violence: Electoral Competition and Ethnic Riots in India (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004).

S'Luis De la Calle, “Compliance vs. Constraints: A Theory of Rebel Targeting in Civil War," Journal of Peace
Research 54, no. 3 (May 2017): 427-41.

52pendle, “Competing Authorities and Norms of Restraint”; Bouhlel and Guichaoua, “Norms, Non-
combatants’ Agency and Restraint in Jihadi Violence in Northern Mali,” 20.
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necessarily toward perceived nonconstituents, such as those with a differing
political affiliation, ethnicity, religion, or social class. This does not mean
that rebels seeking legitimacy from one community are more likely to
target other communities or that rebel groups that do not rely on local
communities are necessarily more likely to target civilians in general.

To be clear, constituents may behave differently toward nonconstituent
civilian victimization. On the one hand, civilians may support and promote
violence against out-groups for several reasons, such as genuine support
of a radical political agenda, fear of persecution, and expected material
and nonmaterial benefits such as protection, goods, and services.®> On the
other hand, if landmine effects are perceived as indiscriminate or immoral,
victimizing nonconstituent civilians via landmine use may broadly alienate
local supporters. For instance, constituents may fear falling victim to
landmines themselves, especially if they live close to nonconstituent targets.
Alternatively, they may fear indiscriminate reprisals or simply object to
the use of such tactics on moral grounds.®* Nevertheless, several armed
groups have claimed to use landmines discriminately and precisely to
protect their constituents from government forces.®

Thus, I anticipate that rebels avoid collateral damage to their constitu-
ency by prioritizing the use of command-detonated devices in unpopulated
areas and against either enemy combatants or nonconstituent civilians. I
also expect such rebel groups to mark, fence, and control minefields, and
inform their constituents of the location of hazardous areas or issue warn-
ings before attacks.

Hypothesis 1 (H1) Rebels seeking legitimacy from local communities
are more likely to limit the effects of landmines on their perceived
constituency than rebels who do not depend on local legitimacy
among a civilian population.

Second, rebel groups often need support from national audiences to
achieve their political goals. Relevant national stakeholders include the
state government, political parties, civil society, and the private sector.
Rebels” perceived legitimacy allows them to engage in political negotiations,
establish political alliances, and enhance their public image.® National-
level legitimacy should also encourage reciprocal relations between the

S3For example, Srobana Bhattacharya, “Comparing Civilian Support for Terrorism,” Journal of Strategic
Security 10, no. 2 (Summer 2017): 1-32.

54Virginia Page Fortna, Nicholas J. Lotito, and Michael A. Rubin, “Don’t Bite the Hand That Feeds: Rebel
Funding Sources and the Use of Terrorism in Civil Wars,” International Studies Quarterly 62, no. 4 (December
2018): 784.

65Sj6berg, Armed Non-state Actors and Landmines, 1:17-18.

%Klaus Schlichte and Ulrich Schneckener, “Armed Groups and the Politics of Legitimacy,” Civil Wars 17,
no. 4 (2 October 2015): 419-21.
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rebel group and the opposing government. For instance, Fazal finds that
secessionist groups are more likely to target civilians when government
forces do the same.®” There may be at least two competing logics driving
reciprocal restraint behavior in relation to civilian targeting. First, a logic
of retaliation may encourage armed groups not to target the opponent’s
civilian constituency, fearing having their own constituency attacked as a
consequence. Second, civilian targeting by one party may reduce the pos-
sible reputation costs for the other to do the same.®® In sum, previous
scholarship thus suggests that nonstate armed groups both rely on key
national audiences and reciprocate opposing forces’ behavior.

Among national-level audiences, this article focuses on rebels’” relations
with the state government. It may seem counterintuitive to think that
rebels simultaneously challenge the state’s sovereignty and seek legitimacy
from the government. However, there are several reasons this can be true.
Related to the reciprocity argument, rebel groups may seek recognition as
a legitimate enemy worthy of respect and certain constraints in the use
of violence. While some political goals rebels pursue, such as autonomy,
are, in theory, obtainable by brute force, it is more realistic that achieving
such goals requires some degree of recognition as legitimate political actors
from the state government. Governments are more likely to negotiate with
and concede to perceived legitimate actors than, for example, groups
labeled as terrorists.

Further, Paul Staniland, in explaining state-nonstate armed group rela-
tionships, argues that “rather than straightforwardly worrying about the
size, power, or organizational characteristics of armed groups, regimes
assess how [nonstate armed] groups’ politics align with the government’s
own goals”® How governments perceive rebel groups’ political goals, the
argument goes, influences whether states engage in strategies of confron-
tation, containment, limited cooperation, or alliance with nonstate armed
groups. It makes sense, then, that rebel groups may want to convey the
legitimacy of their political goals to the state government, at least in an
attempt to influence the regime’s strategies. These dynamics are also argu-
ably more salient for weaker groups and immediately before and during
political negotiations.”

In particular, I expect nonstate armed groups that seek legitimacy
from the state government to exercise restraint on landmine use along
general lines of compliance with national legislation and reciprocity
toward government forces. For example, in countries where antipersonnel

S’Fazal, Wars of Law, 197-204.

%This point is made clear, for instance, in Stanton, Violence and Restraint in Civil War; and Gleditsch et al.,
“International Conventions and Nonstate Actors.”

%%Paul Staniland, Ordering Violence: Explaining Armed Group-State Relations from Conflict to Cooperation
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2021), 2.

70Jansen, “Part of the Solution”
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landmines are prohibited and not used by the state’s armed forces, legit-
imacy-seeking rebels should also avoid using these devices. Further,
unarmed military troops, police personnel, civilian officials, and the
government’s core constituency should not be targeted. However, rebels
might still target combatants and specific groups of civilians, such as
divergent ethnic or religious groups, especially if the government also
marginalizes those groups.

Hypothesis 2a (H2a) Rebels seeking legitimacy from the state govern-
ment are more likely to comply with national law related to land-
mine use.

Hypothesis 2b (H2b) Rebels seeking legitimacy from the state govern-
ment are more likely to reciprocate government behavior on land-
mine use.

Hypothesis 2c (H2c) Rebels seeking legitimacy from the state govern-
ment are more likely to limit the effects of landmines on the gov-
ernment’s constituents.

Finally, international audiences can be valuable material and non-
material support sources. Nonstate armed groups have strong incentives
to seek legitimacy from foreign states, diasporas, international organi-
zations, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and other nonstate
armed groups. International legitimacy is particularly relevant for seces-
sionist rebels seeking admission to the international community.”! In
this vein, Clifford Bob demonstrates how insurgencies tailor their strat-
egies and tactics to meet foreign patrons’ expectations.”? Not all foreign
supporters, however, value restraint in the same way. Global terrorist
networks and foreign governments with records of human rights vio-
lations, for example, are less likely to value restraint in assessing their
support and partnership with rebel groups. Conversely, democracies
and states with strong human rights lobbies’® and international NGOs™
are more likely to support rebel groups that do not victimize civilians.
It follows that groups seeking recognition from international audiences
at large or specific human-rights-conscious foreign sponsors should
also be responsive to civilian victimization and, thus, exercise restraint
on landmine use.

71Jo, Compliant Rebels; Fazal, Wars of Law.

72Bob, Marketing of Rebellion.

73ldean Salehyan, David Siroky, and Reed M. Wood, “External Rebel Sponsorship and Civilian Abuse: A
Principal-Agent Analysis of Wartime Atrocities,” International Organization 68, no. 3 (Summer 2014): 633-61.
74Bob, Marketing of Rebellion.
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I expect landmine use to follow general aspects of international law,
targeting only combatants and military objectives via anti-vehicle mines
and command-detonated devices, not antipersonnel mines. I also expect
rebel groups to avoid employing explosive devices in populated areas and
to share information regarding landmine contamination following inter-
national standards.

Hypothesis 3 (H3) Rebels seeking legitimacy from human-rights-con-
scious foreign sponsors are more likely to comply with international
law relevant to landmine use.

Rebels rarely seek legitimacy from only one audience, however, and it
is more likely that rebel groups would appeal simultaneously to different
audiences to maximize material and nonmaterial support. Though I assume
that each hypothesis presented here should produce independent effects,
their empirical implications may overlap. For example, the avoidance of
using antipersonnel mines might arise from the pursuit of legitimacy from
local communities, the state government (in case the government adheres
to the Ottawa Convention), or human-rights-conscious foreign sponsors.
Each type of audience’s effect on restraint on landmine use should be
more visible in how and to whom groups communicate their restraint
behavior, and be more salient in cases when one audience is more relevant
than others.

The suggested causal mechanism is inherently a normatively framed
cost-benefit calculation. When rebels actively seek legitimacy from specific
audiences, often for material and nonmaterial support, these audiences
communicate their preferences. Rebels interpret these preferences and
weigh them against other considerations, such as military or political
circumstances. When the perceived costs of using landmines outweigh the
benefits, rebels exercise restraint. Consequently, as preconditions for exer-
cising restraint, nonstate armed groups should be able to lay landmines
or pursue such a capability and be aware of their audiences’ preferences.
This mechanism is arguably more relevant for rebel leaders, who are more
likely aware of the costs and benefits of restraint on landmine use and
whose preferences are expected to be transmitted to the whole group.

Finally, the argument here assumes a linear logic of causation, in which
legitimacy-seeking behavior is exogenous to the exercise of violence and
restraint. This assumption is made for the sake of simplicity. In reality,
the relationship between legitimacy-seeking behavior and the production
of violence and restraint is inherently interactive. For example, rebels’
appeal to specific audiences may change as rebel groups gain or lose access
to material resources, adjust political goals, or suffer a severe military
backlash. Mainly related to landmine use, rebels’ assessment of the costs
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and benefits of employing landmines is likely an evolving process akin to
a feedback loop of insurgents and their various audiences’ actions and
reactions.

In the following sections, I mitigate such endogeneity problems through
a qualitative research design and careful analysis. Specifically, in the cases
where there is a significant shift in legitimacy-seeking behavior, I present
the empirical material as a series of snapshots linking a specific pattern
of legitimacy-seeking behavior to a corresponding change in restraint on
landmine use.

Methods

In contrast to previous, primarily quantitative, literature on this topic, I
test my hypotheses through case studies. A qualitative approach is a better
fit for investigating the relationship between rebel groups and different
audiences, the details of landmine use, and the mechanisms linking legit-
imacy-seeking behavior and restraint.

I adopt a most similar system design’ and test the suggested hypotheses
on three nonstate armed groups from the Philippines: MILF (1984-), ASG
(1986-), and NPA (1968-). While the case selection favors cross-case
comparisons, it also allows for identifying and analyzing cross-time vari-
ation within the same group. At first glance, the cases seem to display
significant variation in both legitimacy-seeking behavior and restraint on
landmine use. MILF has tried to establish itself as an autonomous political
authority within the Philippine state and has committed to forgoing anti-
personnel landmines. NPA aims to overthrow the Philippine government
and institute a people’s republic; the group justifies using landmines against
government forces. Lastly, ASG is a revisionist armed group with minimal
domestic and international support that has repeatedly targeted civilians
with various explosive devices.”®

Yet the cases are similar along several key dimensions that should
influence how rebels perceive the utility of landmines. First, all three
groups show low arms procurement capabilities, but they all used land-
mines and command-detonated devices to different degrees. Second, the
groups have centralized authority and moderate levels of command and
control, which makes the risk for inadvertent use of landmines and other
explosive devices similar across groups. Third, they have low fighting
capabilities vis-a-vis the Government of the Republic of the Philippines

>For example, John Gerring and Lee Cojocaru, “Selecting Cases for Intensive Analysis: A Diversity of
Goals and Methods,” Sociological Methods & Research 45, no. 3 (August 2016): 399.
76Sjoberg, Armed Non-state Actors and Landmines, 1:97-111.
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(GRP).”” According to the “poor man’s weapon” predication, they should
have strong incentives to use landmines to overcome this power asymmetry.
Fourth, the three groups rebel against GRP and operate in the same
country and time, thus controlling for the opposing government and its
level of democracy, geographical characteristics, the number of insurgent
factions, and other country-level variables. Fifth, the Philippines has signed
the Ottawa Convention and criminalized the use of antipersonnel land-
mines in its territory. Finally, humanitarian organizations, such as the
Philippine Campaign to Ban Landmines, the International Committee of
the Red Cross, and Geneva Call, have engaged all groups in promoting
relevant humanitarian norms in the country. Thus, I expect the groups
to be aware of applicable national and international norms related to
landmine use and the liability costs stemming from noncompliance.

The rebel groups do differ in their political goals, ideology, level of
territorial control, and size (and thus strength relative to each other),”
which may influence both legitimacy-seeking behavior and the perceived
utility of landmines.

Concerning legitimacy-seeking behavior, previous literature has shown
how these variables may influence relationships between rebel groups and
various audiences. For example, Fazal argues that rebels’ political goals
are directly linked to their relationship with local, domestic, and interna-
tional audiences. Revolutionary groups seek to overthrow the government
and thus often seek legitimacy from broader local- and national-level
audiences. Whereas ethnonationalist groups, she argues, are more likely
to appeal to local constituencies and co-ethnic diasporas, secessionist
groups are more likely to appeal to international audiences for recognition.
Revisionist rebel groups often reject the international community and
major national-level audiences and instead appeal to a narrowly defined
constituency. Finally, resource-seeking rebels have few incentives to seek
legitimacy from major audiences but still depend on the cooperation of
key civilians involved in resource extraction and trade.” Francisco
Gutiérrez-Sanin and Elisabeth Jean Wood pose that ideology defines “the
identification of a referent group (a class, ethnic, or other social group)”*—
that is, an armed group’s core constituents, political allies, and potential
external supporters. Still, territorial control implies a continued interaction
between rebels and civilians. Territorial control thus influences how rebel
groups access information, maintain some degree of order, and even pro-
vide public goods and services. Alternatively, as De la Calle argues, weaker

7’David E. Cunningham, Kristian Skrede Gleditsch, and Idean Salehyan, “It Takes Two: A Dyadic Analysis
of Civil War Duration and Outcome,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 53, no. 4 (August 2009): 570-97.
78Cunningham, Gleditsch, and Salehyan, “It Takes Two

"Fazal, Wars of Law.

80Gutiérrez-Sanin and Wood, “Ideology in Civil War," 215.
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rebels with a low level of territorial control are more likely to avoid
“unqualified civilian killings” to maintain civilian support.®’ This article,
however, does not attempt to explain why or how rebel groups interact
with particular audiences but instead looks at the effects these interactions
have on restraint. As such, rather than possible confounding variables,
these factors are embedded in nonstate armed groups’ ensuing legitima-
cy-seeking behavior.

Thus, I argue that the effects of political goals, ideology, territorial
control, and group size on restraint on landmine use are mediated mainly
by the group’s legitimacy-seeking behavior. For example, if groups renounce
using landmines on ideological grounds, they ultimately appeal to their
constituency’s ideals. However, groups controlling larger areas could favor
using landmines for defensive purposes, and smaller groups might lack
the resources to employ viable alternatives to landmines. Finally, while
the three Philippine groups are significantly weaker than government
forces, differences in relative strength and competition among the groups
might lead some to prioritize the use of landmines. Therefore, I explore
the influence of these factors on restraint on landmine use in greater
detail in the analysis section.

The analysis is based on secondary sources, including armed group
profiles, official government reports, NGO and think tank publications,
scholarship, and journalistic accounts. Data on landmine use, however, is
by default inexact. It is often uncertain who laid a landmine, when they
laid it, what type of device detonated, and what remains underground.
Therefore, in assessing intent, the analysis is complemented with primary
data, namely datasets, unilateral declarations, ceasefires, and peace
agreements.

Restraint on Landmine Use

Because restraint behavior implies the absence or limitation of violence,
measuring it presents a challenge.®> To overcome this counterfactual hurdle,
scholars have measured restraint against different benchmarks, namely
existing possibilities of inflicting violence,* comparable cases of unre-
strained violence,*® past unrestrained behavior,® different patterns of

81De la Calle, “Compliance vs. Constraints,” 427.

82Although this article primarily draws on English-language sources, literature in other languages, such
as Spanish, French, and Portuguese, was also reviewed. The empirics mostly build on Filipino authors,
who often publish in English.

8Fiona Terry and Brian McQuinn, The Roots of Restraint in War (Geneva: International Committee of the
Red Cross, 2018), 18-19, https://www.icrc.org/en/publication/4352-roots-restraint-war.

84.egro, Cooperation under Fire, 29-34.

85Straus, “Retreating from the Brink.”

8James Ron, “Savage Restraint: Israel, Palestine and the Dialectics of Legal Repression,” Social Problems
47, no. 4 (November 2000): 446-48.
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Table 1. Operationalization of restraint on landmine use based on the humanitarian norms
of distinction, proportionality, and precaution.

Level of Restraint

Restraint Dimensions Low Moderate High

Type of Device Antipersonnel mines and Anti-vehicle mines Command-detonated
booby traps explosive devices

Intended Target Noncombatants and civilian Noncombatants and Combatants and
objects (indiscriminate) civilian objects military objectives

(selective)
Location On or near civilian objects Populated areas Unpopulated areas
Precautionary Measures No No Yes

unrestrained violence,*” and norms of acceptable behavior.®® In this article,
I follow this latter approach and measure restraint against humanitarian
norms. This allows for a broader basis for cross-case comparison, inde-
pendent from other internal and external contextual references, and befits
the literature on compliance with and the promotion of humanitarian and
human rights norms.

Humanitarian norms restrict the conduct of hostilities in both the means
and methods armed groups employ. Some means are considered inherently
inhumane and indiscriminate or cause such disproportionate humanitarian
and environmental damage that their use should be restricted or completely
banned. Even when lawful means of warfare are employed, combatants
should exercise violence following the principles of distinction, propor-
tionality, and precaution. In this sense, violence can only be directed at
combatants and military objectives. Civilian victimization—“collateral dam-
age”—should be proportional to the anticipated military advantage, and
all possible precautionary measures should be taken to limit the effects
of the conflict on civilians. It follows that restraint on landmine use can
be exercised along four main dimensions: type of device, intended target,
location, and precautionary measures (see Table 1).

The type of device can be classified by the devices effects: that is, antiper-
sonnel or anti-vehicle, and whether it is activated by the victim or remotely
command-detonated. Antipersonnel landmines are more disruptive to civilian
life, as children and adults can easily and inadvertently activate them. Anti-
vehicle mines’ impact on civilians is more restricted since they are designed
to detonate due to a vehicle’s presence, proximity, or contact. Finally, com-
mand-detonated devices should allow for some degree of distinction between
military and civilian targets and the avoidance of collateral damage.® Regarding
the intended target, restraint varies in whether landmines target only

87Elisabeth Jean Wood, “Armed Groups and Sexual Violence: When Is Wartime Rape Rare?” Politics &
Society 37, no. 1 (March 2009): 133-34.

88Bell and Terry, “Combatant Rank and Socialization to Norms of Restraint,” 837-38.

8mprovised explosive devices are included in the definitions of landmines or command-detonated
devices as long as they conform to the intended effect (that is, antipersonnel or anti-vehicle) and the
trigger mechanism (that is, victim-activated or command-detonated). Booby traps conform to the defini-
tion of victim-activated antipersonnel mines.
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combatants and military objectives or noncombatants and civilian objects.
Armed groups might consider unarmed military personnel, police officers,
and government supporters legitimate targets and differentiate them from
other noncombatants, such as ordinary civilians. Civilian victimization also
depends on the location of landmines, that is, whether laid in unpopulated
or populated areas, or directly on or near civilian objects. Finally, restraint
on landmine use can also be exercised through precautionary measures. Armed
groups can reduce the risk of civilian victimization by issuing warnings before
attacks and marking, fencing, and controlling access to minefields.

Legitimacy-Seeking Behavior

I build on Podder to measure rebel legitimacy-seeking behavior concerning
local communities and the state government.”® Local legitimacy is gauged
on a scale of people’s voluntary, quasi-voluntary and coercive compliance
with insurgents. Voluntary compliance indicates higher levels of rebel
legitimacy, and coercive compliance indicates lower legitimacy-seeking
behavior. Quasi-voluntary compliance sits between the two. Legitimacy
vis-a-vis the state can be analyzed along three main relationship types:
collusive, conciliatory, and conflictual. Collusive relations with states entail
cooperation with the government, conciliatory relations suggest some level
of acceptance of compromise, and a conflictual relationship implies a
higher level of hostility. Finally, I use Hyeran Jo's legitimacy-seeking indi-
cator for measuring rebel relations with international audiences—that is,
human-rights-conscious foreign sponsors.”® In contrast with her opera-
tionalization, I measure foreign sponsorship qualitatively by how significant
rebels’ relationships with international actors are, ranging from insignificant
to significant relations. Table 2 provides an overview.

In short, I look into how rebels relate to different audiences as a proxy for
their legitimacy-seeking behavior. These relationships’ observable implications
may vary significantly depending on the case. However, indicators that rebels
seek legitimacy from local communities may include dependence on voluntary
recruitment, funding, intelligence and sanctuary provided by locals, reliance on
guidance from traditional or religious leaders, and the provision of governance
in controlled territories. Concerning the state government, legitimacy-seeking
rebels may engage in formal politics through their political wing or political
allies, participate in political negotiations, and interact with national civil society
organizations. Finally, support from human-rights-conscious state and nonstate
actors, secessionist goals, and engagement with international NGOs may indicate
legitimacy-seeking behavior toward international audiences. These relationships

9podder, “Understanding the Legitimacy of Armed Groups,’ 687-98.
91Jo, Compliant Rebels, 97-100.
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Table 2. Operationalization of legitimacy-seeking behavior operating at the local, national,
and international levels.

Armed Groups' Relations with Different Level of Legitimacy-Seeking Behavior

Audiences Low Moderate High
Local Communities Coercive Quasi-voluntary Voluntary
State Government Conflictual Conciliatory Collusive
Human-Rights-Conscious Foreign Sponsors Insignificant Moderate Significant

may vary in kind (for example, different audiences, purposes, and topics) and
intensity (for example, quality and number).

For each case, I identify which behavior is more prevalent over specific
periods for the dependent and independent variables and then arrive at
aggregate-level values for each.

Restraint on Landmine Use in the Philippines

Though all three of the armed groups in the Philippines have used landmines
and other explosive devices to some extent, they have displayed significant
variation in restraint behavior. MILF has committed to, and complied with,
forgoing antipersonnel mines; NPA has justified their use against government
forces; and ASG has shown no effort to minimize civilian casualties. This section
explores this variation vis-a-vis the armed groups’ legitimacy-seeking behavior.

Moro Islamic Liberation Front: Banned Antipersonnel Mines

Concentrated in central Mindanao in the southern Philippines, MILF is
the largest rebel group in the country, with a peak of 30,000-40,000
members in 2018.°> It emerged in 1984 as a splinter faction of the Moro
National Liberation Front (MNLF) and shared many similarities with its
predecessor, especially regarding ethnic composition and self-determination
goals. In contrast with the more secular MNLE, MILF’s official ideology
places Islam at the core of all social and political institutions.”> Although
MILF’s long-term goal was to establish an independent Islamic state in
its homeland,* it changed its claims from independence to autonomy in
2010,% thus allowing for a negotiated political settlement in March 2014.%

92Felipe Villamor, “Duterte Signs Law Giving More Autonomy to Muslims in Southern Philippines,” New
York Times, 26 July 2018, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/26/world/asia/philippines-rodrigo-duterte-
marawi.html.

%Soliman M. Santos Jr. and Paz Verdades M. Santos, with Octavio A. Dinampo et al., Primed and
Purposeful: Armed Groups and Human Security Efforts in the Philippines, ed. Diana Rodriguez (Geneva:
South-South Network for Non-State Armed Group Engagement and Small Arms Survey, 2010), 345,
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/115733/SAS-Armed-Groups-Human-Security-Efforts-Philippines.pdf.

%Hashim Salamat, The Bangsamoro People’s Struggle against Oppression and Colonialism (Mindanao: Moro
Islamic Liberation Front [MILF], 2001).

9Qliver Teves, “Philippine Muslim Rebels Drop Independence Demand,” San Diego Union-Tribune, 23
September 2010, https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-philippine-muslim-rebels-drop-independence-
demand-2010sep23-story.html.

%Government of the Republic of the Philippines (GRP) and MILF, “Comprehensive Agreement on the
Bangsamoro,” 27 March 2014.
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MILF’s relationship with local communities is characterized by voluntary
compliance, although civilian support has fluctuated over time.”” MILF
combatants are mainly volunteer Muslim Filipinos directly affected by the
conflict.”® MILF’s local funding sources include the revenues from drug
trafficking,” collection of obligatory alms and extortion,'® local farmers’
provision of food and other supplies to nearby units, and remittances from
the Muslim Filipino diaspora.'”’ Communities also support MILF’s guerrilla
operations through information gathering and sanctuary.'”” The group
recognizes the value of community relations through community partici-
pation in decision making and the provision of services. MILF’s provincial,
municipal, and village committees, for example, include traditional, secular,
and religious elites.'®® Further, MILF has established parallel government
structures and provided various services, from marriage and birth certif-
icates and adjudication to infrastructure development.'%*

Over time, MILF’s relationship with the Philippine government evolved
from conflictual to conciliatory. Initially, MILF refused to participate in
national-level politics, for instance, through elections and forming a polit-
ical party. However, MILF repeatedly engaged with the government in
formal negotiations—including ceasefires, framework agreements, and joint
statements—even before officially changing its political goals from secession
to autonomy, in 2010.1% National civil society!?® and international orga-
nizations often facilitated these negotiations. The talks finally led to the
signing of the Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsamoro in 2014,
paving the way to creating an autonomous region and the disarmament,
demobilization, and reintegration of MILF combatants.!?’

In MILF’s struggle for self-determination, international support has
varied over time. Sponsorship from human-rights-conscious international
audiences is considered insignificant until the early 2000s. MILF had
allegedly received weapons and other kinds of material support from

9Sukanya Podder, “Legitimacy, Loyalty and Civilian Support for the Moro Islamic Liberation Front:
Changing Dynamics in Mindanao, Philippines,” Politics, Religion & Ideology 13, no. 4 (December
2012): 501-12.

%Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 347.

9Rufa Cagoco-Guiam and Steven Schoofs, “A Deadly Cocktail? lllicit Drugs, Politics, and Violent Conflict
in Lanao del Sur and Maguindanao,” in Out of the Shadows: Violent Conflict and the Real Economy of
Mindanao, ed. Francisco J. Lara Jr. and Schoofs (Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press), 102-7.

1%Eric Gutierrez, “Bandits, Villains and Bosses: Kidnappers of the Southern Philippines,” in Lara and
Schoofs, Out of the Shadows, 131-36.

19Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 347-49.

192Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 351-52.

193Abhoud S. M. Lingga, “Sheik Salamat Hashim: The ‘Amir’ of the Bangsamoro Jihad,” Homeland 4, no. 2
(June 1997): 3-13, cited in Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 346.

%John D. Laing, “Moro Islamic Liberation Front” in Religion and Contemporary Politics: A Global
Encyclopedia, vol. 1, ed. Timothy J. Demy and Jeffrey M. Shaw (Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, 2019), 340-41.
1%5Teves, “Philippine Muslim Rebels Drop Independence Demand.”

1%For instance, Ryan D. Rosauro, “NGOs to GPH-MILF: Bring Home Signed Annexes,” SunStar, 7 July 2013,
https://www.sunstar.com.ph//article/293202/Business/NGOs-to-GPH-MILF-Bring-home-signed-annexes.
197GRP and MILF, “Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsamoro.”
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several nondemocratic regimes, such as Libya and Malaysia.!”® These two
countries also played a role in mediating MILF-GRP peace negotiations
and ceasefire agreements, both directly and through the Organization of
Islamic Cooperation.!” Further, throughout its early years, MILF cooper-
ated with several terrorist groups, such as al Qaeda, Jemaah Islamiyah,
and ASG.'°

Especially after al Qaedas September 2001 attacks and the ensuing
US-led “War on Terror,;, MILF actively tried to distinguish itself from
terrorist organizations and increased its cooperation with human-rights-
conscious actors.!!! During this period, interaction with foreign audiences
is assessed as significant. For example, an International Monitoring Team
(IMT) was created after a ceasefire agreement in 2003 that included nation-
als of Malaysia, Brunei, Indonesia, Japan, Libya, and Norway, and personnel
from the European Union and international NGOs.!'? Similarly, in 2009
MILF and the Philippine government established the International Contact
Group for the Southern Philippines Peace Process (ICG-SPPP) to mobilize
international support and leverage the peace process. The ICG-SPPP
included the United Kingdom, Japan, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and four
international NGOs.!"® Several other international NGOs also engaged with
MILF to advocate for the peace process and humanitarian and development
issues.!*

Regarding landmine use, MILF has overall shown a high level of
restraint. Already in 1976, MILF had allegedly banned the use of antiper-
sonnel mines, arguing that they were contradictory to the teachings of
Islam. Despite this claim, the rebel group at times publicly acknowledged
the use of landmines. For instance, after government attacks in 1996, MILF
stated that it “fought back with mortar, anti-tank weapons and mined
fields”!'® Under those circumstances, restricted landmine use was justified:

1%Zachary Abuza, “The Moro Islamic Liberation Front at 20: State of the Revolution,” Studies in Conflict &
Terrorism 28, no. 6 (November 2005): 453-79.

19%9Shamsuddin L. Taya, “The Political Strategies of the Moro Islamic Liberation Front for Self-Determination
in the Philippines,” Intellectual Discourse 15, no. 1 (2007): 69-78.

19Zachary Abuza, Militant Islam in Southeast Asia: Crucible of Terror (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2003).
"Abuza, Militant Islam in Southeast Asia.

"2GRP and MILF, “Terms of Reference of the Civilian Protection Component (CPC) of the International
Monitoring Team (IMT),” 5 May 2010, 2; GRP and MILF, “Terms of Reference of the International Monitoring
Team (IMT),” 10 February 2011, 1, https://peace.gov.ph/2016/11/terms-reference-international-monitoring-
team-imt/.

"3Democratic Progress Institute (DPI), International Contact Group for the Southern Philippines Peace
Process (London: DPI, August 2014), 7, http://www.democraticprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/
Brief-International-Contact-Group-Philippines.pdf.

""Claudia Hofmann, Peace Negotiations in the Philippines: The Government, the MILF, and International
NGOs, Peace Brief 91 (Washington, DC: United States Institute for Peace, 28 April 2011), https://www.usip.
org/sites/default/files/PB%2091.pdf.

International Campaign to Ban Landmines—Cluster Munition Coalition (ICBL-CMC), “Country Profile:
Philippines (1999),” Landmine & Cluster Munition Monitor, 2000, http://archives.the-monitor.org/index.
php/publications/display?act=submit&pqs_year=1999&pqs_type=Im&pqs_report=philippines&
pgs_section=.
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If needed for defense (self-preservation), MILF ... will use anti-personnel mines, but
discriminately, only when the need of it arises or as the situation dictates, and upon
order of the concerned MILF Commander on the ground during actual combat.
MILF ... APMs [antipersonnel mines] and ATMs [anti-tank mines], foreign and
home-made, are command-detonated, tripwire, pressured triggered, or any of it.!'®

Evidence suggests MILF has used landmines and other explosive devices
mainly against the military, police, and government officials. To a lesser
extent, MILF has also targeted specific groups of civilians (that is, Christian
Filipinos), especially in the earlier years of the insurgency. However, inter-
nal regulations on landmine use prohibit the “use, stockpiling, production
and transfer of APMs near population centers, places of worship, schools,
business establishments, residential areas, farm and farm-to-market roads,
and even areas inhabited by working animals”'’” The same guidelines
ordered MILF fighters to map and visibly mark mined areas. Early reports
from the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) suggest that most mines
were located in MILF-controlled territory close to bunkers, trenches, and
abandoned camps.'"® However, some mines MILF supposedly laid were
found along roads in disputed territories close to AFP checkpoints.'"’

The justified use of antipersonnel mines for self-defense was finally
dropped on 27 March 2000, when MILF further limited its landmine use
policies and signed the “Deed of Commitment under Geneva Call for
Adherence to a Total Ban on Anti-Personnel Mines and for Cooperation
in Mine Action”'?° There is significant evidence that MILF’s commitment
was genuine. Following allegations of noncompliance, however, a Geneva
Call verification mission confirmed instances of the use of improvised
antipersonnel mines, arguably due to misunderstandings regarding such
devices’ technical specifications. The mission reiterated the technical
requirements for anti-vehicle and command-detonated improvised explosive
devices, which are not banned by the deed.'?! Consequently, MILF signed
an expanded version of the deed'?’ and issued written directives to its
forces regarding compliance with the ban, mine awareness, and humani-
tarian law education programs for its members.'”* These changes came

"6Ghazali Jaafar, “MILF Views on Landmine Use” (Camp Abubakar, Maguindanao: MILF, 13 March 2000), 1.
""7Ghazali Jaafar, “MILF Internal Regulations on Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel
Mines” (MILF, 21 March 2000), 1.

118Sjdberg, Armed Non-state Actors and Landmines, 1:99-100.

""Geneva Call, Seeking Rebel Accountability: Report of the Geneva Call Mission to the Moro Islamic Liberation
Front in Central Mindanao, Philippines, 3-8 April 2002 (Geneva: Geneva Call, 2002), 15-28.

T20MILF, “Deed of Commitment under Geneva Call for Adherence to a Total Ban on Anti-Personnel Mines
and for Cooperation in Mine Action,” 27 March 2000.

121Geneva Call, Seeking Rebel Accountability.

12MILF, “Deed of Commitment under Geneva Call for Adherence to a Total Ban on Anti-Personnel Mines
and for Cooperation in Mine Action,” 2002.

1ZMILF, “General Order No. 3: An Order to Effect the Integration into the Code of Conduct of the
Bangsamoro Islamic Armed Forces (BIAF), the Total Ban on Anti-Personnel Mines and for Cooperation of
Mine Action Pursuant to the Deed of Commitment Signed by the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF)
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alongside MILF’s other efforts to reject the use of terrorist tactics and
renounce previous relationships with terrorist organizations, such as Jemaah
Islamiyah and ASG.'**

Abu Sayyaf Group: Unrestrained Landmine Use

Concentrated in the southern Philippine islands, ASG is estimated to have
had 1,250 fighters at its peak in 2000.'> However, experts believe the
group currently has fewer than 100 members.'?® ASG was organized by
Abdurajak Janjalani in 1986 as a splinter group from MNLEF. Janjalani and
other dissatisfied MNLF members questioned their parent group’s negoti-
ation efforts with the Philippine government and its failure to appropriate
Islamic concepts for the Moro struggle. The group’s stated aim is to estab-
lish an independent Islamic state in Mindanao and expel Christian settlers
who have migrated to the southern Philippines since the 1910s.'?” Despite
ASG’s stated goals, the group shows signs of becoming more materially
motivated rather than ideologically driven, resembling a criminal gang.'?
ASG is still active and is often considered one of the top internal terrorist
threats in the Philippines.

ASG’s relations with local communities are characterized by coercive
compliance. The group narrowly understands its core constituency as the
Filipino Muslim minority aligned with the group’s Islamic jihadist ideology.
Popular support for ASG is limited, as moderate Muslims mainly refute
its interpretation of Islam and the means of jihad.'? Still, ASG has avoided
direct military confrontation by seeking refuge among local communities.
Recruitment to the group is voluntary, often following kinship lines, and
is supported by limited family and village networks. Motivations to join
vary, including ideological commitment, opposition to the state, personal
enrichment, machismo, and physical survival.’** Almost 98 percent of

under Geneva Call, and for Other Purposes” (Camp Abubakre As-Siddique, Bangsamoro: MILF, 30
June 2010).

12Abuza, “Moro Islamic Liberation Front at 20

25Robert East, Terror Truncated: The Decline of the Abu Sayyaf Group from the Crucial Year 2002 (Newcastle
upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2014), 3.

126For example, Muguntan Vanar, “Abu Sayyaf Commander Linked to Sabah Kidnappings Killed by
Philippines Forces,’ Star, 13 June 2021, https://www.thestar.com.my/news/nation/2021/06/13/abu-sayyaf-commander-
linked-to-sabah-kidnappings-killed-by-philippines-forces.

27Jamail A. Kamlian, “Ethnic and Religious Conflict in Southern Philippines: A Discourse on Self-
Determination, Political Autonomy, and Conflict Resolution,” Global & Strategis 5, no. 1 (2011): 10-11,
http://journal.unair.ac.id/download-fullpapers-jgs36b20cae172full.pdf.

128“|n the Southern Philippines, the Peace Process Stumbles Forward,” Stratfor Worldview, 14 September
2014, https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/southern-philippines-peace-process-stumbles-forward.

2Larry A. Niksch, Abu Sayyaf: Target of Philippine-U.S. Anti-Terrorism Cooperation (Washington, DC:
Congressional Research Service, 25 January 2002), 5-6, https://www.everycrsreport.com/reports/
RL31265.html.

130Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 367-70.
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ASG’s funds come from kidnapping and extortion, followed by shares of
almsgiving and diverted resources from Islamic NGOs."!

ASG’s relationship with the Philippine government is conflictual, as the
group rejects political negotiation in favor of violent jihadism.'*?> ASG has
not engaged in formal dialogue with the Philippine government and has
used hostage and ransom negotiations to express some of its political
demands."** The group’s relations with human-rights-conscious international
audiences are insignificant at best and confrontational at worst.
Nondemocratic countries, such as Libya, have backed ASG, and the group
has also garnered support from or declared allegiance to regional and
international terrorist groups such as al Qaeda, the Islamic State, and
Jemaah Islamiyah.!** Unlike other Philippine Islamic groups, such as MILF
and MNLE the Organization of Islamic Cooperation does not recognize
ASG. On top of not cooperating with international NGOs, ASG has recur-
rently targeted foreign aid workers for kidnap-for-ransom and
extortion.!'?

In general, ASG has shown a low level of restraint on landmine use.
The group demonstrated no significant efforts to avoid collateral damage
and has directly targeted civilians. ASG laid victim-activated landmines
primarily for perimeter defense in its jungle and mountain camps and
command-detonated devices in offensive operations. Explosive devices are
also used in civilian terror attacks. ASG’s victims include mostly Filipino
citizens, from government officials to Christians and Muslims who oppose
the group’s interpretation of Salafi jihadism.!** Out of 172 recorded ASG
attacks using explosive devices, for example, none were directed against
military targets, and 12 were against police forces. Most ASG attacks were
against noncombatants in populated areas.”®” I found no evidence of pre-
cautionary measures implemented by ASG to avoid civilian
victimization.

131Cagoco-Guiam and Schoofs, “Deadly Cocktail?, 102-7; Gutierrez, “Bandits, Villains and Bosses:
Kidnappers of the Southern Philippines,” 136-41; both in Lara and Schoofs, Out of the Shadows.
132)ulkipli Wadi, “Islamic Nationalism and Philippine Politics,” in Philippine Politics and Governance:
Challenges to Democratization and Development, ed. Teresa S. Encarnacion Tadem and Noel M. Morada
(Quezon City: University of the Philippines Diliman, 2006), 93-96.

133|n the Southern Philippines, the Peace Process Stumbles Forward”

3International Crisis Group (ICG), Philippines Terrorism: The Role of Militant Islamic Converts, Asia Report
110 (Jakarta: ICG, 19 December 2005), https://www.crisisgroup.org/asia/south-east-asia/philippines/
philippines-terrorism-role-militant-islamic-converts; ICG, The Philippines: Counter-Insurgency vs. Counter-
Terrorism in Mindanao, Asia Report 152 (Jakarta: ICG, 14 May 2008), 3-10, https://www.crisisgroup.org/
asia/south-east-asia/philippines/philippines-counter-insurgency-vs-counter-terrorism-mindanao.

35United Nations, “Abu Sayyaf Group,” United Nations Security Council, updated 18 January 2018, https://
www.un.org/securitycouncil/sanctions/1267/aq_sanctions_list/summaries/entity/abu-sayyaf-group.
136Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 369-72.

3’National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism, “Global Terrorism Database,’
2021, https://www.start.umd.edu/gtd/.
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New People’s Army: Selective Use of Landmines

The leading armed group of the communist insurgency is the Communist
Party of the Philippines’ (CPP) New People’s Army. Formed in 1968 and
active since 1971, the group wages a “protracted people’s war” against the
government and operates throughout the country, although it is concen-
trated in rural and remote areas. Its main objective is to overthrow the
Philippine government and establish a people’s republic. The group is
estimated to have more than 10,000 members and poses the greatest armed
threat to the Philippine government given its size, military capability, and
activity.!®

The relationship between NPA and local communities takes the value
of voluntary compliance. Following a communist ideology, the group
broadly understands its core constituency as the Filipino working class,
regardless of nationality, ethnicity, or religious affiliation.’* During the
1970s and 1980s, many educated and ideologically motivated urban youth
joined the insurgency. As those members progressively left due to the
group’s inability to advance their armed struggle, its ranks shifted to mainly
poor rural youth. More recently, NPA has found more support prompted
by the expansion of mass organizations in response to government cor-
ruption and inefficiency."*® Most of NPA’s funding comes from individual
supporters, “revolutionary taxes,” and “permits to campaign” “Revolutionary
taxes” are a form of extortion applied to locals in their areas of opera-
tions,'! and the group sells “permits to campaign” to politicians who wish
to campaign in NPA-controlled territory.!*? In some areas, the group has
established a “shadow government” to build support networks among the
population.'*® These parallel governance structures include taxation systems,
business ventures, farmers’ cooperatives, and other development plans.!*

The record of NPA’s relations with the Philippine government is mixed
but primarily conflictual. NPA challenges the existing political structures
and thus avoids negotiating through them. However, the CPP-NPA has
sporadically engaged in peace talks with the Philippine government. For
example, the insurgency has signed the Comprehensive Agreement on
Respect for Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law!®® and

38Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 261-68.

13%Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP), “Constitution and Program” (CPP, June 2016), 10-19.
40Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 265.

"Cagoco-Guiam and Schoofs, “Deadly Cocktail?,” in Lara and Schoofs, Out of the Shadows, 102-7.
'42Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 266.

“3Michael A. Rubin, “Rebel Territorial Control and Civilian Collective Action in Civil War: Evidence from
the Communist Insurgency in the Philippines,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 64, no. 2-3 (February-March
2020): 467-69.

“Richard J. Kessler, Rebellion and Repression in the Philippines (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989).
GRP and the National Democratic Front of the Philippines (NDFP), “Comprehensive Agreement on
Respect for Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law between the Government of the Republic
of the Philippines and the National Democratic Front of the Philippines,” 16 March 1998.
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committed to ceasefires during disaster relief and special truces.!*® The
US Department of State’s 2002 recognition of NPA as a terrorist group
brought additional challenges to political engagement between NPA and
the Philippine government.'*

NPA’s foreign support is moderate. CPP-NPA is aligned with a global
communist movement. Accordingly, the group attempted to establish work-
ing relations with a series of like-minded state and nonstate actors to
attract foreign funds, though without much success. While only a small
number of them allegedly provided financial aid, arms, training, or other
types of support to NPA, most foreign assistance drastically decreased
following the Soviet Union’s collapse in the 1990s.!*® Still, NPA maintains
an overseas diplomatic representation in the Netherlands. The group does
not seem to engage with international NGOs significantly.

Overall, NPA has shown a moderate level of restraint on landmine use.
The group has, since 1998, formally agreed to restrict the use of land-
mines.'* Accordingly, NPA claims to follow a discriminate strategy in
using landmines only as “legitimate offensive weapons against military
vehicles of the AFP and Philippine National Police transporting troops
and supplies across and within AFP-NPA battlefields.”!*® CPP further
attested that landmines “are carefully attended to by NPA fighters to ensure
that these are fired only against legitimate military targets”'*! Indeed, the
striking majority of mine casualties attributed to NPA, when details are
known, were caused by command-detonated anti-vehicle explosive devices
used against government forces.'”> However, several reports indicate the
use of victim-activated explosive devices for both defensive and offensive
purposes. For example, NPA strongholds and weapons production bases
were mined.”* Following a clash with NPA in April 2007, AFP reported
“difficulty retrieving the bodies of two soldiers because the rebels had laid
four landmines around them”!* In addition, in June 2007, after an attack

%Delfin T. Mallari Jr., “Agta Folk Flee from AFP Operations,” Philippine Daily Inquirer, 8 May 2006.

ICG, The Communist Insurgency in the Philippines: Tactics and Talks, Asia Report 202 (Brussels: ICG, 14
February 2011), https://www.crisisgroup.org/asia/south-east-asia/philippines/communist-insurgency-philippines-
tactics-and-talks.

'48Santos and Santos, Primed and Purposeful, 266.

“9GRP and NDFP, “Comprehensive Agreement on Respect for Human Rights and International
Humanitarian Law," 5.

150CPP, “Clarifications on the Issue of Land Mines” (CPP, 6 January 2005), 1, https://philippinerev.wordpress.
com/2005/01/06/clarifications-on-the-issue-of-land-mines/.

5S1CPP, “Clarifications on the Issue of Land Mines," 1.

152|CBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (2014),” Landmine & Cluster Munition Monitor, 2015, http://
www.the-monitor.org/en-gb/reports/2014/Philippines.

133|CBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (1999).

154 CBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (2007), Landmine & Cluster Munition Monitor, 2008, http://
archives.the-monitor.org/index.php/publications/display?act=submit&pqs_year=2007&pqs_type=Im&pqs_
report=philippines&pgs_section=.
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on a rebel camp, AFP reports referred to the base as “booby-trapped.”!>>
Similarly, CPP acknowledged that NPA had used “contact-detonated [vic-
tim-activated] mines ... for a limited time and limited range and under
close supervision of NPA command concerned in order not to cause risk
for civilians’15¢

Although most mine victims attributed to NPA are Philippine military
and police personnel, the group also targets civilians, namely government
officials and politicians, journalists, foreign investors, and business owners.
The group perceives these individuals as legitimate targets through a logic
of “revolutionary justice”'”” The few civilians inadvertently killed in NPA
attacks are usually family members traveling in military vehicles or those
mistakenly identified as government forces.!”® In these cases, NPA has
publicly apologized and offered to pay hospital expenses for the injured.!*
Still, reports from the Philippine military condemn the use of landmines
by NPA around populated areas, such as roads, villages, and farms.!®
Further, according to government forces, mined areas discovered around
NPA camps were unmarked.'!

Explaining Variation in Restraint on Landmine Use

The empirics support the tested hypotheses. H1 suggests that rebels seeking
legitimacy from local communities are more likely to limit the effects of
landmines on their perceived constituency. Both MILF and NPA relied on
voluntary compliance by their local constituents, indicating high legitima-
cy-seeking behavior toward local communities. As expected, the two groups
showed significant efforts to minimize civilian victimization due to land-
mine use. They prioritized employing command-detonated explosive devices
in unpopulated areas and called for their fighters to record, mark, and
control access to their minefields. ASG relied on coercive compliance by
local communities and demonstrated no effort to avoid civilian casualties
from its landmines. Instead, the group directly targeted civilians with
terrorist tactics. Moreover, even though MILF effectively banned antiper-
sonnel mines, NPA also seemed concerned with avoiding civilian casualties
from its landmines. For example, NPA publicly apologized and paid for

155ICBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (2008)," Landmine & Cluster Munition Monitor, 2009, http://
archives.the-monitor.org/index.php/publications/display?act=submit&pqs_year=2008&pqs_type=Im&pqs_
report=philippines&pgs_section=.

15|CBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (2006)," Landmine & Cluster Munition Monitor, 2007, http://
archives.the-monitor.org/index.php/publications/display?act=submit&pqgs_year=2006&pqs_type=Im&pqs_
report=philippines&pgs_section=.

157CPP, “Constitution and Program,” 88.

158|CBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (2006)."
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160|CBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (1999).

161|CBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (1999).
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the medical costs of civilians injured by their landmines, clearly commu-
nicating its restraint behavior to its perceived constituency.

The difference among the groups in targeting noncombatants is also
worth noting. While no group directly targeted its constituents with land-
mines and other explosive devices, the perception of who comprised their
constituency varied greatly according to each groups ideology. NPA’s
broader understanding of its constituency, which includes the majority of
the Filipino population regardless of geographic concentration, ethnicity,
or religion, meant attacks against noncombatants were limited to select
individuals, such as government officials and business owners. In contrast,
MILF’s more limited notion of its core constituency, restricted to the
Mindanao Muslim population, arguably justified attacks against specific
groups of civilians, such as Christian Filipinos. On the far end of the
spectrum, ASG considers as constituents only the few who share the
group’s interpretation of Salafi jihadism. Therefore, ASG targeted a broader
range of noncombatants.

The cluster of hypotheses that make up H2 states that rebels seeking
legitimacy from the state government are more likely to (a) comply with
national law related to landmine use; (b) reciprocate government behavior;
and (c) limit the effects of landmines on the government’s constituents.
As expected, the groups’ political goals directly influenced how they inter-
acted with the national government. MILF had a more conciliatory rela-
tionship, from early political engagement in the late 1990s to the 2014
peace agreement. Because MILF had already committed to stop using
antipersonnel mines in early 2000, it is hard to attribute MILF’s restraint
on landmine use only to its legitimacy-seeking behavior toward the state
government. However, 2010 marked a shift in MILF’s relationship with
the Philippine government when the group changed its independence
claims to autonomy goals. Peace talks had been stalled since 2008, and,
as a confidence-building measure, the parties agreed to launch a joint
mine and unexploded ordnance clearance project with national and inter-
national NGOs.'> MILF’s conciliatory posture has arguably leveraged its
political capital toward the government, especially relative to other rebel
groups in the country.

On the contrary, NPA and ASG displayed conflictual relations with the
state. They rejected formal politics and sought to overthrow the Philippine
government, either nationally or regionally. As predicted, the groups con-
tinued to use antipersonnel mines and booby traps. Whereas ASG directly
targeted the Philippine government’s constituency as its main tactic, NPA
showed considerable restraint toward the Filipino population at large but

162GRP et al., “Guidelines for the Implementation of the Philippine Campaign to Ban Landmines: Fondation
Suisse de Deminage (PCBL-FSD) Project Pursuant to the Joint Statement of the GRP-MILF Peace Panels
Dated 15 November 2007” (5 May 2010).
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targeted civilians perceived as enemies of the revolution, such as govern-
ment officials and business owners.

Finally, H3 suggests that rebels seeking legitimacy from human-rights-
conscious international audiences are more likely to comply with interna-
tional law relevant to landmine use. Before the 2000s, MILF had been
supported by foreign actors with records of human rights violations. During
that period, MILF justified laying antipersonnel landmines in self-defense
and against government forces. In the early 2000s, however, MILF expe-
rienced a drastic change in its legitimacy-seeking behavior. On 21 March
2000, the Philippine government launched an offensive campaign against
MILE Less than a week later, on 27 March, the rebel group signed the
first version of Geneva Call's Deed of Commitment to stop using anti-
personnel landmines. Contrary to the “poor man’s weapon” and desperation
arguments, which should predict less restraint in the face of a massive
military challenger, MILF chose to exercise a higher level of restraint,
perhaps to credibly signal its legitimacy to the international community
and gain support against GRP.

During this period, following the US-led “War on Terror,” MILF lead-
ership demonstrated that the armed group abided by international law
and was thus a legitimate political actor. Accordingly, MILF established
more substantial relationships with human-rights-conscious foreign audi-
ences via international NGOs, the IMT, or the ICG-SPPP. In line with the
hypothesis, MILF showed more consistent compliance with its commit-
ments to international norms, as depicted by its repeated commitments
to the antipersonnel mine ban in 2000 and 2002, the welcoming of an
international monitoring mission, and active measures to enforce the ban,
including education and punishment of their cadres who disobeyed.

ASG, on the contrary, rejects international norms and is supported
mainly by a few state and nonstate actors with a record of human rights
violations. Unsurprisingly, ASG showed no effort toward compliance with
the relevant bodies of international law on landmine use. In between MILF
and ASG, NPA sought support from a wide range of like-minded state
and nonstate actors with mixed records of human rights violations.
Expectedly, although NPA formally signaled commitment to broad human
rights and humanitarian norms, it at times flexed its compliance to suit
military needs, justifying the use of antipersonnel landmines due to mil-
itary considerations.

The variation in landmine use observed in the Philippines cannot be
fully explained by alternative predictors of restraint. First, in line with
Fazal and Konaev,'®® political goals and military strength alone do not
seem enough to push rebel groups to exercise restraint on landmine use.

'63Fazal and Konaev, “"Homelands versus Minelands.”
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MILF and ASG, both secessionist groups, should have more incentives to
comply with humanitarian norms than the revolutionary NPA. However,
MILF exercised the highest levels of restraint, ASG displayed the lowest,
and NPA showed a moderate level of restraint. Further, Fazal and Konaev’s
argument'®* that militarily strong and secessionist rebels are more likely
to exercise restraint may explain MILF and ASG’s behavior, but not NPA.
Second, although ideology helps understand how armed groups define and
relate to their constituencies and other audiences, it alone cannot explain
restraint behavior. Among the Moro rebels, MNLF used landmines mostly
selectively,'®® MILF committed to the total ban, and ASG is a major user
with little restraint. On the communist front, NPA still uses landmines
when necessary, but two other groups have committed to the ban.'¢

Further, the claim that territorial control should lead to landmine use
for defensive purposes does not hold for the analyzed cases. Whereas
MILF and NPA controlled significant portions of territory and ASG did
not, no group deployed extensive defensive minefields. MILF committed
to the antipersonnel mine ban, and NPA prioritized employing com-
mand-detonated devices and landmines in offensive ambushes against
government forces. Neither does the expectation that weaker groups lack
access to alternatives to landmines hold. ASG, the smallest group in the
sample, often employed more discriminate means, such as command-
detonated devices, but with lower levels of restraint. Finally, although there
have been isolated clashes between MILF and ASG, the three groups have
largely operated independently against the Philippine government, thus
decreasing the relevance of their relative strength in explaining restraint
on landmine use.

In summary, while different ideology and political goals shaped rebels’
legitimacy-seeking behavior toward local communities, the state govern-
ment, and international audiences, they did not seem to independently
influence restraint on landmine use. Further, territorial control, group size,
and relative strength between rebel groups cannot account for variation
in restraint on landmine use in the Philippines.

Engaging Legitimacy-Givers

In this article, I build on the argument that legitimacy-seeking rebels are
more likely to exercise restraint'®’ and argue that how restraint is exercised

64Fazal and Konaev, “Homelands versus Minelands.”

165|CBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (2006)."

%Namely the Revolutionary Workers Party of Mindanao—Revolutionary People’s Army and the
Revolutionary Workers Party of the Philippines—Revolutionary Proletarian Army, Alex Boncayo Brigade.
Geneva Call, Engaging Armed Non-state Actors in a Landmine Ban: The Geneva Call Progress Report (2000-
2007) (Geneva: Geneva Call, 2007), https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/100311/gc-progress-report-07.pdf.
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depends on which audiences rebel groups rely on. A comparative analysis
of three rebel groups in the Philippines corroborates the main argument:
reliance on local communities led to a greater focus on the protection of
the group’s perceived constituency; stronger relationships with the govern-
ment emphasized compliance with national law, reciprocity, and protection
of the government’s constituency; and human-rights-conscious foreign
sponsors encouraged compliance with international law.

The article contributes to research on civil war restraint in two main
ways. First, it provides an original conceptualization of restraint based on
the practical application of humanitarian norms to landmine use. This
more nuanced focus advances previous studies on commitment and com-
pliance with the antipersonnel mine ban'®® and discloses unobserved details
of how rebels exercise violence and restraint. Similar conceptualizations
may prove fruitful in studying specific means and methods of war.'®’
Second, it expands previous legitimacy- and reputation-based theories of
rebel restraint'’® by focusing on how particular audiences shape restraint
behavior in relation to landmine use.

This article’s limitations offer opportunities for future studies, which
should continue to explore how different actors influence rebel behavior,
including differences within audiences usually clustered together (for exam-
ple, the “international community”). More work should be done to expand
the findings’ generalizability, investigate the suggested causal mechanisms,
and look deeper into rebel decision-making processes. Lastly, future the-
oretical frameworks should account for potential interaction effects between
the different influencing factors of restraint on landmine use, such as
military considerations, organizational cultures, ideology, and political
objectives.

This article suggests that engaging armed groups and their legitima-
cy-givers may be valuable for encouraging rebel restraint on landmine use.
Active engagement can communicate different audiences’ preferences to
rebel groups, such as respect for humanitarian norms and civilian protec-
tion. Likewise, external actors’ promotion of mine awareness for local
communities, domestic actors, and foreign sponsors can pressure rebel
groups to exercise restraint on landmine use. Although humanitarian
engagement should not legitimize armed groups, it can educate and con-
vince rebels that abiding by restraint norms may become an added source

18Richters, “Norm Diffusion Beyond the State”; Gleditsch et al., “International Conventions and Nonstate
Actors”; Fazal and Konaev, “Homelands versus Minelands.”

%For instance, Risa Brooks has recently suggested a similar approach to gauge different levels of civilian
targeting by militant groups through four indicators: choice of weapon, location and timing of attacks,
the frequency or number of attacks, and mitigation efforts. Brooks, “Tying the Hands of Militants: Civilian
Targeting and Societal Pressures in the Provisional IRA and Palestinian Hamas,” Journal of Global Security
Studies 7, no. 1 (March 2022): 6-7.
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of legitimacy. It follows that rebel groups might capitalize on engaging
with various actors over the landmine ban, for instance, to gather support
and foster their armed struggle. Therefore, current and future engagements
with nonstate armed actors should be transparent and constantly reinforce
their humanitarian nature.

While this article looked into legitimacy-seeking behavior as a driver of
rebel restraint on landmine use, several other factors remain underres-
earched. For instance, when groups face a high number of casualties from
accidents with their own mines, whether during production and emplace-
ment or in movement, restraint might be the rational choice to maintain
safety, morale, and continuity of operations.'”! Alternatively, there might
be an economic reason not to use landmines. Groups may foresee potential
impediments in conducting economic activities due to the denial of pro-
ductive land and future mine clearance costs.!”? Finally, rebel engagement
with and support of mine action activities remain a fruitful avenue for
future research. For example, why do some rebel groups conduct human-
itarian demining, an activity that is dangerous, time-consuming, and one
that potentially diverts valuable military resources?
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Securing support, avoiding harm?
Civilian support, community
organisation, and rebel landmine use
in Colombia

Abstract

How do armed groups manage the trade-off between securing and accessing
support from civilian populations and minimising the risk of exposing them to
violence? While rebels often depend on local communities, their proximity
exposes civilians to significant risks. This article addresses this dilemma by
examining the use of landmines by Colombian guerrilla groups. Although
landmines are expected to offer an effective and low-cost means to offset
asymmetries in civil wars, their indiscriminate nature threatens the very
communities on which rebels rely. I argue that while rebels are more likely to lay
minefields where they enjoy greater local support, they should also attempt to
reduce risks to civilians in these areas, especially when faced with stronger
resistance from local communities. Using cross-sectional, subnational data from
Colombia’s national mine action programme, I show that guerrilla groups indeed
laid more landmines in more supportive municipalities. However, while such
support does not appear to correlate with restraint in landmine use, higher levels
of community organisation are associated with minefields being laid further from
populated areas and with fewer civilian mine accidents. The findings contribute
to research on civilian victimisation, rebel governance, and restraint in wartime
violence, with implications for mine clearance and civilian protection.

Keywords: civil war, non-state armed group, guerrilla, rebel governance,
restraint
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Introduction

Local support has long been recognised as a key determinant of civil war
outcomes, as communities can facilitate or withhold material and non-material
assistance to warring parties (Arjona, 2017: 755). Many non-state armed groups
depend on such support, whether voluntary or coerced, for recruitment, shelter,
intelligence, supplies, and more (Barter, 2023). Consequently, these groups often
establish themselves in proximity to their constituents, utilise -civilian
infrastructure for military purposes, and integrate into local communities.

However, this proximity exposes civilian supporters to significant risks.
First, civilians may be caught in crossfire simply by residing near armed groups.
Likewise, civilian objects repurposed for military use may be targeted and risk
damage or destruction. Second, those living under rebel control, regardless of
their actual allegiances or actions, frequently face suspicion and abuse from
counterinsurgents. Some communities are even deliberately targeted as part of
punishment or “draining the sea” strategies (Valentino, Huth & Balch-Lindsay,
2004). In response to this heightened exposure to violence, civilians may flee,
withdraw their support, or adopt a position of neutrality, potentially aligning with
counterinsurgents.

In short, by accepting or cultivating local support, rebel groups may
inadvertently endanger civilians, thereby undermining the very basis of that
support. For instance, Hezbollah has established strongholds in Shia-majority
areas in southern Beirut, the Beqaa Valley, and southern Lebanon. Its fighters
frequently stored weapons in or near civilian infrastructure and launched rockets
from populated areas. While operating within civilian zones may have provided
certain logistic and tactical advantages, it exposed non-combatants to significant
harm, provoking retaliatory strikes by the Israeli Defence Forces and eliciting
criticism from Hezbollah’s own support base (e.g. HRW, 2007; Mansour, 2024).
This dilemma is also applicable when support is obtained through coercion.
Although violence may initially compel compliance and secure local resources
and collaboration, excessive or indiscriminate violence can prompt resistance,
undermine local acquiescence, and ultimately drive civilians to flee or defect. How
do armed groups manage the trade-off between securing and accessing support
from civilian populations and minimising the risk of exposing them to violence?

This article examines this question in the context of the use of landmines by
non-state armed groups.! Although rebels often employ landmines to
counterbalance disparities in military power vis-a-vis state forces, their

1 The term landmine includes different types of victim-activated explosive devices, namely anti-personnel and anti-vehicle mines
and booby-traps, whether factory-made or improvised. The terms non-state armed group, armed group, rebel group, and rebels
are used interchangeably.
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indiscriminate effects create ambivalent incentives for their deployment. On the
one hand, rebels often regard landmines as highly effective, particularly in
defensive operations against opposing forces. The Revolutionary Armed Forces
of Colombia - People’s Army (FARC-EP), for instance, once metaphorically
referred to landmines as their “air force”, underscoring their perceived necessity
as the only viable means of countering Colombian government ground offensives
following aerial bombardments (Garbino, 2024: 11). On the other hand, the
indiscriminate nature of landmines poses a significant risk to civilian supporters.
For example, in Myanmar, an armed group introduced more restrictive
minelaying policies after realising that up to 30 percent of mine victims belonged
to its own constituency (Moser-Puangsuwan, 2001: 57).

Armed groups may seek to prevent civilian harm for both normative and
instrumental reasons. Rebels may have a sincere concern for civilian supporters,
particularly as these individuals often belong to the same ethnic group, kin
networks, or even extended family. At the same time, civilian victimisation risks
eroding popular support, thereby undermining both the group’s military
effectiveness and its broader political objectives. This restraint behaviour should
be reinforced by pressures from within the community, especially in those with
higher levels of organisation. I argue that while rebels are more likely to deploy
minefields near their constituent communities, they also take more measures to
minimise civilian victimisation in those locations. Specifically, non-state armed
groups should place minefields at greater distances from populated areas, as well
as mark and control access to mined areas and share information with civilians
regarding their locations.

[ test this proposition by analysing the use of landmines by Colombian
guerrilla groups, drawing on subnational minefield clearance data from the
Colombian mine action programme. Consistent with my argument, I find that
landmines were more frequently deployed in municipalities with higher levels of
guerrilla support. Moreover, in these areas, better organised communities are
associated with greater distances between minefields and populated areas, and
fewer civilian mine accidents, suggesting that rebel behaviour is shaped by
community resistance and pressure.

This article builds on existing scholarship on violence against civilians (e.g.
Valentino, Huth & Balch-Lindsay, 2004; Kalyvas, 2006; Weinstein, 2007), rebel
governance (e.g. Lilja, 2009; Mampilly, 2011; Arjona, 2016), and civilian agency
in civil wars (e.g. Wood, 2003; Kaplan, 2017; Barter, 2023). It makes two main
contributions. First, it introduces a spatial perspective to the study of restraint,
showing that even inherently indiscriminate weapons like landmines can be used
selectively in space. Rather than merely reducing the overall level of violence,
Colombian guerrillas appear to have exercised restraint by avoiding laying mines
near population centres in better organised communities. Second, the article
advances research on the military behaviour of armed groups by providing
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systematic evidence on minelaying patterns, an understudied yet policy-relevant
aspect of rebel warfare.

The centrality and risks of local support

Scholars of civil war and early theorists of guerrilla warfare have long considered
civilian support to insurgents a valuable asset to be safeguarded and “often the
central immediate concern for the warring sides in a civil war” (Arjona, Kasfir &
Mampilly, 2015: 3; emphasis in the original). However, not all non-state armed
groups seek popular support or treat civilians in the same manner.

The literature on violence against civilians by such groups is extensive,
exploring why some insurgents abuse civilians while others pursue nonviolent
means of securing support, as well as the strategic logic behind the protection or
targeting of civilians. For instance, Kalyvas (2006) contends that armed groups
resort to indiscriminate violence against civilians only as a last resort when they
lack the information or resources required for selective targeting. Consequently,
in areas under rebel control where groups can access intelligence on civilians
collaborating with the enemy, levels of violence against non-combatants tend to
be lower. Weinstein (2007) similarly argues that reliance on material support
from local communities serves as a constraint on violence. Rebel groups that
depend on sustained cooperation with civilians for provisions, shelter, and
recruitment have stronger incentives to minimise harm. Likewise, Stewart
(2018) demonstrates that political goals, such as secessionism, further
incentivises armed groups to provide services and protect their civilian
constituency.

From the counterinsurgent’s perspective, targeting civilians may serve as
part of punitive or “draining the sea” strategies. That is, government forces may
attack civilians either to punish them for supporting insurgents or to coerce and
obstruct support through measures such as forced displacement, concentration
camps, and other forms of control (Valentino, Huth & Balch-Lindsay, 2004).
Similarly, Schaub and Koch (2026) demonstrate that civilians are more likely to
be targeted by occupying enemy forces due to suspicions that they may be
involved in intelligence gathering, leading to pre-emptive or retaliatory violence.
Furthermore, groups engaged in state-building projects, such as the Islamic State,
often employ civilians in both combat-support and non-combat roles, while also
using civilian objects in dual-use capacities, such as taxation offices and banks
(Revkin, 2018: 124-136). Although legally and morally contentious, the US
government has, for example, interpreted such civilians and civilian objects as
“war-sustaining”, thereby justifying their targeting and destruction (e.g.
Goodman, 2016).
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Other scholars examine how, beyond ruling through violence, rebels
establish governance structures in dialogue and negotiation with local
communities. The nature and extent of rebel governance, such as whether it is
more coercive or participatory, are influenced by multiple factors (Mampilly,
2011). These include the degree of predation by insurgent groups (Reno, 2015),
dependence on constituent support (Lilja, 2009), the extent of territorial control
and the political identity of the armed group (Kalyvas, 2015; Suykens, 2015;
Stewart, 2018), the exercise of governance by the central government authorities
(Wickham-Crowley, 2015), and prevailing traditional norms and practices
(Hoffmann, 2015). Further, Arjona (2016) explains that rebel governance
depends on armed groups’ time horizons: short-term priorities foster disorder,
while long-term horizons enable institution-building. Yet, these choices are also
shaped by actual and expected civilian resistance, leading to rebel rule in
communities with weak institutions and greater civilian rule where strong
institutions pre-exist. Furthermore, scholars have demonstrated that
communities can exert pressure on armed groups to restrain their tactics and
targeting decisions, influencing the extent and nature of violence employed in
contexts such as Northern Ireland (Brooks, 2021) and Afghanistan (Jackson,
2021). Some authors have also emphasised how certain types of violence may
actually increase in places of local support, such as sexual violence (Wieselgren,
2022).

In summary, the literature on irregular warfare primarily examines the role
of civilian support in bolstering an insurgency’s military capabilities and political
legitimacy. Research on violence against civilians predominantly explores the
motives and mechanisms behind armed groups’ use of direct violence against
their own constituents. However, neither strand of scholarship sufficiently
addresses how these groups manage the risks associated with exposing civilians
to harm. Meanwhile, the scholarship on rebel governance conceptualises violence
primarily within the framework of rebel-civilian relations. Much of this work
examines how and why rebels provide governance as a means of legitimising
their rule and securing civilian cooperation. While some studies emphasise the
protective functions of governance, others underscore its coercive and
disciplinary aspects, challenging any straightforward dichotomy between
governance and violence. In this view, governance itself can function as a tool of
domination and control, rather than as an alternative to violence (e.g. van Baalen,
2021). While existing scholarship extensively explores rebel violence,
governance, and the strategic value of civilian support, it largely overlooks how
armed groups manage the indirect risks their actions pose to civilians they seek
to protect and rely upon.

Still, this body of literature emphasises two key dimensions. First, it
highlights civilian agency in resisting (e.g. Arjona, 2017; Kaplan, 2017) and

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 111



actively shaping insurgencies (e.g. Wood, 2003; Barter, 2015, 2023). Second, it
underscores the consequences of ineffective rebel governance, demonstrating
that its sustainability depends, among other factors, on civilian acceptance and
cooperation, thereby incentivising armed groups to minimise harm to civilians.
In this article, I build on these insights and investigate the use of landmines by
non-state armed groups as an entry point to examine how rebels manage the
tension between securing and accessing civilian support and shielding these
populations from harm.

Landmines: protecting the territory but
endangering civilians?

Landmines constitute a particularly apt empirical lens for this inquiry, as they
encapsulate the core of this dilemma: even when deployed for defensive
purposes, their indiscriminate effects render nearby civilians vulnerable to
severe and long-term harm. The risks associated with landmines are not only
immediate but also cumulative, persisting well beyond the temporal scope of
active hostilities. In addition, the material and spatial features of minelaying,
namely the location of minefields vis-a-vis civilian objects make risk mitigation
efforts comparatively observable.

[ focus on irregular civil wars, defined as intrastate conflicts in which non-
state actors possess markedly inferior military capabilities compared to state
forces (Kalyvas & Balcells, 2010: 418-419). In such conflicts, rebels often avoid
direct confrontation with the state, instead relying on hit-and-run tactics,
ambushes, targeted killings, and other asymmetric strategies. Civilian support
becomes particularly crucial in irregular civil wars, because it provides armed
groups with essential resources, intelligence, and shelter, enabling them to
sustain operations and evade the state (Arjona, Kasfir & Mampilly, 2015). That
said, not all rebel groups depend equally on civilian backing. Some secure military
power through alternative means, such as substantial revenue streams from
“lootable resources” or external sponsorship from foreign patrons (e.g.
Weinstein, 2007). Others, particularly those driven by predatory objectives with
minimal interest in governance beyond profiteering, may also exhibit limited
reliance on civilian support. Additionally, rebel groups that encounter little
resistance from the incumbent government may not prioritise cultivating civilian
allegiance.

At times termed “the poor man’s weapon,” landmines are often used by non-
state armed groups to counter militarily superior opponents through
unconventional tactics (Sjoberg, 2006a). Crucially, the deployment of landmines
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is not random. [ argue that minelaying patterns reflect a dual logic of tactical
utility and operational opportunity on one side, and strategic costs and
community pressure on the other. Tactical utility and operational opportunity
shape whether and how extensively armed groups lay landmines within a
municipality: mines are more valuable where rebels seek to defend important
assets or restrict enemy movement, while local support provides the information,
mobility, security, and logistical capacity needed to deploy them. Strategic costs
and community pressure, by contrast, shape how mines are positioned and
managed once minelaying is considered militarily worthwhile. By placing
minefields farther from populated areas or adopting measures to reduce civilian
exposure, armed groups can preserve their tactical benefits while limiting civilian
harm and its political consequences.

Minelaying across municipalities: tactical utility and
operational opportunity

From a tactical perspective, landmines may be used as defensive or offensive
weapons (cf. Sjoberg, 2005: 16-17). As a defensive weapon, landmines are
typically deployed to deter or shape enemy advances and to safeguard strategic
assets. Armed groups frequently position mines along defensive lines or around
key locations, including camps, high ground, logistical routes, or the residences of
high-value individuals (Sjoberg, 2005: 16-17). Accordingly, minefields are
expected to be found in the vicinity of high-value areas, not only military
strongholds, but also sites of economic or political importance. Non-state actors
have used landmines to protect their constituents by surrounding villages with
mines, such as in Myanmar (Cathcart, 2016), and to secure economic resources.
In Colombia, for example, mines are often used to defend coca plantations, and, in
sub-Saharan Africa, they have been employed to safeguard diamond and gold
mining sites (Sjoberg, 2005: 18-19).

While high-value locations do not necessarily correlate with local support, I
argue that substantial overlap is likely. Rebels reliant on civilian backing tend to
establish critical infrastructure, such as their headquarters, training camps, and
storage depots, in areas where they enjoy greater popular support. This pattern
is particularly evident among ethnically based groups, such as the Kurdistan
Workers’ Party, which emerged in southeastern Turkey, a Kurdish-majority area,
and later sought refuge in adjacent Kurdish-populated regions of Iraq and Syria
(Marcus, 2009: 15-88). In such areas, rebels are also more inclined to develop
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resource-producing structures, particularly in agriculture or extractive
industries like timber, charcoal, coca, palm oil, coffee, and cocoa.?

Landmines are also used offensively to harass or ambush opposing forces,
or interdict escape routes (Sjoberg, 2005: 16-17). Offensive minefields are
typically positioned along roads and paths frequented by enemy forces, or near
strategic targets such as military bases, police outposts, homes of key individuals,
or symbolic sites like statues and flagpoles. By definition, such minefields are laid
in contested zones or enemy-held areas, irrespective of local civilian attitudes.
Nevertheless, even minimal local support can facilitate intelligence gathering,
enable rebel infiltration, and assist in organising ambushes and attacks beyond
areas under rebel control.

A further offensive application involves so-called “nuisance minelaying”,
aimed primarily at instilling fear, displacing populations, severing access to vital
resources, and isolating communities (Sjoberg, 2005: 16-17). These minefields
are often minimal in scale, involving only a handful of devices. In Uganda, for
instance, the Lord’s Resistance Army planted landmines inside “villages,
boreholes, granaries, gardens, water sources and footpaths” to restrict civilian
mobility (Sjoberg, 2005: 18). By its very nature, such practices indicate a lack of
local support for the rebel group and exemplify coercive use of landmines.

Furthermore, from a technical-tactical perspective, defensive minefields are
often considerably larger than offensive ones. Because the enemy’s likely
direction of approach is uncertain, defensive minefields must cover broader
areas. They are typically laid in elongated formations, often comprising multiple
lines or “belts” of mines that span extensive distances (e.g. GOUS, 1959). By
contrast, offensive minefields are more spatially constrained, designed to target
specific points such as a short stretch of road or a narrow path. This pattern is
also driven by logistical and security constraints, as laying extensive minefields
becomes increasingly difficult the farther they are from a group’s strongholds,
particularly for resource-poor rebels operating in challenging terrain.

In summary, the use of landmines by non-state armed groups can be
explained through a combined mechanism that links tactical necessity with
operational opportunity, both shaped by levels of popular support. Rebels are
more likely to establish presence and lay landmines where they enjoy stronger
civilian backing because these areas are both strategically valuable and
logistically accessible. High-support areas often host key assets, such as camps,
depots, or resource-producing sites, that rebels seek to protect through defensive
minefields. At the same time, local support provides the freedom of movement,
information, and security needed to carry out minelaying operations with
reduced risk of detection or interference.

2 This overlap is arguably less pronounced in the case of immobile natural resources, such as minerals or gemstones.
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Importantly, popular support should not be equated with territorial control.
Territorial control refers to the degree to which an armed group can dominate an
area and regulate civilian behaviour within it, whereas popular support refers
more narrowly to civilian affinity, cooperation, or acquiescence. The two often
overlap, since supportive civilians can provide information, shelter, mobility, and
security that help rebels establish or sustain a local presence. Yet they remain
analytically distinct: armed groups may enjoy some support without exercising
full territorial control, just as they may coerce compliance in areas they control
despite limited genuine support. Here, my argument is not that popular support
is a proxy for territorial control, but that support makes minelaying easier and
more tactically relevant. This is especially so for more extensive and defensive
minefields, though smaller offensive minefields may also be laid in contested or
hostile areas.

This combination of incentive and capability leads to more extensive and
systematic minelaying in supportive areas, which leads to my first set of
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a: Armed groups are more likely to lay minefields
where they enjoy more popular support.

Hypothesis 1b: Armed groups lay more extensive minefields
where they enjoy more popular support.

If the suggested mechanism of tactical utility is at work, I expect rebel documents
or testimonies to describe minefields near supportive areas as serving a defensive
function, protecting high-value locations and benefiting from superior logistics
and a more secure environment.

Landmine placement and risk mitigation within mined
municipalities: strategic costs and community
pressure

Landmines are inherently indiscriminate weapons and cause significant civilian
harm, such as individual and collective trauma, restricted access to livelihoods,
and loss of property. This can lead local communities to withdraw support from
the armed group (McGrath, 2001) and, in turn, compel the group to limit its use
of landmines or undertake demining efforts (e.g. GC & APRAN-SDP, 2010). To
minimise civilian victimisation and maintain local support, rebels may lay
minefields away from populated areas and locations frequented by civilians,
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including main roads and critical infrastructure such as schools and clinics
(Garbino, 2023: 520-522).

Previous research has shown that reliance on popular support (e.g.
Weinstein, 2007; Lilja, 2009), community ties (e.g. Bouhlel & Guichaoua, 2021;
Pendle, 2021), shared ethnic identity (e.g. Fjelde & Hultman, 2014; Moore, 2019),
and ideological conceptions of a group’s constituency (e.g. Gutiérrez-Sanin &
Wood, 2014; Hoover Green, 2016) often restricts violence against civilians by
non-state armed groups. In the case of landmine use, rebel leaders and fighters
may recognise the risks landmines pose to civilians and deliberately avoid
deploying them near supportive communities out of concern for their safety
(Garbino, 2020: 51). Beyond such concern, strategic considerations may also play
arole, including the adverse effects of landmines on access to arable land and the
depletion of the local workforce due to injury, death, or displacement (McGrath,
2001: 28).

Alternatively, aligned with scholarship on civilian agency in civil wars (e.g.
Arjona, 2017; Kaplan, 2017; Barter, 2023), local communities may actively
pressure armed groups to exercise restraint. This dynamic has also been
observed in relation to landmine use, notably in Afghanistan (Jackson, 2021) and
Senegal (GC & APRAN-SDP, 2010). For instance, Jackson writes that “[elders]
often did things like ask the Taliban [...] to remove mines from frequently
travelled roads” (2021: 151). In such cases, better organised communities are
more likely to resist and influence rebel behaviour. This gives rise to my second
set of hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a: Armed groups lay minefields further from
populated areas where they enjoy more popular
support.

Hypothesis 2b: Armed groups lay minefields further from
populated areas where communities are more
organised.

Rebels may also limit civilian victimisation by adopting risk reduction or
mitigation measures (Jackson, 2021: 28-32). These may include suspending
hostilities in civilian areas, issuing warnings ahead of anticipated attacks,
establishing safe zones, and offering medical assistance or compensation to
injured civilians and the families of those killed. In the context of landmine use,
armed groups may seek to minimise civilian harm by sharing information about
the location of minefields and by marking, fencing, and controlling access to these
areas. For instance, in the Philippines, an internal regulation of the Moro Islamic
Liberation Front required that “the use of anti-personnel mines during actual
combat shall be strictly monitored with the use of location maps, and visible
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marks shall be placed on the ground” (Jaafar, 2000). In addition, an initial
assessment identified more than 20 non-state armed groups that had provided
some form of risk education and victim assistance to populations under their
control (Sjoberg, 2006b: 103-119).

If such measures are implemented, civilians are expected to be better
equipped to navigate the risks of living near minefields, as they are more likely to
know the location of hazardous areas, how to identify them, and how to avoid
exposure. This leads to my final hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3a: Fewer civilians fall victims to landmines where
armed groups have more popular support.

Hypothesis 3b: Fewer civilians fall victims to landmines where
communities are more organised.

Indicators of this logic of strategic costs include internal rebel communications or
testimonies revealing deliberate efforts to protect civilians, documented
responses to community demands (e.g. relocating or removing mines), and the
dissemination of information about the risks posed by minefields. Such patterns
stand in contrast to more indiscriminate or coercive mine use in areas where
rebels lack local support or encounter hostility.

Taken together, the argument distinguishes between two dimensions of rebel
landmine use: whether and how armed groups deploy mines across the areas
they influence. Popular support and community organisation are central to both
dimensions, but they operate through distinct mechanisms. Popular support
refers to civilians’ affinity with, tolerance of, or willingness to assist an armed
group. It can facilitate minelaying by improving access, intelligence, mobility, and
operational security, and by making some areas more strategically valuable to
defend, including through defensive minefields, while also enabling offensive use
in contested or enemy-held areas.

However, support alone does not necessarily allow civilians to constrain
armed actors. Support may be weak, fragmented, or shaped by coercion, and
therefore may not generate the collective pressure needed to influence rebel
tactics. Community organisation, by contrast, captures civilians’ capacity to
coordinate, articulate shared demands, and negotiate or pressure armed groups.
It is therefore more likely to shape how landmines are used, including whether
rebels take steps to reduce risks to civilians.

This does not imply that minelaying unfolds in clear sequential stages or
that rebels perceive territory in discrete segments. Rather, their behaviour
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produces observable variation both in where mines are deployed and in how they
are placed in relation to civilians. Given the available data, these areas are
operationalised as municipalities. The analysis therefore captures both variation
in minefield deployment across municipalities and variation in minefield
placement relative to civilians within municipalities where minelaying occurs.

Methods

I test the hypotheses in the context of landmine use by Colombian guerrillas, a
case in which the trade-off between securing popular support and protecting
civilians from harm is particularly pronounced.

First, the power asymmetry between Colombia’s guerrilla groups and the
state has been consistently stark, with insurgents facing a well-equipped, U.S.-
backed state military apparatus, as well as paramilitary groups. Lacking air
power, heavy weaponry, and conventional forces, these guerrilla groups relied
heavily on asymmetric tactics like ambushes, sabotage, and landmines to offset
the state’s overwhelming conventional superiority (Offstein, 2003: 105-107).
Indeed, the three largest guerrilla organisations in Colombia, the FARC-EP, once
considered the most prolific user of landmines globally (ICBL-CMC, 2010), the
National Liberation Army (ELN), and the Popular Liberation Army (EPL), are
responsible for the overwhelming majority of landmine use in Colombia
(Garbino, 2024: 9-10).

Second, previous research suggests that leftist ideologies are often
associated with more inclusive conceptions of a group’s constituency, a greater
emphasis on popular support, and reduced violence against civilians (e.g. Thaler,
2012; Hoover Green, 2016, 2018). Indeed, all Colombian guerrilla groups shared
revolutionary socialist foundations, despite differences in strategic orientation
and ideological nuance. The FARC-EP and the ELN were more closely aligned with
Soviet-style communism, though the ELN also incorporated elements of
Liberation Theology, while the EPL followed a distinctly Maoist trajectory.
Collectively, these organisations cultivated an image of “popular guerrillas”, often
stressing ethnic inclusivity (Offstein, 2003: 102-105). Although popular support
has fluctuated over time, it is reasonable to assume that these groups valued
public backing.

Third, most leftist groups in Colombia operated with long time horizons and
developed significant institutional capacity. Rather than short-term predatory
actors, these insurgencies pursued protracted struggles rooted in ideological
commitments and political goals, which encouraged the formation of internal
rules, command structures, and norms of conduct (Gutiérrez, 2022). Over
decades of conflict, they established hierarchical organisations with the ability to
disseminate and enforce policies, including those governing the use of landmines,
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across different fronts (e.g. Duica-Amaya, 2023). These institutional features
increased their ability to balance tactical goals with strategic costs, making them
more likely to adopt deliberate practices when they depended on local support.
This aligns with Arjona’s (2016) argument that armed groups with long time
horizons are more likely to engage in structured governance and negotiate
enduring arrangements with civilians.

In addition, Colombia offers an unusually rich and accessible dataset, which
allows for detailed subnational analyses. Although the country’s conflict has been
marked by the absence of clear frontlines and considerable complexity,
landmines were predominantly deployed by leftist non-state armed groups
(Garbino, 2024: 9-10). This makes it reasonably accurate to attribute landmine
use to these actors. It is important to note, however, that Colombia has witnessed
the proliferation of numerous leftist guerrilla groups over time, including splinter
factions. Acknowledging the limitations of such an approach, the empirical
analysis simplifies this complexity by grouping these actors into a single
analytical category.

Drawing on a cross-sectional, subnational dataset that covers the entirety of
Colombia, the empirical analysis is carried out in two parts, with the municipality
as the unit of analysis in both.? The first part of the model assesses the
determinants of the presence and extent of minelaying within a given
municipality as a function of popular support. Accordingly, the first part includes
all municipalities in Colombia (n = 1,120).# The second part focus on spatial
minefield patterns and the incidence of civilian mine accidents, examining their
relationship to both popular support and community organisation. As it is limited
to municipalities with the presence of minefields, the sample is considerably
smaller (n = 93) and likely more homogeneous on factors associated with
minelaying, such as conflict intensity and strategic importance. In both parts, I
complement the statistical analysis with qualitative evidence drawn from
government and NGO reports, unilateral rebel declarations, and media sources.

Because of the persistent and delayed effects of landmines, it is not possible
to determine precisely when individual minefields were laid. The dataset is
therefore cross-sectional and lacks temporal variation. This has two main
implications for the analysis. First, the models cannot leverage within-
municipality change over time or establish temporal ordering with precision.
Second, to the extent that the observed variables do not fully capture the
prevailing conditions when minefields were laid, the estimated relationships are
likely attenuated, biasing results against finding any effects. At the same time, if
some variables were themselves shaped by prior armed group behaviour, such as
communities self-organising because of rebel landmine use, the direction of bias

3 See the Appendix for details on the dataset, coding, and measures.
4 Except for San Andrés and Providencia, Caribbean islands largely isolated from Colombia’s armed conflict.
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is less clear. Moreover, the argument advanced here relies on a linear conception
of causality, treating popular support and community organisation as exogenous
to the armed group’s decision to deploy landmines.

While this simplifying assumption enhances analytical clarity, it abstracts
from the inherently interactive nature of the relationship. That is, popular
support and community organisation not only shape armed group behaviour, but
are themselves influenced by the group’s use of violence or restraint. Accordingly,
the quantitative analysis mainly serves to identify correlations between the
independent and dependent variables, whereas the qualitative analysis seeks to
provide evidence for the theorised causal mechanisms.

Dependent variables: landmine use and restraint

The data used to compute the dependent variables, provided by the Colombian
national mine action authority, consists of georeferenced polygons of confirmed
minefields identified between 1990 and early 2023. As illustrated in Figure 1,
these minefields are concentrated primarily around the central mountain ranges,
with minimal presence along the coastline or within the Amazon plains.

Landmine use is operationalised as a dichotomous measure of Minefield
presence and as the total Minefield size (in square metres) within each
municipality. Next, I calculate the average shortest distance between minefields
and the nearest populated area to assess the degree of restraint in landmine use,
generating the dependent variable Distance to populated areas. This variable is
calculated in QGIS using current features from OpenStreetMaps. To evaluate the
extent to which civilians are equipped to mitigate the risks posed by landmines, |
use the total number of Mine accidents involving civilians in the municipality.
These data are drawn from the Center for Studies on Economic Development
(CEDE) at the University of the Andes in Bogota, Colombia (CEDE, 2023). In the
absence of direct indicators of risk mitigation measures, such as marking mined
areas and information-sharing between rebels and civilians, civilian mine
accidents serve as a reasonable proxy available across all municipalities. The
underlying expected mechanism is that greater access to information enables
civilians to adopt safer behaviours, thereby reducing their exposure to explosive
hazards and accidents.

Even though the understanding of landmine contamination in Colombia has
improved substantially over the years, the precise extent of contamination
remains unknown because no nationwide baseline survey has been completed,
insecurity blocks access to many municipalities, and new mines continue to be
laid in some areas (MAR, 2025: 122-123). Thus, relying exclusively on confirmed
minefields likely underestimates the actual extent of minelaying, as it omits
unknown and unconfirmed mined areas. Arguably, such areas are more likely to
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be situated in remote regions beyond the operational reach of the Colombian
demining programme or in zones with minimal state presence. These are often
locations with limited armed encounters between guerrillas and state forces,
where evidence of landmine use is neither publicly disclosed nor reported to the
authorities. In these contexts, guerrilla groups are likely to exercise greater
territorial and social control, which I expect to correspond with lower levels of
landmine deployment due to their reduced tactical utility. This would run counter
to the expectations of Hypothesis 1, yet align with Hypotheses 2 and 3, which
anticipate greater restraint in mine use under such circumstances. Consequently,
the potential selection bias in the dependent variables implies a relatively easier
test in the first part of the analysis and a more stringent test in the second.

Figure 1. Overview of municipalities and minefield locations in Colombia.
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Independent variables: popular support and
community organisation

Popular support is proxied by the Maximum share of leftist votes in municipal
legislative elections held in 1990, 1992, 1994, 2000, 2003, and 2007, measured
from 0 to 100%. The measure includes votes for six parties from Colombia’s
fragmented left. These parties shared anti-oligarchic, pro-popular, and often
socialist or anti-imperialist positions, although they differed in their relationship
to guerrilla movements, ranging from direct support to legalist rejection of the
armed struggle. Even so, they broadly occupied the same ideological space as the
main guerrilla groups and therefore provide a more plausible indicator of local
political affinity with insurgents than establishment parties such as the
Conservatives, historically associated with the order the guerrillas sought to
overturn.

Data on municipal-level election results are drawn from Steele (2017).
Unlike broader district- or national-level elections, where aggregation obscures
the identification of specific communities aligned with insurgents, municipal
elections provide a clearer picture of territorial political allegiances. In Colombia,
this dynamic was particularly evident with Patriotic Union (UP), a party linked to
the FARC-EP. Initially, many voters believed that political participation could
provide a pathway to ending the conflict. However, as paramilitary forces
expanded and forged alliances with local politicians, violence against UP
supporters intensified, leading to a sharp decline in electoral support and,
ultimately, the prohibition of FARC-EP’s political participation (Steele, 2017: 42-
44).

Accordingly, in contested areas, voting for leftist parties carried serious
risks, including violence and retaliation from paramilitary or state forces. As a
result, leftist vote shares likely underestimate actual support, since fear
discouraged some from voting. Those who did vote for leftist parties sent a clear
signal, either of genuine support for the left or of dissatisfaction with traditional
parties and the status quo (Steele, 2017: 42-44). To better capture these
moments of relatively unconstrained political expression, I use the maximum
leftist vote share rather than the average across elections. This approach
highlights peak levels of local alignment with the left, which are more likely to
reflect true underlying preferences and carry greater strategic weight for
insurgent groups. As such, this proxy measure captures visible electoral affinity
with the broader insurgent left, but it cannot directly measure active
collaboration with guerrillas, private sympathies, coerced compliance, or latent
support among civilians who avoided voting for leftist parties because of fear or
repression.

Community organisation is measured by the Number of community action
boards per municipality, based on data compiled from archival material from
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1987 and follow-up interviews by Kaplan (2017). Community action boards are
legally recognised, community-based organisations that promote participatory
local governance. As Kaplan (2017) shows, municipalities with larger number of
action boards in Colombia were more effective in resisting armed group violence
by employing strategies like protest, negotiation, and public denunciation.

Control variables

The main models incorporate two sets of control variables. The first includes
factors that may influence both the dependent and independent variables, while
the second accounts primarily for variation in the dependent variables.

The first set captures structural conditions, focusing on geographical
features, state presence, and socio-economic indicators. Terrain ruggedness and
Land cover, averaged at the municipal level using data from Shaver, Carter, and
Shawa (2019), are included to reflect the strategic and symbolic importance of
terrain and vegetation. These variables not only shape local support for guerrilla
movements by providing natural fortification and enabling the long-term
settlement of ethnic or otherwise marginalised populations, but they also
facilitate insurgent operations in areas where state reach is limited (Carter,
Shaver & Wright, 2019). Moreover, rugged terrain and specific land cover types
may afford tactical advantages for mine use, influencing the spatial distribution
of minefields (Garbino, 2024: 5). To account for the state’s institutional reach, I
include two proxies, Distance to the capital and Distance to the nearest military
base, both calculated in QGIS (see Wyer, 2024). These variables capture the
remoteness of a municipality and the relative absence or presence of state
coercive capacity. Socio-economic indicators include Total population, Share of
rural population, Municipal area, and Gross domestic product (CEDE, 2023), as
larger, more populous, more rural, and economically stronger municipalities may
shape both local support for leftist insurgents and the strategic value, feasibility,
and spatial patterns of landmine deployment.

The second set of controls addresses factors expected to influence primarily
the dependent variables. Importantly, this second set likely functions also as post-
treatment variables and should therefore reduce the effects on minelaying
patterns. Among those, Conflict intensity is a key determinant. Where armed
conflict is more intense, guerrilla groups have stronger incentives to rely on
landmines as a defensive tool against military pressure. At the same time,
heightened conflict reduces civilians’ ability to organise, negotiate, and pressure
armed groups to exercise restraint. In Afghanistan, Jackson (2021: 80-81) shows
that civilians had limited capacity to negotiate or restrain Taliban violence,
including the use of improvised explosive devices, in contexts of high military
pressure. By analogy, in Colombia, more intense conflict should be associated
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both with greater landmine use and with weaker community capacity to
constrain how such weapons are employed. To capture this, I use georeferenced
data from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (Sundberg & Melander, 2013;
Davies et al, 2024), incorporating the sum of battle-related deaths from
engagements involving leftist guerrillas and both state and non-state actors, and
the number of civilians killed by armed actors other than leftist guerrillas.

Additionally, I include a binary measure of Coca cultivation, indicating the
presence or absence of coca crops in a given municipality (CEDE, 2023). In
Colombia, both guerrilla and neo-paramilitary groups have commonly used
landmines to defend coca crops from manual eradication operations by the state
(ICBL-CMC, 2024). Finally, when testing Hypothesis 3, I include Minefield size,
used as dependent variables in the first part, as an additional control to explain
the incidence of civilian mine accidents. Table 1 provides a summary of the
variables used in the main models.

Finally, to account for spatial dependence, I include the mean values of the
dependent variables in neighbouring municipalities for each model and cluster
standard errors at the department level.

Table 1. Summary statistics.

Variable N Mean St. Dev. Min Max
Dependent variables
Minefields presence 1,122 0.083 0.276 o] 1
Minefield size 1,122 4,257 31,378 0 720,883
Distance to populated areas 93 2,020 1,422 256 7,747
Mine accidents 1,122 6.0 18.0 0 214

Independent variables
Maximum share of leftist vote 1,122 2.7 4.4 0 37.2
Number of community action boards 965 19.1 20.3 0 187

Control variables

Terrain ruggedness 1,120 199 134.8 1.2 779.5
Land cover 1,120 64 24.7 19.4 157.8
Municipal area 1,122 1,019 3,198 16 65,452
Total population 1,122 35,830 214,564 0.000 6,276,568
Share of rural population 1,119 60.6 23.8 0.2 100
Gross domestic product 1,053 324,834 2,867,046 199 87,276,553
Distance to the capital 1,122 325,781 195,475 0 1,277,892
Distance to the nearest military base 1,122 53,244 44,356 772 512,936
Conflict intensity 1,122 33.3 155.6 o] 4,840
Coca cultivation 1,122 0.2 0.4 o] 1
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Likelihood of minefield presence

Empirics and discussion

In the first part of the analysis, I examine the relationship between popular
support and landmine use by leftist guerrilla groups in Colombia. Models 1-2
employ logistic regression to estimate the likelihood that a municipality was
mined. Models 3-4 use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression with logged
dependent variables to predict the total minefield size within a given
municipality. Because the dependent variables are logged, coefficients indicate
approximate percentage changes. Results are presented in Table 2.

Across all models, the coefficient for the share of leftist vote is positive,
statistically significant, and substantively meaningful, suggesting that guerrilla
groups strategically concentrated their minelaying efforts in areas where they
were more embedded or politically aligned with the local population.
Substantively, this means that each one-percentage-point increase in the leftist
vote share is associated with an estimated 8.7% increase in the odds of minefield
presence (Model 2) and a 5.9% increase in average minefield size (Model 4).
Figure 2 presents the marginal effects of Models 2 and 4.

Figure 2. Predicted effects of maximum share of leftist vote on landmine use.

Minefield size

Maximum share of leftist vote Maximum share of leftist vote
Note: Solid line shows the estimated effect; shaded band indicates the 95% confidence interval.

FARC-EP manuals are clear that “mines shouldn’t be placed just for the sake of it,
they should cause damage to the enemy or secure an area that’s important to us”
(FARC-EP, n.d.: 10). Landmines are employed to “demoralize the enemy due to
their inability to deactivate them, and cause a psychological impact”, “to block the
passage of enemy troops in a specific area, occasionally causing damage and
signalling presence, forcing them to stop their advance or to find an alternate
route to avoid the mines”, and “to force the enemy toward a specific path where
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they can be ambushed, or driven into a more heavily mined area where it can be
combined with rifle fire, mortars, or ramp-based artillery” (FARC-EP, n.d.: 9).
Thus, although the manual recognises the offensive use of landmines in
ambushes, its emphasis lies on their defensive potential:

[..] they are used to make the penetration of an area
more difficult, especially when combined with
natural obstacles like cliffs, landslides, rivers, etc.
These, combined with mines, make troop
manoeuvrability and operations more difficult. [...]
These are used to cover flanks where guards can’t
be placed, and to reinforce vulnerable points in case
of enemy attack. When placing mines near outposts
and guard posts, make sure they aren’t too close, so
that they don’t interfere with our own manoeuvres
during an [counter] attack (FARC-EP, n.d.: 9-10).

Likewise, repeated declarations by the ELN state that the group “restricts [the use
of landmines] to specific defensive areas” (ELN, 2004: 2), “to contain the punitive
advance of enemy troops” (Bautista, 2012: 5).

The second part of the analysis investigates the effects of popular support
and community organisation on the degree of restraint exercised by leftist
guerrillas in their use of landmines. Specifically, Hypotheses 2 and 3 are tested
using OLS regression models, with the dependent variables in Models 5-6
expressed in logged form.

Popular support does not reach conventional levels of statistical significance
(95%) in any of the models, suggesting a lack of robust evidence that the share of
the leftist vote systematically influenced patterns of restraint in minelaying. The
weakly significant result in Model 6 likely reflects statistical noise, indicating that
popular support alone was not a consistent constraint on rebel tactics in this
context. These null results should be treated cautiously as the models are
estimated only for municipalities with minefield presence, which greatly reduces
the sample and likely limits variation to more homogeneous cases.

By contrast, community organisation appears to be more consequential. A
higher number of community action boards is associated with greater distances
between minefields and populated areas (Models 5-6), as well as with fewer
civilian mine accidents (Model 7). Model 8 does not yield statistically significant
results for community organisation, though this null finding is perhaps
unsurprising given that mine accidents are shaped by many factors outside rebel
control. Accordingly, the substantive effects remain modest: on average, each
additional community action board is associated with roughly a 3.9% increase in
the expected distance between minefields and populated areas (Model 6) and a
reduction of 0.32 civilian mine accidents (Model 7), while holding other factors
constant. Figure 3, below, summarises the effects of community organisation on
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Average distance between minefields and populated areas

Number of civilian mine victims

the distance between minefields and populated areas and the incidence of civilian
mine accidents.

Figure 3. Predicted effects of community action boards on restraint in landmine use.

Number of community action boards Number of community action boards

Note: Solid line shows the estimated effect; shaded band indicates the 95% confidence interval.

Colombian guerrilla groups have long professed, at least nominally, a
commitment to civilian protection in their use of landmines. The ELN, for
example, asserted that “in both offensive minelaying operations and defensive
minefields, our forces take precautions to avoid harming civilians and to ensure
that the reach of the anti-personnel mines remains targeted” (ELN, 2009: 3); and
its code of conduct explicitly mandates informing civilians of mined areas (ELN,
1995: 1; Pérez, 1995: 3). Similarly, the FARC-EP claimed: “it is not true that we
place explosives close to the population”, dismissing such accusations as
“disinformation” (FARC-EP, 2009: 1-2).

In practice, however, this professed concern was likely undermined by
limited trust between guerrillas and local communities. The leftist vote reaches a
maximum observed value of only 37%, suggesting a fragile relationship at best.
Such mistrust may have dissuaded guerrillas from disclosing minefield locations.
A FARC-EP explosives manual notes that “only the sappers and the commanders
[...] should know their [the minefields’] exact locations” (FARC-EP, n.d.: 9).
Civilian harm, in a context of mistrust between guerrillas and the people, may
have been rationalised as an unfortunate military necessity or deflected through
victim-blaming. For instance, the FARC-EP reportedly demanded compensation
from families of mine victims for triggering devices intended for enemy forces,
thereby “wasting” a valuable military asset (UN, 2012: 9).
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Nonetheless, qualitative evidence suggests that certain communities were able to
exert influence over the guerrillas. In the Bolivar department, for example, with
the support of civil society organisations and international actors, local residents
negotiated the clearance of 15 kilometres of mined roads (GC, GOC & CNRR, 2009:
31; also Kaplan, 2021: 911-912). On that occasion, ELN leadership stated that the
primary objective of the demining effort was “to contribute to the community’s
development programme”, and welcomed a humanitarian demining NGO to
verify the clearance, certify the area as mine-free, and accompany and protect the
affected communities (Galan, 2005: 1-2). A similar case occurred in Narifio,
where local communities engaged in dialogue with the ELN to remove landmines
from a health centre and a school (GC, GOC & CNRR, 2009: 39). In a public
declaration, ELN leaders stated that they had “listened to the communities’
proposal and agreed with [..] demining in the rural areas of the municipality of
Samaniego” (Garcia et al., 2006: 1). The proposal included risk education, victim
assistance, marking of hazardous areas, the creation of safe routes, and demining
in zones prioritised by the communities (Garcia et al., 2006: 1).

The Appendix reports additional analyses using alternative indicators of
popular support and community organisation, alternative measures of landmine
use and restraint, controls for guerrilla presence and territorial contestation,
interaction terms, and department-level fixed-effects and random-intercept
models (Tables A1-A11). The association between popular support and minefield
presence, size, and number remains broadly consistent across these tests. The
evidence concerning restraint is less robust. Community action boards remain
associated with greater distances from populated areas in several specifications,
but this relationship weakens in the department-level models and does not
extend consistently to distances from roads, schools, or health facilities. The
association with fewer civilian mine accidents also becomes statistically
insignificant in several fuller and alternative specifications. The restraint findings
should therefore be interpreted as suggestive and specification-sensitive, rather

than as definitive evidence of a general relationship.
As such, the results of this article should be interpreted with caution. The

study is best viewed as a preliminary step, providing a foundation for future
research that could further develop and refine this line of inquiry in multiple
directions. Disaggregating the analysis by armed group would enable more fine-
grained assessments of variation in minelaying practices, while allowing for the
inclusion of additional factors shaping armed group behaviour and community
organisation, such as the involvement of humanitarian actors (e.g. Kaplan, 2021).
Incorporating a temporal dimension could help clarify the causal sequencing
between shifts in civilian support and rebel restraint. Moreover, integrating
ethnographic or survey data could yield deeper insights into how civilians
perceive, negotiate, and influence armed actors’ decisions on landmine use.
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Table 2. Regression results (continuation).

Minefield presence Minefield size Distancetopopulatedareas  Civilian mine accidents
(Model1)  (Model2) (Model3) (Model4) (Models) (Model6) (Model7) (Model 8)
Coca production (dummy) 0.910™ 0.873" -0.347" -2.684
(0.319) (0.306) (0.161) (6.818)
Minefield size 0.140™ 0.140™ 9.315™* 7.3057
(0.050) (0.051) (2.256) (2.060)
Spatial lag, minefield presence (dummy) 3.828"" 3.798™"
(0.463) (0.485)
Spatial lag, minefield size (logged) 0.325™" 0.313™
(0.030) (0.031)
Spatial lag, distance to populated areas (logged) -0.052 -0.058
(0.042) (0.043)
Spatial lag, civilian mine accidents 2.125™ 1.713™
(0.577) (0.565)
Constant 12.474"* -10.499™ -5.779™ -3.462 7.333f 7.508 -531.230™" -218.794'
(3-153) (3-499) (1.770) (2136) (3.901) (4.893)  (156.790)  (129.911)
Observations 1,120 1,052 1,120 1,052 74 74 74 74
R2 0.268 0.275 0.294 0.348 0.656 0.725
Adjusted R2 0.263 0.266 0.155 0.193 0.588 0.659
Log Likelihood -204.041 -186.080

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. t p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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Finally, extending the analysis to other contexts would allow for
testing the generalisability of the findings and contribute to a broader
understanding of the conditions under which non-state armed groups
exercise restraint.

Conclusion

This article set out to examine how non-state armed groups reconcile the
strategic imperative of securing civilian support with the practical necessity of
protecting their constituent populations from harm, focusing on the use of
landmines by Colombian guerrillas. Drawing on cross-sectional, subnational data
from Colombia’s national mine action programme, the study first tested whether
guerrilla groups were more likely to deploy landmines in areas with greater
popular support. Next, it examined whether popular support and community
organisation led to greater rebel restraint, as measured by greater distances
between minefields and populated areas, as well as the number of civilian mine
accidents.

The empirical analysis produced two key findings. First, in line with
theoretical expectations, guerrilla groups tended to lay more and larger
minefields in municipalities where they enjoyed stronger popular support.
Landmines primarily served to control and defend territory and were thus
deployed predominantly in rebel strongholds, as evidenced by guerrilla manuals
and unilateral declarations. Second, among municipalities where minefields were
present, the level of popular support does not appear to be associated with
indicators of restraint in landmine use. Instead, community organisation appears
as a more salient factor, being positively associated with greater distances
between minefields and populated areas, as well as with fewer civilian mine
accidents, although the substantive effects remain modest. This finding aligns
with earlier research (e.g. Kaplan, 2017) and is supported by qualitative evidence
showing how communities, often with the backing of national and international
organisations, can self-organise to engage with rebel groups and encourage
restraint.

These findings offer two main contributions to the literature. First, they
complement existing research on civilian victimisation and rebel governance by
demonstrating that restraint can be spatially patterned, even when using
inherently indiscriminate weapons such as landmines. In doing so, the study adds
a spatial dimension to the literature on restraint in wartime violence, which has
traditionally focused on whether such restraint occurs rather than where and
how it is exercised. In other words, restraint can be manifested not only through
the decision to abstain from violence or to limit its intensity, but also through the
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geographic distribution of violence. Levels of violence and the spatial
concentration of violence may diverge in meaningful ways. In this case,
Colombian guerrillas deployed more landmines in areas with greater popular
support, but used them in more selective, spatially restrained ways avoiding
population centres. Second, the article advances research on armed group
behaviour by providing systematic evidence on minelaying patterns, a topic that
remains underexplored despite its relevance for both scholarly inquiry and
policy.

Colombian guerrillas are best understood not as representatives of armed
groups in general, but as a favourable setting for observing the tension between
tactical utility and the strategic costs of harming civilians. The argument is
therefore most applicable to insurgencies with relatively long-time horizons,
some degree of territorial embeddedness, organisational discipline, and
meaningful dependence on civilian support. Where armed groups are more
fragmented, more predatory, or less reliant on local legitimacy, similar pressures
for restraint may be weaker or altogether absent.

Finally, a deeper understanding of minelaying patterns has important
practical implications for mine action efforts. By identifying how factors such as
local support shape the spatial distribution of landmines, the study can inform
the prioritisation of clearance operations and improve the targeting of risk
education campaigns. Patterns of selective minelaying, such as avoiding
populated areas, can also guide survey teams in refining their data collection
strategies and adapting their methodologies to better reflect the logics of armed
group behaviour. In turn, this can lead to more accurate mapping of hazardous
areas, more efficient resource allocation, and ultimately, safer and more effective
clearance operations in conflict-affected settings.
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Replication data

The dataset and R scripts for the empirical analysis in this article are available
atrequest.

References

Arjona, Ana. 2016. Rebelocracy: Social Order in the Colombian Civil War.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316421925.

Arjona, Ana. 2017. ‘Civilian Cooperation and Non-Cooperation with Non-State
Armed Groups: The Centrality of Obedience and Resistance’. Small Wars &
Insurgencies 28(4-5): 755-778.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09592318.2017.1322328.

Arjona, Ana, Nelson Kasfir & Zachariah Mampilly (eds). 2015. Rebel Governance
in Civil War. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781316182468.

Barter, Shane. 2015. ‘The Rebel State in Society: Governance and
Accommodation in Aceh, Indonesia’. In: Ana Arjona, Nelson Kasfir &
Zachariah Mampilly (eds) Rebel Governance in Civil War. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 226-245.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781316182468.011.

Barter, Shane. 2023. ‘The Partisans: Civilian Support & Indirect Violence’.
Journal of Pacifism and Nonviolence 1(2): 269-290.
https://doi.org/10.1163/27727882-bja00014.

Bautista, Nicolas. 2012. Sefiores y Sefioras Espacio Regional de Paz del Cauca,
Expresién de las Organizaciones. National Liberation Army, 6.
http://theirwords.org/media/transfer/doc/1_co_eln_2012_35-
d919b39e25eefd01e5c2b3c68331b8ff.pdf.

Bouhlel, Ferdaous & Yvan Guichaoua. 2021. ‘Norms, Non-combatants’ agency
and restraint in jihadi violence in northern Mali’. International Interactions
47(5): 855-872. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2021.1898954.

Brooks, Risa. 2021. ‘Tying the Hands of Militants: Civilian Targeting and Societal
Pressures in the Provisional IRA and Palestinian Hamas’. Journal of Global
Security Studies 7(1), ahead of print.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /jogss/ogab021.

Cathcart, Gregory. 2016. ‘Landmines as a form of community protection in
eastern Myanmar’. In: Nick Cheesman & Nicholas Farrelly (eds) Conflict in
Myanmar: War, Politics, Religion. ISEAS Publishing, 121-136.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/abs/conflict-in-
myanmar/landmines-as-a-form-of-community-protection-in-eastern-
myanmar/8AF48256F6605703D21A670E99F82FE7.

Center for Studies on Economic Development (CEDE). 2023. ‘Panel Municipal
del CEDE'". CEDE Data Center (https://datoscede.uniandes.edu.co/catalogo-
de-datos/).

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 133



Davies, Shawn, Garoun Engstrém, Therése Pettersson & Magnus Oberg. 2024.
‘Organized violence 1989-2023, and the prevalence of organized crime
groups’. Journal of Peace Research 61(4): 673-693.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433241262912.

Duica-Amaya, Liliana. 2023. ‘Minas antipersonal y tecnologias entrampadas: los
paisajes minados de las FARC en Colombia’. In: C Ramirez-Ajiaco & Y]
Goémez-Morales (eds) Ensamblando limites: informalidad, fraude e
innovacién. Bogota, D.C., Colombia: Editorial Uniagustiniana, 43-71.
https://doi. org/10.28970/9789585498969.02.

National Liberation Army. 1995. El Cédigo de Guerra. National Liberation Army,
2. https://theirwords.org/media/transfer/doc/co_eln_1995_01-
89ff189bf16014583e81e00a88cd03d6.pdf.

National Liberation Army. 2004. Foro Internacional: Minas antipersonales y
Acuerdos Humanitarios. National Liberation Army, 3.
http://theirwords.org/media/transfer/doc/1_co_eln_2004_08-
55d2f9fa948487d6c516d8cecad98483.pdf.

National Liberation Army. 2009. Resolver y Humanizar El Conflicto Colombiano.
National Liberation Army, 3. https://rebelion.org/resolver-y-humanizar-el-
conflicto/.

Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia - People's Army. 2009. Comunicado
relativo a minas y otras falacias. Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia,
Urban and Rural Front Jacobo Arenas, 2.
https://theirwords.org/media/transfer/doc/co_farc_ep_2009_29-
9622a44c77645b9cfab8fdea9960234f.pdf.

Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia - People's Army. n.d. Proyecto Cartilla
de Explosivos Frente Jacobo Arenas. Handbook. Revolutionary Armed Forces
of Colombia, 21.

Fjelde, Hanne & Lisa Hultman. 2014. ‘Weakening the Enemy: A Disaggregated
Study of Violence against Civilians in Africa’. Journal of Conflict Resolution
58(7): 1230-1257. http://www.jstor.org/stable/24545621.

Galan, Francisco. 2005. ELN Declaration on Humanitarian Demining in Southern
Bolivar. National Liberation Army, 2.
http://theirwords.org/media/transfer/doc/1_co_eln_2005_05-
5a6160cf2808db7f9c0cf60066f8c085.pdf.

Garbino, Henrique. 2020. ‘Understanding the logic of rebel restraint on
landmine use’. Journal of Conventional Weapons Destruction 24(1): 35-39.
https://commons.lib.jmu.edu/cisr-journal/vol24/iss1/11/.

Garbino, Henrique. 2023. ‘Rebels against Mines? Legitimacy and Restraint on
Landmine Use in the Philippines’. Security Studies 32(3): 505-536.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09636412.2023.2226329.

Garbino, Henrique. 2024. “It Wasn’t Because of Human Rights:” Exploring the
Limited Use of Landmines by Colombian Paramilitary Groups.’ Studies in
Conflict & Terrorism, ahead of print.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1057610X.2024.2398330.

Garcia, Antonio, Mehmet Balci, Claudio Tapia, Jairo Rosero, Harol Montufar,
Maria Rosero, Clemencia Tora, Ritha Telag & James Ibarra. 2006. Desminado
humanitario de emergencia en veredas del Municipio de Samaniego -
Departamento de Narifio. La Habana: National Liberation Army and the

134 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



Steering Committee for Humanitarian Demining, 2.
https://theirwords.org/media/transfer/doc/co_eln_2006_16-
€928871c¢35570a447c5d3f705a6b2244.pdf.

Geneva Call & Association for the Rural Promotion of the Arrondissement of
Nyassia - Solidarity, Development, and Peace (GC & APRAN-SDP). 2010. La
population casamangaise se mobilise contre les mines: rapport des séances de
plaidoyer communautaire pour I'interdiction des mines antipersonnel en
Casamance, Sénégal. Zurich: Geneva Call, 16.

Geneva Call, Government of Colombia & National Commission for Reparation
and Reconciliation (GC, GOC & CNRR). 2009. Accidn integral contra minas
antipersonal en Colombia. Workshop Report. Bogota: Geneva Call, 76.

Goodman, Ryan. 2016. ‘The Obama Administration and Targeting “War-
Sustaining” Objects in Noninternational Armed Conflict’. The American
Journal of International Law 110(4): 663-679.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5305/amerjintelaw.110.4.0663-

Government of the United States (GOUS). 1959. FM 20-32: Land Mine Warfare.
Washington D.C.: Department of the Army.
https://www.marines.mil/Portals/1/Publications /FM%2020-
32%20W%20CH%201-4.pdf.

Gutiérrez, José. 2022. ‘Rebel Governance as State-Building? Discussing the
FARC-EP’s Governance Practices in Southern Colombia’. Partecipazione e
Conflitto 15(1): 17-36. https://doi.org/10.1285/i20356609v15i1p17.

Gutiérrez-Sanin, Francisco & Elisabeth Wood. 2014. ‘Ideology in civil war:
Instrumental adoption and beyond’. Journal of Peace Research 51(2): 213-
226. https://www.jstor.org/stable/24557417.

Hoffmann, Kasper. 2015. ‘Myths Set in Motion: The Moral Economy of Mai Mai
Governance’. In: Ana Arjona, Nelson Kasfir & Zachariah Mampilly (eds) Rebel
Governance in Civil War. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 158-179.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781316182468.008.

Hoover Green, Amelia. 2016. ‘The commander’s dilemma: Creating and
controlling armed group violence’. Journal of Peace Research 53(5): 619-632.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/44510633.

Hoover Green, Amelia. 2018. The Commander’s Dilemma: Violence and Restraint
in Wartime. Cornell University Press.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591 /j.ctt21h4xfr.

Human Rights Watch (HRW). 2007. Why They Died: Civilian Casualties in
Lebanon during the 2006 War. Volume 19, No. 5(E). New York: Human Rights
Watch, 249. https://www.hrw.org/report/2007/09/05/why-they-
died/civilian-casualties-lebanon-during-2006-war.

International Campaign to Ban Landmines - Cluster Munition Coalition (ICBL-
CMC). 2010. Country Profile: Colombia (2009). Geneva: Landmine & Cluster
Munition Monitor.

International Campaign to Ban Landmines - Cluster Munition Coalition (ICBL-
CMC). 2024. Country Profile: Colombia (2024). Geneva: Landmine & Cluster
Munition Monitor. https://the-monitor.org/country-profile/colombia.

Jaafar, Ghazali. 2000. MILF Internal Regulations on Use, Stockpiling, Production
and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines. Moro Islamic Liberation Front, 1.

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 135



https://theirwords.org/media/transfer/doc/ph_milf biaf 2000_01-
ae9e9486eb35d748abbe66a69e240fdc.pdf.

Jackson, Ashley. 2021. Negotiating Survival: Civilian-Insurgent Relations in
Afghanistan. London: Hurst Publishers.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780197606179.001.0001.

Kalyvas, Stathis. 2006. The Logic of Violence in Civil War. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511818462.

Kalyvas, Stathis. 2015. ‘Rebel Governance During the Greek Civil War, 1942-
1949’. In: Ana Arjona, Nelson Kasfir & Zachariah Mampilly (eds) Rebel
Governance in Civil War. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 119-137.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781316182468.006.

Kalyvas, Stathis & Laia Balcells. 2010. ‘International System and Technologies of
Rebellion: How the End of the Cold War Shaped Internal Conflict’. American
Political Science Review 104(3): 415-429.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40863761.

Kaplan, Oliver. 2017. Resisting War: How Communities Protect Themselves.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316671887.

Kaplan, Oliver. 2021. ‘The International Committee of the Red Cross and support
for civilian self-protection in Colombia’. International Interactions 47(5):
898-927. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2021.1945593.

Schaub, Max & Julius Koch. 2026. ‘Technology and civilian targeting in interstate
war: evidence from Ukraine’. Journal of Peace Research, ahead of print.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /jopres/xjaf021.

Lilja, Jannie. 2009. ‘Trapping Constituents or Winning Hearts and Minds? Rebel
Strategies to Attain Constituent Support in Sri Lanka’. Terrorism and Political
Violence 21(2): 306-326. https://doi.org/10.1080/09546550902765615.

Mampilly, Zachariah. 2011. Rebel Rulers: Insurgent Governance and Civilian Life
during War. Cornell University Press.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctt7zfvj.

Mansour, Alia. 2024. ‘How Hezbollah is being criticized for using civilian
infrastructure’. NOW Lebanon. https://nowlebanon.com/how-hezbollah-is-
being-criticized-for-using-civilian-infrastructure/.

Mine Action Review (MAR). 2025. Clearing the Mines: Colombia (2025). Oslo:
Norwegian People’s Aid, 119-144.
https://www.mineactionreview.org/assets/downloads/Colombia_Clearing_t
he_Mines_2025.pdf.

Marcus, Aliza. 2009. Blood and Belief: The PKK and the Kurdish Fight for
Independence. New York: NYU Press.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt15zc8kb.

McGrath, Rae. 2001. ‘Minefields and non-state actors’. In: Engaging Non-State
Actors in a Landmine Ban: A Pioneering Conference. Presented at the
Engaging non-State actors in a landmine ban: a pioneering conference.
Quezon City: Swiss Campaign to Ban Landmines, Colombian Campaign to
Ban Landmines, Mines Action Canada, Philippine Campaign to Ban
Landmine, UK Group on Landmines and Zimbabwean Campaign to Ban
Landmines, 27-30. https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/38576/full_version.pdf.

136 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



Moore, Pauline. 2019. ‘When do ties bind? Foreign fighters, social
embeddedness, and violence against civilians’. Journal of Peace Research
56(2): 279-294. https://www.jstor.org/stable/48595943.

Moser-Puangsuwan, Yeshua. 2001. ‘Working with NSAs in Burma’. In: Engaging
Non-State Actors in a Landmine Ban: A Pioneering Conference. Presented at
the Engaging non-State actors in a landmine ban: a pioneering conference.
Quezon City: Swiss Campaign to Ban Landmines, Colombian Campaign to
Ban Landmines, Mines Action Canada, Philippine Campaign to Ban
Landmine, UK Group on Landmines and Zimbabwean Campaign to Ban
Landmines, 55-59. https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/38576/full_version.pdf.

Offstein, Norman. 2003. ‘An Historical Review and Analysis of Colombian
Guerrilla Movements: FARC, ELN and EPL’. Desarrollo y Sociedad (52): 99-
142. https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.0a?id=169118076004.

Pendle, Naomi. 2021. ‘Competing authorities and norms of restraint: governing
community-embedded armed groups in South Sudan’. International
Interactions 47(5): 873-897.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2021.1918126.

Pérez, Manuel. 1995. El Ejército de Liberacion Nacional y EI Derecho
Humanitario. National Liberation Army, 6.
https://cedema.org/digital_items/3392-

Reno, William. 2015. ‘Predatory Rebellions and Governance: The National
Patriotic Front of Liberia, 1989-1992’. In: Ana Arjona, Nelson Kasfir &
Zachariah Mampilly (eds) Rebel Governance in Civil War. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 265-285.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781316182468.013.

Revkin, Mara. 2018. ‘When Terrorists Govern: Protecting Civilians in Conflicts
with State-Building Armed Groups’. Harvard National Security Journal 9:
100-145. https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/faculty_scholarship/4205/.

Shaver, Andrew, David Carter & Tsering Shawa. 2019. ‘Terrain ruggedness and
land cover: Improved data for most research designs’. Conflict Management
and Peace Science 36(2): 191-218. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26959436.

Sjoberg, Anki. 2005. Volume I: A Global Report Profiling NSAS and Their Use,
Acquisition, Production, Transfer and Stockpiling of Landmines. Geneva:
Geneva Call the Geneva Graduate Institute’s Program for the Study of
International Organization(s), 154.
https://www files.ethz.ch/isn/15037/2005_November.pdf.

Sjoberg, Anki. 2006a. ‘Armed Non-state Actors: The Main Users of the “Poor
Man’s Weapon”'. Journal of Mine Action 10(1): 73-75.
https://commons.lib.jmu.edu/cisr-journal/vol10/iss1/37/.

Sjoberg, Anki. 2006b. Volume II: A Global Report of NSA Mine Action. Geneva:
Geneva Call the Geneva Graduate Institute’s Program for the Study of
International Organization(s), 160. https://www.genevacall.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/06/Armed-Non-State-Actors-and-Landmines-
Volume-II-A-Global-Report-of-NSA-Mine-Action.pdf.

Steele, Abbey. 2017. Democracy and Displacement in Colombia’s Civil War. Ithaca:
Cornell University Press.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.cttlwlvjrv.

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 137



Stewart, Megan. 2018. ‘Civil War as State-Making: Strategic Governance in Civil
War'. International Organization 72(1): 205-226.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26569466.

Sundberg, Ralph & Erik Melander. 2013. ‘Introducing the UCDP Georeferenced
Event Dataset’. Journal of Peace Research 50(4): 523-532.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343313484347.

Suykens, Bert. 2015. ‘Comparing Rebel Rule Through Revolution and
Naturalization: Ideologies of Governance in Naxalite and Naga India’. In: Ana
Arjona, Nelson Kasfir & Zachariah Mampilly (eds) Rebel Governance in Civil
War. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 138-157.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781316182468.007.

Thaler, Kai. 2012. ‘Ideology and Violence in Civil Wars: Theory and Evidence
from Mozambique and Angola’. Civil Wars 14(4): 546-567.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13698249.2012.740203.

United Nations (UN). 2012. Report of the Secretary-General on Children and
Armed Conflict in Colombia.S/2012/171. New York: United Nations Security
Council, 18. https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/725142.

Valentino, Benjamin, Paul Huth & Dylan Balch-Lindsay. 2004. “‘Draining the
Sea”: Mass Killing and Guerrilla Warfare’. International Organization 58(02):
375-407. https://www.jstor.org/stable/3877862.

van Baalen, Sebastian. 2021. ‘Local elites, civil resistance, and the
responsiveness of rebel governance in Cote d’Ivoire’. Journal of Peace
Research 58(5): 930-944. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343320965675.

Weinstein, Jeremy. 2007. Inside Rebellion: The Politics of Insurgent Violence. New
York: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511808654.

Wickham-Crowley, Timothy. 2015. ‘Del Gobierno de Abajo al Gobierno de
Arriba... and Back: Transitions to and from Rebel Governance in Latin
America, 1956-1990'. In: Ana Arjona, Nelson Kasfir & Zachariah Mampilly
(eds) Rebel Governance in Civil War. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
47-73. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781316182468.003.

Wieselgren, Herman. 2022. ‘Sexual violence along ethnic lines? Revisiting rebel-
civilian ethnic ties and wartime sexual violence’. International Interactions
48(6): 1216-1232. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2022.2115037

Wood, Elisabeth. 2003. Insurgent Collective Action and Civil War in El Salvador.
New York: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511808685.

Wyer, Frank. 2024. ‘Peace vs. Profit: Rebel Fragmentation & Conflict Resurgence
in Colombia’. International Organization 78(Fall 2024): 701-30.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818324000213.

138 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



Appendix

Overview

This appendix complements the article “Securing support, avoiding harm?
Civilian support, community organisation, and rebel landmine use in Colombia”
in two main ways. First, it expands the methodological discussion by describing
the dataset’s sources, scope, and structure; clarifying the operational definitions
of the main variables; and explaining the coding rules and procedures in greater
detail. It also addresses important measurement issues, including the cross-
sectional nature of the data, the use of historical proxies for community
organisation, and the rationale for alternative indicators. Second, it extends the
empirical analysis through a broad set of robustness checks, including alternative
measures of popular support, community organisation, landmine use, and
restraint, as well as interaction models and alternative department-level model
specifications.

Overall, the findings provide strong and fairly consistent support for the
argument that popular support is associated with more landmine use, but more
limited and specification-sensitive evidence that rebels restrained minelaying in
order to limit civilian harm. Alternative measures of popular support, including
the average leftist vote and the maximum and average vote for the Patriotic
Union, generally remain positively associated with minefield presence and
minefield size, and in several models are also associated with greater distances
between minefields and populated areas, though not with fewer civilian mine
accidents. Additional tests using the number of minefields and minefield density
show that the former remains positively related to popular support, whereas the
latter does not. By contrast, broader tests of restraint using distances to roads,
health facilities, and education facilities produce mixed or null results, and the
interaction models provide no robust evidence that popular support and
community organisation reinforce one another. Finally, department-level fixed-
effects and random-intercept models largely confirm the main findings for
minefield presence and size, while the evidence for restraint weakens, suggesting
that these latter results are more sensitive to model specification.
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Methods

Unit of analysis

While the article’s primary theoretical argument addresses armed group
behaviour as shaped by their relations with civilian communities, the empirical
analysis adopts the municipality as its unit of analysis. In the Colombian
administrative framework, the municipality serves as the basic local unit of
governance, roughly equivalent to a county or township in other countries. Each
municipality is a political-administrative division with its own local government,
headed by a mayor and a municipal council, both elected by popular vote. A
typical municipality consists of an urban centre, usually a town or small city, that
functions as the municipal seat, along with surrounding rural areas often
subdivided into rural district. Municipalities are grouped into departments,
which are comparable to provinces or states.

In total, there are 1,122 registered municipalities in the data used in this
article. Two municipalities, the Caribbean islands of San Andrés and Providencia,
are excluded from the onset because they are largely isolated from the Colombian
armed conflict. In addition, due to missing values in a few variables,! the sample
size is further reduced to 1,052, when testing Hypothesis 1, and to 74 when
testing Hypotheses 2 and 3 in some models. Due to the persistent and delayed
effects of landmine use, the exact laying dates of individual minefields cannot be
determined, making the dataset time-invariant. This is explained in greater detail
below.

Dependent variables: landmine use

The article draws primarily on original data derived from the Information
Management System for Mine Action (IMSMA), provided by the Colombian
national mine action authority,? complemented by a range of additional sources.
IMSMA is a specialised data management tool used by mine action organisations
in over 40 countries and supports humanitarian demining efforts by collecting,
storing, analysing, and sharing information on landmines, explosive remnants of
war, and other hazards (GICHD, 2024).

The IMSMA dataset records all known areas, represented as polygons in a
geographic information system, suspected or confirmed to contain hazardous
explosive remnants. In line with mine action terminology (UN, 2024) these areas
are categorized as either suspected hazardous areas (SHAs) or confirmed

1 Namely, Gross domestic product, Share of rural population, and Number of community action boards.

2 With few recent exceptions (i.e. Perilla et al., 2024; Prem, Purroy & Vargas, 2025), this dataset remains largely untapped in
extant research.
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hazardous areas (CHAs). SHAs undergo technical or non-technical surveys to
determine the presence of explosive hazards, meaning that some SHAs may
ultimately be found uncontaminated. If explosive hazards are confirmed, the area
is reclassified as a CHA. Both SHAs and CHAs are further categorised by type:
landmines (subdivided into anti-personnel and anti-vehicle mines), unexploded
ordnance (further divided into unexploded cluster munitions and other
conventional ordnance), or a combination of both.

The Colombian IMSMA dataset covers the period from 1990 to early 2023,
documenting all hazardous areas identified during this timeframe (GOC, n.d.).
Even though the understanding of landmine contamination in Colombia has
improved substantially over the years, the precise extent of contamination
remains unknown because no nationwide baseline survey has been completed,
insecurity blocks access to many municipalities, and new mines continue to be
laid in some areas (MAR, 2025: 122-123). For the purposes of this study, I subset
the dataset by excluding all SHAs and those CHAs that contained only unexploded
ordnance.

The resulting dataset thus consists solely of confirmed minefields. However,
minefields are often discovered and recorded long after their emplacement.
Owing to the persistent and delayed effects of landmines, it is therefore
impossible to determine with precision the date of laying for individual
minefields, rendering the dataset effectively time-invariant. The primary
variation within the dataset pertains to the size and geographical location of each
minefield. As illustrated in Figure 1 (in the article’s main body), these minefields
are concentrated primarily around the central mountain ranges, with minimal
presence along the coastline or within the Amazon plains.

This cross-sectional dataset is used to construct several variables
aggregated at the municipal level. The variable Minefield presence is dichotomous,
taking the value “1” if at least one confirmed minefield is present in a municipality,
and “0” otherwise. In the sample, only 93 of Colombia’s 1,122 municipalities
(8.3%) contained confirmed minefields. The variable Minefield size measures the
sum of the areas (in square metres) of all minefields within the municipality,
ranging from 0 to over 720,000 m?.

Using minefield geolocations, I also calculate the average minimum distance
from each minefield to the nearest populated area. This variable is derived using
the QuickOSM function in QGIS 3.34.8-Prizren, measuring the average linear
distance between each minefield’s centroid and the nearest populated area’s
centroid within the same municipality. Populated areas comprise features
classified in OSM as “city”, “city block”, “neighbourhood”, “suburb”, “town”,
“village”, “hamlet”, or “locality”. In this sample, the average minimum distance
between minefields ranged from 256 to 7,747 metres for populated areas.
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[ use the centroids of minefields rather than their edges due to the manner
in which polygons are delineated during non-technical surveys in humanitarian
demining (UN, 2019). In such surveys, the extent of a hazardous area is defined
without technical means such as metal detectors, demining dogs, or machines.
Survey teams remain on known safe ground and frequently infer the boundaries
of hazardous polygons on the basis of adjacent safe areas. Consequently, these
polygons almost invariably touch safe features, such as used roads, inhabited
houses, or cultivated fields. The centroid, therefore, provides a more reliable
estimate of a minefield’s position in relation to neighbouring features. Thus,
minefields and populated areas are represented as points. Notably, although
minefields are selected based on their location within a given municipality, the
nearest populated area may lie outside its administrative boundaries. This
process is summarised in the equation and illustrated in Figure A1 below.

p . . _ YN min. distance (minefield;, feature;)
verage min. distance = N (1

Following previous practice in scholarly work (e.g. Camarena & Hagerdal, 2020:
232; Prieto-Curiel & Menezes, 2025: 3), the locations of all features are derived
from OpenStreetMap (OSM). OSM is a free, collaborative, and editable mapping
platform where volunteers contribute geographic data, including roads, trails,
buildings, and natural features.

However, QuickOSM only retrieves the most recent version of data available
on OSM, as it lacks time-stamped or historical records. Consequently, this
measurement may be incomplete or misrepresentative of the spatial context
when the minefields were laid. It may erroneously account for features that did
not exist at the time of minelaying or omit features that existed but were later
destroyed or decommissioned. While the latter scenario is arguably less probable,
the reliance on contemporary data introduces a potential source of bias in the
analysis.

The final dependent variable, Civilian mine accidents, is drawn from the
municipal panel dataset provided by the Centre for Studies on Economic
Development (CEDE) at the University of the Andes in Bogotd, Colombia (CEDE,
2023).3 This count variable records the total number of civilians who fell victim
to landmines in a given municipality. It includes both injured and killed civilians,
but excludes victims belonging to the Colombian military or non-state armed
groups, as well as incidents involving unexploded or abandoned ordnance. In the

3 In Spanish, Centro de Estudios sobre Desarrollo Econémico de la Facultad de Economia de la Universidad de los Andes.
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sample, the number of civilian mine accidents in a given municipality ranges from
0 to 214.

Figure A1. Computation of the average minimum distance of minefields and
selected features within a municipality.

v Minefield centroid

. Feature center

<« —» Shortest linear distance

Independent variables: popular support and community
organisation

The article’s main independent variables are popular support and community

organisation.

Popular support

Popular support is proxied by the Maximum share of leftist vote in municipal
legislative elections held in 1990, 1992, 1994, 2000, 2003, and 2007, measured
from 0 to 100%. The measure includes votes for six parties from Colombia’s
fragmented left, namely, Patriotic Union (UP), M-19 Democratic Alliance,
Revolutionary Independent Workers’ Movement, Democratic Revolution Movement,
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19th of April Movement, and Socialist Workers’ Party.* These parties shared anti-
oligarchic, pro-popular, and often socialist or anti-imperialist positions, although
they differed in their relationship to guerrilla movements, ranging from direct
support to a legalist rejection of the armed struggle. Even so, they broadly
occupied the same ideological space as the main guerrilla groups and therefore
provide a more plausible indicator of local political affinity with insurgents than
establishment parties such as the Conservatives, historically associated with the
order the guerrillas sought to overturn.

While these data stems originally from CEDE panel data (CEDE, 2023), [ use
the curated dataset produced by Steele (2017). Steele’s dataset, organised by
municipality and election, aggregates the votes for different candidates into four
categories of political parties in Colombia, namely “traditional” (if belonging to
the traditional liberal or conservative parties), “leftist” (if belonging to any of
these twelve parties mentioned above), “ethnic” (if belonging to indigenous or
Afro-Colombian parties), or “third-party” (if belonging to alternative parties not
included in other categories). In this sample, the maximum share of the leftist vote
in municipal legislative elections between 1990 and 2007 is generally low,
averaging 2.7%, but peaking at 37.2% in one municipality and falling to zero in
others.

I follow Steele’s assessment that the capacity of municipal-level election
results to reveal political alignments is especially pronounced in contexts where
armed groups exert localised control (2017: 42-44). Unlike broader district- or
national-level elections, where aggregation obscures the identification of specific
communities aligned with insurgents, municipal elections provide a clearer
picture of territorial political allegiances. In Colombia, this dynamic was
particularly evident with UP, a party linked to the Revolutionary Armed Forces of
Colombia - People’s Army (FARC-EP).5 Initially, many voters believed that
political participation could provide a pathway to ending the conflict. However,
as paramilitary forces expanded and forged alliances with local politicians,
violence against UP supporters intensified, leading to a sharp decline in electoral
support and, ultimately, the prohibition of FARC-EP’s political participation
(Steele, 2017: 42-44).

Accordingly, in contested areas, voting for leftist parties carried serious
risks, including violence and retaliation from paramilitary or state forces. As a
result, leftist vote shares likely underestimate actual support, since fear
discouraged some from voting. At the same time, those who did vote for leftist
parties sent a clear signal, either of genuine support for the left or of
dissatisfaction with traditional parties and the status quo (Steele, 2017: 42-44).

d,

4In Spanish, Unién Patriética, Alianza Democrdtica M-19, Movimiento Obrero Indep e Revolucionario, Movimiento Revolucién
Democrdtica, Movimiento 19 de Abril, and Partido Social de los Trabajadores, respectively.

5 In Spanish, Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia - Ejército del Pueblo.
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To better capture these moments of relatively unconstrained political expression,
this analysis uses the maximum leftist vote share rather than the average across
elections. This approach highlights peak levels of local alignment with the left,
which are more likely to reflect true underlying preferences and carry greater
strategic weight for insurgent groups. As such, this proxy measure captures
visible electoral affinity with the broader insurgent left, but it cannot directly
measure active collaboration with guerrillas, private sympathies, coerced
compliance, or latent support among civilians who avoided voting for leftist
parties because of fear or repression.

Community organisation

Community organisation is measured by the Number of community action
boards,® on the assumption that a greater number of boards reflects a stronger
community. These boards are legally recognised, community-based
organisations that promote participatory local governance and thus provide a
reliable indicator of a community’s capacity for self-organisation and collective
action. The data, compiled by Kaplan, originate from “a rare dataset published [in
1987] by the Colombian census bureau, as well as interviews [...] conducted with
members of the juntas movements” (2017: 112). Kaplan’s dataset covers 965
municipalities and records the number of community action boards in 1985. In
the absence of more disaggregated data, I assume these figures remain relatively
stable over time. In this sample, the number of boards ranges from 0 to 187, with
an average of 19.1 per municipality.

Importantly, the number of JACs has not remained stable over time.
According to official government sources, from their establishment in the early
1960s, the number of JACs has grown steadily from only 83 community action
boards in 1960 to 6,854 in 1968 (GOC, 1980: 35), reaching 63,143 in 2020 (GOC,
2020: 2). Still, I argue that the number of JACs is a reasonable proxy for underlying
differences in local organisational capacity. Once they are established, JACs are
relatively durable and institutionalised forms of community coordination. The
measure is therefore intended to capture embedded community organisation and
mobilisation capacity than precise year-to-year variation. In other words, given
the cross-sectional nature of the dataset, [ assume that a community with more
JACs at any one point in time remains with more JACs at any other point in time.

Alternative measures of community organisation, such as community-led
protests and survey data are either conceptually weaker or incompatible with the
article’s data structure. Previous research has used the number of community-led
protests as a proxy for municipal-level organisation in Colombia (e.g. Le6n, 2021,

6 In Spanish, juntas de accién comunal.
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2025). This measure, however, captures collective action in practice rather than
organisational infrastructure, and is arguably more prone to reporting bias and
omissions in the dataset. Alternatively, the Barometer of Social Capital (Sudarsky,
Garcia & Sudarsky, 2022) includes several indicators related to community
organisation, including association membership, civic participation, trust, and
reciprocity. The survey was also conducted repeatedly over a twenty-year period,
which could, in principle, provide a more meaningful measure of community
organisation over time. However, although the survey uses a territorially
stratified, multilevel design, it is intended to provide a nationally representative
overview. As a result, despite their conceptual richness, these measures cannot
be disaggregated to the municipality level.

Control variables

In the article, I distinguish between two categories of control variables. The first
comprises factors that may affect both the dependent and independent variables,
while the second primarily accounts for variation in the dependent variables, that
is, factors that could serve as alternative explanations for differences in landmine
use.

Geographical features, state presence, and demographics

The first set captures structural conditions, focusing on geographical features,
state presence, and socio-economic indicators. Terrain ruggedness and Land
cover, averaged at the municipal level using data from Shaver, Carter, and Shawa
(2019), are included to reflect the strategic and symbolic importance of
geography. These variables not only shape local support for guerrilla movements
by providing natural fortification and enabling the long-term settlement of ethnic
or otherwise marginalised populations, but they also facilitate insurgent
operations in areas where state reach is limited (Carter, Shaver & Wright, 2019).
Moreover, rugged terrain and specific land cover types may afford tactical
advantages for mine use, influencing the spatial distribution of minefields.

To account for the state’s institutional reach, I include two proxies, the
Distance to the capital and the Distance to the nearest military base, both
calculated in QGIS (see Wyer, 2024). These variables capture the remoteness of a
municipality and the relative absence or presence of state coercive capacity. In
addition, the distance to state militaries should also serve as a rough proxy for the
purpose of minelaying. Namely, mines laid closer to military bases are more likely
to serve offensive purposes. Demographics and socio-economic indicators, drawn
from CEDE panel data (CEDE, 2023), include Total population, Share of rural
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population, Municipal area, and Gross domestic product. These indicators help
account for variation in both guerrilla support and minelaying patterns.

Finally, to account for spatial dependence between observations, all models
include the mean value of the dependent variable in neighbouring municipalities.
The only exception concerns the models in which Minefield presence is the
dependent variable; in these, | instead include a dichotomous indicator denoting
whether any neighbouring municipality contains at least one minefield. Standard
errors are clustered at the department level.

Conflict intensity and coca cultivation

The second set of controls addresses factors expected to influence primarily the
dependent variable, i.e. minelaying patterns. Conflict intensity is captured through
georeferenced data from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (Sundberg &
Melander, 2013; Davies et al., 2024), incorporating the sum of battle-related
deaths from engagements involving leftist guerrillas and both state and non-state
actors, and the number of civilians killed by armed actors other than leftist
guerrillas. Additionally, I include a binary measure of Coca cultivation, indicating
the presence or absence of coca crops in a given municipality (CEDE, 2023). In
Colombia, both guerrilla and neo-paramilitary groups have commonly used
landmines to defend coca-producing areas from manual eradication operations
by the state (ICBL-CMC, 2024). Table 1 (in the article’s main body) provides a
summary of the variables used in the main models.

Empirical analysis

In this section, I perform a series of robustness checks based on alternative
operationalisations of both dependent and independent variables and alternative
model specifications.

Alternative measures of popular support: average share of
leftist vote, maximum share of UP vote, and average share of UP
vote

In the main models, popular support is operationalised as the maximum share of
the leftist vote in municipal legislative elections. Here, I test three alternative
measures. First, I use the average share of leftist vote. This approach has both
advantages and drawbacks. On the one hand, given that the dataset is time-
invariant, an average value is more likely to reflect a broader timespan rather
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than a single peak in popular support. On the other hand, because voting for the
left in Colombia has historically entailed stigma and personal risk, particularly in
areas with a strong paramilitary presence, higher leftist vote shares may have
provoked violence against civilians, leading to lower support in subsequent
elections. Alternatively, strong leftist support may have attracted guerrilla
presence in a municipality, but, owing to factors such as coercive rebel behaviour
towards the local population, this could also have reduced leftist vote shares in
later contests. An average share would smooth over such variation, potentially
obscuring the actual levels of popular support for the guerrillas at the key times
in their relationship with local communities.

Next, [ isolate the vote share for the Patriotic Union (UP), the political party
most directly associated with the FARC-EP, and use both its maximum and
average municipal vote share as alternative operationalisations of popular
support. Because UP was directly linked to the FARC-EP, the armed group most
extensively associated with landmine use in Colombia, I expect the estimated
effects to be stronger across all models. As in the main analysis, I use both the
maximum and average values to capture different dimensions of support. I then
re-estimate Models 1-8 using these alternative measures. The results are
presented in Tables A1-A3.

Overall, the alternative operationalisations of popular support produce
results that are broadly consistent with Models 1-4. The average share of leftist
votes remains positively associated with both a higher likelihood of minelaying
and larger minefields, although these estimates are only marginally statistically
significant at the 90% confidence level (Models A1-A4). Both the maximum and
average vote shares for the UP are also positively associated with indicators of
landmine use, though with smaller substantive effects and lower levels of
statistical confidence. These findings nevertheless support Hypotheses 1a and 1b.

In the restraint models, specifically Models A5-A8, A13-A16, and A21-24,
popular support becomes statistically significant and is positively associated with
greater distances between minefields and populated areas. In all of these models,
the substantive effect of popular support is larger than that of community
strength. Although these tests do not allow firm conclusions, the findings may
suggest that the FARC-EP was more concerned with avoiding civilian harm in
municipalities where its political party received a higher share of the vote. As in
the main models, the alternative measures of popular support show no effect on
the number of civilian mine accidents. Taken together, these results provide
further support for Hypothesis 2, but not for Hypothesis 3. Across all models,

measures of model fit, including adjusted R-squared and log-likelihood values,
vary only slightly relative to Models 1-8.
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Table A1. Regression results (continuation).

Minefield presence

Minefield size

Distance to populated areas

Civilian mine accidents

(Model A1)  (Model A2)  (Model A3) (Model A4) (ModelA5) (Model A6) (Model A7) (Model A8)
Coca production (dummy) 0.949™ 0.889™ -0.321" -2.043
(0.320) (0.307) (0.163) (6.965)
Minefield size 0.138" 0.138" 9.292* 7.405™"
(0.049) (0.051) (2.242) (2.062)
Spatial lag, minefield presence (dummy) 3.728™ 3.742"™
(0.466) (0.467)
Spatial lag, minefield size (logged) 0.321™" 0.315™"
(0.031) (0.031)
Spatial lag, distance to populated areas -0.046 -0.051
(logged) (0.042) (0.043)
Spatial lag, civilian mine accidents 2,166 1.732™
(0.572) (0.562)
Constant 12,562 -10.054™ -6.260™" -3.397 6.307 6.606 -550.264™  -238.946"
(3-377) (3-494) (1.892) (2.140) (3.773) (4.722) (154.219) (126.373)
Observations 1,052 1,052 1,052 1,052 74 74 74 74
R2 0.262 0.271 0.316 0.362 0.658 0.724
Adjusted R2 0.255 0.263 0.182 0.211 0.590 0.658
Log Likelihood -192.933 -188.403

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. t p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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Table A2. Regression results (continuation).

Minefield presence Minefield size Distance to populated areas Civilian mine accidents
(ModelA9)  (Model A10)  (Model A1)  (Model A12)  (Model A13)  (Model A14)  (Model A15)  (Model A16)
Coca production (dummy) 0.857™ 0.801™ -0.366" -2.438
(0.322) (0.310) (0.161) (7.412)
Minefield size 0.138™ 0.139™ 9.522™* 7.616™*
(0.051) (0.051) (2.288) (2.102)
Spatial lag, minefield presence 3.751™ 3.758"*
(dummy) (0.462) (0.463)
Spatial lag, minefield size (logged) 0.316™" 0.312""
(0.031) (0.031)
Spatial lag, distance to populated areas -0.042 -0.046
(logged) (0.040) (0.039)
Spatial lag, civilian mine accidents 2.015™ 1.522""
(0.531) (0.540)
Constant -11.862"" -9.452™ -5.939™ -3.441 6.915 6.874 -532.359™ -209.829
(3-338) (3-425) (1.876) (2.096) (3-875) (4.867) (159.034) (141.587)
Observations 1,052 1,052 1,052 1,052 74 74 74 74
R2 0.270 0.277 0.312 0.369 0.659 0.730
Adjusted R2 0.263 0.269 0.176 0.219 0.592 0.666
Log Likelihood -190.815 -187.145

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. t p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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Table A3. Regression results (continuation).

Minefield presence Minefield size Distance to populated areas Civilian mine accidents
(Model A17)  (Model A18)  (ModelA19)  (ModelA20)  (Model A21)  (ModelA22)  (Model A23)  (Model A24)
Coca production (dummy) 0.858"™ 0.792" -0.376" -2.600
(0.322) (0.310) (0.157) (7-395)
Minefield size 0.139™ 0.140™ 9.532™" 7.640™"
(0.050) (0.050) (2.287) (2m3)
Spatial lag, minefield presence 3.750"" 3.759™"
(dummy) (0.463) (0.464)
Spatial lag, minefield size (logged) 0.315™" 0.311"*
(0.031) (0.031)
Spatial lag, distance to populated areas -0.041 -0.045
(logged) (0.039) (0.038)
Spatial lag, civilian mine accidents 2.025™" 1.536™
(0.534) (0:544)
Constant 11.847"* -9.436™ -5.893" -3.422 6.857 6.848 -529.734™ -208.425
(3:335) (3.421) (1.871) (2.091) (3.905) (4.884)  (159180)  (141.475)
Observations 1,052 1,052 1,052 1,052 74 74 74 74
R2 0.271 0.278 0.320 0.381 0.658 0.729
Adjusted R2 0.264 0.270 0.187 0.234 0.591 0.664
Log Likelihood -190.529 -186.863

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. t p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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Alternative measure of community organisation: community-
led protests

As an additional robustness check, I use an alternative proxy for community
organisation: the total number of community-led protests in a given municipality.
This is a relevant alternative to the number of community action boards because,
whereas action boards capture the more institutionalised organisational
infrastructure of a community, protests capture collective mobilisation in
practice. In other words, they reflect not just the presence of local organisations,
but their activation in contentious politics and their capacity to articulate
demands publicly. The data for this measure come from the Centre for Research
and Popular Education’s” Social Struggles Database (Archila, 2019; Archila et al,,
2019; see also Ledn, 2021, 2025), which records episodes of collective action
across Colombia. I reassess Models 5-8 using this alternative measure. Table A4,
below, summarises the results.

In contrast to the main models, this measure is not statistically associated
with either the distance between minefields and populated areas (Models A25-
A26) or civilian mine accidents (Models A27-A28). The results therefore do not
replicate the findings obtained with the number of community action boards. At
the same time, the maximum share of leftist vote remains positively correlated
with the distance to populated areas, although only at the 90% confidence level
(Models A25-A26), and remains unrelated to civilian mine accidents (Models
A27-A28). This may indicate that community-led protests capture episodic and
contentious mobilisation rather than the more durable organisational capacity
that enables civilians to negotiate with, monitor, or pressure armed groups over
time.

7 In Spanish, Centro de Investigacién y Educacién Popular.
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Table A4. Regression results.

Distance to populated areas  Civilian mine accidents
(Model A25) (Model A26) (Model A27) (Model A28)

Maximum share of leftist vote 0.034" 0.035" -0.581 0.026
(0.018) (0.019) (0.900) (0.715)
Number of community-led protests -0.0004 0.001 -0.168 -0.258
(0.006) (0.006) (0.219) (0.194)
Terrain ruggedness 0.0002 0.0002 -0.010 -0.012
(0.001) (0.001) (0.028) (0.025)
Land cover 0.001 -0.001 0.089 0.043
(0.004) (0.004) (0.200) (0.187)
Municipality size (logged) 0.016 0.099 12.831" 2.548
(0.104) (0.118) (5-244) (4.722)
Population size (logged) -0.270" -0.300" -3.607 -3.708
(0.129) (0.134) (6.444) (6.477)
Distance from the capital (logged) 0.196 0.217 0.308 -5.294
(0.194) (0.201) (5.188) (4-925)
Distance to closest military base -0.099 -0.097 4.481 4.783
(logged) (0.140) (0.143) (5.098) (4.995)
Gross domestic product (logged) 0.060 0.063 4.427 3.819
(0.130) (0.130) (7.214) (6.618)
Share of rural population -0.563 -0.421 0.687 -2.990
(0.602) (0.604) (24.392) (20.654)
Conflict intensity -0.0003 0.220™"
(0.001) (0.045)
Coca production (dummy) -0.313 -0.756
(0.170) (6.260)
Size of minefields (logged) 0.133f 0.150" 15.711™" 11.962""
(0.074) (0.079) (3596) (2.765)
Spatial lag, distance to populated -0.013 -0.010
areas (logged) (0.042) (0.041)
Spatial lag, civilian mine accidents 0.999 0.804
(0.611) (0.508)
Constant 7.523" 5.977 -327.201" -50.440
(3.124) (3.658) (131.014) (102.848)
Observations 87 87 87 87
R2 0.144 0.179 0.528 0.654
Adjusted R2 0.005 0.020 0.451 0.586

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. fp<0.1; "p<0.05; *p<0.01; *"p<0.001
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Alternative measure of landmine use: number of minefields and
minefield density

As an additional robustness check, I also test two alternative operationalisations
of landmine use: the number of minefields and minefield density. Beyond
simplicity, there is also a theoretical reason for privileging minefield size in the
main analysis. The number of minefields registered in IMSMA may be artificially
inflated during the demining process, as a single contaminated area can be
divided into several smaller polygons for operational or administrative purposes.
Even so, it remains worthwhile examining whether the results are sensitive to
this alternative measure.

[ also test minefield density, which captures how concentrated minelaying
is within a municipality. The theoretical intuition is that higher density may be
more consistent with smaller, point-specific, and potentially offensive mine use,
whereas lower density may reflect larger and more spatially extensive defensive
minefields. This logic follows the article’s broader argument that offensive
minefields tend to be more spatially constrained, while defensive minefields
usually cover wider areas. Table A5, below, summarised the results.

In line with Hypotheses 1b, minefield number remains positively associated
with the maximum share of leftist vote and reaches the 95% confidence level in
Models A29-A30. In Model A30, for example, a coefficient of 0.014 suggests that
each one-percentage-point increase in the maximum share of leftist vote is
associated with an approximately 1.4% increase in the expected number of
minefields in a municipality, all else equal. By contrast, the models estimating
minefield density perform poorly, and popular support shows no statistically
significant association with minefield density (Models A31-A32).
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Table A5. Regression results.

Minefield number
(Model A29) (Model A30) (Model A31) (Model A32)

Minefield density

Maximum share of leftist vote 0.015" 0.014" 0.00000 0.00005
(0.007) (0.007) (0.0001) (0.0001)
Terrain ruggedness 0.0005" 0.0004" 0.00001 0.00000
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.00001) (0.00001)
Land cover -0.001 0.0003 -0.00002 -0.00000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.0001) (0.0001)
Municipality size (logged) 0.107™* 0.061" -0.001 -0.002
(0.036) (0.036) (0.001) (0.001)
Population size (logged) -0.046 -0.060 -0.002f -0.001
(0.047) (0.048) (0.001) (0.001)
Distance from the capital (logged) -0.014 -0.023 0.001 0.0003
(0.026) (0.027) (0.001) (0.001)
Distance to closest military base -0.019 -0.022 0.00003 0.001
(logged) (0.040) (0.041) (0.001) (0.001)
Gross domestic product (logged) 0.035 0.0521 0.001 0.001
(0.028) (0.030) (0.001) (0.001)
Share of rural population 0.131 0.110 0.004 0.003
(0.156) (0.155) (0.004) (0.003)
Conflict intensity 0.0002 0.00000
(0.0003) (0.00000)
Coca production (dummy) 0.240" 0.003
(0.099) (0.002)
Spatial lag, minefield number 0.404™* 0.396™
(logged) (0.042) (0.042)
Spatial lag, minefield density -0.665 -1.148
(0.953) (1.308)
Constant -3.187™ -2.325™" -0.003 0.016
(0.628) (0.685) (0.018) (0.020)
Observations 1,052 1,052 50 50
R2 0.302 0.309 0.149 0.219
Adjusted R2 0.295 0.301 -0.069 -0.035

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. 'p<0.1; "p<0.05; ~“p<0.01; *"p<0.001
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Alternative measures of restraint on landmine use: distance to
roads, clinics, and schools

As an additional test to Hypothesis 2, I operationalise restraint on landmine use
as the average minimum distance between minefields and roads, as well as health
and education facilities, totalling five different dependent variables. All variables
are coded using the same procedure as for the variable Distance to populated area,
using the QuickOSM function in QGIS 3.34.8-Prizren. Distance to roads is
operationalised in three different variants: one including only primary roads, one
including primary and secondary roads, and one including primary, secondary,
and tertiary roads. Distance to health facilities encompasses all features recorded
as such in OSM, including, but not limited to, “hospital”, “clinic”, “pharmacy”, and
“dentist”. Similarly, Distance to educational facilities is comprehensively defined
to include all entries under this category in OSM, such as “university”, “college”,
“school”, “kindergarten”, and “childcare”. In this sample, the average minimum
distance between minefields ranged from 27 to 29,053 metres for roads; 3,871 to
124,433 metres for clinics; and 200 to 24,264 metres for schools.

The theoretical assumption parallels that of Hypothesis 2, positing that
rebels dependent on popular support may exercise particular caution regarding
key civilian objects and infrastructure used by civilians. I test these hypotheses
using the same model specifications as in Models 7-8. As in the main models, all
variables are log-transformed, and spatial lags are included for each dependent
variable. The results are reported in Table A6.

Contrary to the hypothesised relationship, the distance between minefields
and primary roads is negatively correlated with popular support, a relationship
statistically significant at the 95% confidence level (Models A33-A34). This
finding may reflect that guerrilla defensive minefields, often placed near their
constituent communities, were also located closer to primary roads, which state
forces were likely to use. Interestingly, when secondary (Models A35-A36) and
tertiary roads (Models A37-A38) are considered, this correlation disappears and
even reaches statistical significance, showing a positive association with the
maximum share of leftist votes (Model A37). Popular support also shows no
correlation with the average distance between minefields and either health
(Models A39-A40) or educational facilities (Models A41-A42). Across all models,
the number of community action boards does not correlate with any indicator of
restraint in landmine use.
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Table A6. Regression results.

Distance to roads

Distance to roads

Distance to roads

Distance to health

Distance to education

Maximum share of
leftist vote

Number of community
action boards

Terrain ruggedness
Land cover

Municipality size
(logged)
Population size (logged)

Gross domestic product
(logged)

Distance from the
capital (logged)

Distance to closest
military base (logged)

Share of rural
population

Conflict intensity

(primary only) (primary and secondary) (all roads) fa S facilities
(Model A33) (ModelA34) (ModelA35) (ModelA36) (ModelA37) (Model A38) (ModelA39) (ModelA40) (ModelA41) (Model A42)
-0.044" -0.045" 0.019 0.021 0.060" 0.059" -0.003 -0.005 -0.012 -0.012
(0.019) (0.018) (0.032) (0.033) (0.029) (0.030) (0.019) (0.019) (0.026) (0.025)
0.002 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.0005 -0.0002 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005
(0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
0.002"" 0.002"" 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.001 -0.001 0.0002 0.0003
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
-0.008" -0.006 o0.012f o.o1t o.o10f 0.010 0.005 0.003 -0.005 -0.009"
(0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
0.611™" 0.491™" 0.251 0.255 0.178 0.259 0.313™ 0.468" 0.055 0.251
(0.100) (0.113) (0.172) (0.206) (0.157) (0.189) (0.103) (0.118) (0.138) (0.156)
-0.237 -0.213 -0.171 -0.193 0.202 0.204 0.020 0.01 -0.116 -0.141
(0.142) (0.135) (0.249) (0.252) (0.226) (0.229) (0.147) (0.142) (0.197) (0.188)
-0.141 -0.178 0.232 0.219 0.428 0.467 0.022 0.084 -0.812™ -0.738"
(0.185) (0477) (0.323) (0.330) (0.295) (0.304) (0.192) (0.188) (0.264) (0.255)
-0.072 -0.072 0.222 0.231 -0.004 -0.014 0.063 0.054 0.112 0.108
(0.128) (0.121) (0.221) (0.224) (0.203) (0.206) (0.133) (0.128) (0.176) (0.168)
-0.184 -0.215 0.018 0.018 -0.158 -0.136 -0.186 -0.144 0.172 0.222
(0.138) (0.132) (0.239) (0.243) (0.217) (0.221) (0.142) (0.138) (0.191) (0.182)
-0.255 -0.520 -0.041 0.007 -0.408 -0.251 -1.096' -0.794 -0.959 -0.550
(0.542) (0.524) (0.942) (0.972) (0.856) (0.886) (0.561) (0.551) (0.751) (0.728)
0.001 0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
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Alternative control variables: territorial control

In the theoretical argument, popular support is expected to correlate with higher
levels of landmine use through two distinct mechanisms. First, rebels have
stronger incentives to establish a stable presence in areas with higher local
support, where they can access collaborators, shelter, and other resources.
Second, popular support may also facilitate the actual laying of minefields by
providing intelligence, security, and local assistance. The first mechanism,
however, implies some degree of territorial control, which may create ambiguity
as to whether mine use is driven by popular support or by control itself.

To address this concern, I introduce two proxy measures for territorial
control as an additional control variable in the main models. Because territorial
control is notoriously difficult to measure in civil war, and no ideal dataset exists
for Colombian guerrillas, I rely on the Violent Presence of Armed Actors in
Colombia (Osorio & Reyes, 2017; Osorio et al., 2019).

The original data are recorded at the municipality-year level for 1988-2019
and register each reported instance of armed-group presence. I aggregate these
observations to the municipality level for 1990-2007, corresponding to the
temporal span of the popular support measure, and use the summed presence of
Colombian guerrillas as a proxy for territorial control. Since guerrilla presence
may also attract rival armed actors, I additionally construct a ratio measuring
guerrilla presence relative to the combined presence of all other armed groups in
order to capture territorial contestation.

Tables A7 and A8 report the results when proxy measures of territorial
control are added to the main models. Overall, the results do not differ
substantially from the baseline findings. The average share of leftist vote remains
positively associated with minefield presence and minefield size, and these
relationships retain statistical significance at conventional levels across both
specifications (Models A43-A46 and A51-A54). By contrast, popular support
remains uncorrelated with the distance between minefields and populated areas
and with civilian mine accidents (Models A47-A50 and A55-A58). The proxy for
guerrilla presence is positively associated with minefield presence in Model A44,
but not with the other outcomes, while the ratio of guerrilla presence relative to
other armed groups is not statistically significant in any model. This suggests that
the association between popular support and greater landmine use is not simply
reducible to territorial control or territorial contestation as captured by these
proxies. At the same time, the number of community action boards continues to
correlate with indicators of restraint in largely the same way as in the main
models, especially in relation to greater distance from populated areas and fewer
civilian mine accidents.
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Table A7. Regression results (continuation).

Minefield presence

Minefield size
(Model A43) (Model A44) (Model A45) (Model A46)

Distance to populated areas
(Model A47) (Model A48)

Civilian mine accidents
(Model A49) (Model A50)

Presence of guerrillas 0.005" 0.001 -0.001 -0.070
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.070)
Minefield size 0.143' 0.145" 14.273"™ 11.058™"
(0.074) (0.085) (3.238) (3-269)
Spatial lag, minefield presence 3.828™ 3.790™"
(dummy) (0.463) (0.463)
Spatial lag, minefield size (logged) 0.417" 0.393™
(0.041) (0.042)
Spatial lag, distance to populated -0.042 -0.053
areas (logged) (0.043) (0.042)
Spatial lag, civilian mine accidents 1.584" 1.285"
(0.574) (0.655)
Constant -12.474™" -10.595™ -2.850"" -2.163" 8.373" 8.561" -394.001™ -133.290
(3-153) (3-600) (0.590) (0-694) (3.929) (4.787) (147.255) (136.141)
Observations 1,120 1,052 1,120 1,052 74 74 74 74
R2 0.313 0.310 0.249 0.306 0.658 0.722
Adjusted R2 0.308 0.301 0.101 0.127 0.590 0.650
Log Likelihood -204.041 -184.148

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. t p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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Table A8. Regression results (continuation).

Minefield presence

(Model A51)  (Model A52) (Model A53) (Model As4)

Minefield size

Distance to populated areas
(Model As5)  (Model As6)

Civilian mine accidents
(Model As57) (Model A58)

Presence of guerrillas vs. other armed -0.093 -0.000 -0.145 5.176
groups (0.179) (0.00000) (0.246) (5.837)
Minefield size 0.143t 0.127 14.273"™ 10.989™"
(0.074) (0.079) (3.238) (3.042)
Spatial lag, minefield presence 3.828™ 3.786™"
(dummy) (0.463) (0.490)
Spatial lag, minefield size (logged) 0.417" 0.395™
(0.041) (0.042)
Spatial lag, distance to populated -0.042 -0.044
areas (logged) (0.043) (0.042)
Spatial lag, civilian mine accidents 1.584" 1.258"
(0.574) (0.597)
Constant -12.474™" -10.358"" -2.850™" -2.325™ 8.373" 8.262f -394.001™" -97.700
(3.153) (3-509) (0.590) (0.685) (3-929) (4.925) (147.255) (135.049)
Observations 1,120 1,052 1,120 1,052 74 74 74 74
R2 0.313 0.309 0.249 0.306 0.658 0.719
Adjusted R2 0.308 0.300 0.101 0.126 0.590 0.647
Log Likelihood -204.041 -185.823

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.

t p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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Alternative model specifications: interaction effects

As an additional robustness check, I test for interaction effects between popular
support and community organisation in shaping restraint in landmine use. This
makes theoretical sense because the two may reinforce one another rather than
operate in isolation. Popular support may give armed groups stronger incentives
to avoid harming civilians, but only organised communities may be able to
convert those incentives into meaningful pressure on rebel behaviour. Likewise,
community organisation may be more effective where some degree of local
affinity with the armed group already exists. The interaction term therefore
assesses whether the effect of one variable depends on the level of the other.
Table A9, below, summarises the results.

The interaction models provide no robust evidence that the effect of popular
support on restraint depends on the level of community organisation, or vice
versa. For distance to populated areas, the interaction term is substantively close
to zero. For civilian mine accidents, the interaction is negative but imprecisely
estimated and not robust across specifications. This null finding likely reflects
both limited statistical power, given the small sample of municipalities with
minefields, and the fact that the two variables may operate through related but
largely distinct mechanisms rather than through a strongly multiplicative
relationship.
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Table A9. Regression results.

Distance to populated areas  Civilian mine accidents
(Model A59) (Model A60) (Model A61) (Model A62)

Share of leftist vote * nr of 0.00004 0.0003 -0.037 -0.020
community action boards (0.001) (0.001) (0.028) (0.028)
Maximum share of leftist vote 0.034 0.020 0.91 1.564
(0.026) (0.028) (1.410) (1.400)
Number of community action boards 0.009 0.010 -0.012 -0.056
(0.006) (0.006) (0.207) (0.193)
Terrain ruggedness -0.00001 0.0002 -0.023 -0.038
(0.001) (0.001) (0.029) (0.029)
Land cover 0.005 0.002 -0.062 0.187
(0.003) (0.004) (0.227) (0.202)
Municipality size (logged) -0.093 -0.055 20.095™ 11.863"
(0.087) (0.108) (5-247) (4.934)
Population size (logged) -0.249" -0.195 -0.821 -1.251
(0.107) (0.132) (4.274) (6.993)
Distance from the capital (logged) 0.378t 0.242 -7.565 -9.907
(0.196) (0.252) (9-887) (7-528)
Distance to closest military base 0.063 0.050 0.801 4.979
(logged) (0.136) (0.136) (5.811) (5.376)
Gross domestic product (logged) -0.187 0.962
(0.164) (7393)
Share of rural population -0.803 24.615
(0.667) (23.495)
Conflict intensity 0.001 0.169"*
(0.001) (0.049)
Coca production (dummy) -0.354" -2.512
(0.167) (6-859)
Size of minefields (logged) 0.136™ 0.138™ 9.382™" 7.475™"
(0.046) (0.052) (2.314) (2.095)
Spatial lag, distance to populated -0.051 -0.061
areas (logged) (0.043) (0.044)
Spatial lag, civilian mine accidents 21617 1.763"
(0.589) (0.546)
Constant 4.497 7.978 -374.829" -252.035"
(2.824) (4.955) (176.938)  (130.373)
Observations 75 74 75 74
R2 0.269 0.349 0.594 0.727
Adjusted R2 0.141 0.181 0.523 0.656

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. 'p<0.1; "p<0.05; ~“p<0.01; *"p<0.001
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Alternative model specifications: fixed effects and random
intercept

Finally, it also makes sense to estimate models with department-level fixed
effects and random intercepts because municipalities are nested within
departments, and departments may differ in ways that are difficult to observe
directly but still shape both popular support, community organisation, and
landmine use. These may include department-level political cultures,
administrative practices in mine action and reporting, local electoral institutions,
the historical presence and organisational strength of particular armed groups,
regional patterns of paramilitary influence, and the role of churches, NGOs, or
other intermediaries in community mobilisation.

Department fixed effects provide a more conservative test by absorbing all
time-invariant heterogeneity across departments, so the estimates rely only on
within-department variation between municipalities. Random intercept models
address the same clustering structure in a hierarchical way, allowing the baseline
level of the outcome to vary across departments while retaining information from
both within- and between-department differences. Accordingly, I reassess
Models 1-8 with these alternative model specifications. Results are reported in
Tables A10-A11, below.

The department-level fixed-effects and random-intercept models broadly
reinforce the main findings for Hypothesis 1. Across both specifications, the
maximum share of leftist vote remains positively associated with minefield
presence and minefield size (Models A63-A66), suggesting that the relationship
is not driven solely by unobserved differences across departments. By contrast,
the results for restraint are weaker. The association between community
organisation and greater distance to populated areas declines to marginal
significance (Models A67-A68), while the relationship with civilian mine
accidents disappears (Models A69-A70). This pattern suggests that the evidence
for restraint is more sensitive to model specification, likely because the second-
stage sample is small and because some of the original association may reflect
broader department-level heterogeneity rather than purely within-department
municipal differences.
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Table A10. Regression results.

Minefield presence Minefield size Distance to populated areas Civilian mine accidents
(Model A63) (Model A64) (Model A65) (Model A66) (Model A67) (Model A68) (Model A69) (Model A70)

Maximum share of leftist vote 0.094™ 0.097™ 0.053™ 0.055" 0.032 0.039 0.534 1.492

(0.032) (0.035) (0.020) (0.022) (0.030) (0.029) (1.315) (11172)

Number of community action boards o.011 0.012 -0.335 -0.236
(0.006) (0.006) (0.229) (0.194)

Terrain ruggedness 0.004™ 0.004™* 0.002" 0.002" 0.00005 0.001 -0.060 -0.066"
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.045) (0.040)

Land cover 0.001 0.009 -0.001 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.220 0.195
(0.008) (0.009) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.279) (0.227)

Municipality size (logged) 0.511" 0.388 0.286" 0.153 -0.034 -0.040 15.030" 1.387
(0.207) (0.274) (0.112) (0.140) (0.189) (0.220) (6.842) (10.033)

Population size (logged) -0.084 -0.432 -0.019 -0.082 -0.484* -0.354 9.634 10.152
(0.150) (0.367) (0.078) (0.192) (0.223) (0.220) (10.105) (10.979)

Distance from the capital (logged) -1.2717 -0.992 -0.092 -0.040 0.377 -0.084 0.029 -10.315
(0.615) (0.657) (0.316) (0.328) (0.523) (0.565)  (28347)  (22.906)

Distance to closest military base 0.028 -0.057 0.022 -0.025 0.035 0.224 5.782 5.326
(logged) (0.250) (0.265) (0.129) (0.138) (0.224) (0.257) (8.445) (9-334)

Gross domestic product (logged) 0.353 0.057 0.070 -0.026 0.504 -2.681
(0.220) (0.128) (0.210) (0.238) (12.531) (1.127)

Share of rural population 0.591 0.335 -0.186 -0.114 49.740 43.912
(0.916) (0.522) (0.738) (0.730) (43.108) (37-845)
Conflict intensity -0.0001 -0.0001 0.001 0.223™"
(0.0003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.057)
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Table A11. Regression results.

Minefield presence Minefield size Distance to populated areas Civilian mine accidents
(Model A71)  (Model A72) (Model A73) (Model A74) (Model A75) (Model A76) (Model A77) (Model A78)

Maximum share of leftist vote 0.074™ 0.084™ 0.053™ 0.058™ 0.023 0.028 0.598 1.034
(0.027) (0.030) (0.029) (1.470) (0.030) (0.029) (1.315) (11172)

Number of community action boards 0.010 o0.011t -0.284 -0.180
(0.006) (0.006) (0.229) (0.194)

Terrain ruggedness 0.003" 0.003" 0.002" 0.002f 0.0001 0.0002 -0.041 -0.038
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.045) (0.040)

Land cover -0.006 0.004 -0.004 0.001 0.004 0.002 0.247 0.198
(0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.279) (0.227)

Municipality size (logged) 0.407" 0.297 0.256" 0.180 -0.057 -0.043 19.782™ 11.012
(0.166) (0.189) (0.220) (0.122) (0.189) (0.220) (6.842) (10.033)

Population size (logged) -0.063 -0.398f -0.018 -0.200 -0.186 -0.218 3.228 0.356
(0.131) (0.223) (0.220) (0.170) (0.223) (0.220) (10.105) (10.979)

Distance from the capital (logged) -0.023 -0.053 0.062 -0.012 0.283 0.268 -4.804 -11.735
(0.172) (0.523) (0.565) (0.145) (0-523) (0-565) (28.347) (22.906)

Distance to closest military base -0.036 -0.055 -0.004 -0.087 0.034 0.048 4.674 4.962
(logged) (0.216) (0.224) (0.257) (0.141) (0.224) (0.257) (8.445) (9.334)

Gross domestic product (logged) 0.285 0.107 -0.182 -0.179 1.374 0.506
(0.210) (0.121) (0.210) (0.238) (12.531) (1.127)

Share of rural population 0.415 0.216 -0.904 -0.812 37.243 25.530
(0.738) (0.526) (0.738) (0.730) (43.108) (37-845)

Conflict intensity -0.0002 -0.00003 0.001 0.175™
(0.0005) (0.001) (0.001) (0.057)
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What explains the choice of means and methods of warfare by armed Received 6 March 2024
groups? Conversely, why would some groups choose not to use certain Accepted 24 August 2024
weapons? Beyond the legitimacy- and reputation-based explanations KEYWORDS

common in existing literature, this article highlights the role of tactical Civil war; militia;
utility, inherent costs, and normative biases of specific means and non-state armed group;
methods in shaping these decisions. Through a combination of congru- United Self-Defense

ence analysis and comparative methods, the article examines why the Forces of Colombia;
United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia (AUC), while employing a wide explosive weapons;
range of brutal forms of violence, generally avoided using landmines, ~ 'estraint; violence
contrasting this restraint with the behavior of other Colombian armed

groups. Although the lack of tactical utility seems to be the primary

driver of the non-use of landmines, the costs and stigma associated

with using mines influence how the AUC perceived their utility. The

findings underscore the importance of context-specific factors in the

decision-making processes of non-state armed groups and contribute

to broader discussions on the disaggregation of violence in civil wars.

In recent decades, non-state armed groups have been the most prolific users of land-
mines! in contexts such as Afghanistan, Colombia, Iraq, Myanmar, Nigeria, and many
others.? It is unsurprising that non-state armed groups would resort to landmines,
often described as “the poor man’s weapon”?® These groups, the logic goes, face a
stronger military opponent and resort to unconventional means and methods of war
to overcome this asymmetry. In this context, the use of landmines, sometimes described
as the “perfect soldier”, is symbolic. “They lie in ambush forever, never sleeping, never
complaining, never needing to eat, never showing a modicum of humanity to the
unlucky victim’# Indeed, an initial assessment suggests that about three in four non-state
armed groups active in 2005 employed landmines.® The puzzle is thus not why such
groups use landmines but why some do not. For example, more than fifty armed
groups have unilaterally committed to banning anti-personnel mines.®

Existing scholarship has mainly focused on legitimacy- and reputation-based theories
in explaining why such groups would voluntarily forgo landmines” assumed military advan-
tage.” These studies convincingly demonstrate why and how certain groups exercise restraint
to appeal to particular audiences. However, they fall short in explaining the limited use
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2 H. GARBINO

of landmines by groups that otherwise employed a wide range of brutal means and meth-
ods of violence, such as the Lords Resistance Army in Central Africa, the Revolutionary
United Front in Sierra Leone, or the United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia (AUC).
This article fills this gap by focusing on the tactical utility, inherent costs, and normative
biases as drivers of constraints on the use of landmines. I argue that the tactical utility of
landmines is not a given and, like most means and methods of war, depends on the context.
Landmine use comes with significant costs beyond diminished legitimacy and reputation.
However, when the tactical need arises and the group is capable enough, a non-state armed
group will likely overcome the costs required to employ landmines. Armed groups may be
socialized into not prioritizing using landmines, for example, through training or experience.
Thus, even the most brutal armed groups may be restrained in the use of specific means
and methods of war due to context-specific normative biases. The final decision to employ
particular means and methods of war is thus likely a combination of different factors.
Similar arguments have been brought up in previous discussions® but tend to be
overlooked in existing research and policy debates,” which have mainly focused on
encouraging prolific landmine users to stop doing so. As such, the primary purpose
of this article is to explore additional drivers of the non-use of landmines, which
have not been sufficiently theorized and empirically examined, as a complement to
prevailing legitimacy- and reputation-based explanations. Specifically, it aims to
explain why some groups limit the exercise of specific types of violence but not others.
This article assesses the strength of three explanations: tactical utility, inherent costs,
and normative biases through a combination of congruence analysis and comparative
methods. It focuses on extremely violent non-state armed groups in which
legitimacy-seeking explanations arguably bear little weight, i.e. the AUC. From 1997
to 2006, the AUC targeted guerrilla fighters and civilians through a wide range of
brutal methods, from sexual violence to mass killings, dismemberment and public
displays of dead bodies, and the burning of entire villages.!® However, the AUC only
rarely used landmines, even though they had or could have pursued such capability.
Contrary to previous studies, which often use the term non-state armed group as a
synonym for rebels and insurgents,'! I include paramilitary groups, self-defense militias,
and pro-government militias in the concept. Empirically, distinctions between non-state
armed groups are often blurred, and previous studies have shown how groups often
shift allegiances and political goals, from insurgents to pro-government militias, and
back.!? Furthermore, paramilitary groups and self-defense and pro-government militias
have no inherent reason not to use landmines, and have indeed used them in Georgia,
Myanmar, Nepal, the Philippines, Somalia, South Sudan, and Sudan.!
The article contributes to the civil war literature in three main ways. First, following
a call to disaggregate specific forms of violence,'* such as sexual violence,"” kidnap-
ping,'® cultural destruction,!” and the use of chemical, biological, radiological, and
nuclear weapons,'® it adds new insights into the use and non-use of landmines by
non-state armed groups. Second, the article complements previous discussions on
restraint, which focus on legitimacy- and reputation-based arguments, by highlighting
practical constraints on the use of violence, such as tactical utility and logistics and
coordination costs. Finally, despite the extensive extant research on Colombia, it con-
tributes to the empirical knowledge of Colombian paramilitary groups’ use of landmines,
which remains markedly under-researched and undocumented.
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This article proceeds in five sections. In the following section, I present a short over-
view of previous literature dealing with the use and non-use of landmines and other
forms of violence. Next, I offer three complementary explanations for the non-use of
landmines by armed groups. I then describe the research design, focusing on case selec-
tion and data collection. The theories are then tested against the empirics in two phases.
First, I explain why the AUC, as a whole, generally refrained from using landmines
compared to Colombian guerrillas. Then, I test the argument against deviant cases, i.e.
particular AUC factions that employed landmines in specific contexts and situations. The
final section concludes with policy implications and avenues for future research.

Non-State Armed Groups and the Non-Use of Landmines

Scholars generally agree that violence and restraint are products of a normatively-framed
cost-benefit calculation. In other words, armed groups weigh different incentives when
deciding on using violence or exercising restraint.!* Concerning landmine use by non-state
armed groups, most scholarly work has focused on the balance between compensating
for an inferior military capability and the consequences of civilian victimization.

In line with the “perfect soldier” and “poor man’s weapon” arguments, previous
studies largely assume an inherent tactical utility of landmines. Studies in Myanmar?°
and the Philippines?! have investigated how non-state armed groups’ relationships
with different actors, such as local communities, the state government, and interna-
tional audiences, may influence patterns of landmine use. Fazal and Konaev suggest
that secessionist and militarily strong rebel groups present sufficient conditions to
commit to (and comply with) the ban on anti-personnel mines.?? Such groups often
appeal to international audiences for recognition as independent states and, simul-
taneously, are strong enough to forgo the military advantage provided by landmines.
Gleditsch et al. focus on how the competition for domestic and international repu-
tation shapes government and rebel landmine use.”® Finally, Jansen highlights how
non-state armed groups may commit to the ban to convey good faith ahead of
negotiated settlements.?*

This literature tries to capture what McQuinn et al. define as “genuine restraint’,
that is, the self-limitation on the use of violence on moral or strategic grounds.?® As
such, empirical cases where non-state armed groups do not use landmines but demon-
strate extremely violent behavior remain unexplained by legitimacy- and reputation-based
theories. For instance, the Lord’s Resistance Army and the Revolutionary United Front
are infamously known for their viciousness and disregard for their perceived legitimacy.
Still, both groups only rarely employed landmines. I argue their behavior is most likely
explained by factors that lead to reduced levels of violence but that do not represent
the desire to limit violence. Scholars have labeled this “mechanical restraint”.?¢

Along these lines, it has been suggested that several “contextual factors” may influ-
ence the use and non-use of landmines, such as the terrain, seasonal trends, logistics
capability, technical expertise, group cohesion, and conflict intensity.”” Others have
highlighted the risks of manufacturing improvised mines,”® falling victim to friendly
minefields,”® and future mine clearance costs®® as potential constraints of landmine
use. Biddle emphasizes coordination costs related to laying minefields, which should
be observed and coordinated with direct and indirect fire for increased effectiveness.’!
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Further, in a study about regular armed forces, Price argues that landmines may hinder
manoeuver and disrupt one’s own supply lines, especially in dynamic battlefields.>
Although these studies suggest relevant factors limiting the use of landmines, those
are not sufficiently theorized nor tested vis-a-vis alternative explanations.

Landmine Use as a Normatively-Framed Cost-Benefit Calculation

In line with previous research, the use of violence, in general, and of specific means
and methods of war, in particular, can be modeled as a normatively-framed cost-benefit
calculation. Armed groups weigh the costs of violence against its benefits and define
and rank their preferences according to prevailing norms. The model suggests a step-
wise decision-making process blending logics of consequence and appropriateness:*
(1) perceived appropriate behavior shapes which options are available; (2) options are
evaluated based on their costs and utility for achieving a specific goal; (3) these options
are then assessed for their positive and negative consequences.

I focus on three potential explanations for the reduced use of landmines by other-
wise extremely violent groups. First, regarding the benefits of using landmines, I argue
that landmines serve specific tactical purposes and may or may not be useful for
non-state armed groups, depending on context. Second, focusing on the costs of vio-
lence, landmine use presents inherent logistics and coordination costs, which may
render mine laying impeditive, ineffective, or counterproductive. Finally, normative
biases stemming from cultural and social frameworks may lead to the stigmatization
of landmines as a weapon of war, the prioritization of other means and methods of
war, or both. In contrast with previous legitimacy-based arguments, I emphasize that
restraint does not necessarily serve a legitimacy-seeking goal but rather reflects nor-
mative biases.

Importantly, these three explanations are inherently complementary and interactive.
In practice, armed groups decide to use specific means and methods of war consid-
ering a wide range of factors. For example, in advocating for the anti-personnel land-
mine ban, different Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM) commanders remarked:
“we started to realize that mines are not of strategic or tactical importance. [...] I saw
what they did to my own soldiers;”** “we are fighting for a peaceful homeland and
not a turbulent mine-land”* From these testimonies, the non-use of landmines likely
stems from a combination of factors, such as the perceived low tactical utility of mines
and harm caused to their soldiers, as well as a shift in role conception.

Tactical Utility

The tactical utility of landmines depends mainly on the purpose of mine laying, the
asymmetry between warring parties, and the terrain and weather conditions.

First, landmines serve four primary purposes: defensive, offensive, economic gain,
and terror.*® Pursuing a defensive goal, landmines aim to deter an enemy attack and
restrict access to particular areas or routes of military value. Among non-state armed
groups, landmines are usually used for defensive purposes, such as protecting camps
and arms caches or slowing down the movement of enemy troops.’”” Mines may also
be laid following a defensive rationale for protecting the group’s constituency, family

184 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 5

members, or key individuals against enemy attacks.’® Landmines serve an offensive
function when used to block escape routes during ambushes and counterattacks or to
directly target government forces or individuals.* When employed under an economic
gain rationale, mines do not serve any direct military purpose but economic interests.
Landmines are often laid to protect important sources of revenue, such as coca crops
in Latin America or diamond and gold mines in sub-Saharan Africa. However, in
some cases, armed groups may use landmines to extract revenues from the population
directly, such as charging road tolls or extortion fees.*’ Finally, some groups use land-
mines to instill fear in so-called terror tactics, sometimes called nuisance mining.
Nuisance mining serves no immediate defensive or offensive military goal nor any
economic objective. Landmine use deliberately targeting civilians to empty territories,
deny the use of basic facilities, displace communities, isolate a region from civilian
access, or simply spread terror falls under this category.*!

Second, aligned with the “poor mans weapon” argument, the utility of landmines
is also linked to the level of asymmetry between warring parties. The more significant
the discrepancy in military technology, armored vehicles, and personnel committed to
the conflict, the more likely the weaker side will use landmines to compensate for
this asymmetry. For example, the Somali National Alliance (SNA) did not employ
landmines in its early phases in 1991, when it mostly fought similar-sized Somali
groups. This is even though SNA had access to over 3,500 abandoned landmines from
the toppled Siad Barre’s government.*? Following the interventions by the United
Nations Operation in Somalia in April 1992 and the Unified Task Force in December
1992, when the balance of forces drastically tipped to SNAs detriment, the group
extensively used landmines.*® In this context, landmines compensate for the lack of
personnel to cover ground and specific weapons systems, such as anti-tank weapons.
Likewise, the larger the terrain that needs to be defended by similarly-sized troops—i.e.
the smaller troop ratio available to protect it—the larger the utility of landmines,
which can somewhat “hold” ground.

Third, terrain and weather conditions directly affect the utility of landmines.
Minefields often aim to block access to certain areas and delay or disrupt opposing
forces. As such, minefields are laid taking into account other obstacles, including
natural barriers, such as rivers, dense vegetation, and large boulders.** For example, a
few landmines can block a narrow path in a deep valley, but open plains require
extensive minefields. Thus, the value of each individual mine depends on the terrain.
Finally, some types of terrain and weather conditions can be impeditive to mine laying,
especially subsurface landmines, such as paved ground, rocks and frozen soil, heavy
rain- and snowfall, and marshlands or otherwise flooded areas.*’

Inherent Costs

The main inherent costs of mine laying are related to logistics and coordination.
Logistics costs regarding landmine use entail procurement, production, transportation,
and storage. It is often repeated in policy circles that, “cheap and easy to make, land-
mine production costs are around $1, yet once delivered it can cost more than $1,000
to find and destroy a landmine’*® Indeed, many non-state armed actors acquire
factory-made landmines from supporting state and non-state actors or black market
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suppliers.?” Alternatively, many groups raid ammunition storages or lift landmines from
active minefields, which is particularly risky for obvious reasons.

However, when factory-made landmines are not available, the production of impro-
vised landmines can be challenging, especially for small and inexperienced non-state
armed groups. The necessary materials for manufacturing improvised explosive devices
(IEDs), including improvised mines, range from common items such as nail polish
remover, fertilizers, and car batteries, to more scarce components, such as airbag
initiators, to rock blasting explosives and unexploded and abandoned munitions.*®
Still, even in the most isolated areas, non-state armed groups have been able to
employ either factory-made or improvised landmines on a large scale. The expertise
to manufacture improvised explosive devices, assemble booby traps, and employ
landmines is largely available and often shared between non-state armed groups.*
Even though the technology used in IEDs can be fairly simple, mastering the man-
ufacturing process can be challenging. According to one commander of the National
Democratic Front in Myanmar, for example, mine production was the “most deadly
occupation” within the armed group, in which “sixty percent of them are killed
outright and twenty percent are maimed for life’* It is worth noting that some
device designs, components, and methods are more unstable, and thus more danger-
ous, than others. For instance, several state and non-state armed groups employ
factory-made hand grenades to assemble explosive booby traps and tripwire mines.
In this case, groups face no risk in manufacturing the device; the risk lies in setting
it up.”!

Further, landmines are more effective when used collectively in a minefield. However,
landmines are relatively bulky and heavy assets and thus require significant logistics
capabilities to secure, store, and transport. Primarily when operating in small groups
with limited transportation assets, these logistic obstacles may be impeditive.

Coordination costs related to landmine use entail recording, marking, and observing
minefields to avoid friendly casualties and sharing information within the non-state
armed group and with allied groups and civilians. For example, SPLM Commander
Edward Lino, acknowledging the risks of friendly casualties, declared: “We used land-
mines more than the Government of Sudan and are paying the price for this now.
We are victims of our own mines”>> While coordination costs are always present, they
are likely higher when the armed group shares territory or operates with allied groups.
In this context, inter-organizational coordination is likely harder, and the costs of
accidental friendly casualties are higher, as they can lead to conflict between allies.>
Put differently, groups operating in relative isolation are more likely to use landmines
due to lower coordination costs. Further, minefields often intend to channel, disrupt,
or block enemy forces and not inflict enemy casualties on their own. As such, they
are more likely to fulfill their expected defensive and offensive roles against enemy
forces when combined with direct and indirect fire. Alternatively, a minefield not
covered by fire may be more easily breached or bypassed.

In summary, adding nuance to the “poor man’s weapon” argument, for a non-state
armed group to use landmines extensively, it should be somewhat capable of bearing
the costs related to landmine use. Such groups should have at least decent logistics
capability, centralized authority, functioning command and control structures, and
sufficient levels of military training.

186 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 7

Normative Biases

Even the most brutal armed groups may have normative biases against specific means
and methods of war. For example, in World War II, Nazi soldiers were prohibited
from raping Jewish women “not out of concern for them or norms outlawing sexual
violence, but to avoid ‘defiling’ the Aryan race”> The British consistently targeted
non-combatants and civilian objects through the “strategic bombing” of German cities
but refrained from using chemical weapons and sinking German merchant ships.>
Lastly, Hamas has repeatedly conducted mass-casualty attacks against civilians, but has
refrained from using chemical weapons, allegedly because “the use of poison was
contrary to Islamic teaching”>® Normative biases, such as role conceptions, organiza-
tional frames,”” and ideologies or cultural norms,*® may explain this perceived incon-
sistency in the use of violence.

Vennesson et al. define role conception as a “shared view [...] regarding the proper
purpose of the military organization [...]” and organizational frame as “the approach
used by an organization to solve problems”* Combined, role conceptions and orga-
nizational frames may justify both restraint and the use of landmines. For example,
until 2012, the government of Finland had been a strong advocate for the legitimate
use of anti-personnel landmines for self-defense. Because of its history of military
confrontation with the Soviet Union, Finland considered landmines essential for
defending its long border against a potentially existential threat.®* In contrast, the
Philippines has long been a core supporter of the landmine ban. Since the early
1990s, the country, influenced by its experience dealing with unexploded ordnance
and landmine remnants of World War II, had prohibited using anti-personnel mines
in its territory.®!

Similarly, Gutiérrez-Sanin and Wood state that “armed groups act on normative
commitments in ways not reducible to instrumental reasoning, and some groups
constrain their strategic choices for ideological reasons, often normative concerns
prescribed by their ideology”®® Thus, armed groups may avoid using landmines
due to political ideologies or cultural norms. For instance, the Communist Party
of the Philippines - New People’s Army restricts the use of anti-personnel land-
mines on ideological grounds but still targets specific groups of civilians considered
enemies of the revolution, such as businesspersons, government officials, and
journalists.®> Table 1 below offers a summary of the empirical expectations for
each argument.

Table 1. Drivers of the non-use of landmines: theories, preferences, and empirical expectations.

Theory Sources of preferences Empirical expectations

Utility  Perceived tactical requirements (1) Landmines lack a clear tactical purpose
dictate the choice of means (2) The group faces a weaker or peer opponent

and methods of war (3) The group operates in terrain unfavorable for landmine use

Costs  High costs render some means (4) The group lacks the expertise to manufacture and employ landmines
and methods of war (5) The group lacks the means to procure landmines or explosive
impeditive or precursors for improvised explosive devices
counterproductive (6) The group lacks the resources to effectively coordinate and control the

use of mines to avoid friendly casualties

Norms Beliefs of which means and (7) Social and cultural frameworks stigmatize the use of landmines
methods of war are (8) Previous training and experiences do not prioritize the use of landmines
appropriate
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Research Design

This article assesses the weight of three potential explanations regarding the non-use
of landmines: low tactical utility, high inherent costs, and normative biases against
their use. I test these explanations in two phases through a combination of congruence
analysis and comparative methods.

In the first phase, I leverage the existing variation in the Colombian conflict to
compare the explanatory power of the three potential explanations using a simple
congruence test.* Put simply, a congruence test involves comparing empirical obser-
vations from case studies to the expectations derived from different theories to deter-
mine which theory has greater explanatory power. I compare observed and expected
patterns of behavior in contrasting the limited use of landmines by the AUC (1997-
2006) with the widespread use of landmines by the guerrillas, in particular, the
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia - People’s Army (FARC-EP) and the National
Liberation Army (ELN).

I focus on the AUC for several reasons. Most importantly, this group can be con-
sidered a deviant case® in relation to existing legitimacy- and reputation-based theories,
as well as to common expectations regarding paramilitary groups. First, the AUC was
responsible for a series of well-documented violations of humanitarian norms, from
sexual violence to mass killings, dismemberment and public displays of dead bodies,
and the burning of entire villages.®® Second, it is often argued that paramilitary groups
are used by the state government to carry out its “dirty jobs”%” This argument suggests
that paramilitary groups have unofficial permission or even the mandate to use less
restricted means and methods of violence. This seems to conform to some of the
observed behavior of paramilitary groups in Colombia. For example, military officers
and politicians have colluded with paramilitaries to assassinate political opposition and
defected guerrilla members.%® Accordingly, Colombian paramilitary groups could have
used landmines on behalf of government forces. Moreover, landmine accidents could
be attributed to guerrilla-laid minefields, further increasing the likelihood of plausible
deniability by both government and paramilitary forces. However, these groups only
rarely resorted to landmines. Thus, such groups were not morally restrained in their
means and methods of violence but seldom used landmines.

Even if the AUC did not have the capability to use landmines, they could have
pursued it. Anecdotal evidence suggests that several paramilitary groups were trained
in handling explosives and using landmines, some used explosives to destroy property,®
others had explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) capabilities,”® and some eventually did
use mines.”! Furthermore, improvised mines and the knowledge to produce them are
available and have been widely used by guerrilla groups. Many Colombian paramili-
taries have even recruited former guerrilla members’> who could have provided the
necessary expertise to manufacture such improvised devices.

A shortcoming of this congruence test is that the AUC arguably differs from the
FARC-EP and the ELN in ways that could influence the use and non-use of landmines.
Thus, in order to better control for possible confounding factors, in the second phase,
I leverage variation within the AUC in a most similar systems design (MSSD).”® An
MSSD entails comparing cases that are similar in many ways but differ in the key
variable being studied to identify the effects of that variable. I explore four instances
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of landmine use by specific AUC factions: (1) for base protection and as a defensive
obstacle; (2) to harass guerrilla fighters; (3) to control the population and avoid the
return of forcibly displaced civilians; and (4) to protect coca crops. Departing from
the premise that landmine use by the AUC was rare, I identify what motivated the
use of landmines in those particular instances, i.e. which drivers of non-use were absent.

Data Collection

For the empirical component of this article, I rely mostly on semi-structured interviews
and archival research. From 2022 to 2024, I conducted one focus group discussion
with 33 expert EOD technicians from all divisions of the Colombian Army and 48
semi-structured interviews with three former combatants, seven military and police
personnel, two government officials, eleven United Nations (UN) and Organization of
American States (OAS) officials, 15 non-government organization (NGO) staff, and
ten scholars. Individuals were selected based on their expertise on the AUC, the land-
mine problem in Colombia, or both. The main objective of interviews and group
discussions was to collect first-hand information on internal AUC decision-making
processes and violence patterns. Several of the interviewees, however, had no direct
experience with the cases and, as such, offered second-hand information based on
their analyses. I use these insights to contextualize the findings.

In addition, I reviewed all publicly available sentences of the transitional justice
process, known as Justicia y Paz (JP), totaling more than 300 documents and 125,000
pages, in which AUC members were tried for several crimes. These documents include
the written records of the hearings of AUC members, witness and victim testimonies,
and legal deliberations. One of the aims of this judicial process was to establish the
intent behind the actions of members of armed groups, which should help identify
why certain factions used landmines more than others. Further, I reviewed an extensive
number of primary and secondary sources on the Colombian conflict, including AUC
and guerrilla manuals and dozens of reports from the National Centre for Historical
Memory (CNMH).”

The Limited Use of Landmines by the United Self-Defense Forces
of Colombia

The civil conflict in Colombia has been one of the longest-running and most complex
in the world, involving various armed groups, drug cartels, and state forces. Beginning
in the mid-twentieth century, the conflict saw the rise of leftist guerrilla movements
such as the FARC-EP and ELN, which sought to overthrow the government and address
issues of inequality and land distribution. In response, right-wing paramilitary groups,
most notably the AUC, emerged as a response to the guerrillas. Despite efforts at
demobilization and peace agreements in recent years, remnants of these groups and
new criminal organizations continue to perpetuate violence and instability in Colombia.

The AUC was a coalition of more than forty factions formed in 1997 following the
criminalization of paramilitary groups. Initially created to protect civilian elites from
the threat of guerrilla attacks, extortion, and kidnapping, some factions also supported
Colombian military and police forces’ counterinsurgency efforts.”> Over time, however,

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 189



10 H. GARBINO

the AUC turned to drug trafficking, established its own extortion networks, and became
increasingly involved in local, regional, and national politics, a phenomenon known
in Colombia as parapolitica.’ Still, the AUC was formally illegal and operated inde-
pendently from the Colombian government. Although there are confirmed cases of
collusion with Colombian security forces, there were also military confrontations
between them. Between 2003 and 2006, more than 30,000 members of the paramilitary
group were formally demobilized, though several remained in illegal armed groups,
the so-called neo-paramilitary groups.”” Most former combatants went through a rein-
tegration process, and several commanders were sentenced to jail in Colombia or
extradited to serve their time in the United States.”®

Perhaps the most gruesome violence observed in the Colombian conflict context is
attributed to the AUC. The group often employed terror tactics and primarily targeted
civilians with massacres, sexual violence, forced disappearances and displacement, and
the public display of dismembered bodies.”” However, the AUC only rarely used land-
mines. This starkly contrasts with the FARC-EP, once considered the most prolific
landmine user in the world.®

“The AUC and the Guerrillas Had the Same Type of Weapons, except for Mines”®'

Despite the likely underreporting of landmine use by the AUC, the evidence sug-
gests—and most interviewees agree—that the paramilitary group used significantly
fewer mines than the guerrillas did. Official government sources state that about 45%
of all landmines in Colombia were laid by the FARC-EP, 25% by the ELN, and 1%
by the AUC.?? Indeed, government sources may be biased. This could stem from the
fact that the AUC sometimes colluded with (or virtually formed) the local government,
which could ensure that information about landmine use by these groups was not
made public. However, in her study of collusion between paramilitary groups and local
governments, Daly makes a strong case for the decent level of centralization and
autonomy of police forces vis-a-vis the local government,®® which suggests that if
paramilitary groups had used landmines to a large extent, that would be known. This
adds more confidence to the assumption that the lack of observations of landmine
use by the AUC does not stem from underreporting.

Indeed, not only did most interviewees agree that the AUC probably used more
mines than what has been reported, but they also used landmines significantly less
than the FARC-EP and ELN. While they were familiar with landmine use by the
guerrilla and other patterns of violence by the AUC, several of the interviewees had
no information about landmine use by the paramilitary group. The evidence of land-
mine use by the AUC in legal archives is minimal, and there are several direct state-
ments justifying the non-use of mines.3* Furthermore, former OAS disarmament and
demobilization monitors confirmed that the AUC returned no or few landmines.®

Tactical Utility: “They Simply Didn’t Need Mines” &

The most convincing justification for the non-use of landmines by the AUC is their
low tactical utility, as evidenced by the lack of a clear purpose for using landmines,
the relative symmetry and sometimes superiority in fighting power of the AUC over
the guerrilla groups, and how the AUC often organized itself in urban areas.
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First, landmines are often employed to reinforce defensive obstacles or to support
offensive operations such as ambushes and sabotage. The AUC, however, rarely
engaged in such operations. Instead, they mainly followed the “draining the sea”
strategy, i.e. targeting suspected guerrilla supporters.’” According to this logic, the
AUC showed a recurrent pattern in the use of violence, which generally did not
emphasize the use of landmines. Initially, they employed indiscriminate violence
against civilians to gain territory rapidly and coerce the population. Then, they
turned to more selective violence, often settling permanently in communities and
establishing extortion networks.®® Gutiérrez-Sanin explains that the utility of the
visibility of violence also shifted in these two phases: while highly visible violence,
such as arson and mass killings, was used to signal resolve and coerce civilians in
the first phase, the second phase was marked by less visible violence, such as forced
disappearances.®? The threat of landmines in the first phase, although also indis-
criminate, is not as visible and immediate and thus does not serve the signaling
purpose well. In the second phase, when violence was used selectively, landmines
were arguably less useful due to their inherently indiscriminate nature. The guerrillas,
on the other hand, extensively used landmines to protect their camps, ambush gov-
ernment forces, and in targeted killings.”® For them, the utility of landmines focuses
on the perceived capacity to cover larger areas with limited human resources and
achieve surprise in offensive attacks.

Second, another common purpose of landmines, especially in Colombia, is to protect
illegal sources of revenue, such as trafficking routes and coca crops. Indeed, reports
have accused both guerrillas and recent paramilitary groups, such as the Gaitanist
Self-Defense Forces of Colombia (usually perceived as the successors of the AUC), of
using landmines to protect coca plantations.’’ However, I have found virtually no
direct evidence of landmine use by the AUC for this purpose. This may be because
the AUC either had explicit acquiescence from government forces to grow coca crops
or because government forces were focused on guerrilla-held areas and did not pri-
oritize fighting the AUC.*> In contrast, FARC-EP and ELN are known for extensively
employing landmines to protect coca crops, especially in areas where the Colombian
government implements manual eradication programs.”

Third, while the AUC consisted of, on average, relatively weak factions, they have
mainly been involved in essentially symmetric conflicts at the local level,’ fighting
relatively under-resourced guerrilla groups,” extorting civilian populations, and policing
territories. Some AUC factions were significantly better equipped than the guerrillas,
and one faction even had two helicopters.®® Simply put, the AUC may not have used
landmines simply because there was no need to compensate for significant power
asymmetries. In contrast, the ELN declared that, “as a guerrilla group with limited
financial resources, it is unable to give up using landmines;”®” similarly, the FARC-EP
once called landmines their “air force”, i.e. the only effective way to counter the
Colombian government’s ground raids following air bombardments.”

Fourth, the AUC was the urban alternative to the guerrillas. Compared with the
FARC-EP fighters, for instance, who lived in jungle and mountain camps in isolation
from their families, AUC personnel often lived in their own houses with their families
and were mobilized when needed.”” This setup decreases the utility of landmines in
two ways. First, paved surfaces are prevalent in urban environments and constitute a
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significant obstacle to laying subsurface landmines. Second, the lack of concentrated
camps reduces the need for centralized protection against external attacks.

Finally, an additional reason for AUC’s low utility of landmines arose during inter-
views. Because of the social stigma attached to using landmines, using them might
have brought too much visibility and attracted unwanted retaliation from the security
forces.!%

Inherent Costs: “Do You Know How Much a Mine Victim Cost us?” '

Still, if landmines were indeed “perfect soldiers”, the AUC could have used them more
often, for instance, to protect their illegal sources of revenue or as a component of
the “draining the sea” strategy. The non-use of landmines becomes clearer when we
consider the inherent costs of landmine use, namely the risk of accidental detonations,
either during manufacture and emplacement or inadvertently activating them after
they have been laid.

Most landmines used in Colombia are improvised, and their production requires
access to critical components and technical expertise, which the existing evidence
suggests that several factions of the AUC had. First, explosives and other precursor
materials were obtained from corrupted military officials, the black market (usually
through Venezuela and Ecuador),'? and seizures from the guerrillas.!® The procure-
ment process does not seem to have been an impeditive factor for the AUC. About
a quarter of the factions of the AUC reportedly used explosive devices other than
landmines to intimidate civilians,'® destroy property,'® murder competitors,'® and
“disappear” bodies.!”” One faction even demonstrated more proficient use of explosive
charges to breach obstacles in offensive, high-risk operations.'®

Second, there is ample evidence of technical expertise within the AUC. At least 14
factions received specialized training in handling explosives, mine laying, and demi-
ning.!” Some factions even had specific training on manufacturing and employing
improvised explosive devices.!!® This training was commonly provided by former
military and police experts in explosive ordnance disposal or by mercenaries, most
prominently from Israel, the United Kingdom, and Australia.!'’ Alternatively, some
AUC factions employed former guerrilla fighters as explosive experts.!!?

In line with this article’s proposition, former FARC-EP combatants described that,
although the technology used in landmines is simple, it is hard to master. FARC-EP
explosive experts began by manufacturing wire- or radio-initiated command-detonated
explosive devices, which are arguably less risky to set off accidentally. Next, they moved
on to building victim-activated landmines in situ to avoid the risks of transporting
them over long distances. Only later, when they felt comfortable and experienced
enough, would they make landmines to be safely transported, emplaced, and quickly
armed.'® As one former FARC-EP combatant declared, “I saw a lot of dead comrades
because the mines exploded while they were being laid, and I was afraid”!'* To over-
come this obstacle, FARC-EP had to institutionalize the training and manufacture of
explosives to a high level.!’®

Accordingly, a former AUC commander recounted that about 90% of the explosive
experts in his faction were former guerrilla fighters and were strong advocates within
the faction for not using mines due to their associated risks.''® Anecdotally, one
humanitarian worker remembers coming across several members of the AUC in the
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early 2000s wounded by mines.!”” The wounds were mainly to the face and hands,
typical of accidents during the manufacture and installation of improvised mines, as
well as manual demining.!'® Needless to say, the costs of treating and rehabilitating
landmine survivors are extremely high even for governments and much more so for
non-state armed groups.

Normative Bias: “There Are Methods That No One Taught us” '"°

Given the financial resources of the AUC, they could have bought factory-made mines
to avoid most of the risks of manufacturing and employing landmines. Still, they did
not. A third explanation for the non-use of landmines by the AUC centers on nor-
mative biases related to specific forms of violence. Put simply, the AUC might not
have used mines because they rarely considered their use due to the stigma around
landmines and their previous training, which did not prioritize the use of mines.

First, paramilitary groups were founded as self-defense forces against the guerrillas.
As such, they were supposed to defend the people, especially cattle ranchers and other
local elites, from kidnapping, forced recruitment, and landmines. For instance, when
asked about why he had joined the AUC, an ex-combatant stated that it was “because
I saw that they [the guerrillas] killed children, laid anti-personnel mines, exploded oil
pipes, so we said let’s go against them, to see if we could counter them”'?® In other
words, mine laying and IED attacks were stigmatized as “terrorism’, as something done
by the extreme left in Colombia, which the paramilitaries were supposed to counter.
This was codified in internal statutes, which declared its nominal commitment to
International Human Rights and Humanitarian Law and prohibited AUC members to
“carry out any activity against the civilian population, mainly those that resemble those
carried out by the enemy and that motivated the formation of the [paramilitary
group]”'?! In contrast, the guerrillas, and FARC-EP in particular, had since the 1990s
incorporated the use of landmines and other explosive devices as a main weapon in
their arsenal.'?? For instance, according to a researcher in the field, popular sayings
among FARC-EP combatants valued and encouraged landmine use, including “for
every shot fired, 10 kilos of R1 [explosives] detonated” and “against the military boot,
an anti-personnel mine”!?

Second, even though some factions of the AUC received training on landmine
use, there is no evidence of this type of training for most of the factions. As a
Colombian Army EOD specialist put in a focus group discussion, “a lot of the
instructors, weapons, and tactics of the AUC came from the [Colombian] army, and
we have never been strong in landmine warfare”!?* A former AUC commander put
it similarly, referring to landmine use, “there are methods that no one taught us; and
others that were inherited”. '*® While this explanation is plausible, it holds little
weight. Existing AUC testimonies against using landmines were all made during or
after the peace process negotiations started in 2003.!% For example, the commander
of the Bloque Elmer Cardenas stated, in May 2005, that “the use of non-conventional
weapons, such as cylinder bombs, balloon bombs, explosive traps, and anti-personnel
mines, was expressly prohibited”. Similarly, Salvatore Mancuso, AUC commander, in
a speech to the Colombian congress in 2004, referred to the guerrilla’s “abominable
crime of laying anti-personnel landmines in the fields of Colombia” and AUC’s role
in countering it.!?” As such, these testimonies were likely a rhetorical tool to seek a
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Table 2. Congruence test: matching expected and observed behavior.

Theory Empirical expectations FARC-EP/ELN  AUC
Utility (1) Landmines lack a clear tactical purpose no yes
(2) The group faces a weaker or peer opponent no yes
(3) The group operates in terrain unfavorable for landmine use no partially
Costs  (4) The group lacks the expertise to manufacture and employ landmines no yes
(5) The group lacks the means to procure landmines or explosive precursors for no no
improvised explosive devices
(6) The group lacks the resources to effectively coordinate and control the use of no no
mines to avoid friendly casualties
Norms (7) Social and cultural frameworks stigmatize the use of landmines no partially
(8) Previous training and experiences do not prioritize the use of landmines no yes

better position in the negotiation process.!?® Similarly, the AUC largely denied other
forms of stigmatized violence, such as sexual violence, even though they also
engaged in it.

In summary, the comparison between the AUC and the guerrillas in Colombia
offers some evidence for the three suggested explanations. Most convincingly, landmines
lacked a clear tactical purpose, or, differently put, the AUC had alternative and more
efficient means to employ violence. Even though some AUC factions had specific
training on mine laying and demining, as well as the necessary resources to pursue
such a capability, it seems like the group never invested in retaining the expertise to
manufacture and employ landmines. Relatedly, the existing evidence suggests that
landmine use was never emphasized in official pieces of training. Though there is an
argument that the use of landmines was stigmatized within the group due to its
indiscriminate effects, this is unlikely due to the extremely violent behavior the group
showcased in employing other types of violence. Table 2 summarizes the results of
the congruence test for the AUC and FARC-EP/ELN.

Explaining Instances of Landmine Use by AUC Factions

Overall, the AUC had several reasons for not using landmines. Still, some factions
used landmines on specific occasions. In this section, I briefly explore four examples
in which AUC factions employed mines and assess what likely led to the use of land-
mines and which of the previous explanations did not hold.

Defensive Use: Base Protection and Obstacle System
Base protection is the most common justification for landmine use among AUC fac-
tions, with six registered cases.!* According to one former commander of the Bloque
Central Bolivar, landmines were not used as standard protective means but only when
there were not enough soldiers to defend a given position, “in the last gasp of the
war”, to avoid defeat.!** A humanitarian expert explained, in the case of the Bloque
Mineros, that “[they] were a relatively poor group. They had to use mines [around
their bases] so they could sleep”!*!

Only one faction employed mines in a traditional defensive obstacle system to hold
territory.!? Around 2004, the AUC faction Bloque Centauros had established a small
presence in the Eastern Ranges against a much stronger FARC-EP front. The mountainous
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terrain constrained maneuver and concentration of forces and was aptly exploited by the
guerrilla, which held higher ground than the AUC. The commander of the front in the
locality recounts the situation:

Taking this locality took me fifteen days, and I would lose it in one day. Why? Because I
could send not more than fifty men in this location, [...] and the FARC concentrated one
or two hundred men [...]. So, when we took casualties and retreated, they [the FARC-EP]
would come down and lay mines, and then we could no longer return.!®

This asymmetry led the AUC commander to decide to employ landmines. The
faction, however, had to hire former guerrilla fighters and procure the necessary pre-
cursors to manufacture and employ improvised mines:

We then started to make mines. [Another front commander] told me: ‘there is a guy with
2,500 detonators; let’s buy them’ Done, we bought them, [and I asked:] ‘and now, what do
we do?’ [He replied:] ‘Make 2,500 mines; that is what we have to do. We mined the Eastern
Ranges. From one corner to the other [...]. [We got] the best explosive experts, [...] there
were several, like five former ELN fighters and a guy from the FARC [...], and with them,
we made some special mine-laying groups, so... we never laid mines ourselves.!**

Still, the former combatant expressed concern regarding victimizing civilians due
to landmine use:

We had a principle: we came [into being] to counter the mines [laid by the guerrilla]
against civilians. So it was morally very difficult to go against this [i.e. to lay mines], as it
were. We laid mines where civilians did not go, there wasn’t even coca there, there was
nothing, in the higher parts of the mountain [...] and we were the only ones who knew
where the mines were.!?®

This example showcases several important aspects of landmine use by the AUC.
First, the rural and mountainous terrain and the much stronger FARC-EP front put
the AUC unit at a significant tactical disadvantage. In turn, this led to the perceived
need to use landmines, which the group had not been prepared to do, neither logis-
tically nor morally. Second, when the need to use them arose, the costs of employing
landmines seemed to be quickly overcome. The AUC faction had the resources to
procure explosive precursors and employed former FARC-EP and ELN combatants to
manufacture and lay improvised mines. Finally, the decision to employ landmines
remained a “last resort”, and some effort was put into avoiding civilian victimization,
i.e. landmines were laid in remote areas “where no one goes”

Offensive Use: Harassment
There is scant evidence of the use of landmines in offensive operations against guerrilla
fighters by the AUC. Only two factions were documented to lay landmines and booby
traps for this purpose.®® A scholar familiar with one of the cases recounted that the
paramilitaries booby-trapped discarded AUC uniforms, expecting that guerrilla fighters
would tamper with them and set off the explosive device. Tragically, a woman and
her daughter set off the booby trap only moments after the AUC left the position.!*”
The AUC commander responsible for this decision was himself a former FARC-EP
combatant. During an interview, he told me that his faction rarely used mines, even though
they had the means to do it, mostly because “there was no need for them” His experience
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with the guerrilla (and that of other ex-guerrilla fighters) was that “landmines did not
achieve anything significant”. He also bluntly emphasized that the reason for the non-use
of mines had nothing to do with “human rights” and that there were no official constraints
on landmine use by AUC leadership nor by local security forces. His statement contradicts
official AUC statutes prohibiting the use of anti-personnel landmines. According to him,
“the only thing they [Colombian police and military forces] asked from us was not to kill
too many people because that would fall on them” Finally, he acknowledged that booby
traps were more often used than landmines, though also only rarely, and with the intention
to harass the guerrilla. For him, it was very simple to lay a booby trap, “you just fix a
hand grenade somewhere, attach a tripwire to the safety pin, and that’s it’!%

This instance can be interpreted as a case of low utility, in which the purpose of
the booby trap was to harass possible guerrilla fighters moving through a particular
position. The booby trap was not part of a prepared ambush, and the AUC faction
did not intend to exploit whichever results came from its detonation. The inherent
costs of booby-trapping uniforms are moderate. On the one hand, booby traps can
be set with something as common as a hand grenade; on the other hand, it takes
some practice, and failure to arm them can lead to severe injuries or death. With low
expected utility and moderate costs, one should anticipate the AUC faction not to
employ a booby trap on that occasion.

However, the case also highlights normative biases supporting the use of booby
traps. The seemingly purposeless booby trap fits a logic of reciprocal justice, in which
guerilla fighters that employ landmines should taste their own poison.!* Furthermore,
the AUC commander had been socialized into the tactics, techniques, and procedures
of the guerrilla himself, and was more comfortable than other AUC members with
the idea of using booby traps.'*® Ultimately, this example shows that when normative
biases are strong, they can be enough to use landmines and similar explosive devices
even when tactical utility is low and costs are high.

Terror Tactics: Forced Displacement and Population Control

Three factions have reportedly used landmines to limit the movement of civilians,
including keeping forcibly displaced persons from returning to their properties.!*! An
AUC faction in the village of Santa Rita, Antioquia department, used landmines to
limit the movement of civilians and thus reinforce their control over specific popula-
tions. One resident recounted in court:

[...] they placed anti-personnel mines [...] established barriers, [...] so they restricted the
free passage of residents of one village to another. [...] You can't come to this part because
group X or Y rules here and other groups rule there, so you come to bring information
from those there or to bring from there to here.'*?

The use of landmines in this village was only one, and seemingly minor, component
of the faction’s repertoire of tactics for population control. In the same village, the
group coerced civilians through various means, including the murder and intimidation
of local leaders, looting, and manned checkpoints.'** Another AUC faction in Caldas
department used landmines to prevent the return of internally displaced persons. They
used “abandoned properties [...] to place anti-personnel mines to repel or prevent the
return of collaborators or sympathizers of the guerrilla [...]. [AUC commanders]
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accepted responsibility for the incident through the line of command and assured that
it was not the policy of the armed group to install anti-personnel mines”!#

These examples bring out a case of higher tactical utility. Landmines were laid in
line with the “draining the sea” strategy, i.e. population control and forced displacement
as a means to indirectly affect the guerrillas. Unfortunately, I could not find any
detailed information about how the AUC factions dealt with the inherent costs of
landmine use or specific normative biases in those cases. According to the available
evidence, this case is probably an example of low-level autonomy in deciding to use

landmines against a standard practice of non-use.

Economic Gain: Protection of Coca Crops

Even though AUC’s involvement in drug trafficking is widely acknowledged, only a few
reports mention, in passing, the use of landmines to protect coca crops, though no evi-
dence is provided.!*> Likewise, there is no mention of this practice in the judicial records
analyzed in this study. However, during one interview, a retired police officer stated that
at least one faction of the AUC, the Bloque Central Bolivar, used mines to protect coca
crops in Putumayo.!*6 Relaying observations from key civilian and former guerrilla infor-
mants, he explained that when the AUC demobilized in 2006, they knew that whatever
they left behind would be overtaken by rival groups, particularly the guerrillas. This led
to even further mine laying around coca crops. According to him, one former FARC-EP
combatant said they often had to demine previously AUC-held coca crops.'*

Indeed, in 2006, there was a spike in mine victims, which indicates that new mines
had been recently laid. Because the “lifespan” of Colombian improvised mines is much
shorter than that of factory-made mines, new mine victims are a strong indicator of
new mine use.!® This practice, though mostly anecdotal, suggests more an intention
to harass guerrilla fighters than to protect coca crops. In other words, AUC members
took the risk to lay landmines with the main intent to harm enemy fighters without
any direct connection to political or military goals. Again, this suggests that normative
biases—such as a logic of reciprocity and revenge—may be enough to lead to the use
of landmines, even though tactical utility is low and inherent costs are high.

The analysis of specific AUC factions’ use of landmines offers additional evidence
in support of the three explanations. The cases also highlight the interaction between
the explanations, as well as their complementarity. The perceived utility of landmines,
their inherent costs, and the norms surrounding their use evolve and shape each other,
and thus probably align over time.

In particular, the cases add weight to the utility argument. When needed, whether
to protect coca crops or as a defensive asset, factions of the AUC used mines. When
the need was present, AUC factions overcame the normative biases against using mines,
met the costs of manufacturing and laying mines, and accepted the risks of falling
victim to their mines. Interestingly, most cases of landmine use were for base protec-
tion and in response to battlefield losses. This aligns with previous arguments on
desperation and survival as drivers of increased violence against civilians'*® and the
use of unconventional weapons.'>

Still, the costs argument remains relevant. The inherent costs of landmines, especially
the potential victimization of an armed groups own members, lower the perceived
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utility of landmines and help consolidate normative biases against the use of mines.
The example of the former guerrilla fighters recruited as explosive experts by the
Bloque Central Bolivar highlights this process. Even though they had been socialized
into an organizational culture that prioritized the use of landmines, they were also
first-hand witnesses of the harm mines caused to themselves. When they joined the
AUC, they became strong promoters of restraint on landmine use.

In turn, norms may lead to structural constraints, such as a lack of logistical capa-
bilities and the know-how to produce and employ mines. In her study of the Islamic
State’s suicide vehicle industry, Tveteraas argues that, while suicide attacks “might have
advantages from a tactical point of view, from an organizational perspective, the
intentional blowing up of operatives risks undermining the organizational stability
required to improve performance”!®' Suicide attacks are probably an extreme example,
but a similar dynamic may also stem from the accidental deaths and injuries associated
with manufacturing and laying improvised landmines. Like the Islamic State,'>> FARC-EP
invested considerable resources to create the necessary infrastructure and knowledge
management to allow them to produce and use landmines extensively.!** The AUC
did not. When the Bloque Centauros, for example, decided to use mines, they had to
procure the necessary materials and recruit experts from other armed groups.

In addition, the lack of stigma can also be sufficient to use mines without a clear
purpose and still bear similar costs, such as when landmines and booby traps were
used to harass guerrilla fighters in an “an-eye-for-an-eye” logic of retaliation.'>*

Conclusion

In this article, I explored three different explanations for the limited use of landmines
by the AUC: tactical utility, inherent costs, and normative biases. Through a combi-
nation of congruence analysis and comparative methods, I found that the lack of
tactical utility was the main constraint on landmine use by the AUC. However, the
costs and norms against using mines reinforced this perception of low tactical utility
and created structural constraints to procuring and employing mines. The theoretical
model used in this article can be applied to different contexts to better understand
unexpected patterns of non-violence, such as the Nazi prohibition of sexual violence
against Jewish women or Britain’s restraint on chemical warfare in World War II. What
the model requires, however, is an understanding of how groups may perceive their
available options, the utility and costs of employing specific means and methods, and
their likely consequences.

The article contributes to research on violence and restraint in civil wars in three
main ways. First, it contributes to the discussion of restraint, which has focused on
legitimacy- and reputation-based arguments, by highlighting practical constraints on
the use of violence, such as the utility and costs associated with violence. Second,
following Gutiérrez-Sanin and Wood’s call to disaggregate specific forms of violence,'>
the article provides insights into when and how landmines and similar explosive devices
are used or not, as part of a broader repertoire of violence. Third, it adds nuance to
two common arguments related to landmines, i.e. the “perfect soldier” and “poor man’s
weapon” arguments. The article shows that landmine use comes with immediate
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costs—not to mention longer-term strategic backlashes that may stem from the loss
of legitimacy—that might render them ultimately counterproductive and far from
“perfect”. In line with Fortna,'® a group needs to have sufficient logistics and coor-
dination capabilities to bear these costs.

While the main findings of this article may be discouraging—that, more than
morality, utilitarian reasons are likely to drive the behavior of armed groups—it also
highlights the importance of scholars and practitioners to better understand the prac-
tical realities of armed conflict. Moreover, if utilitarian rationales for restraint are
common among non-state armed groups, advocacy efforts should focus on those. Still,
norms do play an important role, especially in limiting the pursuit of a specific capa-
bility. If groups are never socialized into using landmines—or other means and methods
of war, for that matter—they may not be capable of pursuing the capability if the need
arises in the future.

Furthermore, insights from this article may inform post-conflict humanitarian
demining efforts by shedding light on patterns of use and non-use of landmines.
Demining is a notoriously high-risk, work-intensive, and time-consuming endeavor.
To increase operational efficiency and maintain acceptable risk levels, demining
efforts are usually focused on the areas most likely to be contaminated by landmines.
In this context, knowing where landmines are, as well as where they are not, is
extremely important. Because most minefields laid by non-state armed groups in
Colombia are unmapped, unmarked, and without clear boundaries, most demining
efforts are in non-standard low-density mined areas, i.e. very few mines laid without
a clear pattern in very extensive areas."” The empirical evidence also highlights that
former combatants with valuable skills, such as explosive experts, might be at a
greater risk of re-mobilization. Thus, the reintegration of these individuals may
warrant more attention.

Future research should explore similar cases of sporadic landmine users but mor-
ally unrestrained non-state armed groups, such as the Revolutionary United Front,
the Lord’s Resistance Army, and Mexican drug cartels. In humanitarian engagement,
it would be interesting to investigate if arguments focused on landmines’ low tactical
utility and inherent costs resonate with non-state armed groups. Finally, future
studies should focus on organizational learning and norms transfer related to restraint,
particularly between armed groups.

Acknowledgements

I thank all research participants who generously shared their time, knowledge, and experience in
interviews and focus groups discussions. I also would like to thank Daniel Smith, David Larsson
Gebre-Mehdin, Ilmari Kiihko, Jessica Stanton, Niklas Karlén, as well as the editors and two
anonymous reviewers for their constructive comments. Previous drafts were presented at the War
Studies Seminar at the Swedish Defence University in 2023, and the 2024 Annual Conference of
International Studies Association.

Ethics Approval

This article includes human research participants and was approved by the Swedish Ethical
Review Authority on 8 March 2023 (reference number 2023-01093-01).

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 199



20 H. GARBINO

Online Appendix

A more detailed description of the data collection process, including ethical considerations and
the full references of the cited documents, can be found in the online appendix.

Disclosure Statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This study was funded by Forskraftstiftelsen Theodor Adelswirds minne.

ORCID
Henrique Garbino (® http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2544-8683

Notes

1.

The term landmine includes different types of victim-activated explosive devices, namely
anti-personnel and anti-vehicle mines and booby traps, whether factory-made or improvised.
Anki Sjoberg, “Volume I: A Global Report Profiling NSAS and Their Use, Acquisition,
Production, Transfer and Stockpiling of Landmines,” Armed Non-State Actors and
Landmines (Geneva: Geneva Call and the Geneva Graduate Institutes Program for the
Study of International Organization(s), October 2005), https://www.files.ethz.ch/
isn/15037/2005_November.pdf.

Anki Sjoberg, “Armed Non-State Actors: The Main Users of the Poor Mans Weapon,” The
Journal of Mine Action 10, no. 1 (August 2006): 73-75.

Matthew Breay Bolton, Political Minefields: The Struggle against Automated Killing (New
York: I.B. Tauris, 2020); paraphrasing Khmer Rouge’s leader Pol Pot.

Sjoberg, “Volume 1.

Geneva Call (GC), “Their Words: Directory of Armed Non-State Actor Humanitarian
Commitments,” 2022, http://theirwords.org/.

Stan Jagger, “Part of the Problem and Part of the Solution? Non-State Armed Groups and
Humanitarian Norms in Burma/Myanmar” (Doctoral Dissertation, University of Waikato,
2016); Kristian Skrede Gleditsch et al., “International Conventions and Nonstate Actors:
Selection, Signaling, and Reputation Effects,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 62, no. 2
(February 2018): 346-80, https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002716650924; Tanisha M Fazal and
Margarita Konaev, “Homelands versus Minelands: Why Do Armed Groups Commit to the
Laws of War?” Journal of Global Security Studies 4, no. 2 (April 2019): 149-68, https://doi.
0rg/10.1093/jogss/0gz005; Sarah Littisha Jansen, “Part of the Solution: Exploring Armed
Non-State Actor Commitment to and Compliance with an Anti-Personnel Landmine Ban”
(Doctoral Dissertation, Carleton University, 2022), https://doi.org/10.22215/etd/2022-15035;
Henrique Garbino, “Rebels against Mines? Legitimacy and Restraint on Landmine Use in
the Philippines,” Security Studies 32, no. 3 (June 2023): 505-36, https://doi.org/10.1080/096
36412.2023.2226329.

For example, see Mary Foster, ed., “Full Conference Proceedings,” in Engaging Non-State
Actors in a Landmine Ban: A Pioneering Conference (Engaging non-State actors in a land-
mine ban: a pioneering conference, Quezon City: Swiss Campaign to Ban Landmines,
Colombian Campaign to Ban Landmines, Mines Action Canada, Philippine Campaign to
Ban Landmine, UK Group on Landmines and Zimbabwean Campaign to Ban Landmines,
2001), 188.

200 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 21

Though not specifically on landmine use, one notable exception is Fortna’s recent work on
debunking the myth of terrorism as the “weapon of the weak”. Virginia Page Fortna, “Is
Terrorism Really a Weapon of the Weak? Debunking the Conventional Wisdom,” Journal
of Conflict Resolution 67, mno. 4 (April 2023): 642-671, https://doi.org/10.1177/
00220027221121143.

Francisco Gutiérrez-Sanin and Mauricio Bardn, “Estado, control territorial paramilitar y
orden politico en Colombia: Notas para una economia politica del paramilitarismo,
1978-2008,” in Nuestra guerra sin nombre: transformaciones del conflicto en Colombia, ed.
Francisco Gutiérrez-Sanin, Marfa Emma Willis, and Gonzalo Sidnchez Gémez (Bogota:
Editorial Norma, 2006), 152-75.

Fazal and Konaev, “Homelands versus Minelands,” 149.

For instance, Fotini Christia, Alliance Formation in Civil Wars (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2012); Paul Staniland, Ordering Violence: Explaining Armed Group-State
Relations from Conflict to Cooperation (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2021).
Sjoberg, “Volume I, 48-51.

Francisco Gutiérrez-Sanin and Elisabeth Jean Wood, “What Should We Mean by ‘Pattern
of Political Violence’? Repertoire, Targeting, Frequency, and Technique,” Perspectives on
Politics 15, no. 1 (March 2017): 20-41, https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592716004114.

Dara Kay Cohen, “Explaining Rape during Civil War: Cross-National Evidence (1980-
2009), American Political Science Review 107, no. 3 (2013): 17.

Danielle Gilbert, “The Logic of Kidnapping in Civil War: Evidence from Colombia,’
American Political Science Review 116, no. 4 (2022), 1226-1241, https://doi.org/10.1017/
$0003055422000041.

Luis Felipe Mantilla and Zorana Knezevic, “Explaining Intentional Cultural Destruction in
the Syrian Civil War,” Journal of Peace Research 59, no. 4 (February 2022): 562-76, https://
doi.org/10.1177/00223433211039093.

Victor Asal, Nazli Avdan, and Gary Ackerman, “Breaking Taboos: Why Insurgents Pursue
and Use CBRN Weapons,” Journal of Peace Research 60, no. 2 (March 2023): 193-208,
https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433211057021.

Hyeran Jo and Catarina P. Thomson, “Legitimacy and Compliance with International Law:
Access to Detainees in Civil Conflicts, 1991-2006," British Journal of Political Science 44,
no. 2 (April 2014): 327, https://doi.org/10.1017/50007123412000749.

Jagger, “Part of the Problem and Part of the Solution?”

Garbino, “Rebels against Mines?”.

Fazal and Konaev, “Homelands versus Minelands”.

Gleditsch et al., “International Conventions and Nonstate Actors..

Jansen, “Part of the Solution.”.

Brian McQuinn et al., “Introduction: Promoting Restraint in War,” International Interactions
47, no. 5 (August 2021): 797, https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2021.1931864.

McQuinn et al., 802.

Henrique Garbino, “Understanding the Logic of Rebel Restraint on Landmine Use, The
Journal of Conventional Weapons Destruction 24, no. 1 (2020): 50.

Yeshua Moser-Puangsuwan, “Working with NSAs in Burma,” in Engaging Non-State Actors
in a Landmine Ban: A Pioneering Conference (Engaging non-State actors in a landmine ban:
a pioneering conference, Quezon City: Swiss Campaign to Ban Landmines, Colombian
Campaign to Ban Landmines, Mines Action Canada, Philippine Campaign to Ban Landmine,
UK Group on Landmines and Zimbabwean Campaign to Ban Landmines, 2001), 57.

GC, “Mine Ban Education Workshop in Southern Sudan: Report of Proceedings and
Recommendations” (Geneva: Geneva Call, 2004).

Rae McGrath, “Minefields and Non-State Actors,” in Engaging Non-State Actors in a
Landmine Ban: A Pioneering Conference (Engaging non-State actors in a landmine ban: a
pioneering conference, Quezon City: Swiss Campaign to Ban Landmines, Colombian
Campaign to Ban Landmines, Mines Action Canada, Philippine Campaign to Ban Landmine,
UK Group on Landmines and Zimbabwean Campaign to Ban Landmines, 2001), 28.

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 201



2 H. GARBINO

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.

45.
46.

47.
48.

49.

50.
51.

52.

53.

54.

Stephen D. Biddle, Nonstate Warfare: The Military Methods of Guerillas, Warlords, and
Militias (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2021), 132-33.

Michael J. Price, “The Mineless Battlespace: Shaping the Future Battlefield without
Conventional Landmines:” (Monograph, Fort Leavenworth, School of Advanced Military
Studies, United States Army Command and General Staff College, 2002), 50-51, https://doi.
org/10.21236/ADA403799.

For example, Tom Entwistle, “For Appropriateness or Consequences? Explaining
Organization Change in English Local Government,” Public Administration 89, no. 2 (June
2011): 661-80, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2010.01850.x; contrast with James G.
March and Johan P. Olsen, “The Logic of Appropriateness;,” in The Oxford Handbook of
Political Science, ed. Robert E. Goodin (Oxford University Press, 2011), 478-97, https://doi.
org/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199604456.013.0024.

International Campaign to Ban Landmines - Cluster Munition Coalition (ICBL-CMC),
“Country Profile: Sudan (2004)” (Geneva: Landmine & Cluster Munition Monitor,
2004).

Nhial Deng Nhial, “Statement of the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army on the
Occasion of the Signing and Depositing to Geneva Call Deed of Commitment to Ban
Landmines” (Geneva: Geneva Call, 4 October 2001), 2, http://theirwords.org/media/transfer/
doc/sd_splm_a_2001_02-1bcb3bbde9bbe0f29094e54421ad2e0e.pdf.

Sjoberg, 16.

Ibid., 17-19.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid, 57.

Biddle, Nonstate Warfare, 210.

See, for instance, US, “Mine/Countermine Operations,” Field Manual (Washington DC:
Department of the Army, February 2, 2004), 2-36.

Ibid.

For example, Reaching Critical Will, “Critical Issues: Landmines,” 2022, https://www.
reachingcriticalwill.org/resources/fact-sheets/critical-issues/5439-landmines.

Sjoberg, “Volume I, 25-27.

US, “Security and Resiliency Guide: Counter-Improvised Explosive Device (C-IED)
Concepts, Common Goals, and Available Assistance” (Washington DC: Federal Bureau of
Investigation, 2018).

For instance, Sjoéberg, “Volume I”; Iain Overton, The Price of Paradise: How the Suicide
Bomber Shaped the Modern Age (London: Quercus Publishing, 2019); Iain Overton, Roger
Davies, and Louise Tumchewics, “Improvised Explosive Devices: Past, Present and Future”
(London: Action on Armed Violence, 2020).

Moser-Puangsuwan, “Working with NSAs in Burma,” 51.

Michael Cardash, “Booby-Traps and Anti-Handling Devices: Common Tactics,” The Journal
of Conventional Weapons Destruction 23, no. 1 (April 2019): 52-57.

GC, “Mine Ban Education Workshop in Southern Sudan: Report of Proceedings and
Recommendations,” 55.

See, for example, William B. Garrett, “Fratricide: Doctrine’s Role in Reducing Friendly Fire”
(Fort Leavenworth, KS, School of Advanced Military Studies, United States Army Command
and General Staff College, 1993), 3; Nora Bensahel, “International Alliances and Military
Effectiveness: Fighting Alongside Allies and Partners,” in Creating Military Power: The
Sources of Military Effectiveness, ed. Risa Brooks and Elizabeth A. Stanley (Stanford, Calif:
Stanford University Press, 2007), 198.

McQuinn et al., “Introduction,” 9.

202 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



55.

56.

57.

58.

59.
60.

61.

62.
63.
64.
65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 23

Jeftrey W. Legro, Cooperation under Fire: Anglo-German Restraint during World War II
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1995), 217-29, https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.
ctt32b4p9.

John Parachini, “Putting WMD Terrorism into Perspective,” The Washington Quarterly 26,
no. 4 (2003): 45.

Pascal Vennesson et al., “Is There a European Way of War? Role Conceptions, Organizational
Frames, and the Utility of Force,” Armed Forces & Society 35, no. 4 (July 2009): 628-45,
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X08317994.

Francisco Gutiérrez-Sanin and Elisabeth Jean Wood, “Ideology in Civil War: Instrumental
Adoption and Beyond,” Journal of Peace Research 51, no. 2 (March 2014): 213-26, https://
doi.org/10.1177/0022343313514073.

Vennesson et al., “Is There a European Way of War?” 630-31.

ICBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Finland (1999)” (Geneva: Landmine & Cluster Munition Monitor,
2000), http://archives.the-monitor.org/index.php/publications/display?act=submit&pqs_year=1999
&pgs_type=Im&pqs_report=finland&pqgs_section=#fn3269.

ICBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Philippines (1999)” (Geneva: Landmine & Cluster Munition
Monitor, 2000), http://archives.the-monitor.org/index.php/publications/display?act=submit&pqs_
year=1999&pqs_type=lm&pqs_report=philippines&pgs_section=.

Gutiérrez-Sanin and Wood, “Ideology in Civil War,” 213.

Garbino, “Rebels against Mines?” 529-31.

Joachim Blatter and Markus Haverland, Designing Case Studies (London: Palgrave Macmillan
UK, 2012), 144-204, https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137016669.

John Gerring, Case Study Research: Principles and Practices, 2nd ed. (Cambridge University
Press, 2017), 74-79.

Francisco Gutiérrez-Sanin, “Paramilitary Territorial Control and Patterns of Violence against
Civilians in Colombia: Disappearances in a Stable Paramilitary Fiefdom,” Partecipazione e
Conflitto 15, no. 1 (2022): 37-54, https://doi.org/10.1285/120356609V 1511P37.

For example, Steve Bruce, “The Problems of ‘Pro-state’ Terrorism: Loyalist Paramilitaries in
Northern Ireland,” Terrorism and Political Violence 4, no. 1 (March 1992): 67-88, https://
doi.org/10.1080/09546559208427138.

Gutiérrez-Sanin, “Paramilitary Territorial Control and Patterns of Violence against Civilians
in Colombia™

Marthe Nubia Bello and Marta Inés Villa, “San Carlos: Memorias Del Exodo En La Guerra”
(Bogota: Comision Nacional de Reparacién y Reconciliacion, 2011), 230.

Diana Roa, “Colombia y las minas antipersonal: sembrando minas, cosechando muerte”
(Bogota: United Nations Children’s Fund, September 2000), 14, https://www.resdal.org/
caeef-resdal/assets/el-salvador--sembrando-minas-cosechando-muerte.pdf.

ICBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Colombia (2005)” (Geneva: Landmine & Cluster Munition
Monitor, 2006).

Francisco Gutiérrez-Sanin, “Telling the Difference: Guerrillas and Paramilitaries in the
Colombian War” Politics ¢ Society 36, no. 1 (March 2008): 3-34, https://doi.org/10.1177/
0032329207312181.

Gerring, Case Study Research.

A more detailed description of the data collection process, including ethical considerations
and the full references of the cited documents, can be found in the online appendix.

For instance, see “The ‘Sixth Division: Military-Paramilitary Ties and U.S. Policy in
Colombia” (New York: Human Rights Watch, 2001).

For instance, Miriam Alvaro Rodriguez, “La parapolitica: La infiltracién paramilitar en la
clase politica colombiana,” Anfora 15, no. 24 (2008): 287-305, https://doi.org/10.30854/anf.
v15.n24.2008.214.

Verdad Abierta, “El paramilitarismo en Colombia, ;realmente se desmont6?,” VerdadAbierta.
com (blog), December 14, 2015, https://verdadabierta.com/el-paramilitarismo-en-colombi
a-realmente-se-desmonto/.

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 203



2 H. GARBINO

78.

79.

80.

81.
82.

83.

84.

85.

86.
87.

88.

89.

90.
91.

92.
93.

94.

95.

96.

97.
98.
99.

100.
101.
102.

103.
104.

105.

BBC, “Extradiciéon Masiva de Paramilitares;” BBC Mundo, May 13, 2008, http://news.bbc.
co.uk/hi/spanish/latin_america/newsid_7398000/7398251.stm.

Gutiérrez-Sanin, “Paramilitary Territorial Control and Patterns of Violence Against Civilians
in Colombia.

ICBL-CMC, “Country Profile: Colombia (2009)” (Geneva: Landmine & Cluster Munition
Monitor, 2010).

Interview #1, former OAS monitor. All translations into English are mine.

Government of Colombia (GOC), “Minas Antipersona” (Bogota: Consejeria Presidencial
para los Derechos Humanos y el Derecho Internacional Humanitario, n.d.), 2.

Sarah Zukerman Daly, “How Do Violent Politicians Govern? The Case of Paramilitary-Tied
Mayors in Colombia,” British Journal of Political Science 52 (2022): 1852-1875, https://doi.
org/10.1017/50007123421000521.

For example, JP #2006-80014, 50.

Interview #1, former OAS monitor.

Interview #26, mine action expert, NGO.

Benjamin Valentino, Paul Huth, and Dylan Balch-Lindsay, “Draining the Sea: Mass Killing
and Guerrilla Warfare,” International Organization 58, Spring 2004, 375-407, https://doi.or
g/10.10170S0020818304582061.

For example, Gutiérrez-Sanin, “Telling the Difference,” 15-16.

Gutiérrez-Sanin, “Paramilitary Territorial Control and Patterns of Violence Against Civilians
in Colombia’.

Sjoberg, “Volume I, 131-32.

See, for example, Human Rights Watch, “Maiming the People: Guerrilla Use of Antipersonnel
Landmines and Other Indiscriminate Weapons in Colombia” (Human Rights Watch, 24
July 2007), https://www.hrw.org/report/2007/07/24/maiming-people/guerrilla-use-antiperson
nel-landmines-and-other-indiscriminate.

Interview #32, mine action expert, OAS.

For instance, Sebastidn Forero Rueda, “Las victimas de la erradicacion forzada de cultivos
de coca” El Espectador, 22 November 2021, https://www.elespectador.com/colombia-20/
conflicto/las-victimas-de-la-erradicacion-forzada-de-coca/.

At the conflict level, however, groups aligned with government forces are on the uncontest-
ed stronger side of the conflict.

It is worth noting that, through drug production and trade, the FARC-EP reportedly
generated over $1 billion in criminal revenue. See, for instance, Jeremy McDermott,
“The FARC’s Riches: Up to $580 Million in Annual Income,” InSight Crime (blog),
September 7, 2017, http://insightcrime.org/news/analysis/farc-riches-yearly-incom
e-up-to-580-million/.

Ricardo Monsalve Gaviria, “El rastro de 2 helicopteros que hicieron la guerra,” www.
elcolombiano.com, April 19, 2020, https://www.elcolombiano.com/colombia/el-rastro-de-
2-helicopteros-que-hicieron-la-guerra-F112836650.

Sjoberg, “Volume I, 130.

Interview #40, researcher.

Interview #38, researcher.

Interview #21, mine action expert, Colombian Army.

Interview #2, former combatant, AUC.

Bloque Centauros (CNMH #10, vol. 1, 158); and Bloque Libertadores del Sur (JP
#110016000253-2006-80450, 301).

Bloque Vencedores de Arauca (CNMH #15, 185).

Bloque Central Bolivar (CNMH #18, vol. 2, 190-191); Bloque Norte (CNMH #11, vol. 1,
374); and Bloque Vencedores de Arauca (CNMH #15,416).

Autodefensas de Cundinamarca (JP #110012252000-2014-00019-00, 247); Bloque Catatumbo
(CNMH #20, vol. 2, 145); Bloque Central Bolivar (JP #110012252000-2014-00059, 1306-
1307); Bloque Héroes de Tolova (JP #110016000253-2009-83825, 375-376); Bloque Norte
(JP #110016000253-2007-83036, 14); and Los Sanjuaneros (CNMH #5, 94-95).

204 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



106.
107.
108.
109.

110.

111.
112.

113.
114.

115.

116.
117.
118.

119.
120.
121.

122.
123.

124.
125.
126.

STUDIES IN CONFLICT & TERRORISM 25

Los Sanjuaneros (CNMH #5, 94-96).

Bloque Metro (JP #110016000253-2009-83705, 416).

Bloque Central Bolivar (JP# 110012252000-2014-00059, 4173).

Autodefensas Campesinas de Coérdoba y Uraba (JP #110016000253-2006-82611, 36-37);
Autodefensas Campensinas de Puerto Boyacd (JP #110012252000-2014-00058-00, 688;
CNMH #4, 158, 162-163); Autodefensas Campesinas del Magdalena Medio (JP
#110016000253-2007-82855, 254, 258, 257; JP #110012252000-2016-00552, 1199);
Autodefensas Campesinas del Meta y Vichada (JP #110016000253-2006-80531, 246; CNMH
#3, 182); Autodefensas de Cundinamarca (JP #110012252000-2014-00019-00, 374); Bloque
Centauros (CNMH #10, vol. 1, 267-268, 305-306); Bloque Central Bolivar (JP
#110016000253-2006-80450, 158, 326); Bloque Elmer Cérdenas (JP #110016000253-2007-
82701, 773); Bloque Héroes de los Montes de Maria (JP #2006-80848, 26-27); Bloque
Mineros (JP #110016000253-2006-80068, 358, 880); Bloque Noroccidente Antioquefio
(CNMH #13, vol. 1, 314); Bloque Norte (JP #080012252003-2011-00253, 95-96; JP
#110016000253-2015-00072, 684; JP #080012252004-2013-81389, 1734); and Bloque Tolima
(JP #110016000253-2014-00103, 186).

Autodefensas Campensinas de Puerto Boyaca (CNMH #9, 143-144); Bloque Metro (JP
#110016000253-2010-84368, 179-180); and Bloque Mineros (JP #110016000253-2006-80018,
272; JP #110016000253-2006-8001803, 150-151; CNMH #12, 122).

CNMH #3, 81.

Autodefensas Campensinas de Puerto Boyacd (CNMH #9, 52, 116); and Bloque Norte
(CNMH #11, vol. 2, 377).

Interview #37, mine action expert, UN.

Sair Buitrago, “El Explosivista de Las Farc Que Sembré 300 Minas,” EI Tiempo, May 7,
2015, https://www.eltiempo.com/archivo/documento/CMS-15707477.

Liliana Duica-Amaya, “Landmined Landscape: War Artefacts, Embodiment, Environment
and Territory” (The Association of Social Anthropologists of the UK and Commonwealth,
Oxford, United Kingdom, 2018), 3-8.

Interview #2, former combatant, AUC.

Interview #12, mine action expert, NGO.

International Committee of the Red Cross, “Weapon Contamination Environment,” in
Weapon Contamination Manual: Reducing the Impact of Explosive Remnants of War and
Landmines through Field Activities (Geneva: International Committee of the Red Cross, 21
September 2007), 31.

Interview #2, former combatant, AUC.

JP #080012252003-2011-83489, 299.

Carlos Castafo, “Estatutos de Constitucion y Regimen Disciplinario” (Uraba: Autodefensas
Unidas de Colombia, 1 December 1999), 47. Document shared during Interview #4, former
combatant, AUC.

Sjoberg, “Volume I, 131-32.

Respectively, “para cada tiro disparado, 10 kilos de R1 detonado” and “contra la bota mil-
itar, una mina antipersonal”. Interview #38, researcher.

Focus group #1, explosive ordnance disposal personnel, Colombian Army.

Interview #2, former combatant, AUC.

Salvatore Mancuso and Vicente Castailo convinced other AUC commanders to sit at the
negotiating table with the government of Alvaro Uribe. As a result, in mid-2003, the group
signed a demobilization agreement with the Colombian government. This kicked off a
peace process monitored by the Organization of American States, in which the AUC
accepted an armistice as a requirement for negotiation with the government. The demobi-
lizations began in November 2003 and ended in August 2006. In total, 30,150 members of
the AUC were demobilized. CNMH, “Desmovilizaciéon y Reintegraciéon Paramilitar:
Panorama Posacuerdos Con Las AUC” (Centro Nacional de Memoria Histdrica, November
2015).

UNEARTHING RESTRAINT | 205



2 H. GARBINO

127.

128.
129.

130.
131.
132.
133.
134.
135.
136.

137.
138.
139.
140.
141.

142.
143.
144.
145.

146.
147.
148.
149.

150.

151.

152.
153.
154.
155.
156.
157.

“Discurso Del Comandante Salvatore Mancuso Ante El Congreso de La Republica” (Bogota:
Congress of Colombia, July 28, 2004).

See Jansen, “Part of the Solution..

Bloque Central Bolivar (JP #110012252000-2014-00059, 221; CNMH #18, vol. 2, 152);
Bloque Tolima (CNMH #1, 267); Bloque Mineros (JP #110016000253-2006-80018, 273;
CNMH #12, 184); Bloque Centauros (CNMH #10, vol. 1, 213-214); Autodefensas
Campesinas del Magdalena Medio (CNMH #6, 274-275); and Los Sanjuaneros (CNMH #5,
128).

Interview #2, former combatant, AUC.

Interview #6, mine action expert, NGO.

Bloque Centauros (CNMH #10, vol. 1, 205).

CNMH #10, vol. 1, 205.

CNMH #10, vol. 1, 205.

CNMH #10, vol. 1, 205.

Autodefensas Campesinas del Magdalena Medio (CNMH #6, 578); and Bloque Mineros (JP
#110016000253-2006-80018, 273).

Interview #38, researcher.

Interview #3, former combatant, AUC.

Focus group #1, explosive ordnance disposal personnel, Colombian Army.

Interview #3, former combatant, AUC.

Autodefensas Campesinas del Magdalena Medio (JP #110012252000-2016-00552, 502,
2321); Bloque Catatumbo (CNMH #20, vol. 1, 126; CNMH #20, vol. 2, 158); and Bloque
Mineros (JP #110016000253-2006-8001803, 2318, 2332).

JP #110016000253-2006-8001803, 2318.

JP #110016000253-2006-8001803, 2317-2320.

JP #110012252000-2016-00552, 502, 2321.

GOC, “Reporte Del Observatorio de Minas Antipersonal” (Bogota: Programa Presidencial
de Derechos Humanos y Derecho Internacional Humanitario, April 21, 2006); in Eduardo
Bejarano Hernandez, “Minas antipersona, su relacion con el conflicto armado y la produc-
cion de narcéticos en Colombia,” Revista Opera, no. 10 (2010): 274.

Interview #5, retired officer, National Police Officer.

Interview #5, retired officer, National Police Officer.

Interview #23, mine action expert, Colombian government.

For example, Alexander B. Downes, “Desperate Times, Desperate Measures: The Causes of
Civilian Victimization in War,” International Security 30, no. 4 (April 2006): 152-95, https://
doi.org/10.1162/isec.2006.30.4.152; Lisa Hultman, “Battle Losses and Rebel Violence: Raising
the Costs for Fighting” Terrorism and Political Violence 19, no. 2 (April 2007): 205-22,
https://doi.org/10.1080/09546550701246866; Caron E. Gentry, “Chechen Political Violence
as Desperation,” in Researching War, ed. Annick T.R. Wibben (New York: Routledge, 2016),
19-37, https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315687490-2.

Robert Mandel, “Chemical Warfare: Act of Intimidation or Desperation?” Armed Forces &
Society 19, no. 2 (January 1993): 187-208, https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X9301900203;
Oliver Mihell-Hale, “Desperate and Opportunisticc CBRN Terrorists and Civilian
Radiological Material,” Journal of Strategic Security 16, no. 2 (July 2023): 43-67, https://doi.
0rg/10.5038/1944-0472.16.2.2067.

Ellen Tveteraas, “Under the Hood: Learning and Innovation in the Islamic State’s Suicide
Vehicle Industry,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, February 2022, 4, https://doi.org/10.1080
/1057610X.2022.2043226.

Tveteraas, 11-13; Mihell-Hale, “Desperate and Opportunistic,” 171-75.

Duica-Amaya, “Landmined Landscape,” 3-8.

Interview #38, researcher.

Gutiérrez-Sanin and Wood, “What Should We Mean by ‘Pattern of Political Violence’?”.
Fortna, “Is Terrorism Really a Weapon of the Weak?”.

Interview #33, mine action expert, OAS.

206 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



Online appendix for “‘It wasn’t because of human rights’: exploring the
limited use of landmines by Colombian paramilitary groups”

Henrique Garbino!
Swedish Defence University, Department of War Studies

Overview

This appendix complements the article ““It wasn’t because of human rights’: exploring the limited

use of landmines by Colombian paramilitary groups.”

The article’s empirical component draws primarily on two different data gathering and collection
strategies, namely semi-structured interviews and archival research. Overall, the data speaks to the
behavior of Colombian paramilitary groups, including their relationship with civilians, strategies,
tactics, techniques, and procedures concerning the use of force in general and landmines in
particular. This appendix expands on how the interviews were planned and carried out, as well as

which archives were examined and how.

Interviews

From August 2022 to February 2024, I conducted 48 semi-structured interviews in English,
Portuguese, and Spanish. While I conducted 20 face-to-face interviews in Bogota and Medellin,
Colombia, most interviews were conducted online (see Table Al below for an overview). Even
when in-person interviews were feasible, many participants” chose a video call over a face-to-face

meeting due to practicalities. Face-to-face interviews in Colombia were carried out from 10 to 29

April 2023.

The interviewees were sampled through strategic sampling and the so-called “snowball” method.
In other words, relevant individuals for the research project were first chosen strategically, such as
government officials, politicians, scholars, and members of non-governmental organizations.
These individuals could then provide information about potential future interviewees, including
former combatants and civilians affected by the conflict. Initially, I reached the first individuals
through my professional and academic networks within the humanitarian mine action sector in

Colombia. I strived to reach a wide variety of interviewees through independent chains of referral

! hentique.garbino@fhs.se
2 In this appendix, I refer to interviewees, research participants or simply participants interchangeably.
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to ensure that different perspectives were included in the analysis. At a minimum, I aimed for
interviewees consisting of men and women, former paramilitary group members, former guerrilla
members, former or active Colombian security personnel (military or police), government officials,

and humanitarian practitioners.

The baseline criteria for inclusion as a potential interviewee were (1) being 18 years old or older,
(2) being a volunteer to participate in the research project, and (3) not being a current member of
an illegal organization. In addition, research participants are expected to (4) have previous
knowledge of paramilitary group behavior. This can come ecither as first-hand experience, for
example, as a civilian who lived in an area occupied and controlled by paramilitary groups or in
areas where such groups contested the control of guerrilla groups, as a former guerrilla fighter who
fought or prepared to fight against paramilitary groups; as a former or active member of Colombia
security forces, such as the military or police, who engaged with paramilitary groups in any way; or
as a former member of a paramilitary group. Alternatively, this knowledge may come as second-
hand information. Potential intetviewees in this category include those working with humanitarian
action, human rights, conflict analysis, criminal investigation, transitional justice, reintegration of
former combatants, and mine action. Professionals in those areas include, but are not limited to,
scholars, staff of international and regional organizations, staff of local and international non-
governmental organizations, government officials, military personnel, police officers, and

politicians.

Ultimately, I conducted 48 semi-structured interviews with three former combatants from the
United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia (AUC), seven military and police personnel, two
government officials, eleven United Nations (UN) and Organization of American States (OAS)
officials, 15 non-government organization (NGO) staff, and ten scholars. In total, interviewees
consisted of 37 (77%) men and 11 (23%) women; 29 (60%) were Colombian, and 19 (40%) were
foreigners. Each interview ranged from 30 minutes to 120 minutes, with an average of 70 minutes.
Four interviews were conducted in two phases, one online and one face-to-face. The interviews
were semi-structured, i.e., they followed a set of predetermined open-ended questions but also
allowed for the exploration of new topics that arose during the interview. In practice, the list of
predefined questions served more as a reminder of key points of discussion rather than a script

(see Annex 1 for the interview guide).

In addition, I also conducted one focus group discussion with 33 expert explosive ordnance

disposal technicians from all divisions of the Colombian Army. The focus group discussion was
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not planned, but it was arranged spontancously during an interview in Bogota, Colombia, on 21

April 2023 and took about one hour.

Informed consent

Strategically selected interviewees were public figures, practitioners, and experts in their fields. For
them, consent to participate in the research was given verbally or in writing, depending on how the
contact was made (i.e., via e-mail, in person, phone, or other means). For research participants
contacted through key gatekeepers or snowballing, I first conveyed the terms of the research
project, their participation, and the risks and benefits involved to the gatekeepers and then directly

to the research participant, either verbally or in writing, depending on how the contact was made.

No physical proof of informed consent was kept. This was designed in order to protect research
participants from the perception of issuing formal testimonies on judicial processes, which could
put them at risk. Before every interview, I verbally reinstated the purpose and scope of the research
project, the expected role of the research participants in it, and the risks and benefits involved (see
Annex 2). Before, during, and after every interview, I reminded the research participants that they
could inquire about the research project, ask for clarifications, withdraw from the interview, and
withhold the information already provided at any moment until the final publication of the research
results. Finally, every research patticipant had my contact details (i.e., institutional e-mail and local

phone number) and could reach me to ask follow-up questions at any moment.

Ethical considerations

The field research component of this project was approved by the Swedish Ethical Review
Authority on 8 March 2023 (reference number 2023-01093-01). There were two main possible risks
related to research participants, namely (1) the tisk of retraumatization when tecounting traumatic
experiences and (2) the risks stemming from the unintended disclosure of sensitive information.
These risks were communicated to research participants prior to the interviews. First, I focused
the interviews on the relationship between armed groups and communities, patterns of landmine
use, and individual and collective reasoning regarding landmine use and restraint behavior in armed
conflict. As such, some interviewees recounted, or at least remembered, the traumatic
consequences of explosive weapons, whether on state military and police personnel, paramilitary
groups, rebel groups, civilians, or themselves. This could have triggered trauma-related thoughts

and feelings, causing research participants to relive a traumatic moment in their past. Second,
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interview participants could share sensitive information, such as details of specific practices and
events and names of individuals and localities, among others. This information may be
embarrassing and even compromising for the participants or other people. Even if research
patticipants did not share sensitive information, they might have been petceived to do so by

external observers.

I mitigated the risk of retraumatization of interviewees by following best practices in interviewing
victims of violence.” My fieldwork was limited to Colombia, a country I am relatively familiar with
and where I can speak the local language. In doing so, I aimed to better understand the nuance in
research participants’ narratives and emotional responses without relying on interpreters. During
and after our encounters, no research participants have shown any signs of retraumatization due

to the interview process.

To minimize the risks of unintended disclosure of sensitive information, I first told the
intetviewees, in particular the former paramilitary combatants, that I was not interested in
potentially sensitive information and reminded them that, instead of speaking of their doings, they
could speak in general terms. Second, I conducted interviews in a place that both of us felt
comfortable with, whether in person or online. Third, in principle, interviewees did not know
whom else I had spoken to except for those who were referred to me through the snowballing
sampling technique. In other words, no one outside a chain referral knew who I had had contact

with.

Finally, all personal information collected during the interviews was pseudonymized. In addition,
no interview was recorded. I made field and interview notes on a physical notebook and then
pseudonymized them and transferred them to a digital file. In the article and this appendix,
interviews are referred to only by their number, the respondents’ occupation, date, place, format

(online or in person), and duration.

3 For instance, Declan Fahie, “Doing Sensitive Research Sensitively: Ethical and Methodological Issues in
Researching Workplace Bullying,” International Journal of Qualitative Methods 13, no. 1 (February 2014): 19-36,
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940691401300108.
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#  Respondent Date Place Format Duration
25  Mine action expert, NGO 17 November 2022 Bogota, Colombia online 90’
20 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 90’
26 Mine action expert, NGO 28 October 2022 Bogota, Colombia online 60’
27  Mine action expert, NGO 6 September 2022 Bogota, Colombia online 45’
11 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 90’
28 Mine action expert, NGO 2 December 2022 Bogota, Colombia online 30’
29  Mine action expert, OAS 24 April 2023 Covefias, Colombia online 60’
30 Mine action expert, OAS 24 April 2023 Covefas, Colombia online 60’
31 Mine action expert, OAS 11 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 120’
32 Mine action expert, OAS 25 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 60’
33 Mine action expert, OAS 25 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 60’
34 Mine action expert, OAS 20 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 30’
35 Mine action expert, OAS 20 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 120’
36 Mine action expert, OAS 11 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 120’
37 Mine action expert, UN 5 October 2022 Bogota, Colombia online 60’
38 Researcher, academia 23 April 2023 Medellin, Colombia online 90’
39 Researcher, academia 27 September 2022 Zurich, Switzerland online 60’
40 Researcher, academia 19 April 2023 Medellin, Colombia in-person 60’
41 Researcher, academia 3 November 2022 Madrid, Spain online 60’
42 Researcher, academia 29 November 2022 Uppsala, Sweden online 60’
43 Researcher, academia 26 April 2023 Bogota, Colombia in-person 60’
44 Researcher, academia 27 January 2023 Washington, DC, United States online 60’
45 Researcher, academia 20 June 2023 Rome, Italy online 60’
46 Researcher, academia 1 February 2023 Denver, United States online 60’
47 Researcher, academia 9 May 2023 Stockholm, Sweden online 30’
48 Researcher, NGO 24 January 2023 Bogota, Colombia online 60’

Table A1. Overview of interviews conducted (continuation).

6(14)
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Archival research

In addition to semi-structured interviews, I reviewed all publicly available sentences of the
transitional justice process, known as Justicia y Paz (JP), totaling more than 300 documents and
125,000 pages, in which AUC members were tried for several crimes. These documents include
the written records of the hearings of AUC members, witness and victim testimonies, and legal
deliberations. One of the aims of this judicial process was to establish the intent behind the actions
of members of armed groups, which should help identify why certain factions used landmines more
than others. In the article, these court decisions under the Justicia y Paz legal framework are cited as
“JP” followed by their case numbers, e.g., “JP #080012252003-2011-00253". The JP archives can be

accessed through their official website at: <https:

y-paz-tribunal-supetior-de-bogota/decisiones-de-la-sala>.

The judicial sentences and other procedural documents from Justicia y Pay listed below are cited in

the article:

1. Case number: 080012252003-2011-00253 (11 September 2017)

Defendant: Jhon Jairo Hernandez Sanchez

Leading judge: Cecilia Leonor Olivella Araujo

Court: Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Baranquilla, Sala de Justicia y Paz
2. Case number: 080012252004-2013-81389 (18 December 2018)

Defendant: Edgar Ignacio Fierro Flores and others

Leading judge: Gustavo Aurelio Roa Avendafio

Court: Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Baranquilla, Sala de Justicia y Paz
3. Case number: 110016000253-2006-82611 (9 December 2014)

Defendant: Jesus Ignacio Roldan Pérez

Leading judge: Rubén Dario Pinilla Cogollo

Court: Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Medellin, Sala de Justicia y Paz
4. Case number: 110016000253-2009-83825 (7 July 2015)

Defendant: Bloque Héroes de Tolova

Leading judge: Juan Guillermo Céardenas Gémez

Court: Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Medellin, Sala de Justicia y Paz
5. Case number: 110016000253-2007-82701 (17 May 2018)

Defendant: Fredy Rend6n Herrera and others

Leading judge: Juan Guillermo Cardenas Gémez

Court: Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Medellin, Sala de Justicia y Paz
6. Case number: 110016000253-2009-83705 (12 February 2020)

Defendant: Javier Alonso Quintero “Manguero” and others

1eading judge: Juan Guillermo Céardenas Gémez

Court: Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Medellin, Sala de Justicia y Paz
7. Case number: 110016000253-2006-80068 (28 April 2016)

Defendant: José Higinio Arroyo Ojeda and others

Leading judge: Maria Consuelo Rincén Jaramillo

Court: Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Medellin, Sala de Justicia y Paz

7(14)
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10.

11.

12.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Court:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Counrt:

Case number:
Defendant:

eading judge:

Conrt:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Court:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Conrt:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Conrt:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Counrt:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Counrt:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Conrt:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Court:

Case number:
Defendant:

Leading judge:

Counrt:

110016000253-2006-80450 (29 September 2014)

Guillermo Pérez Alzate and others

Uldi Teresa Jiménez Lépez

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110016000253-2014-00103 (7 December 2016)

Atanael Matajudios Buitrago and others

Uldi Teresa Jiménez Lopez

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110012252000-2014-00059 (19 December 2018)

Ivan Roberto Duque Gaviria and others

Uldi Teresa Jiménez Lépez

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110016000253-2013-00146 (29 February 2016)

Ramon Marfa Isaza Arango and others

Uldi Teresa Jiménez Lopez

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110016000253-2015-00072 (24 Match 2020)

Juan Francisco Prada Marquez and others

Alexandra Valencia Molina

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

2006-80848 (15 June 2016)

Alexi Mancilla Garcia

Ricardo Rendén Puerta

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110016000253-2006-80531 (6 December 2013)

José Baldomero Linares Moreno and others

Eduardo Castellanos Roso

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110016000253-2007-82855 (29 May 2014)

Ramon Marfa Isaza Arango and others

Eduardo Castellanos Roso

Tribunal Supetior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110012252000-2014-0001900 (1 September 2014)

Luis Eduardo Cifuentes Galindo and others

Eduardo Castellanos Roso

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110012252000-2014-0005800 (16 December 2014)

Arnubio Triana Mahecha and others

Eduardo Castellanos Roso

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz

110016000253-2007-83036 (27 June 2016)

Wilson Salazar Carrascal and others

Eduardo Castellanos Roso

Tribunal Superior del Distrito Judicial de Bogota, Sala de Justicia y Paz
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Further, I reviewed an extensive number of primary and secondary sources on the Colombian
conflict, including AUC and guerrilla manuals and more than 200 publications from the National
Centre for Historical Memory (CNMH). In particular, CNMH’s series on Colombian paramilitary
groups, entitled “Reports on the origin and actions of paramilitary groups in the regions,”™ proved
particulatly relevant for this research. As of March 2024, the series comprises 21 reports, out of
which 10 were cited in the article. These reports are cited as “CNMH” followed by their number
and, if applicable, volume, e.g., “CNMH #10, vol. 1.” All CNMH publications can be found online

at: <https://centrodememortiahistorica.gov.co/>.

Cited reports from the National Center for Historical Memory:

1. Report #3: “Violencia paramilitar en la Altillanura: Autodefensas Campesinas de Meta y
Vichada.” Bogota: Centro Nacional de Memoria Historica, 2018, 564 pp.

2. Report #4: “El estado suplantado: las Autodefensas de Puerto Boyacd.” Bogota: Centro
Nacional de Memoria Histérica, 2019, 636 pp.

3. Report #5: “El modelo paramilitar de San Juan Bosco de la Verde y Chucuri.” Bogota:
Centro Nacional de Memoria Histérica, 2019, 410 pp.

4. Report #10, vol. 1:  “Memorias de una guerra por los Llanos: de la violencia a las resistencias ante el
Bloque Centauros de las AUC.” Bogota: Centro Nacional de Memoria Histérica,
2021, 648 pp.

5. Report #11, 00l 1:  “La tierra se quedé sin su canto: trayectoria ¢ impactos del Bloque Norte en los

departamentos de Atlantico, Cesar, la Guajira y Magdalena.” Bogota: Centro
Nacional de Memoria Histérica, 2022, 488 pp.

6.  Report #13, v0l. 1:  “Estrategias de guerra y trasfondos del paramilitarismo en el Uraba Antioquefio,
Sur de Cérdoba, Bajo Atrato y Darién.” Bogota: Centro Nacional de Memoria
Historica, 2022, 516 pp.

7. Report #15: “Y llegaron por el rio: Bloque Vencedores de Arauca 2001-2005.” Bogota:
Centro Nacional de Memoria Historica, 2022, 692 pp.

8. Report #18, vol. 2:  “El Bloque Central Bolivar y la expansién de la violencia paramilitar. ‘todo el
mundo sabfa que eran ellos’ E1 BCB en Narifio, Putumayo, Caqueta y los Llanos
Orientales.” Bogota: Centro Nacional de Memoria Histérica, 2023, 388 pp.

9. Report #20, 0. 1:  “El estallido de un trueno ajeno: memorias de sobreviventes al Bloque
Catatumbo.” Bogota: Centro Nacional de Memoria Histérica, 2023, 580 pp.

10. Report #20, vol. 2:  “Guerra sin fronteras, resistencias sin limites: memorias de sobreviventes al
Bloque Catatumbo.” Bogota: Centro Nacional de Memoria Histérica, 2023, 600
pp-

The review of the archives from Justicia y Paz, the National Center for Historical Memory, and

other documents was done by systematically searching for key terms that signify the use of

4 “Informes sobre el origen y la actuacion de las agrupaciones paramilitares en las regiones.”

9(14)
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explosive weapons. Once a term was found, a more detailed read ensued. The exact terms used in

Spanish and their English translation are shown in Table A2 below.

Spanish terms English translation

mina, mindas, minado, minada, minados, minadas mine, landmine, mines, landmines, mined
antipersona, antipersonal, antipersonas, antipersonales anti-personnel

trampa, trampas, trampeado (booby) trap, (booby) traps, booby-trapped
cazabobo, cazabobos booby trap, booby traps

quiebrapata, quiebrapatas (no direct equivalent; literally “leg breaker,” a

local term used for subsurface anti-personnel
pressure landmines)

sombrero chino, sombreros chinos (no direct equivalent; literally “Chinese hat,” a
local term used for surface directional
fragmentation anti-personnel landmines)

explosivo, explosivos explosive, explosives

dinamita, dinamitas, dinamitado, dinamitada (no direct equivalent; literally “dynamite,”
but used as a general term for “explosive”)

bomba, bombas, bombardeo bomb, bombs, bombardment

Table A2. Key search terms used in Spanish with English translation.

10(14)
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Annex 1: Semi-structured interview guide

Basic information

A. Category Expert

Former paramilitary

Former guerrilla

Former or active military

Former or active police

Civilians from affected communities
Other:

B. Experience with the case

General patterns of landmine use

1. In general, have Colombian paramilitary groups used landmines? If so, which groups,
where, when, and why? If not, why do you think they didn’t use mines?

2. What were their most common strategies for landmine use (e.g., defensive, offensive,
economic gain, or nuisance mining)? Who were the mines against? How often did the group
use landmines (e.g., frequently or sporadically)?

3. What was the group’s preferred type of device and trigger mechanism (e.g., anti-personnel
or anti-vehicle; victim-activated or command-activated)? How were these devices
manufactured, or how were they otherwise acquired?

4. Where were the mines located (e.g., controlled vs. disputed tetritory, border areas, around
bases, in-group vs. out-group territory, or populated or unpopulated areas)?

5. Were the minefields recorded or marked? Did the group share information on the
minefields or mine risks with civilians? Did the group display any direct restraint on
landmine use? (e.g., restraint policies, restraint practices, ot support to mine action)

6. Have these patterns of landmine use been consistent throughout the conflict, or did it
change? If so, how?

Tactical utility

7. In the case of this specific group, were there any clashes between the paramilitary group
and the guerrillas? Can you describe them? What were the tactics and weapons used by the
paramilitary group then?

8. Did the paramilitary group cooperate with Colombian security forces? If so, how? Did

paramilitary, military, and police forces fight together against the guerrillas? Did the
relationship between the paramilitary group and government forces change over time?

11(14)
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10.

1.

12.

Did government forces support the paramilitary group in any way, such as providing
weapons, ammunition, and other supplies, training, and capacity building, or legitimizing
their rule? Did this support vary during the conflict?

In the case of this specific group, were there any clashes between the paramilitary group
and the armed forces or police? Can you describe them? What were the tactics and weapons
used by the paramilitary group then?

How was this specific group financed? Did it tely on land-based revenues, such as cattle,
palm oil, or coca? In the case of coca plantations, did the Colombian government enforce
crop eradication policies in that region?

Did other groups, such as guerrillas, criminal groups, or other paramilitary groups, compete
for these land-based resources?

Logistics costs

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

What was the size and structure of this specific paramilitary group?

Did the group have explosive experts in their ranks? Did it have an explosive ordnance

disposal capability? How did the group handle guerrilla-laid mines?
Did the group usually operate in terms of team sizes, vehicles, and facilities used?

Which type of weapons did they have and use when conducting routine tasks, defending
against attacks, and planning offensive operations?

Were these groups usually mobile or static’ How did they defend their positions?

Coordination costs

18.

19.

What was the leadership structure of this specific paramilitary group? Was there a
centralized leadership and effective command and control structures?

How centralized or dispersed were the group’s units?

20. Did the group coordinate efforts with other paramilitary groups or Colombian government

forces? If so, how? Where were these other forces located?

Final remarks

21.

22,

23.

Do you know anyone who might be interested in contributing to this research? If so, would
you be willing to share their contact?

Would you like to add anything else? Is there something I have not asked about?

Do you have any questions?

12(14)
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Annex 2: Informed consent guide

Principal investigator: Henrique Garbino (henrique.garbino@fhs.se)

Adpvisors: Ilmari Kiihko, Ph.D.
Niklas Katlén, Ph.D.

Informed consent for this research project will be communicated verbally or in writing
following the template below, prior to the interviews.

Thank you for agreeing to meet with me and participate in this project. Before we start, I would
first like to desctibe the purpose of the study, the potential consequences of agreeing to patticipate,
and your rights as a participant.

What is the purpose of the study?

The study is carried out as part of the doctoral program in War Studies at the Swedish Defence
University’s Department of War Studies and Military History in Stockholm, Sweden. The purpose
of this research is to study why some non-state armed groups may decide not to use landmines and
other similar explosive devices. More broadly, this research aims to contribute to the efforts of
various national and international organizations in their struggle to limit the indiscriminate and
unnecessary suffering caused by explosive hazards. By supporting this research, you will contribute
to this effort. You will also have the opportunity to share your expetience and offer your

perspectives on the topic.

What are your rights as a participant in this research?

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you choose to participate, we will discuss
your experience with the armed conflict, in patticular, the strategies and tactics of paramilitary
groups. We may also talk about the landmine problem in Colombia more broadly. This interview

lasts approximately 60-90 minutes.

Taking part in this study means discussing your experience with the conflict in Colombia. Some
questions may be sensitive and deal with direct experiences with violence. I will not record this
interview, but if you allow me, I will take notes on paper. I will later transfer these notes to a digital
file, propetly secured by password and encrypted. I will not collect any personal information about
you as a participant. I will only take note of today’s date and how you would like to be identified—
for example, your profession or status during the conflict. I am not interested in any potentially

incriminating behavior.

13(14)
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The content of our discussions during the interview may be used in my doctoral dissertation, which
should be published in early 2025, or other publications. In the final publication, all quotes from

interviews will be, by default, anonymous unless you would like to be cited.

You may, of course, ask any questions you may have, and I will do my best to answer them. If
something comes up along the way, after this interview, you can contact me via e-mail
(hentique.garbino@fths.se) or phone. If you feel negatively affected by your participation in this
research project or for any other reason, you can communicate that to me or reach the Swedish

Defence University ditectly (tegistrator@fhs.se, +46 85 534 25 00).

Again, you have the right to withdraw your participation in the study at any time until publication,
during or after the interview. You also have the right to refuse to answer specific questions during
the interview. In the event you choose to withdraw from the study, all information you provide
will be deleted and omitted from the research project. No questions will be asked about the reasons

for withdrawing participation. You are in charge.

Thanks a lot for your participation!

14(14)
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Towards a theory of restraint in armed
conflict

Abstract

What is restraint in armed conflict, why is it exercised, and how does it vary?
While existing scholarship has advanced the study of restraint, it tends to conflate
deliberate self-limitation with observed reductions in violence, and has difficulty
capturing embedded and material limits on violence. This article offers a two-
dimensional framework that distinguishes among different rationales for limiting
violence and the degree to which those limits are socially and organisationally
embedded. Doing so clarifies what restraint is, what drives it, and how it can be
identified more precisely across actors, repertoires, and contexts. Drawing on
strategic theory, international law, and scholarship on political violence, it
conceptualises restraint not only as a deliberate choice, but also as the product of
institutional arrangements and societal processes that may inadvertently
circumscribe violence. Throughout the article, theoretical discussions are
illustrated through empirical examples ranging from Ancient Greece to the war in
Gaza, from landmines to nuclear weapons, and from state militaries to jihadist
movements. By integrating strategic, normative, and material explanations within
a unified analytical framework, the article provides conceptual tools for
explaining and measuring how violence is limited in practice.

Keywords: armed group, compliance, humanitarian norms, strategy,
violence
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Introduction

Although wars are fought with violence, they are equally defined by its limits.
Across conflicts, armed actors routinely withhold force in one way or another
(Busher et al,, 2023, 1960). From strategic theory to counterinsurgency doctrine
and legal commitments, restraint pervades both the theory and practice of war.
Nevertheless, it has only recently been systematically theorised as a distinct
object of study (e.g. Straus, 2012; Terry & McQuinn, 2018). Much of the strategic
canon, from Clausewitzian notions of escalation to theories of nuclear deterrence,
recognises forces that hold violence in check, but tends to treat them as
components of rational control, statecraft, or friction rather than as a
phenomenon in its own right (e.g. Clausewitz, 1984[1832]; Kahn, 2012[1965];
Schelling, 2020[1966]). Similarly, research on civil wars, insurgencies, and armed
group behaviour often frames restraint indirectly, as the absence or limitation of
violence, that is, as what actors do not do (e.g. Straus, 2012; Felter & Shapiro,
2017; Hoover Green, 2018).

Recent scholarship, however, has put restraint front and centre. Notably,
Scott Straus (2012, 2015) has helped shift the field from asking only why violence
occurs to also why it often does not, even when it plausibly could. The
International Committee of the Red Cross project Roots of Restraint in War (Terry
& McQuinn, 2018), along with subsequent publications, has provided the
conceptual foundations for defining restraint (McQuinn et al, 2021) and
identifying its principal drivers, including socialisation and command structures
(Bell & Terry, 2021), community relations (Bouhlel & Guichaoua, 2021; Pendle,
2021), and engagement with international actors (Jo et al., 2021; Kaplan, 2021).
Other related works have linked restraint to compliance with international law
(Jo, 2015), political education and training (Wood, 2009; Hoover Green, 2018),
ideology and discipline (Wood, 2009; Manekin, 2020), or strategic incentives
(Stanton, 2016).

Even so, the concept of restraint remains analytically underdeveloped. First,
existing scholarship still tends to privilege restraint as a deliberate effort to limit
violence (e.g. Terry & McQuinn, 2018: 18), which makes it difficult to capture
more habitual, institutionalised, or deeply internalised forms of self-limitation. It
also often conflates intention with outcome, treating lower levels of violence as
evidence of restraint even when those outcomes may instead reflect adverse
weather, weak logistics, lack of opportunity, or other material constraints. Finally,
restraint is commonly conceptualised as the absence or reduction of violence,
rather than as a constitutive dimension of how violence is exercised across
repertoires, organisational levels, and contexts. These ambiguities matter
because they risk treating analytically distinct phenomena as equivalent. A group
that spares civilians because it seeks legitimacy, one that does so because
restraint is embedded in doctrine and training, and one that does so because it
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lacks the means to attack them may produce superficially similar outcomes while
resting on very different causal logics. Without a clearer framework, scholars and
practitioners may infer restraint from lack of capacity, struggle to compare and
learn from other cases, and miss important questions about how restraint
emerges, endures, erodes, and interacts with material constraints.

[ address these shortcomings by developing a two-dimensional analytical
framework for the limitation of violence. The first dimension distinguishes among
different underlying rationales: instrumental calculation, normative
commitment, and material limitation. The second distinguishes between
contingent and embedded forms, that is, limitations on the use of violence that
stem from immediate incentives or choices, and those that are stabilised through
institutions, routines, and socialisation. The combination of these dimensions
yields six ideal-types: calculated restraint, institutionalised restraint, principled
restraint, internalised restraint, incidental constraint, and systemic constraint.
These distinctions matter for at least three reasons. First, they clarify conceptual
boundaries that are often blurred in existing scholarship, especially because
restraint is frequently inferred from low levels of violence, non-events, or legal
compliance. Second, they open a broader research agenda on durability,
transformation, and interaction, including when calculated restraint becomes
institutionalised, when principled restraint erodes under pressure, and how
restraint itself can generate more durable constraints. Third, they yield more
precise observable implications. Embedded forms of restraint should, for
example, prove more resilient than contingent forms in the face of leadership
turnover and strategic shocks, whereas materially constrained behaviour should
change as capabilities and context shift.

The argument is illustrated through a broad range of empirical examples,
from Ancient Greece to the wars in Vietnam and Gaza, from landmines and
nuclear weapons to torture and sexual violence, and from state militaries to
insurgent and extremist organisations. This broad set of illustrative cases
demonstrates that the proposed framework travels across very different forms of
political violence, actors, and historical contexts. Importantly, this article focuses
on the restraint of collective violence, that is, cases in which “the infliction of
violence must be deliberately carried out by actors who are, or perceive
themselves to be, part of a group with a common purpose beyond the immediate
act of violence” (Brzoska, 2007: 96). As such, I do not try to explain individual,
socio-psychological drivers and processes of restraint. Although some of the
examples are at the individual level, they mainly serve to illustrate aggregate
group-level behaviour. Moreover, I understand violence broadly as the use of
physical force intended to hurt, damage, or kill someone or something and
specifically, pertaining to certain means and methods of warfare, such as torture,
sexual violence, or incendiary weapons.
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In the following section, I engage with existing scholarship on restraint,
show why it requires further conceptualisation, and discuss the challenges of
measuring the limitation or absence of violence. I then redefine restraint as a self-
imposed limitation on the use of violence despite the possibility of pursuing such
capability. Next, I develop a framework of restraint and constraint based on
different rationales of violence reduction and their level of embeddedness. The
following section examines how restraint may be observed across types and
targets of violence, organisational levels, and temporal and spatial contexts. I
conclude by outlining broader theoretical and policy implications.

Restraint in armed conflict

Restraint is both ubiquitous and conceptually elusive in previous scholarship, an
implicit assumption rather than an explicit object of analysis. While theories of
state formation, escalation and deterrence, and legal compliance revolve around
the management and limitation of violence, they seldom address the
phenomenon of restraint directly. To theorise restraint, therefore, is to interrogate
one of the most fundamental yet relatively understudied dimensions of warfare.
Namely, the ways in which violence is contained, disciplined, and made
governable.

At its most basic, restraint is intrinsic to all social interaction (Straus, 2012:
343-45). Especially for proponents of the Hobbesian natural human tendency
towards violence (Hobbes, 1782), limiting an individual’s aggressive or otherwise
anti-social impulses is a logical requirement for social cohesion and order (e.g.
Elias, 1939). It follows that restraint is embedded in the concepts of authority
(Weber, 1922), sovereignty and public law (Bodin, 1583; Hobbes, 1894), and the
state (Weber, 1919). In strategic theory, restraint has been traditionally taken as
a limit to escalation. Carl von Clausewitz recognised that reciprocal action tends
to escalate conflict, yet this escalation is bounded by political control, friction, and
the fog of war:

If one side uses force without compunction,
undeterred by the bloodshed it involves, while the
other side refrains, the first will gain the upper
hand. That side will force the other to follow suit;
each will drive its opponent toward extremes, and
the only limiting factors are the counterpoises
inherent in war (Clausewitz, 1984[1832]: 88-89).

Twentieth-century strategic thinkers reinterpreted these Clausewitzian
“counterpoises” in light of modern warfare’s technological and political
transformations. During the Cold War, the risk of uncontrolled escalation into
nuclear war made restraint an operational requirement for survival. This concern
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also animated the wider literature on limited war (e.g. Brodie, 1958; Osgood,
1970; Honig, 2017), which treated restraint not as incidental to strategy but as
central to keeping political aims, military means, and escalation risks in balance.
For Herman Kahn (2012[1965]) and Thomas Schelling (2020[1966]), restraint
became a way to signal limits, preserve bargaining leverage, and maintain
credibility in deterrence. In Schelling’s view, “the power to hurt” functions as a
bargaining tool precisely because it is not exercised indiscriminately but kept in
reserve (2020[1966]: 3). Restraint, then, was not merely the negation of force but
violence made intelligible and purposeful through controlled application. As such,
restraint is a prerequisite to strategy, which assumes control of force.

The notion of restraint as a strategic instrument has since expanded beyond
nuclear deterrence. In irregular warfare, restraint stems from both moral and
pragmatic considerations. M. L. R. Smith (2012), for instance, argues that
democratic states are constrained by norms and values that limit escalation, while
insurgents often display the inverse pattern and escalate precisely by abandoning
restraint to achieve visibility or control. General Stanley McChrystal’s doctrine of
“courageous restraint” reintroduced the term into the lexicon of
counterinsurgency as an operational imperative. In asymmetric conflicts,
McChrystal argued, “limiting casualties to non-combatants and other actions that
alienate the population is a key part of a winning strategy” (Felter & Shapiro,
2017: 44).

In the legal domain, restraint is embedded in the very architecture of
international humanitarian law (IHL), which seeks to regulate the conduct of
hostilities by balancing military necessity with humanitarian considerations. The
core principles of distinction, proportionality, and necessity all hinge on the
exercise of restraint, limiting violence to what is required to achieve a legitimate
military objective while sparing non-combatants and civilian objects from
unnecessary harm (e.g. Kalshoven & Zegveld, 2011). At the same time, [HL also
requires restraint in relation to combatants, especially those hors de combat, as
reflected in prohibitions on unnecessary suffering and in protections afforded to
the wounded, sick, shipwrecked, and prisoners of war.

Formal adherence to legal norms may signify genuine intent to limit
violence, the institutionalisation of pre-existing informal norms, or merely
rhetorical alignment with international expectations (e.g. Morrow, 2007).
Noncompliance, conversely, may stem less from deliberate normative rejection
than from structural limitations, such as weak command and control over
dispersed forces (Hoover Green, 2018). The overlap between restraint and
compliance is therefore only partial. For instance, complying with the prohibition
of indiscriminate attacks or torture may entail restraint, but restraint can also be
exercised outside, or even beyond, the scope of codified law. An actor may, for
example, choose not to retaliate despite a lawful right to do so, or may interpret
humanitarian obligations in ways that extend restraint beyond minimal legal
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compliance. In this sense, IHL codifies restraint but does not exhaust it, framing
only one of several possible logics through which violence can be limited.
Likewise, legal compliance can also serve strategic goals. For instance, Neil Renic
(2024) argues that Russia’s systematic violation of international law has likely
exacted a strategic cost, helping to consolidate Western support for Ukrainian
military efforts. Here, restraint combines legal, ethical, and strategic rationales, as
itis simultaneously a legal requirement, morally desirable, and militarily effective.
Across these diverse contexts, restraint has emerged as a central, if often
under-recognised, dimension of strategy and behaviour in armed conflict. It
mediates between instrumental calculation and normative judgment, linking the
rational management of violence to the moral and political purposes it serves. Yet,
despite its pervasiveness in key concepts, restraint remains analytically
underdefined, at times invoked as moral virtue, legal compliance, or strategic or
tactical requirements, but rarely theorised as a phenomenon in its own right.

The challenge of measuring restraint

Because restraint behaviour implies the absence or limitation of violence,
measuring it presents a challenge. A recent study focused on non-events in the
Anglo-Irish War (1919-1921), i.e. planned ambushes against British forces that
never took place, exemplifies some possible causes of such instances of non-
violence:

[...] simply failing [for the enemy] to appear was the

most common reason for nothing taking place,

though other varied and sometimes strange

explanations pepper the witness statements.

Among these was the ironic appearance of a funeral

slowly passing across the Blackstone Bridge on the

Cork-Rathcormac-Fermoy road at the same

moment a targeted military convoy also passed. A

day of heavy snow and frost was blamed by

Volunteers for the non-appearance of an expected

police patrol just outside the County Tipperary

village of Portroe in December 1920, whilst the

presence of a woman in a car carrying British

officers through Killavulen in Cork prevented the

firing of shots and left Edmund Tobin holding a

primed grenade. Poor intelligence, the activities of

informers and plain bad luck also featured among

the excuses, and some of these were undoubtedly

passed up the chain of command (O Cathain, 2023:

13).
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In the excerpt above, Mairtin S. O Cathain (2023: 13) shows that the non-
occurrence of violence may be attributed to several factors beyond restraint, such
as bad intelligence, bad weather, or simply bad luck. To paraphrase Carl Sagan
(1997: 200), the absence of violence is not evidence of restraint. Therefore, to
gauge restraint in observing non-events, scholars must either identify indicators
of restraint, such as written policies calling for minimum use of force, or formulate
counterfactual assumptions regarding how events would unfold without
restraint.

To overcome this counterfactual hurdle, previous studies have measured
restraint against different benchmarks. First, and perhaps most fundamentally,
restraint can be understood as the exercise of legitimate violence, as opposed to
illegitimate violence, within a particular framework. In his ongoing research, Alex
J. Bellamy (2021) seeks expressions of moral outrage in exercising violence as an
indication of restraint. Similarly, Devorah Manekin (2020: 6-9) refers to officially-
or unofficially-sanctioned violence as legitimate, as perceived by members of a
specific group and in a particular context. She gauges the potential aims of
violence as an indicator of its legitimacy. For example, in her study, opportunistic
violence, such as looting a house for private gain, signifies a lack of restraint,
whereas violence that serves the officially or unofficially sanctioned mission -
even highly coercive practices such as torture — may be treated as legitimate
within that framework (Manekin, 2020; see also Krick et al.,, 2025).

Second, restraint has been conceptualised as instances (or policies) of non-
intervention. For example, Barry R. Posen’s “Grand Strategy of Restraint” (2014)
calls for less U.S. military involvement in certain geographical regions and
domains. Similarly, Roger B. Myerson (2012: 18) argues that a reputation of
restraint as non-intervention is “to decrease our neighbours’ incentives to
militarise against us, we want to reduce their fears of being attacked. Our forceful
acts without clear strategic limits can counterproductively increase unconquered
adversaries’ militant commitment against us”. In the context of US presidential
decisions on the use of military force, Katherine Irajpanah (2024) conceptualises
restraint as the avoidance of unilateral decision-making and, instead, the pursuit
of congressional authorisation, primarily to secure political legitimacy and
broader support for the employment of force.

Third, restraint can be understood as the exercise of lower levels of violence
compared to an actual or potential case of higher violence. Along these lines,
previous studies have examined restraint behaviour as opposed to the possibility
of escalation (e.g. Legro, 1995), violence levels in comparable cases (e.g. Straus,
2012; Garrity, 2023), violence levels by the same actor, but at another moment in
time or space (e.g. Ron, 2000), or the levels of a different type of violence, such as
intentional killings compared to instances of sexual violence (e.g. Wood, 2009).
While this conceptualisation of restraint provides fruitful insights into the
exercise of violence, it is less convincing to explain instances of non-violence.
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Finally, a common conceptualisation of restraint is compliance with
humanitarian norms, usually as specified in international law. The most common
such operationalisation of restraint is only targeting combatants, as opposed to
directly targeting civilians (e.g. Stanton, 2016; Felter & Shapiro, 2017; Fjelde et al,,
2019; Fumerton et al., 2023). Alternatively, some authors have focused on
restraint as the non-use of prohibited means and methods of war, from nuclear
weapons (e.g. Rublee, 2009; Tannenwald, 2007), chemical weapons (e.g. Price,
1997), and anti-personnel landmines (e.g. Faulkner, 2007; Fazal & Konaev, 2019;
Garbino, 2020, 2023, 2024), to the weaponisation of water (e.g. Grech-Madin,
2021), sexual violence (e.g. Wood, 2009; Muvumba-Sellstrom, 2019; Overton &
Sharif, 2023), and targeting protected sites (e.g. Swed, 2023), including cultural
monuments (e.g. Mantilla & Knezevic, 2022).

This conceptualisation of restraint often overlaps with previous ones, as
long as restraint norms prescribe the expected behaviour. For example, targeting
civilians is both illegal and likely perceived as illegitimate by several armed actors.
This is, however, not always true. On the one hand, an armed group that engages
in some non-compliant behaviour, say, forced recruitment, might still exercise
some kind of restraint, such as recruiting only men above a given age. The armed
groups’ behaviour is still non-compliant with IHL, but the nuance is not fully
captured. On the other hand, some norms require armed actors to go beyond
restraint and enter the realm of governance, such as norms of civilian protection,
in which combatants are required to put themselves at risk to protect civilians
(e.g. Bell & Terry, 2021).

In summary, measuring restraint is inherently challenging. This difficulty is
not merely empirical, but it reflects deeper conceptual ambiguities. When
restraint is equated with non-violence, low levels of violence, or legal compliance,
its measurement is reduced to absence of, or deviation from, violence. Yet actors
can exercise significant restraint while still employing violence, and conversely,
violence may be absent for reasons unrelated to restraint, such as incapacity,
miscalculation, or lack of opportunity. Counting non-events or relying on
benchmarks such as legitimacy, non-intervention, or compliance therefore risks
both false positives and false negatives. To measure restraint meaningfully,
scholars must move beyond absence-based indicators and instead identify
observable practices, such as doctrines, rules, repertoires, and comparative
thresholds, that reveal how, when, and why actors limit the use of force. Crucially,
this also requires conceptualising and observing constraints alongside restraint,
as distinct but intertwined sources of limited violence. Only by analysing these in
tandem is it possible to distinguish intentional self-limitation from material or
situational incapacity, and thus to capture how violence is actually regulated in
practice.
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Re-defining restraint

Restraint, sometimes referred to as “self-restraint”, is broadly understood as a
form of self-imposed behaviour control. In this sense, the subject exercises
restraint to limit, control, or suppress, for example, one’s emotions, corporate
practices, or state policies. This use of the term is often seen as a virtue, and is
widespread in psychology (e.g. Herman & Polivy, 1975; Shackelford, 2020) and
the social sciences (e.g. Elias, 1939; Posen, 2014). This article focuses on restraint
broadly understood as a measure of self-control, self-limitation, or self-
suppression of an otherwise intended or possible behaviour or course of action
applied to the exercise of collective violence.

Brian McQuinn et al. (2021) suggest different classifications of restraint. For
a start, they distinguish genuine restraint from suggestive restraint, i.e. “actions or
situations that appear to epitomise restraint but do not” (McQuinn et al., 2021:
802). Examples of suggestive restraint include rhetorical statements that signal
restraint but are not matched in practice. Conversely, genuine restraint entails a
clear intent to limit violence. Armed groups may limit their use of violence
because they seek strategic advantages, such as avoiding unintended escalation
and securing external support, or because they genuinely believe that the exercise
of violence is, for instance, immoral.

However, two complications arise from this conception of restraint as the
deliberate self-control or self-limitation of an intended violent act: one
concerning capability and the other intent. The first issue is whether capability
constitutes a prerequisite for exercising restraint. In other words, can one truly
exercise restraint in refraining from an action that one is incapable of
undertaking? Consider the case of nuclear weapons. As of April 2026, 99 states
have signed or ratified the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW)
(ICAN, 2026). Are these states exercising restraint in refraining from the use - or
threat of use - of nuclear weapons, despite not possessing them? While they
cannot exercise restraint in using nuclear weapons, because they do not have
them, they do exercise restraint in seeking to acquire them. In other words, the
signatories of the TPNW exercise restraint in the future use of nuclear weapons
precisely by committing not to pursue them. As such, I contend that a necessary
precondition for restraint is not only the capability to employ violence, but also
the possibility to pursue such capability.

The second conceptual issue arises when restraint norms are so ingrained
in individuals and groups that violence is never intended. For instance, consider
an infantry platoon patrolling an urban area in the context of a counterinsurgency
campaign or peacekeeping operation. The local population is dissatisfied with the
military and starts demonstrating against the troops, setting some garbage on fire
and throwing stones towards the unit. The platoon leader assesses the situation,
and there seems to be no significant threat to their troops or the operation. The
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best thing to do, the platoon leader decides, is to leave the area without firing a
bullet. The platoon leader could have responded violently, even though they never
wanted to. Violence was a possible response, even though it would likely be
perceived by many as unwarranted and immoral. I argue that the concept of
restraint applies in this scenario. According to Jeffrey Checkel (2017: 597),
socialisation can be conceptualised on a spectrum, ranging from behaviour
motivated by rational cost-benefit calculations, group-oriented and role-based
behaviour, and full norms internalisation, independent of external influence. In
other words, at higher levels of norm socialisation, individuals do what they do
because that is the right thing to do. Thus, intent becomes irrelevant as a
necessary component for restrained violence.

[ take a pragmatic approach in dealing with this question and define
restraint as a self-imposed limitation on the use of violence, despite the existence or
the possibility of pursuing such capability. This definition both highlights the
capability requirement for restraint and is agnostic to whether there is an original
intention to use violence or not. In other words, restraint can be exercised as the
product of a purely rational cost-benefit calculation, where an original intention
to use violence is disregarded due to its disproportionate costs. Alternatively,
norms of restraint may be embedded in societies, institutions, and organisational
cultures so that armed groups do not even consider resorting to violence in some
contexts or using specific means or methods of war.

While this nuanced definition of restraint clarifies its core properties, it does
not yet explain its variation. Armed actors may limit violence for very different
reasons and through distinct mechanisms. Some forms of restraint are deliberate
and strategic, others embedded in institutions, and still others rooted in
internalised norms.

Rationales for restraint: a two-dimensional
analytical framework

To capture this variation systematically, this section develops an analytical
framework of limitations on the use of violence along two dimensions: the
underlying rationale for restraint and the degree to which such limitations are
embedded in institutions and social structures.

In the first dimension of the framework, I distinguish three broad rationales
for the limitation of violence, namely, instrumental calculation, normative
commitment, and material limitation. In the case of instrumental and normative
rationales, the limitation of violence constitutes the preferred outcome, albeit for
different purposes and through distinct mechanisms. Yet, material rationales
entail the reduction of violence in circumstances where such limitation is not the

234 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



intended outcome. Because the reduced violence is not the preferred outcome, I
use the term “constraint” to distinguish these cases from “restraint” (cf. McQuinn
etal, 2021: 802-3). The main distinction between restraint and constraint lies in
their underlying logics: restraint is motivated by the anticipated benefits of
limiting violence, whereas material constraint arises when the costs of employing
violence are prohibitively high or otherwise impracticable. Although constraint is
analytically distinct from restraint, the two must still be examined alongside
because they often interact and are confounded empirically.

These rationales correspond to logics of consequence and appropriateness
(March & Olsen, 1989, 2011), while also incorporating material and
organisational conditions that delimit what actors are capable of doing.
Explanations for restraint, such as emotional aversion, ideological doctrine, or
organisational hierarchy, are best understood as mechanisms operating within
these broader logics. Emotions, for instance, may facilitate norm internalisation
or shape cost perceptions (Petersen, 2002); ideology can specify moral
boundaries or strategic doctrines (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998; Wood, 2003); and
organisational structures mediate discipline and control, affecting either
incentive structures or material capacity (Kalyvas, 2006; Humphreys & Weinstein,
2006; Weinstein, 2007).

The second dimension of the framework captures the degree of
organisational embeddedness, that is, the degree to which these underlying logics
are reflected in routines, institutional arrangements, and collective identities.
Rather than treating restraint as a series of discrete decisions, this dimension
emphasises how patterns of action become stabilised through processes of
institutionalisation and socialisation. Institutionalisation refers to the
incorporation of restraint into formal rules, standard operating procedures,
training regimes, monitoring mechanisms, and chains of command, thereby
reducing reliance on ad hoc discretion (March & Olsen, 1989, 2011). Socialisation,
by contrast, concerns the internalisation of norms and identities through which
restraint becomes taken for granted as appropriate conduct, rather than
continuously recalculated (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998; Checkel, 2005).

For analytical clarity, the ideal types of restraint are classified as either
contingent, characterised by low levels of embeddedness, or embedded, marked
by high levels of embeddedness. In embedded types of restraint, limitations on
violence are reproduced through organisational habit, professional norms, and
collective self-understandings, echoing practice-oriented approaches that
highlight the routinisation of security practices (Pouliot, 2008). By contrast,
contingent types of restraint remain conditional on leadership choice, situational
incentives, or immediate pressures, and are therefore more vulnerable to
reversal. Conceptually distinguishing between contingent and embedded forms
of restraint thus allows the framework to capture not only why violence is limited,
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but also how deeply such limitations are institutionalised and stabilised over
time.

In this sense, the framework distinguishes analytically between the
rationales of restraint and its level of institutionalisation and socialisation,
allowing the same rationale to manifest as either situational and contingent or
more durable and taken-for-granted. Taken together, these dimensions yield four
ideal types of restraint and two types of constraint, as summarised in Table 1
below.

Methodologically, the framework is best understood as a multidimensional
conceptual typology aimed at concept formation and analytic differentiation (e.g.
Elman, 2005; Goertz, 2006; Collier et al., 2012). Rather than treating restraint as
a unitary category, it disaggregates the concept along two dimensions in order to
avoid conceptual stretching and to distinguish restraint from adjacent forms of
constraint (e.g. Sartori, 1970; Collier & Mahon, 1993). In this sense, the
framework helps organise empirical observation, sharpen the link between
concepts and measures, and generate expectations about the durability, scope,
and breakdown of different ways in which actors limit violence (Adcock & Collier,
2001; Collier et al., 2012).

Table 1. A two-dimensional framework of restraint and constraint.

instrumental normative material

contingent calculated restraint principled restraint incidental constraint

institutionalised . . . . .
embedded . internalised restraint systemic constraint
restraint

The framework is best understood as a heuristic tool to help distinguish between
the different pathways through which restraint emerges. These pathways may
overlap, interact, and shift over time in empirical cases. Its analytical value lies in
distinguishing the underlying rationales for restraint from the question of
whether it is deliberately pursued, as well as in differentiating forms of restraint
from material constraints that limit violence. This is important because similar
patterns of limited violence may arise from very different underlying logics, with
different implications for their durability, scope, and likely breakdown. The
framework therefore makes it possible to theorise hybrid and shifting
configurations of restraint in armed conflict.
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Calculated restraint

Calculated restraint entails the contingent, instrumental limitation on the use of
violence. In this case, there is an original incentive to use violence, which is
counterposed by other incentives for restraint. In this sense, calculated restraint
may include negotiated settlements in armed conflicts and attempts to contain
escalation. Calculated restraint, however, may serve a purpose only for a specific
period, and armed groups may resort to violence whenever restraint is no longer
beneficial. For example, the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, signed by Germany and the
Soviet Union in 1939, was a non-aggression agreement, i.e. a mutual commitment
to restraint. This pact ensured the Soviet Union would not interfere when
Germany invaded Poland in September 1939. However, in 1941, when German
military gains were somewhat consolidated in Western Europe, Germany
launched an attack against the Soviet Union, known as Operation Barbarossa,
which became the largest land invasion in history (Stahel, 2009: 33-95). This
dynamic is also evident in civil wars, where it accounts for shifting allegiances
between armed groups for instrumental reasons, as seen, for instance, in Syria
(Schwab, 2021) and Afghanistan (Christia, 2012).

Importantly, calculated restraint may also capitalise on the perception of
legality or morality for restraint, such as when armed groups signal compliance
with international norms to secure external support from human rights-
conscious foreign actors (Salehyan et al, 2014) or limit violence to avoid
sanctions (Cohen et al, 2024). Likewise, Mark Berlin and Stephen Rangazas
(2023), going against the “violent outbidding” theory (e.g. Vogt et al., 2021), argue
that armed groups may strategically limit, rather than escalate, violence during
competition to differentiate themselves from rivals. In doing so, they can carve
out a niche of supporters that differs from that of their rivals and avoid the
negative backlash that may result from violent escalation. In order to advertise
their relative moderation, armed groups may restrict violence against civilians
and moderate their rhetoric (see also Polo & Welsh, 2024).

In these cases, restraint is calculated to the extent that the armed group does
not believe in the moral grounds for restraint. This is evident, for example, in this
account of the Nordic Resistance Movement (NRM), an extremist organisation
that accepts political violence in principle, but restricts its use in the present for
strategic reasons:

The NRM leadership makes clear that more
extreme forms of violence (the use of guns and
explosives, etc.) are not suitable in the present
situation, and that such modes of violence should be
put on hold for a future revolutionary situation or
when the great racial war breaks out. [...] Although
the use of guns and explosives is (temporarily)
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banned by the NRM, preparations for such violence
are condoned, as a future race war is considered
inevitable (Bjgrgo & Ravndal, 2020: 40).

Institutionalised restraint

Institutionalised restraint can be defined as the routinised limitation of violence
that emerges when deliberate restrictions, initially imposed for instrumental
reasons, become embedded within organisational rules, practices, and structures.
It is sustained through mechanisms such as rules of engagement, command
hierarchies, training, and equipment policies, which make certain forms of
violence practically unavailable to specific actors within the organisation (e.g.
Benbenisty & Luria, 2021; Kirisci & Kocaman, 2022). Nuclear weapons offer a
good example. The authorisation to use nuclear weapons is usually held at the
highest levels of political decision-making (e.g. Blair, 2020). At those levels,
nuclear warfare is laden with deliberate instrumental, normative, and material
incentives for restraint. However, the mere consideration of using nuclear
weapons is virtually out of reach for lower decision-making levels. Another
example includes riot control police units equipped primarily with “less-lethal”
munitions. For the police officers in the shield line, lethal violence is technically
not an option.

As with other forms of restraint, it is often difficult in practice to disentangle
the underlying motivations - whether instrumental, normative, or material - or
to determine whether restraint is exercised deliberately. By contrast, efforts to
produce institutionalised restraint are more readily observable, for instance
through the codification of restraint norms in doctrines and training.
Unsurprisingly, many studies employ such institutional measures as proxies for
restraint behaviour more broadly (e.g. Fazal & Konaev, 2019; Bell, 2021; Bell &
Terry, 2021).

It should be emphasised that institutionalised restraint is by no means
foolproof, as individuals frequently deviate from established norms. Returning to
the case of riot control police, although units may be equipped with so-called
“less-lethal” munitions, such as shotguns loaded with rubber bullets, and trained
to fire only at specific violent individuals and at prescribed distances and angles,
police officers have repeatedly misused these weapons. In several instances, they
have fired directly at the faces of peaceful protesters, resulting in deaths and
permanent disabilities (Al, 2023).

Principled restraint

Principled restraint is the deliberate decision to limit violence on moral grounds,
even if that might be counterproductive from an instrumental perspective.
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Intuitive examples of principled restraint include efforts to avoid civilian harm in
armed conflict, such as calling off an attack or warning civilians beforehand, and
allowing for enemy forces to escape. Alternatively, principled restraint may be
applied to specific types of violence that challenge the prevailing warrior ethos,
such as the use of the bow and arrow in Ancient Greece (Hanson, 2009: 15) and
in the medieval period (Mullins, 2023: 83-90), or shipborne artillery in the
transition from the Middle Ages to the Early Modern period in Europe (Warming,
2020). At that time, these weapons were perceived as cowardly or unfair to the
enemy and individuals and organisations actively resisted their use, even though
they provided clear tactical advantages.

Arguably, it was a display of principled restraint that stopped the My Lai
massacre in Vietnam in 1968. In the early morning of 16 March, the US Army’s
Charlie Company launched an assault on the hamlets of My Lai and My Khe,
anticipating resistance from Viet Cong fighters. But there was no resistance.
Despite this, American troops murdered up to 500 unarmed civilians and
committed numerous rapes. As he observed the ongoing massacre, Hugh
Thompson, a US Army helicopter pilot, decided to intervene on behalf of the
civilians and even threatened to fire on his fellow Americans to halt the massacre.
Michael Ray recounts:

As the massacre was taking place, Warrant Officer
Hugh Thompson was flying a scout helicopter at
low altitude above My Lai. Observing wounded
civilians, he marked their locations with smoke
grenades and radioed for troops on the ground to
proceed to those positions to administer medical
aid. After refueling, Thompson returned to My Lai
only to see that the wounded civilians subsequently
had been killed. Spotting a squad of U.S. soldiers
converging on more than a dozen women and
children, Thompson landed his helicopter between
the two groups. Thompson’s door gunner,
Lawrence Colburn, and his crew chief, Glenn
Andreotta, manned their weapons as Thompson
hailed other helicopters to join him in ferrying the
civilians to safety (Ray, 2023).

The episode is especially revealing because Thompson’s restraint operated
against, rather than within, the prevailing conduct of many soldiers on the ground.
The massacre was not simply a momentary breakdown of discipline, but reflected
a broader permissive environment in which violence against Vietnamese civilians
had become accepted, rationalised, or even internalised by some troops.
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Internalised restraint

When normative limitations to the exercise of violence are deeply embedded in
organisational cultures, values, and traditions, we may observe internalised
restraint. Consider, for example, when child soldiers attack professional troops.
According to most legal interpretations (e.g. Provost, 2016), killing a child soldier
who threatens one’s life or the life of others is permissible, at least as an instance
of self-defence. However, such a decision comes with serious moral
considerations, as put forward by General Roméo Dallaire:

As you stare at him, you picture yourself in a flash,
age ten, playing war games in the woods. For a split
second, you must decide your own fate, the fate of
villagers under your protection, and of those
children in front of you. Do you treat this person
aiming his weapon at you as a soldier or a child
(2011: 1-2)?

Absent a conscious moral deliberation, in this case, deciding not to shoot, or at
least not shoot to kill, may be considered a case of internalised restraint.

Dynamics of internalised restraint are also likely present in communities or
groups with strong social ties, such as family, kinship, ethnic, and religious ties.
For instance, in a comparative study of Kenya and Kyrgyzstan, Sarah Jenkins
(2020) finds that prior bonds of friendship, trust, and reciprocity hinder
interpersonal violence and foster restraint. This holds true even for interethnic
relations, as sustained interaction between different ethnic groups weakens and
dissolves us-them boundaries that underpin polarisation (Jenkins, 2020). At the
same time, internalised restraint does not necessarily depend on prior social ties.
Holocaust rescue literature suggests that some rescuers of Jews acted from
religious or moral convictions that framed protection as a duty, or simply as the
right thing to do, even when they had no close relationship with those they helped
(e.g. Oliner & Oliner, 1988). Internalised restraint may therefore stem both from
social bonds that humanise potential victims and from moral convictions that
make violence unacceptable.

Incidental constraint

Incidental constraint entails the deliberate limitation on the use of violence for
purely practical, material reasons. For example, it is an axiom in military thinking
that the exercise of violence is constrained by terrain and weather conditions (see,
e.g. Datz, 2004), often leading to “fighting seasons”. During both the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan (1979-1989) and the later US-led coalition operations
(2001-2021), the onset of winter resulted in a temporary reduction in military

240 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



activities (e.g. Bezhan, 2016). The extreme cold and rough terrain translated into
deliberate limited movement of troops and lower intensity of operations. Other
sources of material constraints include the lack of available human resources,
equipment and munitions, and reliable intelligence.

The Anglo-Irish War examples discussed above illustrate this logic well.
Planned ambushes sometimes failed to occur not because Volunteers exercised
restraint, but because British patrols did not appear, weather disrupted
operations, intelligence proved faulty, or unexpected circumstances made attack
impracticable (O Cathain, 2023). Incidental constraints may therefore appear
either as deliberate adaptation or as inadvertent failure. Combatants can, and
sometimes do, push through adverse terrain, harsh weather, or limited resources
if they choose to do so. Yet they may also scale back, postpone, or fail to execute
violence because such conditions render its exercise impracticable. In both cases,
whether opting to wait until the rain ceases or attempting to proceed and falling
short, the limitation of violence reflects incidental constraint rather than
restraint.

Systemic constraint

Systemic constraint is the limitation on the use of violence for material reasons
which are embedded in organisational and societal structures. Most intuitively,
systemic constraint occurs when an armed group refrains from using a particular
form of violence due to factors such as a lack of access to weapons and
ammunition or limited technical expertise required for their employment.
Another example is the automatic choice of means and methods of war to avoid
an excessive use of resources, i.e. an “overkill”. For example, in most cases, a key
weapon system such as an anti-aircraft gun should not be used against ground
targets, or, in a more contemporary example, a Patriot missile would not be used
against a cheap artisanal drone. This decision to reserve this type of weapon for
particular, high-value targets, such as enemy aircraft or an incoming ballistic
missile, is often embedded in technical guidance and training.

Systemic constraints are particularly relevant for autonomous weapons
systems. In ethical and operational examinations of such weapons, there is
frequent discussion about how certain platforms cannot perform beyond
predefined technical roles. For instance, many unmanned aerial vehicles can fly
autonomously, but cannot fire weapons without a human pulling the trigger (e.g.
Caron, 2019; Boulanin et al.,, 2020). These design features inherently limit the
scope of violence such systems can exercise, functioning as systemic constraints.
Although these limitations are introduced for instrumental and normative
reasons, from the perspective of the system itself the constraint remains purely
systemic.
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In a telling example of how systemic constraints shape violence and
restraint, Ryan Van Wie and Jacob Walden (2023) investigate how mechanised
forces shaped patterns of civilian casualties during Operation Iraqi Freedom.
Contrary to the common assumption that armour increases lethality and
collateral damage (Lyall & Wilson, 2009), they develop an “armoured restraint”
theory, arguing that enhanced protection and crew dynamics can actually
promote a more disciplined use of force. At the crew level, tactical dynamics
influenced restraint in three key ways. First, precision weaponry mounted on
tanks and armoured vehicles allowed crews to engage more selectively than
dismounted troops relying on suppressive fire. Second, hierarchical fire-
authorisation chains meant that only vehicle commanders could approve the use
of lethal force, introducing deliberate target identification and discrimination.
Third, armoured protection gave crews “tactical patience”, reducing the stress of
immediate survival and affording them time to assess threats and consider risks
to nearby civilians. Together, these dynamics helped mechanised units act with
greater restraint in combat, lowering the incidence of government-caused civilian
casualties compared to dismounted infantry (Van Wie & Walden, 2023).

Overlapping and interacting types of restraint

The categories in the framework are unlikely to appear in their pure forms. In
practice, restraint often reflects a combination of instrumental, normative, and
material motivations, as well as contingent and embedded processes. In the same
event, for example, a soldier may follow a rule out of habit or training
(institutionalised restraint), regard restraint as morally right (principled
restraint), and lack the material capacity to escalate violence (systemic
constraint). Precisely because these forms may coexist in practice, distinguishing
them analytically remains important.

Instrumental incentives, driven by strategic calculations, may encourage
restraint when using violence is seen as counterproductive to achieving specific
objectives. This can align with normative incentives, where ethical or
humanitarian considerations promote non- or less-violent alternatives, especially
when civilian harm is a concern. As discussed above, the perception of moral or
legal behaviour has instrumental consequences, such as securing support or
maintaining internal cohesion (Renic, 2024). However, these incentives are not
always in perfect harmony. For instance, strategic imperatives, such as group
survival, will often override moral concerns.

To illustrate this point, Raquel da Silva and Ana Sofia Ferreira (2020)
examine the trajectories of three radical left armed organisations in Portugal - the
Portuguese Communist Party’s armed wing Armed Revolutionary Action, the
Revolutionary Brigades, and the Popular Forces 25 April (FP-25). While the first
two groups avoided lethal violence under Estado Novo, framing it as both
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counterproductive to mobilising support and morally or ideologically
unacceptable, FP-25 in the 1980s adopted discriminate lethal violence against
specific targets such as employers or state officials, while still rejecting
indiscriminate attacks. Da Silva and Ferreira show that restraint was never
grounded solely in either strategic calculation or moral conviction but emerged
from a shifting interplay between the two. Militants justified restraint through
fears of alienating supporters and undermining legitimacy, but also through
ethical and ideological commitments to valuing life. Disentangling instrumental
from normative drivers of restraint was challenging, as both logics were tightly
intertwined and constantly reshaped by Portugal’s changing socio-political
context (da Silva & Ferreira, 2020).

Restraint amid violence

The framework developed in the previous section distinguishes limitations of
violence according to their underlying logics and degree of embeddedness. Yet
these ideal types of restraint and constraint do not operate only at an abstract
level. They become visible in how violence is exercised, limited, redirected, or
withheld across different means and methods, targets, organisational levels, and
across time and space. This section therefore shows how restraint shapes the
variation of violence.

Type and target of violence

Different forms of violence entail distinct benefits, costs, and normative
frameworks. Consequently, actors may exercise different forms of restraint or be
subject to different constraints depending on the type and target of violence at
stake. Calculated or principled restraint may limit some means and methods of
warfare, while institutionalised or internalised restraint may render others less
thinkable or less available. Likewise, incidental or systemic constraints may
restrict some forms of violence more than others.

Previous scholarship has emphasised that armed groups employ distinct
repertoires of violence for different reasons (e.g. Hoover Green, 2012; Gutiérrez-
Sanin & Wood, 2017; Manekin, 2020; Gutiérrez Sanin, 2022). Key differences in
means and methods include the distinction between lethal and non-lethal
violence, as well as divergent notions of what constitutes legitimate or illegitimate
forms of violence. For example, in examining restraint in High Medieval Europe,
Simon Lebouteiller and Louisa Taylor (2023: 4) stress that “the decision to
moderate or restrain violent behaviour did not preclude the use of violence in all
cases. In some it simply modified it.” Highly visible and symbolic forms of violence,
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such as ceremonial executions, were reserved for particular crimes, notably
treason (White, 2023). By contrast, less violent punishments, including exile
(Tafjord, 2023), ransom (Mullins, 2023: 66-71), and even pardons (Maclnnes,
2023), were often applied to members of the nobility as a means of preserving
cohesion within the aristocratic order. In such cases, violence is not simply
reduced but redirected across repertoires. Depending on the underlying
rationale, this may reflect principled restraint, when some practices are seen as
inappropriate, calculated restraint, when moderation preserves order, or
institutionalised restraint, when such distinctions become routinised within
established systems of punishment.

The type and intensity of violence often vary with the identity of the target,
and so too do the forms of restraint and constraint that apply. Illustrations include
police brutality against Black citizens in the United States, or the
institutionalisation of torture, extrajudicial detention, and killings in the so-called
“War on Terror,” frequently targeting Muslims. Put differently, one could argue
that the police and military exercise restraint in their treatment of White citizens
in the United States and abroad. Similarly, while most of Gaza’s principal mosques
have been destroyed since the conflict started in 2023, its sole Catholic church
was struck only in July 2025. Following the incident, the Israel Defence Forces
issued an apology and attributed the strike to an “unintentional deviation of
munitions” (da Silva, 2025). In such cases, the identity of the target conditions the
type of violence inflicted. Actors may exercise greater restraint towards some
categories of persons while abandoning it towards others. Such variation may
stem from principled or internalised restraint towards protected or valued
groups, calculated restraint towards audiences whose treatment carries
reputational consequences, or the absence of such restraints where targets are
dehumanised or excluded from the relevant moral community.

Alternatively, perpetrators may impose their own limits on the means and
methods of violence they are willing to employ. Early cultural and religious
traditions - such as conflict-resolution norms in African customary law (e.g. Welty
et al,, 2019), the Arabic chivalric ideal (e.g. Algase, 1977), or the Hindu Code of
Manu (Manu, 2004) - consistently emphasised the protection of innocents in war,
typically defined as women, children, and the elderly. Over time, international law
has progressively broadened this category of those entitled to special protection
to include

[...] wounded, sick and shipwrecked members of
the armed forces who have ceased to take part in
the hostilities; prisoners of war; civilian persons
who because of a conflict or occupation are in the
power of a Party whose nationality they do not
possess; medical and religious personnel;
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parlementaires?; civil defence personnel; [and]
personnel assigned to the protection of cultural
property (ICRC, 2025).

While international humanitarian law provides a formal framework for
permissible conduct in war, different types of restraint may also
operate selectively within otherwise highly violent repertoires. Even
ostensibly unrestrained armed actors may therefore refrain from certain
practices, either because such forms of violence violate established norms or
because they are deemed counterproductive. For example, the Nazis prohibited
the rape of Jewish women by German soldiers even as they sought to
exterminate the Jewish population, in order to avoid defiling the Aryan race
(McQuinn et al., 2021: 803). Similarly, Colombian  paramilitary  groups
carried out massacres, dismemberments, and the burning of entire
villages, yet refrained from using landmines, which were perceived by them as
being “guerrilla” weapons and thus not fitting their repertoire of violence
(Garbino, 2024).

Nowadays, the main distinction regarding targeting is between combatants
and non-combatants, as well as military objectives and civilian objects. However,
more or less restraint can be exercised against some combatants but not others.
For instance, the Wehrmacht generally observed more restraint against Western
Allied prisoners-of-war (e.g. British and American), treating them in closer
accordance with the Geneva Conventions, while showing far less
restraint towards Soviet soldiers, who were starved, executed, or subjected to
brutal forced labour. Both were “legitimate” combatants, but restraint varied
based on ideology and racial hierarchy (Datner, 1964). Similarly, the behaviour
of US soldiers during World War II also differed between fronts. In the Pacific
front, the Japanese were portrayed as subhuman, treacherous, and fanatically
alien, drawing on colonial-era notions of “Yellow Peril” and cultural inferiority.
Among other patterns of behaviour, this might have led to the practice of
collecting skulls of dead enemy Japanese soldiers by American troops,
something they did not do against the Germans in Europe (Dower, 2012).

In the context of violence against civilians, the existing literature has
largely concentrated on lethal violence (Balcells & Stanton 2021: 47-49), such as
killings, massacres, and bombings, which is commonly divided into three
categories: selective, group-selective, and indiscriminate. Selective violence
occurs when individuals are targeted for what they have done or are expected
to do, such as providing intelligence or support to the enemy (e.g. Kalyvas,
2006). It may also be directed against innocent civilians as a means of
threatening or punishing the actual targets, such as the relatives of a
collaborator. Group-selective violence, by contrast, targets individuals on the
basis of their membership in a particular

1 A person authorised by the military authorities to enter into direct parleys with the enemy, usually to negotiate a military
convention.
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ethnic, national, or political community. This form of violence often seeks to
control hostile populations, whether by forcing displacement, coercing enemy
authorities through harm to their constituents, or, in its most extreme
manifestation, eliminating the group altogether, as in genocide. Finally,
indiscriminate violence is directed at individuals or groups without regard to
their behaviour, attitudes, or affiliations. It is most frequently employed to
intimidate and impose order upon populations under the control of an armed
group (e.g. Kalyvas, 2006; Gutiérrez-Sanin & Wood, 2017).

These categories are analytically useful not only for classifying violence, but
also for identifying variation in restraint and constraint. Armed actors may
display calculated restraint by avoiding indiscriminate violence that alienates
civilians, principled or internalised restraint by rejecting particular targets or
techniques, or incidental and systemic constraints that limit the feasibility of
some forms of attack more than others.

Level and actor

A sniper releasing the trigger upon noticing an innocent bystander behind the
target, the hour-long ceasefire between frontline units to recover bodies, or the
commander-in-chief’s order to withdraw troops to enable peace negotiations, all
exemplify restraint in armed conflict, albeit at different levels. These may take the
form of principled restraint at the individual level, calculated restraint at the
strategic level, institutionalised restraint within organisations, internalised
restraint through socialisation, or incidental and systemic constraint where
material conditions restrict the use of force. Indeed, in his theorisation of the
drivers of restraint in genocide, Straus (2006, 2012, 2015) identifies distinct
factors operating across multiple levels.

At the micro-level, individuals often refrain from violence because of moral
values, empathy, and everyday norms of solidarity that make harming innocents
abhorrent, suggesting principled or internalised restraint; as well as self-interest,
since violence disrupts mutual benefit systems and invites revenge, which may
foster calculated or institutionalised restraint (Collins, 2008: 25; Monroe, 2011).

At the meso-level, intra-group or organisational-level processes and
dynamics (Busher et al., 2019, 2023; Ellefsen & Busher, 2020) can limit escalation
through strategic, moral, identity-based, and organisational logics, thereby
fostering calculated, principled, institutionalised, or internalised restraint, and at
times shading into constraint when structural features materially limit violent
capacity. Likewise, inter-group institutions such as trade, marriage practices, and
local codes of conduct can foster cooperation and limit conflict, often generating
institutionalised or internalised restraint (Fearon & Laitin, 1996; Jha, 2008: 4;
Chirot & McCauley, 2010). In addition, civil society organisations, such as
churches and NGOs, may promote tolerance, transmit information to
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international actors, or mobilise against violence, increasing incentives for
instrumental restraints and material constraints. Rebel groups dependent on
local civilian support, as opposed to resource-rich opportunistic groups, have
incentives to restrain violence (Weinstein, 2007), and political parties may also
act as brakes when their electoral survival depends on minority support
(Wilkinson, 2004).

At the macro-level, restraint often arises from the recognition of costs of
violence, pointing to calculated restraint. For instance, genocide and mass killing
carry economic, political, and reputational consequences, from disrupted
agriculture and industry to international sanctions and prosecution (Straus,
2012). States whose revenue depends on violence-sensitive sectors such as
farming or manufacturing, or where middle classes and economic elites push for
stability, are more likely to moderate violence. Democratic institutions, by
constraining executive authority, can reinforce institutionalised and even
internalised restraint, as can national ideologies that emphasise pluralism and
tolerance rather than exclusionary nationalism (Harff, 2003: 65). Finally,
international factors, including peacekeeping (e.g. Fjelde et al., 2019), sanctions
and judicial accountability (e.g. Blanchard & Ripsman, 1999; Babi¢ & Joki¢, 2002;
Cohen et al,, 2024), or media coverage (e.g. Breslawski, 2021), can strengthen
calculated restraint, while in some cases limited state capacity itself acts not as
restraint but as incidental or systemic constraints, as regimes may lack the
organisational means to sustain large-scale mass Kkilling (e.g. Robinson &
Acemoglu, 2006: 29).

As an illustration of individual-level restraint, Steven Windisch and
colleagues’ study (2020), based on life-history interviews with 91 former US
white supremacists, examines how individuals judged the legitimacy of extreme
violence. The findings show that restraint was shaped by moral boundaries (e.g.
reluctance to harm children or “innocent bystanders”), emotional and cognitive
inhibitions (fear, anxiety, or hesitation), and pragmatic considerations (such as
the risks of imprisonment, recruitment setbacks, or reputational costs to the
movement). Yet some respondents rationalised homicidal violence under
particular conditions, including perceived self-defence in a holy race war or a
divine mandate, although these justifications remained contested. Overall, even
within extremist milieus that value violence, violence was limited due to the
interplay of principled, internalised, and calculated restraints (Windisch et al.,
2020).

Similarly, Donald Holbrook’s study (2020), based on thousands of
intercepted Telegram messages exchanged in 2014 among members of the so-
called Turnup Terror Squad, examines how young British men who endorsed
jihad nonetheless expressed doubts about the scope and legitimacy of violence.
Restraint emerged through moral concerns, such as discomfort with public
beheadings carried out by the Islamic State (IS) and debates over the
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permissibility of targeting women, children, or fellow Muslims. Personal ties also
introduced hesitation, as family opposition and friends’ criticism provoked
reflection, even if not decisive. Uncertainty about religious knowledge and
authority further contributed to hesitation, particularly regarding doctrines like
takfir? and the justification of violence. These doubts did not preclude violent
action, as the core members still advanced plans for an IS-inspired attack. Still,
they shaped how violence was imagined, justified, and sometimes redirected.
Here too, restraint operated less as an absolute prohibition than as a force that
qualified, delayed, or redirected violence, combining principled concerns,
emerging internalised limits, and strategic calculation (Holbrook, 2020).

Furthermore, the same type of violence may be subject to different forms of
restraint or constraint depending on the level of analysis. For instance, civil
society advocated the ban on anti-personnel landmines primarily on moral
grounds, thereby fostering principled restraint (Rutherford, 2000). In most
countries, political authorities have accepted the ban on a combination of
normative and instrumental grounds, likely favouring calculated restraint, such
as gaining international legitimacy or reputational benefits (e.g.
Fracalossi de Moraes, 2025). Militaries of state parties to the treaty, then,
complying with the ban, destroyed stockpiles and institutionalised this form of
restraint in doctrine and training. Finally, for the foot soldier who is never issued
an anti-personnel mine and never trained in its use, the non-employment of such
weapons constitutes an embedded constraint.

Time and space

Lastly, restraint and constraint also vary across space and time, when violence is
used in some places but not others, or at some moments, but not others. And this
variation may stem from instrumental, normative, or material rationales, and may
be more or less embedded in organisations.

Regarding spatial variation, several scholars have theorised on how
territorial control shapes violence and restraint (e.g. Kalyvas, 2006; de la Calle,
2017; Welsh, 2022; Gutiérrez-Sanin, 2022). For instance, Kai M. Thaler (2024)
examines the Frente Sandinista de Liberaciéon Nacional (FSLN) in Nicaragua to
understand patterns of violence and restraint during civil war. He finds that,
compared to domestic rivals, the FSLN generally exhibited restraint in violence
against civilians due to its ideological commitment to discipline and protection.
However, significant violence occurred in contested regions where the FSLN had
weaker territorial control, fewer civilian ties, and lower discipline, supporting
contestation and command-and-control theories (Thaler, 2024). Spatial variation

2 The takfir doctrine in violent jihadism is the belief that Muslims who do not adhere to a group’s strict interpretation of Islam
can be declared apostates (infidels) and thus legitimately targeted for violence.

248 | UNEARTHING RESTRAINT



therefore does not simply indicate more or less restraint in the abstract; it may
reflect shifts between calculated restraint, internalised or institutionalised
restraint, and the weakening of these forms under conditions of contested control.

In another example, Hay’at Tahrir al-Sham (HTS) in Syria exercised restraint
by deliberately narrowing the geographical scope of its operations. Initially
rooted in al-Qa‘ida’s transnational project, HTS progressively severed its ties with
the global jihadist network and abandoned the “far enemy” agenda. From 2016
onwards, it rebranded itself and concentrated on consolidating control in north-
western Syria, particularly Idlib, prioritising governance, service provision, and
negotiations with local and regional actors such as Turkey. This “downward scale
shift” is best understood primarily as calculated restraint: a strategic narrowing
of violence and operational scope in order to avoid external attack, preserve local
legitimacy, and secure organisational survival (Carenzi, 2020).

Temporal markers can also shape restraint. Xin Nong and Chun-Ying Wu
(2024) show thatreligious holidays such as Ramadan create competing incentives
for rebel groups in the Philippines, Thailand, and Indonesia. Holidays may lower
coordination costs for attacks, but also raise the social and reputational costs of
violence during sacred periods. Whether restraint holds therefore depends
heavily on organisational capacity. Centralised groups can enforce temporary
restraint, while looser organisations may fail to control rank-and-file fighters.
Similar dynamics appear in other conflicts. The 1914 Christmas Truce on the
Western Front, when British and German soldiers temporarily fraternised and
suspended fighting in parts of the line (Crocker, 2015), illustrates how sacred time
can generate localised and informal restraint even without strategic agreement
from above. By contrast, Easter truce proposals in the Russia-Ukraine war since
2022 show the limits of such temporal restraint when trust and enforcement are
weak. The UN Secretary-General called for an Orthodox Easter humanitarian
pause in 2022, while Easter ceasefires in 2025 and 2026 were announced or
accepted but quickly accompanied by mutual accusations of violations (e.g.
Besheer, 2022; Papachristou, 2025; Gatopoulos et al., 2026). Temporal variation
therefore matters, but sacred dates produce durable restraint only when symbolic
incentives are backed by organisational control, credible commitment, or local
willingness to suspend violence.

The empirical illustrations above underscore a central claim of this article:
restraint and constraint are neither absolute nor static but relational and context-
dependent. Calculated, principled, institutionalised, internalised, incidental, and
systemic limits on violence operate through different logics, interact with one
another, and vary across type and target of violence, actor and level, and time and
space. Recognising this complexity enables a more precise distinction between
intentional self-limitation and mechanical incapacity, between contingent and
embedded limitations, and between normative commitment and instrumental
calculation.
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Conclusion

This article has argued that restraint is both pervasive and constitutive of armed
conflict. Rather than the absence of violence, restraint regulates how violence is
exercised, organised, and legitimised. The analytical framework developed here
conceptualises limitations on violence along two dimensions: the underlying
rationale for limiting force (i.e. instrumental, normative, or material) and the
degree to which such limitations are embedded in organisational routines and
social norms (i.e. contingent or embedded). Combining these dimensions yields
four ideal types of restraint (i.e. calculated, institutionalised, principled, and
internalised) and two forms of constraint (i.e. incidental and systemic). By
distinguishing preference-based self-limitation from material limitations, and by
separating contingent from embedded forms, the framework clarifies how
violence is structured, moderated, and stabilised in practice across armed actors
and settings.

As such, this article adds analytical leverage beyond existing approaches in
three main respects. First, it captures variation in how violence is regulated by
distinguishing different configurations of institutionalisation and socialisation,
rather than reducing restraint to deliberate moderation or legal compliance. This
shifts attention from whether violence occurs to how it is organised, embedded,
and normalised within particular actors and contexts. Second, this approach
enables multi-level analysis by linking individual dispositions, organisational
routines, and broader structural environments within a unified analytical
framework. Third, by distinguishing restraint from adaptive and embedded
constraints, it clarifies how material and technological conditions interact with
organisational embedding and normative internalisation to shape patterns of
violence. In doing so, it offers a perspective in which instrumental incentives,
norms, and material capabilities are understood as mutually conditioning
dimensions of how violence is structured and limited.

The implications of this framework extend beyond theory. Different
combinations of underlying rationales and degrees of embeddedness suggest
distinct pathways for intervention and policy. Where restraint is primarily
calculated and contingent, external incentive structures, such as sanctions,
reputational pressures, or conditional assistance, may strengthen instrumental
reasons to limit violence. Where principled restraint exists but remains weakly
embedded, efforts can focus on institutionalisation through doctrine, training,
clearer rules of engagement, oversight mechanisms, and procurement choices
that routinise limits on force. Where restraint is already embedded, whether
institutionalised or internalised, reinforcing organisational safeguards and
professional identities can enhance its durability across leadership changes and
strategic shocks. Beyond preference-based restraint, policymakers can also shape
material conditions. Incidental constraints may be influenced through logistical
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planning, force posture, and operational design that reduce opportunities for
escalation in specific contexts. Systemic constraints, in turn, can be engineered
into technologies, command architectures, and weapon systems that structurally
narrow the range of available violent options. Importantly, interventions at one
level may generate spillover effects at others. Institutional reforms at the
organisational level can, over time, foster internalisation among individuals.
Conversely, strong normative socialisation at the individual or community level
can pressure organisations to codify and institutionalise restraint. Similarly,
material constraints introduced through technology or resource allocation may
gradually reshape strategic calculations and normative expectations about what
forms of violence are acceptable or feasible. Recognising these cross-level
dynamics underscores that restraint is not fixed, but can be cultivated, eroded, or
transformed through interacting institutional, normative, and material processes.
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