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Lecture 2.  The Civilian Targeting Index (CTI) 

 

Recall that the DWI sidesteps the question of intention, focusing on what armed 
actors actually do rather than what they intend to do. 

 

There are two advantages to this: 

1.  Intentions are often difficult to determine from the outside so it is 
convenient (for analysts) not to have to worry about intentions. 

2. Intentions may be military, yet civilian fatalities can be a predictable 
outcome of actions undertaken in pursuit of these military objective.  (For 
example, aerial bombing of military targets often causes a lot of civilian 
casualties.)  The DWI does not let actors off the hook simply because they 
may have had good intentions. 

 

Yet sometimes we do have pretty good evidence that armed actors really intend 
to target civilians.  It is useful to bring this information into play whenever 
possible, which is what we a try to do with the Civilian Targeting Index (CTI). 

  



2 
 

We merge together three datasets, all maintained by the Uppsala Conflict Data 
Program: 

1.  UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset – This records deaths in “battles” i.e., 
events in which two armed groups fight with each other.  A quirk of the 
battle-death concept is that one of the armed groups has to be a state (i.e, 
a country) for deaths to qualify as battle deaths.  If, for example, you have 
two tribes (neither of which represents a state) fighting with each other, 
then the deaths in these events get pushed into category 3 (below).   

2. UCDP One-Sided Violence Dataset – These are deaths in events for which 
just one armed group does all the killing.  Since the people killed are not 
able to defend themselves deaths in this category can be viewed as 
intentional killings of civilians. 

3. UCDP Non-State Conflict Dataset – Basically the same as category 1 except 
that none of the groups involved in these incidents can be a state 

 

The above descriptions are short and sweet.  The reality of the coding is that it is 
complicated and there are many subtleties which I have to gloss over in this 
lecture.  We will discuss these subtleties in the seminar.  To prepare consult: 

1. The “Materials and Methods” section of the CTI paper. 
2. The “Crunching Corpse Counts…” paper assigned for the seminar 

 

 

  

http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/�
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/�
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/datasets/ucdp_battle-related_deaths_dataset/�
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/datasets/ucdp_one-sided_violence_dataset/�
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/datasets/ucdp_non-state_conflict_dataset_/�
http://www.plosone.org/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0023976#s4�
http://duckofminerva.blogspot.co.uk/2011/10/crunching-corpse-counts-rejoinder-by.html�
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We organize everything by group.  For each group in each year, 2002-2007 we 
have battle deaths, one-sided deaths (civilian targeting) and non-state deaths.  
There are also a few pieces of basic information such as where the group operates 
and whether or not it is a state group.   

 

There are 226 groups, 43 state and 183 non-state. 

 

The CTI for each group is defined as: 

 

100x
deathsnonstatedeathsbattledeathssidedOne

deathssidedOne
++−

−  

 

In other words, the CTI for a group is simply the percentage of total deaths 
associated with the group that are one-sided deaths (i.e., intentional civilian 
targeting).  So, for example, if a group has a CTI of 100 then this group has only 
one-sided deaths on its account.  If the CTI is 0 then the group has only battle 
and/or non-state deaths.   When the CTI is between 0 and 100 then there are 
both one-sided deaths and battle/non-state deaths.    
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Figure 1. Global comparison of fatalities associated with actors in armed conflict 
during 2002–2007. 

 

Total number of direct fatalities associated with an actor (from battle-deaths and 
civilian targeting) is plotted against the proportion of total fatalities that was from 
the actor's civilian targeting, termed the Civilian Targeting Index (CTI). Lines show 
fitted linear regressions for state actors (in red) and non-state actors (in black) 
that carried out civilian targeting (actor's CTI>0). 

 

Figure 1 displays the data in a convenient way.  Actors in the upper-right corner 
are isolated as the worst performers.  You can inspect the graph in minute detail if 
you view it online at PLoSOne (click on “View all figures” and then down load the 
original image as a TIFF file). 

http://www.plosone.org/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0023976�
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Here are some key take-home points: 

 

First, the majority (61%) of all formally organized actors in armed conflict during 
2002-2007 refrained from killing civilians in deliberate, direct targeting.  This 
comes straight from looking at the data. 

 

Second, actors were more likely to have carried out some degree of civilian 
targeting (CTI >0), as opposed to none (CTI = 0), if they participated in armed 
conflict for three or more years rather than for one year.  This comes from logistic 
regression (Table 4 in the paper), which is basically like usual regression but 
adapted to the case for which the left-hand-side variable can take on just two 
possible values (in this case CTI > 0 or CTI = 0).  Note that this result says nothing 
at all about the extent to which groups target civilians once they have done so at 
least once (i.e., “crossed the line” into civilian targeting).   

 

Third, among actors that targeted civilians (there were 88 of them), those that 
engaged in greater scales of armed conflict concentrated less of their lethal 
behavior into civilian targeting and more into involvement with battle fatalities.  
Also, those engaged for more than three years tended to have lower CTI’s. 

Fourth, an actor's likelihood and degree of targeting civilians was unaffected by 
whether it was a state or a non-state group. 

These last two points just follow from the regression lines shown in figure 1 and 
spelled out in Table 6 of the paper.  They suggest that there is a tradeoff between 
targeting civilians and engaging in battle.  An armed group may attempt to control 
territory by terrorizing, and hence controlling the civilian population.  
Alternatively, an armed group may try to control the territory by dominating 
competing armed groups attempting to operate in the area. 
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As part of her PhD dissertation here at RHUL Uih Ran Lee has now updated the 
main picture and analysis for the PLoSOne paper (next slide). 
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    Lesotho 
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                          Lebanon 

                Panama 

         Guinea-Bissau 

     Moldova 

  Nicaragua 

                  

Note: Only state actors are labelled. 

* A state actor associated with a non-state actor 

** Comprising US as a sole actor as well as a joint actor (i.e. US associated with UK and Australia) 
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SPLM/A (Sudan) 
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Cambodia 

25                      100                                    1,000                                  10,000                                100,000               519,513 

, 

, 

1      2         3                      4                       5               6*     

Note: Non-state actors with CTIs greater than 0 are labelled. Among the actors with CTIs of 0, only the ones with more than 10,000 total fatalities are labelled (EPLF and EPRDF).   

 * The actors with CTIs of 100, presented in the box below, are categorised under each number that are bounded by red dots.   

    FAPC + FNI (DRC) 

    AAH (Iraq) 

    UPDS (India) 

3. Gazotan Murdash (Russia) 

    ACCU (Colombia) 

    Paz y Justicia (Mexico) 

    Salafia Jihadia (Morocco) 

    Mayi Mayi-Ngilima (DRC) 

    RCD-N + MLC + UPC (DRC) 

    AFL (Liberia) 

    Fedayeen Islam (Pakistan) 

    Lashkar-e-Taiba (India) 

    DHD (India) 

    Ampatuan Militia (Philippines) 

4. BLTF (India) 

    Interahamwe, ex-FAR (Rwanda) 

    RCD-CP (DRC) 

    Laskar Jihad (Indonesia) 

    RCD-LN (DRC) 

    Mungiki (Kenya) 

    Tawhid wal Jihad (Egypt) 

    Indian Mujahideen (India) 

    Jamaat Jund al-Sahaba (Iraq) 

    FNI + FRPI + RCD-K-ML (DRC) 

    Ranvir Sena (India) 

    Laskar Jihad (Indonesia) 

    FRPI (DRC)  

    Mayi Mayi-Chinja Chinja (DRC) 

    Rastas (Rwanda, DRC) 

    RTC (Chad) 

5. GICM (Spain) 

    Jemaah Islamiya (Indonesia) 

    MPGK (Mali) 

6. MAGRIVI + Interahamwe (DRC) 

    Lashkar-e-Jhangvi (Pakistan) 

    VHP (India) 

          •          State Actor 

          •          Non-state Actor 

                      Fitted Line for State Actors with CTI>0 

                      Fitted Line for Non-state Actors with CTI>0 


