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Indirect violence involving methods such as artillery shelling and aerial bombardment remains an underexplored
aspect of conflict, largely due to the rarity of disaggregated data. This article estimates the impact of such vio-
lence on civilians by analyzing how territorial contestation influenced civilian casualties from Russian shelling near
the frontlines in Ukraine. Drawing on granular conflict data, we find that civilian casualties from indirect violence
were significantly higher during local Russian offensives, consistent with a doctrine of clearing the way through
intensive bombardment. In contrast, this effect was not observed during Russian retreats, nor during local stale-
mates, which were marked by greater military casualties only. These relationships hold when proxies for civil-
ian evacuation are included. We conclude that the study of indirect violence should consider how changing bat-
tlefield dynamics expose civilians to harm, especially the relationship between casualties and territorial contestation.

La violencia indirecta, que implica métodos como el bombardeo con artilleria y el bombardeo aéreo, sigue siendo un as-
pecto poco explorado del conflicto. Esto se debe, en gran parte, a la escasez de los datos desglosados Este articulo es-
tima el impacto que ejerce esta violencia sobre los civiles. Para ello, analizamos céomo la contestacion en materia ter-
ritorial influyé en el nimero bajas civiles por los bombardeos rusos cerca de las lineas del frente en Ucrania. Con-
cluimos, basandonos en datos granulares obtenidos de conflictos, que las victimas civiles por violencia indirecta fueron
significativamente mayores durante las ofensivas locales rusas, lo que es consistente con la doctrina que postula despe-
jar el camino mediante bombardeos intensivos. Por el contrario, no se observé este efecto durante las retiradas rusas,
ni durante los estancamientos a nivel local, los cuales se caracterizaron Unicamente por un mayor numero de bajas mil-
itares. Estas relaciones se mantienen cuando se incluyen sustitutos para la evacuacion civil. Concluimos, por tanto, que
el estudio de la violencia indirecta deberia considerar como los cambios en la dinamica del campo de batalla exponen
a los civiles al dafio y, especialmente, deberia tener en cuenta la relacién entre las bajas y la contestacién territorial.

La violence indirecte impliquant entre autres le pilonnage et les bombardements aériens reste un aspect sous-étudié du con-
flit, en grande partie a cause de la rareté des données ventilées. Cet article estime I'incidence de ce type de violence sur les
civils en analysant I'effet de la contestation territoriale sur les pertes civiles dues au pilonnage russe prés du front en Ukraine.
Nous fondant sur des données granulaires relatives au conflit, nous remarquons que les pertes civiles issues de la violence
directe étaient bien plus importantes lors des offensives russes locales, ce qui confirmerait une doctrine de nettoyage par
bombardement intensif. Par opposition, cet effet n’a pu étre observé lors des retraites russes ou impasses locales caractérisées
par un plus grand nombre de pertes militaires uniquement. Ces relations se maintiennent lors de I'inclusion de substituts
pour I'évacuation civile. Nous concluons que I’étude de la violence directe devrait s’intéresser a la mise en danger des civils
par I'évolution des dynamiques sur le champ de bataille, notamment a la relation entre victimes et contestation territoriale.
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Artillery, missile, and aerial bombing are integral to mod-
ern warfare. These methods are employed in conventional
conflicts to inflict casualties, to soften up defensive positions,
destroy logistics, disrupt troop movements, and to under-
mine enemy morale (Horowitz and Reiter 2001; Norris 2011;
Saunders and Souva 2020). In the work of Pape (1996, 10),
indirect violence in the form of aerial bombing is a tool of
coercion used to manipulate the costs and benefits of resis-
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tance for an opponent. Coercion can be divided into two sub-
categories, punishment and denial (Pape 1996, 12). The first
involves raising the costs for the opposing party by threat-
ening or inflicting harm on its civilian population,! whereas
the latter refers to bombing to undermine the foe’s capac-
ity for resisting militarily. One example of punishment as a
strategy is the use of nuclear weapons against Japan during
World War 2, whereas an example of denial is the US bomb-
ing campaign during the Gulf War.2 There is a large litera-
ture on punishment through strategic bombing dating back
to the dawn of aerial warfare in the early 1900s, which deals
with the concentration of force against cities and economic
nodes to force an enemy into submission by raising costs for
civilians (Clodfelter 2010, 402). However, this article explores
arelatively under-studied topic, namely how civilians are af-
fected by indirect violence for the purpose of denial near the
frontlines, focusing on the warring parties’ bombing of front-
line targets through both aerial bombardment and short- to
medium-range weapons such as artillery as part of the com-
petition for territorial control. To this end, it asks: How does
territorial contestation affect civilian casualties from indirect vio-
lence?

The use of weapons for indirect violence in war can have
severe consequences for civilians, whether through collat-
eral damage or the deliberate targeting of non-combatants
and infrastructure critical to civilian welfare (Kocher et al.
2011). The lines between military and civilian targets have
become increasingly blurred in modern warfare, not least
because battles are often fought in or near densely pop-
ulated areas, and because civilians and civilian infrastruc-
ture can play a supportive role for fighting forces (Strachan
2000; Konvitz 2022). Furthermore, the proliferation of long-
distance weapons such as aircraft and missiles, and in recent
times, drones, means that civilians’ distance from the front-
lines is no longer a guarantee against harm (Chavez and Swed
2021). Despite international efforts to regulate the use of ex-
plosive weapons against populated areas, artillery and aerial
bombardment have been a key source of civilian suffering in
recent and ongoing conflicts, including the Israel-Palestine
conflict, the 2025 12-day war between Iran and Israel, the
2026 Iran war, and the civil wars in Iraq, Libya, South Sudan,
Sudan, Syria, and Yemen (HRW 2022; United Nations 2025).
While there is a small literature devoted to understanding
how civilians are affected by such methods during civil wars
(Balcells 2010), the recent eruption of interstate wars brings
new urgency to the study of how indirect violence affects
civilians during conventional warfare between states.

Few conflicts of the twenty-first century have demon-
strated the importance of artillery, missile, and aerial bomb-
ing to modern warfare more clearly than the War in Donbas
(2014-2022) and the subsequent Russian invasion of Ukraine
(2022-Present). The latter has developed into a war of attri-
tion defined to a significant extent by urban and trench war-
fare, which has made artillery and aerial power, especially in
the form of drones, crucial to either side’s prospects for vic-
tory (Britzky et al. 2024; Gady and Kofman 2023).

These weapons have also had a significant impact on
Ukrainian civilians (Polishchuk 2024; Taylor 2025). It should
be noted that civilian casualties are not in themselves evi-
dence of deliberate targeting due to inaccuracies associated

IThough Pape (1996, 13) notes that punishment may also involve the killing
of military personnel in large numbers to exploity the opponent’s sensitivity to
casualties.

2Though logically distinct, these categories may blend together in practice,
such as during the German Blitz on the United Kingdom, where the Luftwaffe
primarily targeted British industry, which was crucial for the war effort, but it
also inflicted severe costs on the civilian population.

with long-range weapons. At the same time, an indepen-
dent commission appointed by the United Nations’ General
Assembly declared the civilian targeting to be “systematic”
(United Nations 2025, 12/19). The same commission noted
that “Attacks with explosive weapons in populated areas re-
main the leading cause of death and injury among the civil-
ian population in Ukraine” (UNOCHA 2024). These civilian
casualties have occurred both far into Ukraine’s interior and
near the frontlines.

In this article, we are concerned with violence affecting
civilians near the frontlines, where we assume that violence
primarily follows a logic of denial, where both sides seek to
break the opponent’s military capacity for the purpose of
seizing new territory and to maintain control over already
held territory. Keeping an agnostic attitude towards the ques-
tion of whether civilian casualties were a product of the de-
liberate targeting of civilians, we investigate the conditions
under which changes in territorial control put civilians at in-
creased risk of dying from indirect violence. When wars are
primarily fought within the territory of one country, the war-
ring parties face different considerations with regard to the
security of their populations. The defending state is likely
to take measures to shield its citizens from harm, including
in areas occupied by the attacking state. The attacking state
typically does not face this issue to the same degree, though
this might be different if there is a population of co-ethnics
(Fjelde and Hultman 2014).

As a result, we focus only on casualties inflicted by Russian
strikes, rather than comparing them with Ukrainian strikes.
We theorize that offensive operations lead to civilian as well
as military casualties from indirect violence because civil-
ian support and infrastructure, such as homes and apartment
blocks, are integral to the enemy’s territorial defense, which,
if unharmed, will increase the costs of offensive operations.
Stalemates or retreats, by contrast, lead primarily to military
casualties as indirect violence is aimed at explicitly military
targets with the goal of breaking the stalemate, and to raise
the costs for advancing enemy troops during retreats.

The causal relationship between territorial control and vi-
olence against civilians is central to research on the micro-
dynamics of civil conflicts, but has received far less atten-
tion in the study of interstate war (Kalyvas 2006; Balcells
2011). We address this research gap through a quantitative
study of civilian casualties from indirect violence during the
war in Ukraine. This case is particularly suitable for analysis
due to the near-unprecedented availability of highly granular
conflict-event data. We examine the war in two phases. The
first, from February 24 to November 11, 2022, was defined
by fluid frontlines due to the initial Russian invasion and
subsequent Ukrainian counter-offensives. The second phase,
from November 12, 2022, to June 7, 2023, was characterized
by a broader strategic stalemate and comparatively limited
changes in territorial control.

Our analysis finds that a shift in a territory’s status from
Ukrainian control to contested was associated with both
higher civilian and military casualties from Russian strikes.
In contrast, local territorial stalemates and shifts from Rus-
sian control to contested areas were associated only with
greater military casualties. This suggests that Russian at-
tempts at seizing new territory were associated with inten-
sive shelling, which affected both civilians and combatants
to clear the way for offensive operations, whereas shelling
affected military targets more selectively during local stale-
mates and Russian retreats. These relationships hold when
controlling for proxies for the evacuation of civilians, such
as the duration of contestation, and general and local stale-
mates.
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We conclude that future research on the impact of indirect
violence on civilians should explore how macro-dynamic
changes in how wars are fought shape micro-patterns of vi-
olence. While our research focuses on the impact of events
near the frontline, we also argue that future research should
investigate in what ways indirect violence through long-
distance methods follows a distinct logic from violence at the
front.

Indirect Violence in the Conflict Literature

Indirect violence can have devastating consequences for
civilians in war, whether as collateral damage or through de-
liberate targeting (Pape 1996; Balcells 2011). Surprisingly little
research explores how civilians are affected by indirect vio-
lence at the micro-level. While there are scattered examples
of research into the micro-dynamics of indirect violence in
the context of civil wars, there are even fewer studies into
micro-patterns in conventional wars between states (Balcells
2011). There is, however, a large literature dedicated to the
question of whether and how bombing can affect the out-
come of wars. This scholarship grappled with the question
of whether a foe could be beaten into submission by target-
ing its citizens and economic nodes; a question which gained
extreme relevance during the Second World War and then
during the Cold War, not least due to the introduction of nu-
clear weapons (Pimlott 1988; Haslam 2012). Variants of this
literature, such as economic web theory, focused on the de-
struction of war-supporting industry, such as power plants
and manufacturing plants, as well as dual-use infrastructure,
such as rail and bridges, which is likely to lead to civilian ca-
sualties, though this may not be a goal in itself. After the end
of the cold war, a new strand of research focused on aerial
power’s utility and limitations as a coercive tool (Pape 1996;
Gentile 2001), especially in conflicts where one side enjoys
aerial supremacy such as Operation Desert Storm (1990-
1991), and the NATO interventions in the Kosovo War (1998—
1999) and Libya (2011) (Hoffmann 2024). Subsequently, with
the War on Terror in the 2000s, scholars devoted significant
attention to the role aerial warfare, including drone strikes,
could play in counterinsurgency (Johnston 2012; Gartzke and
Walsh 2022). The renewed prospect for interstate conflict,
and the growth of open-source data collection, bring new op-
portunities for scholars to move beyond the focus on strate-
gic efficiency, to investigate how states’ methods affect civil-
ians.

Technological advancements in weapons for indirect vio-
lence have made physical distance from troops an unreliable
safeguard for civilians. Armed actors can now target cities
and infrastructure without maintaining a local presence,
thereby exposing non-combatants to harm even far from
the frontlines (Patterson 2007). This has enabled the delib-
erate collective punishment of enemy populations with the
firebombing of Tokyo (1944-1945) as an example (Downes
2008; Grosscup 2013). Moreover, modern conflicts are of-
ten fought in urban areas due to the symbolic importance
of cities and their strategic role as communication and lo-
gistical hubs. However, urban warfare tends to be slow and
costly, and efforts to avoid civilian casualties in densely pop-
ulated urban environments can lead to heavy casualties for
attacking forces (Vautravers 2010; Konvitz 2022; Skoglund et
al. 2022). As a result, belligerents may turn to artillery and
airstrikes to dislodge defenders, despite the negative impact
this can have on civilians (Rusek and Ingrao 2004).

Most conflicts are unlikely to be resolved decisively
through indirect violence alone, especially when defenders
demonstrate resolve and internal cohesion (Pape 1996; Lake

2009; Saunders and Souva 2020; Petersson 2024). Moreover,
bombings can backfire by causing rally-around-the-flag ef-
fects (Belkin et al. 2002; Horowitz and Reiter 2001; Stanton
2016; Pechenkina et al. 2019), inviting domestic and interna-
tional criticism (Stanton 2016; Pechenkina et al. 2019). Over-
reliance on indirect violence may also signal a lack of resolve
and an unwillingness to incur costs (Post 2019). Historical
cases such as the Vietnam War (1955-1975) and the War in
Afghanistan (2001-2021) illustrate that determined defend-
ers can prevail against technologically superior adversaries
with overwhelming firepower, if those adversaries lack the
political will to sustain losses (Arreguin-Toft 2001). Similarly,
in the Ukrainian case, the existential nature of the conflict
means that Russia’s advantage in firepower has not been suf-
ficient to quell Ukrainian resistance, leading to a deadlocked
war of attrition.

While the debate on whether wars can be won through
civilian victimization remains unsettled, inflicting civilian
casualties may be effective for the purpose of territorial
conquest at the micro-level, because it undermines a de-
fender’s logistics and ability to utilize civilian infrastruc-
ture (Azam and Hoeffler 2002; Lyall 2009; Straus 2015). Re-
straints against targeting civilians are likely to erode when
armed actors suffer significant battlefield losses (Wood 2014)
or when conflicts become drawn out (Downes 2006). The
more drawn-out, desperate, or “total” a war becomes, the
more likely that moral and operational constraints on vio-
lence will break down. On the other hand, the willingness to
inflict civilian casualties may also be a feature of a state’s mil-
itary doctrine, as some militaries, especially those of author-
itarian states, have more lenient attitudes towards civilian ca-
sualties (Allen 2007).

Indirect Violence during the Ukraine War

The Ukraine War began on February 24, 2022, when Rus-
sia escalated its involvement from supporting separatists in
Donbas to launching a full-scale invasion. Although Russia
initially seized large swaths of territory during the first month
of the invasion, it failed to take Kyiv or to break Ukraine’s
capacity for resistance. Between March and November
2022, Ukraine recaptured significant areas through counter-
offensives in Kyiv, Kherson, and Kharkiv oblasts (Biddle
2023). Artillery played a crucial role from the outset, prov-
ing vital in halting Russian advances and enabling Ukraine’s
counter-offensives (Gady and Kofman 2023, 11). Following
Ukraine’s counter-offensives in 2022, the war entered a sec-
ond phase. The conflict became a war of attrition, character-
ized by trench warfare and only incremental territorial gains
(Gady and Kofman 2028, 17). Both sides became heavily re-
liant on artillery, and increasingly on drones, to prevent en-
emy advances and support their own (Porter 20283).

By the fall of 2022, as it became clear that Ukraine would
not fall easily, Russian forces increasingly targeted economic
and logistical targets, such as hospitals (Sauter and Gates
2026), rail infrastructure, bridges, and the petroleum in-
dustry in an effort to undermine Ukrainian mobility and
supplies (Williams 2023). According to one estimate, more
than 5000 missile and drone strikes were launched against
Ukrainian cities in the first year of the war (Sankaran 2024).
However, the most severe impact on civilians from indirect
violence has arguably occurred near the frontlines, where en-
tire cities have been devastated. The most infamous example
is Mariupol, which was under siege from February 24 to May
20, 2022, leaving the city in ruins (HRW 2024).

Sources on Russian artillery tactics are rather sparse and
largely take the form of assessments by Western military an-
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alysts. A recurring claim in these assessments is that Russian
military doctrine was shaped by lessons from the siege of
Grozny (1999-2000) during the Second Chechen War (1999-
2009), where outgunned defenders used the urban environ-
ment to slow Russian advances (Grinberg 2023). The pur-
ported lesson drawn from this was that offensives into urban
environments should be preceded by heavy shelling to dis-
lodge defenders and demolish structures that could be used
defensively to avoid advancing troops from being bogged
down (Arbatov 2000; Fisher 2022). Retired US Army Gen.
David Petraeus observed that “When they confront a par-
ticularly determined and skilful urban defence, they pound
it with artillery, rockets, missiles, and bombs until it is to-
tally destroyed and ‘depopulated’” (Schogol 2022). Artillery
is also used to blunt assaults, where one report claims that a
“common tactic is for the Russians to withdraw from a po-
sition that is being assaulted and then saturate it with fire
once Ukrainian troops attempt to occupy it” (Watling and
Reynolds 2028). The lack of primary sources on Russian ar-
tillery tactics means that it is difficult to determine to what
extent civilian casualties are seen as operationally acceptable.
Yet, the micro-level study of conflict patterns may reveal un-
der which conditions civilians are most affected by violence.

The Ukraine War is a high-information environment
marked by an unprecedented volume of publicly available
conflict data due both to extensive media coverage and
crowdsourced efforts at information gathering (Price and
Ball 2014; Dietrich and Eck 2020; Dawkins 2021). The war
shows a glimpse into the future, where conflicts will increas-
ingly be documented through crowdsourced data-collection
efforts, automated feeds, and increasingly remote sensing
(Zhukov and Ayers 2023; Naghizadeh 2024). This means that
highly granular data is available in the Ukrainian context,
which makes the investigation of micro-patterns of violence
possible.

A Theory of Indirect Violence against Civilians in
Conventional Wars

We argue that in conventional wars where the warring par-
ties have the capacity for large-scale bombing and shelling,
civilian casualties will be influenced by territorial contesta-
tion. Building on (Pape 1996) insight that indirect violence
may follow a logic of denial, we focus on how efforts to de-
stroy the enemy’s military capacity at the local, rather than
national level, affect civilians near the frontline where the
brunt of military force will be concentrated.

Strikes in the interior of the defending country may
have the goal of undermining the broader infrastructure
that supports the opponent’s military, with civilian casual-
ties being collateral damage due to the inaccuracy of the
weapons used or the co-location of military and civilian tar-
gets (Clodfelter 2010; Biddle 20238). Alternatively, such long-
distance weapons may be deliberately used against civilians
to raise the costs of resistance ( Schwartz and Straus 2018).

Near the frontlines, distinguishing these logics is more
complicated, both due to the co-location of civilian and mil-
itary targets and the supportive role civilians and civilian in-
frastructure may have. We posit, however, that the distribu-
tion of indirect violence affecting civilians varies across both
space and time, depending on changes to military-strategic
circumstances. The distribution of civilian and military tar-
gets is unlikely to be uniform across contested territory, and
this spatial variation creates an opportunity for quantitatively
assessing whether civilian casualties are incidental or asso-

ciated with a strategic logic that leads to casualties, whether
deliberate or as collateral damage.

If the status of a territory changes from being under com-
plete control to being contested, the attacking forces’ shelling
will inflict both military and civilian casualties to “clear the
way” for its troops through saturation bombing. Territorial
control here refers to whether an armed actor maintains a
physical presence in a defined area to the exclusion of its ri-
vals. During offensives against opponent-held territory, mil-
itary commanders may be more inclined to see civilians
and civilian infrastructure as strategically legitimate targets
or as acceptable collateral damage for at least four reasons
(Downes and Cochran 2010, 31; Valentino 2014, 93). First,
by seeing civilians and civilian infrastructure as integral to
the enemy’s logistical support structure. Second, by seeing
civilians as inherently hostile, and therefore as a potential
obstacle to seizing and holding territory (Straus 2015; Steele
2018). Third, by perceiving civilians to be important to either
the operational capacity or the morale of defending forces.
Finally, civilian structures provide cover for the defender
and dislodging defending troops makes offensive operations
more costly and time-consuming.

Armed actors might, therefore, see civilian casualties or
the destruction of civilian infrastructure as an acceptable col-
lateral to undermine the opponent’s local capacity for de-
fense (Fowler 2025). For the Ukraine War, this translates to
the following hypothesis:

HI1: Russian local offensives are associated with both in-
creased civilian and military casualties from shelling in con-
tested territory.

During retreats or local stalemates, by contrast, we ex-
pect forces to conserve their resources by focusing their ar-
tillery fire on military targets, either to break stalemates or
to raise the costs of seizing territory for the enemy. Both
stalemates and retreats bring about significant uncertainties
about the military-logistical timeframe. Compared to offen-
sives, forces in stalemate are not in control of the timeframe
of battle, which leads to uncertainties about whether there
will be sufficient munitions to fulfil their objectives. As a re-
sult, long-range attacks are directed towards softening up en-
trenched military positions to break deadlocks, because ex-
pending limited munitions on non-military targets is un-
likely to yield significant military-strategic benefits. In the
course of a retreat, shelling similarly becomes concentrated
at advancing opposition forces rather than civilians because
the goal is to delay and raise the costs of enemy troop ad-
vancements. This generates the following hypotheses:

H2: Russian retreats are associated only with increased mil-
itary casualties in contested territory.

H3: Local Stalemates are associated with intensified military
casualties, but not civilian casualties.

While these micro-patterns might hold at some stages of
the war, we also know from previous research that macro-
level changes to conflict dynamics can influence the micro-
dynamics of violence over time (Costalli et al. 2020), owing
to changes in the tactics of the attacker (Cranny-Evans 2023).
Wars can be defined by either maneuver or attrition war-
fare (Betts 1988). The former typically involves flexible and
rapidly changing frontlines as rival actors seek to outmaneu-
ver each other, whereas the latter often involves more slowly
moving frontlines. While artillery plays a crucial role in both,
it is possible that its impact is more severe during maneuver
warfare, due to the possibility that civilians do not evacuate
in time. Thus, we hypothesize that
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H4: General stalemates are negatively correlated with civil-
ian casualties from indirect violence because civilians can
evacuate in time.

Our theoretical argument relies on a key assumption that
violence near the frontlines primarily revolves around terri-
torial contestation. While there might be instances of delib-
erate targeting of civilians near the frontlines, we assume that
the primary goal behind military action at the frontlines is to
overcome the opponent’s local military capacity. While this
does not preclude the possibility that a warring party may
simultaneously seek to raise the costs to the opponent’s civil-
ian population to thereby apply political pressure towards its
government, for the sake of this article, we assume that is not
the primary goal.

Timeline and Research Method

To test these hypotheses, we conduct a quantitative study
of the War in Ukraine during two phases. The first phase
is between February 24 and November 11, 2022, which
was a period of maneuver warfare and rapidly changing
frontlines with the initial Russian invasion and Ukrainian
counter-offensives in Kyiv, Kharkiv, and Kherson oblasts

Vorone
(@]
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S Sourc(e)s: Esri, TomTom, Garmin, FAO, NOAA, USGS, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community,

Esri, USGS

(Khurshudyan et al. 2022).3 The second phase is one of gen-
eral stalemate, lasting from November 12, 2022, to June 7,
2023, preceding a Ukrainian counteroffensive on June 8,
2023. By looking at these two phases, we seek to uncover
whether the patterns of indirect violence in relation to terri-
torial contestation were the same, or changed, as the broader
dynamics of the war changed. However, our temporal unit of
analysis is weeks (7 days), counting from February 24, which
does not neatly overlap with these two phases of war. In our
empirical models, the second phase will begin from the week
starting on November 11. We recognize that a defending state
will be more sensitive towards civilian casualties than an in-
vader since it considers civilians in its own territories to be
its citizens, though an invading force might share similar
qualms if part of the population is its co-ethnics (Fjelde and
Hultman 2014). Empirically, therefore, we limit our analy-
sis to victimization by Russian—and not Ukrainian—artillery
fire.

For data on indirect violence against civilian and mili-
tary targets in Ukraine, we rely primarily on data from the
Violent Incident Information from News Articles (VIINA)
project, version 2.0 (see figure 1) (Zhukov 2028; Zhukov and
Ayers 20238). VIINA draws on both Ukrainian- and Russian-

3With the cutoff date marking the recapture of the city of Kherson.
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language news sources to produce what is likely the most
detailed conflict-event dataset on the Ukraine war. It relies
on a deep learning model to classify events, to determine
territorial control by the warring parties at the micro-level,
and to record the date and location of war-related violent
incidents. We also follow VIINA in using populated spaces
in Ukraine (N = 33141) as our spatial unit of analysis. VI-
INA relies on VIINA event reports, map layers from Deepti-
man, and crowdsourced maps from Wikipedia to assess ter-
ritorial control. Where sources disagree, territorial control
is inferred by what the majority out of these three sources
report. VIINA has several advantages over alternatives such
as the Armed Conflict Location & Event Data (ACLED) and
the Uppsala Conflict Data Program’s (UCDP) Georeferenced
Events Data. First, the automated web scraping procedure is
designed specifically for this conflict and is fine-tuned to cap-
ture local events. Second, it draws from both Ukrainian and
Russian news sources, in their original languages. Third, the
geocoding is highly precise, sometimes down to the street-
level, and while it does involve coding by centroids, it is more
geospatially precise which makes it possible to relate conflict
events to levels of control at a more disaggregated unit of
analysis.

Our unit of analysis is place-week. Since our outcomes of
interest—presence of artillery or aerial attacks—are binary,
we will use logistic regression models to conduct the empir-
ical analysis.

Dependent Variables

Our outcome of interest is civilian casualties from Russian
use of indirect violence. The variable is constructed using
VIINA to capture any artillery or airstrike bombing that re-
sulted in civilian casualties. VIINA distinguishes civilian casu-
alties caused by indirect fire from casualties caused by other
forms of violence, such as direct fire, by specifically recording
whether civilian casualties were caused by artillery or aerial
shelling.

Strikes that did not result in civilian casualties are coded
as having military targets.* Table 1 compares the number
of strikes according to VIINA, ACLED, and UCDP’s GED
(Geocoded Events Dataset)’. Data from VIINA is much more
comprehensive and detailed than either ACLED or UCDP.
Being fully automated and specifically designed for the
Ukrainian context, VIINA captures more indirect attacks
against civilians than ACLED, and also better captures the
spatial distribution of events in major cities such as Kharkiv
and Kherson (Zhukov and Ayers 2028). As an example, VI-
INA reports 2 strikes against civilian targets in Dnipro rayon
(GeoName = 709930), on March 25, 2022. ACLED, however,
reports no strikes that day in Dnipro. What all three sources
have in common is the possibility of reporting bias toward
urban and populated areas. In addition, some targets are
more prone to dense indirect attacks, resulting in few obser-
vations with very high numbers of strikes.6 These two factors
combined, the count of events is heavily skewed to the right.
To address this potential issue, the dependent variables will
mainly be operationalized as binary variables. In the robust-

4We do not restrict our definition to shelling resulting in military loss, be-
cause VIINA’s source materials (news reports) are likely to be biased against loss
of military assets or personnel.

5Since UCDP does not distinguish types of attacks, we record the number of
deaths from all violent events and deaths from one-sided violence against civil-
ians that happened in Ukraine during the study period.

6An area in Kyiv (GeoName = 703448), for example, experienced 112 and 140
incidents in the weeks of February 25 and March 11, 2022, respectively. On aver-
age, each spatial unit experienced 0.016 incidents in a given week.

Table 1. Number of artillery or aerial attacks reported by VIINA,
ACLED, and UCDP.

VIINA ACLED UucDhp
Strikes (all) 32,601 46,238 124,749
Strikes (civilian casualties) 5,211 2,964 1,429

Table 2. The status variable.

Shift Label Control ; Control ,;
0 Russian control Russia Any

1 Russian retreat Contested Russia

2 Russian offensive Contested Ukraine

3 Stalemate Contested Contested
4 Ukrainian control Ukraine Any

ness checks, we will use the logged count of each event as an
alternative measure of the dependent variables.

Explanatory Variable

Our explanatory variable is changes to territorial control. VI-
INA records whether a place is under Ukrainian control, un-
der Russian control, or contested. Using this information, we
track changes to territorial control by constructing a Shifi cat-
egorical variable. A place is in Russian control (Shifi = 0) if a
place-week is under Russian control in week ¢ a place is un-
dergoing a Russian retreat (Shifi = 1) if a place-week becomes
contested after being under Russian control in the previous
week; a place is undergoing a Russian offensive (Shifi = 2) if a
place-week enters contestation after being under Ukrainian
control in the previous week; a place is in stalemate (Shifi = 3)
if a place-week is contested for two consecutive weeks; a place
is in Ukrainian control (Shifi = 4) if a place-week is under
Ukrainian control in week ¢. Table 2 presents an overview of
the Status variable in terms of territorial control in week ¢ and
t—1.

Control Variables

The models include a battery of control variables, the details
of which are available in the Online Appendix.

Empirical Analysis

The empirical data reveals evidence in support of all the hy-
potheses except the fourth. Civilian casualties are higher dur-
ing Russian offensives against Ukrainian-controlled territory.
By contrast, local stalemates and Russian retreats increase
military casualties only. Interestingly, macro-developments,
such as the shift from maneuver warfare to general stalemate,
did not have an effect as the impact of Russian local offensives
are associated with increased civilian casualties in both con-
texts. Figure 2 illustrates the difference in the spatial distribu-
tion of strikes between these two periods, with a notable re-
duction in strikes in places such as Kyiv and Mykolaiv oblasts,
reflecting Russian withdrawals from these areas.

Models 1-4 (table 3) are logistic regressions estimating the
likelihood of civilian casualties (Models 1 and 8) and military
(Models 2 and 4) targets. In all models, the base category for
the Shifi variable is Russian control. Models 1 and 2 analyze
strikes during the first phase of the war (between February
24 and November 11, 2022), which includes both Russia’s ini-
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Figure 2. Strikes in phase 1 and 2 of the study period (a) Phase 1 (Feb 24—Nov 11, 2022). (b) Phase 2 (Nov 12—Jun 7, 2022).

tial offensive and Ukraine’s first counteroffensive (figure 2a). alties from indirect violence were more likely during Rus-
Over this turbulent period, both civilian and military casu- sian offensives, adding support to HI. Confirming H2, Rus-
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Table 3. Main models.

Modell Model2 Model3 Model 4

Casualties= Civilian  Military  Civilian  Military
Shift

Russian retreat 0.177 1.99 2+ 0.744 2.469%++

(0.809) (0.171) (1.117) (0.372)
Russian offensive 1.8355% 1.027+++ 2.183+ 2.005%
(0.469) (0.169) (0.965) (0.442)

Stalemate 1.0389 1.109#++ 0.398 2.767
(0.590) (0.208) (1.104) (0.311)
Ukraine control 0.198 -0.200 -0.034 -0.170
(0.357) (0.120) (0.758) (0.201)
Weeks in contestation  -0.019 0.105 0.186 -0.308+*
(0.259) (0.096) (0.249) (0.101)
Russian first language 0.777 0.575+ 0.115 0.925+
(0.509) (0.185) (1.084) (0.296)
Battle intensity 0.008 0.035+ 0.003=+  0.027+
(0.007) (0.012) (0.001) (0.007)
Ln (population) 0.471++x 0.359+  0.8348++  0.323+*

(0.075) (0.031) (0.105) (0.088)
Ln (urban) 0.090 0.214% 0.127 0.218#x
(0.056) (0.085) (0.090) (0.044)
N 1,226,180 1,226,180 994,200 994,200

“p < 0.05, =p < 0.01, *p < 0.001. Cluster-robust standard errors in
parentheses. Spatial lags are not reported.

sian retreat, by contrast, only affected strikes against military
targets. In terms of marginal effects, Model 1 predicts that
an area undergoing a Russian offensive is 8.87 times more
likely to experience a civilian casualty compared to an area
that is under Russian control. Model 2 predicts that an area
in which Russian troops are advancing is 2.79 times more
likely to have a military casualty compared to the baseline.
By contrast, places going through a Russian retreat are 7.25
times more likely to have military casualties, but there is no
effect on civilian casualties compared to the base category.
These statistical patterns lend support to H1 and H2, which
posit that Russian offensives intensify both civilian and mili-
tary casualties, but that a Russian retreat only affects military
casualties.

Model 2 also provides empirical support towards H3,
which predicts that local stalemates would intensify only mil-
itary casualties. In terms of predicted probabilities, an area
under localized stalemate is 8.01 times more likely to experi-
ence military casualties targets than areas under consecutive
Russian control. This result in Model 2 is in stark contrast to
that of Model 1, which shows the relatively limited impact
of local stalemates on civilian targeting. According to Model
1, local stalemates do not significantly increase the probabil-
ity of civilian casualties compared to areas under consecutive
Russian control. Together, Models 1 and 2 provide empirical
evidence in favor of our third hypothesis.

Moving on from localized stalemates, Models 8 and 4 ex-
plore the effects of a theatre-wide impasse by analyzing the
second phase (from November 12, 2022, to June 7, 2023) of
the war, where the two sides entered an overall stalemate at
the macro-level (figure 2b). Although theatre-wide can result
in overall increases in indirect attacks, our empirical analysis
reveals that not all areas or targets experience the same in-
crease in indirect fire. Mirroring patterns during maneuver
warfare, areas not under complete Russian or Ukrainian con-
trol are more susceptible to military casualties from strikes.
According to Model 4, an area is 16.07 times more likely
to face military casualties if in stalemate, 11.66 times more
likely if Russia is retreating, and 7.86 times more likely if go-

ing through a Russian offensive. Similarly, the theatre-wide
stalemate intensified civilian casualties in some contexts but
not in others. According to Model 3, a place undergoing a
Russian offensive is 8.45 times more likely to suffer civilian
casualties, compared to the base category (Russian control).
Other areas, however, are not significantly more susceptible
to indirect victimization. These results are contrary to H4, as
macro-developments appear to affect the effect size rather
than significance. Across all models, population size consis-
tently has a significant, positive impact on the likelihood of
artillery and bombing, reflecting the tendency for indirect at-
tacks to target heavily populated areas.

Robustness Checks

As robustness checks, we conduct three additional empirical
tests (see Online Appendix), all of which lend further support
to our hypotheses. Even with different model specifications,
the data provide consistent support for the three hypotheses.

Discussion

The evidence suggests that civilians are especially vulnera-
ble when territory previously under the firm control of a de-
fending state becomes contested, indicating that the lines be-
tween military and civilian targets become blurred in such
contexts. While it cannot be inferred whether casualties were
due to deliberate targeting or collateral damage, it is clear that
civilians are more at risk during local Russian offensives. Lo-
cal stalemates and retreats only lead to intensified shelling of
military targets, as the priority becomes to break the stale-
mate and disrupt enemy advancements. Such variance sug-
gests that the shelling of civilians in or near contested terri-
tory is linked to the military-strategic logic of undermining
the enemy’s local capacity for resistance, such that there is a
military rationale for inflicting civilian casualties, unethical
as it might be.

As there is a dearth of micro-level studies of indirect vi-
olence in interstate wars, it is difficult to determine to what
extent the results found in this study reflect general patterns
in interstate war or are products of Russian military doc-
trine. Moreover, the willingness to rely on saturation bomb-
ing in offensive operations may be influenced by one’s own
casualties, the vulnerability of one’s strategic position, or
feelings of revenge and dehumanization of a local popula-
tion. Understanding how these different factors might in-
fluence strike patterns and whether our empirical findings
are reflective of a generalizable theory of indirect violence,
should be a priority for future research on the topic. It
should also be noted that the capacity of the actors involved
is likely to affect the generalizability of these results, as it
cannot be readily assumed that the same patterns will hold
when the warring parties lack the capacity for high-intensity
bombing.

Conclusion

The patterns of indirect violence in conventional wars, and
its impact on civilians, remain an understudied topic in con-
flict scholarship. In this article, we examine the relationship
between territorial contestation and civilian casualties from
indirect violence during the Ukraine war. In the frontlines,
we find that civilian casualties from indirect violence were
higher during Russian local offensives, reflecting a doctrine
of intense shelling to clear the way to reduce the costs of
offensive operations. Conversely, only military targets were
systematically affected during local stalemates, and during
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Russian retreats. A key policy implication is that, when en-
emy offensives are imminent, the timely evacuation of civil-
ians could save lives. While this article focuses on indirect
violence driven by the military-strategic priorities of armies
near the frontlines, future research should explore how these
micro-dynamics also relate to macro-level changes driving
strategic bombing of civilians deep in the interior—a tactic
designed to exact political costs rather than diminish the en-
emy’s operational capacity for resistance.

Acknowledgment

We are grateful to numerous colleagues for their con- struc-
tive comments on this project. We are particularly indebted
to Corinne Bara and Stephen Rangazas for sharing their in-
sights from the very early stages of the manuscript. We also
thank fellow panelists (SA29) and participants of the 66th An-
nual Convention of the International Studies Association for
their helpful feedback, especially Andreas Forg Tollefsen and
Andera Ruggeri. This project received funding from the Lev-
erhulme Trust (ECF-2022-270) and the National Research
Foundation of Korea (NRF-2025S1A5A2A0301619311).

Supplementary Material

Supplementary material is available at International Studies
Quarterly online.

Data Availability

The data underlying this article are available on the ISQ
Dataverse, at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataverse/isq.

References

ALLEN, SUSAN HANNAH. 2007. “Time Bombs: Estimating the Duration of
Coercive Bombing Campaigns.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 51:
112-33. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002706296153.

ARBATOV, ALEXEL 2000. “The Transformation of Russian Mili-
tary Doctrine: Lessons Learned from Kosovo and Chechnya
| George C. Marshall European Center For Security Studies.”
https://www.marshallcenter.org/en/publications/marshall-center
-papers/transformation-russian- military-doctrine-lessons-learn
ed-kosovo-and-chechnya/transformation-russian-military. ~ Date
accessed 12 March 2025.

ARREGUIN-TOFT, IVAN. 2001. “How the Weak Win Wars: A Theory of Asym-
metric Conflict.” International Security 26: 93—128. https://doi.org/10.1
162/016228801753212868.

AZAM, JEAN-PAUL, AND ANKE HOEFFLER. 2002. “Violence against Civilians
in Civil Wars: Looting or Terror?” Journal of Peace Research 89: 461-85.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343302039004006.

BALCELLS, LAIA. 2010. “Rivalry and Revenge: Violence against Civilians in
Conventional Civil Warsl.” International Studies Quarterly 54: 291-313.
https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2478.2010.00588 x.

BALCELLS, LAIA. 2011. “Continuation of Politics by Two Means: Direct and
Indirect Violence in Civil War.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 55: 397—
422. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002711400865.

BELKIN, AARON, MICHAEL CLARK, GULRIZ GOKCEK, ROBERT HINCKLEY,
THOMAS KNECHT, AND ERIC PATTERSON. 2002. “When Is Strategic
Bombing Effective? Domestic Legitimacy and Aerial Denial.” Security
Studies, 11: 51-88. World. https:/doi.org/10.1080/714005350.

BETTS, RICHARD K. 1983. “Conventional Strategy: New Critics, Old
Choices.” International Security 7:140—62. https://doi.org/10.2307/2626
735.

BIDDLE, STEPHEN. 2023. “Back in the Trenches: Why New Technology
Hasn’t Revolutionized Warfare in Ukraine.” In Foreign Affairs,102. New
York, NY: Council on Foreign Relations, Inc.

BRITZKY, KATIE BO, NATASHA LILLIS, OREN BERTRAND, AND HALEY.
LIEBERMANN 2024. “Exclusive: Russia Producing Three Times More
Artillery Shells than US and Europe for Ukraine | CNN Politics.” CNN,

March 11. https://www.cnn.com/2024/08/10/politics/russia-artillery
-shell- production-us-europe-ukraine/index.html. Date accessed 15
March 2025.

CHAVEZ, KERRY, AND ORI SWED. 2021. “The Proliferation of Drones to
Violent Nonstate Actors.” Defence Studies (Abingdon) 21: 1-24. https:
//doi.org/10.1080/14702436.2020.1848426.

CLODFELTER, MARK. 2010. “Aiming to Break Will: America’s World War
II Bombing of German Morale and Its Ramifications.” Journal of
Strategic Studies 33: 401-35. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390903189
436.

COSTALLI, STEFANO, FRANCESCO NICCOLO MORO, AND ANDREA RUG-
GERI. 2020. “The Logic of Vulnerability and Civilian Victimization:
Shifting Front Lines in Italy (1948-1945).” World Politics 72: 679-718.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S004388712000012X.

CRANNY-EVANS, SAM. 2028. “Russia’s Artillery War in Ukraine: Challenges
and Innovations.” RUSI August 9. https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-r
esearch/publications/commentary/russias-artillery-war-ukraine-ch
allenges-and-innovations. Date accessed 20 April 2025.

DAWKINS, SOPHIA. 2021. “The Problem of the Missing Dead.” Journal of
Peace Research (London, England) 58: 1098-116. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0022343320962159.

DIETRICH, NICK, AND KRISTINE ECK. 2020. “Known Unknowns: Media Bias
in the Reporting of Political Violence.” International Interactions 46:
1043-60. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2020.1814758.

DOWNES, ALEXANDER B. 2006. “Desperate Times, Desperate Measures:
The Causes of Civilian Victimization in War.” International Security 30:
152-95. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec.2006.30.4.152.

DOWNES, ALEXANDER B. 2008. Targeting Civilians in War. Cornell Studies in
Security Affairs. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

DOWNES, ALEXANDER B., AND KATHRYN MCNABB COCHRAN. 2010. “Tar-
geting Civilians to Win? Assessing the Military Effectiveness of Civil-
ian Victimization in Interstate War.” In Rethinking Violence: States and
Non-State Actors in Conflict, edited by Erica Chenoweth and Adria
Lawrence. Cambridge, Mass: The MIT Press. https://doi.org/10.7551/
mitpress/9780262014205.003.0002.

FISHER, MaX. 2022. “Russia’s Brutality in Ukraine Has Roots in
Earlier Conflicts.” World. The New York Times. March 18.
https:/www.nytimes.com/2022/03/18/world/europe/russia-m
ilitary- strategy-bombing-cities.html. Date accessed 22 April
2025.

FJELDE, HANNE, AND LisA HULTMAN. 2014. “Weakening the Enemy: A Dis-
aggregated Study of Violence against Civilians in Africa.” The Journal
of Conflict Resolution 58: 1230-57. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002713
492648.

FOWLER, MICHAEL W. 2025. “Navigating Collateral Damage: Challenges,
Consequences, and Targeting Strategies in Modern Warfare.” Defense
& Security Analysis 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/14751798.2025.255577
0.

GADY, FRANZ-STEFAN, AND MICHAEL KOFMAN. 2023. “Ukraine’s Strategy
of Attrition.” Survival (London) (London) 65: 7-22. https://doi.org/10.1
080/00396338.2023.2193092.

GARTZKE, ERIK, AND JAMES IGOE WALSH. 2022. “The Drawbacks of
Drones: The Effects of UAVs on Escalation and Instability in Pakistan.”
Journal of Peace Research 59: 463-77. https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433
211044673.

GENTILE, GIAN P. 2001. How Effective Is Strategic Bombing?: Lessons Learned
from World War II to Kosovo. New York, NY: NYU Press.

GRINBERG, ALEXANDER. 2023. “Glass Cannons from Grozny to Mariupol:
What Should the US Military Learn from Russia’s Use of Artillery
in Protracted Urban Sieges’>—Modern War Institute.” February 13.
https:/mwi.westpoint.edu/glass- cannons- from- grozny- to- mariupo
1-what-should- the-us-military-learn- from-russias-use-of-artillery-
in-protracted-urban-sieges/. Date accessed 5 June 2025.

GROSSCUP, BEAU. 2018. Strategic Terror: The Politics and Ethics of Aerial Bom-
bardment. New York, NY: Zed Books Ltd.

HASLAM, JONATHAN. 2012. “Giulio Douhet and the Politics of Airpower.”
The International History Review 34: 753—73. https://doi.org/10.1080/07
075332.2012.690193.

HOFFMANN, FABIAN R. 2024. “The Strategic-Level Effects of Long-Range
Strike Weapons: A Framework for Analysis.” Journal of Strategic Stud-
tes (London) 47: 964—1000. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390.2024.23
51500.

HOROWITZ, MICHAEL, AND DAN REITER. 2001. “When Does Aerial
Bombing Work?: Quantitative Empirical Tests, 1917-1999.” Journal of

920z AInr vz uo 1senb Aq 901628/ 506ebs/c/0./81011e/bsI/woo dno-ojwepeoe//:sdiy wolj papeojumoq


https://academic.oup.com/isq/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/isq/sqag051#supplementary-data
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataverse/isq
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002706296153
https://www.marshallcenter.org/en/publications/marshall-center-papers/transformation-russian-military-doctrine-lessons-learned-kosovo-and-chechnya/transformation-russian-military
https://doi.org/10.1162/016228801753212868
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343302039004006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2478.2010.00588.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002711400865
https://doi.org/10.1080/714005350.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2626735
https://www.cnn.com/2024/03/10/politics/russia-artillery-shell-production-us-europe-ukraine/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/14702436.2020.1848426
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390903189436
https://doi.org/10.1017/S004388712000012X
https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/russias-artillery-war-ukraine-challenges-and-innovations
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343320962159
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2020.1814758
https://doi.org/10.1162/isec.2006.30.4.152
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/9780262014205.003.0002.
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/03/18/world/europe/russia-military-strategy-bombing-cities.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002713492648
https://doi.org/10.1080/14751798.2025.2555770
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2023.2193092
https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433211044673
https://mwi.westpoint.edu/glass-cannons-from-grozny-to-mariupol-what-should-the-us-military-learn-from-russias-use-of-artillery-in-protracted-urban-sieges/
https://doi.org/10.1080/07075332.2012.690193
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390.2024.2351500

10 M. H. NAGHIZADEH AND S. H. CHAE

Conflict Resolution 45: 147-73. https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027010450
02001.

HRW. 2022. Ukraine: Russian Air-Dropped Bombs Hit Residential Area. New
York, NY: Human Rights Watch. https:/www.hrw.org/news/2022/03
/10/ukraine-russian-air-dropped-bombs-hit-residential-area. Date
accessed 1 April 2025.

HRW. 2024. “Beneath the Rubble: Documenting Devastation and Loss
in Mariupol.” Human Rights Watch February 8. https:/www.hrw.
org/feature/russia-ukraine-war-mariupol. Date accessed 20 March
2025.

JOHNSTON, PATRICK B. 2012. “Does Decapitation Work? Assessing the
Effectiveness of Leadership Targeting in Counterinsurgency Cam-
paigns.” International Security 36: 47-79. https://doi.org/10.1162/ISEC
_a_00076.

KALYVAS, STATHIS N. 2006. “The Logic of Violence in Civil War.” Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

KHURSHUDYAN, ISABELLE, PAUL SONNE, SERHIY MORGUNOV, AND KAMILA
HRABCHUK. 2022. “Inside the Ukrainian Counteroffensive That
Shocked Putin and Reshaped the War.” The Washington Post, Decem-
ber 29. Accessed April 20, 2025, https://www.washingtonpost.com/w
orld/2022/12/29/ukraine- of fensive-kharkiv-kherson-donetsk/.

KOCHER, MATTHEW ADAM, THOMAS B. PEPINSKY, AND STATHIS N. KALY-
VAS. 2011. “Aerial Bombing and Counterinsurgency in the Vietnam
War.” American Journal of Political Science 55: 201-18. https://doi.org/10
.1111/§.1540-5907.2010.00498 x.

KONVITZ, JOSEF. 2022. “People Are the Target: Urban Destruction in the
21st Century.” Violence: An International Journal 3: 238-52. https://doi.
org/10.1177/26330024231159138.

LAKE, DANIEL R. 2009. “The Limits of Coercive Airpower: NATO’s ‘Victory’
in Kosovo Revisited.” International Security (One Rogers Street, Cam-
bridge, MA 02142-1209, USA) 34: 83-112. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec
.2009.34.1.83.

LYALL, JASON. 2009. “Does Indiscriminate Violence Incite Insurgent At-
tacks? Evidence from Chechnya.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 53:
331-62. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002708330881.

NAGHIZADEH, MIKAEL HIBERG. 2024. “The Uses for Fire Data and Satel-
lite Images in Monitoring, Detecting, and Documenting Collective
Political Violence.” Research & Politics 11: 20531680241261769. https:
//doi.org/10.1177/20531680241261769.

NORRIS, JOHN. 2011. Artillery: A History. Stroud: Sutton.

PAPE, ROBERT A. 1996. Bombing to Win: Air Power and Coercion in War. Ithaca:
Cornell University Press.

PATTERSON, IAN. 2007. Guernica and Total War. Cambridge. Mass: Harvard.

PECHENKINA, ANNA O., ANDREW W. BAUSCH, AND KIRON K. SKINNER.
2019. “How Do Civilians Attribute Blame for State Indiscriminate Vi-
olence?” Journal of Peace Research (London, England) 56: 545-58. https:
//doi.org/10.1177/0022343319829798.

PETERSSON, EMIL. 2024. “Airpower and Territorial Control: Unpacking the
NATO Intervention in Libya.” Conflict Management and Peace Science
(London, England) 41: 289-312. https://doi.org/10.1177/07388942231173
613.

PIMLOTT, JOHN. 1988. “The Theory and Practice of Strategic Bombing.” In
Warfare in the Twentieth Century, 1st ed., 8, edited by Colin McInnes and
G. D. Shefhield. London: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4824/97810031
19753-5.

POLISHCHUK, NICHITA GURCOV, OLHA. 2024. “Still under Fire: The
Evolving Fate of Civilians in Ukraine.” ACLED. February 22.
https://acleddata.com/2024/02/22/still-under-fire-the-evolving
-fate- of - civilians-in-ukraine/. Date accessed 22 February 2024.

PORTER, PATRICK. 20238. “Out of the Shadows: Ukraine and the Shock of
Non-Hybrid War.” Journal of Global Security Studies 8: 1. https://doi.or
2/10.1098/jogss/ogad014.

PoOsST, ABIGAIL. 2019. “Flying to Fail: Costly Signals and Air Power in Crisis
Bargaining.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution (Los Angeles, CA) 63: 869—
95. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002718777043.

PRICE, MEGAN, AND PATRICK BALL. 2014. “Big Data, Selection Bias, and the
Statistical Patterns of Mortality in Conflict.” SAIS Review of Interna-
tional Affairs 34: 9-20. https://doi.org/10.1853/sais.2014.0010.

RUSEK, BENJAMIN, AND CHARLES INGRAO. 2004. “The ‘Mortar Massacres”:
A Controversy Revisited.” Nationalities Papers (New York, USA) 32: 827—
52. https://doi.org/10.1080/0090599042000296140.

SANKARAN, JAGANATH. 2024. Bombing to Provoke: Rockets, Missiles and Drones
as Instruments of Fear and Coercion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780197792629.001.0001.

SAUNDERS, RICHARD, AND MARK SOUVA. 2020. “Air Superiority and Bat-
tlefield Victory.” Research & Politics 7: 2053168020972816. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/2053168020972816.

SAUTER, MELANIE, AND SCOTT GATES. 2026. “Attacks on Healthcare in
Ukraine: Evidence from Geospatial Analysis.” OSF Preprints.

SCHOGOL, JEFF. 2022. “Russia Is Hammering Ukraine with up to 60,000 Ar-
tillery Shells and Rockets Every Day.” Task & Purpose. https://taskandp
urpose.com/news/russia-artillery-rocket-strikes-east-ukraine/. Date
accessed 27 March 2026.

SCHWARTZ, RACHEL A., AND SCOTT STRAUS. 2018. “What Drives Violence
against Civilians in Civil War? Evidence from Guatemala’s Conflict
Archives.” Journal of Peace Research 55: 222-35. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0022343317749272.

SKOGLUND, PER, TORE LISTOU, AND THOMAS EKSTROM. 2022. “Rus-
sian Logistics in the Ukrainian War: Can Operational Failures Be At-
tributed to Logistics?” Scandinavian Journal of Military Studies 5: 99-110.
https://doi.org/10.31874/sjms.158.

STANTON, JESSICA A. 2016. Violence and Restraint in Civil War: Civilian Tar-
geting in the Shadow of International Law. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781107706477.

STEELE, ABBEY. 2018. “IDP Resettlement and Collective Targeting during
Civil Wars: Evidence from Colombia.” Journal of Peace Research 55:
810-24. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343318763706.

STRACHAN, HEW. 2000. “Essay and Reflection: On Total War and Modern
War.” The International History Review 22: 341-70. https://doi.org/10.1
080/07075332.2000.9640902.

STRAUS, SCOTT. 2015. Making and Unmaking Nations: War, Leadership, and
Genocide in Modern Africa. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. https:/doi.
0rg/10.7591/9780801455681.

TAYLOR, ROBIN. 2025. “Hunted from Above.” Human Rights Waich . June
3. https://www.hrw.org/report/2025/06/03/hunted-from-above/ru
ssias-use-of-drones- to-attack-civilians-in-kherson-ukraine. ~ Date
accessed 20 January 2026.

UNITED NATIONS. 2025. Independent International Commission of Inquiry on
Ukraine: Note by the Secretary-General. United Nations Human Rights
Council.

UNOCHA. 2024. Report of the Independent International Commission of Inquiry
on Ukraine to the Human Rights Council. A/HRC/55/66. Geneva:. United
Nations Human Rights Council.

VALENTINO, BENJAMIN A. 2014. “Why We Kill: The Political Science of Po-
litical Violence against Civilians.” Annual Review of Political Science 17:
89-103. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev- polisci- 082112-141937.

VAUTRAVERS, ALEXANDRE. 2010. “Military Operations in Urban Areas.” In-
ternational Review of the Red Cross 92: 437-52. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1816383110000366.

WATLING, JACK, AND NICK REYNOLDS. 2023. Meatgrinder: Russian Tactics in
the Second Year of Its Invasion of Ukraine. London: Royal United Services
Institute for Defence and Security Studies.

WILLIAMS, IAN. 2028. Putin’s Missile War: Russia’s Strike Campaign in
Ukraine. Washington, D.C: Center for Strategic and International
Studies.

WooD, REED M. 2014. “From Loss to Looting? Battlefield Costs and Rebel
Incentives for Violence.” International Organization 68: 979-99. https:
//doi.org/10.1017/S0020818314000204.

ZHUKOV, YURI M. 2028. “Near-Real Time Analysis of War and Economic
Activity during Russia’s Invasion of Ukraine.” Journal of Comparative
Economics 51: 1232—-43. https://doi.org/10.1016/j jce.2023.06.003.

ZHUKOV, YURI M., AND NATALIE AYERS. 2028. VIINA 2.0: Violent Incident
Information from News Articles on the 2022 Russian Invasion of Ukraine.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University. Released. https:/github.com/z
hukovyuri/VIINA. Date accessed 20 March 2024.

Naghizadeh, Mikael Hiberg, and Seung Hoon Chae. (2026) Patterns of Indirect Violence in Conventional War: Territorial Contestation and Civilian Casualties during

the War in Ukraine. International Studies Quarterly, https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqag051

© The Author(s) 2026. Published by Oxford University Press on behalf of the International Studies Association. This is an Open Access article distributed under the
terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted reuse, distribution, and reproduction

in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

920z AInr vz uo 1senb Aq 901628/ 506ebs/c/0./81011e/bsI/woo dno-ojwepeoe//:sdiy wolj papeojumoq


https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002701045002001
https://www.hrw.org/news/2022/03/10/ukraine-russian-air-dropped-bombs-hit-residential-area
https://www.hrw.org/feature/russia-ukraine-war-mariupol
https://doi.org/10.1162/ISEC_a_00076
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2022/12/29/ukraine-offensive-kharkiv-kherson-donetsk/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2010.00498.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/26330024231159138
https://doi.org/10.1162/isec.2009.34.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002708330881
https://doi.org/10.1177/20531680241261769
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343319829798
https://doi.org/10.1177/07388942231173613
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003119753-5
https://acleddata.com/2024/02/22/still-under-fire-the-evolving-fate-of-civilians-in-ukraine/
https://doi.org/10.1093/jogss/ogad014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002718777043
https://doi.org/10.1353/sais.2014.0010
https://doi.org/10.1080/0090599042000296140
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197792629.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168020972816
https://taskandpurpose.com/news/russia-artillery-rocket-strikes-east-ukraine/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343317749272
https://doi.org/10.31374/sjms.158
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781107706477
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343318763706
https://doi.org/10.1080/07075332.2000.9640902
https://doi.org/10.7591/9780801455681
https://www.hrw.org/report/2025/06/03/hunted-from-above/russias-use-of-drones-to-attack-civilians-in-kherson-ukraine
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-082112-141937
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1816383110000366
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818314000204
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2023.06.003
https://github.com/zhukovyuri/VIINA
https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqag051
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Introduction
	Indirect Violence in the Conflict Literature
	Indirect Violence during the Ukraine War
	A Theory of Indirect Violence against Civilians in Conventional Wars
	Timeline and Research Method
	Empirical Analysis
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgment
	Supplementary Material
	Data Availability
	References

