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This dissertation introduces a new definition of insurgency for academic
discourse. It also argues that four components of a defined relationship framework must
interoperate to satisfy organizational requirements and processes in order for an
insurgency to achieve increasing levels of scale. From a systemic perspective, it presents
a connective theory of constitutive and destructive mechanisms to assess why certain
movements expand or ignite while others degrade or get stuck in a particular phase. The
proposed perspective provides improved analytic leverage over existing phasing models.

Chapter 1 introduces the scope and definition of the politics of insurgency.
Chapter 2 presents academic, military, and legal perspectives of the phenomenon.
Chapters 3 and 4 explain the limitations of existing insurgency models within the context
of two historic case studies, the Chinese and Algerian Revolutions. Chapter 5 introduces
the dissertation’s full phasing model. Chapters 6 and 7 present case studies to further
elucidate the proposed relationship framework and composite phasing construct,
assessing strengths and weaknesses in light of two comparable cases. The Chechen and
Kosovar Albanian insurgencies provide insight and applied examples of the activities that
occur within each phase. Chapter 8 then consolidates the findings and analysis from the
case studies and assesses the viability of the phasing model as a usable tool to better

comprehend insurgency behavior, movement scalability, and associated response options.
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Chapter 1
Introduction, The Politics of Insurgent Movements

1.1 Introductory Vignettes: A Legacy of Insurgency across the Centuries
1.1.1 Eighteenth-Century America

The American Revolution came to an end with the Treaty of Paris in April of
1783. The Continental Army, by then a conventional military force, had defeated the
British at the Battle of Yorktown, effectively capturing thousands of soldiers. The initial
rebellion, however, began through political channels eighteen years earlier when the First
Congress of the American Colonies protested the British Stamp Act and issued a
Declaration of Rights and Grievances addressed to Parliament and the king. Also in 1765,
the resistance established the Sons of Liberty, a very capable growing underground
organization that circulated propaganda across the colonies, mobilizing colonists into
mobs and persecuting loyalists. Many participants in the underground served as members
of state and continental governing bodies. They leveraged connections within business
and trade and joined the leadership of local communities through church congregations
and other important civic organizations.

Although independence was not declared until 1776, the American resistance
established a unified federated government in the Continental Congress in 1774. As John
Adams’s personal letters suggest, “the revolution was effected before the war
commenced” because the inhabitants of the colonies were “formed by law into

corporations, or bodies politic,” possessing the right to assemble in town halls “to



deliberate upon the public affairs;” it was “in these assemblies of towns or districts that
the sentiments of the people were formed in the first place.”*

Political constitution-making ran in parallel to armed resistance and achieved
milestones toward statehood in numerous areas.? Local guerrilla forces such as the
Minutemen and the Green Mountain Boys confronted British troops while George
Washington, who was appointed commander in chief in 1775, developed a viable
conventional military capacity out of regional militias and resisting local communities.
The nation also moved away from colony-based currencies toward the establishment of
the Continental dollar. The first Bank of North America was founded in 1782 and soon
transitioned the colonial confederation to a gold-based economy. In 1777, the leaders of
the revolution published the Articles of Confederation, a constitutional framework based

on principles of democratic governance. What began as an insurgent movement matured

into a viable state that continues two centuries later.

1.1.2 Nineteenth-Century Egypt

Between 1880 and 1882, Ahmad Urabi led a growing nationalist movement
against Egypt’s established political regime. Opposed to foreign interference in Egyptian
affairs and discontented with economic hardships and social displacement created by a

corrupt and extravagant government,® Colonel Urabi’s movement began with “Egypt for

! Hannah Arendt, On Revolution (The Viking Press, 1963; repr. with introduction by Jonathan Schell, New
York: Penguin Group, 2006), footnotes 4 and 5 on p. 109. Arendt quotes Adams’s letter to Niles on January
14, 1818, and letter to the Abbe Mably in 1782.

2 “These two altogether different stages of the revolutionary process began at almost the same moment and
continued to run parallel to each other all through the years of the war” (Arendt, On Revolution, 132).

¥ Because of government bankruptcy, “Egypt was effectively delivered into the hands of European financial
interests who, with the support of the British and French governments, progressively took over the running
of the country.” John Newsinger, “Liberal Imperialism and the Occupation of Egypt in 1882,” Race &
Class 49, no. 3 (2008): 59, doi:10.1177/0306396807085901.



Egyptians” and yet ended in the nation’s occupation by the British.* The transition in
governance to British control represented one link in a longer chain of cooptation
between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuries. Egypt moved from Ottoman control
(1517-1798), to French occupation (1798-1802), back to Albanian/Ottoman control
(1802-1879), to government collusion with and indebtedness to Britain and France
(1879-1882).

Native Colonel Urabi unified Egypt’s military and advanced it to become a self-
proclaimed independent political actor; for example, in 1880, the military published a list
of grievances against the government and began to intervene on behalf of civilian
revolutionaries forwarding the cause of an independent state.” Initially, the movement
supported a moderate reformist agenda, and Urabi successfully leveraged Egypt’s
political leadership to create a new nationalist government, which appointed him minister
of war.® In 1882, the movement distributed a moderate political manifesto entitled the
Programme of the National Party of Egypt. The program honored Egypt’s debt to its
Anglo-French debtors, called for an end to European control, and sought to introduce a
constitutional government.

Britain, however, was unable to conceive of Egyptian self-determination and
feared losing investments, trade, and status.” Popular riots within the city began between

Egyptian and European inhabitants after British warships gathered around Alexandria to

* Newsinger, “Liberal Imperialism,” 60.

®> Newsinger, “Liberal Imperialism,” 61-62.

® Marco Pinfari, “The Unmaking of a Patriot: Anti-Arab Prejudice in the British Attitude Towards the
Urabi Revolt, 1882,” Arab Studies Quarterly 34, no. 2 (2012): 98. Also, Newsinger in “Liberal
Imperialism” (61) writes: “[G]rowing unrest adopted an Islamic rhetoric, provoked not just by the
European takeover of the country, but by the ensemble of racist attitudes that accompanied it.” For this
reason, there is a rhetorical debate on the authenticity of the party’s desired political outcome and its
connections to Islamic holy war.

" Pinfari, “The Unmaking of a Patriot,” 94.



compel capitulation to European interests. The British bombarded the city and then
defeated the Egyptian army during a surprise attack at the Battle of Tel-el-Kebir in
September 1882; once defeated, the British occupied Cairo and took control of Egypt.
Urabi’s insurgency temporarily leveraged state institutions and garnered popular political
support from Egyptians. Because Egyptians could not overcome European dominance,

British troops did not leave Egypt until 1954.

1.1.3 Twentieth-Century China

In October 1949, Mao Tse-tung’s Chinese Communist Party (CPC) established
the People’s Republic of China after a twenty-two-year insurgency against China’s
Nationalist Party led by Chiang Kai-shek. Two years after the CPC’s initial founding in
1921, and prior to its split with the Nationalist-led Kuomintang (KMT), Mao joined other
Chinese communists as a member of the KMT. At the time, the Nationalist affiliation
with Soviet communism was on the rise. In 1926, however, after Chiang Kai-shek took
control of the KMT army and began his famous Northern Expedition to unite China’s
divided provinces under one state, the CPC attempted to take over the KMT in his
absence. In 1927, Chiang expelled the communists from the KMT and the Chinese Civil
War began.

Over the course of the protracted conflict, which also included a temporary cease-
fire that enabled CPC and KMT adversaries to focus on routing Japan’s invading army,
the CPC grew beyond a political party with limited infrastructure and administrative
capacity. Mao’s organization strategically developed and co-opted institutional
components necessary for state agency, to include scaling from localized guerrilla tactics

to broader conventional military capabilities, growing local and national political



organizations, and then inserting an overarching secret service loyal to the communist
leadership. At great human expense, Mao’s party founded and shortly thereafter
solidified an authoritarian state that persists sixty-five years later.® The Chinese
Communists learned from successful revolutionary predecessors to infiltrate and take
over “popular societies” that would then declare the prominence of the party over a

nascent grassroots council system.®

1.1.4 Twenty-First-Century Mexico

It is estimated that since 2007, more than 77,000 Mexicans have died as a result
of drug-related violence.'® Cartels such as the Sinaloa Federation, the Gulf Cartel, La
Familia Michoacan, and Los Zetas began to multiply in strength and number in the late
1990s. After Colombian drug-trafficking organizations fragmented, Mexican cartels
eventually gained enough prominence and power to confront state institutions and
legitimacy; today they compete to capture the United States’ $40 billion market for
illegal drugs.** Territorial-based operations move major drug shipments across corridors
called plazas as cartels alternately collaborate and fight with one another. Recent

conflicts have become particularly brutal because public violence enforces compliance

® Richard Louis Walker, Casualties to Communism, Report to the United States Senate Committee of the
Judiciary, Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other Internal
Security Laws, (China: US Government Printing Office, 1971). According to Walker’s report, the
communist insurgency between 1927 and 1949 cost 1.5-2 million human lives. The political liquidation
campaigns that then consolidated the state led to 15-30 million deaths.

® The development of grassroots social organizations into political machinery became “very familiar
through the course of the Russian Revolution, where the Bolshevik party emasculated and perverted the
revolutionary soviet system with exactly the same methods (as the French). For Robespierre’s rule of terror
was indeed nothing else but the attempt to organize the whole French people into a single gigantic party
machinery” (Arendt, On Revolution, 239).

1% “Who Is Behind Mexico’s Drug-Related Violence?” BBC News, February 10, 2014,
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-latin-america-10681249.

1 «“Mexican Drug Gangs “‘Spread to Every Region of US’,” BBC News, March 26, 2010,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/8588509.stm.



and dissuades opposition. In a lethal dance that the state is unable to overcome and with
which its representatives are sometimes complicit, “arrests, killings, and betrayals give
rise to kaleidoscopic changes in alliances.”*?

Mexican cartels, a type of Transnational Criminal Organization (TCO), “are in
fact commercial insurgencies designed to influence . . . national power to seek economic
gain from illicit drug trafficking.”*® They garner enough political and territorial
autonomy to leverage local populations and the Mexican government to achieve their
objectives. “They do so by hollowing out the state and creating criminal enclaves to
maneuver.”** As insurgencies, cartels take political, military, economic, and social
control within their associated zones; they create parallel states that erode government

legitimacy and solvency; and they combat the state directly by engaging in belligerent

acts.®

1.2 Where is the Comparative Anatomy of Insurgency?

Whether posterity calls the American, Egyptian, Chinese, and Mexican cases
above revolts, rebellions, or revolutions, each story is, at its base, one of insurgency.
Regardless of its success or failure, each shares an anatomy of political resistance that
exhibits distinct attributes in structure, process, and character—falling within the broader
ontology of contentious politics and collective violence. For example, as contentious

politics, insurgency often involves “discontinuous, public, collective claim making in

12 G. W. Grayson, La Familia Drug Cartel: Implications for U.S.-Mexican Security (Carlisle, PA: Strategic
Studies Institute, 2010), 3.

13 Christopher Martinez, “Transnational Criminal Organizations, Mexico’s Commercial Insurgency,”
Military Review, September—October 2012, 62.

14 John P. Sullivan, “States of Change: Power and Counterpower Expressions in Latin America’s Criminal
Insurgencies,” International Journal on Criminology 2, no. 1 (Spring 2014): 65.

> Sullivan, “States of Change,” 65.



which one of the parties is the government” as the object of claims or third party to
claims.*® As collective violence, insurgencies include a spectrum of orchestrated violence
that moves beyond individual aggression toward increasingly mature means of
“coordinated destruction” against the state or reigning regime, including lethal contests,
campaigns of annihilation, and conspiratorial terror.*’

This dissertation argues that insurgencies exhibit comparative patterns and
innovations in violence that repeat and mature across time and geographic regions. They
blend with forms of interpersonal violence in which persons or organizations specialize in
the deployment of coercive means.*® At the same time that destructive processes tear
down or resist incumbent regimes, however, insurgencies also support and build new
constitutive and civic political processes. As seen in the opening exemplars, they build
armies, establish constitutions, collect taxes, control currency, align with civic
organizations, generate and enforce laws, and engage in international relationships.
Therefore, similar to traditional social movements, insurgencies exhibit adaptive
strategies, calling upon a common repertoire of political and violent action to establish

alternative political futures. They require a psychological motivation and bond to drive

16 “A government is a substantial, durable, bounded organization that exercises control over the major
concentrated means of coercion within some territory.” In this respect, a government is not necessarily a
state government. Charles Tilly, The Palitics of Collective Violence (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2003), 9.

Y Tilly, Politics of Collective Violence, 14-16. Tilly’s typology of interpersonal violence moves from
individual aggression to collective violence in which the extent of coordination among violent actors
increases. This includes brawls, opportunism, scattered attacks, broken negotiations, violent rituals, and
coordinated destruction. Although coordinated destruction is a requirement for civil war, insurgency may
use all of these means. These categories are interesting but are optimized later in this dissertation to
expressly connect to increasingly levels of violence geared toward scaling insurgencies.

18 political entrepreneurs overlap “with the category of violent specialists. At the intersection of the two we
find leaders of mercenaries, international weapons merchants, regional warlords, military rulers, and many
a political figure who disposes of his or her own armed force. Over the long run of human history, indeed,
most important political figures have combined entrepreneurship with control of coercive means” (Tilly,
Politics of Collective Violence, 36).



commitment, unity, and displays of worthiness, within and across participants and
supporters.™

Ultimately, revolts, rebellions, and revolutions, like those described above, should
comprise their own distinctive ontology. Uniquely categorized as insurgencies, these
kinds of movements develop interconnected institutions and capabilities designed to scale
in power and authority. Their leaders coordinate public support, establish political and
administrative mechanisms, and control destructive mechanisms to create an altered
legal, economic, political and social system for their constituency. Their resulting success
and scalability varies according to the successful mastery of common processes across

four relationship components that signify thresholds of regime maturity. See Figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1 Insurgency Relationship Framework

Even so, as an area of concentrated academic focus, the field of inquiry regarding

insurgency is wide open, particularly regarding how operational trends change over time

19 Charles Tilly and Lesley Wood, Social Movements 1768-2012, 3rd ed. (Boulder, CO: Paradigm
Publishers, LLC, 2013).



across the relationship framework. In part, this is because insurgency is more often an
area of practice than study. Additionally, when insurgency is considered by academics, it
is defined by a movement’s success rather than by its association to a broader political
context. Without exception, the same activity when unsuccessful or limited is considered
a revolt or terrorism, when somewhat successful is considered a civil war, and when
extremely successful is considered a revolution. Scholars have yet to analyze the body of
insurgent movements within the context of the international system as a unique form of
politics; this is surprising because insurgencies yield observable and repeated expressions
of authority, power, and violence.

More surprising, a substantive insurgency framework from which to compare and
analyze the differences between insurgencies simply does not exist. There is no systems
model available to assess the comparative growth and best practices of insurgencies over
time. For example, the 1776 American Revolution and its aftermath successfully
packaged the nation in a form that other societies later adopted and customized for their
own insurgencies.?’ “The independence movements in the Americas became, as soon as
they were printed about, ‘concepts,” ‘models,” and indeed ‘blueprints.””?! In successive
geographic regions, similar and yet distinctly unique events converged to produce
changes necessary to foster growth elsewhere. If this is true though, and the American
Revolution provided a repeatable blueprint for other insurgencies, where is the associated

field of comparative analytics driven by data rather than conjecture regarding their

2 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities, 67. “When nationalism started to spread in the eighteenth
century, the emergence of national identities in other countries was no longer a result of original creation,
but rather of the importation of an already existing idea. The development of national identities thus was
essentially an international process, whose sources in every case but the first lay outside of the evolving
Qlation.“ Greenfeld, “The Formation of Russian National Identity,” 550.

Ibid., 81.



influence and impact? The composite analytic insurgency model presented in the
following chapters attempts to fill this gap.

The outcome of previous ad hoc diagnoses is that practitioners and academics
look at insurgency in insular ways, even among themselves, preventing a broader
systemic perspective of scalable requirements.?” Practitioners include those who make
decisions and act within the insurgent space, for example, national and international
policy makers, military forces, or nongovernmental organizations who try to understand
organizational constructs, threat networks, and behaviors. Practitioners confront
insurgency as a political and military form but have been unable to define or address it
from the insurgent perspective; they lack analysis from which to draw. Without an actual
theory of insurgency, decision-makers frequently move to a one-size-fits-all concept of
counterinsurgency operations in response.

Most academics, on the other hand, are removed from the realities of insurgency
characteristics and practice because data are difficult to acquire. Studies are created in
order to make measurements and find connections between variables that lack substantive
meaning to practitioners; they don’t necessarily provide a deeper understanding of the
problem frame or the broader picture. As a result, the differences in lexicon between
practitioners and academics who study violence and politics prevent an integrated
framework from which to approach insurgent movements.

The overarching purpose of this exploration therefore is to connect these two

worlds, to provide those practitioners trying to make a positive impact with a useful way

%2 Doug, McAdam, Sidney Tarrow and Charles Tilly, “To Map Contentious Politics,” Mobilization: An
International Journal 1, no. 1 (March 1996): 18.

10



to understand and begin to address the complex problem of insurgency. It is to identify
processes specific to insurgency that might allow for further study, criticism, and
contribution. Ultimately, this analysis brings these disparate communities together by
synthesizing the academic and operational literatures that exist, to add my findings, and
to present the resulting arguments in such a way that they resonate with those who must

act.

13 Purpose
Because there is little work to delineate the politics of insurgency as its own domain,
the goals of this dissertation are fourfold:

e To develop clear conceptual categories regarding a theory of insurgency that
begins to define its scope within a coherent domain and provide analytic leverage
for future study;

e To synthesize associated competing and complementary models on insurgency
into an empirically based (anatomy) construct that will help to account for its
evolution and variation over time, place, groups, and forms;

e To introduce a mechanism for mapping the health and maturity of insurgency
movements as political phenomena; and

e To identify recurrent socio-institutional insurgent processes and requirements
through a series of case studies that supports the synthesized construct.

The politics of insurgency comprises a dialectic process, though not necessarily a
linear one. | attempt to capture that process.?* And, although the purpose of this work is
not to test or validate the proposed model through an explicit set of measurable variables,

the relationships between variables are observed across four case studies so that we might

2 Stathis Kalyvas calls this meso-level analysis. Macro-level analysis treats violence as a natural outcome
of war, in military strategy, comparative politics, and international relations. Unitary actors fuse elites and
their populations. Micro-level analysis looks specifically at intracommunity dynamics and individual
behaviors, dividing populations and groups into competing families, clans, and factions. Meso-level
analysis problematizes processes and operational structures within wars. Stathis N. Kalyvas, The Logic of
Violence in Civil War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 10-11.

11



begin to see behavioral patterns and organizational requirements.?* | hope to introduce
new ways of thinking about insurgency as a constituting mechanism for the state as well
as to provide scaling limitations associated with isolated insurgent movements. The
proposed model in Chapter 5 begins to provide empirical requirements for insurgencies at

scale that may be assessed and analyzed over time.

1.4 Organizing Questions

This dissertation is organized around the following questions.

1. How is insurgency a political form? How are insurgencies organized in
relationship to the evolution of the state over time—~both as constitutive and
destructive mechanisms?

2. Are existing operational insurgency models sufficient to accommodate the broad
range of contemporary insurgent political goals and processes?

3. From a political perspective, what nominal capacity thresholds exist to
differentiate shifts into and out of insurgent forms or phases?

4. When is an insurgency an insurgency and not some other form of political
violence or expression?

5. Do insurgencies exhibit patterns of behavioral development that link insurgent
political capacity to associated mechanisms and networks across social,
economic, and security domains?

1.5  Defining Insurgency and the Literature

In light of the questions above, and given the expressed associations between
insurgency, nationalism, social movement theory, and contentious politics, the definition
of insurgency in this context is not the same as that presented in conventional academic
descriptions. Therefore, before peeling back the layers of various divisions and camps

within the literature, it will be helpful to provide the ontological definition of insurgency

2 One exception to this is the adaptation of collective violence and social movement theory to the
framework. “We can fashion theories by importing existing theories from one domain and adapting them to
explain phenomena in another.” Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1997), 29.

12



to be used throughout the rest of this work. An insurgency is a condition of formalized
resistance or revolt against a governing authority in which the perpetrating parties are not
initially recognized as belligerents.?® Rather, at the outset they are insurgents and as such
act without the protection of or subjection to the laws of war that govern the behavior of
state forces.?® A governing authority may include “an established government, a military
occupation government, an interim civil administration, or a peace process.”*’

Insurgent goals are political and focus on influencing who makes political
decisions and who has access to political power within a given constituency.?® For
example, an insurgency may renounce allegiance or subjection to a government;
challenge political control; demand participation in the political process; or attempt to
end the rule of one government and start a new one by means of subversion or
interpersonal violence.? Subversion encompasses a broad range of activities designed to
undermine the “military, economic, psychological, or political strength or morale of a

governing authority.”*® Fundamentally, insurgencies “attempt to modify the existing

political system at least partially through the unconstitutional or illegal use of force or

% Belligerent status may be reached eventually as an insurgency progresses to the point it is recognized as a
de facto state. If this happens, the Law of Armed Conflict applies and its forces receive combatant and
prisoner of war (POW) status.

% Erin N. Hahn and W. Sam Lauber, Legal Implications of the Status of Persons in Resistance, ed. Erin N.
Hahn (Fort Bragg, NC: United States Army Special Operations Command, forthcoming), 6. If and when an
insurgency attains the status of a “belligerency” and legally begins to interoperate with the international
community, it then becomes subjection to the laws of war that govern the behavior of state forces. See
Chapter 2 for further information.

2" According to Joint Publication 3-24 (JP 3-24), Counterinsurgency (Joint Chiefs of Staff, November 22,
2013), I-1.

% Terrorist organizations interested in affecting laws regarding the environment or nature would not be
considered insurgencies. If these organizations determined that their agendas would be better served if they
changed their political leadership and developed coordinated plans to replace that leadership, then they
would constitute an insurgency. Also, mere targeted assassination does not count.

# This definition selectively borrows terms and concepts from the Merriam-Webster dictionary.
http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/insurgency, /insurgent, /revolution, /revolt, and /belligerent.
% Joint Publication 1-02 (JP 1-02), Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms
(Joint Chiefs of Staff, November 8, 2010), 245.

13



protest.”*' This means that even nonviolent movements, if illegal, constitute an
insurgency. Additionally, an insurgency is not limited or constrained by duration; it may
build over a century or transpire more quickly — as in the case of a coup.*

Part of an organized movement designed to cross the threshold between
discontinuous collective claim making and the execution of persistent campaigns,
insurgents act in ways that show they do not accept the control or influence of the
governing authority. At the least, the insurgent vanguard®® displays worthiness, unity,
obligation, and a commitment to use illegal or unconstitutional methods.>* These
attributes may be hidden at first and then grow with an expanding social movement.
Insurgents are not anarchists and often maintain a design—however valid or mature,
invalid or immature—for an alternative political system, even if that system cohabits
alongside an existing regime.

Some insurgents are concerned with breaking down the existing political regime
at the start with the intent to develop a political alternative at a future date. Some
insurgents are parasitical to the state and do not intend to take the burden of rule if they
can achieve their political objectives without gaining international legitimacy. Others
design a political solution first then grow their military and internal security capabilities.

(Chapter 2 provides further discussion of insurgency categorization, particularly Section

%! Chuck Crossett, ed., Casebook on Insurgency and Revolutionary Warfare Volume 11: 1962—2009 (Fort
Bragg, NC: United States Army Special Operations Command, 2012), xvi.

%2 Even the back end support to a coup is likely to take quite some time to build should the outcome
produce a stable regime.

* The use of the term vanguard in this dissertation should not be confused with Paul Staniland’s use of the
vanguard organization. Staniland creates a typology of four kinds of insurgent organization: integrated,
vanguard, parochial and fragmented. The vanguard exhibits robust processes of central control while
maintaining weak local processes of control. In this dissertation, the vanguard is represents the core, or high
level, of insurgent leadership. Paul Staniland, Networks of Rebellion, Explaining Insurgent Cohesion and
Collapse, (Ithica and London: Cornell University Press, 2014), 6-8.

* Insurgent organizations that have not transitioned to the strategic use of force, and rather stay more
within the realm of protest, are frequently called resistance movements.
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2.2.) Regardless of their intent, insurgents and insurgencies should not be thought of in
terms of good or bad as an ontological class. Each insurgency follows a unique path that
exhibits similar processes and physical anatomy. Decisions within each scaling phase
engage a range of options that subsequently configure one insurgency to be viewed
pejoratively and another to be viewed positively by different constituencies.

There is an extensive amount of work to be done to connect common pathways
that distinguish insurgency as a distinct form of intrastate politics.*> Although the
definition provided above is well-founded, part of the task of the dissertation itself is to
substantiate why it is accurate, how it was developed, and where it may be improved. The
proposed framework introduces insurgency mechanisms at an operational and strategic
level, “specific causal patterns” that more fully explain interconnected processes and
“actions over a wide range of settings.”*® By looking at how insurgencies pass through
various levels of scale, we may begin to overcome the current analytic box of treating
insurgent organizations as static entities with capped capability levels of violence or
governance. Riots may become popular rebellions that may become revolutions because
of the actions taken to leverage the categorical relationships within framework. Riots may

also, however, become rebellions that disintegrate into extremist terrorist organizations.

* The capacity to use insurgency as a form of interstate politics represents an additional field of study
outside the scope of this work. There are two ways to think about external involvement. The first is in
reference to the globalization of insurgency. This concept is briefly explored later. The second focuses on
external support to resistance movements and insurgencies—in which foreign states attempt to impact the
behavior of other states through substate actors. In the latter case, external support still must work through
the insurgent pathways identified in this work. At this point in time, such activity is called hybrid warfare
by practitioners. Russian behavior in the Ukraine serves as a primary example.

% Roger D. Petersen, Resistance and Rebellion, Lessons from Eastern Europe (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), 10.
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Numerous areas of academic literature contribute to explaining insurgency in
addition to the nationalism,®’ contentious politics and collective action literature.*® For
example, political science literature specific to insurgency and civil war approaches
environmental causes and consequences of the phenomenon. As will be further explored
in Chapter 2, this literature links measurable environmental variables to the onset of
domestic conflicts at various thresholds of casualties or fatalities.*® It also looks at
specific social movement mechanisms and limited insurgent strategies of controlled or
uncontrolled violence; limited refers to both the rural terrain (non-urban environments)

and the specificity of guerrilla-related activity.

%" This dissertation does not focus specifically on the nationalism literature because the model does not
require insurgencies to define their desired end as a nation state. For relevant nationalism literature, see
Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities (New York: Verso, 1983); Mark Ashley, “It Takes a Victim:
The Construction of National Identity and the Narrative of National Victimization,” Draft Paper
(University of Chicago, 2001); Craig Calhoun, “Nationalism and Ethnicity,” Annual Review of Sociology,
19 (1993): 211-239; Maegen Gandy, “A Case Study of Identity Politics in America,” Master’s thesis,
(Virginia Tech University, 2003), (ETD-08262003-164836); Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983); Adrian Hastings, The Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity,
Religion and Nationalism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); E. J. Hobsbawm, Nations and
Nationalism Since 1780 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990); John Hutchinson and Anthony
D. Smith, Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994); Umut Ozkirimli, Theories of Nationalism,
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2000); Anthony D. Smith, Nationalism and Modernism (London:
Routledge, 1998); Jack L. Snyder, From Voting to Violence, (New York: W. W. Norton & Company,
2000); and Louis Wirth, “Types of Nationalism.” American Journal of Sociology 41, no. 6 (May, 1936):
723-737.

% Recall that contentious politics is a much vaster category of politics and collective claim-making than the
identified subset here. Additionally, this dissertation does not ask what accounts for the “enormous
variability” within methods of public claim interactions. Rather, it is interested in what activities must
occur in order for an insurgency to move through designated phases. For collective action literature, for
example, see Mark Irving Lichbach, The Rebel’s Dilemma (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press,
1995) ; Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1965); Roger D Petersen, Resistance and Rebellion, Lessons
from Eastern Europe (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001); and Elizabeth Jean Wood, Insurgent
Collective Action and Civil War in El Salvador (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

% Kalyvas explains that a “recent boom in civil war studies has been fueled by the global shift from
interstate to intrastate conflict: of the 118 armed conflicts that have taken place between 1989 and 2004,
only 7 have been interstate wars (Harbom and Wallensteen 2005)” (Kalyvas, Logic of Violence, 16). On the
same page, he reviews literature that has explicitly or implicitly studied revolution, rebellion, or ethnic
conflict from the perspectives of onset, resolution, social bases, outcome, political and social consequences,
rebuilding and reconciliation, and postwar justice.
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Existing literature does not emphasize enough the constituting processes
associated with political mechanisms. It also fails to incorporate the connectivity between
violent and passive antiregime activity necessary to insurgent practice.® To most in this
grouping of political scientists, insurgency begins with a threshold of violent behavior by
definition. It starts after the guerrilla force or terrorist organization is already in play. It
doesn’t illustrate how youth groups, social-patriotic organizations, economic
organizations, trade unions, political parties, and families connect by design or by chance
to the official political and violent mechanisms of the insurgency.*

Political theory regarding revolution also speaks to causes and consequences of
insurgency.* Either in the form of detailed case study or theoretical analysis, this
literature addresses the complexities of constituting a new political framework. It does so,
however, on an individual state basis or without a systemic perspective. Hannah Arendt,
for example, addresses the choices and tensions during revolution between developing a
political solution that safeguards participation in the resulting political process and the
dominance of the revolutionary party. She asks whether the end of the revolution marks

the end of the revolutionary party, or whether it marks the beginning of the dominance of

“0 Weinstein does speak to the challenge of collective action and social movement impacts as a resource
mobilization challenge at the beginning of a rebellion. Jeremy Weinstein, Inside Rebellion, The Politics of
Insurgent Violence (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 8-9. And Chenoweth and Stephan
ignore the connection between passive civil resistance and its frequent connection and interplay with
violent measures. Erica Chenoweth and Maria J. Stephan, Why Civil Resistance Works, the Strategic Logic
of Nonviolent Conflict (New York: Columbia University Press, 2013), 11-15.

*! Roger D. Petersen, Resistance and Rebellion, 48-5. Petersen looks at some of these connections
specifically for lower levels of collective opposition in light of triggering and sustaining norms and
psychological mechanisms.

*2 See the “Introduction” to Stephen M. Walt, Revolution and War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1996), 6-12. Walt summarizes the vast literature on revolution and explains that, “Our theoretical
understanding of revolution and war thus consists largely of untested ‘folk theories.” We may group the
alternative explanations into three broad families, whose focus, respectively, is on revolutionary ideology
(the regimes aggressive beliefs), domestic politics (conflicts within the state encourage aggressive
behavior), and the revolutionary personality (revolutionary leaders are ruthless)” (Walt, Revolution and
War, 7).

17



the revolutionary regime. Meaning, will the insurgency lead to true reforms and a new
governmental system? Will it represent simply regime change or decapitation with new
rulers? Or will the new environment remain socially unstable and political fragile through
the violent enforcement of insurgent norms? | contend that the identification and
qualification of various insurgent processes, when systemically observed, will be able to
answer questions regarding the nature, stability, and maturity of the resulting state. The
practices of the insurgency are illustrative of the future regime; they become the
constituting mechanisms for an altered state.*®

The final category of literature that needs to be addressed and synthesized with
various academic perspectives includes military doctrine and international legal
perspectives. This literature better aligns increasing levels of violence for growing
insurgencies than the collective violence literature. By connecting each of these
literatures, we may begin to see broader general patterns across the insurgency landscape.
Because insurgent practices connect to one another, establishing a comparative meta
framework will identify the milestones and relationships insurgencies must foster and
develop in order to scale to levels of increasing maturity.

Challenges to the arguments presented in the following chapters may come from
numerous sources. First, when synthesizing the models or constructs of others, there is

always the possibility for misinterpretation, particularly when dealing directly with the

¥ Montesquieu’s The Spirit of the Laws discusses the cultural mechanisms and passions that lie underneath
a state’s political form. He links the structure, or nature, of states with an associated internal disposition, a
phenomenon that he labels a principle. “There is this difference between the nature of the government and
its principle: its nature is that which makes it what it is, and its principle, that which makes it act. The one is
its particular structure, and the other is the human passions that set it in motion. Law should be so
appropriate to the people for whom they are made that it is very unlikely that the laws of one nation can suit
another.” Charles de Secondat baron de Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1989), 21, 8.
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nature of relationships. Similarly, data regarding critical model relationships may not be
available or may come from inaccurate sources and opinion. Second, information and
analysis may exist that could counter the architecture | develop across phases of maturity
or repudiate the connections required across noted groups and capabilities during the
progress of those phases. Third, the case studies utilized to verify the utility of the model
in Chapters 6 and 7 are intended to map two comparative forms of insurgency across the
model. There may be contradictory evidence within any given case that would counter

my findings. And fourth, logical flaws may exist in my analysis.

1.6 Research Methods and Procedures

Because no meta-framework exists to enable the comparison of insurgent
practices and methods as they scale over time, | develop my own composite model in the
first part of the dissertation. Chapters 2 through 4 explore the insufficiency of existing
insurgency theory to accommodate comparative analytics of the broad range of
contemporary insurgent institutions and processes across phases. As briefly mentioned in
the last section, Chapter 2 organizes and synthesizes academic literature on insurgency,
as well as legal and military doctrinal views. It uses this material to build the foundation
for a simple conceptual model that defines thresholds of insurgency phasing. Scaling
boundaries are represented by six phases in which the insurgency continues to advance
toward its goals, loses capability, or stalls in a given category. It argues that scaling is
accomplished by the manipulation of four components of a relationship framework: the
vanguard, public support, political constitutive mechanisms, and destructive violent

mechanisms. Again, see Figure 1.1.
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Once the basic fundamentals of insurgency are proposed in Chapter 2, Chapters 3
and 4 analyze four classic insurgency theories and two case studies. These theories are
applied to associated historic exemplars that illustrate their utility as well as their
limitations for contemporary use. The case studies include the Chinese Communist
Revolution (1927-1949) and the Algerian Revolution (1954-1962). The phasing models
include the work of observers and participants in those insurgencies: Mao Tse-tung,
David Galula, and the United States’ Special Operations Research Office (SORO). Mao,
Galula, and SORO were selected in combination with the insurgencies that informed their
work because these theorists continue to impact national operational thought and
planning today. Additionally, such well known classic cases make any subsequent
findings easier to assimilate and to refute should they be off the mark.

Because Chapters 3 and 4 find the current phasing models to be historic artifacts
and poorly compartmented, Chapter 5 returns to the phasing construct and relationship
framework proposed in Chapter 2. It uses the cumulative findings of the first four
chapters to propose a more advanced composite model from which to view and assess
maturing, or declining, insurgencies. It illustrates the logical process behind the
development of the composite model and presents clear conceptual categories of the
resultant analytic framework. Chapter 5 provides the mapping mechanism used to assess
the development, health and maturity of the Chechen and Kosovar Albanian movements
in Chapters 6 and 7. | chose Kosovo and Chechnya because they share numerous pre

insurgency attributes while experiencing vastly different outcomes. They are also rich in
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available data, widely recognized as insurgencies, and span numerous phases of the
model.** Neither insurgency began with the monolithic intention to create a new state.

Chapters 6 and 7 should be considered an application of the model to identify its
utility over previous constructs. Stephen Walt calls his methodology “process tracing”
after the work of George and McKeown, Stephen Van Evera, Bruce Russett, and others.
“Process tracing allows the analyst to ‘get inside’ the case... and to evaluate the separate
causal links that connect the explanatory variables with the predicted outcomes.”*
Although not all insurgencies need to reach the highest phasing levels to obtain their
political objectives, a qualitative case study methodology illustrates phasing processes
and relationships extremely well, showing how phasing variables connect and scale. The
selected movements drastically change over time — declining from national movement to
terrorist organization or expanding from a simple network of like-minded underground
organizations to a national movement and eventually a state regime.

Overall in terms of case selection, this dissertation consists of four historic and
high-profile insurgency studies. As previously mentioned, Chapters 3, 4, 6, and 7
examine the Chinese and Algerian revolutions, as well as more recent insurgencies that

played out in Chechnya and Kosovo, respectively. Across all four cases, the insurgency

pathways, as well as their “timing, geographic location, and ideological orientation” vary

“ «pjcking relatively uncontroversial examples of revolution may reduce controversy over whether the
cases chosen were appropriate for testing the theory” (Walt, Revolution and War, 14). The selection of
these cases intends for the same effect. “Most theories of war are best tested by case-study methods
because the international historical record of prewar politics and diplomacy, which serves as our data,
usually lends itself better to deep study of a few cases than to exploration of many cases” (Van Evera,
Guide to Methods, 30).

> Walt, Revolution and War, 15-16.
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considerably from one another.*® For example, the Chinese revolution leveraged
communism and nationalism as ideological principles. The Algerian insurgency began
under the Communist banner and then transitioned to Islamic nationalism. The Chechen
nationalist movement transitioned from democratic intentions to Sunni-led
fundamentalism. And the Kosovar Albanian insurgency shifted in the opposite direction,
becoming more democratic and politically inclusive over time — though always focusing
on ethnic nationalism as a unifying theme. The proposed model itself is agnostic to the
reason behind an insurgency and focuses instead on the ability of the vanguard as well as
political and violent mechanisms to connect with the public — or some supportive feeding
element like a diaspora — to grow and scale.

Finally, Chapter 8 reframes the overall arguments regarding the needed analytic
shift toward insurgency as part of a broader ontological phenomenon and the associated
proposed framework. It summarizes the impact of each case study and looks at important
findings enabled by the framework. Chapter 8 introduces possible avenues for future
research and explores policy implications based on initial findings. Ultimately, security
policies designed to drive nations toward stability without an understanding of the
necessary mechanisms and processes of growth miss opportunities to find tailored
solutions. They don’t significantly account for the nuances of the relationship framework
at substate levels that might be leveraged or engaged to prevent or induce phasing

transitions.

“® Walt, Revolution and War, 14. Walt references Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune’s use of the ‘most
similar systems’ design. Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune, The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry
(New York: John Wiley, 1970), 34-39. “By applying the theory to a diverse set of (insurgencies) rather
than a set of very similar cases, we can gain greater confidence in its range.” Walt, Revolution and War, 14.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review

2.1 Insurgency Theory

In spite of the practical and theoretical importance of better understanding the
anatomy of insurgencies, their comparative structures and processes, there is little work
that exists to connect variation of insurgent forms within one domain.* The current
literature is divided into two broader perspectives previously mentioned: academic and
practitioner approaches. The next three sections review prevailing academic, US military,
and international legal perspectives of insurgency and intertwined forms of civil war and

revolution.? Although military operations must fall in line with international legal

! For example, Paul Staniland focuses specifically on social resources of trust, information, and shared
political meaning along vertical and horizontal elements of guerrilla organizations, distinguishing between
the relational fragility and robustness of their central and localized forces. Paul Staniland, Networks of
Rebellion, Explaining Insurgent Cohesion and Collapse, (Ithica and London: Cornell University Press,
2014). This dissertation does not contradict these findings but illustrates additional methods of motivation.
Fear, ideology, emotional engagement, proximity and payment are also important mechanisms to
manipulate, sustain, and develop what operational theorists call the united front. Numerous mechanisms are
used in every insurgency depending on the targeted audience. For additional information on this topic, see
Scott Gates, “Recruitment and Allegiance, The Microfoundations of Rebellion, The Journal of Conflict
Resolution 46, no. 1 (February 2002): 111-130. Zacharia Mampilly. Rebel Rulers, Insurgent Governance
and Civilian Life During War (Ithica, NY: Cornell University Press, 2011). Elizabeth Jean Wood,
Insurgent Collective Action and Civil War in El Salvador, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003).
Roger D. Petersen, Resistance and Rebellion, Lessons from Eastern Europe, (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2001). Mark Irving Lichbach,. The Rebel’s Dilemm (Ann Arbor: The University of
Michigan Press, 1995).

2 James D. Fearon and David D. Laitin, “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,” The American Political
Science Review 97, no. 1 (February 2003): 75-90; Jason Lyall and Isaiah Wilson 111, “Rage Against the
Machines: Explaining Outcomes in Counterinsurgency Wars,” International Organization 63, no. 1
(Winter 2009): 67-106; Stathis N. Kalyvas, The Logic of Violence in Civil War (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006); Cunningham, David E. "Veto Players and Civil War Duration," American Journal
of Political Science 50, no. 4 (2006): 875-892; Jeremy Weinstein, Inside Rebellion, The Politics of
Insurgent Violence (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007); J. David Singer and Melvin Small,
Resort to Arms: International and Civil Wars, 1816-1980 (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1982); Nicholas Sambanis,
“What is Civil War? Conceptual and Empirical Complexities of an Operational Definition,” Journal of
Conflict Resolution 48, no. 6 (2004): 814-58, doi:10.1177/0022002704269355; Jack A. Goldstone et al.,
“A Global Model for Forecasting Political Instability,” American Journal of Political Science 54, no. 1
(2010): 190-208, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5907.2009.00426.x; Stathis N. Kalyvas and Laia Balcells,
“International System and Technologies of Rebellion: How the End of the Cold War Shaped Internal
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standards, differentiating academic and practitioner approaches pulls out distinct
attributes that will fit into the ensuing model. Each section builds upon another and
includes the strengths, weaknesses, and limitations of the associated perspectives,
highlighting systemic concepts regarding processes and structural components of
insurgency. Section 2.4 then synthesizes all three “camps” and leverages them to provide

the model that will be explored and developed throughout the rest of the dissertation.

2.2 Academic Perspectives of Insurgency, Civil War, and Revolution
2.2.1 Insurgency Basics

This category introduces the prevalent academic definition regarding insurgency.
It immediately establishes the inaccuracy and inadequacy of understanding regarding the
concept. Even though current methodologies attempt to determine what environmental
conditions impact the onset and cessation of war, they hold little help or meaning for
decision-makers. For example, Fearon and Laitin explain insurgency as “a technology of
military conflict characterized by small, lightly armed bands practicing guerrilla warfare

from rural base areas.”®

According to this definition, insurgency is an operational tactic
limited to and conflated with rural guerrilla warfare. Guerrilla warfare, however, is

distinct from insurgency because it focuses on military objectives and may be practiced

Conflict,” American Political Science Review 104, no. 3 (2010): 415-29, doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0003055410000286; Hannah Arendt, Hannah Arendt, On Revolution (The
Viking Press, 1963; repr. with introduction by Jonathan Schell, New York: Penguin Group, 2006); Theda
Skocpol, Social Revolutions in the Modern World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996); Samuel
Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New Delhi: Adarsh Enterprises, Yale University,
1968); and Stephen M. Walt, Revolution and War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996). It also
briefly touches on social movement theory of Sidney Tarrow, Power in Movement (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998); Charles Tilly, The Politics of Collective Violence (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003); Rex Hopper, “The Revolutionary Process, A Frame of Reference for the Study of
Revolutionary Movements,” Social Forces 28, no. 3 (1950): 270-79, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2572010;
and Doowan Lee, “A Social Movement Approach to Unconventional Warfare,” Special Warfare 26, no. 3
(July-September 2013): 27-32.

® Fearon and Laitin, “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,” 75, 79.

24



by state forces or by insurgents in urban or rural environments. Insurgents are more than
guerrillas. They “fight to attain political, not military ends” and are not confined to rural
environments or defined by military measures alone.”

Lyall and Wilson describe insurgency as “a protracted violent struggle by
nonstate actors to obtain their political objectives — often independence, greater
autonomy, or subversion of existing authorities — against the current political authority

(the incumbent).”®

This definition moves closer to capturing insurgency from a political
perspective. At the same time, however, similar to Fearon and Laitin, Lyall and Wilson
also see insurgency confined to guerrilla warfare. To recast the response above, insurgent
movements may adopt a guerrilla warfare strategy that “uses small, mobile groups to
inflict punishment on the incumbent through hit-and-run strikes while avoiding direct

battle when possible.”®

But they may also use terrorist tactics strategically, conventional
capabilities as they develop, or a combination of all three.” In addition to this limitation,
Lyall and Wilson suggest that guerrilla warfare “seeks to win the allegiance of at least

some portion of the noncombatant population.”®

This is not part of guerrilla warfare; it is,
however, an attribute of insurgency at particular stages, though not necessarily all stages

depending on conditions of capability and human geography.®

* Walter E. Kretchik, U.S. Army Doctrine, From the American Revolution to the War on Terror (Lawrence,
KS: University Press of Kansas, 2011), 99.
Z Lyall and Wilson, “Rage Against the Machines,” 70.

Ibid.
" Tedd Gurr looks at collective violence in stages akin to the phases utilized in this dissertation framework.
Gurr buckets sporadic terrorism and unsuccessful coups with other low levels of violence. He differentiates
strategic terrorism from low levels of guerrilla activity. He combines civil war, revolutionary war and
guerrilla activity involving more than 1,000 armed fighters over a large area. And then caveats protracted
civil war fought from base areas. This work shares topics later in this chapter but phases these activities by
levels of needed training and maturity. Ted Robert Gurr, Minorities at Risk. A Global View of
Ethnopolitical Conficts, (Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press, 1993).

Ibid.
® In some cases, it is easier to drive unassimilated populations out of an area, as I1SIS did in Northern
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Both quantitative studies introduced here employ an additional caveat that reduces
insurgency to a threshold of casualty outputs for study. In order to provide measurable
and testable requirements for data collection and hypotheses, an insurgency exists when
1) at least 1,000 people are killed in the conflict, “with a yearly average of at least 100”
and 2) when “[a]t least 100 [are] killed on both sides (including civilians attacked by
rebels).'® For the purposes of this dissertation, insurgency is not about counting deaths.
Rather, it is about using numerous forms of resistance for political ends. Insurgency is
defined by claimant political goals, processes of violence, control and authority, as well
as organizational components.

The largest limitation of the casualty threshold when assessing insurgent politics
is that events considered as independent civil wars may be connected within one broader
insurgency.™ As is often the case with insurgent movements, fighting stops and starts as
an insurgent organization or movement strategically uses a cease fire to gain political
ground or some other measure of power or advantage.*? Within the social movement
literature, this time may be labeled as abeyance, a period “characterized by little or no

mobilization. During this period, SMOs (Social Movement Organizations) often focus

19 Fearon and Laitin, “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,” 76. Fearon and Laitin hold to additional
criteria for coding shared by others in the field. For example, data set requirements are often pulled from
David Singer and Melvin Small’s Correlates of War (COW) Project
(http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/9905); Nicholas Sambanis’s (2004) work on
definitional complexities; and the Uppsala Conflict Data Program Armed Conflict Dataset that tracks
conflicts back as far as 1946. See www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/dataset/.

1 In “International System and Technologies of Rebellion,” Kalyvas and Balcells (418) argue that civil
wars may be conventional wars, symmetric nonconventional wars, or insurgencies, ‘guerrilla’ or
‘irregular’. But Kalyvas and Balcells utilize the COW criteria in their coding and limit the definition of
insurgency to a “technology of rebellion whereby the rebels privilege small, lightly armed bands operating
in rural areas.”

12 iberia. Chechnya.
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inward on identity or values.”*® Under other circumstances, fighting may stop while an

insurgency rebuilds materiel or personnel strength to reengage in violence.

2.2.2 Insurgency and Civil War

Civil war literature builds upon the concepts above. It looks more closely at local
level behaviors during insurgent movements to better understand the internal dynamics of
insurgent organizations and their relationship to surrounding populations. This means that
concepts of resourcing, training, logistics, persuasion, and coercion are investigated, to
include methods of implementation and their effects.'* For this reason, academic
definitions of civil war and revolution come closer to an appropriate summation of
insurgency, in part because they are forms of insurgency, and in part because revolution
and civil wars are overtly political phenomena.™® The contributions of Stathis Kalyvas
and Jeremy Weinstein are introduced below.

According to Kalyvas, beyond the casualty requirements described in the previous
section, “[c]ivil war is defined as armed combat within the boundaries of a recognized
sovereign entity between parties subject to a common authority at the outset of the
hostilities.”*® This is frequently true for insurgencies, although external intervention or
motivation may play a large role in the development of a movement. It may also be true

that transnational organizations include foreign nationals who are part of an insurgency in

13 Jonathan Christiansen, “Four Stages of Social Movements,” EBSCO Research Starters (EBSCO
Publishing Inc., 2009).

1 Kalyvas found fault in macrolevel analysis that explained local behavior by referencing elite actions.
“The current emphasis on the macrolevel implies that ‘on-the-ground’ dynamics are perceived as a rather
irrelevant local manifestation of the macrolevel” (Kalyvas, Logic of Violence, 390). This work attempts to
make a connection between the macro and micro levels of analysis.

15 Certain scholars argue revolution is a pinnacle to be reached in terms of intrastate violence. Others
suggest that revolution is “one of the most common events producing civil wars.” Goldstone et al., “Global
Model,” 191.

16 Kalyvas, Logic of Violence, 5.

27



a given state. This trend will increase as the globalization of insurgency continues. Take
the current context of Syria, for example. The number of foreign fighters contributing to
numerous sides of the civil war is estimated to include 15,000 militants from eighty
nations. *” In this respect, the government contributes to one side while a number of

organizations with competing interests vie for supremacy across the state.

i
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An estimated 15,000 militants from at least B0 nations are
believed to have entered Syria to help overthrow the regime of
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Figure 2.1 Washington Post October 12, 2014, A globalized web of militancy®

17 “Foreign Fighters Flow to Syria,” The Washington Post, October 11, 2014,
http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/foreign-fighters-flow-to-syria/2014/10/11/3d2549fa-5195-11e4-
8c24-487e92bc997b_graphic.html.

'8 Note: “Figures for fighters from Western Europe are from the International Center for the Study of
Radicalization’s high-estimate category. All other numbers are from the Soufan Group. Per country fighter
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Kalyvas looks specifically at the use of coercive homicidal violence in irregular
civil wars against noncombatants. Irregular civil war includes “large-scale insurgencies
with a predominantly rural basis” and should not be confused with “spontaneous peasant
uprisings, jacqueries, food riots, and the like. These undisciplined, unstable, anarchic, and
decentralized processes are not sustained long enough to challenge sovereign authority
effectively.”'® Because Kalyvas focuses on local rural conditions, the lack of urban
diversity within his theory does not detract from his focus on how violence is enacted
against populations where “at least two political actors... enjoy partial and/or overlapping
monopolies of violence.”?® A corresponding hypothesis could logically be made that
similar conclusions might result in urban environments as well.

Kalyvas argues that during civil war, violence “aims primarily to deter defection”
but also to help mobilization efforts at the local level; he finds that in the cases he
studied, violence is more

related to local issues rather than the ‘master cleavage’ that drives the civil

war at the national level. This is the case despite the fact that local

cleavages are usually framed in the discursive terminology of the master

cleavage.?

Because the use of violence can backfire, “collective and individual preferences,

strategies, values, and identities are continuously shaped and reshaped in the course of a

war.?? Popular loyalty, disloyalty, and support cannot be assumed as exogenous and

estimates determined from a date range of December 2013 to October 2014. Small numbers of fighters are
also reported to have come from Bangladesh, New Zealand, Philippines, Senegal, Singapore and Trinidad
and Tobago. These countries are not shown because they are off the map.” “Foreign Fighters Flow to
Syria.”

¥ Kalyvas, Logic of Violence, 19.

% bid., 31.

2! |bid., 364. Chapters two and three will discuss the changing use of narrative in much more detail.

?2 Backlash is more often associated with indiscriminate violence. Indiscriminate violence is used more
frequently when there is a lack of information. “If the “guilty’ cannot be identified and arrested, then
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fixed.”? It makes sense then that a resultant theory of selective violence should indicate
that areas experiencing the greatest levels of homicidal violence are those villages split**
between warring groups. Violence patterns shift when a particular organization gains
complete control, or when control in an area is entirely fragmented.

Weinstein’s work follows Kalyvas. He also builds upon Fearon and Laitin’s
standard quantitative definition of insurgency and civil war as political violence between
state agents and organized nonstate groups. In addition to the casualty caveat, he
identifies “conditions under which rebellion mobilizes the disenfranchised for political

change, and when it serves only the narrow interests of its leaders”?

—when it produces
“insurgents that seek to transform governance while others give rise to predatory
organizations that sow terror among noncombatant populations.”?® In doing so, Weinstein
adopts a typology that distinguishes between conflicts in which participants “seek to
capture the center,” secede, or “use violence but have no interest in achieving territorial
control of any sort.”?" His work looks specifically at micro-level patterns of selective and
uncontrolled violence as a function of internal movement characteristics, including

“membership, policies, structures, and culture.”?®

violence ought to target innocent people that are somehow associated with them... the targeted population
will collaborate with” one side because they are feared more than another (ibid., 150).
% Ibid., 389.
2 _abeled as “dominant but incomplete control” (ibid., 328).
% Weinstein, Inside Rebellion, xvi.
% |bid., 327. Weinstein begins to approach the organizing question listed above, “Might we surmise what
2(7inds of insurgent behavior would lead to the creation of sustainable states?”

Ibid., 17.
% Ibid., 19. “Selective violence is difficult to implement in practice. Differences in the membership and
structure of rebel groups are reflected in the quality of a group’s institutions — its capacity to obtain
information and use it to direct violence without making mistakes. Activist rebellions attract individuals
committed to longer-term goals and embedded in networks of repeated interaction that enable leaders to
shape the incentives and interests of their followers. Opportunistic rebellions, on the other hand, attract
participants interested only in short term, material gains. Joined together by nothing more than their
material interests, opportunistic groups are plagued by indiscipline, as combatants often sacrifice a group’s
objectives to their individual interests” (ibid., 204).
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Weinstein’s approach addresses insurgent behavior regarding resourcing,
recruitment, governance and violence within Mozambique, Uganda and Peru. Similar to
the definition of insurgency introduced at the beginning of Section 1.3, he treats “civil
wars as a form of political violence” that seeks “to capture control of the government or
over a region or to influence government policy.”?® He indicates that groups seeking
actual control of the state constitute only “56 percent of belligerent groups in civil wars
fought since 1945.”%° His framework opens the aperture of insurgency to terrorist
organizations as well as transnational criminal organizations like the Mexican drug
cartels.

[T]he imperative of capturing a national territory creates a unique set of

opportunities and constraints that may or may not hold in other types of

warfare. The prospect of territorial control disciplines rebel behavior

across geographic regions because it embeds insurgents in an interaction

with civilians that, if they are successful, will be repeated over time.
Weinstein allows for insurgency to exist where and when the state cannot control or
govern the entirety of its territory, and is therefore a second or third party to internal
conflict within its borders. His work forms part of the basis of the model presented later
in the chapter.

Where Kalyvas is concerned, we learn how and why violence is used by parties in
given various demographic environments during civil wars. Where Weinstein is

concerned, we begin to understand that the maturity of insurgency is heavily dependent

upon the central leadership’s ability to control forces of organizational entropy. He looks

> Ibid., 16.

% Ibid., 17. Weinstein references Monica Tofts unpublished data regarding the belligerent group objectives
since 1945. The term belligerent here is not used in a legal way that identifies a state participant. It just
means fighting or warring groups.

%! Ibid., 17. Weinstein references Monica Tofts unpublished data regarding the belligerent group objectives
since 1945. The term belligerent here is not used in a legal way that identifies a state participant. It just
means fighting or warring groups.
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more specifically at the ability — or inability — of different kinds of insurgent
organizations to discipline and restrain the use of force, finding this quality to depend
upon the resources that the leadership has available at the beginning of rebellion.*? This

is a partial story, which will be elaborated in chapters three and four.

2.2.3 Insurgency and Revolution

Academic literature regarding revolution adds greater depth to the understanding
of insurgency in five ways. First, revolution is described with respect to varied levels of
violence. Second, some revolutions may not be insurgencies. Third, revolution is more
clearly framed in the language of social movements and resistance movements. Fourth,
revolution is depicted as distinct from other forms of insurgency. And fifth, revolutionary
theorists present broader typologies regarding these full blown forms of insurgent
movements.

Academic descriptions of revolution further illustrate the breadth and depth of the
insurgency spectrum and are more prone to provide corresponding theoretical
explanations of resulting change. Revolution presents an aspect of the insurgency process
that gathers extensive social momentum and penetration into political, social and
economic structures and communities within a state. Because revolution is not defined by
degrees of violence but rather by the permeation of psychological and structural

transformation within the fabric of an existing nation, it exhibits diverse collective

% According to Weinstein, “Leadership, skill, and ideology all take a backseat to broader, macro-level
factors that structure the universe of possibilities individual rebels confront. Rebel organizations are
transformed, at least in theory, from groups defined by the personalities and ideologies of their leaders to
teams of would-be rebels shaped by conditions that affect the viability of challenging the state. Violence
becomes the natural outcome of a path of organizational evolution rather than a strategic choice made in
response to changing conditions on the ground” (ibid., 21). Chapter 3 of this dissertation directly confronts
this finding, though resources are part of the calculus. The use of particular forms of violence, particularly
in urban settings, may certainly be a strategic choice.
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activities. In a handful of examples, such as the 1989 Velvet Revolution in
Czechoslovakia, violence is not fundamental to the insurgency.>®

Processes that yield revolution with limited levels of violence fall into traditional
social movement or resistance movement categories. Recall that certain revolutions and
social movements are not insurgencies at all and fall outside the scope of this study. To
review briefly, insurgencies accompany a commitment to the unconstitutional or illegal
use of force or protest. Figure 2.2 may make this concept clearer given the associated

terminology definitions that follow.

Increasing Levels of Insurgent Violence in Revolution

>
Resistance Movement Full Blown Insurgency
Traditional Social Movement Contentious Social Movement
Figure 2.2

Sidney Tarrow defines social movements as “collective challenges by people with
common purposes and solidarity in sustained interactions with elites, opponents and
authorities.”* Charles Tilly adds the “WUNC” behavioral requirements presented
previously — that is social movements must display worthiness, unity and commitment.

Tilly would argue that movements that engage in sustained violent campaigns,

* The 1989 Velvet Revolution in Czechoslovakia ended over forty years of communist control of the state.
Mass demonstrations and strikes yielded a shift to democracy, a multiparty state, and market economy that
persists today, although it is now called Slovakia. Jonathan Schell speaks to a series of democratic
revolutions in the late twentieth century. “[T]he series seemed to begin in southern Europe with the
overthrow of the Greek junta in 1974, the autocracy in Portugal that same year, and the transition to
democracy in Spain in 1975.” Jonathan Schell’s introduction in Hannah Arendt, On Revolution (The
Viking Press, 1963; repr. with introduction by Jonathan Schell, New York: Penguin Group, 2006), xxi. He
also references the fall of Brazil’s dictatorship in 1985, the Philippines in 1986, Georgia’s Rose Revolution
in 2003, and others.

% 0On p. 28 of “Social Movement Approach,” Lee references p. 4 of Tarrow’s Power in Movement.
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particularly at the level of coordinated destruction, are not social movements. For this
reason, I call movements that do not exercise violence in a sustained or strategic way,
“traditional social movements” and claim that they are insurgencies when they fit the
definition. Public protest that is legal in one state may be illegal in another.

In comparison, other academic theorists do connect social movement theory to the
broader politics of insurgency and revolution. Rex Hopper, for example, postulates that
revolutionary “movements pass through four stages in their development: the Preliminary
Stage of Mass (Individual) Excitement, the Popular Stage of Crowd (Collective)
Excitement and Unrest, the Formal Stage of Formulation of Issues and Formation of
Publics, and the Institutional Stage of Legalization and Societal Organization.”**
Hopper’s work — as well as that of Herbert Blumer who in 1969 similarly described four
stages of social movements as Social Ferment, Popular Excitement, Formalization, and
Institutionalization — continues to be relevant; today these stages are called Emergence,
Coalescence, Bureaucratization, and Decline.*® Because many insurgencies comprise
contentious social movements, they necessarily interact with a public, especially if the
goal of the movement is to ascend to state leadership or to assume territorial control.
Chapter 5 will put this framework into further context.

To return to the concept of levels of violence in insurgency and the discussion of
Figure 2.2, the term resistance movement has a similar nuanced distinction regarding the

use of violence. According to the “Department of Defense Dictionary of Military Terms,”

% Hopper, “Revolutionary Process,” 270.

% On p. 2 of “Four Stages of Social Movements,” Christiansen references both Herbert Blumer, “Collective
Behavior,” in Principles of Sociology, ed. A.M. Lee, 3rd ed. (New York: Barnes and Noble Books, 1969)
and Donatella De la Porta and Mario Diani, Social Movements: An Introduction, 2nd ed. (Malden, MA:
Blackwell Publishing, 2006). These social movement stages will be incorporated into the insurgency model
in Section 1.4.

34



a resistance movement is, an “organized effort by some portion of the civil population of
a country to resist the legally established government or an occupying power and to
disrupt civil order and stability.” ¥ Resistance movements may begin as traditional
social movements and by definition are limited in means of violence. Revolutionary
processes, however, often impact resistance movements. For example, they may be
suppressed by the state. In many cases, due to controlled or uncontrolled levels of
increasing collective violence, they may become contentious social movements and
transition from resistance movements to full blown violent insurgencies.

Numerous theorists who study revolution consider this particular form of
insurgency distinct from factional strife, civil war, coups d’états and national liberation
movements.*® Although they are all brought about by comparative processes of political
violence and organizational constructs, as Hannah Arendt argues, “only where change
occurs in the sense of a new beginning, where violence is used to constitute an altogether
different form of government, to bring about the formation of a new body politic... can
we speak of revolution.”® Similarly, Samuel Huntington argues that, “revolution is a
rapid, fundamental, and violent domestic change in the dominant values, and myths of a
society, in its political institutions, social structure, leadership, and government activity

and policies.”*® Stephen Walt defines revolution as “the destruction of an existing state

%7 Joint Publication 1-02 (JP 1-02), Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms
(Joint Chiefs of Staff, November 8, 2010, as amended through August 15, 2014), 218.

%8 Walt, Revolution and War, 13.

% Arendt, On Revolution, 25.

%0 «“Revolutions are thus to be distinguished from insurrections, rebellions, revolts, coups, and wars of
independence. A coup d’état in itself changes only leadership and perhaps policies; a rebellion or
insurrection may change policies, leadership, and political institutions, but not social structure and values; a
war of independence is a struggle of one community against rule by an alien community and does not
necessarily involve changes in the social structure of either community. What is here called simply
‘revolution’ is what others have called great revolutions, grand revolutions, or social revolutions.” Samuel
Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies, (Adarsh Enterprises, Yale University, 1968), 264.
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by members of its own society, followed by the creation of a new political order;” he too
references new “values, myths, social classes, political institutions, and conceptions of
the political community.”**

Revolution, however, does not stand independently of other insurgency forms. |
contend rather that it is differentiated by its ends and not necessarily its means or even
duration.*” Doowan Lee studies the mobilization and manipulation of social movements
during social revolution and other forms of state resistance.*®* He illustrates that
resistance movements may be manipulated and that social movements are not only part of
a bottom up form of revolution. Lee leverages Skocpol’s definition of social revolution as
“rapid, basic transformations of a society’s state and class structures, accompanied and in
part accomplished through popular revolts from below.”* Lee distinguishes between
reform-oriented traditional social movements; indigenous movements seeking to
overthrow or disrupt a target regime; indigenous coups d’états; and externally sponsored
insurgencies. Each of these types of activity represents a pathway within insurgency
politics that might begin as factional strife, civil war, coups d’états or national liberation
movements and end in revolution. In the case of the coup d’états where top down change
is initiated, the revolution may happen after the transition of political power.*®

To delve more specifically into aspects of political theory regarding typologies of
revolution, both Huntington and Walt simplify revolutions into polarized standards. Walt

describes those that occur from above and those that occur from below.

“! Walt, Revolution and War, 12.

“2 Even though Skocpol, Walt, and Huntington describe revolution as a rapid transition, insurgent
movements thus far in history tend build slowly. In fact, insurgency is frequently described as being
protracted or prolonged. By the time it reaches the stage of revolution, however, it is like a car with a turbo
engine — acceleration that began slowly picks up exponentially over time.

*® Lee, “Social Movement Approach,” 27-32.

* On page 28 of “Social Movement Approach,” Lee references p. 5 of Skocpol’s Social Revolutions.

** Arendt would agree.
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In a mass revolution, the old regime is swept away in an explosion of

political participation by individuals or groups that were marginalized or

excluded under the old order. In an elite revolution, by contrast, the old

regime is challenged and eventually replaced by a movement whose

leaders were themselves part of the old regime—normally military and

civil bureaucrats who become convinced that the old order can no longer

defend vital national interests.*
In both cases, methods of action against the existing regime are illegal and usually
include violence. These behaviors are accompanied by an “explosion of political
activity.”*" Walt connects the inner leadership of the revolution to both the social
community as well as the political community. “By definition, successful revolutionary
organizations are good at mobilizing social power and directing it toward specific
political ends.”*® Beyond these observations though, Walt presents no theory regarding
the revolutionary process.* There are numerous hybrids, other potential pathways to
explore for revolution that fall between the extreme elite and mass movement types.

Huntington speaks of Eastern and Western typologies that are based on a pre-
1968 understanding of insurgency and are accompanied by linear patterns of steps and
actions. He writes that Western revolutions evolve

from the fall of the old order, through the revolutionary honeymoon, the

rule of the moderates, the efforts at counterrevolution, the rise of the

radicals, the reign of terror and of virtue, and, eventually, the thermidor.*

The pattern of the Eastern revolution is quite different. The expansion of
political participation and the creation of new political institutions are

“® Walt, Revolution and War, 12-13.

“"Ibid., 20.

“® Ibid., 22. Interestingly, Walt expresses less conviction about the role of ideology in revolution. He argues
that, “ideological themes are neither necessary nor sufficient conditions for revolutionary success” (ibid.,
28). Some form of psychological unifier or platform is necessary for this to occur.

“ Walt is more concerned with the external effects a revolution in one state has upon the behavior of the
international system.

%0 His account falls in line with Arendt’s description of the French Revolution and completely ignores the
American revolutionary experience, perhaps because he sees it as an aberration. According to the Merriam
Webster Dictionary, a thermidor is a “moderate counterrevolutionary stage following an extremist stage of
a revolution and usually characterized often through the medium of a dictatorship by an emphasis on the
restoration of order, a relaxation of tensions, and some return to patterns of life held to be normal.”
http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/thermidor.
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carried on simultaneously and gradually by the revolutionary counterelite

and the collapse of the political institutions of the old regime marks the

end rather than the beginning of the revolutionary struggle. In the Western

revolution the revolutionaries come to power in the capital first and then

gradually expand their control over the countryside. In the Eastern

revolution they withdraw from central, urban areas of the country,

establish a base area of control in a remote section, struggle to win the

support of the peasants through terror and propaganda, slowly expand the

scope of their authority, and gradually escalate the level of their military

operations from individual terroristic attacks to guerrilla warfare to mobile

warfare and regular warfare. Eventually they are able to defeat the

government troops in battle.>*

Huntington describes a variety of important facets of the politics of insurgency within
this short narrative even though it is dated given the proliferation of hybrid typologies
that exist today.

For example, having read Mao Tse-tung’s theory regarding the Chinese
Communist Revolution, he touches on the use of political methods that include a broad
range of violent tactics, both rural and urban. He accounts for terrorism, guerrilla warfare,
conventional warfare, the growth of administrative and political institutions, as well as
the rise of numerous competing groups during the course of the insurgent movement.
Although his description does not necessarily cover the scope of what can be understood
about the developmental process of contemporary globalized insurgencies, he identifies a
level of complexity that is missing from the insurgency or civil war academic literature.
Huntington grasps important administrative and tactical variables of insurgency that will
be explored further.

Section 2.1 introduced academic literature regarding insurgency, civil war, and

revolution that begins to piece together interrelated ideas needed for a broader conceptual

understanding of the politics of insurgency. Once the military and legal perspectives of

> Huntington, Political Order, 271-72. As his Western template is based on the French Revolution and his
Eastern template is based on the Chinese Communist Revolution.
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insurgency are presented below, | will return to connect concepts within all three sections
and synthesize a more refined framework of insurgency politics divided into phases of
increasing maturity and capability. From this framework, we might begin to see how
insurgency practice changes over time, both in its repertoire of violence and

administrative political and economic capacity.

2.3  Operational Perspectives of Insurgency

In contrast to the contemporary academic descriptions of insurgency in the last
section, this section provides a practitioner’s perspective — at least a U.S government
military operational perspective of insurgency. Much of the academic literature looks at
insurgency from a pre-9/11 vantage. Insurgency, however, like terrorism changes over
time. For example, political terrorism can be divided into three primary categories of sub-
state terrorism, state supported terrorism, and regime or state terrorism.>* Within the sub-
state category, we seldom see the social revolutionary terrorism of the left, or the right
wing terrorism that dominated the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Those
activities, like today’s forms of terrorism, were part of insurgent movements that no
longer hold psychologically for a constituent audience. Their “business processes,”
however, if not their technologies, are very similar to today’s equivalent practices.
Interestingly, the academic community has addressed the emergence of religious
fundamentalist terrorism as a separate area of study that is seldom connected to the
broader insurgency framework in which terrorists move. When politically motivated by

substate actors, terrorism does not stand apart from insurgency, except in lone wolf or

%2 Gerald Post class notes.
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sociopathic/psychopathic situations. Rather, it reflects the context and maturity of an
insurgent base.*?

Military doctrine does not question why individuals behave in particular ways but
instead explores how they behave. It asks, “what do these actors do and what functions
do we see repeated over time? Military strategist David Kilcullen suggests that
insurgents are members of “an organized movement that aims at overthrowing the
political order within a given territory, using a combination of subversion, terrorism,
guerrilla warfare and propaganda.”™ In this context, subversion includes “[a]ctions
designed to undermine the military, economic, psychological, or political strength or
morale of a governing authority.”> Kilcullen describes apparent impacts of globalization
and urbanization on the emergence of insurgent networks moving in and against the
international political order; the connotation of insurgency as a rural phenomenon or a
military function associated with counting casualties quickly disappears. At the same
time though, Kilcullen’s description looks at insurgency solely from a perspective of
breaking down existing political regimes and ignores conventional warfare as a means of
coordinated destruction. He says nothing about establishing a new order or building an
alternative social, security or political framework. Although not all participants are
witting, a