TOUR de FORCE:

From State-Based to Non-State Internal Fighting

Dissertation
zur Erlangung des Doktorgrades
der Wirtschafts- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Fakultat

der Eberhard Karls Universitat Tubingen

vorgelegt von
Sophia Benz

aus Tubingen

Tubingen

2014



Tag der miindlichen Priifung: 29.06.2015
Dekan: Professor Dr. rer.soc. Josef Schmid
1. Gutachter: Prof. Dr. Andreas Hasenclever

2. Gutachter: Prof. Dr. Sven Chojnacki



Contents

1. Introduction 8
I. Old Wars 1
2. Conventional Inter-State Wars: Modern, Total and Cold Warfare 3
3. Conventional Intra-State Wars: Greed and Grievance Conflicts 13
3.1. Explaining Grievance Rebellions: The Deprived Actor Model . . . . . . .. 13
3.2. Explaining Greed Rebellions: The Rational Actor Model . . . . . . . .. .. 22
3.3. Summary of Major Empirical Changes . . . . .. ... ... ... ...... 30
Il. The Concept of New Wars 35
4. The Political Context of New Warfare 37
5. The Dimensions of New Warfare 51
5.1. The Nature and Quantity of Actors in New Warfare . . . . . . ... ... .. 51
5.2. Individual Motives and New War Economies . . . . . . . ... ... ... .. 60
5.3. The Strategy of New Warfare . . . . ... .. ... ... .. ... ...... 64
5.4. The Duration of New Warfare . . . . . . . ... .. .. ... ... ...... 68
6. Interim Summary I: The Theoretical Concept of New Wars 71
7. Non-State vs. State-Based Internal Armed Conflicts 75
8. Non-State Internal Fighting vs. Terrorism 83
9. Critical Discussion of the Concept of New Wars 87
I1l. Refining the Concept of New Wars 109
10. Explaining Violence Against Civilians in Non-State Conflicts 111
10.1. Weinstein’s Structuralist Mechanism . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. 113
10.2. Kalyvas’ Mechanism of Contestation . . . . . . . ... ... ... ..... 132



Contents

10.3. Summary of Mechanisms . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ... ..., 141
11. Explaining Military Deaths in Non-State Conflicts 147
11.1. Summary of Mechanisms . . . . . . . . .. .. ... L L. 149
12. Interim Summary Il: Beyond the Concept of New Wars 151
IV. Data 167
13. Data on Internal Fighting and Armed Actors 169
13.1. The “New List of Wars”/“Consolidated List of Wars” . . . ... .. ... 169
13.2. The “Non-State Conflict Dataset” . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... .... 174
14. Data on the Intensity of Internal Fighting 181
15. Data on the Duration of Internal Fighting 189
16. Data on Conflict Resources 193
17. Data on the Political Context of Internal Fighting 205
18. Interim Summary Ill: The Master-File 229
V. Hypotheses 235
VI. Analyses 245
19. Methods of Analysis 247
20. Descriptive Analysis 249
20.1. The Incidence and Significance of Non-State Wars . . . . . . .. ... .. 249
20.2. The Incidence and Significance of Non-State Conflicts . . . . . . . . ... 259
20.3. The Incidence and Significance of Non-State Conflict Episodes . . . . . . 276
21. Interim Summary IV: Main Results of the Descriptive Analysis 287
22. Comparative Analysis 201
22.1. Comparison of the Quantity and Nature of Actors . . . . ... ... ... 291
22.2. Comparison of the Role of Conflict Resources . . . . . . . ... ... ... 296
22.3. Comparison of the Scale and Nature of Violence . . . . . ... ... ... 311
22.4. Comparison of the Duration of Fighting . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... 324
22.5. Comparison of the Political Context of Fighting . . . . ... .. .. ... 327
23. Interim Summary V: Main Results of the Comparative Analysis 337



Contents

24. Multiple Regression Look-Out 339
24.1. Multiple Regression Results Concerning the Associative Hypotheses . . . 344
24.2. Multiple Regression Results on the Incidence and Nature of Non-State Fight-

INE . . e 357

25. Interim Summary VI: Main Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis 363

Conclusion 373
VII. Appendices 377
A. The New vs. the Consolidated List of Wars 379
B. List of Non-State Wars, 1946-2009 381
C. Hypotheses 383
D. Codebook, Data Sources and Measures 385
D.1. Codebook Master-File . . . . . . . .. ... . o 385
D.2. Variables and Data Sources . . . . . . .. .. ... .. .. .. .. 398
E. Descriptive Statistics 405
F. Pairwise Correlation Matrix of State Weakness Measures 411
G. Significance of Regression Results 413
H. Hypotheses, Tests and Overall Outcome 419
Glossary 423
Bibliography 425






List of Figures

5.1. Use of Child Soldiers . . . . . . . . . . . . o o
5.2. The Context and Dimensions of New Warfare . . . . . . . .. .. ... ...

10.1.
10.2.
10.3.
10.4.
10.5.

11.1.
11.2.
11.3.
11.4.
11.5.

20.1.
20.2.
20.3.

20.4.

20.5.
20.6.
20.7.
20.8.
20.9.

20.10.
20.11.
20.12.
20.13.

20.14.

20.15.
20.16.

Theoretical Possibilities of Rebel Organizations . . . . . .. .. .. .. ..
Mechanism 1 Explaining Civilian Abuse in Internal Conflict . . . . . ..
Mechanism 2 & 3 Explaining Civilian Abuse in Internal Conflict . . . . .
Mechanism 4 Explaining Civilian Abuse in Internal Conflict . . . . . ..
Mechanism 5 Explaining Civilian Abuse in Internal Conflict . . . . . ..

Mechanism 6 Explaining Military Deaths in Internal Conflict . . . . . . .
Mechanism 7 Explaining Military Deaths in Internal Conflict . . . . . . .
Mechanism 8 Explaining Military Deaths in Internal Conflict . . . . . . .
Mechanism 9 Explaining Military Deaths in Internal Conflict . . . . . . .
Mechanism 10 Explaining Military Deaths in Internal Conflict . . . . . .

Share of Non-State Wars in All Annually Ongoing Wars . . . . . . .. ..
Number of Annually Ongoing Wars and Affected Countries . . . . . . . .
Numbers of Annually Ongoing Wars and Affected Countries in sub-Saharan
Africa and in Central and South Asia . . . . . ... ... ... .....
Avg. Regional Shares (1946-1988 vs. 1989-2009) in All Annually Ongoing
Wars . . . . . e e e e
Inner-Regional Shares of Non-State Wars in all Annually Ongoing Wars .
Regional Shares in the Number of All Annually Ongoing State-Based Wars
Number of New Outbreaks of Conflict . . . . . .. ... ... ... ....
Share of Non-State Conflicts in All New Outbreaks of Conflict . . . . . .
Number of Annually Ongoing Conflicts and Affected Countries . . . . . .
Number of Annually Ongoing Conflicts by Region . . . . . . ... ...
Number of Annually Ongoing Non-State Conflicts by Region . . . . . .
Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing Non-State Conflicts . . . . . .
Post-Cold War Avg. Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing Non-State
Conflicts and Affected Countries . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ...
Post-Cold War Avg. Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing Non-State
Conflicts and Affected Countries . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... ...
Number of Annually Ongoing State-Based Conflicts by Region . . . . .
Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing State-Based Conflicts . . . . .

115
142
143
145
145

149
149
150
150
150

250
251

253

254
256
257
260
261
262
264
265
266

267
268

269
270



List of Figures

20.17.

20.18.
20.19.

20.20.

20.21.

20.22.
20.23.
20.24.
20.25.

20.26.

20.27.

20.28.

22.1.
22.2.
22.3.
22.4.
22.5.
22.6.

Post-Cold War Avg. Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing State-Based
Conflicts and Affected Countries . . . . ... ... ... ... ......
Share of Non-State Conflicts in All Annually Ongoing Conflicts . . . . .
Inner-Regional Shares of Non-State Conflicts in All Annually Ongoing Con-
flicts . . . . e e
Post-Cold War Avg. Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing Conflict
Episodes (by Type) and Affected Countries, PRIO regional coding . . .
Post-Cold War Avg. Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing Conflict
Episodes (by Type) and Affected Countries, UCDP regional coding . . .
Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing Non-State Conflict Episodes .
Regional Shares in All Annually Ongoing State-Based Conflict Episodes
Number of All Annually Ongoing Conflict Episodes and Affected Countries
Post-Cold War Numbers of All Annually Ongoing Conflict Episodes and
Affected Countries . . . . . . . . . . . e
Share of Non-State Conflict Episodes in All Annually Ongoing Conflict
Episodes . . . . . .
Inner-Regional Shares of Non-State Conflict Episodes in All Annually On-
going Conflict Episodes . . . . . . . ... ... oL
Number of Annually Ongoing Conflict Episodes by Region . . . . . . . .

Outliers in the Number of Involved Actors . . . ... ... ... .....
Post-Cold War Avg. Regional Shares in All Battle-Deaths . . . . . . . ..
Avg. Annual Number of Battle-Deaths from Conflict by Region . . . . .
Deadliness of State-Based vs. Non-State Conflicts . . . .. ... ... ..
Battle-Deaths from/per Conflict . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .....
Battle-Deaths from/per Non-State Conflict by Region . . . . . .. .. ..

271
274

275

277

278
279
280
281

282

283

284
285

292
313
314
315
317
318



List of Tables

4.1. State Weakness and Types of Warfare . . . . .. .. .. ... ... .. ... 40
7.1. Ideal Types of Intra-State Warfare . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ... ... 82
10.1. A Typology of Mass Political Violence . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 141
22.1. Ranking of Countries by the Deadliness of Fighting . . . ... ... ... 321
22.2. Correlation Matrix of State Weakness Measures . . . . . . ... ... .. 328
22.3. Countries with the Greatest Discrepancy between State Legitimacy and Ef-
fectiveness . . . . . .. oL L 331
25.1. Accepted and Rejected Hypotheses . . . . . ... ... ... ... .... 365
B.1. List of Non-State Wars . . . . . . . .. .. ... . . . ... 382
C.1. Overview of Hypotheses . . . . . . . . . ... ... .. ... .. ..... 383
D.1. Overview of Fragility Measures . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ..... 404
E.1. Descriptive Statistics . . . . . . . . . o 409
F.1. Pairwise Correlation Matrix of State Weakness Measures . . . . . . .. .. 411
G.1. Regression Results of the Baseline Models . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... 414
G.2. Regression Results of All Refined Models . . . . ... ... ... ..... 415
G.3. Regression Results in Numbers of the Final Models . . . . . . . ... ... 416
G.4. Regression Results in Numbers of the Final Models . . . . . . . ... ... 417
G.5. Regression Results in Numbers of the Final Models . . . . . . .. ... .. 418
H.1. Overview of Hypotheses, Tests and Results . . . . .. ... ... ... .. 420
H.2. Overview of Hypotheses, Tests and Results . . . . .. .. ... ... ... 421



“[T]hose who live where states have failed must choose whether to be wealthy or secure;
without being willing to fight, they cannot be both. The formation of militias midst
diamond fields is thus emblematic of the way in which people must live when states fail.”

Robert H. Bates (2008). When Things Fell Apart: State Failure in Late-Century Africa.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, p. 139

1. Introduction

For about two decades, peace and conflict research has been discussing the emergence
of “New Wars”.! It has been argued that especially the end of the Cold War and increas-
ing globalization resulted in significant changes in the incidence and nature of internal
warfare. According to the advocates of the concept, New Wars emerge in weak states
and differ from “old” inter-state wars as well as from conventional intra-state wars in
the nature and number of involved actors, their motives and modes of financing war-
fare, the applied strategies and the duration of fighting. More specifically, advocates of
the concept identify a privatization, demilitarization or internationalization of actors,
an economization of motives, a brutalization of violent strategies and prolonging war-

fare (Kaldor , Pp- 6 sqq., 69 sqq.; Kaldor ; Miinkler , p- 134). However,
they admit that new and old wars in fact share certain characteristics. For example,
Miinkler ( ) emphasizes that a privatization and demilitarization of warfare as well

as asymmetric fighting have already been observed in the past. What constitutes the
fundamental novelty of New Wars is rather the coincidence of these three changes (Miin-
kler , pp- 134 sq., 142 sq.; Kaldor , PP- 2 sq.). Accordingly, New Wars are not
fundamentally “new” but characterized by a specific combination of values of already
known parameters or dimensions of warfare. Therefore, reference to the occurrence of
single aspects of New Warfare (e.g. the importance of non-state actors or massive vio-
lence against civilians) in certain old wars does not shatter the concept of New Wars.
Instead, the above mentioned global theses on the changing nature of internal armed
conflict require large-N empirical testing based on data with extensive temporal and
geographical coverage.

!For a summary of this discussion see Brzoska ( ).



Nevertheless, the recent discussion of the concept of New Wars generally remained
a theoretical debate merely supported by case-study evidence or evidence from com-
parative case-study designs.”? Systematic tests of deduced hypotheses have not been
conducted. On the other hand, many quantitative large-N studies tested at least some
aspects of the concept, yet without explicitly referring to the concept of New Wars.?
Although Melander et al. ( ) and Melander et al. ( ) rely on the concept of New
Wars for their theoretical arguments, their quantitative analyses remain limited to a sin-
gle dimension of New Warfare (the quantity and quality of violence). Most importantly,
however, even these authors who explicitly aim to test the concept of New Wars, resort
to conflict data that do not include or only incompletely cover New Wars: Their analy-
ses are based on conventional conflict data that do not capture wars between non-state
actors, taking place in a context of complete or partial state failure or within states that
lack international recognition.

In order to close this gap, Sven Chojnacki and his colleagues from the Free University
of Berlin engaged in a unique data experiment. They published a “New List of Wars”
that in its latest (and for the time being last) version covers worldwide incidences of
warfare between 1946 and 2009. For data collection, the authors relied on existing
and well-accepted quantitative data sets. However, they added the missing category of
“sub-state wars”, in the following also referred to as new, non-conventional or non-state
internal wars. In contrast to conventional civil wars where the state constitutes one
party to the conflict, non-conventional internal wars are mainly characterized by their
non-state or sub-state nature. I rely on these and similar data (the “Non-State Conflict
Dataset” compiled by the Conflict Data Program of the University of Uppsala in Sweden,
UCDP) to uncover whether the incidence and the significance of non-conventional (non-
state) internal fighting are indeed increasing, to investigate whether non-conventional
(non-state) fighting tends to occur in more fragile states where certain conflict resources
are produced more often, whether it lasts significantly longer than conventional (state-
based) internal fighting and whether it is carried out by a significantly larger number of
violent actors whose nature (e.g. their level of organization) also differs as well as the
kind of violence they apply.

For the first time, this study links the theoretical discussion of the concept of New
Wars with recently published large-N quantitative data sets that measure the inci-
dence, the context and the nature of internal fighting. The empirical analysis reaches
beyond a single or comparative case study design and does not systematically ex-
clude non-conventional (non-state or sub-state) internal fighting. Intensive warfare and
low intensity armed conflicts are equally covered. As demanded by Kahl and Teusch

2See e.g. Heupel ( ); Heupel and Zang] ( ); Heupel and Zang] ( ); Schlichte ( ); Schlichte
( ); Schlichte ( ); Kalyvas ( ); Ellis ( ).

3Examples are Collier and Hoeffler ( ), Lujala, N. P. Gleditsch, et al. ( ) and Lujala ( ) on
the role of conflict resources, Fearon ( ) and Buhaug et al. ( ) on the duration of warfare or
Lacina and N. P. Gleditsch ( ), Lacina ( ) and Lacina, Russett, et al. ( ) on the brutality
of fighting. The latter refer to the concept of New Wars only casually.
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( , pp. 384, 385, 400), Heupel and Zang] ( , D- 349), and Zangl and Ziirn ( ,
pp. 182-187), this study contrasts non-conventional with conventional intra-state (in-
stead of inter-state) wars and conflicts. This comparison not only captures every case
of non-state and state-based internal fighting but all dimensions of the concept of New
Wars which at the same time are general dimensions of internal fighting. If appropriate
and if data are available, additional levels of analysis are taken into consideration. For
most of its parts, the empirical analysis not only covers the conflict and the war level,
but also the actor level, the conflict-episode level and the country level. This allows one
to study the robustness of effects across levels of analysis. The results of the empiri-
cal analysis challenge the outcome of existing quantitative studies on the incidence and
nature of contemporary internal warfare while the prospects and limits of systematic
empirical tests of the concept of New Wars are also discussed. In addition, this study
aims to theoretically refine the concept of New Wars by identifying mechanisms that
link a privatization of violent actors, the availability of (certain) conflict resources and
worsening levels of state weakness with changes in the nature, intensity and duration of
fighting. This is especially demanding because so far the theoretical discussion of New
Wars lacks a clear understanding of the meaning of the concept, its dimensions and, most
importantly, an understanding of how these dimensions relate to each other. The focus
on the nature of internal fighting also contributes to the State of the Art as variance in
the intensity or duration comparatively rarely constitutes the dependent variable. In the
past, conflict research focused on great power or inter-state wars instead of intra-state
warfare while contemporary civil wars research oftentimes deals with the incidence (i.e.
changes in the proportion of countries at war in every given year) or the causes instead
of the nature of internal fighting.

This study is composed of six parts. The first theoretical part describes “old wars”,
i.e. conventional inter-state as well as conventional intra-state wars. Because old inter-
state wars are becoming a “relict of the past”, the focus soon shifts to the latter kind
(so-called greed or grievance rebellions). This type of internal armed conflict had been
dominating warfare at least since the end of World War II. However, within the post-
Cold War era, advocates of the concept of New Wars believe they observe the emergence
and increasing importance of a new type of internal warfare which is described within
the second theoretical part of this study. Chapters 4 and 5 which clarify the context and
dimensions of New Wars are followed by an interim summary of the original theoretical
concept in chapter 6. Because New Wars are often confounded with other kinds of
organized violence, chapter 7 summarizes the major similarities and differences between
conventional (state-based) internal armed conflicts (especially greed rebellions) on the
one hand and non-conventional (non-state) armed conflicts on the other. Likewise,
chapter 8 briefly distinguishes non-conventional (non-state) internal armed fighting from
terrorism. The second theoretical part of this study closes with a critical discussion of
both the concept of New Wars and the State of the Art in chapter 9. So far, especially
a clear understanding is missing of how the single dimensions of New Warfare interact
with each other. The third theoretical part of this study therefore aims to provide a
refinement of the concept by identifying respective mechanisms.

10



More specifically, I ask in how far differences between conventional and non-conventional
internal armed conflicts in terms of the nature and number of violent actors, their mo-
tives and their political context can explain differences in the nature of applied violence
(in the level of civilian abuse as discussed in chapter 10) as well as variance in the scale
of violence (in the number of battle-related military deaths as discussed in chapter 11).
The third theoretical part again concludes with an interim summary of the refined theo-
retical concept (chapter 12). The fourth part introduces and critically discusses data sets
that are now available to measure the incidence, the context and the various dimensions
of non-state and state-based internal fighting (chapters 13 to 17). The data used in the
upcoming analyses (the final “Master-File”) are presented in chapter 18. The fifth part
provides an overview of the hypotheses that are tested within the sixth analytical part.
Chapter 19 contains some information on the methods of analysis before I present the
results of the descriptive analysis (chapters 20 and 21), of the bivariate cross-sectional
comparative analysis (chapters 22 and 23) and of the multiple regression analysis (chap-
ter 24). Given the abundance of presented data and levels of analysis that are covered
by the models, the final summary of the main empirical findings (chapter 25) focuses on
the unambiguous outcomes. Overall, I find that non-state internal fighting indeed differs
from state-based internal fighting — sometimes as proposed by the concept of New Wars.
At times, however, the differences in the context and the nature of these sub-types of
internal armed conflict are less pronounced or even contrary to the expectations of the
concept.

11






Part |I.

Old Wars






2. Conventional Inter-State Wars: Modern,
Total and Cold Warfare

Mary Kaldor ( , D- 2) uses the term “Old War” to refer to an “idealized version”
of inter-state warfare that characterized Europe between the late 17th and the 20th
century. She distinguishes the following types of old warfare: the early modern wars
fought during the 17th and 18th century, the modern wars of the 19th century, the total
wars of the early 20th century and the Cold War during the late 20th century (Kaldor

, p- 16). For about three hundred years prior to 1945 such wars between states had

been the most frequent form of violent conflict (Mason , p. 64). Others state that
organized armed violence only began with the rise of nation-states and the underlying
political problems within or between them (Tilly , p. 67; Snow ; Kaldor ,
p- 2; Kaldor ; Kaldor ).

Prior to the formation of states, the bearing of arms was a privilege of the nobility.
In the feudal system and in the system of the city states, military service had been
performed by vassals as a duty to the lord or by the armed citizenry as a duty to the city.
In the late fourteenth century, the age of the condottieri, this system of personal duty
was rationalized, systematized and replaced by the impersonal relationship of purchase
and barter. Warfare became a business, a service performed for money by mercenaries.
Because fighting wars paid well, this practice found parallels and persisted for instance
in the Landsknecht system in Germany during the Thirty Years’ War, in the Swiss
“Reislaufer”, who were greatly valued as mercenary soldiers throughout Europe from the
fifteenth to the nineteenth century or in the use of soldiers of fortune to establish colonies
by the East India Company during the eighteenth century (Miinkler , pp- 51 sq.).

Because mercenaries had little incentive to risk their lives for a temporary client,
they developed a kind of warfare that mainly involved strategic maneuvering rather
than open and decisive battles. They avoided mutual slaughter which would have put
thair lives at risk and undermined their interest in long term employment. Instead,
these armies operated by cutting each other’s lines of supply so to force their opponent
to capitulate. Ransoms which could be earned by capturing enemy officers and soldiers
were also a highly desirable bonus. “If the ransom was paid, the enemy could be released
and the war could start all over again” (Miinkler , p- 13). Although this leads
to the expectation of rather low numbers of battle-related military death, the civilian
population and the nobles who employed the mercenaries nevertheless suffered. First
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of all, in financial terms because they constantly had to raise funds through taxes but
seldom saw their objectives achieved. Secondly, because the civilian population was only
spared from violence if regular pay was provided. Otherwise, the mercenaries switched
to an “uncivilized form of warfare against the population involving pillage and plunder,
setting fire to farmsteads and villages, killing the men and raping the women” (Miinkler

, p. 14). Other “robber hordes” found it difficult to seize castles and walled cities
and, instead of engaging in armed encounter with the enemy, devastated the countryside
and burned villages and farms. Warfare during the Middle Ages and, in part, the
early modern period, is therefore better described as “expeditions against the enemy’s
estates and possessions” (Miinkler , P- 35). Mercenaries are also accused of having
deliberately prolonged warfare in order to keep their pay. Oftentimes, they turned their
mind to the next contract before the old one had expired. Finally, mercenary armies were
usually disbanded after wars for the winter and therefore unreliable. Thus, monarchs
started to replace them by standing armies (Miinkler , D- 53).

During the 17th and 18th century, warfare already involved partly professional armies
financed through either borrowing or the starting regularization of taxation (Kaldor
, pp. 13-15). Early modern wars associated with the growing power of the absolutist
state and are described as “state-building” or “dynastic conflicts” fought to consolidate
borders. However, these wars were still carried out “prudently, in order to conserve
professional forces. There was a tendency to avoid battle, defensive sieges were preferred
to offensive assaults; campaigns were halted for the winter and strategic retreats were
frequent” (Kaldor , P- 25). This changed significantly with the further statization
of warfare which was largely brought about by innovations in military technology and
revolutions in tactics (Miinkler , P- 56). Especially the introduction of heavy artillery
was decisive in shifting from defensive to offensive strategies, from wars of devastation to
wars of conquest.! Soon, only armies that possessed a highly drilled infantry, a cavalry
and a modern park of artillery could engage in successful military campaigns.? Success
increasingly became a matter of combination of all three types of weaponry (Miinkler
, p- 54). This and the development of ever larger standing armies made war an
increasingly expensive business. “In the end, such wars could be fought only by states
which, on the basis of tax revenue [...] were able to deploy sufficient funds for a long
period of time” (Miinkler , p- 54). In order to finance their standing armies, states
further extended administration, taxation and borrowing. In addition, war offices were
established to organize and improve the efficiency of expenditure (Kaldor , p. 18).

L« Although it is true that late-medieval warfare had already used the cannon, improved casting tech-
niques now made it possible to increase the rate of fire and the size of the load, while new kinds of gun
carriage made artillery more mobile and [...] capable of being effectively deployed in siege warfare
and on the battlefield. [...] In this way, the offensive won back strategic weight from the defensive:
victories in the grand style became possible, and [...] the previously preferred war of devastation
became less significant than war of conquest. [...] To conduct a war of conquest, a commander |.. .|
needed reasonably disciplined troops” (Minkler , . 58).

2Miinkler ( , p- 60) notes that the development of a highly drilled line of infantry in Europe con-
tributed to the reliable separation of combatants from non-combatants since “anyone who had not
spent years in training to be a soldier was of no use in large-scale warfare”.



Standing armed forces under the control of the state became a decisive characteristic
of the modern wars during the 19th century. The establishment of standing armies was
an integral part of the monopolization of legitimate violence intrinsic to the modern
nation-state (Kaldor , p- 19). With the help of these armies and through warfare,
states eliminated internal and external competitors and established their monopoly of
organized violence within their territory. Nationalism, which Kaldor ( , - 4) defines
as “the idea that we are a community against another nation”, was built up in war. States
not only became responsible for the protection of borders against other states but also

for upholding the rule of law within the state (Kaldor ; Kaldor ). This “job

of the state [...] to defend territory against others [...] gave the state its legitimacy”

(Kaldor , p- 2). In other words: “states made wars and wars made states” (Tilly
, p- 67).

State interest became the legitimate justification for war. While earlier wars (e.g.
fought by the Vikings, Cossacks or Mongols) are referred to as “autonomous activity
devoid of any conscious connection to politics” or a “pre-Clausewitzian style of war”, the
“Clausewitzian style of war” which emerged with the rise of the European states became
“a continuation of politics by other means” that could not “be divorced from politics for
a single moment any more” (Snow ). The notion of war as state activity was later
codified in the law of war. In order to distinguish it from crime, war was defined as waged
by sovereign states. Rules about what constitutes legitimate warfare also developed. The
Declaration of Paris (1856) regulated maritime commerce in wartimes while the Geneva
Convention (1864), the St. Petersburg Declaration (1868), the Hague Conferences (1899
and 1907) or the London Conference (1908) regulated the conduct of warfare. These
treaties defined the concept of “military necessity”, they identified weapons and tactics
that do not conform with this concept and they regulated the treatment of prisoners,
of sick and wounded people and of non-combatants. Because it was “comprehensively
institutionalized” through all these legal regulations, inter-state warfare was “the most
developed form of symmetrical warfare” (Minkler , P- 25). The convention also
emerged that war was declared and concluded in accordance with rules. Old warfare
therefore had a precise definition in time, beginning with the declaration of war and
ending with the peace settlement. Finally, the law of war defined soldiers as the only
personnel licensed to engage in armed violence on behalf of the state. Consequently,
soldiers had to be carefully registered and controlled and uniforms were introduced to
distinguish them from the civilian population. This is remarkable because between the
fall of the Roman Empire and the late Middle Ages a variety of actors (e.g. the Church,
city-states, barons or barbarian tribes) relied on individual warriors (like knights), citizen
militias, privateers or highwaymen to fight their battles (Kaldor , p- 18). With
the rise of nation-states, the establishment of specialized, professional and standing
state forces and with the development of the respective treaties “claims of just cause
by non-state actors could no longer be pursued through violent means” (Kaldor ,
p. 19). Private forms of protection and warfare were literally outlawed, “open markets in
violence” were closed and “independent expressions of corporate military organization
were eliminated” (Miinkler , pp. 41, 55). Of course, the ever rising costs of the
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military apparatus during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (due to the rising size
of armies, the need for constant training of the infantry over long periods and the need
for exercises to harmonize the deployment of the three different arms) also made war too
expensive and less attractive for the private sector. War and preparations for war were
disconnected from the logic of capital amortization and transferred to the direct authority
of the state. The warlords of early modern history gradually disappeared (Minkler

, p- 14). At least ever increasing costs of warfare prompted war entrepreneurs to
shift their business: “[Wlhoever wanted to turn a profit no longer raised mercenary
troops but sold guns and other supplies to standing armies or else created factories to
meet the ever-growing demand for weapons” (Miinkler , p- 61). By now, warfare
had been gradually brought back under direct political and legal sway. As a result
hostilities became shorter because both sides were now interested in a quick and decisive
outcome. This development, however, was also associated with a dramatic intensification
of violence on the battlefields. At least the civilian population was largely spared from
violence and destruction because “[w]ar of this kind was a war of soldiers against soldiers”
(Miinkler , p- 14).

Kaldor ( , p- 21) and Miinkler ( , p- 41) both note that the process of monop-
olization of violence which eliminated private mercenaries and established professional
forces subservient to the state was by no means fast, smooth or uninterrupted. Nor did
it take place at the same time or in the same way in every European state.® At its end,
however, sharp distinctions between the legitimate bearer of arms, the non-combatant

3The development of a symmetrical warfare system and the emergence of territorial states were inter-
rupted by the Thirty Years War that took place on the territory of the German Reich from 1618 to
1648. At that time a “backsliding into forms of warfare that had already been overcome” and that
in many regard resembled New Warfare could be observed (Miinkler , p- 41). The Thirty Years
War was characterized by the use of force “- at times principally — against the civilian population.
It began with plunder and threats of pillage to extort the money required to pay and supply the
troops, but there were more and more cases where often starving soldiers banded together in groups
of irregulars to seize the few available resources. It is true that major battles became more frequent in
the course of the war, but none of them brought a definite military outcome”. Strategies of economic
exhaustion were increasingly pursued instead of military defeat, small skirmishes and expeditions,
plundering and extortion, ambushes and massacres characterized warfare. Commanders increasingly
lost control of their troops. Soldiers turned into “marauding ruffians who plundered and murdered
their way across the land [...]. [T]roops [...], not having received any pay, [...] gave free rein
to greed and blood lust” (Minkler , PP- 42 sq.). This led to the emergence of a war economy
that was structurally similar to the New War Economies. “War itself became part of an economic
life” and “autonomous of any political directives”. Prospect for private profit drew in “an estimated
1,500 small-scale and large-scale military entrepreneurs” who organized mercenary forces, “paid less
heed to their client’s instructions than to interests of their own” and can be considered the “main
actors” in this war (Miinkler , pp- 45, 49). Besides state loans, there were no national reserves
derived from tax revenue which otherwise define the length and intensity of warfare. New reserves
from abroad, the constant flow of gold and silver from the New World and the emergence of world
economic ties since the discovery of America also contributed to the long duration of warfare (Miin-
kler , p- 45). Even if religious-ideological factors fanned the flames they were not the true or only
cause of warfare. Instead, the Thirty Years War was mostly driven by greed and power ambitions
(Miinkler , PP- 48 sq.). Finally, the Thirty Years War also took place in weak states — at a time
when the process of statization was not yet complete (Miinkler , p- 49).



or the criminal, between the permissible violence of acts of war and criminal violence,
between the civil and the military, between public and private and between internal
and external were established (Kaldor , pp- 21 sq.; Kaldor ; Miinkler ,
pp. 38-41). Minkler ( , p- 38) adds that the territorial demarcations of states made
it possible to distinguish between war and peace since any unpermitted crossing of a
border is a violation of the peace and may become a reason for war. Back then, warfare
meant war between armed and uniformed state forces that fought for state interest ac-
cording to certain rules. Success or progress in warfare was measured by the movement
of armies, the success of military campaigns and the military control of territory. This
is reflected in the two main theories of warfare that developed during the 19th and 20th
century: Attrition and Manoeuvre Theory. According to the former, victory is achieved
by wearing down the enemy by imposing a higher casualty or attrition rate. Victory
is a matter of sheer size of relative resources (i.e. military strength, but also a larger
population and bigger economy). According to the latter, Manoeuvre Theory, a military
victory is achieved through preemptive surprise attacks, the movement and positioning
of one’s own troops in locally superior numbers to break through enemy lines and finally
demoralize the enemy into surrender (Collins , pp. 18, 20). The success of strategies
based on these two theories, which were initially described by Clausewitz in his book
“On War”?, depends on a superiority of either defensive or offensive forces and on the
readiness to use this overwhelming military power. Both strategies tend towards a high
concentration of forces in space and time (Kaldor , Pp- 24 sq.; Miinkler , p. 65).
Warfare was transformed from devastation of the enemy’s land to military resolution in
a great battle. “[Florces met on the battlefield to clear away all outstanding problems
and issues at a single stroke and for a long time into the future” (Miinkler , p. 37).
Thus, battle became the decisive encounter in old warfare, with an ever-increasing em-
phasis on scale and mobility, a growing importance of alliances and an increasing need
for rational organization and scientific doctrine to manage large conglomerations of force
(Kaldor , p- 3; Kaldor , p- 1; Kaldor , p- 2; Kaldor , p- 24; Kaldor
, P- 26).

The vision of warfare depicted by Attrition and Manoeuvre Theory was brought closer
to reality by several advances in industrial technology that could be applied to the
military field. “Particularly important was the development of the railway and the
telegraph, which enabled much greater and faster mobilization of armies” (Kaldor ,
p. 25). Out of this extension of the state activity into the industrial sphere the so-
called military-industrial complex emerged — a key feature of the 20th century wars. It
was then that “Old Wars reached their apex” (Kaldor , p- 3). Especially the two
World Wars at the beginning and in the middle of the 20th century mobilized enormous
national energies both to fight and support fighting through the production of arms
and necessities. Because in these total wars the public sphere tried to incorporate the

4This book was unfinished at Clausewitz’s death but later published, e.g. by N. Triibner in London
in 1873 (translation by J.J.Graham). The text is online available at http://www.clausewitz.com/
readings/0OnWar1873/T0OC.htm (visited on 2014-02-21) .
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whole of society, the distinction between public and private was eliminated.” Total
wars were national and ideological conflicts that were fought by coalitions of states or
even empires. The military technologies of the early modern wars (firearms, defensive
manoevres and sieges) had given way to massive firepower, the use of tanks and aircrafts.
Mass production, mass politics, mass communications, mass armies and mass destruction
characterized these wars. In World War I, economic targets were considered legitimate
military targets. Even the indiscriminate bombing of civilians during World War II was
justified by allied forces on the grounds of breaking enemy morale (Kaldor , D- 27).
Therefore, the distinction between the military and the civil, between the combatant
and the non-combatant started to break down again.® The, “application of science and
technology to killing” and “the increased mobilization capacities of states” resulted in
destruction on an unimaginable scale. “Some 35 million people were killed in World
War I and 50 million people in World War II [...] [H]alf of those killed were civilians”
(Kaldor , p- 3).

This trauma of the World Wars was not without its consequences. It “ushered in a
new age in international law” (Miinkler , p- 70). The idea of war as an “illegitimate
instrument of policy” (except in the case of self-defense) gained acceptance. This was
codified in The Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928 and reinforced by the UN Charter and the
Nuremberg and Tokyo trials, in which German and Japanese leaders were prosecuted
for “planning an aggressive war” (Kaldor , D- 29). These normative developments
might at least partly explain why since 1945 there have been very few inter-state wars.
In addition, ever-increasing costs of warfare (e.g. for logistics and to equip troops with
modern weapons) combined with ever-diminishing improvements in performance and a
more and more vulnerable and problem-prone military apparatus (Miinkler , D 8).
“[P]roblems of mobilization, inflexibility and risks of attrition have been magnified in
the Cold War and post-Cold War period” (Kaldor , p- 30). This resulted in a dimin-
ishing utility of wars. The increasing vulnerability of the modern industrial and service
society certainly contributed to this perception (Miinkler , p- 135). Especially the
development of weapons of mass destruction, including nuclear weapons, meant “the log-
ical endpoint of the technological trajectory of modern warfare” and rendered a major
military operation almost prohibitive — except against a clearly inferior enemy. Conse-
quently, alliances were rigidified and the distinction between what is internal and what

5¢The First World War mobilized all the resources of industry and recruited large numbers of civilians
for the arms sector, which, if it had not functioned smoothly, would have brought the war machine
at the front to a standstill. Workers producing arms became semi-combatants, so that there was
no longer such a clear distinction between participants and non-participants in war” (Miinkler ,
p. 70).

[T]he Wehrmacht’s war of plunder and annihilation, especially in the East, the partisan war in Russia
and the Balkans, and finally the strategic bombing of German cities by the Western Allies effected
the dividing line between combatants and non-combatants that had until then been largely respected.
[...] Even after 1945 the dividing line could no longer be reliably established: the nuclear stalemate
between the two superpowers [...] ultimately rested upon each side taking hostage of the other’s
civilian population, with the help of strategic bombers and intercontinental missiles” (Miinkler ,
p. 70).
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is external started to erode, too (Kaldor , Pp- 27 sq.; Kaldor , p. 30). By now
it had become apparent that states could not fight wars unilaterally anymore (Kaldor

, pp- 30 sq.).

To nevertheless justify the ever-continuing arms race and the threat of mass destruc-
tion, the Cold War was again presented as an ideological struggle between good against
evil. The justification of war in terms of state interest which had anyways become hollow
in light of the massive killing of people in total warfare “gave rise to a new concept of
the political that extended beyond the state to blocs of nations” (Kaldor , PP. 25,
3). Both blocs or parties to the conflict maintained large standing armies that were
highly disciplined, hierarchically organized and technology intensive (Kaldor ). The
revolution in electronics further improved the lethality and accuracy of munitions which
strengthened the role of the scientific-military elite, of professional armies and of the
military-industrial complex. Kaldor ( , p- 32) therefore describes the Cold War as
a phenomenon “that kept alive the idea of [old] war while avoiding its reality”, that
sustained “a kind of war psychosis based on the theory of deterrence which is best en-
capsulated in the slogan ‘War is Peace”’ in Orwell’s Nineteen Fighty-Four”. The Cold
War logic of deterrence and superpower intervention rather restrained open warfare in
the few remaining cases of inter-state conflict (India vs. Pakistan, Greece vs. Turkey
or Israel vs. the Arab states). An exception was the Iran-Iraq war “which lasted for
eight years and could be waged unilaterally because of the availability of oil revenues”
(Kaldor , p- 31).

In summary, old warfare evolved from the early modern wars during the 17th and
18th century, the modern wars during the 19th century and the total wars of the early
20th century to the “imagined” Cold War of the late 20th century. Throughout the
centuries, changes can be observed in the reasons for warfare, the nature of the involved
polities, the military forces, strategies and techniques and in the kinds of war economies.
Initially, old wars were fought between absolute states, later between sovereign nation-
states and finally among coalitions of states, empires or blocs. Only partly-professional
armies were replaced by entirely professional, standing armed forces and finally mass
armies. While initially these forces used firearms, defensive manoevres and sieges as their
military technique, industrial and technical innovations brought about new instruments
of warfare. Massive firepower, tanks and aircrafts were the weapons and technologies
of choice in total warfare, followed by the application of electronic technology and the
development of weapons of mass destruction, even nuclear weapons, during the Cold War
era. Both, changes in the type of army involved and changes in the military technique,
associate with the increasing importance of the scientific-military elite. The goals of
old warfare evolved from reasons of state (the consolidation of borders) to increasingly
national and ideological reasons during the Cold War era. Finally, in early modern
warfare the war economies were characterized by a slowly starting regularization of
taxation and borrowing. Administration and bureaucratization further expanded up
to the evolution of a mobilization economy in total warfare and the emergence of a
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military-industrial complex during the Cold War era’. However despite these changes or
expansions over time, all types of old warfare were “recognizably the same phenomenon:
a construction of the centralized, ‘rationalized’, hierarchically ordered, territorialized
modern state” (Kaldor , p. 17). This admittedly stylized description of old wars
points to their inter-state nature and the fact that they were fought according to certain
rules by increasingly professional, large and uniformed armed forces for state interest.
With only a few exceptions, old wars from the mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth
century were of rather short duration (Miinkler , p. 11). This kind of warfare in which
success meant the military control of territory and battle was the decisive encounter
characterized Europe for centuries.

Throughout the last decades, the ratification of law on inter-state warfare as well as
the experience of two very destructive World Wars contributed to a decreasing signifi-
cance of this kind of warfare. Most importantly, however, during the Cold War era the
superpowers avoided any direct, military confrontation due to the deterrent effect of nu-
clear weapons. They kept alive only the idea of war while avoiding its reality. Because
the post-World War II period was the longest time span without a war between the
major European powers the American historian Gaddis ( ) even labeled this period
“the long peace”. This term, however, masks the fact that the long peace was confined
largely to the European continent and North America while “the member nations of
Europe did their fighting elsewhere” (Mason , p. 66). Both the United States and
the Soviet Union intervened in internal, anti-colonial revolts in Third World countries.
They provided direct or indirect support to “friendly” governments faced with insurgent
challenges or to insurgents challenging “hostile” regimes. These “proxy wars” between
a state and a non-state group outside ones own territory (e.g. in Vietnam, Afghanistan,
Nicaragua or Angola) are referred to as “extra-systemic armed conflicts”, “colonial”
or “imperial” wars (UCDP/PRIO , p- 10). Because these ideological battles were
fought in faraway countries “where the rights and wrongs of the situation were not self-
evident”, the superpowers developed strategies largely based on air power that could
be applied without risking the loss of their soldiers’ lives (Kaldor , p- 26; Kaldor

, PP- 28 5q.). Nevertheless, countless soldiers and civilians were killed.® Oftentimes,
violent battle did not stop or even intensified after the end of the Cold War and the
retreat of the superpowers. The same phenomenon was observed after the withdrawal
of former colonial powers from countries like Angola. Intra-state wars which erupted
in the wake of de-colonialisation and continued for decades were simply explained by
reference to processes of “belated state-building” (Chojnacki , p- 1). This terminol-
ogy reflects the “continuing dominance of a classical Western view of war [which] may
have caused Europeans until quite recently to overlook certain types of armed conflict
occurring outside their own continent that did not fit their definition of wars, or to view
these conflicts uniquely through the prism of the Cold War” (Ellis , p- 31).

"See Kaldor , table 2.1 on p. 16.

8Leitenberg ( , PD- 8 sq.) estimates that within the 20th century “various colonial wars resulted in
approximately 1.5 million deaths”. This number includes civilian deaths and deaths due to starvation,
etc.
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It can be safely concluded that despite the long peace “there were always rebellions,
colonial wars or guerrilla wars, both in Europe and elsewhere, which were sometimes
given the description of ‘irregular warfare’ or else not called wars at all” (Kaldor ,
p. 17). Between 1945 and 1990 these wars and conflicts had resulted in approximately
40 million direct and indirect deaths in developing countries.” In fact, conventional
civil wars emerged as the dominant type of warfare during the post-World War IT and
Cold War era. These armed conflicts were not fought between but within states'’ and,
in this regard, resemble New Wars and Conflicts. The following section describes such
conventional civil wars in more detail. Afterwards, this kind of intra-state armed conflict
will be compared with New Wars and Conflicts which some believe to be the dominant
type of warfare in the post-Cold War era.

9McNamara 1991 cited in Leitenberg (2003, p. 4, fn 12).

OTntra-state or internal armed conflicts are defined as armed battle “between the government of a state
and one or more internal opposition group(s) without intervention from other states”. In cases where
intervention from other states (secondary parties) on one or both sides can be observed, the UCDP
and the Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) speak of “internationalized internal armed conflicts”
(UCDP/PRIO , p- 10).
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3. Conventional Intra-State Wars: Greed
and Grievance Conflicts

Intra-state warfare is generally understood as violent fighting within an internationally
recognized nation-state as opposed to warfare between two or more states. In the follow-
ing, intra-state warfare will be divided into two sub-categories. The first sub-category
comprises conventional internal armed conflicts as mentioned above. These have been
referred to as either grievance rebellions (i.e. ethnic or ideological revolutionary or seces-
sionist conflicts) or greed rebellions (also known as resources wars). Conventional civil
wars and conflicts, whether greed or grievance-based, share an important feature: they
are fought between government forces and one or several internal opposition groups. In
order to explain such conventional (state-based) internal armed conflicts two theoretical
models of civil war and revolution are available: Deprived Actor Models and Rational
Actor Models (Mason ). Both models emerged out of the question of what moti-
vates rebels to engage in political violence and after the end of the Cold War replaced
the dominant Western view of state-based warfare by an inner perspective.! The second
sub-category of intra-state warfare comprises non-conventional internal armed conflicts
which I later narrowly define as entirely non-state or sub-state battle, e.g. between war-
lords. This kind of internal armed conflict is well described by the concept of New Wars
which I will introduce in more detail below.

3.1. Explaining Grievance Rebellions: The Deprived Actor
Model

According to Deprived Actor Models, different dimensions of deprivation and inequality
(e.g. the experience of poverty, oppression or discrimination) motivate individuals to join
a rebellion and therefore lead to the outbreak of violence. The greater the inequality and
deprivation in terms of economic well-being and/or political rights suffered by citizens,
the more likely the outbreak of a so-called grievance rebellion.

1Others divide the existing schools of thought slightly differently. For instance, Humphreys and Wein-
stein ( ) and Humphreys and Weinstein ( ) differentiate Deprived Actor Models (explaining
the outbreak of grievance rebellions) from models that focus on the constraints to collective action
(explaining the outbreak of greed rebellions) from models that stress the threat of social sanctions as
a primary source of motivation for rebellion.
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Snow ( ) argues that grievances which resulted in the outbreak of violent conflict
especially prevailed within the post-colonial context of the developing world. In these
countries, decolonization failed because there was hardly any attempt to create a pos-
itive sense of primary political loyalty to the state before independence. In originally
multinational states, where boundaries had been drawn arbitrarily by colonial powers,
public loyalty was more clearly identified with pre-colonial sources of nationality. Af-
ter independence, ethnically, historically or tribally defined groups started competing
for political power, often at the expense of other groups. “When independence was
achieved, newly independent states were fairly often economically but not politically
unified. In some cases it might have made sense to break colonial units into political
entities that more accurately reflected previous realities or ethnic habitation, but such
division conflicted with the economic infrastructure inherited from the colonial expe-
rience” (Snow , D- 29). Beside this absent sense of national unity or inclusionary
nationalism, Snow ( ) identifies a lack of national preparation for self-rule or self-
governance and a shortage of competent and honest leaders. “Independence created a
political landscape in newly sovereign states in which the rules were not clearly delin-
eated nor the political actors schooled or experienced in manipulating the reins of power”
(Snow , p- 28). Although most of the newly independent countries adopted political
forms that were democratic and usually based on some modification of the constitution
of the former colonizer, the political elite and the population in most cases lacked the
sophistication to master and operate a democratic system (Snow , p- 28). According
to the author, the most common problems were inadequate experience at governing, an
underestimation of the depth of problems at hand and inadequate resources to deal with

the problems that citizens expected to be solved (Snow , P- 32). Thus, when disil-
lusionment began, the tendency was even more to blame other national groups, retreat
to one’s own group and engage in power struggles. Snow ( ) names this a “crisis of

authority and legitimacy” and summarizes that “in situations in which there is a lack of
legitimacy because of the absence of shared values, the basis of authority is necessarily
the imposition of authority or coercion” (Snow , p- 35). Because newly independent
governments often desired a military force as a symbol of strength and modernity, in
many cases military leaders were ready to seize power.”? Trained and schooled in the
West, they considered themselves the most competent actors within the polity. How-
ever, the military was often dominated by one tribal, ethnic or national group and, when
faced with severe political problems, military leaders often turned repressive.

Countries emerging from colonial domination were not only politically ill-prepared
for self-rule but also almost universally poorer than they had been during the colonial
experience. In addition to being underdeveloped, their economies were often skewed
toward serving the purpose of the colonial ruler. “Their economies remained heavily
dominated by subsistence agriculture, natural-resource extraction and possibly a bit of

2This led to the fact that “from the beginning of the 1970s to the end of the 1980s, in more than 30

percent of the observations, Africa’s heads of state came from the armed forces” (Bates , D- 21).
In this study, the overall sample comprises 46 African countries over a period of twenty years. One
observation therefore refers to one country-year (Bates , p- 33, fn 2).
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cottage industry” (Snow , p- 50). Thus, economic deprivation, the unequal distribu-
tion of resources and income, political malfeasance, illegitimacy, corruption, despotism,
incompetence of the regime, its cronyism and the suppression of one or more groups by
the government on an ethnic, religious or other basis were common features in newly
independent countries.

Miinkler ( , p- 7) agrees that wars in the late 20th and early 21st century became
endemic mainly in regions where a major empire held sway and then fell apart. Although
newly independent states emerged, “the great majority [...] proved to be weak and
incapable of withstanding much pressure. These parts of the world have not seen the
emergence of robust state forms similar to those in Europe. There can no longer be any
doubt that many processes of state formation in the Third World, or in the periphery
of the First and Second World, have been a failure”. Main reasons for this state failure
were the lack of incorruptible political elites “who view the state apparatus as a source
of tasks and duties rather than a vehicle for personal enrichment” and the “juxtaposition
of desperate poverty and immeasurable riches” which he refers to as “potential wealth”.

According to Deprived Actor Models, the above described grievances not only provide
the motivation for individuals to join a rebellion but also affect the recruitment costs.
Rebel recruits are drawn from the poor because the opportunity costs of participating
in violent uprisings are lower for the poor. Thus, the more unequal a society the more
likely the rebels will succeed in mobilizing a viable rebel movement because the larger
the pool of poor people from which they can recruit (Collier and Hoeffler ).

Within the sub-group of grievance rebellions ethnically motivated conflicts can be
distinguished from ideological conflicts. In ideological civil wars rebels usually fight
bad governance and extreme inequality in terms of the distribution of land, wealth,
income or political power. Support for the revolutionist movement is mobilized around
shared class identity and communities among often landless or land-poor segments of
society.? Contrary to this, support in ethnic conflicts is mobilized around shared ethnic
identity though the goal (to overthrow the existing regime and replace it with a new
one) remains the same. Because ethnicity and class coincide very often, rebel leaders can
mobilize support by framing grievances not just as a matter of deprivation but of ethnic
discrimination.” Alternatively, grievance rebellions can be divided in revolutionary vs.

3Such peasant-based insurgencies that escalated to civil warfare happened for instance in El Salvador,
Nicaragua, Guatemala, Peru, Cambodia, Nepal and the Philippines.

4This differentiation of ethnic from ideological conflicts mostly covers what Humphreys and Weinstein
( , pp. 8-10) or Humphreys and Weinstein ( , p. 440) call the three variants of the basic
grievance argument according to which violence against the state arises from alienation from main-
stream political processes (which results in the inability to express personal dislocation and frustration
through other, non-violent channels), from class differences or from ethnic and political grievances.
Each variant of the argument might again be split up into different approaches. For instance, aca-
demic explanations of ethnic conflict fall into three schools of thought: a primordialist approach,
an instrumentalist approach and a constructivist approach. According to the first, ethnicity is seen
as a fixed characteristic of individuals and communities. Ethnic differences manifest themselves in
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secessionist conflicts. In the former cases, the rebels’ goal is to overthrow the incumbent
government and to establish themselves as the new government.” In secessionist conflicts
the rebels do not seek to replace the government but to secede from it and to create
a new sovereign state out of a portion of the territory of the existing state. Although
revolutionary conflicts may be ethnically or class based “almost all (if not all) of the
secessionist conflicts of the last half century have been ethnically based” (Mason ,
p. 69).

Because in conventional civil warfare the rebels start from the scratches while the
government has at its disposal a comparatively large, hierarchically organized and al-
ready standing army, any rebel organization needs to pass a certain survival threshold
to become viable. Afterwards, it moves through three stages of guerrilla warfare that
are described as “sequential”, “evolutionary” (there are only gradual changes and no
sharp breaks in strategy and action), “eclectic” (there are no rigid timetables but a
general understanding when to move to the next stage) and “reversible” (Snow ,
p. 70). During the first “organizational stage”, the guerrilla group is a fairly small, weak
group that is discontented and decides that only violent overthrow of the government
can accomplish the political goal. Basic imperatives are first of all physical survival and
secondly the development of a political program to appeal to the public. The group needs
to find a sheltered area and then starts a growth process by providing superior services
and relations than those of the government in this area. The “political act of conver-
sion” begins with the recruitment of guerrilla forces for the second stage, the “guerrilla
warfare stage”. During this stage the insurgency becomes gradually stronger while the
government turns weaker. Political acts are combined with military emphasis and a
campaign of attrition to slowly shift the balance of power from the government toward
the insurgents. During the final stage, the guerrilla forces aim to defeat the government
forces and overthrow the government. Signs that the third stage is being approached
are the progressive withdrawal of domestic support for the government, the fact that

differences in traditions of belief and action towards primordial objects such as biological features
and territorial location. This automatically leads to ethnic conflict. Ethnicity is therefore inherently
conflictual. Certain groups are simply doomed to fight each other due to ethnic differences. Ethnic
hatred is difficult or impossible to overcome except through ethnic separation. The second, instru-
mentalist approach, claims that ethnic difference is not sufficient to explain conflicts. Instead, ethnic
wars are the result of political decisions by individuals, groups or elites who rely on ethnicity as a
tool to obtain some ends mostly to their own political advantage. This fits with Sambanis ( )
who studies the causes of ethnic and non-ethnic civil wars and finds that the former are mainly due
to political grievances. The third, constructivist approach, bridges these two schools of thought.
It sees ethnicity neither as completely open nor as completely fixed. Instead, ethnicity is socially
constructed. Like instrumentalists, constructivists see ethnicity not as inherently conflictual. Ethnic
conflict is rather caused by certain pathological social systems which breed violent conflict (Sarkees
and Wayman , PP- 556 sq.). An example would be such an explanation of the Rwandan genocide
which states that this incidence was possible because the ethnic distinctions between the Hutu and
the Tutsi were codified by the Belgian colonial power, e.g. on the basis of cattle ownership, the issuing
of ethnic identity cards or the reservation of administration and army jobs for Tutsi (Anderson ).

®E.g. the Sandinista rebellion in Nicaragua in 1979 or the Khmer Rouge rebels that overthrew the
Cambodian government in 1975.
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critical population segments are turning against the government, the fact that popular
perception of regime illegitimacy is growing as well as the spreading belief that the insur-
gents are true national heroes. Other opposition groups start joining the insurgency and
even regular army forces are recruited by the guerrillas. This results in a withdrawal of
foreign support for the government by former allies and supporters and growing support
for insurgents instead. Government forces start losing control over territory and the
population. The government becomes isolated in a few major cities while increasingly
bold guerrilla and terrorist acts are carried out against its officials and supporters. The
government is incapable of preventing such attacks and the effort increasingly saps the
economy. This might even result in infighting within the government over the question
of sufficient or insufficient deployment of forces to engage in effective counterinsurgency.

Especially during the third stage the government must engage in heavy, large-unit
counterattacks. Decimating the guerrilla forces, however, does not address the causes
of insurgency but rather the effect of it. Even worse, military repression of insurgencies
creates the mindset that the insurgency is a military rather than a political problem. If
the government fails, the insurgency prevails. If it succeeds, the insurgency retreats to
the second guerrilla warfare stage. Fighting insurgency back within this second stage
only requires small-, but highly mobile unit activity. This, however, is unpopular among
military leadership because the operational command reverts to a much lower point in
office corps and there are relatively few large operations for the upper echelon to com-
mand (Snow , pp. 7073, 83). Due to this, governments tend to ignore or improperly
approach an insurgency in its early stages. According to the author, governments are
only effective in counterinsurgency if they free people from insurgent coercion, if they
themselves apply good governance and if they meet rising population expectations with
higher living standards. Empirically, governments have their highest probability of beat-
ing the rebels in the early stages of an insurgency. Their chances of winning drop steadily
over time (DeRouen and Sobek , p- 316).

The above illustrates that grievance rebellions grow from fairly small, weak and dis-
contented groups into comparatively large movements — given they survive the initial
stages.® Grievance rebellions are also large in terms of the scope of warfare because the
rebellion finally affects an entire region or the entire country. In addition, there is reason
to assume a fairly high level of violence — especially if conflicts are fought over real or
perceived deep ideological or social divisions that are turned into polarized politics by
political entrepreneurs prior to the outbreak of violence. During warfare, the enemy is
then easily demonized on the basis of these identity factors which legitimize the most
extreme and atrocious measures on and off the battlefield. Furthermore, conflicts of prin-
ciple — whether ideological or identity-based — are likely to escalate into “bloody warfare
amongst fanatics” because all participants are ready to fight hard and even die for the

5This, however, does not mean that every rapidly growing or large movement also enjoys large popular
support. People might decide to quickly join a violent organization in large numbers because they
are coerced to do so or in order to save their lives (Kalyvas , p- 93).
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cause (Kalyvas , pp. 64-66). In the case of ethnic or ideological conflicts, matters
of dispute are indivisible. This turns warfare into a zero-sum game not only from the
perspective of the rebels but also from the perspective of the government. The latter
fights for its existence and has the means to let violence escalate. This results in high
numbers of battle-related military deaths. In comparison, the number of battle-related
civilian deaths, however, might remain low. A battle for the hearts and minds of people
is crucial for both sides whose potential support resides in the same population. For this
reason, they face the practical problem of how to attack the other side’s support base
without attacking their own or alienating the uncommitted. The rebels are aware of the
fact that indiscriminate violence against civilians will not lead to political conversion
unless the other side acts even more atrociously. It might simply be more political harm
than military good in a context where the rebels aim to replace the existing regime and
therefore need to portray themselves as the “better” government. At least in theory,
this should deter them from subjecting the civilian population to extreme brutality and
indiscriminate violence.” Instead, the insurgents appeal to the population mostly in a
positive way in order to convince it that its interests would be better served under their
rule. They apply a combination of political and military actions that ultimately will
win the sympathy of the country’s population (Snow , pp. 67-68). If the rebels are
successful in their consistent approach to the center of gravity the rebellion sustains be-
cause preferences for violent resistance and support for the rebel movement are strong.
If it occurs, harsh repression against civilians is mostly applied by government forces to
undercut the civilian support base of the insurgency (Kalyvas , Pp. 148 sq.; Kalyvas

; Valentino et al. ). Provoking such violence by state forces might even be the
intention of the rebels because “[w]hen state repression becomes indiscriminate in the
selection of targets [so| that a person’s chances of becoming a victim are largely unre-
lated to whether or not he provides tangible supports to the rebels, then the person may
turn to the rebels for protection. [...] Given this pattern, rebels often employ tactics
designed to elicit harsh repression by the state, in the hope that such action will drive
non/allies] to their side” (Mason , p- 76).

Finally, during conventional grievance conflicts both parties are highly committed to
achieve their overall goal as fast as possible. Because both sides at least “fight for an end”
(i.e. a change in the status quo) the overall duration of warfare might be comparatively
short.

In summary, the grievance model conceptualizes rebel organizations “as social [justice-
seeking] movements that use violence” (Weinstein , p- 34). The rebels are fighting a
repressive state for the sake of a better life. They clearly focus on the political objective
and aim to overthrow and replace the existing regime or to secede for the purpose of

"See Weinstein ( , PP- 29 sq.) for reference to Mao Tse-tung’s and Che Guevara’s writings on this
subject. Both wrote about the challenges of organizing guerrilla campaigns, about common principles
and about necessary internal belief systems on how civilians should be treated (e.g. they stress the
importance of discipline and moral conduct, of political engagement with the population and of rigid
self-control)
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establishing a new, more abundant, equitable or egalitarian political, social and eco-
nomic order. While success or progress of old, inter-state warfare was measured by
the movement of armies, the capture and control of territory and the success of bat-
tles, grievance-based insurgencies succeed if a progressive transfer of political loyalty
from the government to the insurgents takes place (Snow , Pp. 74-75). Snow ( )
names this total political purpose of insurgent wars their first decisive characteristic.
Another characteristic of grievance rebellions is that both parties — the government and
the guerrilla forces — seek the same end, that is, physical control of the government.
Both actors also seek an absolute goal that is rarely amenable to peaceful or negoti-
ated settlement. This renders compromise unlikely. Although both parties share the
same goal, they differ in the military requirements necessary for its attainment. The
guerrillas “[...] must gradually shift the balance of power away from the government’s
initial monopoly of force to its own”. This requires “a patient, long term program of
gradual conversion and sapping of government strength” (Snow , p- 66). The basic
measure of success is continued survival which means the insurgency wins by not losing
whereas the government can only win by successfully defeating the insurgents: it has to
win to win. Snow ( , p- 67) refers to this feature as “an asymmetry of objectives”.
The fact that both sides appeal to the same population turns out to be another decisive
characteristic of insurgent wars. The quest for the loyalty of the national population
distinguishes true insurgent warfare from other forms of organized armed violence and
backs its political nature (Snow , p. 76). This “struggle over the same center of
gravity” greatly affects the applied strategies. Indiscriminate violence against civilians
is unlikely to be an effective long term or general practice during grievance rebellions
(which sharply contrast with the supposedly high level of brutality and wantonness
against civilians in New Wars). If it occurs, repression against civilians is more likely
to be applied by state forces to undercut the civilian support base of the rebellion. As
a result, the number of battle-related civilian deaths might be comparatively low. Still,
warfare might be severe in terms of battle-related military victims — especially in cases
of ethnic or ideological conflicts. High overall numbers of military deaths might also be
due to the fact that grievance rebellions tend to expand and finally affect entire regions
or countries. Lastly, both parties to the conflict at least “fight for an end” which might
explain a comparatively short duration.

Although many studies argued in line with Deprived Actor Models, empirical findings
on the relationship between the outbreak of violence and grievances (measured through
land or income inequality, lack of political rights or ethnic hatred proxied by ethnolin-
guistic fractionalization) remain less than conclusive. Midlarsky ( , D- 491) speaks of
a “weak” and “barely significant” relationship between inequality and political violence
— at least if conventional measures of inequality like the Gini index are used. In 1998,
Mark Lichbach surveyed more than 40 early studies that tested whether greater inequal-
ity correlates with the incidence of political violence. He also concludes that there is
a decided absence of findings that are robust across studies (Lichbach , D. 464).
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This outcome was later supported by the results of further empirical analyses.® Collier,
Hoeffler, and S6derbom ( ) found that higher income inequality has a strong effect
on the duration rather than the outbreak of civil wars. The most consistent finding is
that economic underdevelopment (measured as low GDP per capita, high infant mortal-
ity rates or low life expectancy) significantly increases the risk of outbreak of violence.”
However, this result does not necessarily or exclusively support the grievance model.
Fearon ( ) interpret their indicator (GDP per capita) as a proxy for state strength
instead of deprivation and argue for the importance of strong state institutions in order
to inhibit violent conflict. Similarly, Collier and Hoeffler ( ) interpret low levels of
GDP per capita as a measure of low opportunity costs of participating in rebellion — a
reasoning which fits their greed as well as their grievance model.

Mason ( , Pp- 72, 89) explains that inequality and poor economic development
cannot serve as powerful predictors for the outbreak of civil wars because these factors
change only little whereas levels of political violence can and do vary substantially over
much shorter periods of time. “Even among poor nations, most nations in most years do
not experience a civil war onset.|...] Therefore, the more important question is, among
poor nations, what characteristics make them more or less prone to experience civil
war?” In addition, Deprived Actor Models fail to explain where exactly and when civil
wars break out. In some of the above mentioned cases, weak or non-existent effects might
also be due to statistical issues. For instance, the impact of inequality on the outbreak
of violence might be partly captured by other variables in the same specification (e.g.
by economic growth rates in Collier ( )) or national-level data used in the above
listed large-N studies might be ill-suited to explore the relationship between inequality
and conflict. Cramer ( , . 12) suggests that the significance of inequality might lie
beyond merely its presence or its degree of intensity. In order to explore the consequences
of inequality it might be necessary “[...] to ask what kind of inequality prevails, what
form it takes, and within what mould of relations inequality is cast”.

Davies ( ) and Gurr ( ) also seize the idea of grievances but further refine the
theoretical argument. According to their relative deprivation theory especially a sudden
sharp reversal in economic development that might even be more detrimental to some
social groups than to others leads to a decline in achievement without a commensurate
decline in expectations. The resulting gap between expectations and achievements pro-
duces a sense of relative deprivation. As in all grievance rebellions, the specific pathway
is psychological: People experience a discrepancy between what they think they should
have and what they can actually attain relative to others (Weinstein , p. 34). If
the resulting frustration is widespread, violent uprisings become likely. Thus, relative
deprivation instead of absolute deprivation significantly increases the chances for violent
conflict. “Davis and Gurr argue that the extremes of absolute deprivation corrode the

8See e.g. Collier ( ); Collier ( ); Collier and HoefHler ( ); Collier and Hoeffler ( ); Collier
and HoefHler ( ); Collier, Hoeffler, and Rohner ( ).
9See Sambanis ( ) for a meta-analysis.
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social fabric that is necessary for collective violence to emerge. Where severe deprivation
prevails, people are too preoccupied with the rigors of mere survival to engage in any
collective endeavor. Instead, revolt is more likely to occur where people who have experi-
enced some improvement in their standard of living but are confronted with a short-term
crisis that severely reduces their level of wellbeing. Unlike their counterparts in the most
deprived societies, they have both the motive and the means to revolt” (Mason ,
p. 73).

This again links with Snow ( , pp- 51 sq.), who believes in a combination of eco-
nomic and political factors. The author explains the wave of internal wars which ac-
companied decolonization by the nature of the development process and by relative
deprivation concerns. He argues that decolonization produced both the desire for eco-
nomic development and the inability to meet the economic expectations of the newly
free people which resulted in discontent. What triggered instability was not the mere
existence of deprivation but rather the recognition of deprivation and the realization
that it need not continue. As soon as the possibility of change through political ac-
tion existed, political activity, including internal war to overthrow those creating the
injustice, became a possibility. Thus, freedom of expression has become a vehicle for
extremism as the coercive cloak has been lifted in a number of former colonies at the
beginning of independence and in formerly communist countries at the end of the Cold
War. Freedom from coercive control also brought older loyalties like ethnic or religious
identity to the forefront which served as a basis of mobilization (Snow , PD- 38 sq.).
According to this argument, a violence-prone period is likely to occur when development
has already begun. For a variety of economic reasons (e.g. corruption, slow and unequal
economic development or lack of patience with the pace of change) people become dis-
contented with their living conditions. These relative deprivation concerns combine with
political factors (the already mentioned lack of political loyalty to the state, the lack
of national unity, the incompetence of political leaders, exclusionary politics or military
repression) that lead to further disillusionment and encourage the emergence of violent
political leaders. As soon as the possibility of change through political action exists, the
outbreak of civil war becomes very likely.

Although the relative deprivation argument seems convincing, Mason ( , p. 73)
criticizes the authors for not explaining why people facing such a sharp decline in their
standard of living would not adjust their expectations downward. His main point of
critique, however, refers to the fact that Relative Deprivation Theory as well as Deprived
Actor Models do not address the collective action problem of grievance rebellions as
described by Mancur Olson ( ).10 Because grievance rebellions are a sort of collective
action that, if successful, produces benefits that are public goods (non-excludable and
non-rival) a “rebel’s dilemma” arises. The benefits of a successful revolution (a more
just, egalitarian and abundant social, political and economic order) can be enjoyed by
everyone — whether he or she participated in warfare or not. Thus, and regardless of

10See also Humphreys and Weinstein ( , pp- 11 sqq.) for this point of objection.
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what anyone else does, a rational actor would always have a strong incentive to “free
ride”, stay at home and let others do the fighting. The temptations to free ride are
also especially strong because the benefits of rebel victory are uncertain due to the
fact that rebellions often fail. The benefits of rebel victory are unknown, too, in the
sense that there is no guarantee that victorious rebels will indeed establish a more
just, abundant and peaceful order. In addition, temptations to free ride are especially
strong because the benefits of rebel victory are only prospective. There is no pay-
off that is instantly distributed among fighters which requires patience and a strong
motivation to continue fighting. Collier and Hoeffler ( ) name this constraint of
grievance rebellions a “time consistency problem”. Lastly, participation in grievance
rebellions is comparatively costly. Engagement in violent conflict means less time for
alternative income-earning opportunities within the repressive but still existing state
and its legal economy. Participation in a grievance rebellion is also especially costly
because it not only carries the possibility of being killed, captured or severely injured
but also the risk of being sanctioned by the state — during the course of the rebellion
as well as afterwards in the case of failure. In addition, the comparatively large size of
the rebel organization means higher internal coordination costs and comparatively little
influence for each individual participant over strategic or distributive decisions. Under
such circumstances, the formation of a rebel movement as a form of collective action
becomes very unlikely. The decisive yet unresolved question remains in how far and
under what conditions this constraint can be overcome. The failure of Deprived Actor
Models to address and solve this collective action problem motivated Rational Actor
Models of civil war which shall now be described in more detail.'!

3.2. Explaining Greed Rebellions: The Rational Actor Model

Rational Actor Models have been used to explain the emergence of so-called greed re-
bellions. These models argue that due to the aforementioned collective action problem,
civil war will not occur, no matter how widespread and severe the deprivations suffered
by society. Instead, “among poor nations, factors that influence the ability of inspiring
rebels to solve the collective action problem should affect the probability of civil war
onset” (Mason , p- 89). Economic factors rather than grievances are decisive in or-
der to explain the emergence of rebel organizations, the outbreak and the duration of
violence.

In greed rebellions the collective action problem faced by grievance rebellions (due to
the public good character of rebel victory) is overcome through the provision of selective
incentives, defined as “private benefits that are available only to those who participate in
the collective action” (Mason , p- 75). In greed rebellions, benefits from participation

1The ideas expressed by Rational Actor Models are elsewhere attributed to “Utilitarian Individualism”
(Schlichte , p. 116).

22



and from rebel victory are private instead of public goods. The goal of such rebellions
is not the achievement of justice or anything alike but to overthrow and replace the
existing regime or secede from it for the purpose of private gain (e.g. the exploitation
of lootable resources). This led to the expectation that greed rebellions most likely
occur where rebels have access to lootable and precious goods such as gemstones, timber
or drugs. Such resources form the “taxable base” over which rebels and government
troops are fighting.!?> They provide a strong motivation for individuals to engage in
fighting in the first place and opportunity to keep on fighting over an extended period
of time.'® Capturing these commodities allows the rebels to pay, arm and equip their
fighters during the later stages of rebellion as well as during the initial start-up phase
when the rebels need to overcome the survival threshold.

While in grievance rebellions the exploitation of lootable resources is a means towards
the achievement of the overall goal, in greed rebellions it is an aim in itself. Greed
rebellions are not justice-seeking movements but loot-seeking. While in grievance re-
bellions the benefits from rebel victory are public, uncertain, unknown and prospective,
profits from participating in and winning a greed rebellion are private, known, relatively
certain'® and immediately distributed among fighters.

12The abundance of these resources has been measured through the share of primary commodity exports
in GDP. Collier and HoefHler ( ) argue and find support for a non-linear relationship between the
abundance of lootable resources and the risk of outbreak of violence. Increases in the share of
primary commodity exports in GDP correlate with an increased risk of conflict up to a certain point.
A medium share of primary commodity exports in GDP (around 32 percent) bears the greatest risk
of an outbreak of violence. If the share of primary commodity exports in GDP increases further, the
government has a strong incentive to defend these resources as it also uses them for taxation and
therefore its own war effort. This again reduces the risk of outbreak of violence.

3More precisely, the civil war literature discusses four or five causal mechanisms linking the production of
natural resources to the onset of civil warfare: Firstly, the “motivation argument” that resource wealth
encourages internal armed conflicts by increasing the value of the state as a target (which applies in
cases where the rebels aim to capture the state) or by increasing the value of sovereignty in mineral-
rich regions (which might motivate separatist movements). Secondly, the “opportunity argument”
that resource wealth helps fund rebel organizations. Thirdly, the “political dutch disease argument”
that resource wealth causes internal armed conflicts by weakening the state. Resource wealth is said
to associate with weak state apparatuses because rulers have less need for a socially intrusive and
elaborate bureaucratic system to raise revenues (Ross ; Ross ; Collier and Hoeffler ;
Dunning ). Although this argument was originally developed to explain the unexpectedly weak
state apparatuses of relatively rich oil producing states, others argued that secondary diamonds and
narcotics have similar devastating effects on the quality of state institutions (Snyder and R. ;
Gates and Lektzian ; Lujala ). Finally, resource wealth might lead to the outbreak of internal
armed conflict through trade shocks because the prize of minerals is unusually volatile making the
production of minerals susceptible to trade shocks and those countries who depend on this source
of revenue susceptible to civil war. In regard to the duration of internal armed conflict, it has been
argued that “resources wealth could lengthen a conflict if it provides funding to the weaker side,
helping it equalize the balance of forces” and “by providing combatants with opportunities to get
rich that would be absent in peacetime. By making war profitable, it would reduce incentives to
bargain for peace” (Ross , Pp- 280-282).

4Because government troops are serious opponents and greed rebellions therefore also likely to fail,
benefits from rebel victory are still uncertain. During warfare, however, private profit can already be
skimmed off. These benefits are comparatively certain.
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Contrary to grievance rebellions where the preferences for violent resistance are strong,
where the rather large, vertically organized rebel movement enjoys strong popular sup-
port and where the rebellion spreads to entire regions or the entire country, greed rebel-
lions simply happen because they are feasible and because the constraints upon rebellion
are weak. Popular support for the rebel movement, which is composed of rather small,
loosely organized quasi-criminal groups, is comparatively low.'® These groups fight for
resources that can only be produced in limited geographic regions. Fighting is there-
fore often confined to remote rural areas where the coercive reach of the central state
is weak (Mason , p- 90). Only in these areas can the rebels hide, establish secure
base camps, evade the state’s counterinsurgency operations and survive. Accordingly,
certain geographic characteristics (e.g. a large share of mountainous terrain, forested
land or shared borders) which reduce the risk of participation in warfare and therefore
the recruitment costs for the rebels are expected to correlate with an increased risk of
civil war onset and a longer duration of fighting — though empirical evidence remains
mixed. !¢

The comparatively small size of the rebel organization means that profits need to be
distributed amongst few participants only. This increases the slice of the cake each
member can expect to receive. Within smaller organizations, each participant also en-
joys more influence over strategic or distributive decisions. Finally, the small size of
the rebel organization associates with comparatively low coordination costs. In case of
discrepancies among group members, the rebel organization splits further. As soon as
rebel organizations start fighting each other, however, non-conventional (non-state or
sub-state) warfare can be detected which shall later be described in more detail.

Although Rational Actor Models seem to overcome the collective action problem they
are not without critique. To begin with, “the selective incentive solution assumes the
existence of a rebel organization capable of raising and dispersing selective incentives
but the genesis of that organization poses a prior collective action problem that cannot
be explained by selective incentives alone”. The availability of lootable resources may
account for how the nth rebel is induced to join the movement but it does not account for
how the rebel organization came into being at a time when it did not have any revenue
flows to provide selective incentives or to recruit enough fighters in order to capture the
flow of the respective commodities (Mason , D- 75). Approaches emphasizing the
role of selective incentives when explaining participation in violent uprisings have also
been criticized for their one-sided focus on positive incentives, so-called “pull factors”,
at the expense of “push factors”!” This gives the impression that engagement in war-
fare is largely voluntary while coercion (or protection from rebel violence that is offered

5Mason ( , p- 77) observes that groups who rely on lootable goods “have a tendency to degener-
ate into organizations that are more criminal than revolutionary and, organizationally, they often
resemble the rebel equivalent of a neo-patrimonial state”.

165ee e.g. Fearon and Laitin ( ); Collier and HoefHer ( ); Sambanis ( ).

For this point of critique see e.g. Humphreys and Weinstein ( , pp- 12 sq.) or Humphreys and
Weinstein ( , pp. 437, 441 sq.).
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as a private benefit) is generally overlooked. At least in certain cases, the assumption
that individuals have agency in making their choices about participation in warfare is
“empirically suspect”. For instance, 88 percent of former RUF fighters interviewed by
Humphreys and Weinstein ( , p- 438) reported being abducted. The selective incen-
tive solution further implies that participation in conventional greed rebellions is largely
a mercenary consideration. Participants can be counted on to support the rebellion
“only so long as selective incentives are forthcoming and their value (discounted for the
risks involved in earning them) exceeds the value of what can be earned in the legal
economy” (Mason , p- 91). Under such circumstances the rebel movement is likely
to fail because fighters will desert at the first setback that degrades the ability of the
rebel organization to pay them or if the risks of participation increase (Mason ,
pp. 76 sq.). This suggests a rather low success rate of conventional greed rebellions.
The rebels might be capable of sustaining warfare for years, but rarely if ever win. The
availability of lootable resources therefore seems more relevant to explain the duration
of civil wars rather than their onset (Mason , P- 92; Collier and Hoefller ).

As a response to these weaknesses, the concept of “leadership goods” has been in-
troduced. Leadership goods are private benefits like office or political power that will
accrue to the rebel leaders in case they succeed in overthrowing the government. Such
promises of future benefits might help to explain the emergence of the revolutionary
organizations when monetary benefits are not yet available and the risk of participation
is high. But Mason ( , p- 76) rightly doubts that any rebel organization will have
the capacity to provide enough selective incentives to offset the extreme individual risks
associated with participation in conventional civil warfare. As in grievance rebellions,
rebels in greed conflicts face a still functioning and militarily superior state army. Es-
pecially in cases where lootable resources are important for the national economy, the
government has a strong incentive to defend these commodities to raise tax revenue for
the provision of public (and in some cases private) goods, including national security.
Thus, the government fights for the control of these resources but also for its existence
as the rebels still aim to overthrow or secede from the existing regime. Therefore, high
numbers of battle-related military deaths can be expected. Again, the rebels do not
only face the risk of being captured, severely injured or even killed but also the risk
of being sanctioned by the state — during or after the course of the rebellion. Like in
grievance rebellions, opportunity costs are also non-negligible because engagement in
greed rebellions means less time for alternative income-generating tasks within the still
existing legal economy.

Finally, advocates of Social Movement Theory, of Resource Mobilization Theory and of
state-centric models of insurgencies criticized Rational Actor Models for their exclusive
focus on economic variables.'® In order to explain the outbreak of violent conflict they
instead emphasize the importance of social networks and institutions, of political factors
(changes in the political opportunity structure) and of state-structures and practices. Ac-

18See Mason ( , Pp. 70, 78 sqq.) for an overview of these approaches.
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cording to Social Movement Theory “[...] people do not choose between participation
and free riding as isolated, atomized individuals. Their lives are embedded in already
established networks of social interaction that exist in part for the purpose of solving
collective action problems in everyday life” (Mason , . 70). These community net-
works and institutions provide a variety of social incentives for their (rational) members
to contribute to the public good and to participate in warfare as a collective action even

in the absence of selective, monetary incentives (Mason , Pp- 78 sq.). Furthermore,
social institutions and networks can be used or misused as “mobilizing structures” by
the leaders of rebel organizations (Mason , p- 80). In order to persuade the members

of local social networks to join their national movement, rebel leaders employ framing
processes. They identify injustices and then try to convince people that the existing
regime is either responsible for these injustices or has the means to solve them but is
unwilling to do so. Thirdly, rebel leaders try to convince potential rebels that their trou-
bles are shared by others beyond the boundaries of their own community and, fourthly,
that only if each of them contributes to the collective action will the rebellion be suc-
cessful. Within this framing process, leaders make use of traditional symbols “to attract
nonelites to a new set of values and beliefs about the state that will make them more
willing to participate in a movement that challenges the state’s sovereignty. In so doing,
they redefine local groups’ collective identity in such a way that members feel a commit-
ment to contribute to the national movement’s success” (Mason , p- 80). A counter
elite emerges that develops the organizational capacity to mobilize a large segment of the
population, to establish itself as the de facto government in their everyday lives and to
engage in violent battle against the existing regime. The state then no longer exercises
a monopoly over the legitimate use of power within its territory but faces a situation
of “multiple sovereignty”. Likewise, strong and preexisting social networks and shared
collective identities serve as a valuable resource to monitor individual behavior and to
socially sanction defectors. People might simply join a rebellion because they fear social
sanctions if they don’t and only free-ride. In such cases, social pressure brought about
by strong communities changes the cost-benefit calculations of joining a rebellion. This
argument leads to the expectation that individuals are more likely to engage in violent
uprisings against the state if members of their own community are already participating
voluntarily in the movement and if their community is characterized by strong social
structures, e.g. if their communities are relatively isolated with little mobility but a
high degree of autonomy from outside control, if strong peasant associations and cooper-
atives exist, if community structures are decentralized and participatory, or if resources
are held and regulated by the collective itself.'”

Resource Mobilization Theory also provides an explanation for the outbreak of internal
warfare that reaches beyond economic factors. According to this theory the timing of the
outbreak of violent conflict depends on changes in the political opportunity structure.
“Even if large segments of the population are aggrieved, and even if dissident leaders
and organizations exist to mobilize them for collective action, people are not likely to

19See Humphreys and Weinstein ( , pp- 13-15); Humphreys and Weinstein ( , Pp- 442 sq.).

26



join such a movement unless they perceive some change to have occurred in the stability
of the dominant coalition of elites and classes, and in the capacity and propensity of
the state to repress dissident activity” (Mason , p- 80). Systemic crises, especially a
sudden weakening of institutional features (the state’s administrative organizations), of
the repressive capacity of the state (the state’s military and policing organizations) or of
informal political alignment render the existing regime weak and vulnerable. Changes
in access to power, shifts in ruling alignments and the emergence of potential allies or
of cleavages among elites also offer new political opportunities. Such changes lower the
costs for collective action, they increase the rebellion’s chances of being successful and
of escaping state repression or they point political entrepreneurs toward vulnerabilities
among elites that can be exploited.?’ The identification of such “trigger factors” adds
value to Deprived Actor Models. According to Resource Mobilization Theory, poverty
or inequality itself does not suffice to explain the outbreak of internal warfare. Instead,
the capacity of leaders to successfully mobilize fighters in a situation of systemic crisis
is decisive in order to figure out why poor nations are more or less prone to experience
a grievance rebellion. Likewise, changes in the political opportunity structure and the
ability to mobilize large segments of the population through framing processes also help
to explain why (and when) local greed conflicts escalate into nation-wide civil warfare.

Due to a lack of cross-national measures of the key concepts contained in Resource
Mobilization Theory, there is a lack of systematic tests. However, empirical research on
ethnic conflict provides some support. These studies assume shared ethnic identity serves
as a basis for mobilization because it facilitates recruitment as well as the detection and
punishment of free-riders. Potential members and free-riders can be easily distinguished
from others on the basis of ethnic markers. In addition, shared ethnic identity increases
the level of cohesion within the rebel organization. Grievances can be framed in ethnic
terms so that deprivation is equated with ethnic discrimination. Existing quantitative
analyses cannot measure the extent of popular mobilization directly but instead include
various measures for the extent to which a society is fragmented among multiple eth-
nic groups. The “Ethnolinguistic-Fractionalization Index” serves as a common measure.
However, findings on the relationship between ethnic fractionalization and the outbreak
of armed conflict are again inconclusive. Elbadawi ( ) and Reynal-Querol ( ) find
that ethnically polarized societies face the greatest risk of outbreak of civil war while
Fearon and Laitin ( ), Collier and Hoeffler ( ), Collier and Hoeffler ( ), and
Collier and Hoeffler ( ) emphasize that ethnic dominance (e.g. defined as a situation
where the largest ethnic group constitutes between 45 to 90 percent of the population)
significantly increases the risk of civil war onset. Elbadawi and Sambanis ( ) also
dismiss any linear relationship between ethnic fractionalization and the probability of
civil war onset and instead argue in favor of an “inverted-u-shaped” relationship. Ac-
cording to these authors, civil war is least likely in ethnically homogeneous and very
heterogeneous societies while the danger of civil war is greatest in societies with a mid-
dle level of ethnolinguistic fractionalization. Although the existence of different ethnic

20McAdam ( , Pp. 24, 32); Weinstein ( , p. 46); Ellis ( , p- 34) provide a similar argument.
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groups is necessary for dispute to arise, too much fractionalization increases the costs of
coordination for the purpose of rebellion between groups as well as recruitment costs.
Finally, Ellingsen ( ) used the relative size of ethnic groups as a measure. She found
that societies divided among relatively few but relatively large ethnic groups face a sig-
nificantly higher risk of civil war (as compared with societies that are composed of a
relatively large number of relatively small ethnic groups or societies that are ethnically
homogeneous).

Which ethnic composition (whether ethnic fractionalization, polarization or domi-
nance) poses the greatest risk in terms of the outbreak of armed conflict is still being
discussed. Uncovering the relationship is especially difficult as levels of ethnic or reli-
gious fractionalization, polarization and dominance are endogenous to warfare. Armed
conflict itself changes or even generates new ethnic or religious identities and cleavages.
Bosnia and Croatia serve as examples where the relationship between prewar polariza-
tion and civil war either seems to be inverse or where polarization only increased shortly
before or after the war erupted (Kalyvas , Pp. 74-82). Others warned that “the
extent to which ethnic groups are mobilized for collective action is a stronger predictor
of civil war than is the extent and depth of the grievances that motivated them” (Mason

, - 94). In other words: Regardless of the level of grievances among ethnic minori-
ties, if mobilization fails, armed conflict does not occur. Among those characteristics
that affect the ability of ethnic groups to mobilize, a shared ethnic identity but also the
geographical concentration of the ethnic groups as well as institutional features need to
be taken into account.?!

State-centric theories of revolution also emerged as a reaction to Rational Actor Mod-
els as well as Deprived Actor Models that almost exclusively focus on conditions within
society that fuel civil war. Theda Skocpol criticized that the state — the prize over
which traditional civil wars are fought — was conspicuously absent from earlier concep-
tual frameworks although the state has interests of its own and oftentimes generates
the crisis that leads to the outbreak of violence. According to her, what catalyzes so-
cial revolutions are not conditions or developments in society but a politico-military
crisis of the state and class domination generated in part by the actions of the state
itself. This “echoes the concept of changes in the political opportunity structure that
social movement theorists posit as a determinant of when revolutions erupt. However,
Skocpol goes beyond this concept to explore how the structure of the state itself and
developmental changes in both the patterns of state-society relations and the states’ re-
lationship with its international environment produce the crisis that ignite revolutionary
outbreaks” (Mason , p- 81). More specifically, long term trends within nations and
in the international arena can generate conflicts of interest between the state and the
dominant economic class. “Whether these conflicts produce a crisis of the state that
makes revolution possible or not likely is a function, in part, of the degree of the state

21Gee Gates ( ); Saideman and Ayres ( , p- 1133); Lindstrom and Moore ( ); Scarritt and
McMillan ( ); Gurr and Moore ( ).
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autonomy from that dominant economic class. For Skocpol and for Glodstein (1991),
states that lacked sufficient autonomy from the dominant economic class were more
likely to experience revolution” (Mason , P- 82). Other studies identify exclusionary
authoritarian regimes (neopatrimonial and sultanistic varieties), patrimonial praetorian
regimes or mafiacracies as most vulnerable to revolutionary challenges. Specific state
practices that make certain types of regimes susceptible to violent uprising are also
given. Among these are the state sponsorship or the protection of unpopular economic
and social arrangements (such as inequitable land tenure arrangements or oppressive
labor conditions), the exclusion of newly mobilized groups from access to state power
or state resources, intolerance and repression of grassroots mobilization, indiscriminate
but not overwhelming state violence against opposition leaders, weak or geographically
uneven policing practices and infrastructural power, corrupt or arbitrary rule and the
de-professionalization of the military (Mason , Pp- 85-87).

Empirical studies investigating the claim that certain regime types are more prone
to civil wars than others are plagued by the absence of direct measures of types of au-
thoritarian regimes (Mason , p- 95). Instead, they rely on proxy measures of regime
type. For instance, Fearon and Laitin ( , PP- 75 sq.) argue that “financially, organi-
zationally, and politically weak central governments render insurgency more feasible and
attractive” due to weak local policing, inept and corrupt counterinsurgency practices and
a lack of infrastructure development that would otherwise allow the state to extent its
authority throughout the entire territory to inhibit the emergence of insurgencies. They
measure state capacity only indirectly through GDP per capita and find support for their
hypothesis. The “domestic democratic peace” proposition which expects democracies to
be relatively immune to civil warfare is related to the claim that weak authoritarian
regimes are more at risk. Although several studies have tested this claim, results are

inconclusive. Fearon and Laitin ( ) and Collier and Hoeffler ( ) do not find a sig-
nificant relationship while Krain and Myers ( ) and Henderson and D. Singer ( )
find democracies to be less likely to experience civil war. Hegre, Ellingsen, et al. ( )

argue and find support for an inverted-u-shape relationship. According to them, full
democracies and autocracies are rather stable and less likely to experience civil war than
autocracies. In addition, they find that changes in the level of democracy are impor-
tant in regard to the onset of civil war: unconsolidated democracies, semi-democracies
or weak autocracies are indeed fragile and unstable and therefore less likely to survive
either positive or negative changes in their democracy scores (as compared with full
democracies or full autocracies). Thus, the probability of civil war onset declines with
each year that democracy persists and consolidates.
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3. Conventional Intra-State Wars

3.3. Summary of Major Empirical Changes

Over three or more centuries prior to 1945, Europeans developed a theory and practice of
war in which massive violence is inflicted by large and organized state forces upon other
nations. Inter-state warfare reached its peak with the World Wars, was globally exported
and formed the basis of international rule-making on war. Since the end of World War
II, however, especially great power wars but also international wars in general have
increasingly turned into a “relict of the past” (Berdal , . 483).2% Intra-state wars
have replaced inter-state wars as the most frequent form of armed conflict. Chojnacki is
more cautious when noting that wars within states have dominated the picture of violent
conflict already since the early 19th century — at least in terms of numbers and with the
exception of the 1930 to 1939 period (Chojnacki , p- 49; Chojnacki , D- 3).
Though he agrees that during the second half of the 20th century the ratio of inter-state
to intra-state wars acuminated due to a decline in great power wars and inter-state wars
in relation to conventional civil wars.?®> Thus, we are safe to conclude that the frequency
of intra-state wars (which has always been above that of inter-state wars) has increased
dramatically since World War II, even after controlling for the size of the international
system (Hensel , p- 7).

Today, civil warfare within nation-states is not only the most frequent but also the
most destructive form of armed conflict. In the 1990s, over 90 percent of deaths caused
by warfare occurred during intra-state wars (Weinstein , p- ). Between 1945 and
1999, warfare between states resulted in 3.33 million battle-deaths while civil warfare
within states killed about 16.2 million people (Fearon and Laitin , p- 75). The
Yearbook 2011 of the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) informs
that for the seventh year running, no major inter-state conflict was active in 2010. Over
the decade of 2001 to 2010, only 2 out of 29 major armed conflicts were inter-state
in nature (Themnér and Wallensteen ). If low-intensity armed conflicts are taken
into account, the number of conflicts within countries also by far exceeds the number
of conflicts between states: The 2014 UCDP/PRIO data®* report just three inter-state
armed conflicts?® within the last ten years but 274 intra-state armed conflicts.

22This, however, does not mean that militarized inter-state disputes (understood as threats to use force,
the display of force or even the use of force short of war) disappeared. In fact, the absolute number of
such disputes between states increased after the end of World War I1. However, only about 4 percent of
all militarized inter-state disputes between 1816 and 1997 escalated to the point of inter-state warfare
(Hensel , p. 6). Others note that at least between 1816 and 1976, the share of countries affected
by militarized inter-state disputes stayed rather constant because the overall number of independent
states had also changed respectively. See Jones et al. ( , p- 184) and Gochman and Maoz ( ,
p. 594) cited by Chojnacki ( , p- 52).

Z3Because the number of internationally recognized nation-states changed over time and because ceteris
paribus we would expect more conflict when there are more states that are eligible to fight each other,
the ratio (instead of the total number) of countries involved in warfare serves as the better indicator.

24The UCDP/PRIO “Armed Conflict Dataset v.4-2014, 1946-2013”, available at http://www.pcr.uu.
se/research/ucdp/datasets/ucdp_prio_armed_conflict_dataset/ (visited on 2014-11-03) .

#Thailand vs. Cambodia (2011), Eritrea vs. Djibouti (2008), and Sudan vs. South Sudan (2012).
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Most of the intra-state armed conflicts take place in Third World nations (Hensel ,
pp. 11, 28). Gantzel ( , p- 2) refers to data gathered by the “Arbeitsgemeinschaft
Kriegsursachenforschung” (AKUF) at the University of Hamburg which indicate that
between 1945 and 2001, 93 percent of all 218 wars happened within developing countries.
In contrast, the 19th century inter- and intra-state wars concentrated in the Western
Hemisphere and Europe where the system of nation-states emerged. For a small subset
of today’s countries, civil warfare even seems to be “a chronic condition” (Mason ,
p. 66). Empirical evidence suggests that prior civil war experience increases the chances
of further civil war involvement. The 124 civil wars counted by Doyle and Sambanis
( ) took place in 69 countries and the 127 civil wars counted by Fearon and Laitin
( , p- 75) involved 73 states. The latter note that between 1945 and 1999, single
countries had been involved in up to five civil wars.

Changes in the incidence (defined as the number of ongoing armed conflicts in any given
year) are also observable. The incidence of internal armed conflict increased throughout
the Cold War era and peaked in the mid 1990s. It then dropped considerably and has
remained stable thereafter. The initial increase in the incidence of armed conflict results
from a “steady accumulation of ongoing conflicts” due to difficulties in their termination.
In other words, this development does not reflect any change over time in the frequency
or risk of onsets. The fraction of countries experiencing new conflicts each year has been
stable at between 1-2 percent during the entire period of 1945 to 1994. Instead, the rate
at which wars ended was significantly lower compared to the rate at which new wars
began (Hegre , pp. 243 sq.; Fearon and Laitin ). Variance in the duration of
warfare therefore is a decisive factor behind changes in the incidence of civil warfare.
Likewise, the decrease in the number of ongoing civil wars within the second half of the
1990s is “more a function of existing wars being brought to an end [i.e. a shortening
of their duration] than of any significant decline in the rate at which new wars begin”
(Mason , p. 66).

In this regard, the more proactive role of the international community, which through
the United Nations and other international bodies intervened in intra-state warfare to
separate warring parties and to broker peace agreements, seems decisive. It has been
argued that the kind of intervention matters (e.g. whether peacemaking, peacekeeping or
peace enforcement takes place or whether peacekeeping is multidimensional or traditional
in nature). Empirical analyses on the question in how far such interventions affect the
duration of warfare or the stability of peace, however, yielded somewhat contradictory
results (Doyle and Sambanis ; Fortna ). The timing of intervention and the side
on which the external forces are intervening also seems to be important for a successful
settlement (Collier and HoefHer ). In addition, different kinds of termination of
internal warfare (a decisive victory of either side, a negotiated compromise settlement, a
truce or a peace treaty) correlate with more or less stable peace (Fortna ). Empirical
evidence suggests that the longer the war lasts, the less likely a decisive victory of
either side. The result is a situation of a military stalemate (Mason and Fett ;
Mason, Weingarten, et al. ). According to the Ripeness Theory, this stalemate needs

31



3. Conventional Intra-State Wars

to be “mutually hurting” in order for the warring parties to start negotiations. This
structural element of a “ripe situation” is at least identified as a necessary (though
insufficient) condition for negotiation (Zartman ; Zartman ). In any case, a
fast and decisive victory of either side seems to be desirable’® as negotiated settlements
have a major downside: compared to wars that ended by decisive victory, cases which
ended through negotiation are of a three times longer duration and violence is twice as
likely to break out again within a period of five years after the settlement. From this
perspective it seems concerning that, contrary to the Cold War era, a growing number
of recent wars ended through negotiation (HSC , p- 4; Fortna ). However, even
in the case of compromise settlements that suffer from commitment problems, a renewed
outbreak of violence can be avoided if a third party is willing to guarantee the safety
of the adversaries during the critical implementation phase (Walter ; Walter ;
Fearon ). Such guarantees can also be built into the institutional design of the
treaty itself e.g. in the form of power-sharing mechanisms (Hartzell ; Hartzell and
Hoddie ; Licklider ; DeRouen, Lea, et al. ). Others found that the length
of internal warfare associates with structural conditions prevailing prior to conflict (e.g.
the degree of income inequality, per capita income levels, the degree of ethnic division or
population density) as well as circumstances during conflict like access to large revenues
from natural resources (Fearon ; Collier, Hoefller, and S6derbom ; Lujala ;
Elwert ; Olsson and Congdon Fors ). Furthermore, a lack of state capacity (i.e.
an ineffective bureaucracy or a weak national army) and the respective regime type in
interaction with “viability enhancing factors” (e.g. geographical factors like mountain
cover that allows rebels to retreat and hide) also seem to contribute to a long duration
of fighting (DeRouen and Sobek ; Herbst ). Final agreement on the decisive
factors determining the duration of warfare and stable peace is still pending. In the
meantime (throughout the last two decades), the average duration of intra-state wars
has more than doubled (Collier and Hoeffler ). This kind of warfare lasts at least
four times as long as inter-state wars.?’

The comparatively long duration of civil wars explains their overall destructiveness.
“On average, casualties in civil wars occur at a much lower rate than in inter-state wars.
However, because civil wars last so much longer, their cumulative death toll substantively
exceeds that of inter-state wars” (Mason , p- 67).

In addition to significant changes in the incidence and in the duration of conventional
intra-state wars, some argue for another major shift in the pattern of armed conflict:

26For rather radical theses see Luttwak ( ).

27«The 108 civil wars in the Correlates of War project lasted on average 1665 days, whereas the 23 inter-
state wars lasted only 480 days on average” (Mason , p- 67). The 25 inter-state wars identified
by Fearon and Laitin ( , p- 75) lasted three months on average while the average duration of a
civil war within the same period (1945 to 1999) was as high as six years.
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Advocates of the concept of New Wars believe to observe the emergence of a new or
non-conventional type of intra-state armed conflict especially within the post-Cold War
era. Like Deprived Actor Models and Rational Actor Models, this third model takes
the nature and interests of actors and the costs and benefits of participation in warfare
as a starting point to explain the causes and nature of internal warfare. The concept
of New Wars also builds on the assumption of rationality.”® All three models assume
that actors make choices that they believe will lead “to the best feasible outcomes for
them as defined by their personal values and preferences” (De Mesquita , PP- 5 sq.)
and that during warfare, decision makers act strategically. “They connect alternatives
consistently (i.e. transitively) in relation of preference or indifference”, take constraints
and the anticipated actions of others into account and “act in a manner that is consistent
with their desires and beliefs”. The assumption of rationality, however, does not mean
that decision makers have complete freedom of action or are in full control. Instead
“they must consider whatever constraints block the path to the outcome they desire
and adjust their behavior accordingly, often abandoning their most preferred goal in
favor of an attainable second or third best”. Also, “rational decision makers do not
exhaustively consider all possible alternatives if the cost of doing so exceeds the marginal
gain” (De Mesquita , p- 6). Although “critics mistakenly believe that the assumption
of rationality means that self-interested actors must want to maximize their income or
wealth”, the rationality condition says nothing about the content of the ultimate goal(s)
pursued by the actors whose preferences might vary from theory to theory. (De Mesquita

, - 7) emphasizes that “the assumption of rationality neither limits the goals to
be studied nor the identity of actors pursuing these goals. It only limits how actors
chose actions given their desires and beliefs”. Despite the fact that Rational Choice
Theory provides the basis for all three models of intra-state warfare presented here, the
concept of New Wars also touches upon Social Mobilization Theory when referring to
the role of so-called “identity politics”. According to the concept of New Wars, the
absence of functioning state institutions in times of state collapse contributes to the
outbreak and conduct of violence. This recalls the notion of systemic (politico-military)
crisis and changing political opportunity structures which also determine the timing of
the outbreak of violence according to Resource Mobilization Theory and state-centric
models of civil war. New Wars share some characteristics with grievance and with greed
rebellions, too, though they significantly differ in regard to other features. The following
second part of this book introduces this new, non-conventional kind of intra-state armed
conflict before summarizing major similarities and differences between them on the one
hand and conventional (state-based) internal armed conflicts on the other.

ZMiinkler ( , p- 91) criticizes that the New Wars discourse gave so much attention to ethnic or
religious-cultural factors that economic aspects and motives were overlooked. New Wars were wrongly
identified as irrational warfare driven by “behavior from passions” (like ancient ethnic hatred) instead
of interests. “So long as the economic structures underlying these wars have not been addressed, one
can persist in the comfortable belief that rationalization and pacification would go hand in hand
[...]. On closer examination, however, it becomes apparent that the new wars are in many respects
the result of economically purposive rationality, or that people pursuing economic objectives play a
major role in them as entrepreneurs, politicians and, not least, fighting men.”
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4. The Political Context of New Warfare

The above argued that the process of decolonization overlaid by the Cold War produced
armed conflicts within Third World countries which arose in the absence of consensual
values or a sense of national unity, i.e. in weak societies' but in situations where the
coercive power of the state was considerable, i.e. in strong states’. Such insurgencies
aimed to replace or secede from the existing repressive regimes in order to establish a
more just and abundant political, social and economic order.

In 2008, Robert Bates presented a popular and convincing theory on the emergence
of these repressive regimes and their failure in late-century Africa. According to this
author, the political and economic legacies of state failure in Africa reach back to the
restructuring of political institutions after independence which “triggered a logic of ex-
clusion, resulted in political privilege and economic inequality” (Bates , p- 51).
Bates explains how the political elites in many African countries managed to “capture
the state” and to use their power to accumulate wealth (Bates , p- 37). They formed
“single-party” or “no-party” authoritarian regimes in which the heads of state controlled
the means of coercion as well as access to material benefits (Bates , pp- 43 5q.). The
president supplied a small ruling coalition with political favors while the rest of the
“national pie” went to his own bank account (Bates , p- 47). This gave way to a
political culture where “constituents viewed politicians as their agents whose job it was
to bring material benefit to the local community — jobs, loans, or cash. [...] Compet-
itive elections came to resemble a political marketplace in which votes were exchanged
for material benefit” (Bates , . 38). Any incentive to provide public goods for the
broad public did not exist. A number of wrong policy choices (e.g. the decision to
distort key prices and to regulate markets and industries) aimed to establish “control
regimes” to the benefit of the ruling elite and “contributed to the subsequent collapse of
Africa’s states” (Bates , p- 56). In reaction to the forging of authoritarian political

LA weak society refers to the progressive absence of “a broad general consensus on the underlying values
of the society” (Snow , p- 35).

2Snow ( ) refers to a strong state as “a situation in which the state’s coercive capabilities and
mechanisms are particularly robust, whereas a weak state has a less developed coercive component”
(Snow , p- 35).

3For instance, governments subsidized the cost of capital and overvalued their own currency to protect
certain goods/sectors (e.g. the urban and industrial sector) from global competition. This led to the
adoption of (highly inefficient but still privately profitable) capital intensive technologies. In cases
where their own currency was over-valued to the advantage of importers, exporting farmers faced
losses when selling their products on foreign markets. Elsewhere, governments bought “cash crops at
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institutions and the establishment of control regimes, the real economy fled from the
reach of the government. The emergence of black markets and widespread smuggling
are only two indicators of the resulting political and economic crisis at the national level
(Bates , PP- 98 sq.).

Only a number of “trigger factors” managed to shatter these rather stable systems. The
increase in oil prices in the 1970s caused a global recession leading to sharp decreases in
the demand for African imports. Because export taxes were “the single largest source” of
fiscal income in most African countries, this resulted in a sharp decrease in public revenue
(which had already been declining due to the above mentioned bad policy choices and
due to the predatory behavior of the political elites). Public sector salaries eroded as
did the quality of public services. Roads and railways “fell into despair”, state-owned
companies were forced to shut down due to a lack of power and maintenance and the
public education system deteriorated. Corruption and private trade became a way of
income for public servants. Because military salaries also decreased, soldiers turned
to looting or other ways of income, e.g. the collection of thoroughfares in exchange
for access to streets which they controlled. Some African oil-producing countries who
had initially profited from rising oil prices and initiated new projects “found themselves
burdened by the costs of these ventures” when petroleum prices returned to normal.
Oftentimes, they decided to borrow money and, for this reason, were equally drawn
into the following debt crisis (Bates , PP 24 sq., 99-105). Demands by creditors
for political reform and a shift to multi-party politics led to an unanticipated increase
in the level of political risk for those in power. Their political future suddenly turned
insecure (Bates , Pp- 26 sq., 108-110). Because they at the same time faced an
environment richly endowed by nature, rulers often employed means of coercion to prey
upon this wealth (instead of protecting the creation of it) while private citizens also
decided to devote their time to warfare and the predation of resources (instead of to the
production of wealth) (Bates , p- 28). Former freedom fighters also began agitating
for “the rewards of independence” (Bates , p- 37). Predation of resources became
their way of compensation for the struggle. The violent and extractive political order
they built secured their private enrichment and their jobs. Finally, foreign support to
authoritarian regimes eased or even stopped with the end of the Cold War. “Abandoned
by foreign patrons and facing increasing threats at home, incumbents had increased
reason to fear for their political future. Their time horizons therefore shortened. In the
long run, repression might increase the level of political disorder, but incumbents had
less reason to place great weight on the long run” (Bates , pp- 116 sq.). This allowed
for punitive measures against the national opposition (which caused further grievances)
and again increased the temptation to engage in predation as an alternative source of
private income.

low domestic prizes, sold them at the prices prevailing in international markets, and deposited the
difference in prices in the public treasury” (Bates , p- 59). For more examples see Bates ( ,
pp. 55-74).
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Sub-national tensions rooted in the economies of Africa’s “politically expansionary
rural communities” further exacerbated the situation.® In times of political instability
and decreasing public revenue, such local conflicts could no longer be contained. They
acquired national significance and accelerated the failure of states (Bates , Pp. 75,
92). “[Wilhile triggered at the elite level, political disorder was marked by the rapid
spread of insecurity to the local level [...]. The nature of Africa’s societies helps to
account for the speed with which political disorder cascaded from the center to the
periphery” (Bates , p- 93). Rival politicians transformed political organizations in
armed militias and regional tensions rose.

This illustrates how a number of exogenous shocks resulted in changes in two key vari-
ables: the level of public revenue and the elite’s rate of discount (Bates , pp- 19 8q.).
In an environment richly endowed by nature, these “trigger factors”, in combination with
the already existing economic and political crisis at the national level and sub-national
tensions, led to the emergence of violent militias (which the author equates with state
failure) and the outbreak of greed- and grievance-based internal violence.

One aspect of the above-stated is particularly interesting in light of this study. Like
the concept of New Wars, Bates ( , pp. 9-11) identifies the exploitation of natural
resources for war finance as well as ethnic violence as “joint products of state failure”.
Both are symptoms of state failure, instead of causes. He argues that payoffs that re-
sult from predation (as opposed to payoffs that result from taxing the citizenry) are
especially attractive if tax revenue is low, if rewards from predation are high and if im-
mediate benefits weigh more heavily than future payoffs because the latter are insecure.
Failing or failed states meet all three of these conditions. The argument itself applies
to state as well as non-state actors though Bates ( , p- 131) focuses on the behavior
of incumbents (not insurgents) and aims to explain why African elites adopted policies
that impoverished their citizens. In addition, the author notes that “[a]t times of state
failure, politicians can [...] marshal political followings and recruit armed militias by
championing the defense of land rights. In the midst of state failure, ethnicity may there-
fore come to the fore. But by this reasoning it is the product rather than the source of
political disorder”. In addition, ethnic violence is in fact nothing more than “a struggle
over the regional allocation of resources” (Bates , - 133). The remainder of this
book illustrates how well this fits within the concept of New Wars and its masterminds.

During the post-Cold War era, Snow ( ) also identifies a movement towards greater
freedom of expression, increasingly little social cohesion and therefore a weakening of the
coercive ability of those in power in a number of places. Failed or failing states emerged
that exhibit weak societies and weak state structures. Snow ( ) leaves aside the
question whether this weakening of state structures rendered the emergence of grievance-

“Bates ( , PP- 78 5q., 90-93) explains that the strong forces of territorial expansion in Africa which
lead to competing claims for land and local non-state conflict between rural communities are under-
played by powerful cultural issues but also due to poverty and diminishing returns which causes an
out-migration of the youth to settle land on the periphery.
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based insurgencies also more likely. Instead, he argues that a new kind of internal
armed conflict (“attacks from criminal insurgencies”) is especially likely to emerge and
to succeed in such a context and therefore appears to be more prominent during the
post-Cold War era. This leads to the four-fold taxonomy presented in table 4.1 on this

page.

’ State ‘
Strong Weak
Strong Cell 1 Cell 2
Society — Cell 3 Cell 4
e (Insurgencies) | (New Wars)
Table 4.1.: State Weakness and Types of Warfare (Snow , p- 35)

States in Cell 1 have strong coercive powers and share a strong consensus on underlying
social values. This is also referred to as a situation of “popular dictatorship”. In these
cases agreement exists that society needs to include the strict enforcement of the political
order which is, for instance, the case in Singapore (Snow , Pp- 35 sq.).

States in Cell 2 represent the Western norm. There exists an underlying agreement on
social, political and economic issues or norms such as democracy and market economy
which produces freedom and motivation to nurture a highly developed free market econ-
omy. The existence of this societal support means that the state does not require great
coercive capacity but suppresses only criminal activity and deviation from the order.
Ironically, the most advanced states that fall into this category also possess the most
sophisticated technologies to insure the survival of its citizenry and thus the greatest
potential for massive coercive control.

States in Cell 3 and Cell 4 represent the most problematic combination. These are
the above described situations most likely to result in instability and violence. Cell 3-
states face the combination of a weak social structure but a coercive state most often
associated with authoritarian regimes. This strongly coercive state imposes authority
in the absence of a population that willingly accepts the authority of the state and that
confers legitimacy to the regime. The absence of commonly shared values also means
that some groups are imposing their values on others. This results in resistance by
those who feel oppressed which explains the emergence of grievance-based insurgencies
during the Cold War era and some post-Cold War violence. According to Snow ( ),
virtually all Cell 3 conflicts that remained unresolved at the end of the 1990s had such
roots (Snow , p. 49).
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States in Cell 4 struggle with the absence of both social cohesion and strong govern-
mental mechanisms capable of imposing order on society. Power struggles among groups
take place and there is little or no governmental ability to mediate or suppress outbreaks
of violence. The worst case scenario constitutes state failure. Examples are Somalia,
Rwanda or Bosnia. Snow ( ) clearly mentions that these cases of warfare are not
unique to the post-Cold War world. Instead, they simply became more obvious. The
“new internal war” is sui generis not a form so fundamentally different from that of the
Cold War. “What is different is that some forms now appear less frequently, making
the remainder seem more prominent” (Snow , P- 49). Thus, he believes to observe
a post-Cold War pattern which is tipping away from the more prevalent Cell 3 cases
(insurgencies taking place in strong coercive states masking weak societies) to Cell 4
cases (New Wars taking place in weak or failed states revealing weak societies).

It remains somewhat unclear whether Snow’s “new internal wars” just comprise “power
struggles among [non-state| groups” or whether the concept also covers state-based greed
conflicts as implied by the term “attacks by criminal insurgencies”. Likewise, it remains
to be answered whether today’s Cell 4 cases are yesterday’s Cell 3 cases (i.e. whether
we observe a change in the type of warfare within cases or across cases). The author
is, however, very clear on the fact that New Wars arise in a context of state weakness
and also specifies this term. What makes him a true mastermind of the concept of New
Wars, however, is the fact that according to his theory, the strength of state structures
and society are decisive in determining not only the risk but also the type of warfare a
society is likely to face.

Some support for his theses stems from the fact that the concentration of internal
wars in the post-Cold War era is moving away from developing countries to those that
have not yet entered the developmental process. Again, armed conflict in the poorest
countries is not a post-Cold War phenomenon but more of the armed conflicts appear
to be occurring in these kinds of places. This is not what the development literature
of the 1950s and 1960s predicted: The paradigm that internal violence occurs mainly
in states undergoing development has apparently given way to a tendency of internal

violence to occur in the poorest and weakest states (Snow , p- 58). Kaldor agrees
by emphasizing that New Wars take place where the modern state is “unraveling”, in
“frail”; in “quasi-” or “shadow states” (Kaldor ; Kaldor , pp- 6, 8; Kaldor

). Elsewhere she and others mention that New Warfare “involves” or is “associated”
with state failure, an unbuilding, disintegration or implosion of typically authoritarian
states under the impact of globalization (Kaldor , pp- 3, 8; Kaldor , PP- 9 8q.;
Kaldor ; Minkler , D. 76). This leaves the direction of relationship between
state disintegration and the outbreak of armed conflict undetermined. It also remains
unclear how state disintegration is defined (e.g. whether the term only refers to the
coercive power of state institutions or societal factors as well), how much disintegration
is required to speak of state failure or a failed state and how exactly state failure may lead
to the outbreak of a certain kind of violent conflict. Instead, Kaldor ( ) at first turns
to the causes of these processes of state disintegration. She stresses two macro-factors
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that in particular contributed to state weakness or an “erosion of the state’s monopoly of
legitimate organized violence from above”: processes of globalization during the 1980s
and 1990s (understood as “the intensification of global interconnectedness — political,
economic, military and cultural”) and the end of the Cold War (Kaldor , PP- 3 sq.,
6; Snow , p. 35). In fact, the demise of the Eastern bloc, and therefore the end of
the Cold War, is itself seen as a consequence of globalization.”

Kaldor ( , p- 4) accepts the argument that globalization has its roots in moder-
nity or even earlier. Still, she considers the globalization of the 1980s and 1990s “a
qualitatively new phenomenon” because it came as “a consequence of the revolution
in information technologies and dramatic improvements in communication and data-
processing”. She is also aware of the fact that economic globalisation which often goes
hand in hand with a liberalization and privatization can have positive impacts. For
instance, privatization breaks down authoritarian tendencies and, in a globalized world
that is connected through electronic media and international travel, external pressure
for democratization also easily reaches authoritarian or totalitarian regimes. “People in
those societies feel they have some opening, some possibility of making change” so that
internal pressure for reform also increases (Kaldor , P- ). But in many countries
this “pressure for democratization led to increasingly desperate bids to remain in power,
often through fomenting ethnic tensions” (Kaldor , p. 82). Kaldor ( ) warns
that “in [...] situations where domestic pressures for reform are weak and where civil
society is least developed [...] the opening up of the state both to the outside world
and to increased participation through the democratisation process is most dangerous”.
According to her, an outbreak of violence is most likely in cases where the process of
democratisation is largely confined to elections (while other prerequisites of democratic
procedures like the rule of law, a separation of powers and freedom rights are not in
place) or in cases where these other prerequisites are more or less established but where
decades of authoritarianism leave the political culture vulnerable to populist ideologies.
“These are the circumstances that give rise to the ‘new wars”’ (Kaldor ).

In addition, Kaldor argues that globalization weakened states’ monopoly of legiti-
mate organized violence through the increasing transnationalization of military forces.
Although, this process had already started during the two world wars, it was institu-
tionalized by the block system during the Cold War era. Innumerable transnational
connections between armed forces also developed in the post-Cold War period. Kaldor
explains this growing importance of military alliances, cooperation and exchanges by

5«The fundamental source of the new wars is the crisis of state authority, a profound loss of legitimacy
that became apparent in the post-colonial states in the 1970s and 1980s and in the post-communist
states only after 1989. Part of the story of that crisis is the failure or exhaustion of populist eman-
cipatory projects such as socialism or national liberation, especially those that were implemented
within an authoritarian communitarian framework. But this failure cannot be disentangled from the
impact of globalisation” (Kaldor ). “[T]he end of the Cold War could be viewed as the way in
which the Eastern bloc succumbed to the inevitable encroachment of globalization” (Kaldor ,
p. 4).
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referring to changes in military technology, the growing destructiveness of weapons and
the evolution of international norms, e.g. on arms control or the illegitimacy of unilat-
eral aggression (Kaldor , Pp- 4 sq.; Kaldor , - ). As a result, external actors
are increasingly interfering in conflict and post-conflict situations. Kaldor speaks of a
“network of global actors” that is composed of international reporters, mercenary troops,
military advisers, diaspora volunteers and an “army” of international agencies ranging
from NGOs to international institutions (Kaldor , p- 4; Kaldor , p- D).

Both globalization and the end of the East-West controversy also contributed to crises
of identity, the rise of alternative, vertical identities and the emergence of “identity pol-
itics”. Kaldor ( , PD- 73 sq.) argues that globalization breaks up vertically organized
cultures that have been characteristic of the era of the nation-state and that gave rise
to a sense of national identity and security. In many countries, globalization also asso-
ciates with extensive rural-urban labor migration. Traditional rural communities that
were characterized by strong family ties and a strong sense of belonging were broken
up and replaced by more anonymous urban communities. This resulted in a “crisis of
identity” and “a sense of alienation and disorientation”. A similar “vacuum” followed
the discrediting of socialism at the end of the Cold War as well as the discrediting of
the nation-building rhetoric of the first generation of post-colonial leaders (Kaldor ,
pp. 7sq.). As a consequence, new horizontal cultures that undermine the sense of a shared
political community arose out of informal non-governmental and transnational networks,
religious and ethnic groups, transnational crime or the regionalization of governments.
Ethnic or religious-cultural lines of divide that were supposed to provide the necessary
orientation and perspective quickly replaced old ideological references (Miinkler ,

p. 91).

This “historic shift away from the vertical cultures” towards new horizontal cultures
offers the perfect breeding ground for identity politics defined as movements which mo-
bilize around sectarian (ethnic, racial or religious) identities for the purpose of claiming
state power (Kaldor , p- 80). These sectarian identities that form the basis for iden-
tity politics are “re-invented” in the context of state failure or the corrosion of other
sources of political legitimacy (Kaldor , PP 7 sq.). For the purpose of political mo-
bilization, they are newly “constructed or accentuated” by ruling politicians and aspiring
opposition leaders who draw on pre-existing ethnic, religious or tribal cleavages and past
memories and experiences. Political groupings based on such identities are therefore de-
scribed as fragmentative, backward-looking and exclusive movements of nostalgia that
reconstruct a heroic past and the memory of injustices, real or imagined, and of famous
battles, won or lost. They acquire meaning through insecurity, rekindled fear of historic
enemies or a sense of being threatened by those with different labels (Kaldor , p. 78).
In New Warfare, violent actors use such identity politics to mobilize combatants and to
justify their criminal and illegal activities as well as their violent strategies.’

SFormer administrative or intellectual elites ally with non-state actors on the margins of society to
mobilize the excluded and abandoned, alienated and insecure for the purposes of capturing and
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Globalization contributes to the spread of this type of mobilization through electronic
media.” The ease of travel and communication in a globalized world also increases the
possibility of transnational support from diaspora communities (Kaldor , p- 8). In
New Warfare, this support (e.g. in the form of ideas, funds and techniques) is especially
important because the end of the Cold War led to a shortfall of financial and material
assistance from the former superpowers and other outside patrons (Kaldor ). This
further weakened states as well as non-state actors and fundamentally changed the ways
of financing warfare. As far as possible, the lack of financial resources was or is being
compensated by natural resource extraction and the build-up of mostly criminal war
economies that are well-connected to the global market.® The negative economic conse-
quences of globalization, especially the failure of neoliberal development strategies and
the following debt crisis, further aggravated this fight over natural resources.’

sustaining power. They play upon particularistic identities in order to increase legitimacy, “to justify
authoritarian policies, to create scapegoats [and] to mobilize support around fear and insecurity”
(Kaldor , pp- 75 sq., 81; Kaldor , p- 82). The preconditions for such an instrumentalization
remain unclear (e.g. whether members of ethnically homogeneous or heterogeneous societies are more
prone to being mobilized into warfare or the question whether ethnic dominance or polarity poses the
greatest risk in terms of the outbreak of violence). Kaldor only notes that “the new politics draws
on memory and history and [...] certain societies where cultural traditions are more entrenched are
more susceptible to the new politics [...] and that’s a new feature” (Kaldor , p. 89).

"See Kaldor ( , p. 6) and Kaldor ( ) for evidence from Rwanda. In general and thanks to
global media, New Wars are fought out in public — contemporary warfare is “more theatrical than
ever before” (Kaldor , p- 4).

8«Diminishing tensions between the two superpowers has reduced external financing for many rebel
groups and governments. This made them more dependent on alternative financing, including fi-
nancing from natural resource exploitation” (Lujala, N. P. Gleditsch, et al. , D- 545). See also
Miinkler ( , p- 97), Ellis ( , p- 34) or Berdal ( , p- 484). The latter refers to the case of An-
gola where the end of the Cold War resulted in “a privatization of UNITA’s existing supply networks”
because former agents who were no longer of use to the Cold War networks started their own business
relationships with UNITA (Berdal , p- 494). Heupel and Zang] ( , fn 15 on p. 16) cite the case
of Khmer Rouge in Cambodia who after the end of the Cold War also increasingly augmented assis-
tance from their former allies with natural resource extraction. Because violent actors compensated
the loss of support from former Cold War allies with independent and frequently criminal sources of
income the end of the Cold War is especially linked with a criminalization of war economies (Heupel
and Zangl , p- 31). In general, Ross ( , p- 270) finds that already “existing rebel groups
shifted towards contraband funding, particularly at two points: in the mid-1980s, when insurgents
in Columbia and Peru began to take advantage of the narcotics trade; and at the beginning of the
1990s, when the end of the Cold War forced rebels in Angola and Cambodia to turn to gemstones
(and in the case of Cambodia, timber) to replace their foreign funding. [...] [Clontraband became a
more common way to finance new conflict once the Cold War had ended”. He adds that contraband
helped to fund seven of the 92 civil wars (7.6 percent) that began between 1945 and 1988, but eight
of the 36 wars (25 percent) that began after 1988.

9« As foreign assistance began to be replaced by commercial borrowing in the 1970s, as foreign debt
mounted and ‘structural adjustment’ programs were introduced, state revenues declined and, as in
the former communist countries, political competition for control over resources intensified” (Kaldor

, p. 82). Elsewhere, Kaldor argues that through neoliberal policies and structural adjustment
programs countries were forced to open their economies, to reduce their budget deficits and to stabilize
their budgets (Kaldor , pp. 81 sq.; Kaldor , pp. 85-87). As a result, public spending was cut
and disparities in income and levels of unemployment increased. The decline of the welfare state and
the failure to overcome poverty and inequality led to the disillusion of post-independence hopes and
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Finally, the end of the Cold War not only left an enormous surplus of small and
light weapons that are primarily used in New Wars (Kaldor , p- 102; Kaldor ,
p. 96; Miinkler , PP 74 sq.) but also resulted in a large supply of well-trained and
battle-tested soldiers. Spiegel Online ( ) estimates that the end of the Cold War
resulted in up to seven million former soldiers that had been released into civil life.
Berdal ( , p- 495) adds that “not only UNITA but a wide range of warring groups,
factions, and governments around the world [...] have benefited from the collapse of
[...] export control regimes and the ability to monitor surplus stocks of weapons in
former Warsaw Pact countries and Soviet republics”. Both, the availability of surplus
arms and soldiers gave rise to private military companies and mercenaries that further
weaken the state’s monopoly of legitimate organized violence (Wulf ; Paul Singer

). Leading researchers from the Correlates of Wars Project also link the end of the
Cold War and globalization processes with the emergence of violent non-state actors
as well as the emergence of criminalized war economies which shall later be discussed
in more detail. More specifically, Sarkees and Wayman ( , D- 45) note that the
“flourishing of non-state actors has been related to [...] the increase in worldwide
arms trade and the development of private armies; the growth of international drug
trafficking; the expanding power of multinational corporations; the fact that boundaries
are increasingly permeable by people, weapons, drugs; and the formation of diverse
coalitions that acquire weapons and form armies”. These various forms of criminal
behavior by violent non-state actors of course challenge the stability of states.

To those states that “turned” weak one needs to add those that were “born” (institu-
tionally) weak. For instance, Miinkler ( , p- 66) attributes a certain predisposition
to New Warfare to societies “where there is no long tradition of military discipline, and
where forms of violence similar to ‘small-wars’ practices are an established part of the
lifestyle” (Munkler , D. 66). As an example he refers to nomadic peoples. However,
only some of these societies actually experience New Warfare. Similarly, it is often ar-
gued that after colonialism, newly independent but weak states were born (Kaldor ,
pp. 84 sq.). Snow ( ) already touches upon the colonial legacy of countries when ex-
plaining the emergence of insurgencies during the Cold War era. However and although
the colonial past of a country is often linked with today’s political, economic and soci-
etal weaknesses, empirical evidence shows that neither the colonial legacy itself nor the
identity of the colonial power (e.g. former British vs. French colony) seems to be the
decisive factor. Instead, Acemoglu et al. ( ) found that the quality of institutions cre-
ated by former colonial powers correlates with the quality of today’s institutions which
strongly influences the current economic and political performance (which are both de-
cisive factors in the prediction of the outbreak of violence). The authors explain that
the willingness or readiness to create high quality institutions, “the colonization strat-
egy or policy”, was very much determined by the conditions on the ground. The more
favorable the situation for the settlers themselves, the more likely they would settle and

to a loss of legitimacy of post-colonial states. This all contributed to the disintegration and erosion
of state structures and the outbreak of violence (Newman , pp- 175 sq.).
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subsequently establish and implement appropriate institutions to regulate their political,
social and economic life. For example, unfavorable living conditions, like high (infant)
mortality rates and contagious diseases such as yellow fever and malaria, but the pres-
ence of valuable resources led to the establishment of an extractive state in the Congo.'’
Institutions established by the Belgians did not introduce much protection for private
property, nor did they provide checks and balances against government expropriation.
At the other extreme, Europeans migrated and settled in a number of more favorable
colonies (e.g. Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the US), where they tried to replicate
European institutions. This theoretical argument provides the basis for an empirical in-
vestigation by Acemoglu et al. ( ) who apply Two-Stage Least Squares estimation
technique to account for reverse causation. The results support their hypotheses that the
(potential) settler mortality rates were a major determinant of settlements, settlements
were a major determinant of high quality, early institutions and that there is a strong
correlation between the quality of early institutions and the quality of institutions today.
Therefore, today’s institutional weaknesses — whether these relate to commonly shared
social, political or economic norms like democracy, market economy/the distribution of
wealth and property or the coercive power of governments — and the resulting econom-
ical, political and security problems are not only explained by processes related to the
end of the Cold War or globalization but date back to the colonial or institutional legacy
of the respective countries. Murshed ( ) agrees that a “functional social contract”
and the concomitant institutions that distribute income and resolve disputes can pre-
vent the violent expression of greed or grievance. He adds that “conflict affected nations
have histories of weak degenerating social contracts. This weakness is often a legacy
of colonialism, with institutionalized mechanisms favoring certain groups over others”
(Murshed ). Rwanda might be an example where such policies provided ground for
ethnic violence culminating in the 1994 genocide. The institutionalist argument not
only applies to the African context but has also been mentioned e.g. by Calic ( )
when discussing the root causes of the conflicts in Former Yugoslavia. According to her,
the main cause (a lack of an integrative, political concept of national identity based on
state tradition and shared norms and institutions instead of language or religion) can be
traced back to policies of foreign powers who ruled South Eastern Europe for centuries.
Wade ( ), Keen ( ) or Schlichte ( ) also consider institutional mechanisms in
regard to the causes and context of New Wars. Schlichte ( ) links the functioning
of neopatrimonial regimes with the delegation and fragmentation of statehood, although
he disagrees with the thesis of a denationalization of contemporary internal wars.

It follows from the above that especially the end of the Cold War, increasing global-
ization, or a combination of both contribute to New Wars in multiple ways, directly as
well as indirectly through weakening effects on state authority. The colonial legacy as
one additional source of state weakness has also been mentioned. Kaldor ( , p- 33)
provides the example of the disintegration of former Yugoslavia and the following war
in Bosnia which she calls “the archetypal example, the paradigm of the new type of

0This is in line with the previously mentioned “political dutch disease” argument.
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war”. In line with her argument, the disintegration of former Yugoslavia, both at the
federal and at the republican level, associated with the emergence of “virulent national-
ism”, which “reinvented particular versions of history and memory” and was based on
“certain traditional social divisions and prejudices” to construct new cultural forms that
can be used for political mobilization. This kind of nationalism “has to be understood
in terms of the struggle, on the part of increasingly desperate (and corrupt) elites, to
control the remnants of the state” (Kaldor , p- 37). Such identity politics that were
used before and during warfare worked well due to a preceding crisis of identity. The
Yugoslav political identity was drawn from the struggle of the partisans in World War
II, from the state’s capacity to provide reasonable living standards and from its political
role as the leader of the non-aligned movement. But “[a]s the memory of World War II
faded and as the economic and social gains of the post-war period began to disappear,
it was inevitable that its legitimacy would be called into question [...] [T]he end of
the East-West division added a final blow to former Yugoslav identity” (Kaldor ,
p. 38). Because the ruling communist party was discredited due to corruption scandals,
nationalist parties were the best available option. Thus, national communitarian iden-
tities filled the vacuum created by the loss of Yogoslavism. Unfortunately, nationalist
arguments seemed also most appropriate to cope with increasing economic difficulties.
While Yugoslavia had been supported by the West as a buffer against a possible Soviet
attack on Southeast Europe during the Cold War era, foreign aid declined substantively
in the 1970s and was replaced by commercial loans (Kaldor , p- 39). A slowdown
in growth in Western countries, which associated with a decrease in remittances from
diaspora communities, was followed by a debt crisis of some 20 billion US dollars at the
end of the decade. The IMF Recovery Plan intensified competition over resources among
the republics and contributed to a growing criminalization of the economy (Kaldor ,
p. 39). High inflation and unemployment rates and series of curruption scandals (which
involved former politicians and future key figures of the war) are also mentioned as
signs of the unraveling Yugoslav statehood (Kaldor , p- 40). Uneven development
between and within the single republics and “the growing divide between the economic
and scientific elite and backward rural regions [...] which was especially acute in Bosnia-
Herzegovina and was exacerbated in the 1980s” contributed to rising discontent (Kaldor

, p- 43). The republics started to call for single economic space. They wanted to
declare autonomous regions, disregarded constitutional decisions, aimed at controlling
their own TV and radio stations and even builtup their own armed forces. Territorial
Defense Units (TOs) were established in the republics, “the Slovens and Croats were
secretly organizing and arming their own independent forces based on [these] TOs and
the police through the growing black-market for surplus arms then emerging in East-
ern Europe” while the Serbs created their own paramilitary groups. These were later
sided by forces of the former Yugoslav army and increasingly used as a tool by Slobodan
Milosevic (Kaldor , p- 41). This breakdown of the monopoly of organized violence
in former Yugoslavia marked the beginning of the breakdown of stability within Bosnia.
The nationalism emerging in the region was not only new because it was associated with
the disintegration of the state (in contrast to earlier “modern” nationalisms which aimed
at state-building). It also lacked a modernizing ideology and “[...] [i]t was [...] new in
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terms of the techniques of mobilization and the forms of organization. It was Milosevic
who was the first to make extensive use of the the electronic media to propagate the
nationalist message” (Kaldor , p- 41). Kaldor ( , P- 42) speaks of a “victim men-
tality” that was “nurtured with an electronic diet of tales of genocide” and a “virtual
war” that was experienced by the Serb public long before actual warfare started. The
Croats also relied on transnational forms of organization. They mobilized the Croatian
diaspora in the US who provided funds, arms and mercernaries (Kaldor , Pp- 42 5q.).
This supports the idea of a globalized world as the perfect context in which New Warfare
arises. The role of neighboring countries (Croatia and Serbia) as well as the role of the
international community in the outbreak of violence in Bosnia was also decisive. The
war was precipitated by the decision of the international community to recognize other
former Yugoslav republics. Bosnia itself was only recognized at the very moment of its
disintegration (Kaldor , D. 46).

The more recent case of Iraq also illustrates the extent to which the disintegration of
the state links with the end of the East-West controversy, increasing globalization, the
rise of identity politics and, after the invasion by the United States, the outbreak of New
Warfare (Kaldor ). “The [Iraqi] regime exhibited characteristics that are typical
of the last phases of totalitarianism — a system that is breaking up under the impact of
globalization, unable to sustain its closed, autarchic, tightly controlled character |...]
On the eve of the invasion, Iraq was showing all signs of incipient state failure” (Kaldor

, pp- 6, 8). In the Iraqi case, the “signs of incipient state failure” that could be
observed prior to the outbreak of New Warfare were high and increasing levels of debt,
falling GDP (mostly due to sanctions), increasing infant mortality, declining literacy
and de-urbanization (the proportion of those engaged in agriculture was doubling while
educated middle class people left the country). In addition, stronger appeals to tribalism
and Islam by the government in times of declining legitimacy were observable, as was a
discrediting of the Ba’athist ideology, the destruction of civil society, the emergence of a
parallel dollar economy, increasing corruption and criminality (Kaldor , PP- 7 sq.).

Elsewhere, Kaldor notes that this and other failing states might still be formally rec-
ognized by the international community and display “some of the trappings of statehood
— an incomplete administrative apparatus, a flag, sometimes a currency”. However, they
have lost control over their territory and “access to the state apparatus is about private
gain not public policy” (Kaldor ). More concrete indicators of state failure mentioned
by the author are declining tax revenues or even the absence of an effective system of
internal taxation to provide public services and to support the infrastructure of warfare.
This leads to reductions in public expenditure, a worsening of all sorts of socio-economic
indicators, a growing informal economy, increased corruption, rent-seeking and criminal
activity (Kaldor ).

The concept of New Wars argues that the degree of autonomy of private actors at the

local level increases along with the fragmentation of political authority. In failing or failed
states, domestic groups cannot count on the government for protection or to guarantee
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economic stability and wellbeing. They start competing for control so they can provide
their own security and follow their own economic interests. A classical security dilemma
arises because “these actions make others feel less secure, so they respond in kind, and the
environment is made less stable” (Weinstein , pp- 36 sq.). Non-state actors are able
to establish alternative, territorially restricted forms of centralized violence. Because
state institutions are unable to inhibit a privatization of violent actors, to effectively
end fighting if it breaks out among non-state groups and to stop them from criminal
activity, the civilian population and natural resources fall prey to those who exercise
control over them (Miinkler , Pp- 16 sq.). Thus, collapsed or collapsing states with
an increasingly fragmented political authority and order are the perfect environments
for New Wars. Advocates of the concept of New Wars expect the failure of the state
to be accompanied by a proliferation of private security agencies and the emergence of
a complex system of overlapping commands which leads to an “erosion of the state’s
monopoly of organized violence from below” (Kaldor , D 6).

However, weak states are not only a precondition for the emergence of violent non-
state actors but the existence and activities of such actors in return further weaken
states. “Each stage of the conflict accelerates the process of unraveling state institutions
and shared norms and rules” (Kaldor , - 18). Due to this feed-back effect, the
increasing involvement of private, non-state or sub-state actors in fighting turns out to
be the centerpiece of the concept of New Wars (Chojnacki , D. 48). Consequently,
the restoration of a functioning state monopoly of legitimate organized violence is the
key for the termination of New Wars and a return to sustainable peace (Kaldor ,
p- 11; Kaldor , p- 19; Kaldor , p- 9; Kaldor ).

In summary, the concept of New Wars links changes at the macro-level (increasing
globalization and the end of the Cold War) with national context factors (weak states,
the availability of conflict resources and identity factors) and with the emergence of
violent non-state actors who follow their private economic interests during warfare. The
existence and activities of these actors further weaken states and feed back on national
as well as global context factors. Violent non-state actors and their economic motives
are crucial to understanding the emergence of specific war economies, the strategies of
New Warfare as well as the long duration of New Wars. The following chapter further
clarifies these dimensions of New Warfare.
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5. The Dimensions of New Warfare

5.1. The Nature and Quantity of Actors in New Warfare

As mentioned above, internal and external non-state or “para-state” actors who confront
each other are the central feature of New Warfare (Minkler , - 8). The advocates
of the concept of New Wars speak of a privatization of warfare from above and from
below.'

Kaldor ( , p- 100) and Miinkler ( , pp. 20 sq.) emphasize the growing impor-
tance of private security companies, privatized military companies (PMFs) and merce-
naries who actively engage in New Warfare. Especially the resurrection of mercenary
forces seems somehow surprising given their earlier downfall due to their “unreliabil-
ity”. In New Warfare, however, the disadvantages of mercenary armies (their focus on
economic incentives and their lack of political loyalty) seem to be either irrelevant or
even an advantage.” In addition, child soldiers® are a central part in New Warfare.
Adolescents are often “automatically driven into the arms of the warring parties” by
their hunger and their lack of peacetime social and economic prospects. Although child

"'While the term “private violence” refers to the violence of the criminal, “privatized violence” challenges
or even substitutes the government’s monopoly of force Eppler ( , pp. 12-14). Eppler ( )
distinguishes between a privatization of violence from below (i.e. the emergence of non-state or sub-
state violent actors who either challenge the government or take over government functions and start
fighting each other) and a privatization of violence from above. The latter describes the outsourcing
of security functions by the state to non-state actors (e.g. privatized military companies) or to
paramilitary forces who get out of control.

2Miinkler ( , p- 52) warned that “when the only bond between the political leadership and the
military has been bought with money for a limited period, it does not take long for suspicions to
creep in”. Such suspicions contributed to the replacement of the condottieri by more reliable standing
armed forces. In New Wars, the lack of loyalty to the political cause does not constitute a mayor
problem because there is neither a political cause nor a politically legitimate leadership to obey.
Those who employ mercenaries in New Warfare are some kind of businessmen who for instance wish
to exploit or to protect mining spots. Most private actors in New Warfare are not duty-bound to
any third, political party or institution. “Apart from the rules of the global economy, there is no
framework to which they must adhere” (Miinkler , p- 92).

3Child soldiers are children aged between eight and a certain maximum age (fourteen, fifteen or eighteen)
“who have permanently joined the ranks of a warring party and bear arms and use force on its behalf”

(Minkler , p- 17). Broader definitions include peripheral support roles (e.g. cooks or domestic
labor) as well as girls recruited for sexual purposes and forced marriage. See e.g. CSI ( , cover
page). For a discussion of different definitions see J. Davis ( , PP- 24 sq.).
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soldiers struggle for material resources, including food and water, they also struggle for
prestige and recognition. “The experience of humiliation, together with a sudden power
that has never been subject to military discipline, leads to excesses of violence in which
pent-up hatred explodes in wild fantasies of omnipotence”. During warfare, these armed
adolescents can overcome hunger and destitution and act out these power fantasies with-
out hindrance. This includes a “free rein given to sexual needs” (Minkler , pp- 78,
19). From the perspective of the warring factions, child soldiers significantly reduce the
costs of warfare. They are not only cheap but also effective instruments in warfare due to
their undemanding nature and their low awareness of risks because of lack of experience.
“Young people [...] display a remarkable insouciance in the face of danger: fear and
death rarely touches their thoughts and actions, and their instinct for self-preservation,
especially in puberty, is considerably less marked than among adults. [...] [T]his also
means that they have fewer inhibitions in using violence, make no allowances for defense-
less people and tend to be especially cruel and brutal” (Minkler , p- 80). Children
are recruited because they are especially loyal to questionable figures and because they
commit violent acts that adults would shy away from (J. Davis , pp- 13 sq.). Child
soldiers are also very obedient and easy to manipulate or misuse to carry out extremely
cruel acts of violence or crime because their systems of norms and values are not yet
solid or fixed (Gantzel , p. 15; Pittwald , p- 210). This inclination is boosted
by drug consumption. The supply of drugs and the provision of regular meals (or the
possibility to plunder what they need) is enough to ensure their loyalty and subservience.
In addition, child soldiers are especially valuable when warlords are confronted with UN
peacekeeping troops who then face ethical problems. They hesitate to use open fire
or even prefer to surrender rather than become involved in direct battle with children
(Miinkler , p- 80; Miinkler , p. 17). Especially when the number of available and
healthy adult recruits decreases due to high numbers of casualties incurred in long term
fighting, the likelihood of child recruitment seems to increase. The longer the war, the
more likely the use of child soldiers who simply replace killed or wounded adult fighters.
Thus, child soldiering might well associate with the long duration of New Warfare. In
many countries, increasing rates of HIV/AIDS and other diseases also significantly re-
duced the number of available adult males to serve as soldiers at the expense of children

(Pittwald , p- 211; J. Davis , pp- 9, 19). In any case, non-state actors do not
have access to regular conscripts and might therefore more often rely on the (forced) re-
cruitment of children (Pittwald , p- 211). Finally, technological developments might

explain the increasing use of child soldiers especially in New Wars that are fought with
small weapons. These weapons do not require much training and their size and weight
have fallen while their firing frequency has increased. This makes them easy to handle
by children. Especially the spread of the AK-47 Kalashnikov rifle is considered “a key
explanatory variable in the growth of child soldiering” (J. Davis , PP- 9 sq.; Pittwald

, p- 212). Due to these reasons child soldiers became “one of the warlords’ favourite
tools” (Miinkler , p- 17).
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Unfortunately, reliable data on the exact number of child soldiers involved in past as
well as present internal armed conflicts are not available. The only report monitoring
the recruitment, demobilization and reintegration of child soldiers worldwide is pub-
lished by Child Soldiers International (CSI), formerly known as the Coalition to Stop
the Use of Child Soldiers (CSUCS). The organization’s Child Soldiers Global Reports
monitor the compliance of governments and armed political groups with international
standards governing the recruitment and use of child soldiers, they provide detailed
country-by-country analyses of recruitment standards and practices, cover a wide range
of countries and help to identify national, regional and global trends. The reports mon-
itor the practices of all relevant groups involved in armed conflicts — government forces,
government-linked paramilitaries and non-governmental armed groups. In addition, data
on the use of child soldiers in countries with and without conflict/war experience are
given. Up to now, however, the Coalition only collected data on the period from mid
1998 to 2012, the reports are only published every three to four years, they are plagued
by missing data and data collection remains far from being systematic.*

Blattman and Annan ( ) compiled disaggregated, individual-level date on child
soldiers in order to assess the economic, educational and psychological effects of child
soldiering. The geographical scope of this study, however, is limited to a single country,
namely Uganda, where an estimated 60,000 to 80,000 youth have been abducted by the
Lords Resistance Army.” “Two-thirds of abductees were forced to perpetrate a crime
or violence. A third eventually became fighters, and a fifth were forced to murder
soldiers, civilians, or even family members in order to bind them to the group, reduce
their fear of killing, and discourage disobedience” (Blattman and Annan , - 883).
Similar disaggregated data on child soldiering elsewhere are not available. In general,
it is difficult to obtain reliable figures on the level of child soldiering because those
who illegally deploy children are “generally unwilling to verify the use of child soldiers.
Especially rebel groups rarely maintain reliable statistical information on their force
strength or ages of participants” (J. Davis , D- 18). Available global estimates of the
number of child soldiers therefore greatly vary between 300,000 and more than 500,000
(Miinkler , p- 17; J. Davis , p- 2).

4The CSI report from 2012 “is based on information on military recruitment and use in over 100
states which includes detailed reviews of laws, policies and practices of more than 50 ‘conflict’ and
‘non-conflict’ states; information provided by 55 governments; reviews of documentation relating to
Optional Protocol implementation by some 70 states; and data contained in other UN and NGO

reports on child soldier recruitment and use in specific countries” (CSI , p- 5).
SElsewhere it is estimated that approximately 85 percent of the LRA’s forces were made up of children
and that the LRA abducted a total of 20,000 to 30,000 children (J. Davis , p. 16).
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Between April 2004 and October 2007, children were actively involved in armed conflict
as part of government forces or non-state armed groups in 19 countries or territories,
namely in Afghanistan, Burundi, the Central African Republic, Chad, Colombia, Ivory
Coast, the DRC, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Israel and the Occupied Palestinian Territory,
Myanmar, Nepal, the Philippines, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand and Uganda
(see fig. 5.1 on the current page).

Countries/situations where children were recruited or used in hostilities - April 2004 to October 2007

wh
Israed Occuyies] Palestinian Tenitory

Figure 5.1.: Use of Child Soldiers, Apr.2004 - Oct.2007 (CSUCS 2008, pp. 2 sq.).

A dramatic increase in the number of child soldiers occurred between 1988 and 2002
when their number nearly doubled (J. Davis 2008, p. 6; Achvarina and Reich 20006,
p. 128). “Since 1975, Africa has become the epicenter of the problem. [...] Estimates
suggest that [...] 40 percent of all child soldiers, were soldiering in Africa at the begin-
ning of the twenty-first century. East Asia and the Pacific ranked a distant second [...].
Furthermore, Africa has experienced the fastest growth in the use of child soldiers in
recent years” (Achvarina and Reich 2006, pp. 130 sq.). In many conventional civil wars,
child soldiers are fighting on the side of governments.’

6«Qur data for the Liberian conflict of 1989 - 96 does indicate an overwhelming proportion of child
soldiers among the ranks of rebels and not the state’s military, but other conflicts demonstrate a
contrary trend toward a larger use of child soldiers by governments. The Liberian conflict of 1999 -
2003, for example, had a 70:30 split between rebel and government forces. The Sudanese civil war of
1993 - 2002 had a 64:36 split between rebel and governmental forces, but that majority was reversed
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At least CSI’s 2008 Global Report found that the recruitment and use of child soldiers
by government armed forces had declined. By 2008, and as claimed by the advocates
of the concept of New Wars, “the majority of under-18s involved in armed conflict were
recruited by non-state armed groups” (i.e. by government-backed paramilitary groups,
militias, self-defense units and political groups opposed to central governments, groups
composed of ethnic, religious and other minorities, groups espousing separatist and other
political ideologies and clan-based or factional groups fighting governments and each
other to defend territory and resources). Thus, “[w]hile fewer states are recruiting and
using child soldiers, when it comes to non-state armed groups the news is far less positive.
Despite some examples of progress, the bigger picture remains essentially unaltered”.
Non-state armed groups were/are deploying child soldiers in Afghanistan, Bhutan, Bu-
rundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Colombia, Ivory Coast, DRC, India, Indonesia,
Iraq, Israel/Occupied Palestinian Territory, Lebanon, Liberia, Myanmar, Nepal, Nigeria,
Pakistan, the Philippines, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand and Uganda (CSUCS

, Pp- 12, 22, 24). The organization also notes that solutions have proved elusive espe-
cially in relation to groups involved in protracted low-level conflicts where child soldiers
have been recruited and used over many years. Particularly challenging are also those
armed conflicts which involve irregular groups “with obscure goals and opaque command
structures that fragment, fracture and shift alliances and whose activities are often as
criminal as they are political” (CSUCS , D- 24). Again, this seems to confirm the
concept of New Wars.

In New Wars, child soldiers are often forcibly recruited by paramilitary groups, who
are the most common fighting group. They are defined as groups of armed men centered
around an individual leader that are often associated with particular extremist parties
or political factions. Paramilitary groups are mostly composed of redundant government
soldiers or breakaway soldiers but also include common criminals and unemployed young
men who rarely wear uniforms. Although their small-scale character has much in com-
mon with the non-state groups involved in guerrilla warfare, “they lack the hierarchy,
order and vertical command systems that have been typical of guerrilla forces” (Kaldor

, pp- 93-95; Kaldor , PP- 98 sq.).

The role of state actors in New Warfare remains “barely reactive” (Miinkler ,
p. 134). If anything, regular troops participate in international military interventions,
or, in accordance with the definition later provided by the “New List of Wars”, can only
be considered quasi-state actors or breakaway units thereof (Kaldor , pp. 101, 104).
Kaldor explains this decay of national regular armed forces after the end of the Cold

to a 24 (rebel) and 76 (government) distribution by 2004. The data we compiled for the Angolan
conflict although not definitive, suggest that children have made up between 24 and 33 percent of the
government’s forces since the war against the rebels began in 1996. In that case, abduction has been
a major method of recruitment, with both sides estimated to have seized 40,000 children in total by
2003” (Achvarina and Reich , pp- 129 sq.). Between January 2010 and June 2012, CSI reports
that there were 20 states “which are known to have used children in hostilities in one type of force
or another or in one capacity or another” (CSI , p. 18).
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War by referring to cuts in military spending, often encouraged by external donors for
the best of motives (Kaldor , Pp- 97 sq.; Kaldor ; Kaldor , p- 5). This led
to declining prestige of the regular armed forces, shortages of equipment, spare parts,
fuel and ammunition, inadequate training and loss of morale. In cases were governments
could no longer ensure adequate training and pay, breakaway groups of soldiers acquired
surplus arms and joined private militias or became warlords who sought out their own
sources of funding. “Soldiers become looters for whom the laws of war or any kind of
military code of punishment no longer enter the picture”. So-called regular armies, who
might still claim to defend the state, “are mostly nothing other than marauding bands
[who are] not really subject to sanctions threatened under international law” (Miinkler
, Pp. 14, 22)

Besides the non-state nature of protagonists, New Warfare is said to be characterized
by a large number of different groups of violent actors because weak states are unable
to avert the fragmentation of the regular army and the proliferation of violent actors.
In addition, these violent groups do not fight a strong national army which otherwise
might require cohesive and joint action of opposition groups. Instead, they fight each
other over resources. Distributional conflicts within these fighting units contribute to
a further fragmentation and an even higher number of involved actors (Kaldor ,
pp. 97 sq.). “[E]ither warlords end up quarrelling with other entrepreneurs of war or
some of their junior leaders, believing they have not had their [fair] share of the booty,
[or they] start new wars to get their hands on the big pot of power and riches” (Miinkler

, p- 80). Berdal ( , . 487) agrees that “[i]n situations where participants become
preoccupied primarily with economic gain, a process of fragmentation typically sets in,
with major armed factions splintering into smaller groups and units”. Miinkler argues
that low costs of warfare contribute to an ever increasing number of those who simply can
afford to participate in New Wars (Miinkler , p- 140; Miinkler , Pp- 3, 75 sq.).
Warriors are hastily and easily recruited and even cheaper to deploy because they take
care of themselves through extortion, plunder and robbery. In addition, the weapons
and technology used in New Wars (e.g. automatic rifles, land mines, multiple rocket
launchers or modern communication devices like cellular phones or laptops) are also
cheap, light and small though rather advanced and accurate. Particularly concerning is
the low price of automatic weapons which has been driven below the cost of production
since the flooding of the market especially with Russian products. These weapons can
easily be obtained, they do not require lengthy training and they can be operated even
by children. In addition, New Wars “use the civilian infrastructure” in such a way that
light pick-up trucks and jeeps are turned into armored personal carriers. Heavy weapons
are only occasionally deployed. If they are used, they consist mostly of remnants from
the stockpiles of the Cold War (Miinkler , p- 75; Miinkler , pp- 15 sq.; Kaldor

, PP- 9 sq.).
Kaldor again refers to New Warfare in Iraq and Bosnia for the purpose of illustration.

In line with her argument, New Warfare in Iraq involved “numerous, small and highly
decentralized cells with varying degrees of co-ordination that often [did] not even know
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their leaders or sources of financing”. Initially, it was estimated that fighting was carried
out by no more than 5,000 insurgents. In 2004, estimates by American officials had
increased to up to 20,000 fighters organized in about 70 cells (Kaldor , bp- 8, 12).
After the US invasion and the dissolution of the army, former military personnel and
remnants of the former regime were the most important recruits. They formed “the
backbone” of New Warfare which now started in Iraq. Kaldor ( , PD- 8 sq.) reports
that former soldiers were especially valuable to the warring factions not only because
they provided the professional know-how but also because they were able to access some
of the former regime’s weapons stores. Although “some co-ordination from the pattern
of violent” could be observed in the Iraq case (e.g. an increase of attacks in the run-
up to the elections) there was also “some degree of infighting [...] and disagreements
over tactics” which contributed to a further fractionalization of involved groups of actors
(Kaldor , p- 13).

A similar decay of the regular armed forces and break-up of the military-industrial
complex could also be observed in Bosnia. From 1986 to 1991, military spending fell
dramatically, from 2.49 billion US dollars in constant 1988 prices to 1.38 billion (Kaldor

, - 47). This contributed to a “growing sense of victimization and paranoia about
internal and external enemies” within the Yugoslav National Army. In the following,
the regular army and the newly emerging Territorial Defense Units disintegrated into a
combination of “regular and irregular forces augmented by criminals, volunteers and for-
mer mercenaries competing for control over former Yugoslavia’s military assets” (Kaldor

, p- 47). Some of the most notorious underground figures suddenly occupied key po-
sitions in these so-called paramilitary groups (Miinkler , p- 80). One Serbian group,
the Tigers, was led by Arkan, a criminal of the Belgrad underground world. Prior to
the war, he worked as an assassin and was involved in smuggling activities which he
expanded considerably during the war. Another Serbian paramilitary group, the Chet-
niks or White Eagles, even recruited additional “weekend fighters” (Kaldor , p- 50).
Both groups cooperated with the Yugoslav National Army and sometimes exerted con-
trol over local paramilitary groups. The Wolves, a Croatian paramilitary group, was
led by another underground figure from Sarajevo who had been in prison but managed
to escape. On the Bosnian side, similar groups existed (Kaldor , p. 51). These ac-
tors used various black-market sources to acquire surplus ex-Warsaw Pact equipment
which is why they were very well armed. The Tigers, for instance, even used tanks and
mortars (Kaldor , Pp- 49 sq.). Kaldor speaks of a bewildering array of military and
paramilitary forces at the outset of the Bosnian war. Only during the course of the war
were forces increasingly centralized and three main regular forces (The Bosnian Serb
Army, the Coatian Defence Council and the Army of Bosnia-Herzegovina) developed.”
In addition to these regular forces, three main types of irregular forces continued to
participate in warfare: paramilitary forces like the ones mentioned above, foreign mer-

T«“Towards the end of the war, the local militia and paramilitary groups were absorbed into the regular
armies. The former became local brigades and the latter became ‘Special Units”’ (Kaldor ,
p. 58).

o7



5. The Dimensions of New Warfare

cenary groups (like the Mujahedin, the Garibaldi Unit and mercenaries from Denmark,
Finland, Sweden, the US and Great Britain. The later were “made redundant in the
post-Cold War cuts and took up positions training both Bosnian and Croatian forces”)
as well as local militia or police forces organized by municipalities or big enterprises and
augmented by armed civilians (Kaldor , p- 51). “The UN Commission of Experts
identified eighty-three paramilitary groups on the territory of former Yugoslavia — some
fifty-six were Serbian, thirteen were Croatian and fourteen were Bosnian” (Kaldor ,
p. 49).%

Although these numbers might vary between sources, the thesis that New Wars are
fought between many non-state or only quasi-state groups of violent actors obviously
finds some empirical support. Nevertheless (and maybe even to increasing extent),
non-state actors are also fighting in conventional (state-based) armed conflicts against
government troops. A privatization of violence from above through the outsourcing of
security functions to private military companies is also often observed in conventional
(state-based) armed conflicts (e.g. in Columbia). In fact, the privatization of violence
from above requires at least the existence of a state that is able to outsource security
functions and that is challenged by rebel forces. Thus, it seems reasonable to ask whether
we observe a significant difference in the quantity of non-state armed groups involved in
new (non-state) armed conflicts on the one hand and conventional (state-based) armed
conflicts on the other. Hypothesis 2 addresses this issue within the empirical part of this
book.

Despite changes in the quantity of actors and the aforementioned trends of privati-
zation, the advocates of the concept of New Wars also believe to observe changes in
the quality or nature of actors involved in intra-state warfare. According to them, in a
globalized post-Cold War world external military and non-military actors are more and
more engaged in internal wars. They argue that international peacekeeping forces are
more often deployed because the end of the Cold War significantly reduced ideological
barriers within the United Nations Security Council. In addition, new technologies facil-
itate and reduce costs in international transport and communication which also affects
the extent of engagement of humanitarian organizations, diasporas, criminal actors and
networks, private military companies or foreign mercenaries. This results in an inter- or
transnationalization of actors (Kaldor , Pp- 4 sq., 100 sq.).

The following factors might explain a comparatively strong interest of external actors
to militarily intervene in New Wars: 1.) the brutality of strategies, which justifies
military intervention in order to protect human rights, to sanction violence and to inhibit
the outbreak of New Wars elsewhere, 2.) other costly “spill-over” effects such as refugee
flows or the spill-over of illegal activities and war economies that destabilize neighboring
countries or entire regions and 3.) the long duration of New Wars which justifies military
intervention in order to end fighting. Last but not least, New Warfare might be more

8See also Heupel and Zangl ( , p- 351); Calic ( )-
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likely to grow into protracted transnational warfare because the disputed territories
often contain mineral resources that can be sold on the world market. The anticipation
of mining rights or promises for engagement in future oil production might explain a
strong interest of external actors to engage in New Warfare in the form of military or
financial assistance.”

Because the affected states are weak and unable to stop or prevent the outbreak of
violence themselves, the demand for external military support also increases. Due to
protection failures, governments but also multinational companies hire foreign security
companies often recruited from retired British or American soldiers to protect their
employees and production sites. For instance, in Sierra Leone and Angola, diamond
mines were protected by Executive Outcomes (Kaldor , p. 100) while elsewhere
foreign mercenary companies actively engaged in warfare. Thus, the privatization of
violence automatically associates with a commercialization and an internationalization
of the involved actors. Because the growing demand for external military intervention
overburdens some of the existing international organizations, they also increasingly “out-
source” the provision of security to private military companies which contributes to a
further privatization (Wulf ). Empirical support comes from Chojnacki, Metternich,
and Miinster ( , pp- 31, 19 sqq.), who find that a transnationalization (in terms of
actors) of state-based and non-state internal warfare indeed comes along with a pri-
vatization. More precisely, their study reveals that external military interventions by
non-UN forces strongly increase the probability of mercenary activities. The authors
also list the reasons for this trend. A privatization of warfare through the deployment
of mercenaries (who are by definition not members of the regular forces) is advanta-
geous for state actors insofar as it reduces the risk of being killed for their own regular
troops. It also enables state actors to intervene in internal warfare and at the same time
to circumvent political control by their own constituency. Finally, through the use of
mercenary forces they are able to disclaim responsibility in cases where things go wrong
(Chojnacki, Metternich, and Miinster , pp- 11 sq.).

Especially when compared with old, inter-state wars, New Warfare appears to be
specifically transnational in nature. Minkler ( , p. 8) describes the old, state-building
wars in Europe or North America as taking place under “almost clinical conditions, with
no major influences from ‘outside’ [whereas| the state-disintegrating wars in the Third
World or the periphery of the First and Second Worlds [...] have been subject to
constant political attempts from outside to influence the course of events”. Differences,
however, might be less pronounced when sub-types of internal warfare are compared with
each other. Critics of the concept of New Wars argue that warfare in general is becoming
more international. Military alliances have been on the rise for quite some time, and
there is indeed a greater willingness and actual engagement in active fighting (and post-
conflict reconstruction) abroad (Schlichte , p- 550). Because the involvement of
external actors might be on the rise in state-based civil wars, too, the comparative

“Ross ( ) refers to this as “payment by booty futures”. See also Miinkler ( , pp. 125-130, 7).
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analysis presented within the empirical part of this book also investigates whether there
exists a significant difference in the quality of involved actors between conventional
internal armed conflicts on the one hand and new (non-state) armed conflicts on the
other (see Hypothesis 3).

To summarize the above, fighting units in New Wars include foreign regular armed
forces operating under the umbrella of International Organizations (IOs), foreign mer-
cenaries, former national police and army forces or breakaway units thereof, local self-
defense units (composed of volunteers) as well as local, national or foreign private se-
curity companies, criminal gangs, warlords and paramilitary groups (who oftentimes
recruit child soldiers) (Kaldor , pp- 91-95). These actors can be distinguished along
two lines: internal vs. external and former/quasi-state vs. non-state actors. According
to the advocates of the concept, the number of involved groups of violent actors is espe-
cially high in New Wars, violent groups are especially prone to factionalize and external
actors as especially likely to participate in warfare.

5.2. Individual Motives and New War Economies

The thesis that intra-state wars are increasingly fought between private, non-state actors
within weak or even failed states relates to the statement that actors in New Wars mostly
follow economic rationale. “From Mujahedin networks to contingents of hastily recruited
fighters, from distinguished-looking security firms linked to the top addresses in the arms
trade through rowdy adventurers noted for their overindulgence in alcohol and for going
weeks without washing to preserve the traces of battle: none of these consists of state
subjects fighting out of a mixture of political duty and patriotic attachment to a cause,
but rather of individuals driven mainly by financial gain, a lust for adventure and a
range of ideological motives” (Miinkler , p- 21). The main goal of conventional civil
warfare has been to overthrow unjust or corrupt governments and gain control over the
capital of the country to assert political interests and ideas (Miinkler , p- 23). This
changed dramatically in the New Wars era where actors aim to gain or maintain control
over resources or trading routes. 10

Contrary to the war economies of the two world wars that were state controlled and
centralized (to increase the efficiency of the war and to maximize revenue to pay for
the war), that were totalizing (to mobilize as many people as possible to participate in
the war effort) and that were autarkic (to be self-sufficient), New War Economies are
almost the opposite. They are characterized by high unemployment, a weak, fragmented
and decentralized administration as well as high levels of imports and low domestic
production. Generally, participation in the war is low relative to the population because

10See Jean and Rufin ( ); Elwert ( ); Malone and Berdal ( ); Keen ( ); Reno ( ); Le
Billon ( ); Collier and HoefHler ( )-
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of lack of pay and legitimacy on the part of the warring parties (Miinkler , p- 13;
Kaldor , - 95). As normal trade and tax revenue also decline, the war effort becomes
heavily dependent on the exploitation of natural resources, illegal activities and external
support.

Private fighting units in New Wars not only finance their war efforts but also realize
their own economic interests through various forms of “asset transfer” (e.g. through
local predation, loot, robbery, extortion, pillage, hostage-taking or market pressure).
Checkpoints control the supply of food and necessities, as do sieges or blockades. Division
of territory between paramilitary groups allows them to control market prices. They raise
war taxes and “protection” money or engage in the production and black-market trading
of drugs, arms and valuable commodities such as oil or diamonds (Kaldor , pp. 10,
108 sq.; Kaldor ). “Where no raw materials or mineral resources are available to be
sold [...], and where geographical or climatic conditions are not suited to the growing of
poppy or coca plants, there is still the option of kidnapping women on a large scale and
forcing them into prostitution in the brothels of the OECD world” (Miinkler , p- 97).
Assistance from neighboring governments, revenue from affluent diaspora communities
as well as the diversion or “taxing” of humanitarian aid are additional sources for private
profit and financing warfare. Even refugee camps are part of the war economy. They are
deliberately used by warlords as recruiting grounds, places to hide and to fall back on
food or medicine. “Indeed, the strategists of these wars now include international aid as
a logistical element in their operational planning. This is a further factor pushing down
the cost of war” (Miinkler , Pp- 18, 87 sq.). With the help of international camera
crews, warlords have also learned how to start up and control the delivery of relief aid.
Thus, the media no longer serve a war-reporting function but have involuntarily become
a participant in war (Minkler , pp- 88, 90). Oftentimes, warlords sell relief aid which
they somehow acquired to local dealers and smugglers who they keep in business and
who sell the goods on the local market. This keeps the war economy running, leads to a
collapse of local production and creates long term dependence on international aid. In
other cases (e.g. in Somalia) smaller NGOs had to rely on locally available transportation
to get their aid deliveries from the ports to the refugee camps. “Usually, it is only the
local warlords who have the necessary lorries and pick-ups. Most of all, however, aid
workers need protection against all kinds of attacks, and that too is something which
only the militia leaders and warlords can provide” (Minkler , PD- 88 sq.).

The emergence of a typical New War Economy is observable in the DRC where fighting
mainly was (and still is) about the control and trade of a few key mineral resources
(coltan, diamonds, copper and gold). These resources are exploited by violent actors
through confiscation, extraction, the establishment of forced monopolies and price-fixing.
Similarly, between 1990 and 1994 Charles Taylor is believed to have made 75 million
US dollars per year by levying taxes on Liberian diamond, gold, iron ore, rubber and
timber exports organized from the territory under his control as a rebel leader during the
Liberian civil war (Berdal , . 485). In Sierra Leone, the RUF rebels are estimated
to have earned 25 to 125 million dollars per year during the 1990s through the sale
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of diamonds (Heupel and Zangl , P- 26). In Angola, violent conflict mutated into
New Warfare after the end of the Cold War. Between 1992 and 2000, the value of
diamonds produced under the control of the UNITA rebels is estimated at 3 to 4 billion
dollars. The actual level of profits is unknown (Le Billon , p- 69; Global Witness

; Heupel and Zangl , - 21). In the Bosnian case, regular forces were largely
funded and equipped by sponsor governments while the local militia were funded by
municipalities (who “taxed” humanitarian assistance, enterprises and citizens of their
territory and abroad). The paramilitary, however, financed themselves through loot and
extortion of expelled people, the confiscation of equipment from conquered territory,
taxation of humanitarian aid (which they collected at many checkpoints) and trafficking
in contraband (Kaldor , p- 52; Berdal , D- 492). Although there were nationalist
fanatics among the paramilitary, Kaldor ( , D- 57) notes that “[t|he motivation of
the paramilitary groups seems to have been largely economic”. She continues by quoting
Vasic, who estimated that around 80 percent of the paramilitary were common criminals.
The remaining 20 percent were fanatical nationalists but they did not last long because
“fanaticism is bad for business”. In Bosnia and elsewhere, even UN personnel were part of
the war economy — deliberately if they engaged in black-market activities (Kaldor ,
p. 66) but also involuntarily or forcedly. For instance, when the Bosnian Serbs laid siege
on Sarajevo, they refused to let UN convoys into the city until they had skimmed off
a large part of the relief supplies for themselves. Humanitarian aid became “something
extra” that could be used to pay for a continuation of the war and the siege. The UN, in
that case, assisted both the besiegers and the besieged. In the Iraq, the Americans believe
that “the insurgents have unlimited money supply by members of the former regime or
by Saudi and religious charities” (Kaldor , p. 14). In addition, the exploitation
and production of conflict resources (oil and drugs) provided funding. Even some of the
funds made available under the oil-for-food programme “found their ways into the new
war economy”. In addition and despite the fact “that former Ba’athists and some Islamic
groups have substantial funding [...] it is also clear that there is widespread looting,
hostage taking and convoy hijacking for money” (Kaldor , p- 14). While various
groups rely on such methods to finance their warfare, some of this behavior is “purely
criminal” and serves private enrichment. Similarly and although most of the groups
insist that their main target is the Western occupation and that they oppose abductions
or assassinations, “there are some groups that seem to specialize in these latter roles”
(Kaldor , p. 10). Thus, in Iraq “various organized crime groups, which operate
under the cover of the insurgency” emerged (Kaldor , p- 11). Kaldor ( , D 14)
speaks of a “typical new war criminalized economy in which income often depends on
violent methods”. In general, New War Economies are characterized by a criminalization
of internal and external lines of supply and a symbiotic relationship between warlords
and organized crime (Heupel and Zang] , PP- 8 5q.).

This very well links with another decisive feature of New War Economies, namely their
“openness” evident in their linkage to the international criminal economy. In the case
of Afghanistan, Miinkler ( , . 94) observes a transition from a closed war economy
(that was operating on the basis of subsistence agriculture and Western and Islamic
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subsidies) to an open war economy. The key feature of this open war economy was the
growing production of raw opium which could yield considerable profits on the trade
routes to the eastern Mediterranean. “Local warlords entered into cooperation with
international crime syndicates that also took in the countries’ traditionally well-organized
rings of smugglers. These rings |...] earned large profits that each warlord increasingly
threatened to confiscate by erecting road-blocks and charging tolls on through traffic.
In the 1990s, [...] this informal economy of the warlords was linked to the international
criminal economy” (Miinkler , p- 94). The author emphasizes that in many other
countries where legal goods (like rare minerals or tropical woods) are produced during
warfare, a better integration into the world market “has by no means improved the
chances for peace, but has mainly consolidated the position of warlords” who were in
control of these resources (Minkler , Pp- 94 sq.).

In order to maximize their profit, those involved in New Warfare even cooperate with
each other across supposed lines of confrontation. A famous example is the so called “sell
game” in Sierra Leone where government troops sold arms and ammunition to rebels.!!
In Bosnia, “all three types of forces [the regular forces, the paramilitary and the militia
cooperated with each other both militarily and economically” (Kaldor , p- 52). This
is evident in one instance when the United Nations Protection Force intercepted a tele-
phone conversation between the local Muslim commander and the local Serb commander
fighting each other in the city of Mostar. In this telephone call, they were discussing the
price in German marks to be paid if the Serbs would shell the Croats. Similarly, when
the Serbs took Mount Igman in 1993, the paramilitary groups that defended Mount
Igman at that moment were ready to “sell” their positions in exchange for control over
the black-market routes (Kaldor , Pp- 53 sq.). In light of this kind of cooperation
between opponents it comes as no surprise that there was no continuous front, relatively
little fighting took place and little territory changed hands (Kaldor , p- 53; Kaldor

, p- 6; Berdal , Pp- 486 sq.).

In summary, the combination of weak state authority, political instability and ineffi-
cient national markets on the one hand but the presence of lootable, profitable resources,
the possibility of various forms of asset transfer and access to the global market on the
other leads to the emergence of specific war economies that serve the economic inter-
ests of private actors in New Wars. State disintegration and the ease with which war
economies are able to feed into the flows of capital and goods in the world market have
made war on a private basis “once more worthwhile”. It is this “profitability of force”
which encourages a further privatization of warfare (Minkler , P- 91; Miinkler ,
p. 17). Some empirical support again comes from Chojnacki, Metternich, and Miinster
( , p- 31), who find that the involvement of at least mercenary forces is particularly
likely in (state-based and non-state) internal armed conflicts happening in countries
with (lootable and non-lootable) diamond deposits. The effect is not only statistically
significant and stable but also substantial. “Diamonds increase the probability of mer-

1See D. Keen cited in Kaldor ( , p.- 106); Kaldor ( , p. 112).
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cenaries by approximately 20 percentage points” (Chojnacki, Metternich, and Miinster

, P- 22). Whether this specific conflict resource is increasingly exploited to finance
internal warfare in general and New Warfare in particular will be further analyzed within
the empirical part of this book (see Hypotheses 4, 4a and 4b).

Finally, New War Economies can be linked with the already mentioned identity poli-
tics. According to Kaldor ( , PP- 78 sq.), the new identity politics have two sources:
firstly, they emerge as a reaction to the declining importance and legitimacy of the es-
tablished classes in the context of weak states. In this case, identity politics become a
form of political mobilization, a survival tactic for those involved in politics. Especially
where lootable resources do not occur, exclusive identities serve as the main source of
motivation. Secondly, identity politics also emerge out of the above described paral-
lel economy because they serve to legitimize the building of alliances, various forms of
bribery, insider dealing, all sorts of shadowy forms of economic activities and other-
wise illegal or illegitimate methods of private gain. In return, exclusive identities are
cemented or reinforced by mutual dependence on the continued functioning of the war
economy (Kaldor , p. 84). Thus, the New War Economies cannot be disentangled
from identity politics. In addition, Kaldor ( , p- 113) notes that economic motivation
alone is insufficient to explain the scale, brutality or “sheer viciousness” of New Wars.
Especially the use of identity politics contributes to the understanding of the severity of
violence applied in New Warfare. This shall be discussed in the following.

5.3. The Strategy of New Warfare

As indicated above, the changing nature of actors and motives connects with changing
methods of warfare. Nevertheless, the New Wars Strategy is not something fundamen-
tally new but borrows from both guerrilla warfare and from counterinsurgency (Kaldor

, p- 7). It borrows from revolutionary warfare the strategy of avoiding battle. There
are “few actual engagements and no major battles; military forces do not lock horns and
wear each other down, but spare each other” (Miinkler , p- 3). Like the guerrillas,
actors in New Warfare aim to control territory politically rather than militarily through
capturing territory from the enemy. This is easy as the central authority is weak and
the main contenders are not government forces but similar types of fighting units. Often
the various factions even cooperate in dividing up territory.

In comparison with revolutionary warfare, however, the method of political control
differs. Even though fear was a significant element, popular support and allegiance to
the revolutionary idea was the central aim in guerrilla warfare. This is also referred to
as a strategy of “winning the hearts and minds of people”. Contrary to this, in New
Wars control is established through allegiance to a label (i.e. ethnic or religious identity)
rather than an idea or ideology. Again, exclusive identities are cemented or reinforced
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by shared complicity in war crimes (Kaldor , pp. 84, 99). “Ethnic differences are
repeatedly used to justify the excesses [and therefore] intensify the violence [although]
they do not cause it” (Miinkler , D 79).

Those who do not admit to the right label are eliminated. “Instead of creating a
favourable environment for the guerrilla, the New Warfare aims to create an unfavourable
environment for all those people it cannot control” (Kaldor , p- 98). The main
method of territorial control is not popular support but massive and forced popular
displacement. “Control of one’s own side depends not on positive benefits, since in
the impoverished, disorderly conditions of New Warfare, there is not much that can be
offered. Rather, it depends on continuing fear and insecurity and on the perpetuation
of hatred of the other” (Kaldor , PP- 98 5q.). Thus and similar to counterinsurgency
technique, destabilization is applied, aimed at sowing fear and hatred.

In a context of state failure, civilians cannot rely on the state for their physical pro-
tection. Instead, former state forces or breakaway units of the national army themselves
participate in such kind of violent action. Kaldor ( ) therefore describes New Wars
as “protection failures”. This unwillingness or inability of the state to protect its citizens
from being attacked by violent non-state actors is observable in ethnic cleansing, sys-
tematic assaults on (or even systematic murder of) civilians, massive forcible population
expulsion or increasing numbers of internally displaced people and refugees. In order to
render areas uninhabitable, anti-personal land mines, shells and rockets are used against
civilian targets like homes, hospitals and crowded places. Forced famines, sieges, the
destruction of historic and cultural monuments or the involvement of civilians in active
fighting as a buffer are also mentioned as indicators (Kaldor , pp- 8 sq., 104-107).
In addition, Kaldor lists defilement through systematic rape and sexual abuse as part of
the strategy applied in New Wars (Kaldor , Pp- 98 sq.). If sexual violence against
women is applied as a cheap and effective instrument of warfare or ethnic cleansing,
it targets the community’s ethnic-cultural identity and the community’s reproductive
power represented by the women. Rape aims to wound the self-esteem of communities
and to ensure that the women raped no longer appear as potential wives and moth-
ers. The objective is “to smash up communities, to shatter family ties and to interrupt
the sequence of generations, thereby breaking its members’ will to assert their identity”
(Miinkler , P- 85). In other instances, rape serves as an instrument of humiliation
and emasculation and is applied to destroy the remaining illusions of power and prop-
erty of the opponent men. In this case, violence against women targets the enemy’s will
through violence inflicted on the women’s body. “This explains why in the new wars
[...] many rapes take place in public places, or at least in the presence of the husband,
father and other relatives of the victim” (Miinkler , D- 85).

Unbelievable crimes against civilians, including rape as a weapon of war, were and
are still occurring in the Eastern part of the Democratic Republic of the Congo, where
several non-state forces are still fighting, the Congolese army, external regular forces
and each other. Médecins Sans Frontieres reported that 75 percent of all the rape cases
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it dealt with worldwide were in Eastern Congo. A census by UNICEF counted 18,505
persons treated for sexual violence in the first 10 months of 2008, 30 percent of whom
were children. In 2009, the situation deteriorated further with the UN Office for the
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs reporting a huge surge in sexual violence and
rape in Eastern Congo (Grignon ). Besides rape, countless people were tortured or
murdered and child soldiers were forcibly recruited. As a consequence, up to 400,000
people have been displaced since violence re-erupted in North Kivu in 2006. Between
850,000 to 1 million IDPs are still unable to return safely to their areas of origin (ICG

; ICG ).

In more detail, Kaldor ( , p- b4) describes the “destruction of communities from
the top down” during the Bosnian war where violent acts against civilians were more
directed in nature. While “in urban areas [...| ethnic cleansing was a slower, more
legalistic process” (Kaldor , p- 55), the typical pattern of ethnic cleansing that was

applied to rural areas is described as follows: The regular forces started with shelling the
area and issued frightening propaganda (e.g. information on acts of terror in neighbor-
ing villages) in order to create fear and panic. Then they closed in, terrorized non-Serb
residents with random killing, rape and looting and established control over the local
administration. Oftentimes, non-Serb men were separated from women and taken to
detention camps or killed. “Women were robbed and/or raped and allowed to go or
taken to special rape detention centers. Houses and cultural buildings such as mosques
were looted, burned or blown up. The paramilitary groups also seemed to have lists of
prominent people — community leaders, intellectuals, SDA members, wealthy people —
who were separated from the rest and executed” (Kaldor , p- 54). Kaldor ( ,
p. 55) refers to a UN report when stating that the worst atrocities (mass rape, sexual
assault, killing and torture in detention facilities) especially during the early stages of
warfare were committed by paramilitary fighters. In fact, “paramilitary groups were
‘hired” to do the dirty work necessary to instil the ‘fear and hate’ which was not yet
endemic in Bosnian society” (Kaldor , p- 57). In line with the aforementioned, “the
situation was better in a few places where the local state apparatus survived” (Kaldor

, PP- 57 8q.). The city of Tuzla is given as an example, which was defended by the
local police and volunteers, where “an ideology of multicultural civic values was vigor-
ously promoted”, where taxes were raised and even energy supply and mining activities
continued throughout the war.

This illustrates Kaldor’s famous conclusion that “what were considered to be undesir-
able and illegitimate side-effects of old wars have become central to the mode of fighting
in the new wars” (Kaldor , p- 100). What was proscribed according to the classi-
cal rules of warfare and codified in the laws of war in the late nineteenth century (e.g.
sieges, the destruction of historic monuments or atrocities against non-combatants) are
essential components of the New Wars Strategy. Thus, New Wars might well be specifi-
cally brutal. However, Kaldor also emphasizes that it is less the scale but the quality of
violence that changes. In New Wars most violence is directed against civilians instead
of military targets as a consequence of counter-insurgency tactics and ethnic cleansing
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or due to difficulties in distinguishing insurgents from civilians (Kaldor , Pp- 3, 8;
Kaldor , pp. 15 sq.; Miinkler , p- 14). Respective trends over time are iden-
tified, too (Kaldor , p- 9; Minkler , P. 137). The thesis that violent actors in
internal warfare increasingly attack and kill civilians is then backed by referring to signif-
icant changes in the ratio of civilian to military battle-deaths.'? Although they choose a
different wording and do not speak of “New Warfare”, Lacina and N. P. Gleditsch ( ,
pp. 160 sq.) conclude with a similar statement. They note that most present warfare is
in the form of civil conflict and in the form of “wars of state failure taking place outside
of areas of the major powers’ strategic interest”. The authors expect “that many of these
conflicts will be characterised more by severe humanitarian crises than combat of the
intensity seen during the Cold War”.

A serious comparison of the kind of violence applied in state-based and non-state
internal armed conflicts would require information on the (civilian or military) identity of
direct and indirect victims and perpetrators for both types of conflict. Reliable indicators
on the numbers of refugees and internally displaced people (IDPs) by type of armed
conflict would also be desirable. At least for new (non-state) armed conflicts such data
are not available. So far, it is impossible to assign the correct number of refugees and
IDPs to single cases of warfare if countries are experiencing several armed conflicts of
different type, maybe even at the same time. Due to this lack of data, the analysis
presented in the empirical part of this book is forced to focus on the scale of violence.
More precisely, Hypothesis 5 asks in how far the severity of fighting in new (non-state)
armed conflicts is significantly higher compared with conventional (state-based) armed
conflicts.

12Kaldor ( , p- 100) and Miinkler ( , p- 14) both state that at the beginning of the 20th century,
80 to 90 percent of casualties in war were military, i.e. combatants under international law. By
the late 1990s, this has been almost exactly reversed. Nowadays, approximately 80 percent of all
casualties are civilian. Mack ( ) calls this a “conventional wisdom” and the given numbers the
“most widely-cited statistics” although no evidence has ever been produced to substantiate these
fatality statistics. He believes the actual figure to be much lower and refers to UCDP data. These
data suggest that today 30 to 60 percent of violent deaths in armed conflicts are civilians (Mack ,
p. 8). Chojnacki ( , p- 4) refers to Eckhardt ( ) when stating that “[t|he only study known to
analyse this relation in a historically systematical manner over a longer period of time concludes that
the proportion of civilians among war victims has constantly remained at about 50 percent since the
18th century”. Although this criticism is well taken, the ratio of civilian to military deaths might still
be much higher for a certain sub-type of intra-state armed conflict. In addition, the average certainly
masks regional differences.
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5.4. The Duration of New Warfare

Especially the economic motives of private actors and the emergence of New War Econo-
mies help to theoretically explain the long duration of fighting. Since the above listed
(illegal) sources of private profit and financing can only be sustained in a context of
continued violence and state weakness, a war-logic is built into the functioning of the
economy (Kaldor , p- 9)“Those, who conceive of war in traditional Clausewitzean
terms, based on definable geo-political goals, fail to understand the underlying vested
interests, both political and economic, in the continuation of war” (Kaldor , D- 95).
Miinkler ( , PP- 45 sq., 94) adds that wars normally last longer the more access the
participants have to the resources of the world economy and the more of the conflict
resources can be sold on the world market which feeds and strengthens the warlords and
militia leaders economically. Thus, the notion of an underlying economic interest in the
continuation of warfare needs to be extended to the consumers of conflict resources like
timber, diamonds or drugs, who often reside in Western countries, as well as to foreign
producers and external provides of weapons and funds. Because actors in New Warfare
are not dependent on tax revenue which otherwise defines the length (and intensity)
of warfare, New Wars can at least in theory continue as long as external support and
internal resources are available. In addition, what matters in sustaining war is the
extent to which the goal and applied strategies of warfare are recognized by those who
participate in the war as legitimate (Kaldor , p- 27). To provide a justification
for otherwise illegal methods of private gain and to legitimize violent strategies that
systematically and permanently target civilians, New Wars Actors resort to identity
politics. The result are specifically brutal conflicts involving ethnic or religious issues
which are difficult to end. Kaldor summarizes that the networks of actors involved in
New Warfare have a vested interest in perpetuating violence, both for political reasons,
because they thrive on fear and hate and for economic reasons (Kaldor ; Kaldor

).

Like in conventional civil warfare, the strategy of avoiding direct military encounters
also contributes to a long duration of New Warfare. “[S]ince these wars do not usually
involve a rapid and total mobilization of forces but slowly use them up on an ongoing
basis, most of them last a long time and keep flaring up after temporary lulls” (Miinkler

, p- 45).

Finally, the high number of opposed actors can be linked with a comparatively long
duration of New Warfare. With an increase in the number of fighting factions, peace
negotiations become more difficult and renewed outbreaks of violence more likely.'?

13Miinkler ( , PP- 46 sq.) again provides the historic example of the Thirty Years’ War that shares
much likeness with New Wars: “For some fourteen years there had been talk of holding a compre-
hensive European peace congress, before this finally resulted in the Peace of Westfalia [...]. [I]t took
three years for the negotiations at Miinster and Osnarbriick to end in an agreement on the main
(not all) points. This was partly due to the fact that many interest groups had taken shape in the
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If even one of the many small groups of violent actors is unhappy with the emerging
peacetime conditions, it is an easy matter for them to rekindle the flames of war. Miinkler
( , p. 13) warns that because each of the many groups capable of violence needs to
be won over to the renunciation of violence, peace agreements are replaced by lengthy
and fragile peace processes. The latter require outside guarantees in terms of funds
and forces and more often end in failure than in success. Therefore, the duration of
New Wars is expected to be significantly longer compared with conventional civil wars
(see Hypothesis 6). A final overview of the context and dimensions of New Warfare is
provided by the following figure (see fig. 5.2 on the following page).

course of the war” (including many outside powers), that “no military resolution had determined in
advance the structure of the negotiations” and that the Thirty Years’ War involved a “sequence and
superimposition of several different wars and conflicts, so closely intertwined or interlinked that it is
possible to speak of a single war”.
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Figure 5.2.: The Context and Dimensions of New Warfare.

Source: own depiction.
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6. Interim Summary I: The Theoretical
Concept of New Wars

According to the advocates of the concept, New Wars arise in a context of “state failure
[...] or at least a failing state” (Kaldor , - 6). Especially processes of globalization
and the end of the Cold War contributed to state weakness. Globalization weakened
states’” monopoly of legitimate organized violence “from above” e.g. through the in-
creasing transnationalization of military forces and the interference of private external
actors in conflict and post-conflict situations. Both globalization and the end of the
East-West controversy contributed to crises of identity, the rise of alternative, vertical
identities and the emergence of “identity politics”. The latter are used by violent actors
in New Warfare to mobilize combatants and to justify their criminal and illegal activi-
ties. The end of the Cold War also led to a shortfall of financial and material support
from former super-powers which further weakened states and violent non-state actors.
As far as possible, the lack of financial resources is compensated by natural resource
extraction and the build-up of specific New War Economies. The failure of neoliberal
development strategies and the following debt crisis further aggravated the fight over
natural resources. Finally, the end of the Cold War not only left an enormous surplus
of small and light weapons that are primarily used in New Wars but also resulted in a
large supply of well trained and war-experienced soldiers. This gave rise to rebel groups,
private military companies and mercenaries.

Weak states are unable to inhibit a privatization of violence, to effectively end fighting
if it breaks out among non-state groups and to stop them from criminal activity. At
worst, non-state or quasi-state actors completely take over government functions up to
the provision of selective security. This has been referred to as an erosion of states’
monopoly of organized violence “from below”.

The emergence of multiple non-state actors following their private economic interests
results in the establishment of New War Economies. Within these war economies, the
realization of private gain depends on the continuation of fear and the perpetuation
of hate. In order to stabilize war economies violent actors therefore resort to identity
politics and strategies that systematically and permanently target civilians.
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6. Interim Summary I

Both the New War Economies and the New War Strategies explain the comparatively
long duration of New Warfare. In addition, a quick and stable settlement solution
through negotiation is unlikely due to the high number of opposed actors which also
increases the chances of a renewed outbreak of violence (Kaldor , p-9).

Because extensive and intensive warfare further weaken states there exist feed-back
loops which render a determination of the direction of relationships difficult. For in-
stance, while in Old Wars victory over an enemy resulted in state-building, New Wars
“exacerbate the disintegration of the states” (Kaldor , p- 3; Miinkler , p- 76).
Therefore, state weakness contributes to the outbreak of New Wars and Conflicts as
much as it can be considered a consequence of New Warfare. Likewise, state weakness is
a precondition for the emergence of violent non-state actors. However, the existence and
activities of non-state violent actors in return weaken states. Similarly, exclusive identi-
ties can be considered a cause of New Warfare because they contribute to the outbreak of
violence, provide ground for the emergence of identity politics, excessive violence and the
functioning of war economies. However, the spread and hardening of sectarian ideologies
(up to the emergence of a “culture of violence”) are also a consequence of (prolonged
and intense) warfare (Kaldor ). Kaldor ( , p- 8) notes that “those conditions I
describe that lead to war are worsened by war. The criminalised economy has spread,
extremist ideologies catch on, as people get killed they start to hate. The institutions of
the state are even weaker than they were before and what that means is that these are
wars that are terribly difficult to end, they go on for years and years and years”.

The above introduced the term “New Warfare” as a sub-type of internal armed conflict
that is characterized by a specific combination of values of the following dimensions of
warfare: The nature and quantity of actors involved in fighting, their motives and modes
of financing warfare, the applied strategies and the duration of fighting. This is largely
in line with Kaldor ( , p- 14), who distinguishes old, inter-state wars from New Wars
with respect to the type of policy and army involved in fighting, the goals of warfare, the
associated mode of financing warfare and the applied military technique. Others came up
with slightly different distinguishing features' which indicates that a clear differentiation
of Old from New Wars is by no means trivial. Kaldor further complicates the matter
by noting that New Wars involve elements of pre-modernity and modernity such as a

'Heupel and Zangl ( , p- 31) distinguish old and new intra-state wars “by four criteria relating to the
warring parties, their war economy, war motives and warfare strategies”. They use these criteria as
“gradual scales” to determine the extent to which their selected cases of warfare resemble a new wars
profile. According to Snow ( , p. 76), New Wars and conventional insurgencies differ in regard
to the overt purpose of gaining political power, the degree to which the parties pursue the political
loyalty of an identical center of gravity, the degree to which they rely on terror and intimidation
rather than positive appeals and the extent to which they follow something like the mobile-guerrilla
strategy in waging war. Newman ( , p. 174) distinguishes Old from New Wars in terms of the
protagonists (state/public or non-state/private actors), their primary motives (ideology, territorial
secession or material aggrandizement), the spacial context of warfare (inter-state, ‘civil’, regional or
global), the technological means of violence (weapons and strategies), the social, material and human
impact of conflict and the political economy and social structure of conflict.
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blurring of the distinctions between war (usually defined as violence between states or
organized political groups for political motives), organized crime (violence undertaken
by privately organized groups for private purposes, usually financial gains) and large-
scale violations of human rights (violence undertaken by states or politically organized
groups against individuals) (Kaldor , p- 2; Kaldor , pPP- 2 sq.; Kaldor ,
p. 3). Although New Wars are localized, they build on transnational connections so that
a distinction between internal and external, between aggression (attack from abroad)
and repression (attacks from inside the country), between local and global are difficult
to sustain. Although the privatization of violence is an important element of New Wars,
Kaldor realizes that in practice, the distinction between what is private and what is
public, state or non-state, informal and formal, between what is done for economic or
political motives cannot easily be applied. Single features of New Wars and Conflicts
have indeed been mentioned as characteristics of old, inter-state wars. For example, the
use of mercenaries or only partly professional armies can already be observed in the early
modern wars. An erosion of what is internal and external already happened in ideological
Cold War fighting when the importance of military alliances became apparent. The
elimination of the distinction between private and public and the targeting of civilians
and economic infrastructure have as well been mentioned as features of total warfare
while private interests in warfare (the latest) rose with the emergence of the military-
industrial complex. This renders a clear differentiation of types of armed conflict in
general (and between sub-types of internal armed conflict in particular) very difficult
though indispensable.

An exhaustive and mutually exclusive typology (that includes all dimensions of armed
conflict, that assigns each case to only one type of armed conflict and that is able to
concisely describe a great deal of information) still needs to be developed through a sys-
tematic process rather than merely by intuition. The development of such a typology is
necessary not only for rhetorical reasons to justify the labeling of these wars and conflicts
as “new” but mostly for analytical purpose. Kaldor ( , p- 10) adds another argument.
She calls New Wars “new” not because they are altogether new but “because we can
only develop alternative strategies if we see how different they are from World War II,
[the] Cold War or the ‘War on Terror”’. Although I agree that a profound understanding
of the phenomenon forms the basis of any political action including intervention, I dis-
agree in one regard: in order to develop alternative strategies we especially need to see
how different New Wars are from conventional, intra-state wars (Kahl and Teusch ,
pp- 384 sq., 400; Heupel and Zangl , - 6). The following chapter therefore summa-
rizes major similarities and differences between sub-types of internal warfare. The aim is
to provide a more systematic comparison of conventional (state-based) armed conflicts
(especially greed rebellions) on the one hand and new (non-state) armed conflicts as first
described by Mary Kaldor ( ) on the other. This comparison does not substitute for
the development of an exhaustive and mutually exclusive typology but hopefully adds
some clarity.
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7. Non-State vs. State-Based Internal
Armed Conflicts

Greed models and the concept of New Wars share the importance that is attributed to
the role of lootable resources and to the establishment of war economies. In both types of
warfare, violent actors fight over the control of lootable resources that provide motivation
for fighting and opportunity to finance the war effort. Both types of warfare are either
predominantly or even entirely loot-seeking. Often, external actors participate in the
looting of resources and demand their share in the country’s wealth. Contrary to this,
in grievance rebellions the exploitation of resources is not an aim in itself but a means
towards the achievement of an “ennobling” political or ideological goal — to overthrow or
secede from the existing regime in order to establish a new, more abundant, equitable or
egalitarian political, social and economic order. If external actors participate, they do so
for the same reason (to achieve the overall political goal) and justify their engagement in
terms of shared identity or ideology with one of the warring factions. Conventional greed
rebellions and New Wars and Conflicts also share the characteristic that benefits from
rebel victory are private and immediately distributed among those involved in warfare.
On the contrary, grievance rebellions face a “rebels’ dilemma” due to strong incentives
to freeride as well as a “time-consistency problem” because benefits from rebel victory
can be enjoyed by everyone and are only prospective. If ever, these collective action
constraints can only be overcome in cases where the grievances suffered by the civilian
population and the shared identity among fighters are very serious. Grievance models
have therefore been criticized for not offering a convincing solution to the collective action
problem. As a result, they most likely over-predict civil wars. In both conventional greed
rebellions and New Wars and Conflicts, the rebel organizations involved in fighting are
described as comparatively small, quasi-criminal organizations. The small size of the
organization guarantees each individual member more influence (e.g. on the distribution
of benefits). Because warfare is a constant competition over the control of resources, both
types of warfare are also likely to experience a further fractionalization of the warring
parties. Finally and like in greed rebellions, violent groups in New Warfare are only
loosely organized. They “lack the hierarchy, order and vertical command systems that
have been typical of guerrilla forces” fighting insurgencies or grievance rebellions (Kaldor

, p- 101; Kaldor , D- 8). Despite these similarities, however, conventional greed
rebellions differ from New Wars and Conflicts in many regard.
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7. Non-State vs. State-Based Fighting

Firstly, the (repressive) state still exists and constitutes the opponent in greed (as well
as grievance) rebellions while New Wars and Conflicts take place in a context of state
failure or even state collapse. According to Snow ( ), Cold War insurgencies occurred
in countries with weak societies but relatively strong and oppressive state structures,
while New Wars are happening in countries characterized by weak societies and weak
state structures. Greed and grievance rebellions happen because they are feasible (due
to the availability of conflict resources) or because preferences for violent resistance are
strong. New Wars and Conflicts occur because they are feasible and because there is
nothing to prevent them.

While greed (and grievance) rebellions always involve state forces who fight internal
opposition groups, New Wars and Conflicts are non-state or sub-state in nature. A
functioning state army does not exist any more or is unable or unwilling to intervene.
Instead of a comparatively strong army (that fights for its existence, the control over
important resources and has the means to let violence escalate), rebels battle each other.
All opponents in New Wars and Conflicts are small, quasi-criminal gangs that mostly
rely on light weapons. Thanks to globalization and left-over stockpiles from the Cold
War, “everybody more or less can have access to accurate and destructive weapons”
which results in an “equalisation of military technology” (Kaldor , p- 7). In con-
trast, conventional greed and grievance rebellions are characterized by an asymmetry in
military power. !

The distribution of military power among opponents affects the strategies, the scale
and nature of violence. Because rebels in conventional civil wars know that they cannot
defeat regular armies, they avoid open battle. Instead, they aim to politically control
territory by winning the hearts and minds of people and then use that territory as a
safe haven. From there, they hit the regular army in little incidents, through attrition.
If necessary, they retreat until the government would be sufficiently weakened to be
defeated or to give up (Kaldor , p- 6). Kaldor and Miinkler emphasize that in New
Warfare, direct military encounter among the warring parties is rare, too (Kaldor ,
p- 3; Kaldor , p- 1; Minkler , P- 3). In fact, it might be even less likely than
in conventional, state-based armed conflicts because “battles are just too dangerous,
because of the equalization of military technology” (Kaldor , p- 7). This leads to
the expectation of rather low, overall numbers of direct, battle-related military casualties
per conflict and year.

T follow Kaldor’s argument that New Wars are characterized by a symmetry of military power and
objectives, although much of the violence in New Warfare is applied asymmetrically (against unarmed
civilians instead of warring parties). Miinkler also emphasizes this one-sided, asymmetric nature of
violence in New Warfare, but he also speaks of the “new (military) asymmetries” that appeared with
the emergence of private actors in internal warfare (Miinkler , p- 135; Miinkler , pp- 134 sq.,
142 sq.). In this regard, he fails to clearly differentiate new (non-state and symmetric) internal armed
conflicts from conventional (state-based and asymmetric) civil wars.
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On the other hand, identity politics are applied which might result in bloody ethnic
or religious wars with especially high numbers of direct battle-related civilian casualties.
Actors in New Warfare can afford strategies that systematically target civilians because
winning is not their primary objective. They neither pursue political loyalty nor the
loyalty of an identical center of gravity. They do not battle for the hearts and minds
of people. New Warfare lacks any conscious connection to politics and is “hardly ever
ideological in the sense of offering an alternative and presumably superior, form of gov-
ernance” (Snow , P- 56). Because violent actors in these conflicts do not need to
portray themselves as the better government, some even predict a senseless slaughter
of civilians and a reversion to the pre-Clausewitzian style of war.” Consequently, popu-
lar support for such rebellions is comparatively low. These two offsetting characteristics
(comparatively low numbers of direct military deaths but high numbers of direct civilian
deaths) could explain why the average total number of (military and civilian) battle-
related deaths might not necessarily differ much from conventional (state-based) armed
conflicts. At least there is no straightforward answer as to whether the overall scale of
violence significantly varies between these sub-types of intra-state armed conflict. The
composition of overall deaths, however, most likely is due to the comparatively high
share of civilian victims in New Wars.

In addition to the nature of the victims, the nature of the perpetrators of violence dif-
fers. In New Wars and Conflicts, violence against civilians is applied by non-state forces
while in conventional civil wars “harsh repression” against civilians is mostly applied
by state instead of non-state forces. While the former is evident (due to the entirely
non-state nature of the involved actors) the latter requires some explanation. Again, it
can be argued that in conventional civil warfare (even in greed conflicts), the rebels aim
to replace the existing regime for political or economic reasons and therefore need to sell
themselves as the better government. At least in theory, this should deter them from ex-
erting indiscriminate violence against civilians. Contrary to this, the government needs
to react swiftly to crush the rebellion once and for all. While the rebels can retreat in
order to regain strength and recover from set-backs, the government needs to win in or-
der to survive and to avoid lengthy and costly warfare. In conventional armed conflicts,
counter-insurgency by government forces therefore involves rigorous measures not only
against the rebels but also against civilians who support or hide the rebels (Valentino
et al. ; Azam and Hoefller ). The longer the rebellion lasts, the more inappro-
priate and unsuccessful are the counter-insurgency measures by the government. In the
end, this serves the rebels, who even provoke harsh and disproportionate repression by
the government against civilians because such reprisals help them to recruit supporters
(Kalyvas , p- 151).

2¢A Clausewitzian analysis does very little to explain the rampage in Rwanda, wherein there was
no ennobling political or ideological goal behind the slaughter (other than possibly serving to keep
conservative Hutu in power), one could find no common center of gravity to which contending parties
were attempting to appeal, and the rapaciousness of the violence violated all tenets of the theories
of insurgency-counterinsurgency” (Snow , Pp- 26 sq.).
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7. Non-State vs. State-Based Fighting

Another difference between conventional greed rebellions and New Wars and Conflicts
concerns the scope of warfare which links with the context of state collapse. Violent
actors in greed rebellions fight over lootable resources in remote rural areas where the
coercive reach of the central state is weak. Such warfare remains local and distant from
the center. In contrast, due to state collapse, violent actors in New Warfare are able to
fight each other over lootable resources wherever they occur. Such warfare carries the
potential to affect an entire, resource rich region even close to the capital. Besides the
occurrence of resources and their geological form, there are few constraints that inhibit
warfare from spreading to a comparatively large share of the national territory. In regard
to their scope, New Wars and Conflict rather resemble conventional grievance instead
of greed rebellions that also affect entire regions (in case of secessionist conflicts) or the
entire nation-state — though for different reasons.

Finally, while “politics of ideas” serve as the source of mobilization in conventional
civil wars, “identity politics” serve as the source of mobilization in New Warfare. Kaldor
explains that in conventional civil wars supporters are often mobilized on the basis of
shared ideological beliefs. This is what she describes as “politics of ideas” that “tend to
be integrative, embracing all those who support the idea” (Kaldor , Pp- 77 sq.). In
addition to ideology, shared ethnic or religious identity and community ties also serve
as a basis for mobilization. In conventional civil wars, these identities are then linked
“either to a notion of state interest or to some forward-looking project — ideas about how
society should be organized” (Kaldor , p- 7). Thus, identities are used as a source
of mobilization for political campaigns and lead to “demands for cultural and religious
rights” which is quite different from the identity politics applied in New Warfare. Identity
politics are not demands for political and religious rights, but “demand[s] for political
rights based on identity”, i.e. “[a] form of communitarianism that is distinct from and
may [even] conflict with individual political rights” (Kaldor , p. 77). Elsewhere,
Kaldor ( , p. 6) explains that a New War is “fought not to acquire cultural rights
or religious rights, it’s fought because you feel that as a Muslim, as a Hindu, as a Serb,
as a Croat, you have a right to the state: it’s about labels”. Instead of integrative,
forward-looking projects, identity politics are described as exclusive, fragmentative and
backward-looking movements of nostalgia used by rebel leaders to increase legitimacy,
to justify authoritarian policies or their predatory behavior, to create scapegoats and
to mobilize support around fear and insecurity. Ideology is not important anymore.
Instead, control is established through allegiance to a label rather than an idea. Those
who do not profess to the right label are eliminated (Kaldor , PP. 77 sq., 81, 98).

In addition to identity politics, New Wars and Conflicts mobilize their participants on
the basis of selective incentives. Like in greed rebellions, participants in New Wars and
Conflicts can be counted on to support the rebellion only so long as these incentives are
provided. If the “payments” to the rebels are not forthcoming anymore or if the risks of
participation increase, New Wars and Conflicts are also likely to fail. This means that
there is not much difference between conventional greed rebellions and New Warfare in
the logic that drives violent action. However, a situation in which participants would
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desert is far less likely in New Wars and Conflicts because warfare is less risky due
to the absence of a functioning state that would otherwise defend its resources. This
guarantees a steady flow of private benefits from warfare. In addition, the protagonists
do not face any risk of being sanctioned by the government because there simply is no
state. Furthermore, individuals involved in New Warfare are less likely to desert and the
rebellion is less likely to fail because warfare is comparatively cheap. The fact that the
state and the legal economy collapsed greatly reduces the opportunity costs of joining
the rebellion because alternative income-earning opportunities do not exist. Snow ( )
notes that contrary to insurgencies that happened in developing countries, New Wars
are taking place in even poorer countries that belong to the group of least developed
states.

Most importantly, however, lootable resources do not need to be “provided” or cap-
tured from the state but are simply available for exploitation via self-service. If rebels
engage in battle, they only fight similar criminal gangs (in terms of size, structure, in-
terests and weaponry) over the distribution of these resources. Because there is nothing
to prevent the rebels from exploiting these resources in the first place, they are capable
of rising and dispersing selective incentives right from the beginning. This solves the
question of who provides the selective incentives within the initial stage of warfare.?

Such New Warfare then sustains for years — not because the rebels are unsuccessful
in defeating the government but because winning is not what they intend. Although
conventional civil wars that are fought according to the principles of guerrilla warfare
might last long, too, the rebels still seek “a military resolution of the war”. Contrary
to this, “most players in new wars [...] content themselves with what Mao called
‘strategic defensive’; that is, they use military force essentially for self-preservation,
without seriously looking for a military resolution to the war. If both sides conduct the
war with this aim in mind, then clearly, with sufficient internal and external funding, it
can theoretically last for ever” (Miinkler , . 12). As long as the benefits outweigh
the costs of participation, a change in the status quo is not desired by either party to
the conflict. Only the continuation of instability and state dysfunction guarantees these
profits. Both sides win if they do not lose. This logic also applies to greed rebellions,
but only to one side of the conflict (namely the rebels). As long as the benefits outweigh
the costs of participation, the rebels do not have any interest in changing the status
quo (although in the long run an overthrow of the existing regime or secession in order
to gain full control over resources would guarantee even more profit and fewer war-
induced costs). In conventional greed rebellions, however, the other side to the conflict
(the government) needs to win to win. Therefore, conventional greed (and grievance)
conflicts are characterized by an “asymmetry of objectives” while in New Wars and
Conflicts a “symmetry of objective” exists.

3However, it does not in itself explain why the state no longer exercises its monopoly over the legitimate
use of violence. The causes of state collapse reach beyond economic factors as briefly mentioned
before.
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7. Non-State vs. State-Based Fighting

In summary, I argued that out of the question of what motivates rebels to engage in
political violence, two theoretical models of civil warfare emerged which after the end of
the Cold War replaced the dominant Western view of inter-state armed conflict by an
intra-state perspective: Deprived Actor Models and Rational Actor Models. The first
part of this study presented both models which are widely used to describe conventional
(state-based) greed and grievance rebellions. Afterwards, I introduced a third model
which explains the causes and nature of non-conventional internal armed conflicts: The
concept of New Wars. I continued to compare conventional (state-based) greed and
grievance rebellions with new (non-state) armed conflicts in terms of their political con-
text, the violent actors they involve (their nature, their overall aim, their organizational
size and their sources of motivation, mobilization and financing), in regard to the costs
and benefits of fighting, the scale and nature of applied violence as well as the duration
and scope of warfare. This comparison revealed some similarities but also substantial
differences between these sub-types of internal armed conflict which are summarized by
table 7.1 on page 82. For instance, I argued in favor of significant differences in the
nature (instead of the scale) of violence that is applied. The share of civilian victims
in overall battle-related deaths is expected to be especially large in non-conventional
(non-state) fighting (although the overall number of battle-related deaths per conflict
and year might not differ much). In addition, New Wars and Conflicts are expected to
result in a large share of indirect civilian victims (e.g. internally displaced people) as
opposed to direct, battle-related (military and civilian) deaths. The micro-mechanisms
explaining especially brutal strategies towards civilians during new (non-state) armed
conflicts will be identified and discussed within the following part of this study. Further-
more, the above came to the conclusion that grievance models most likely over-estimate
the outbreak of violence because they do not offer a solution to the collective action
problem. Greed models address this issue through the provision of selective incentives.
Still, they fail to offer an answer to the question of who provides the selective incentives
at the beginning of the movement. Even the concept of leadership goods (the requi-
sites of office and political power) cannot explain the emergence of rebel organizations
from scratch and the participation of early joiners when the risks are greatest, when the
prospects of victory are lowest and when the rebels lack the means to offer immediate
material rewards. Greed rebellions therefore also tend to over-predict the outbreak of
violence. Instead, they might be better suited to explain the duration of warfare. In
regard to the solution of the collective action problem, the concept of New Wars and
Conflicts performs better. As in greed rebellions, collective action failures are overcome
through the provision of selective incentives. Benefits of participating in fighting are
privatized and immediately available to those who engage in the collective action. How-
ever, easily lootable and accessible resources do not need to be captured from the state
but, in a situation of state failure or even state collapse, simply need to be taken by
the rebels. Because there is no militarily superior opponent who prevents the rebels
from looting these resources in the first place, they are capable of rising and dispersing
selective incentives right from the beginning. Selective incentives are therefore already
available within the early stages of rebellion. The distribution of these resources among
similar competing groups remains the only matter of dispute.
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Whether these differences justify the introduction of a new sub-type of intra-state
warfare is heavily disputed. The next chapter, which provides a critical discussion of the
concept of New Wars, comments on this and other major points of critique. Beforehand,
however, I would like to briefly contrast New Wars and Conflicts with terrorism — another
contemporary form of organized violence that is often (and wrongly) equated with New
Wars by the critics as well as the advocates of the concept of New Wars.
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7. Non-State vs. State-Based Fighting

GRIEVANCE REBELLIONS

GREED REBELLIONS

NEW WARS & CONFLICTS

MODEL
CONTEXT
ACTORS
SIZE &
STRUCT.

GOALS OF
REBELS

MOTIVATION

FINANCING/
RESOURCES

COSTS &
BENEFITS

STRATEGY

SOURCE OF
MOBILIZ.

SCALE OF
VIOLENCE

KIND OF
VIOLENCE

POPULAR
SUPPORT

DURATION

GEOGRAPH.
REACH

MAJOR
POINT OF
CRITIQUE

Deprived Actor Model/Rational Choice
weak society; strong state
government vs. rebels

large, hierarchically org., standing gov. army vs.
large, hierarchically org. rebel movement —asym. in
mil. technology

to overthrow, to replace or to secede from the regime
to establish a new, more abundant, equitable or
egalitarian order (pol. purpose)

justice-seeking; fight for a better life —occurs
because preference for viol. resistance is strong

exploit. of resources to achieve the overall goal +
external support from others who share the
identity /ideology

Costs: high opp. costs (state & legal econ. exist);
high risk of capture/injury/death; sanctions by gov.
Benefits: public, uncertain, unknown, prospective
—time consistency prob.

pol. of ideas (control through allegiance to an idea).
Method: pos. appeals (winning hearts & minds)

shared identity, ideology and community

high (especially in ethnic wars due to indivisible
goals, because the gov. fights for existence and has
the means to let viol. escalate)

large share of direct, battle-related deaths (mil. and
civ.); harsh repression by the gov. against civilians
supporting rebels

strong (both sides pursue pol. loyalty of an identical
center of gravity)

asym. objectives: rebels win if they do not lose;
bloody ethn. viol. (long duration?) BUT: gov. needs
to win to win; both sides fight for an end (short
duration?)

regional or national

rebels’ dilemma; high incentives to free ride; coll.
action prob. not solved —over-predicts war

Rational Actor Model/Rational Choice
weak society; strong state
government vs. rebels

large, hierarchically org., standing gov. army vs.
small, loosely org., quasi-criminal rebel movement
—asym. in mil. technology

to overthrow, to replace or to secede from the regime
for the purpose of private gain (access to power and
resources)

justice & loot-seeking —occurs because it is feasible

exploit. of resources to achieve the overall goal and
an aim in itself 4+ external support from others who
share the overall goal and/or want their share in
resources

Costs: high opp. costs (state & legal econ. exist);
high risk of capture/injury/death; sanctions by gov.
Benefits: still uncertain but private, known,
immediately distributed

pol. of ideas + selective incentives

shared identity, community ties and econ. interest

comparatively high (because the gov. fights for
existence, control over valuable resources and has the
means to let viol. escalate)

large share of direct, battle-related deaths (mil. and
civ.); harsh repression by the gov. against civilians
supporting rebels

modest (both sides pursue pol. loyalty of an identical
center of gravity but the rebels are also criminal,
lootseeking)

asym. objectives: rebels win if they do not lose;
warfare guarantees profit (long duration?) BUT: gov.
needs to win to win; both sides fight for an end
(short duration?)

local or regional: fight over resources in remote rural
areas where coercive reach of the central state is weak

no rebels’ dilemma; little incentives to free ride; no
coll. action prob. due to sel. incentives BUT: who
provides them in the first place? —over-predicts war

Concept of New Wars/Rational Choice
weak society; weak state
rebels vs. rebels

small, loosely org., quasi-criminal gangs on both sides
—equalization in mil. technology

exploitation of resources during warfare

purely loot-seeking —occurs because there is nothing
to prevent it

exploit. of resources is an aim in itself + external
support from others who want their share in resources

Costs: low opp. costs (state legal econ. collapsed);
low risk of capture/injury/death; no sanctions by
gov. Benefits: certain, private, known, immediately
distributed

identity pol. (control through allegiance to a label) +
selective incentives. Method: neg. appeals (fear &
hatred)

shared econ. interest

low (because small, lightly-armed gangs fight each
other + econ. interest) or high (because no fight for
hearts & minds; no need to portray oneself as the
better gov.)?

large share of direct and indirect civ. victims;
indiscriminate viol. against civilians

little if any (neither side pursues pol. loyalty; no
identical center of gravity)

sym. objectives: both sides win if they do not lose;
warfare guarantees profit to everyone; a change in the
status quo is not desired (very long duration?)

regional or national: fight over resources wherever
they occur

no rebels’ dilemma; little incentives to free ride; no
coll. action prob. due to sel. incentives which are
available from the beginning due to state collapse

Table 7.1.: Ideal Types of Intra-State Warfare. Source: own depiction based on the original concepts.
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8. Non-State Internal Fighting vs.
Terrorism

Miinkler ( , PP- 3, 30 sq., 131) refers to international terrorism as “a method” of New
Warfare which fits well with his understanding of New Wars as a form of asymmetric
battle. Elsewhere the author speaks of the “new terrorist wars” and explicitly notes that
“[t]errorism is a form of warfare” (Miinkler , pp. 102, 111). According to him ter-
rorism has changed its nature. Traditional forms of terrorism (e.g. social-revolutionary
or ethnic-nationalist terrorism) have been replaced or supplemented by “new forms of
terrorism”. Traditional terrorists limited their actions “to a brief phase of the liberation
struggle and to a highly selective list of targets”. They had their constituency in mind,
in whose interests they claimed to wage their struggle. Such kinds of terrorism started
from the need to actively involve this “third party” in the struggle as a source of legiti-
macy while “none of the members of the constituency was supposed to be come to harm
as a result of any terrorist attack — a condition that totally excluded the use of weapons
of mass destruction”. Through demonstrative acts of violence, terrorists aimed to rouse
this third party from its (supposed) political apathy or resignation and to motivate it
for the armed struggle.

On the contrary, “in the new forms of terrorism that third party must be not only
activated but first produced as a political quantity”. Religious-fundamentalist themes
are increasingly used as an impetus and justification for terrorist attacks. The emer-
gence of religious-fundamentalist forms of terrorism resulted in a greater diffuseness of
the constituency and definition of the enemy of terrorist attacks beyond the holders of
political power to entire civilizations. This, and the increasing internationalization of
terrorism, which only began in the 1960s and took off in the 1990s, removed the limits
of violence which led to higher casualty rates of terrorist attacks by organizations that
might even consider the use of atomic, biological or chemical weapons.! In religiously
motivated terrorism, a third party as the basis of legitimacy to which the operation is
addressed is not even needed. Instead, “[g]od, or the Divine, provides legitimacy or
even an addressee — or at any rate a reference — and requires no political calculation
of the maximum damage and the maximum number of casualties that an attack must
not exceed” (Miinkler , - 113). Increasingly, “the success of operations came to be
measured by the resulting material damage, the numbers killed and wounded, and above

!See Miinkler ( , pp- 102104, 112 sq.) and Sarkees and Wayman ( , p- 560), who also argue
that their supranational character differentiates terrorist threats of al-Quaida from earlier terrorism.

83



8. Non-State Fighting vs. Terrorism

all the intensity and duration of the media reporting of the incident [...] [T]errorism
has changed into a global war of terror fought with no restrictions as to the choice of
targets. In a parallel process, the civilian population and infrastructure have become
critical resources of war” (Miinkler , pp- 106 sq.).

Similar to those actors involved in New Wars, terrorists avoid any direct military con-
frontation. Like New Warfare, the new forms of terrorism require a minimum of funds
that are mostly provided by external actors. Both kinds of violence involve rather small,
non-hierarchically organized cells. Brzoska ( , p- 112) refers to Miinkler and Eppler,
who both identify many similarities between rebels in New Wars and international ter-
rorists, e.g. in terms of tactics, sources of funding and their disregard for any restraint
on violence. Kaldor ( ) even lists terrorist cells among the actors of New Warfare.
In the preface to the second edition of her book on “New and Old Wars” she explicitly
notes that “[t]errorism has to be understood as one variant of ‘new wars”’ (Kaldor ,
p. ix). Elsewhere she refers to terrorist incidences in New York or Iraq as “a variant of
[the] new strategy — the use of spectacular, often gruesome, violence to create fear and
conflict” (Kaldor , p- 9). She continues that “the characteristics of new wars |[...]
are to be found in North America and Western Europe as well. The right-wing militia
groups in the United States are not so very different from the paramilitary groups in
Eastern Europe or Africa [...]. [Even] [t]he violence in the inner cities of Western Eu-
rope and North America can, in some sense, be described as new wars” (Kaldor ,
pp. 12 sq.). These and similar remarks blur the line between conventional insurgencies
and old forms of terrorism as well as between New Wars and new forms of terrorism.
Further conceptual confusion stems from the fact that the same authors who more or less
equate armed conflict or (new) warfare with terrorism also identify differences between
both concepts. In the following I summarize these distinguishing features in order to
argue in favor of a clear differentiation of the two concepts.

Contrary to any kind of armed conflict or warfare, terrorism mainly seeks to produce
results in an indirect way. Terrorists choose targets that only symbolize what they
oppose and their strategies are designed to cause psychological rather than direct physical
effects. The main purpose of the actual and demonstrative act of violence is not to defeat
anybody militarily or to defend or gain control over resources. Instead, terrorists want
to draw attention to their cause and to obtain the greatest publicity in order to send a
message through which the political will of those under attack shall be broken. Terrorists
count on the psychological effect of violence and the resulting fear which is spread by
the media. This fear causes economic damage which appears to Miinkler ( , p- 100);
Miinkler ( , Pp. 146 sq.) to be the ultimate goal of terrorism. Terrorism clearly
influences an audience beyond the immediate victim.

This links with the fact that, unlike armed conflict, terrorism has two addressees.
Those who are the direct object of attack (e.g. the US army in Iraq, US politicians
or the US public), who are shown that they are vulnerable and that their continued
presence in Iraq will incur political costs (material damage and human losses).
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Secondly, every terrorist attack contains a message to a third party in whose interests
the terrorists claim to be waging their struggle. Even in the case of religiously-motivated
terrorism, where this message to the third party might have lost significance, it is still
there. In Iraq, terrorists also aim to send the message that resistance to what appears to
be a superior power is possible and also successful in changing policies (Miinkler ,

pp. 101 sq.).

Thirdly, New Warfare mostly happens in (remote) rural areas of failing or already failed
states where natural resources occur. Although an important transnational component
exists in regard to the financing of warfare and the involved actors, this sub-type of intra-
state warfare takes place within a nation-state. In contrast, terrorism carries violence
into the population centers of the enemy under attack. Transnational or international
terrorism strikes elsewhere, in faraway countries, while the terrorist organization remains
based within its home country. The enemy under attack is often “the West” because
the terrorists know that post-industrial societies with a democratic constitution and a
high media density are unable to respond in kind and at the same level (Minkler ,
p. 109).

While terrorism is a strategy whereby militarily weaker forces engage in violent opera-
tions against large powers or even superpowers, New Wars and Conflicts involve similar,
small groups of non-state actors who fight each other.

Terrorism and New Wars and Conflicts also differ in regard to the weapon technologies
used. While in New Wars and Conflicts actors mostly rely on light and small fire arms,
“[tJhe offensive capabilities of terrorists rest upon their logistical use of the civilian
infrastructure of the country under attack, and at the same time on their conversion
of it into a weapon” (Miinkler , P- 29). Examples are the attacks on the World
Trade Center, when the terrorists used airplanes as rockets or the attacks on the public
transportation systems in London and Madrid.

While actors in New Warfare are most concerned about private gain and avoid any
situation where they might need to risk their lives, terrorists are prepared to sacrifice
themselves. Miinkler ( , p. 109) speaks of heroic determination to the cause which
allows terrorists to focus all their energy on the attack itself instead of worrying about
escape routes and how to maximize their personal means of income generation (Miinkler

, p. 109). This links with the notion that terrorism and New Wars differ in regard
to their purpose. Terrorism is the systematic use of terror to coerce or intimidate gov-
ernments or societies in the pursuit of political, religious, or ideological goals. Miinkler
( , p. 100) himself defines terrorism as a means of forcibly imposing a political will.
“If such a will cannot be determined, it may be possible to speak of terror, but not of
terrorism”. Due to the absence of such a political will it is rather terror (i.e. terrible
events causing great fear) instead of terrorism (i.e. a strategy or tactic to achieve a
political, religious or ideological goal) that is (and always has been) applied in warfare.
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In general, I reject the notion that terrorism is a kind of warfare. Amongst peace
and conflict analysts, the term warfare is usually and rightly reserved for bilateral and
sustained acts of violence among two or more organized armed groups while terrorist
violence remains unilateral in nature. For an event to be classified as an armed conflict
or even warfare a certain number of people need to be killed per year and on both sides.
These criteria rule out sporadic and one-sided acts of violence like genocides or terrorist
incidents. Together with the above mentioned points these differences justify a clear
conceptual distinction between the concepts of armed conflict/warfare and terrorism.
Arguing in favor of such a clear conceptual distinction by no means denies empirical
changes in both phenomena. The incidence and nature of terrorism as well as counter-
terrorism strategies certainly changed over time. Whether these changes are profound
enough to speak of new (as opposed to old) terrorism needs to be discussed and decided
elsewhere. For the purpose of this book, it just seemed important to mention that New
Wars are not simply a merger of internal warfare with terrorism. New Wars and new
forms of terrorism are not equatable. This implies that New Wars are neither the only
kind of warfare nor the only kind of organized violence occurring today. New Warfare
is just one of many different contemporary forms of bilateral and unilateral, sporadic
or more sustained forms of organized violence. Besides (extra-state, international and
internal) state-based and non-state armed conflicts, contemporary forms of organized
violence also include campaigns of one-sided violence (e.g. genocides/politicides, acts of
terrorism and organized crime). “The new network wars” which Kaldor believes to be
“the dominant wars of our time” are not even the only kind of New Warfare identified by
the author. Kaldor also observes the emergence and increasing importance of so-called
spectacle wars® and of neo-modern wars®. Both, however, are inter-state in nature and
therefore not the focus of this study.

2Spectacle wars are waged by states, linked to the need to maintain a military role for the US after the
end of the Cold War and to justify high levels of military spending. Examples are the US invasion
of Iraq or the War on Terror (Kaldor , pp- 1-3; Kaldor , pp- 1, 7). Because powerful
norms emerged that prohibit killing, these wars combine aerial bombardment at long distance and
rapid offensive maneuvers (as in old warfare) with high technology. This allows casualty-free warfare
(at least in terms of Americans killed). A “Military-Industrial-Media-Entertainment Network” (Der

Derian ) emerges which allows US citizens to watch these wars “as a kind of replay of World War
II” and to imagine that they are leading “a mission for democracy” or a “powerful moral crusade of
freedom” against tyrants or terrorists (Kaldor , pp. 4 sq.; Kaldor , pp.- 6-8). The origins

of this kind of warfare date back to the post-Vietnam era. Spectacle (inter-state) warfare and new
(non-state and intra-state) warfare reinforce each other, e.g. in Iraq where the violence following the
US invasion resembles New Warfare (Kaldor , p- 8; Kaldor ).
3Neo-modern wars are waged by states that seek to achieve conventional military objectives and are
willing to risk the lives of their soldiers. They involve either limited inter-state warfare or counter-
insurgency to defeat extremist networks (e.g. the conflicts in Chechnya or the Kashmir conflict).
Because warfare involves counter-insurgency measures, the impact on civilians is devastating and
similar to the impact of the New Wars. Yet, due to the growing destructiveness of weapons and the
resulting difficulties of overcoming defensive positions, military victory is hard to achieve (Kaldor
). Nevertheless, states that engage in neo-modern militarism “are still under the illusion that
they can win militarily” (Kaldor ).
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9. Critical Discussion of the Concept of
New Wars

The concept of New Wars has been criticized for conceptual weaknesses as well as its
lack of empirical relevance (Chojnacki , D. 48). Some of the criticism put forward
is well-considered and justified, while other objections are based on a rather superficial
reading or simplified interpretation of the concept. For instance, in an early paper on
this matter Kalyvas ( ), one of the most fierce critics of the concept of New Wars,
distinguishes old from new civil wars in regard to their causes or motivations (collective
vs. private causes and motivations), their popular support base (whether they enjoy
or lack popular support) and the kind of violence applied (controlled vs. gratuitous
violence). By reducing the concept to these three dimensions, the author misses decisive
characteristics of New Warfare, e.g. the nature and number of actors involved. Likewise,
he oversimplifies the discussion, e.g. on the question whether the quantity or quality
of violence differs between types of internal armed conflict or whether these parameters
changed over time within cases of warfare.

While descriptions of the concept of New Wars often remain superficial, lists of New
Wars authors and those who are accused of having adopted “a related analytical distinc-
tion” are overly comprehensive. On the one extreme, Kalyvas ( , pp- 100 sq.) and
Kahl and Teusch ( , fn 7, p. 8) include best-selling authors like Enzensberger or Ka-
plan whose writings on civil warfare in general and on single New Wars cases have been
controversially discussed.! Both are not academics but journalists, essayists, poets or
dramatists. On the other extreme, their lists of New Wars authors comprise Paul Collier
and his colleagues from the World Bank who are well known for their theoretical models
of greed and grievance conflicts and their ambitious econometric analyses. According to
my understanding, Collier et al. are neither representatives of the concept of New Wars
nor have they adopted a related analytical distinction. They investigate conventional
civil warfare and therefore stick to state-based armed conflicts. Squeezing these diverse
authors under the umbrella of one school of thought is awkward. Kaplan’s and En-
zensberger’s works have been referred to as “pessimistic culturalism” (Schlichte ,
p. 112). They believe to observe a tendency to self-destruction and collective madness.
According to Enzensberger ( , fn 6, p. 30), New Wars are fought “about nothing at
all” while Paul Collier and his colleagues define greed conflicts as violent competition
between rebel groups and the national government for the control of valuable resources

!See Enzensberger ( ); Kaplan ( ); Kaplan ( ).
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(Collier and Hoeffler , Pp. 565-570). While the former describes New Warfare as
the uncontrolled and senseless slaughter of civilians by combatants who have an “innate
inability to think and act in terms of past and future”, the latter describe violent actors
as greedy and rational individuals who follow their private economic interest and thereby
apply violence strategically. Thus, I agree with Miinkler ( , p- 133), who accuses the
critics of the concept of New Wars to make little effort in choosing representatives of
this school of thought and in differentiating their arguments.

Because Kalyvas ( ) lumps together the above mentioned diverse concepts, he
more or less equates conventional (state-based) greed conflicts with new (non-state or
sub-state) warfare. This explains why a large part of his critique refers to the concept of
looting which is central to the concept of greed conflicts. He calls the concept of looting
“analytically problematic” because it remains unclear whether it refers to the causes of
warfare or to the motivations of the combatants (or to both). He asks whether people
wage war in order to loot or whether they engage in looting in order to wage war. At
the same time, however, he admits that the direction of causality may be irrelevant for
predicting the likelihood of armed conflict which Paul Collier and his colleagues aim to
explain (Kalyvas , p. 104, fn 21). Like many others, Kalyvas ( , . 104) rightly
questions the validity of the proxies used for measuring “lootable resources”” and notes
that the concept of New Wars fails to clarify who does the looting (elites, autonomous
militias or armed peasants).

This relates to the phenomenon of warlordism. Kalyvas ( , p- 105) suggests looking
at historical cases which prove that a key feature of warlordism has always been and
still is rule (rather than looting). According to him and others, warlords were and are

state-builders.® This, however, is not at odds with the concept of New Wars, which

2Studies on resource wealth and civil war have been criticized for theoretical reasons (e.g. uncertainty
about causal mechanisms) and for statistical reasons (e.g. problems of reverse causation, a lack of
robustness and measurement errors). See e.g. Lujala, N. P. Gleditsch, et al. ( ); Ross ( );
DeSoysa ( ); Ballatine ( ) or the Special Issue of the Journal of Conflict Resolution 49 (4) in
2005. It has been argued that looting in fact depends on other factors (e.g. access to the regional
and global markets, the value of the resources or the technological as well as geographical availability
of the resources to the predators). This led to the suggestion of conditional theories of the resource
curse because easily lootable resources have been present and processed in many countries for quite
a while but only at times they are looted by violent actors and only under certain circumstances
they fuel warfare (see also Dunning ( ) for a similar argument). In other words, there is too little
variance in the abundance of lootable resources in order to explain the great variance in the outbreak
or duration of violent conflict. Although the abundance or production of lootable resources might in
general increase the risk of war onset, it can neither explain the timing of the outbreak of violence
nor is it the only factor increasing the risk of warfare. Chojnacki ( , p- 10) suggests to consider
the varying effect of different resources on the onset and duration of armed conflicts and adds that
different kinds of asset transfer (e.g. the exploitation of precious gemstones or the looting of civilian
populations by rebels) follow different logics of action.

3For instance, Schlichte ( , p- 565) notes that non-state actors involved in warfare in developing
countries often take over state functions, they establish welfare systems, their own rules of warfare and
systems of financing their war effort. He extends this argument further by stating that after World
War II, all kinds of wars (wars of decolonization, social-revolutionary wars, wars within developing
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argues that warlords, because they emerge in a context of state weakness, are able to
offer services and even provide (selective) security which otherwise would be provided
by the state. The concept acknowledges that warlords establish structures for financing
their war efforts and to enrich themselves, e.g. they levy taxes. This explicitly in-
cludes sophisticated economic interaction with foreign firms that buy raw materials like
diamonds or timber from the rebels and/or sell them weapons (Kaldor , p. 111).
An example is De Beers (the world’s leading diamond company), which has been ac-
cused of buying and trading “blood diamonds” from and with rebels that have been
produced by slaves or child soldiers during and after warfare in the DRC, Angola and
Sierra Leone (Le Billon ; Le Billon ; Global Witness ). Foreign businesses
have also been involved in the coltan trade in the DRC (Raeymacker ) while The
Danzer Group (the number one hardwood veneer producer and one of the biggest ex-
porters of round timber, sawn timber and veneer in the world) earned several hundred
million US dollars a year by exporting timber from war-torn countries like Liberia or
the DRC. This company’s contractors and partners were not only conducting massive
anarchic and illegal logging outside their concessions but also cooperated with violent
actors. Danzer/Interholco’s exclusive agent for the export of round timber in Liberia,
the Inland Logging Company, was closely related to the former Liberian warlord and
president, Charles Talyor, whose rebels were controlling the illegal trade in diamonds
during the Liberian war. In March 2001, the UN imposed a ban on trading diamonds
from and arms to Liberia and 130 people surrounding Charles Taylor were confronted
with a travel ban. This included Maurice Cooper, the owner of the Inland Logging
Company. The Manager of another vendor to Danzer /Interholco, The Oriental Timber
Company, is deemed to be the central figure in the logistics of the illegal arms trade
to Liberia (Greenpeace ). In addition, warlords establish structures for cooperation
with international crime syndicates (Miinkler , D- 94). According to Kalyvas ( ,
p. 105), such organized, systematic and sophisticated economic interaction is at odds
with the extreme fragmentation implied by the concept of New Wars. However, the

countries, wars within neopatrimonial states and wars within peripheral socialist countries) rather
strengthened the idea or logic of statehood. Oftentimes, newly independent states emerged as a result
of warfare. According to him, the crises of political authority which accompanied these wars never
resulted in a lasting weakening of state structures. Even if wars happened in neopatrimonial states
(his kind of warfare which comes closest to the concept of New Wars), rules of politics did not vanish
entirely. Statehood was simply delegated and fragmented. According to this author, territorial and
bureaucratic control still existed even in countries like Somalia or Afghanistan where the central
government had collapsed meanwhile (Schlichte , Pp. 562, 566). In line with this, Chojnacki
( , p- 67) speaks of a “reconfiguration” of force or power. Warfare not only means the collapse of
political order but also the emergence of new or changed social order and political institutions. “[W]ar
economies [...] not just reflect the economic interests of diverse entrepreneurs of violence, but they
also compensate for the decrease of power of political elites, alter loyalty relations and thus produce
social conditions [...]. Especially in areas where state authorities have collapsed, war economies are
accompanied by the emergence of multiple patterns of political authority and network-like, informal
political practices” (Chojnacki , p- 10). He adds that even sub-state actors who do not want to
take over the government might want to acquire “fictitious statehood and sovereignty” because this
strengthens their inwards actions and may give them an advantage over political rivals, e.g. in terms
of recognition or access to international aid (Chojnacki , D- 25).
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author fails to provide a convincing explanation for this bold conclusion. Instead, one
might argue that economic exchange between foreign companies and contemporary war-
lords is mostly illegal and often violates existing embargoes. The risky nature of such
endeavors might well contribute to the fragmentation of armed groups not least because
organized, systematic and sophisticated economic interaction during warfare is much
easier to sustain for small (but internally more cohesive) splinter groups.

The concept of New Wars also addresses well the question whether and in how far the
phenomenon of warlordism has changed over time. Advocates of the concept agree that
warlordism was already observed in early modern warfare and is by no means a new
phenomenon. Still, contemporary forms of warlordism and classical warlordism differ.
While “[i]n the classical forms of the nineteenth and early twentieth century, warlordism
rested upon the structures and conjunctures of an agrarian economy, it has since pene-
trated the subcultures of urban youth (its largest source of recruitment), where it uses
the culture-industry settings of rap or raggea and corresponding promises of consump-
tion and status to draw in and motivate future fighters. In some warlord configurations,
sunglasses and kalashnikovs have become iconic signs of a readiness to engage in brutal
unpredictable violence” (Miinkler , p- 17). According to Miinkler ( , p. 66) this
“combination of kalashnikov and Hollywood” is not only new but also in part explains
the unchaining of violence in New Wars. Elsewhere, he notes that “[t]he passage from
closed to open war economies is mainly what distinguishes the new wars from the war-
lord configurations in nineteenth-century Latin America or in China in the first half of
the twentieth century, as well as from the classical model of civil war” (Minkler ,
p- 95). The closed war economies of classical warlordism rested essentially upon agrarian
subsistence economies, could maintain themselves for long periods only in peripheral and
usually isolated areas and had a limited sphere of influence. They did not pose a major
problem for either international relations or the world economy. “In terms of world
politics, they were so marginal that they could be virtually ignored. [...] [P]olitical or
economic metastasis was not a feature of these war economies” (Munkler , - 96).
Warlords and the closed war economies they established and exploited were more a tran-
sitional phenomenon, “a feature of the immediate postwar period than of the war itself,
and black-markets soon disappeared as the supply of goods increased and currency sta-
bilized” (Miinkler , P- 77). Regional warlords had strong incentives to soon formalize
and regularize the structures of force or to take over offices and institutions. This has
changed. From the 1950s onwards, war economies opened up to the influence of either
the Eastern or the Western block. They were placed under a certain political control
by the respective superpowers who kept them running. But with the end of the Cold
War, this option of building an open war economy by relying on a powerful third party
vanished. At least the flow of resources that used to take place within the East-West
controversy was replaced with links mediated by the world market.* Although the new,
open war economies also prosper from a constant inflow of resources from abroad, war-
fare funded through shadow globalization became an “increasingly attractive option for

1See also Kahl and Teusch ( , p- 396).
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regional belligerents”. The new warlords derive income from the exploitation of strategic
raw materials and from illegal goods sold in the global shadow economy (Miinkler ,
pp. 95, 97). Today’s global market offers opportunities for extra-territorial reinvestment
and accumulation of wealth which classical warlords simply lacked (Kahl and Teusch

, D- 399). Today, most of the wars and war economies in question are no longer
subject to outside political control by other states or international organizations. Miin-
kler ( , P- 98) summarizes that scarcely any of today’s warlord configurations rests
upon a closed war economy. Warlords who have long been seen as a typical feature of
stalled modernization processes “have been propelling a modernization process of their
own during the last two decades. They have emancipated themselves from the specific
social and economic structures to which they used to be tied”.

In general, critics of the concept claim that the importance of economic motivations
has been greatly overstated in new civil wars and greatly understated in old civil wars
(Newman , p- 183; Berdal , Pp- 479, 490 sqq.). They argue that rebel moti-
vations are (and have always been) diverse and include concerns that go beyond mere
banditry (Schlichte , pp- 129 sq.; Schlichte , pp- 117 sqq.). Therefore, “to fo-
cus excessively on material explanations and greed-inspired motivations of actors may
lead to one-sided explanations of conflict” (Bgas , p- 73). Boas ( ) points to the
historical roots (rather than mere greed) that created political and economic grievances
and cemented ethnic cleavages in Liberia which later inspired internal warfare. He adds
the regional context, the role of external actors and Charles Taylor’s interests and poli-
tics as alternative explanations for the outbreak or escalation of violence. Unwittingly,
however, many of his arguments correspond quite well with the concept of New War,
which leaves room for historical and identity factors, e.g. when it comes to the causes of
state weakness and the emergence of identity politics. Boas ( , Pp- 78 sqq.) himself
describes how Liberia mutated from a typical “Cell 3 case” with weak social structures
but a strong coercive state into a “Cell 4 case” characterized by the absence of both
social cohesion and strong governmental mechanisms capable of imposing order on soci-
ety. “The” Liberian civil war as implied by the title of his essay does not exist. Instead,
several conventional (state-based) and new (non-state) armed conflicts took place.” Ka-
lyvas ( , pp. 103-105) refers to the New War cases in Sierra Leone or Mozambique

5In 1979, grievances led to the outbreak of riots. President Tolbert was killed by a group of young
officers and Samuel Doe assumed state power. Later, Charles Taylor and his rebel army sneaked over
to Liberia from Ivory Coast to topple Doe’s brutal and despotic regime. What had started as another
(conventional) grievance rebellion soon changed into (or was accompanied by) a new (non-state)
armed conflict. During the 1990s, “[d]issension emerged within Taylor’s ranks” and splinter groups
(e.g. Taylor’'s NPFL rebels, Prince Johnson’s forces, ULIMO-K, ULIMO-J and the Liberian Peace
Council) started to fight each other and the ECOMOG force. “[S]ignificant human rights violations”
occurred, “economic motives became to play an increasingly important role” and an underground
war economy emerged in which “the factions’ leaders and the Nigerian generals in ECOMOG .. .]
became important actors” (Bgas , pp- 81 sq.). Warfare only ended in 1997 when Charles Taylor
was elected president. Because his political practice was again characterized by corruption, patronage
and coercion, another conventional and internationalized grievance rebellion broke out. Until 2003,
LURD and MODEL rebels fought against the government of Charles Taylor.
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where the rebels have been “stigmatized as lacking any ideology” although they had a
“sophisticated political understanding of their participation” and articulated “peasant
ideologies”. He accuses the New Wars argument as being based on “incomplete or biased
evidence derived from journalistic reports that tend to quote uncritically city-dwellers
and members of pro-governmental organizations” who portray the rebels as reckless loot-
seeking criminals. Ideological motivations are simply overlooked because they are less
visible. It remains somewhat unclear whether this point of critique is a conceptual one
or whether the author intends to criticize the measurement of rebel motivations and
the quality of data used. One might counter that at least indirect measures of rebel
motivations (like the kind of violence applied or the identity of the victims) might well
capture the motives, even in cases where the true motivations are not made explicit.
Furthermore, reference to single cases that contradict the concept of new wars does not
necessarily disprove an overall, general trend. Finally, some of these authors’ concerns
are in fact shared and addressed by the advocates of the concept of New Wars. Kalyvas
( , p- 104, fn 25) emphasizes the diversity of individual motives to join a rebellion
which range from getting food for survival or stopping others from killing your family
and friends to forced recruitment or sheer adventurism.® This almost perfectly resem-
bles Mary Kaldor ( , pp- 19, 25), who notes that “[m]en go to war for a variety of
individual reasons — adventure, honor, fear, comradeship or the protection of ‘home and
hearth”’. In fact, “more emotive causes have always been required to instill loyalty and
to persuade men to risk their lives”. According to Kaldor ( , p- 25) and Kaldor ( ,
p. 28), economic incentives as well as state interest are inadequate as a motivation for
warfare because “socially organized legitimate violence needs a common goal in which
the individual soldier can believe and which he shares with others. If soldiers are to be
treated as heroes and not as criminals, then heroic justification is needed to mobilize
their energies, to persuade to kill and risk to be killed”. While in old wars the recruitment
of combatants, the cohesion of armed groups and the legitimacy of warfare depended on
a shared ideology and a common political goal, New Warfare relies on identity politics
instead of ideology and offers economic incentives to mobilize people to engage in warfare
and to sustain fighting. In fact, the satisfaction of economic interests suffices to instill
loyalty and to persuade the combatants to risk their lives because the risk of being killed
on the battlefield is relatively low. In addition, those involved in New Warfare do not

6See also Kalyvas ( , pp. 44-46), who notes that ideology does motivate action as much as financial
considerations, social cleavages, local politics, personal animosities, peer pressure or the desire to take
revenge, to save jobs, privileges or the own life. The author speaks of multiple and often conflicting
reasons. Later he notes that “joining a rebel army and collaboration with it result from variable
and complex sets of heterogeneous and interacting motivations, which are affected by preferences
over outcomes, beliefs about outcomes, the behavior of others and the networks into which people
are embedded, and security considerations in an environment where chance and contingency cannot
be underestimated”. Other fighters are motivated by their “curiosity, the prospect of excitement or
adventure, the lure of danger, the acquisition of a new and more rewarding individual identity or
moral world view, the pleasure of acting as one’s own agent, and purely criminal motives” (like access
to public goods or individual material benefits). “Protection against indiscriminate violence from the
opposite side, escape from obligations, acquisition of higher status, personal or local disputes, or
simply the response to emotions” (e.g. to anger or personal humiliation) complete his long list
(Kalyvas , pp- 95-97).
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care much about their reputation and whether they are treated as heroes or criminals.
The applied violence is neither socially organized nor legitimate. New Warfare cannot
be described anymore as an “act of extreme coercion, involving socially organized or-
der, discipline, hierarchy and obedience [that] requires loyalty, devotion and belief from
each individual” (Kaldor , - 29). Still, the increasing importance or dominance
of economic motives does not mean that more emotive causes are entirely irrelevant —
especially because identity politics play upon them. Heupel and Zang] ( , pp- 10, 22)
agree and provide case evidence from Angola where ethnic differences played an impor-
tant role in the formation of rebel groups and their initial grievance rebellion. Over time,
however, conventional internal warfare increasingly turned into New Warfare. Ethnic
differences clearly paled and were merely used by the UNITA rebels to cover their true
economic interest in warfare. Miinkler ( , p. 24) fails to provide a clear distinction
between “politics of ideas” and “identity politics” but elaborates further on the rather
instrumental role of ideological and identity factors as merely ordering or rhetorical de-
vices in New Warfare. He notes that players, “if necessary, use ideologies to legitimize
their struggle” and that “warring parties are more than happy to exploit [ethnic and
cultural] differences as an ideological resource for the recruitment of followers and the
mobilization of support”. Therefore, “ethnic or religious oppositions are not usually the
causes of a conflict, but merely reinforce it” (Minkler , p- 6). According to him,
individuals in New Warfare are “mainly driven by financial gain, a lust for adventure
and a range of ideological motives” (Miinkler , p- 21). He speaks of a “web of mo-
tives and causes” and a “mixture of personal cravings for power, ideological convictions
and ethnic-cultural oppositions that keep the new wars smoldering away”. Obviously, he
and other New Wars advocates do not clearly differentiate recruitment from retention,
although these are separate processes (Nordas and Gates ). The initial motivations
(the reasons for joining an army), the reasons for remaining in it and the reasons for
active engagement in actual warfare significantly differ (Kalyvas , pp- 100 sq.). At
least, however, Miinkler ( , pp. 6-8) also distances himself from any economic reduc-
tionism by noting that “[nJone of the [above mentioned] causes may be singled out as
the really decisive one [...] so that the various monocausal explanations |[...] fall short
of the mark”.

Unfortunately, the concept of new wars does not address differences in motivations
within rebel organizations although ordinary soldiers’ motivations most likely differ
from leaders’ motivations as well as their rhetoric. Kalyvas ( , pp. 107, 110-112,
119) accuses civil war research in general of inferring the motivations of the rank and
file members from their leadership’s articulation of ideological messages. Because the
meaning of rebellions is often articulated by elites in the language of national cleavages,
observers tend to erroneously code them as actually mobilizing popular support along
those cleavages. Individual motivations, however, are not necessarily informed by im-
personal cleavages related to grievances, but often by local and personal conflict. The
individual decision to join one side or the other is shaped by local loyalties and rivalries,
e.g. between competing clans. Kalyvas ( , p. 107) even states that “local considera-
tions have always trumped ideological ones at the mass level”. Schlichte ( , p. 118)
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distinguishes between the motivations of the rebel leaders (who might be most inter-
ested in political power, material aggrandizement but also social privilege, honor and
the establishment of some sort of political order), the regional and local commanders
(who might still be ideologically motivated but also strive for access to political power
or revenge for historical injustice) and the rank and file members (who are participating
in warfare because of fear or coercion as well as their aim for a better life). Theoret-
ically, this issue could be addressed by a Principal Agent Approach which depicts the
leaders of the rebel groups as the principals, the soldiers as the agents and the regional
commanders as either agents (in relation to the leaders) or principals (in relation to
the soldiers). Kalyvas ( , p. 108) further elaborates upon this issue by referring to
“numerous studies” investigating soldier’s motivations to participate in armed struggle.
These studies found that ordinary combatants are usually motivated by group pressures
and processes involving either regard for their comrades, respect for their leaders, con-
cern for their own reputation with both or an urge to contribute to the success of the
group. These findings, however, are based on interviews with participants of conven-
tional (state-based) guerrilla warfare. The motivations of rebels engaged in sub-state
or non-state warfare are not investigated. Unfortunately, this also holds for otherwise

promising recent studies by Cunningham ( ), Nordas and Gates ( ), Seymour
( ), or Findley and Rudloff ( ). In addition, the evidence provided by Kalyvas
( ) is again derived from single case studies and therefore inadequate to disprove the

rather general or global trends proposed by the concept of New Wars. In order to explore
whether the true motivations of those engaged in conventional (state-based) civil wars
differ from those engaged in new (non-state) warfare, standardized interviews with the
combatants of both kinds of internal warfare across a large number of cases and regions
are needed.

Attached to the causes and motivations of internal warfare is the issue of popular
support. The concept of New Wars states that old civil wars were based on considerable
popular support at least for the rebels while New Wars are characterized by a lack thereof.
According to Kalyvas ( , p. 109), this impression is again based upon incomplete
and biased information. Renamo in Mozambique is given as an example of a New Wars
actor who nevertheless enjoyed “considerable popular support”. The author reports that
“this support was present in rural areas controlled by Renamo, where researchers and
journalists rarely traveled rather than in the cities under government control”. Likewise,
popular support in many old civil wars was much lower than often presumed. He and
others refer to Latin American civil wars and the war in Vietnam where the Vietkong
relied on extensive coercion against the civilian population. Kalyvas ( , p- 113)
summarizes that “[ijn old civil wars, popular support was shaped, won, and lost during
the war, often by means of coercion and violence and along lines of kinship and locality;
it was not purely consensual, immutable, fixed, and primarily ideological. In this respect,
old civil wars are not as different from new civil wars as they appear to be”.
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Contrary to what Kaldor argues, mass population displacement is nothing new either.”
Likewise, the critics of the concept of New Wars remark that the abduction of children
and the practice of recruiting child soldiers has already happened in old civil wars (e.g.
in Afghanistan, Peru, Guatemala, El Salvador, Nicaragua or during the Cultural Revo-
lution in China). In the latter case, eight to fifteen year olds (the Young Red Guards)
were among the most violent groups (Kalyvas , p. 115). Similarly, the critics of
the concept argue that violence in warfare has always been especially directed against
women (Newman , p- 183). Miunkler ( , p- 81) replies by opposing this “strong
form of generalization” because it presents violence against women “as an ever identi-
cal phenomenon” or “an anthropological constant” and therefore overlooks the extent
to which violence against women during warfare has varied historically in both scale
and intensity. He argues that since the eighteenth century, “mass rapes have no longer
been a semi-institutional part of war” because since then rape has been considered a
war crime for which the penalty has usually been death. In old warfare, sexual violence
on the enemy territory was even considered dysfunctional because it slowed down the
movement of armies, because it increased the risk of infections with sexually transmitted
diseases and because it undermined morale (Miinkler , pp. 81, 83). In cases where it
nevertheless occurred, the use of violence against women was mainly the outcome of mis-
conduct among soldiers. In contrast, violence against women is often highly functional
and the outcome of calculated planning in New Wars. There, “women are no longer
just booty, trophies or sex objects” but the main target of attack and part of a strategy
based on ethnic cleansing. In New Wars, the local military leadership does not prevent
or punish sexual violence against women but orders and organizes the systematic rape
and forced pregnancy of women in that section of the population which is targeted for
expulsion. Because rape does not require any extra deployment of forces, weapons or
immediate risk of life from the side of the perpetrator, ethnic cleansing can be achieved
more effectively and cost efficiently through systematic rape.® In those cases where rape
is not part of a planned strategy by the military leadership, it is still part of the New
War Economy. In nearly all New Wars, the rape of women is also a prize for the victors
and conquerors. It is not applied as an on-off action and limited to a short period of
time after the end of hostilities but happens extensively throughout the entire duration
of New Warfare.

In defense of the advocates of the concept of New Wars I record that they acknowl-
edge the existence of phenomena like warlordism, war economies or violence against
civilians/women in old warfare. However, they argue that the scale and/or quality of
these phenomena have changed. For instance, even if the practice of child recruitment is

"See e.g. Kalyvas ( , p. 110); Newman ( , pp. 181 sq.); Gantzel ( , pp- 12 sq.); Pradetto
( , p- 196); Kahl and Teusch ( , pp- 385, 393 sq., fn 12).

8 Again, such strategies are not necessarily new. However, earlier population transfers “may be regarded
as a policy success, in so far as they laid the foundation for a redrawing of state frontiers or a
reconfiguration of multinational empires into a number of nation states” (Miinkler , p. 82). This
is not the case in New Warfare, where according to the author ethnic cleansing and massacres replace
battle and any political purpose of warfare.
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nothing new and even if entire sub-units like the Young Red Guards have been composed
of children in old civil warfare, the overall share of children in the total armed forces
of violent groups might still have increased over time. The recruitment of child soldiers
became increasingly popular within the last 10 to 15 years — especially in Africa where a
tradition of child soldiering does not exist (Pittwald , p- 215). Others agree that “in
pre-colonial African armies, the general practice was that children could not be consid-
ered warriors until three to four years after reaching puberty” (J. Davis , pp- 6 sq.).
The author refers to Peter Singer ( ), who even notes that he could not find a sin-
gle example where traditional tribes or ancient civilizations relied upon fighting forces
made up of young boys or girls. This might relate to the fact that the functions of child
soldiers have changed. J. Davis ( , pp- 1 sq.) explains that one of the consistencies
throughout history has been the avoidance of using children as combatants. “Even in
pre-modern societies, where adulthood was considerably younger than the eighteen years
currently prescribed in international law, children were typically used in support roles
as cooks, supply assistants, or launderers but rarely as armed combatants”. The author
sees The Children’s Crusade, the Hitler Jugend or the Janissaries of the early Ottoman
Empire as anomalous cases. Only “[ijn recent wars, there has been a significant increase
in the mobilization and use of children in combat, as opposed to support roles”. The
American Civil War of the 19th century is one of the first historic examples of children

being mobilized as actual combatants. The next example of this practice was not seen
until World War II (J. Davis , D 8).

Dramatic increases in the number of child soldiers especially in Africa seem to support
the expectation that (forced) child soldiering especially occurs in New Wars. It has been
argued that non-state actors involved in New Wars lack access to regular conscripts and
therefore more often rely on children. Child soldiering might also be especially likely
in New Wars because over its extended duration, New Warfare depletes the pool of
adult conscripts. In addition, children might be more likely to be misused as soldiers
in New Wars because these wars are fought with small arms that are easy to handle by
children. Achvarina and Reich ( ) adds another point which very well fits into this
line of argument. The author states that “the degree to which children are protected
in refugee camps is the primary determinant of child soldier recruitment rates” (Achva-
rina and Reich , p- 132). According to this thesis, a larger percentage of fighting
forces will be made up of child soldiers in those cases where refugee and IDP camps
are vulnerable to infiltration or raids by violent groups. If unprotected, these camps
are an important resource pool for the recruitment of the camps’ inhabitants (including
children) through the use of coercion or propaganda because then violent actors are able
to infiltrate the camps and become indistinct from the civilian population. The result
is a “militarization” of camps which under “normal” conditions would be impossible or
more difficult because then these camps would fall under the protection of a legitimate
judicial authority (the government, a regional entity or an international organization).
In New Warfare, this protection crumbles because the state is collapsing or already col-
lapsed. Furthermore, those fleeing from non-state or sub-state armed conflicts do not
fall under the conventional definition of a refugee, asylum seeker or internally displaced
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person. Refugee and IDP camps are much better protected under international law in
the case of conventional (state-based) internal warfare. If the international community
does not intervene to protect these forced migrants, and if a way out does not exist
because borders are closed, children are much more likely to be recruited as warriors in
a situation of New Warfare. It is at least tempting to assume that the increase in the
number of child soldiers after the end of the Cold War is a product of the breakdown of
state control (and that rebel forces, not states, recruit child soldiers). However, and as
already mentioned, empirical evidence drawn from African cases is “far more ambigu-
ous” (Achvarina and Reich , pP- 129 sq.). It remains to be answered whether the
observed increase in the number of child soldiers is indeed due to their more frequent
use in emerging New Wars or whether it is due to their increasing use in conventional
(state-based) civil wars (where they are also often recruited by governments).

In defense of the concept of New Wars, one might also argue that even if old civil
warfare also resulted in many deaths, the quality of violence might have changed (e.g.
the share of direct and indirect civilian victims might have increased). Even if the total
number of civilian battle-related deaths did not change significantly, the share of such
victims might have increased (if the overall number of direct military deaths decreased).
Likewise, the perpetrators of violence against civilians might have changed. Advocates
of the concept of New Wars claim that in old civil wars violence against civilians was
mostly committed by state forces (as a means of punishment for supporting the rebels)
while in New Wars this kind of violence is carried out by non-state forces. Such changes
cannot be detected by looking at the (maybe even declining) overall level of violence.

Kalyvas ( ) remains silent on time trends but critically comments on differences in
the nature of violence across types of internal warfare. According to him, violence in New
Warfare is not as senseless or gratuitous as it often appears. He refers to massacres in
Algeria and Mozambique that were highly selective and where violence had been applied
strategically. In Sierra Leone, rebels cut off the hands of women to prevent them from
sowing and their husbands from deserting and returning to their villages during harvest
season. The rebels used the same tactic to hinder people from casting their vote in the
upcoming election which the rebels boycotted. In this and other cases, horrifying and
seemingly absurd acts of violence entailed a high degree of rational calculation.” Such
kind of rebel behavior does not contradict the concept of New Wars. It very well fits with
the notion that violence against civilians is part of a strategy aimed at sowing fear and
hatred. Systematic rape as well as public, very visible acts of brutality are indicators of
New Wars that “are rational in the sense that they apply rational thinking to the aims
of war and refuse normative constraints” (Kaldor , p- 100; Miinkler , p. 141).

Advocates of the concept of New Wars would also agree with their critics'” that intra-
state warfare in general is particularly cruel and that violence is in fact the central

9See Kalyvas ( , p- 116); Kalyvas ( , p- 100); Kalyvas ( , p. 28).
0F g. Kalyvas ( , p.- 114) or Kahl and Teusch ( , p- 393).
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component of all kinds of internal warfare — whether ethnic or non-ethnic, old or new.
However, they would insist that the scale and quality of violence varies considerably
within and between categories of internal warfare. Whether one accepts Kalyvas ( ,
p. 114) reference to Madame de Stael who observes “that all civil wars are more or less
similar in their atrocity” depends on what “more or less similar” in terms of atrocity
means. Between 1945 and 1999, 145 conventional civil wars occurred which resulted
in 16 to 21 million direct, battle-related deaths. While the mean number of battle-
related deaths per conflict stands at 143,883, the median is only 19,000. A few cases
like the war in the DRC (from 1998 to 2003) are characterized by an extraordinary high
death toll while half of all civil wars resulted in 19,000 or fewer direct victims. The
distribution of battle-related deaths is therefore heavily right-skewed and by no means
equal (Sambanis , p. 820). This great deal of variation in the scale of violence in
civil warfare constitutes the dependent variable in numerous quantitative studies. These
analyses found that certain types of civil wars (e.g. identity conflicts, religious conflicts in
combination with separatist movements or civilizational conflicts) are significantly more
violent in terms of direct, battle-related deaths. This holds even if the respective studies
control for intervening variables like the overall length of warfare or the population size
of the affected country.'!

Those who do not share the expectation that New Wars are specifically brutal or
bloody'? might instead claim that New Warfare is nothing other than “small warfare”,
which is not a new phenomenon either. Once more, New Wars theorists agree at least
with the second half of this statement. They note that small wars already existed, e.g.
in the eighteenth century. Back then, “the small wars, with their use of light troops,
chasseurs and hussars, had had the function of protecting the movements of the main
army, preventing the advance of enemy troops, repeatedly cutting their supply lines for
short periods and generally inflicting the maximum economic damage on the enemy by

means of plunder and devastation” (Minkler , p- 23). This very much sounds like
New Warfare. However, the combination of small and large wars no longer applies in New
Warfare. Minkler ( , PP- 23 sq.) refers to Christopher Daase, who finds that “small

wars changed from a supportive instrument for large wars to its functional replacement”.

Still, the question remains whether another new class of internal warfare is actually
needed in light of the myriad of existing related concepts like “small wars”, “low-intensity
conflicts”, “wildcat wars”, “molecular civil wars”, “neo-Hobbesian wars”, simply “inter-
nal” or “civil wars”, “privatized” or “informal” wars, “post-modern” or “degenerate”
warfare. At least Henderson and D. Singer ( ) doubt that “the landscape of armed
conflict has changed so dramatically that it has necessitated a revision of the prevalent
typology of war, a reconsideration of the correlates of war, and a reconceptualization of

the theoretical assumptions regarding the etiology of war. While it is clear that pat-

See Fox ( ); Fox ( ); Melander et al. ( ); Lacina, Russett, et al. ( ); Lacina ( );
Lacina and N. P. Gleditsch ( ).

12Even Mary Kaldor distances herself from this claim when emphasizing that it is less the scale but the
quality of violence that changes (Kaldor , pp- 3, 8; Kaldor , pp- 15 sq.).
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terns of warfare shift across time and space, it is not clear that war itself has changed
‘fundamentally’ and has become inexplicable in light of theoretical arguments in world
politics”. Advocates of the concept of New Wars counter-argue that related concepts
come only close to the New Wars and have been developed with another purpose in
mind. For instance, the argument that small wars have replaced large wars (and that

New Warfare therefore only means small warfare) has been “[...] made chiefly with
regard to the consequences for the international order, and not so much for the purpose
of understanding the evolution of new wars as such” (Miinkler , p- 24). Christopher

Daase indeed explores the transformative effect of small warfare on the international
system, i.e. on the distribution of power and resources within the international sphere
but also on institutions like norms or international law (Daase ). Furthermore, he
defines small wars as asymmetric warfare between rebels and government forces and con-
trasts them with big and symmetrical inter-state wars. Sofsky speaks of “wildcat wars”
that are, in line with the concept of New Wars, characterized by marauding bands, the
increasing frequency of bloody massacres and systematic rape. However, Sofsky’s focus
on irrational violence, confused rage and extreme blood lust “does not adequately grasp,
or does not grasp at all, either the ideological or the economic aspect”.!® In addition,
Sofsky misses the interweaving of intra-state players with globalization processes. This
also holds for Enzensberger’s concept of “molecular civil wars” or Trutz von Trotha’s
model of “neo-Hobbesian wars”.!* For a similar reason, Kaldor ( , D- 2) opposes any
equation of New Wars with “internal” or “civil wars”. According to her, this term would
neither adequately capture their transnational connections, nor their non-state nature.
Likewise, the term “privatized” or “informal” wars as for example used by David Keen
( ) also falls short of describing New Warfare where a clear distinction between pri-
vate and public, non-state and state, informal and formal “cannot easily be applied”
(Kaldor , D- 2). According to Kaldor ( , D- 2), “post-modern” warfare as pro-
posed by Mark Duffield ( ) or Michael Ignatieff ( ) better captures the nature of
New Wars but this concept has already been used to describe virtual wars and wars in
cyberspace. Shaw introduced the related concept of “degenerate warfare” (Shaw ;
Shaw ; Shaw ). The author argues that war in the global era is a degenerate
form of total war, in which counterrevolution and genocide have become more prominent.
In fact, New Wars are genocidal wars. They carry the logic of extremism in total war-
fare to the point where war is genocide (Shaw ). Thus, the term degenerate warfare
is used to emphasize the similarities between total (inter-state) warfare, genocide and
contemporary (inter-state and internal) wars. It serves well to draw “attention to the
decay of the national frameworks, especially military forces” (Kaldor , p- 2) and to
the changing nature of violence. However, little attention is given to other dimensions
of New Warfare. In addition, decisive differences between the concept of degenerate

13The same argument applies to van Creveld’s concept of low-intensity wars. According to him, low-
intensity wars are marking the end of the “Clausewitzian Trinity” (the rigid static hierarchy and
clear distinction between the people, the army and the government as present in classical, inter-state

warfare) (Gantzel , pp- 6-8; Creveld ).
MFor these points of critique see Miinkler ( , p- 24). Where Trutz von Trotha speaks of “globalized
small wars” he rather refers to acts of international terrorism (Gantzel , pp- 8-10).
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warfare and New Wars do exist. For instance, in degenerate warfare, the destruction
of the enemy is extended to also include the destruction of the civilian population —
but still as a means towards the defeat of the organized enemy. Degenerate warfare is
described as breaching accepted standards of warfare, too, but still masks itself in the
general legitimacy of war (Shaw , Chapter 2).

Finally, critics of the concept of New Wars argue that the differences between old and
new civil wars do not array themselves neatly and dichotomously around the end of the
Cold War (Kalyvas , p. 117; Ellis , p- 32). Although they admit that the end of
the Cold War “potentially affected the way in which wars are fought if not their frequency
as well as their financing”, they criticize the concept of New Wars for not specifying any
exact mechanisms. How the end of the Cold War and changes in funding affected the
ways in which civil wars are fought remains largely unclear (Kalyvas , p- 117; Berdal

, . 478). In addition, those who contest the New Wars theses insist that it is less the
nature of warfare but our understanding or perception of internal armed conflicts that
changed profoundly with the end of the East-West controversy. “By removing coherent,
if flawed, political categories and classificatory devices, the end of the cold war has led
to an exaggeration of the criminal aspects of recent civil wars and a concomitant neglect
of their manifold political aspects. It is highly possible that interpretations of recent
civil wars that stress their depoliticization and criminalization are attributable more to
the demise of the conceptual categories generated by the cold war than to the end of the
cold war per se” (Kalyvas , p- 117).1> Mary Kaldor ( , p- 3) responds that by
introducing the New Wars debate it was indeed her intention to change the prevailing
but flawed perceptions of war, especially among policy makers. She wanted to emphasize
the growing illegitimacy of contemporary wars and to argue in favor of a cosmopolitan

5Berdal ( , p. 477) agrees that the Cold War shaped and distorted thinking in particular about
civil and intra-state wars “whose local sources and regional dynamics were often overshadowed by a
preoccupation with the central strategic balance and the competition for influence between East and
West”. Thus, the end of the Cold War had a “liberating impact” on the study of conflict. Those
engaged in Cold War analysis simply needed “new” objects to study (Pradetto , p- 197). A similar
distorting effect on the perception of warfare is attributed to the events of 9/11 which draw attention
to “a number of inter-related phenomena, and especially international terrorist, militant and criminal
networks, often with a distinct ethnic identity, that are linked to failed states, often on the rather
inaccurate assumption that these are new formations” (Ellis , P- 20). Brzoska ( , p- 113)
provides another explanation for the strong and sudden interest in New Wars in Germany. According
to him, the distorted perspective of an increasingly violent world emerged because Germany started
to militarily engage in out-of-area activity at the end of the 1990s (first in Kosovo in 1999, followed
by several UN and EU peacekeeping missions). This “New Pacifism” needed to be politically justified
(Schlichte , p- 123). In this regard, Pradetto ( , p- 199) speaks of New Wars as a “marketing
phenomenon” or “slogan”. In addition, the concept of New Wars links their incidence to globalization
in a way that “nicely fitted the more general criticism of globalization” which became increasingly
popular in Germany (Brzoska , p- 114). Newman ( , p- 179) adds that our understanding of
the underlying dynamics of armed conflicts improved considerably which is why our perception of
warfare has changed, too. “In addition, advances in communication and the media have undoubtedly
brought realities of civil war — and especially the atrocities — to the public attention more than
before”. Shifts in the causes, nature and impact of war are therefore simply more apparent than real.
See also Gantzel ( , p- 16) or Pradetto ( , pp. 197-199).
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political response that puts individual rights and the rule of law as the centerpiece of any
international intervention. She also admits that there is “some truth” in the position
that the dominance of the Cold War overshadowed the significance of small wars or
low-intensity conflicts. Still, she insists that “the ‘new war’ argument does reflect a new
reality”. Contrary to the belief of most of her critics, however, she explicitly adds that
this new reality “was emerging before the end of the Cold War”. At the very beginning
of her book, Kaldor ( , p- 1) writes that New Wars already developed “during the
last decades of the 20th century”. Elsewhere, she differentiates post-colonial from post-
communist countries where crises of state authority and legitimacy — “the fundamental
source of the new wars”- either became apparent as early as the 1970s or only after 1989
(Kaldor , p- 4). Obviously, the end of the Cold War is just one among other factors
(e.g. processes of globalization or the colonial legacy) that caused or at least aggravated
state weakness even before 1989. Changes in the nature of warfare are and have always
been slow, “often imperceptible” or “rather subtle” (Miinkler , p. 144). They did
not suddenly follow after the end of the Cold War but need to be portrayed as a process
—as much as the end of the Cold War itself was a process.

The above illustrates that the concept of New Wars sparked a lively theoretical de-
bate. Although critics admit that civil wars differ from each other in many regard, they
believe the differences to be far less pronounced than claimed by the advocates of the
concept of New Wars. For instance, they believe that the importance of ideological mo-
tivations has been greatly overstated in old civil wars and greatly understated in New
Wars while the opposite applies to the importance of economic motives. This leads to
the objection that certain New Wars phenomena, e.g. warlordism or the massive killing
of civilians, could already be observed in old warfare. Sometimes not only the novelty
but the actual importance of phenomena is called into question, e.g. the financing of
warring parties through remittances from diaspora communities or the diversion of hu-
manitarian aid (Berdal , P- 496). In addition, critics oppose the idea that differences
between old and New Wars array themselves neatly and dichotomously around the end
of the Cold War. Defendants of the concept of New Wars counter-argue that the end
of the Cold War is a decisive but not the sole factor causing or aggravating a crisis of
state authority and legitimacy which then associates with the outbreak of New Warfare.
According to them, New Wars reflect a reality that was emerging before the end of the
Cold War. At least theoretically, this leaves room for the occurrence of New Warfare
before 1989. Furthermore, they insist that some features of old and New Warfare only
appear similar at first sight while in fact their nature has changed significantly. Most
importantly, however, advocates of the concept openly admit that new and old wars
share certain characteristics.' Some features of old warfare survived, changed their

16See e.g. Kaldor ( , P- 3) who notes that New Wars “have much in common with wars in the pre-
modern period in Europe, and with wars outside Europe throughout the period. It is even possible to
identify some elements of what I have called ‘new wars’ within ‘old wars”’. Elsewhere, Miinkler ( ,
p. 21) writes that “[i]t looks as though, during the twenty first century, the chameleon of war will
increasingly change its appearance to resemble in many respects the wars waged from the fourteenth
to the seventeenth centuries”
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quantity and/or quality and, in combination with other features, define New Warfare. In
this sense, New Wars are not fundamentally “new”. Instead, it is rather the coincidence
of specific changes and values in already known dimensions or parameters of warfare
that constitutes the fundamental novelty of New Wars.!” Reference to the prior occur-
rence of single dimensions of New Warfare in old wars is therefore insufficient in order
to fundamentally shatter the concept. To a certain degree this even supports Henderson
and D. Singer ( ) who claim that “many of the ‘new wars’ are simply amalgamations
of various inter-state, extra-state, and intra-state wars — i.e., the ‘old wars’ — that have
been lumped into a single category. The result is a hodgepodge of armed conflicts whose
different correlates derive from their diverse morphologies rather than their novelty as
wars unlike any we have experienced previously™.

Whether (or to what degree) New Wars are actually “new” is an ongoing debate
that cannot be solved here. Instead of joining this debate, I adopt a more modest
approach as proposed by Chojnacki ( ). He argues against an entire dismissal of
existing typologies of armed conflict but for the inclusion of the missing category of non-
state or sub-state armed conflicts. Although it is common practice in quantitative civil
wars research to differentiate armed conflicts according to the political status of their
protagonists, most existing data collection efforts do not gather information on non-
state armed conflicts. For this reason, this sub-category of internal warfare is absent
from many commonly used conflict data sets and therefore from most empirical studies
on the incidence and nature of contemporary internal warfare. The remainder of this
book argues that this omission might lead to biased results if new (non-state) armed
conflicts systematically differ from conventional (state-based) armed conflicts.

The warning is also well taken not to coin conceptual categories grounded in observa-
tions of current events rather than good theory (Kalyvas , p- 117). For this reason,
the previously presented comparison of new (non-state) and conventional (state-based)
armed conflicts was theory-driven. Still, this comparison does not substitute for the de-
velopment of an exhaustive and mutually exclusive typology. It is only a starting point
for a sound conceptual categorization which even the main advocates of the concept of
New Wars have failed to provide. Contrary to this study, Kaldor and her colleagues
developed the term mainly in distinction to classic, inter-state wars (Heupel and Zangl

, P- 30). They applied a much broader and less precise definition of New Wars. As a
consequence, not every case they refer as a New War also qualifies as entirely non-state
warfare and therefore as a new or non-conventional war according to my understanding.
However, every non-conventional (non-state) war to which I also refer to as a New War
certainly qualifies as a case of New Warfare according to Kaldor’s understanding and
that of most of her fellow colleagues.

17See Kaldor ( , PP- 2 sq.); Minkler ( , p- 135); Miinkler ( , p- 2); Heupel and Zang] ( ,
p. 355); Heupel and Zang] ( , pp- 12 sq., 33).
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I adopted this rather narrow understanding of New Wars and Conflicts as entirely sub-
state or non-state internal armed conflicts mainly for analytical purposes. In addition,
this definition allows for the conceptualization of New Wars and Conflicts as recurring
and timeless phenomena. They are expected to emerge if a “window of opportunity”
exists, i.e. in a context of failing or failed states. This and the presence of conflict
resources enables non-state actors to take up arms and battle each other — whether before
or after the end of the Cold War. I argued that countries affected by New Warfare were
either born weak or turned weak over time. Some of the (internal and external) factors
and processes causing state weakness have already been presented. However, the causes
of New Warfare are not of main interest to this study. Instead, the remainder of this
book focuses on the nature of new (non-state) internal armed conflicts as opposed to
conventional (state-based) internal armed conflicts.

I also agree with the critics that the concept of New Wars remains under-theorized.
The New Wars’ relations to other contemporary forms of war are left un-clarified (Shaw
) and several key concepts (e.g. “state weakness” or “globalization”) are not ad-
equately specified. According to Berdal ( , Pp. 479 sqq.), the term globalization is
used as no more than a metaphor for a number of universal processes that are at best
measured by a limited and random selection of indices. Others are more concerned about
the unclear direction of relationships, e.g. between state weakness and the duration of
warfare or in regard to the question whether people wage war in order to loot or vice
versa. Likewise, globalization is presented as external to New Warfare. It contributes
to the outbreak of New Wars through its weakening effects on state authority and le-
gitimacy. It also reduces the resources available to governments to exercise state power
while increasing the capacity of violent non-state actors to arm themselves and to fi-
nance warfare. At the same time, however, globalized war economies are a main feature
of New Wars. Globalization is therefore also internal to this kind of warfare (Kaldor
, PP- 72 sqq.). Although many oppose a “hyperglobalization thesis”, nobody denies
the reality of change in the world economy in terms of increasing financial liberalization
and deregulation in cross-border flows of goods and services, the revolution in the field
of communication and information technology or the internationalization of production.
The question that remains is how these changes brought about by globalization relate
to the nature and prevalence of intra-state armed conflicts. According to Berdal ( ,
pp. 482 sqq.), the concept of New Wars only touches upon two different strands of argu-
mentation. Firstly, globalization brought growth and prosperity to Western nations but
increased poverty in developing countries and widened inequalities within these countries
and globally. Secondly, a more open and deregulated international economy has enabled
belligerents to develop and maintain a vested economic interest in continued conflict.
Although the New Wars debate drew attention to these issues, it fails to explain when,
where and how the tension and stress caused by globalization transmute into armed
violence on a societal scale. This example illustrates the lack of theoretical work that
deduces causal hypotheses from the concept of New Wars and specifies key mechanisms
which explain the outbreak and causes of New Warfare.
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The main characteristics of New Warfare, such as weak states and self-funding, are
only tautologically linked to other current phenomenon such as globalization (Brzoska
, fn 2, p. 108; Heupel and Zangl , . 28). This relates to an objection against

the concept of New Wars which has not received much attention yet: The fact that a
clear understanding is missing of how the single dimensions of New Warfare (a privatiza-
tion, fractionalization and transnationalization of actors, an economization of motives,
especially brutal strategies towards civilians and extensive fighting) interact with and
reinforce each other. The third part of this book aims to provide a respective refinement
of the concept of New Wars by asking to what extent differences between conventional
and non-conventional internal armed conflicts in their actors (their nature, number and
motives) can be linked with differences in the character and intensity of applied violence.

Because the concept of New Wars as presented by Mary Kaldor ( ) and others lacks
a micro-foundation, it cannot be considered a real causal theory.'® Instead of formu-
lating hypotheses that specify cause-effect relationships between at least two variables
the concept of New Wars broadly defines or describes what constitutes New Warfare in
comparison to other forms of violence. This comparison is based on subjective obser-
vation (Minkler , p- 134). Critics dismissively refer to Kaldor’s book on “New and
Old Wars” as a “travelogue” (Gantzel , - 3). They describe the New Wars debate
as an attempt to comprehend changes in the pattern of armed conflict within and across
societies “through empirical inquiry and philosophical reflection” (Berdal , p. 477).
The main methodological instrument is no more than an appeal to logic and common
understanding of current events. The goal is to understand, not to prove.

In addition to the fact that causal paths are left unclarified, advocates of the concept of
New Wars hardly ever investigate a thesis. Instead, they illustrate their point by giving
case examples. Because the presented cases are hand-picked to match the profile of New
Wars, they of course substantiate claims. They “are mined for facts that fit into the
line of argument”. This leaves the propositions made by the advocates of the concept
“vulnerable to methodological fallacies”. In addition, “[f]actual statements are pulled
from analytical literature or journalistic accounts but seldom from primary sources”. As
a result, a number of the central theses of the concept of New Wars do not stand up
to empirical scrutiny (Heupel and Zangl , p- 347; Brzoska , p. 108). Critics
specifically questioned that the incidence of New Wars has been on the rise since the
end of the Cold War. They refer to available data that show a marked decline in the
number of internal wars at least since the second half of the 1990s (Brzoska , p. 108;
Newman , p- 180). In defense of the concept of New Wars, I would like to repeat

8 A causal theory has been defined as a collection of statements that propose causal explanations for
a phenomenon or set of phenomena (not single events). Any theory includes an interrelated set of
causal hypotheses. Each of these hypotheses specifies a posited relationship between dependent vari-
able(s) that shall be explained and independent variables that are expected to explain the dependent
variable(s). Consequently, any hypothesis creates observable implications of the following kind: if
the specified explanatory variables take on certain values, other specified values are predicted for the
dependent variables (King et al. , PP- 99 sq.).
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that the decline in the incidence of conventional internal armed conflicts from the mid
1990s onwards reflects changes in the duration of warfare rather than an actual decrease
in the rate of new onsets. Secondly, a quantitative decline in global internal warfare
does not foreclose any qualitative change. Although there might be fewer internal wars,
their nature might have changed significantly. Thirdly, armed conflicts short of war
might still be on the rise. Most importantly, however, this and other points of critique
are based on a misinterpretation of the concept of New Wars. Critics (as well as those
defending the concept) simply and wrongly equate New Wars with conventional (state-
based) internal wars'” although the advocates of the concept only believe a certain type
of internal warfare to be rising. At first glance, Kahl and Teusch ( , pp. 389 sqq.)
avoid this mistake by dividing internal warfare into sub-types. They refer to a number
of quantitative studies that also support a decline (instead of an increase) in ethnic
or “ethno-political” conflicts, in “armed conflicts over self-determination”, in “violent
intrastate nationalist conflicts” and in “minor armed conflicts”. Unfortunately, these
studies only take conventional (state-based) conflicts into account. The same applies to
other empirical studies that are referred to in order to support or disprove the concept of
New Wars. For instance, Eck and Hultman ( , P- 233) lend support to the thesis that
within post-Cold War internal armed conflicts, rebels tend to be more violent than state
actors. However, their analysis only explores direct and deliberate killings of civilians
(so-called acts of one-sided violence) by state or non-state actors during the course of
conventional (state-based) internal armed conflicts. Acts of one-sided violence against
civilians in non-state or sub-state armed conflicts are not included. Byman et al. ( )
find support for the thesis of dwindling state support and the increasing importance of
non-state sources of funding in internal warfare (e.g. support from diaspora communities,
refugees, foreign guerrilla group movements, religious organizations or rich individuals)
after the end of the Cold War. Again, only actors involved in conventional insurgencies®’
are studied while those engaged in non-state or sub-state armed conflicts are excluded.
Harbom et al. ( ) provide some support for the thesis that the average number of
warring parties per conflict is on the rise. However, the authors only count the number of
dyads involved in conventional (state-based) internal armed conflicts. Kahl and Teusch
( , P- 393) also refer to a study by Hensel ( ), who did not find any support
for a clear increasing trend in the share of battle-related civilian deaths in intra-state
warfare. Reference to this study, however, is problematic for several reasons. First of all,
Hensel ( , p- 26, table 3) only examines the trend in battle-related, non-state deaths
for conventional (state-based) internal wars as defined by the COW project. Entirely
non-state as well as low-intensity armed conflicts are not taken into account. Secondly,
he notes that in his data set non-state death figures are missing and cannot be imputed
for over half of all intra-state wars (Hensel , pPp- 8, 26). Because access to data is
particularly difficult in severe and internal war settings, this introduces a systematic
bias. Finally, the data he uses only cover armed conflicts up to 1997.

19Gee e.g. Gantzel ( , P- 2), who notes that “New Wars obviously means intra-state wars” or Miinkler
( , p- 15) himself, who at times uses the term “intra-state” warfare interchangeably with New
Warfare.

20For the definition see Byman et al. ( , Pp- 4 sq.).
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Lacina ( ) and Lacina, Russett, et al. ( ) clearly reject the assertion that overall,
combat-related violence has remained constant or even gone up. Melander et al. ( );
Melander et al. ( ) agree and add some refinement: The authors clearly reject the
assertion that overall, battle-related violence against civilians has increased. Instead,
they find that the human impact of civil conflict (measured through battle-related deaths,
the ratio of military to civilian battle-deaths and the number of displaced civilians) is
considerably lower in the post-Cold War period (Melander et al. , p- 505). Unlike
their colleagues, all three studies at least refer to the concept of New Wars and take
(most of) the post-World War II period (instead of only the post-Cold War era) into
consideration. However, all three studies also per definition exclude the direct and
indirect civilian and military victims of New Wars and Conflicts. The analyses are
based on conventional conflict data sets that do not capture wars between non-state
actors, taking place in a context of complete or partial state failure or within states that
lack international recognition. Again, these studies only focus on a single dimension of
New Warfare (the intensity /nature of violence). Finally, Melander and his colleagues fail
to differentiate the nature of the perpetrators of violence. Therefore, they do not provide
any answer to the question as to whether violence against civilians was committed by
state actors or, as claimed by the advocates of the concept of New Wars, by non-state
actors. This is important to note because the share of battle-related civilian deaths killed
by non-state actors might still be increasing although the overall level of battle-related
violence against civilians in intra-state warfare is on the decline.

I conclude that the argument about fundamental changes in the nature of intra-state
armed conflict has been made without much systematic data-based analysis. The ad-
vocates or defendants of the concept of New Wars?' and their critics?? alike have relied
on anecdotal evidence or evidence derived from single or comparative case studies only.
Both can be criticized for making general propositions on the basis of reports from se-
lected cases mostly without recourse to quantitative evidence (Brzoska , p. 107).
Given the global nature of their claims, however, even a comparison of a few selected
cases does not suffice to support either side (Melander et al. , pp- 506 sq.; Choj-
nacki , p. 48). This even holds for the most sophisticated, within-case comparison
which has recently been published by Heupel and Zang] ( ). The authors investigate
whether a fundamental transformation of modern intra-state warfare has taken place
with the end of the Cold War, they make explicit the defining criteria implicit to the
concept of New Wars, they claim to identify by means of process-tracing the causal
mechanisms that underpin this transformation, and they find strong support for the
New Wars theses: “in the 1990s, war economies based on criminal activities became
more important and triggered the fragmentation of warring parties and the economiza-
tion of their war motives. Moreover, in combination, the fragmentation of warring parties
and the economization of their war motives facilitate the application of brutal violence
against civilians” (Heupel and Zangl , D- 26). However, they only investigate five

21E.g. Kaldor ( ); Minkler ( ); Heupel and Zangl ( ).
*2F.g. Kahl and Teusch ( ); Schlichte ( ); Kalyvas ( ); Ellis ( ); Berdal ( ).
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cases: Cambodia, Afghanistan and Angola (where profiles of internal warfare changed
from conventional (state-based) warfare before the end of the Cold War to new (non-
state) warfare afterwards) and Somalia and Sierra Leone (where New Wars broke out
only after the end of the Cold War). They refer to their effort as a “plausibility probe”
of the concept of New Wars. An appropriate test, of course, would require a large-N
research design that allows inferences about general historical trends. A respective study
would need to cover all regions over an extended period of time, it would need to include
all cases of internal armed conflict (or a randomized or representative sample thereof)
and it would need to comprise all sub-types of internal armed conflict. The few existing
large-N-studies that explicitly claim to test at least some of the New Wars theses?? also
fail to meet this last requirement. In addition, most of the empirical evidence against or
in support of the concept of New Wars remains unconvincing because reliable and valid
micro-level data and indicators still need to be collected and identified, e.g. on the na-
ture and number of (direct and indirect) victims of new and conventional internal wars
(per conflict and year). Data are also lacking on the location and size of new war zones
and the production of conflict resources therein. The true motives of violent actors and
determinants of mobilization are not only difficult to measure but also change over time
which requires panel data. Data are also lacking on the involvement of certain “new”
actors like PMFs. And how could we possibly measure and observe the extent to which
children are involved in internal armed conflicts, whether violence is applied to win the
war or to keep it running, whether troops are trained or just bands of warriors and what
kinds of weapons are used? Up to now it is simply unknown in how far the distribu-
tion and number of small arms vis-a-vis heavier weapons changed over time (Brzoska

, p- 113). Especially “[...] operationalizing small arms sales for the purpose of a
quantitative test designed to establish a causal linkage is extremely difficult”. Official
statistics on arms sales to single countries are available but “they provide only a partial
picture, given the extensive volume of the illicit arms trade market. Figures on this
trade are difficult to obtain and notoriously unreliable; they fail to take into account
indirect transfers through neighboring countries by rebel force purchases, and tend to
omit long-term transfers resulting from past proxy wars” (Achvarina and Reich ,
p. 137).

The empirical part of this study elaborates further on these data constraints but
also presents new data sets that are available to test at least some of the hypotheses
that can be deduced from the concept of New Wars. For the first time, the presented
analyses include all cases of internal fighting, i.e. conventional (state-based) as well
as non-conventional (non-state) internal armed conflicts. An initial descriptive analysis
investigates whether new/non-conventional (non-state) armed conflicts are indeed the
dominant type of internal fighting or whether they are at least of increasing significance.
I continue with a simple, bivariate analysis (comparing the context and nature of these
two types of internal fighting) which is then followed by a multiple regression analysis
on the linkages between the single dimensions of internal fighting.

BE.g. Melander et al. ( ); Lacina, Russett, et al. ( ); HSC ( )-
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9. Critical Discussion of the Concept

Beforehand, however, some clarification is required as to why it is theoretically plausible
to expect a coincidence of the above mentioned characteristics. The focus therefore shifts
away from the causes of New Warfare (the question why and how state weakness and
the abundance of conflict resources lead to the outbreak of non-state armed conflict)
towards the dynamics and nature of New Warfare (the question how the aforementioned
features shape and reinforce each other).
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10. Explaining Violence Against Civilians in
Non-State Conflicts

In order to identify micro-mechanisms linking the dimensions of New Warfare, the fol-
lowing third part of this book relies on theoretical work by Jeremy Weinstein. In his
articles, which appeared in the Journal of Conflict Resolution, in the American Political
Science Review and in his book “Inside Rebellion: The Politics of Insurgent Violence”,
Weinstein presents a theory which explains differences in violent strategies pursued by
rebel organizations in civil warfare (Weinstein ; Weinstein ; Humphreys and
Weinstein ). The author suggests that differences in how rebels treat civilians dur-
ing warfare are due to variation in the initial conditions rebel leaders are facing. The
kind of resources available to rebel leaders determines their recruitment strategy which
shapes the membership profile of the emerging rebel group. The membership of the
rebel organization explains the internal structure of the group as well as the kind of
institutions it develops in order to govern the local population which then determine the
patterns of violence applied against non-combatants.

Weinstein’s theory can explain why the level of applied violence against civilians varies
between rebel groups. This is remarkable because neither the concept of New Wars,
nor the greed or grievance models presented before have much to offer as to why rebel
organizations abuse civilians in some contexts but not in others. Furthermore, Weinstein
provides the missing micro-foundation linking a major context factor of New Warfare
(the availability of economic resources) with one of the main outcome variables of the
concept of New Wars (the level and character of violence committed during warfare).
However, Weinstein’s theory was designed to apply to conventional civil warfare only.
For this reason, a close look into his assumptions and major arguments is needed to figure
out in how far the above logic applies to non-state armed conflicts as well. Secondly,
Weinstein focuses on the extent of civilian victimization in internal warfare. How violence
is applied — whether selectively or indiscriminately' — is given less attention.

1Selective violence personalizes threats. Certain individuals or groups are targeted for tactical purposes.
Those who support the rebels can be relatively certain that cooperation is exchanged for the right to
survive. In contrast, indiscriminate violence makes no distinction among potential victims. It neither
protects supporters nor punishes defectors. It selects its victims irrespective of their individual actions
on the basis of their membership in a certain group (based on ties of kinship, location, class, ethnicity
etc.) that is perceived to be connected with the opposition. The lack of discrimination among targets
according to their actions is usually caused by a lack of information and renders indiscriminate
violence comparatively inefficient and ineffective. Indiscriminate violence is described as “usually
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10. Explaining Violence Against Civilians

Luckily, this question has been discussed elsewhere. In his book on “The Logic of
Violence in Civil War”, Kalyvas ( ) argues that it is the type of sovereignty or control
that exists in a given region which affects the violent strategies of political actors involved
in armed conflict. Where violent state and non-state actors lack the military resources
necessary to impose unilateral control, they are more likely to use indiscriminate violence
against civilians as a means to shape collaboration and deter defection. Thus, the
author specifies the conditions under which indiscriminate violence becomes more likely
(despite the fact that indiscriminate force is generally perceived as counterproductive in
conventional civil warfare). Again, it remains to be discussed whether the same logic
explains the nature of violence against civilians in non-state armed conflicts.

Interestingly, the main independent variable specified by Kalyvas (the level of military
control which a belligerent is able to exert over a contested territory) well relates to
the explanatory factors identified by Weinstein (the quantity and quality of resources
available to rebel organizations and the development of more or less effective and efficient
structures of internal and external control and management). Both certainly impact
upon the rebels’ chances of gaining and maintaining territorial control. In addition, I find
Kalyvas’ argument quite helpful in order to link the specific nature and quantity of actors
involved in New Warfare with the nature of applied violence. The more actors involved,
the greater the competition and the less likely the establishment of permanent unilateral
control which, according to Kalyvas, increases the risk of indiscriminate violence against
civilians. Actors recruited outside of the conflict area who lack local knowledge might
also find it more difficult to exert control over a given territory and for this reason use
violence indiscriminately. Instead of presenting Kalyvas’ argument as an alternative
explanation to Weinstein’s theory, I therefore consider the two theories complementary.

The following introduces Weinstein’s and Kalyvas’ mechanisms and explores their ex-
planatory power beyond conventional civil warfare. This procedure is based on the
observation that the intensity and the character of violence applied during armed con-
flict varies greatly between as well as within sub-types of internal armed conflict. Even
conventional insurgent organizations that challenged the state and sought to remove
undemocratic regimes “hacked, raped and pillaged their way through the countryside”,
causing large numbers of civilian casualties (e.g. in Sierra Leone), while elsewhere (e.g.
in Nepal), insurgents exhibited restraint, discipline and control. They transformed lo-
cal structures of governance, mobilized large numbers of civilians and committed fewer
civilian deaths — even over extended periods of warfare (Weinstein , PD- D sq.).
It therefore remains to be seen whether the same mechanisms explaining this variance
in the level and nature of violence within the sub-category of state-based armed con-
flicts (i.e. between greed and grievance conflicts) also explain such variance within the

late”, “often arbitrary”, “totally disproportionate” and “inconsistent and erratic”. Because threats

are completely unpredictable and individuals have no way to react, indiscriminate violence produces
a “paralyzing, turbulent and irrational fear” which “destabilizes social relations” and atomizes society
through suspicion and apprehension of strangers and each other. This fear might push the population
into “total passivity” (Weinstein , p- 18; Kalyvas , pp- 105, 97, 101-103, 118).
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sub-category of non-state armed conflicts as well as between sub-types of internal armed
conflict (i.e. between state-based and non-state internal armed conflicts). This approach
suggests that “[w]hile the contexts may differ, the mechanisms [might] recur” (Kalyvas

, p- 10).

10.1. Weinstein’s Structuralist Mechanism

In the initial stages of rebellion, Weinstein ( , p. 52) depicts rebel leaders as being
in a race with each other to form the dominant rebel group. Because warfare is a high-
risk collective action and because participants trade off the costs and benefits of their
involvement, rebel leaders need to develop appeals that motivate individuals to engage
in their respective group. They offer or at least promise material as well as immaterial
selective incentives, i.e. benefits that only accrue to those who actively participate
in warfare. In doing so, rebel leaders have three different strategies at their disposal.
Sometimes they attract participants by offering material benefits. In other cases they
appeal to existing ethnic, religious, cultural or ideological identities, beliefs and norms.
This strategy works if potential participants “have been and believe they will continue to
be engaged in repeated interaction with others from the group” and if they highly value
such future interaction with each other.” As a third and related approach in recruiting
soldiers, rebel leaders might try to actively change people’s beliefs by activating “a
process orientation rather than one focused on potential ends”. They again draw on
community norms “to make participation as important to individuals as any material
rewards they might receive” (Weinstein , PP- 99 sq.).

The above illustrates how rebel leaders’ recruitment strategies depend on the resources
available to them. In the first case, rebel leaders are able to draw on economic endow-
ments derived from natural resource extraction, taxation of local production, criminal
activity or donations from external patrons and diaspora communities. In order to
be easily mobilized and translated into selective incentives, such economic endowments
should be concrete which means the rebels should be able to utilize them directly and
immediately to purchase arms or ammunition and to pay their soldiers. The ability to
draw on such economic endowments not only reduces the potential costs of participation
but also improves the position of a rebel groups vis-a-vis its opponent(s). In addition,
“the use of economic endowments minimizes the importance of trust in the unofficial
contract between rebel leaders and recruits” because benefits can be delivered instantly
instead of being only promised in the future (Weinstein , p. 101). In order to be of
such advantage, economic endowments should be lootable (i.e. a small group of individ-
uals should be able to extract and transport these resources) and their extraction and
trade should be difficult to obstruct (Weinstein , Pp- 47 sq.).

2See Weinstein ( , p- 99) or Axelrod ( ) for the original argument.
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If rebel leaders lack easy access to economic resources, they might alternatively draw
on social endowments. This term refers to “distinctive identities and dense interpersonal
networks that can be mobilized in support of collective action”. Social endowments also
serve as “a source of solidarity and moral commitment”, they help groups to overcome
the barriers to organization and they can lower transaction costs by activating inter-
nalized norms of reciprocity between group leaders and their fighters and by fusing
individual and collective interests (Weinstein , PD- 48 sq.). Because the leaders and
their potential followers are tied by means of ethnic, religious or ideological bonds (and
therefore share beliefs, expectations and norms), the promises leaders make about the
political agendas they will implement if they succeed in capturing the state are espe-
cially credible. In other words, shared identities and belief systems serve as the glue
that is holding an organization together and help to generate trust across members.
This enables rebel leaders to recruit soldiers by promising selective rewards that are
only available in the future in case of a successful rebellion like the abolition of ethnic or
religious discrimination of so far marginalized groups (Weinstein , P- 9; Weinstein

, D- 3).

Those who decide to participate in such rebellions tend to be highly committed in-
dividuals, so-called “investors” or “die-hard activists”. These individuals are dedicated
to the political cause of the rebel organization and willing to make costly investments
(including risking their lives) today in return for future rewards. This willingness to
make investments without receiving immediate private rewards prevents the organiza-
tion from being flooded by opportunistic joiners. Weinstein calls the movements in which
such highly-committed individuals are willing to engage “activist rebellions” (Weinstein

, pp- 9, 103; Weinstein , P 2).

An entirely different membership profile arises in cases where participation is less risky
and individual fighters are motivated by economic endowments. Those who engage in
such rebellions expect to be rewarded immediately for their engagement. They are de-
scribed as low-commitment individuals, so-called “consumers”, who seek only short-term
gains from participation. Those individuals are less productive for the rebel organization
because their support depends on a continual expenditure of resources (Weinstein ,
p. 102). Weinstein refers to this kind of organization as “opportunistic rebellions”.

In one of his earlier works Weinstein ( , p- 2) presented the four situations in
which rebel leaders might find themselves as depicted in fig. 10.1 on the facing page.
Type A rebellions very much resemble New Wars and Conflicts. Leaders can draw
on economic resources for financing which renders such rebellions cheap to build and
maintain and relatively attractive to opportunistic recruits. Type B rebellions (e.g.
grievance rebellions) lack such financing but are able to compensate for their lack of
economic resources by drawing on social endowments. Type D rebellions are unlikely to
emerge due to a lack of economic as well as social endowments while Type C rebellions
can draw on both kinds of endowments and are therefore best equipped.
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Economic Endowments

[/

D — B
Social Endowments
Figure 10.1.: Theoretical Possibilities of Rebel Organizations (Weinstein , P- 2; We-
instein , p. 602).
Of course, Weinstein ( , - 50) is aware of the fact that, in practice, rebel leaders

mix economic and social endowments — an insight which emanates from his earlier case
studies.® The above typology only depicts theoretical or ideal situations to illuminate his
argument that the kind of endowments or resources available to rebel leaders determines
the membership profile of their rebel groups. Easier access to one endowment than
to the other conditions the recruitment strategies of leaders and the kind of members
they attract which shapes the type of organization that emerges and finally the kind of
violence that is applied.

Weinstein argues that activist rebellions find it easier to maintain internal discipline
and to decentralize power within their armies as they are build on shared norms, net-
works and trust. “Because they have clear guidelines about how combatants should
behave and strong mechanisms for enforcing discipline, activist insurgencies are better
able to selectively identify targets, implement attacks, and discipline the use of force”
(Weinstein , p- 10). Furthermore, activist rebellions need to obtain resources like

3In 2006, Weinstein co-authored the first version of a study which two years later appeared in the
American Journal of Political Science. This study explores why individuals choose to participate in
the rebellion in Sierra Leone. The authors find that individual decisions to join a rebel organization
are simultaneously shaped “by personal grievances, cost-benefit calculations, and social pressures
that emerge from tight-knit communities”. More precisely, the risk of voluntary participation in
warfare (either on the side of the rebels or in defense of the state) was significantly higher for poorer
individuals with little or no education who were living in districts with adverse health conditions.
Individuals were also significantly more likely to voluntarily engage in internal warfare if they were
excluded from political participation, if they believed that participation would increase their personal
security, if they had a personal connection to the fighting units and if they were offered material
rewards. Interestingly, the latter holds for voluntary recruits as well as abductees and poor as
well as less aggrieved individuals. Obviously, “[m]ultiple logics of participation can and do exist
within the same conflict” so that “[plarticipation in Sierra Leone’s civil war can best be understood
in the context of this diversity of motivations”. Models taking only into account one or two of
these arguments (grievances, selective incentives or social sanctions) perform much worse than the
combined, comprehensive model. In addition, the authors find that “distinct patterns of recruitment
are apparent across different fighting factions” (Humphreys and Weinstein , p- 22; Humphreys
and Weinstein , pp- 448, 451 sq.).
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food, shelter, supplies and intelligence from the local population. Therefore, they often
strike cooperative agreements with civilians. This inhibits them from using indiscrimi-
nate violence against their own support base.”

Opportunistic rebellions are less dependent on civilian support in order to survive and
prosper. For financing they resort to natural resource extraction or support from an
external patron. For this reason, they lack local ties. This makes it much harder for
rebel leaders to identify potential defectors and to apply violence selectively. Instead,
they are “prone to make mistakes” on and off the battlefield. In addition, the “constant
demand for short-term rewards drives combatants to loot, destroy property, and attack
indiscriminately” (Weinstein , p- 10). In fact, opportunistic rebellions must allow a
certain degree of indiscipline to maintain their membership. Sometimes, rebel leaders
explicitly encourage or at least permit the pillaging of civilians or the looting of natural
resources as a way of paying their soldiers. Such behavior was observed, for instance,
in the case of Renamo in Mozambique after the external patron (Rhodesia) collapsed
and South Africa failed to fully fill the gap. Although South Africa provided military
support, “the flow of salaries, clothes, and food that translated seamlessly into selective
incentives came to an end [...]. Renamo began to develop alternative sources of revenue
to replace the flow of resources from Rhodesia. Payoffs resumed as Renamo permitted
its soldiers to loot public and private property as part of their attacks on civilian areas.
[...] In addition, Renamo became involved in the cross-border trade of ivory, which

yielded [...] 13 million [US dollars| alone in 1988 [...]. Renamo also obtained funds
through the extortion of multinational corporations in exchange for security guarantees”
(Weinstein , pp. 612, 614; Weinstein , pp. 112, 116). The author also warns

that economic motivations can undermine the cohesion of a rebel group. In Columbia,
economic motivations “generated individualism and led to internal rift, disloyalty and
a weakened capacity of the group leaders to shape the behavior of their members”
(Weinstein , p- 321). Finally, because opportunistic rebellions lack a foundation of
shared norms and identities, trust is missing among combatants within the organization
and in the rebels’ external relationship with civilians. This connects with the expectation
that opportunistic rebel organizations tend to employ coercive tactics simply “because
they cannot credibly commit to non-abusive behaviour” (Weinstein , p- 10).

The author summarizes that “factors that raise or lower the barriers to organization
by insurgent leaders — in particular whether material resources to finance warfare can
be easily mobilized without civilian consent — shape the type of individuals who elect to

4The same argument has been made earlier, e.g. by Valentino et al. ( , Pp- 384 sq.) who also argue
that in the long term, abusiveness would be counterproductive as it would destroy the human and
physical base of the local community on which the rebels depend. The authors refer to Mao Zedong’s
famous saying that the relationship between the people and the rebels can be compared with the
relationship that exists between the water and the fish. Because the rebels depend on the people as
much as the fish depend on the water, they usually have strong incentives to avoid violence against
non-combatants. At least they try to be selective in their use of force in order not to alienate the
civilians.
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participate, the sorts of organizations that emerge to fight civil wars, and the strategies
of violence that develop in practice” (Weinstein , P. 7). The fact that rebel groups
abuse civilians in some contexts but not in others is not attributed to ethnic hatred or
the fact that this kind of violence is of strategic benefit to the warring parties because
it deters or threatens the military opponent. Instead, it is attributed to “dimensions of
organization — including resources, membership, authority structures and internal rules”
(Weinstein , p- 27).

According to this argument, which is rooted in an older line of Resource Mobiliza-
tion Theory, the dynamics of a rebel movement are in important ways conditioned by
structural constraints, namely its resources and organization (Weinstein , p. 46).
“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” (We-
instein , pp. 11, 21). This argument entails a high degree of path dependency. It
clearly emphasizes structure over agency. Weinstein ( , p- 50) departs from the
contention that the initial stock of economic and social endowments available to rebel
leaders are — at least in the short run — relatively fixed and determined exogenously: The
availability of natural resources is largely a function of geography while social endow-
ments (identities and belief systems) are difficult and slow to change (Weinstein ,
p- 50; Weinstein , p- 602; Weinstein , P- 2). Weinstein justifies the assump-
tion of fixed endowments by referring to the enormous amount of analytical leverage it
provides for understanding the different strategies which groups pursue. According to
him, it is surprising how much variation in his dependent variable (the character and
level of violence perpetrated by rebel groups) can be explained by his key independent
variables (differences in the social and economic endowments available to rebel groups,
their membership and their set of organizational practices and structures). Critics might
counter-argue that a group’s economic and social endowments are not fixed but, for in-
stance, a function of their leadership. Competent leaders might well be able to influence
the endowments available to them by generating material resources or fostering social
ties. Weinstein forecloses this objection and answers that although leadership is critical,
the emergence of such competent leaders is itself endogenous to the process of group
formation. It is shaped by factors similar to those that affect a group’s membership. In
other words, “[d]ifferences in the viability of insurgency can account too for the leaders
that come to the fore” (Weinstein , pp- 21 sq., 51; Weinstein , Pp. 618 sq.).

Others might criticize Weinstein for being overly deterministic. For instance, Staniland
( ) doubts that resource wealth necessarily encourages the degeneration of violent
groups into criminal and fractious, loot-seeking thugs as happened with the UNITA in
Angola or the RUF in Sierra Leone. He argues that resource wealth at least bears the po-
tential to also help insurgents in building disciplined and cohesive organizations. “Simply
relying on drug money, state sponsors, or illicit smuggling has no single consequence for
organizational cohesion and discipline: instead, resources are used in different ways by
different types of armed actors” (Staniland , p. 144). He reminds that the Taliban
in Afghanistan, the Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka or the Sudan People’s Liberation Army
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in Sudan all heavily relied on external funding and illicit economic gain but nevertheless
forged and even improved their organizational effectiveness. This empirical diversity
prompted Staniland to develop his “Social-Institutional Theory of Insurgent Organiza-
tion”. According to the author, the structure of preexisting social networks or ties upon
which an armed group is built determines the organizational integration or fragmentation
of the group (whether robust institutions can be build to internally discipline and control
the group members) which then shapes the effects of resource flows (whether resources
are harnessed for organization building or whether they become linked to organizational
degradation). Integrated institutions that are embedded within an overlapping social
base, that are built on preexisting networks of collective action, on vertical ties to lo-
cal communities and on horizontal ties among the organizers “can manage and contain
the lures of resource wealth. These organizations use resources to improve their fight-
ing power and internal control, rather than becoming greedy loot-seekers” (Staniland

, pp. 143, 152). When resources enter such integrated and cohesive organizations,
“they flow along robust lines of both social and organizational loyalty and monitoring,
thus disciplining and mitigating the lures of material gain”. Resource wealth provides
such rebel organizations with political capital and social support because it is used to
buy weapons, to bribe government officials, to pay fighters and to provide services to
their families and to the civilian population. Even in cases of large and rapid increases in
wealth “[t]his type of organization deploys resources for political and organizational tasks
rather than becoming a band of greedy [fragmented and undisciplined] thugs” (Staniland

, pp- 148, 151, 153). In contrast, armed groups that are built upon socially divided
networks are much worse in controlling and disciplining the use of resources. Like We-
instein, Staniland ( , p- 154) argues that “[w]|eak preexisting horizontal ties among
leaders create internal cleavages that are likely to persist and discourage the creation
of central institutions for making and implementing decisions. This makes future lead-
ership splits and feuds more likely. Weak vertical ties undermine the creation of local
institutions. Revolts, indiscipline, and defiance from below are the result”. Of course
such fragmented groups react differently from integrated organizations to infusions of
external aid, drug money or diamonds. Due to a lack of internal control and alternative
ways of motivating fighters, resources will become “objects of contestation and sources of
indiscipline”. Although resources flowing into these fragmented organizations “will not
fundamentally change the organization’s structure [and] may initially be useful to hold
together a loose coalition, [...] over time they can exacerbate preexisting conflicts over
control and distribution that lead to unrest and indiscipline within the group” (Staniland

, pp. 151, 154). Elsewhere, the author notes that “[ijn these fragmented organiza-
tions, resources are more likely to become linked to internal rivalries, parochial individual
and local agendas, and purely profit-seeking behavior” (Staniland , pp. 143, 152).
According to this theory, “the social bases and consequent organizational structures of
militant mobilization determine what happens when cash, guns, and narcotics begin
to course through a group’s vain”. How resources are used then affects the insurgents’
fighting power, their vulnerability to counterinsurgency and their treatment of civilians
(Staniland , p- 143).
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The statement that the effect of resource wealth on the organizational performance
of rebel groups (i.e. on their level of internal discipline, cohesion and control) is condi-
tioned by another factor (their social origins) is not at odds with Weinstein’s argument.
Instead, it further specifies the relationship by introducing another intermittent variable
or interaction effect. Both authors might slightly differ in their perspective. However,
their theoretical arguments largely overlap. Weinstein asks how economic endowments
contribute to the emergence of organizations with weak social bases in the first place
and, in cases where organizational bases are already fragmented, contribute to a further
disintegration. Staniland focuses on the second half of this chain of explanation by ask-
ing in how far the social bases of organizations (whether they are built on preexisting
social networks of collective action or on socially divided bases) in return shape the flow
of resources, the organizational form and behavior of insurgent groups. Staniland’s ar-
gument serves well to explain the vicious circle affecting fragmented but resource-rich
armed groups: Due to their weak internal structures, such organizations will not be
able to harness resources for organization building which further degrades their struc-
tural bases. Weinstein would agree that armed organizations with already weak internal
structures/social bases cannot escape the resource trap but enter an institutional race
to the bottom. Overall, Weinstein’s theory is as much a “Social-Institutional Theory
of Insurgent Organization” as Staniland’s. As mentioned before, Weinstein’s concept of
“social endowments” refers to “distinctive identities and dense interpersonal networks
that can be mobilized in support of collective action”. In other words: nothing other
than the social base of an armed organization. For this reason, Staniland’s description
of how integrated armed groups are coping with the inflow of resources resembles Wein-
stein’s description of activist rebellions that, in addition to their social endowments, have
some natural resources at their disposal or receive financial aid from an external patron.
Finally, both authors prioritize structure over agency. Staniland also notes that “[s]ocial
innovation is constrained [...] by the group’s social-organizational underpinnings. The
pathways of likely change are determined by the original structure of the organization.
Armed group leaders cannot make institutions as they please, even if these leaders are
broadly popular, following ideological precedents, or facing a weak state” (Staniland

, p. 