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Abstract:
This paper outlines a research program on the development of political violence. Political violence in its many forms – 
from riotous protests to war between states – remains ever-present and has immense moral and political implications. 
However, the overall development of political violence remains poorly understood. Examining existing research, we 
identify three general positions: political violence has either declined, escalated, or taken different forms. However, 
due to diverging definitions and specifications as well as partially ambiguous evidence, no clear assessment has as 
yet been made. Hence, the paper provides a basic framework to better group existing approaches, examine availab-
le findings, and to enable the design of further research to better understand the development of political violence. 
Surveying the conceptual literature, we find narrower and broader definitions of political violence which, respectively, 
allow for more focused and for more wholistic investigations. We also distinguish three crucial aspects of political vi-
olence: its forms and patterns, the role of political institutions, and its social construction and justification. Surveying 
the literature on the state and transnational groups, we also propose a basic typology on the direction, basic entities, 
and forms of political violence. Jointly, these definitions, aspects and basic concepts form a general framework with 
which to break new ground on the development of political violence by affording connection and communication bet-
ween various strands of research from diverse disciplinary perspectives.
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1. Introduction
Against the prominent thesis of its steady decline (Pinker 
2012a), political violence seems omnipresent. In 2022, 
it occurred all around the globe. Russia outright invaded 
Ukraine. 30 years after the end of the Cold War, nuclear 
war is as likely – or maybe even more likely – as it was in 
1962 during the Cuban Missile Crisis (Daase 2022). Howe-
ver, political violence in 2022 was not limited to the inter-
national level. The civil war in Syria raged on. Former Japa-
nese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe was assassinated by a 
man resenting Abe’s presumed role in spreading Unifica-
tion Church beliefs in Japan. In Iran and Sri Lanka, secu-
rity forces violently cracked down on the swelling number 
of largely peaceful anti-government protesters. Activists 
sounded the alarms on a campaign of ethnic cleansing 
against the Tygrayans by Ethiopian and Eritrean gover-
nment forces (Human Rights Watch 2022). In the United 
States, a terrorist livestreamed the killing of ten and woun-
ding of three, having just released a manifesto expressing 
his intention to target people of color in the United States 
due to his belief in the far-right “Great Replacement” con-
spiracy theory. In Colombia, the ELN guerrilla organizati-
on and the paramilitary Gulf Clan obstructed the electoral 
process by implementing “armed strikes” in territories they 
control (Crisis Group 2022, 25). Meanwhile, debates about 
the past and present impact of colonial violence and geno-
cide continue all over the world (Mannitz and Reitz 2021; 
Mannitz and Drews 2022). 
As these examples illustrate, violence and politics are 
deeply intertwined. Indeed, violence can increase political 
cohesion through state-building but beget new violence 
against other states (Tilly 1992; Krippendorff 1985). Politi-
cal violence in one polity tends to spread to others (Ansorg 
2014). Civil wars may both result from weak state capacity 
and further diminish it (Rotberg 2003). Political violence 
has consequential and multi-facetted effects on economic 
and demographic growth, culture, and science (Rotberg 
2003; Solimano 2005, 5–6; Bodea and Elbadawi 2008).
Considering the heterogeneity, spread, persistence, and 
significance of political violence, the question presents 
itself as to how political violence has developed over time. 
Laying the groundwork for a research program to compre-
hensively engage this question, this paper proceeds in five 
steps. The first section advances the research program’s 
working definitions for political violence. It lays out the 
vast array of phenomena often associated with “violence” 

and the “political”. The section finds that narrow defini-
tions of political violence, such as the intentional inflicting 
of harm aimed at impacting governance, allows for more 
analytical focus, while broader notions of violence and the 
political enable more wholistic investigations. 
We then survey existing research on political violence and 
identify three positions on its overall development. The-
se variously state that, over time, political violence has 
declined, escalated, and/or been transformed. We find 
that none of these positions is, as of yet, sufficiently corr-
oborated, and argue that this necessitates a comprehen-
sive research program. For such an endeavor, we find the 
focus on the transformations of political violence to be the 
most promising starting point.
To organize our research we lay out a conceptual typolo-
gy that identifies distinct aspects, directions, and basic 
entities of political violence. We distinguish three foun-
dational aspects of political violence: forms and patterns; 
role of institutions; and social meanings and justification. 
In terms of directionality, we analytically distinguish bet-
ween perpetrators and targets (armed and unarmed) of 
political violence. Putting the complicated interrelations 
between political violence, state borders, and state capa-
bilities front and center, the program identifies as basic 
entities of political violence the state, sub-state groups 
within state borders, and transnational groups that cross 
state borders.

2. Defining Political Violence
As the introductory examples show, “political violence” 
is an extremely broad and vague notion, encompassing a 
vast and heterogeneous field of phenomena. Rather than 
comprehensively surveying all available definitions of poli-
tical violence (see for this e.g. Bonacker 2002; Darby 2016; 
Finlay 2017; Schnell 2014), we outline here two ideal type 
definitions, one very narrow and one very broad, to illus-
trate how wide the research program can cast its net and 
how it can also zero in on areas that some deem central to 
political violence.
Narrowly defined, political violence consists of actions 
that a) include the actual infliction of physical harm to 
people, and b) aim at impacting governance (see Kaly-
vas 2019, 13). Governance consists of processes of inter-
action and decision-making among the actors involved 
to jointly address collective problems in ways that crea-
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te, reinforce, or reproduce social norms and institutions 
(Hufty 2011, 405). Thus, instances of violence aimed at 
other values, such as mere personal enrichment, do not 
fall under this narrow definition.
The broad definition widens the scope of the concept’s 
two constituent parts (violence and the political). Regar-
ding violence, some include intentional psychological 
harm (Enzmann 2013, 9), others include damage done to 
objects (Murer 2018, 491–92) or the environment. Galtung 
has argued for an inclusion of “structural violence”, which 
encompasses poverty and inequality (Galtung 1969). Gal-
tung later also named “cultural violence” as an aspect of 
a culture that can be used to legitimize direct or structural 
violence (Galtung 1990). Pierre Bourdieu’s “symbolic vio-
lence” also includes social recognition and performance 
of social hierarchy (Bourdieu 1989; 2000).
There are also various broader definitions of the political. 
Indeed, the phrase “everything is political” is a pervasive 
one (Castillo 2022). If we took a classic definition of the 
core questions of politics – who gets what, when, how 
(Lasswell 1936) – it would seem appropriate to say that, at 
least, everything social is political. After all, social interac-
tions among people are rarely, if ever, void of competitive-
ness, hierarchy, cooperation, solidarity, and conflict.
Of course, definitions are just that, and, apart from mat-
ters of consistency, the choice of a definition simply 
depends on its utility for the task at hand. Utility comes 
from, among other things, the coverage of a definition 
(extension), its conceptual precision (intension), as well 
as its moral and political utility.
Regarding coverage and precision, definitions capture 
more phenomena when they are broad and vague, but pro-
vide more analytic utility when they are distinct and nar-
row (Sartori 1970). Thus, narrow definitions of political 
violence allow for crisper theory, while broad definitions 
afford the investigation of more phenomena.
Proponents of broader notions often argue that including 
more phenomena under the label of “violence” renders 
them more visible for intellectual and moral examination 
(as, for example, violence by discrimination or deprivati-
on). It can, however, also be argued that clear, narrow dis-
tinctions of phenomena more effectively enable the inves-
tigation of morally and politically salient interrelations 
(Sartori 1984). For example, German sociologist Hein-
rich Popitz contended that phenomena captured by bro-
ader notions of violence (psychological, structural, sym-
bolic etc.) are better subsumed under different concepts, 
such as, for example, “coercion”, “intimidation”, “power”, 

“neglect”, “othering”, and “discrimination” (Popitz 1992). 
Depending on the issue at hand, the research program 
profits from both narrow and broad definitions. As long 
as the definitions guiding specific analyses are explicated 
they can be brought into meaningful dialogues with other 
analyses that follow different definitions.

3. Existing Research
The vast and fragmented literature on the development 
of political violence cannot plausibly be discussed in the 
context of this programmatic working paper. Still, with a 
view to the wider trends that are discussed throughout 
the various strands of research on political violence, we 
can identify three positions which, in part, contradict each 
other (see figure 1) and should be highlighted here.
Perhaps surprisingly, one of the most prominent research 
positions on the development of political violence is opti-
mistic. Popularized by Stephen Pinker, this position argues 
that violence in its various manifestations has seen a sig-
nificant decline during the last few decades and even cen-
turies (Pinker 2012a). This story of the gradual reduction of 
political violence is told in different variants: as a process 
of “civilization”, which has brought people to moderate 
their affects (Elias et al. 2000); as a process of state-buil-
ding that has pacified societies and lead to the monopoli-
zation of legitimate authority (Tilly 1992); as a process of 
democratization that has reduced the use of force both 
within and between states (Senghaas 1995; Hegre 2014); 
as a process of increasing international interdependence, 
which has driven the cost of conflict to an unacceptable 
level (Keohane and Nye 2011); and as a process of juri-
dification that has lead states to renounce war and sett-
le disputes peacefully (Kelsen 2008; Hathaway and Sha-
piro 2017). In this perspective, dramatic events involving 
mass violence such as the First and Second World Wars 
or the Holocaust are interpreted as exceptions to the long-
term process of pacification (Pinker 2012b). This view is 
supported by studies that report the worldwide decline of 
armed conflicts (Goldstein 2012), the institutionalization 
of liberal values in international institutions (Ruggie 1982), 
the peaceful end of the Cold War (Fukuyama 2006) and the 
global spread of democracy (Huntington 1993). 
However, the pacification position has been criticized from 
various angles and by numerous scholars, for example in 
the area of war studies (e.g. Braumoller 2019; Cirillo and 
Taleb 2016; Gray 2015; Arquilla 2012). Long-term versions 
of the pacification thesis do not fit well with catastrophic 
eruptions of violence like the First and Second World War. 

Figure 1:  Existing positions on the development of political violence

1. Pacification:         Over time, the frequency and severity of political violence has decreased.

2. Escalation:            Over time, the frequency and severity of political violence has grown.

3. Transformation:  Over time, the forms and areas in which political violence manifests itself have shifted.
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Arguments for pacification that rely on declining battle-re-
lated casualties neglect that this might simply reflect an 
improvement in medical care for the wounded and not a 
decline in combat-related political violence (Fazal 2014). 
Other critics argue that various studies supporting the 
pacification thesis were Eurocentric, stipulating a single 
course of possible modernization and pacification, there-
by ignoring the diversity of cultural paths to, and forms of, 
modernity (Eisenstadt 2002; Schlichte 2009). 
These critical voices paved the way for a second position: 
that political violence actually increased in recent deca-
des. As our initial examples show, severe cases of political 
violence in its various forms exist right now all around the 
globe. In fact, trends in armed conflicts during the first two 
decades of the 21st century appear to stand in contradic-
tion to the proclaimed advances made in relation to politi-
cal violence: While the number of interstate wars has not 
changed significantly,  the number of intrastate armed con-
flicts – in particular internationalized civil wars – as well 
as that of other forms of armed conflicts have significantly 
increased since 2010, as has the overall number of victims 
of organized violence  (Pettersson and Öberg 2020). 
Various explanations present themselves for this appa-
rent trend of escalation. For example, modern innovations 
in ideology, organizational capacity, communication and 
weaponry seem to spur various forms of political violen-
ce, such as wars, revolutions, genocides, and terrorism 
(Malešević 2017a). Others argue that “modern” ideas of 
ethnic nationalism and the “rule of the people” spurs exter-
minatory ideas and actions, permitting new forms of politi-
cal violence unrivaled in previous times (Mann 2004).
A third position contends that the most prominent feature 
of the development of political violence is transformati-
on. Rather than observing linear trends of pacification or 
escalation in all forms of political violence, this view pro-
poses that the forms and areas in which political violen-
ce plays out have been changing over time. For example, 
recent studies show that warfare is – again or recently – 
characterized by a ruthlessness that contradicts the idea 
of a progressive civilization process: laws of war are disre-
garded; banned weapons are used; genocide, enslavement 
and sexual violence become systemic features of military 
conflicts (Wood 2010; Bellamy 2014; Goertz and Streit-
parth 2019). In the past thirty years, asymmetric warfare 
undoubtedly has been the predominant form of war (Daase 
1999; Mann 2018). Furthermore, military operations in vari-
ous cases have been conceptualized by the political actors 
as interventions, missions or special operations to avoid 
the notion of war and its political and legal implications. 
However, some proponents of the “transformation thesis” 
– especially those who speak of “new wars” (Kaldor 1999; 
Münkler 2004) – tend to underestimate the significance of 
the fact that asymmetric warfare was also common in early 
modernity and in the 19th century. Under this perspective, 

“new wars” may perhaps be classified as the return of uni-
lateral wars of enforcement and sanctions (Daase 2011). 
Various research strands lend further credibility to the 
transformation thesis: new technologies and digitalization 
enable new forms of war and militarization of space and 
cyberspace (Friis and Ringsmose 2018; Mowthorpe 2004); 
non-state actors use terrorism and new forms of civil war 
to pursue radical political goals (Junk et al. 2020; Maleše-
vić 2017b); states combine conventional and unconventio-
nal forms of violence and develop what some have termed 
“hybrid” forms of warfare (Lanozka 2016; Driedger 2021). 
The number of terrorist attacks worldwide has more than 
tripled since the late-1990s (START 2018), and anti-terro-
rist activities of states have stretched or violated the rules 
of warfare, as demonstrated by the debate on targeted kil-
ling (Melzer 2010). The rising prominence of transnational 
groups enacting and suffering political violence, such as 
ideologically driven networks of fighters and terrorists as 
well as activist diasporas, further highlight transforma-
tions of political violence (Shirk 2022), as the does the blur-
ring of the boundaries between civil war and organized cri-
me (Kalyvas 2015), e.g. in the context of Latin America‘s 
„drug wars“ (Lessing 2017). Additionally, scholars have 
noted partially new forms of political repression of civil 
society actors, including through violent means such as 
the targeted killing of social activists, human rights defen-
ders or community leaders (Albarracín et al. 2022; Le Bil-
lon and Lujala 2020; Poppe and Wolff 2017).
As the title of the Research Center “Transformations of 
Political Violence” suggests, it is this third position that 
the research program at hand adopts as its primary per-
spective. Focusing on the transformations (and continui-
ties), rather than the question of decline or increase, cor-
responds better to the complex and partially contradictory 
developments of political violence reported in the existing 
literature. It also allows for a broader, interdisciplinary rese-
arch agenda that goes beyond the ultimately quantitative 
question of whether political violence is either declining or 
increasing. At the same time, within a research program on 
the transformations of political violence, we can address 
the decline-versus-increase question as well.

4. Aspects and Research Questions
The research program distinguishes three core aspects 
of political violence (see figure 3) that are foundational to 
the phenomenon. We engage these aspects with specific 
research questions.
The first aspect under investigation is the actual material 
manifestation of political violence over time. This allows 
one to enquire if forms and patterns of political violence 
change over time and what the drivers and consequences 
of these developments might be. In doing so, the program 
builds on various ongoing lines of research. Quantitative 
research on armed conflicts has identified a recent increa-
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se in internationalized, intrastate violent conflicts and 
alternative forms of organized violence (vgl. Pettersson 
and Öberg 2020). With regard to civil war research, Bar-
bara Walter emphasizes the historically high level of inter-
nationalization and the role of transnational ideologies 
and predicts a fundamental transformation of violence as 
a result of the change in information technology (Walter 
2017). Similar observations can also be found in recent 
terrorism research (cf. Goertz and Streitparth 2019). A 
central role is attributed to the influence of new techno-
logies (vgl. Gohdes 2018) and the increase in cross-bor-
der interdependencies (cf. Björkdahl and Buckley-Zistel 
2016). Other features include global shifts in power and 
the effects of environmental change, including climate 
change, on violent dynamics (cf. Mach et al. 2019).
As we investigate violence that is political, the role of poli-
tical institutions that enable, inhibit, or legitimize political 
violence forms the second key aspect under investigation. 
The global political system is based on a far-reaching ins-
titutionalization of violence. In the process of the dome-
stic monopolization of the use of force through the esta-
blishment of territorial states, international norms and 
regimes emerged in early modernity (Asbach and Schrö-
der 2010), particularly in the 19th and 20th centuries. Inter-
national institutions have increasingly regulated the use 
of military force between states as well as the treatment 
of combatants and civilians in military conflicts. Such ins-
titutions have also been crucial in regulating asymmetric 
political violence of the state against people in the form of 
human rights. 
Existing research highlights how institutions can pacify, 
escalate, or transform political violence. Currently, new 
forms of political violence (e.g., mass casualty terrorism, 
“hybrid” warfare, or cyber war) are leading to the questi-
on of the extent to which classical institutions for preven-
ting political violence continue to fulfil their function and 
whether a process of de-institutionalization may be obser-
ved (cf. Chinkin and Kaldor 2017; Krieger, Nolte, and Zim-
mermann 2019). De-institutionalization refers both to the 
non-application of international laws and norms, whether 
due to doubts about practicability or political expediency, 
as well as to new forms of political violence that evade 
existing institutions. Moreover, de-institutionalization can 

also occur by creating alternative, informal institutions 
that are flexible and effective, but whose legitimacy and 
legality are controversial. 
The third aspect under investigation is how the social con-
structions and justifications of political violence develop. 
Like every social act, violence is subject to processes of 
interpretation (cf. Hoebel and Knöbl 2019). As attributions 
of meaning, interpretations of violence arise from indivi-
dual and inter-subjective evaluations of right and wrong, 
appropriate and inappropriate, while co-constituting the 
basic entities of violence – the perpetrators and the tar-
gets. Interpretations of what counts as political violence 
and how it should be evaluated are closely linked to the 
rejection and recognition of legitimacy. Accordingly, the-
se interpretations are constantly subject to contestation, 
re-evaluation and change (cf. Engle 2020; Das et al. 2007; 
Brock and Simon 2021). 
Just war theory (bellum iustum) has its roots in European 
antiquity and remains influential to this day (Walzer 1979). 
Concurrently, it has significantly shaped modern interna-
tional orders (Rengger 2013). This brings into focus the 
significance of war justifications for the debate on the 
decline/transformation of political violence: After 1990, 
new wars of enforcement have primarily been waged by 
states of the “Global West” referring to narratives such as 
“humanitarian intervention”, “war on terror”, or “collective 
police action” – not least in order to circumvent the term 
“war” and the norms of international law to which it refers 
(Geis, Müller, and Schörnig 2013; Müller et al. 2011; Man-
nitz 2012). Paradoxically, it was precisely the reference to 
the supposed “barbarity” of “new wars” in the Global South 
that served to justify the violence that accompanied the 
wars of enforcement of the Global North (Eberl 2021). Spe-
cific attention should also fall on the epistemically power-
ful actors, influential traditions, societal values as well as 
dominant discourses that shape societal routines through 
which political violence is interpreted, in particular when 
societies deal with past experiences of mass violence (cf. 
Trotha 1998; Six-Hohenbalken and Weiss 2016; Oettler 
2009; Koloma Beck 2012; Mannitz and Kopp 2022). Ano-
ther focus in this area are transnational systems of belief 
that, by action or proliferation, affect the construction and 
occurrence of political violence (Owen 2010).

Figure 2: Research Questions on, and Aspects of, the Development of Political Violence

1. Forms and patterns of political violence: 
                                                                                   How have they changed over time? 
                                                                                   What are the causes and consequences thereof?

2. Political Institutions that enable or restrict political violence: 
                                                                                   How have they changed over time?
                                                                                   What are the causes and consequences thereof?

3. Social constructions and justifications of political violence: 
                                                                                   How have they changed over time? 
                                                                                   What are the causes and consequences thereof?
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5. Entities, Directions, and Acts of Political Violence
Systematic research into extensive and heterogeneous 
populations, such as we find in the study of political violen-
ce, can profit from conceptual typologies to better guide 
concept formation, theory innovation and empirical testing 
(Collier, LaPorte, and Seawright 2012). As our guiding inte-
rest lies in the politically motivated infliction, prevention, 
and suffering of violence, we follow Kalyvas in distinguis-
hing between perpetrators and targets of violence, as well 
between states and non-state groups (Kalyvas 2019).
The importance of directionality as well as the distincti-
on of perpetrators and targets follow from two basic facts 
that require analytic attention in any investigation of poli-
tical violence: for the perpetrator, carrying out violence 
requires suitable context, capabilities, and motives; and 
for the target, violence has by definition destructive conse-
quences. Of course, violence is sometimes mutual, albeit 
rarely symmetric (Kalyvas 2019, 15). 
Choosing the state / non-state axis as a second basic 
basic feature of our typology requires some more elabora-
tion. Of course, non-state actors can be violent and not all 
governance relates to the state (Hufty 2011, 405). Indeed, 
Carl von Clausewitz, often considered a state-centric the-
orist of modern war, included non-state actors such as 
guerillas when declaring war to be the “continuation of 
politics by other means” (Clausewitz 1980; Daase 2007; 
Daase and Schindler 2009; Wille 2021).
We nonetheless make an analytical distinction between 
non-state actors and the state, as the latter is a unique 
and distinct entity when it comes to political violence. The 
modern state is both the most consequential and sophi-
sticated form of political organization (Kalyvas 2019, 16). 
It is also, relatedly, the polity that can, potentially, inflict 
the most violence on people and other polities, or protect 
them from it. State fragility strongly correlates with crime, 
public disorder, and economic decline as well as with cer-

tain forms of political violence, such as violent protests 
and civil war (Feindouno and Wagner 2020). 
We make two amendments to Kalyvas’ basic typolo-
gy. First, we distinguish between armed and non-armed 
groups. Weapons enhance the ability of actors to inflict 
violence. Consequently, violence carried out by armed 
groups against non-armed groups tends to be highly 
asymmetrical. This interrelation between asymmetry of 
weaponry and the kind of violence inflicted is particularly 
pronounced when violence is inflicted by a state against 
unarmed non-state actors, such as in violent state repres-
sion, genocide, or “ethnic cleansing”.
Second, we extend Kalyvas’ basic typology of states and 
non-state actors by introducing a distinction between 
intra-national groups (such as domestic protesters and 
secessionists) and transnational groups (such as interna-
tionally active drug cartels and terrorist groups that inflict 
violence, or activist networks that suffer violence). Violent 
dynamics between intra-national groups and the state in 
which they reside can be expected to be different than that 
between the state and transnational groups, as the latter 
by definition cross into boundaries of other states, provi-
ding them both with the potential protection and support 
of other states when they are targets as well as with poten-
tial challenges of entering the state in question when they 
are perpetrators.
The continued importance of the state, in line with both 
dynamics of globalization and de-globalization, has 
prompted us to place the state and transnationality front 
and center in our conceptual typology. Transnational 
groups and flows have become a more prominent feature 
of global politics, even as states, in part because of their 
unique capabilities to inflict violence on people and other 
states, continue to play a foundational role (Waltz 1979, 
93–94; Lake 2008). Moreover, transnational groups are 
defined by their cross-state-border nature, while transnati-

Figure 3:  Basic Entities, Directions, and Acts of Political Violence
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onal violence, as the title of Mark Shirk’s recent work puts 
it, “reshapes global order” (Shirk 2022).
From these considerations follows our basic typology. We 
illustrate this typology in figure 3, populating it with macro-
forms of political violence on which individual research 
programs exist already (as identified by Kalyvas 2019). 
Note that (as in Kalyvas 2019) this figure represents only 
certain ideal types for the purpose of conceptual mapping: 
actors are grouped as state or non-state actors according 
to who is the most immediate agent implementing violen-
ce. Furthermore, “rogue” state actors, like renegade state 
officials attempting a coup or joining an anti-regime pro-
test, are considered non-state actors. 
Broadening Kalyvas’ typology somewhat, we also inclu-
de the state as a potential perpetrator of violence in civil 
wars, allowing for cases of political assassinations that 
a state perpetrates against other states and non-state 
actors. Additionally, in line with the phenomenon of inter-
nationalized civil wars, we add the role of other states in 
intrastate violence.

6. Conclusion
Acknowledging unresolved questions regarding the 
development of political violence, this paper laid the 
groundwork for further research. It identified the vast 
array of phenomena often associated with “violence” and 
the “political”, finding that narrow definitions of political 
violence, such as the intentional confliction of harm aimed 
at impacting governance, allows for more analytical focus, 
while broader notions of violence and the political enab-
le more wholistic investigations. The paper then surveyed 
existing research on political violence, identifying three 
positions on its general development. They variously state 
that, over time, political violence has declined, escalated, 
and/or been transformed. Our research program aims to 
resolve continuing gaps and inconsistencies in and bet-
ween these positions. To organize our research, we then 
laid out a conceptual typology identifying distinct aspects, 
directions, and basic entities of political violence. We dis-
tinguished three foundational aspects of political violen-
ce: forms and patterns; role of political institutions; and 
social meanings and justification. In terms of directiona-
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lity, we analytically distinguish between perpetrators and 
targets (armed and unarmed) of political violence. Placing 
the complicated interrelations between political violence, 
state borders, and state capabilities front and center, the 
program identifies as the basic entities of political vio-
lence states, sub-state groups within state borders, and 
transnational groups that cross state borders. Overall, we 
made initial steps to preliminarily organize the various and 
complex aspects that the study of political violence brings 
with it. Of course, the realization of this research program 
requires extensive interdisciplinary work, inter-institutio-
nal cooperation, and diverse methodological and theoreti-
cal approaches.



10

7. Bibliography
Albarracín, Juan, Juan Corredor-Garcia, Juan Pablo Milanese, Inge H. Valencia, and Jonas Wolff. 2022. “Pathways of 

Post-Conflict Violence in Colombia.” Small Wars & Insurgencies 0 (0): 1–27. https://doi.org/10.1080/09592318.20
22.2114244.

Ansorg, Nadine. 2014. “Wars without Borders: Conditions for the Development of Regional Conflict Systems in Sub-Saha-
ran Africa” International Area Studies Review 17 (3): 295–312. https://doi.org/10.1177/2233865914546502.

Arquilla, John. 2012. “Rebuttal Cyberwar Is Already Upon Us.” Foreign Policy, no. 192: 84–85.
Asbach, Olaf, and Peter Schröder. 2010. War, the State and International Law in Seventeenth-Century Europe. London: 

Routledge.
Bellamy, Alex. 2014. Massacres and Morality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Björkdahl, Annika, and Susanne Buckley-Zistel, eds. 2016. Spatializing Peace and Conflict. Rethinking Peace and Conflict 

Studies. Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan.
Bodea, Cristina, and Ibrahim Elbadawi. 2008. “Political Violence and Economic Growth.” World Bank Policy Research 

Working Paper 4692 (August). https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1233068.
Bonacker, Thorsten. 2002. “Zuschreibungen der Gewalt. Zur Sinnförmigkeit interaktiver, organisierter und gesellschaft-

licher Gewalt” Soziale Welt: Zeitschrift für Sozialwissenschaftliche Forschung und Praxis 53: 31–48. https://doi.
org/10.2307/40878373.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1989. “Social Space and Symbolic Power.” Sociological Theory 7 (1): 14–25. https://doi.
org/10.2307/202060.

Bourdieu, Pierre et al. 2000. Weight of the World: Social Suffering in Contemporary Society, Stanford University Press.
Braumoller, Bear. 2019. Only the Dead: The Persistence of War in the Modern Age. New York: Oxford University Press.
Brock, Lothar, and Hendrik Simon, eds. 2021. The Justification of War and International Order. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198865308.001.0001.
Castillo, Elaine. 2022. “Elaine Castillo on Why Everything Is Political.” Literary  Hub (blog). August 11, 2022. https://lithub.

com/elaine-castillo-on-why-everything-is-political/.
Chinkin, Christine, and Mary Kaldor. 2017. International Law and New Wars. Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University 

Press.
Cirillo, Pasquale, and Nassim Nicholas Taleb. 2016. “On the Statistical Properties and Tail Risk of Violent Conflicts.” Phy-

sica A: Statistical Mechanics and Its Applications 452: 29–45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2016.01.050.
Clausewitz, Carl. 1980. Vom Kriege, 19. Ed., Edited by Werner Hahlweg. Bonn: Dümmler.
Collier, David, Jody LaPorte, and Jason Seawright. 2012. “Putting Typologies to Work: Concept Formation, Measure-

ment, and Analytic Rigor.” Political Research Quarterly 65 (1): 217–32. https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912912437162.
Crisis Group. 2022. “Trapped in Conflict: Reforming Militarry Strategy to Save Lives in Colombia.” Latin America Report 

95, https://www.crisisgroup.org/latin-america-caribbean/andes/colombia/95-trapped-conflict-reforming-mili-
tary-strategy-save-lives.

Daase, Christopher. 1999. Kleine Kriege – große Wirkung. Wie unkonventionelle Kriegführung die internationale Politik 
verändert. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

———. 2007. “Clausewitz and Small Wars.” In Clausewitz in the Twenty-First Century, 182–95. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———. 2011. “Neue Kriege Und Neue Kriegführung Als Herausforderungen Für Die Friedenspolitik.” In Der Ambivalente 

Frieden, 21–35. Wiesbaden: Springer. https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-531-92078-8.
———. 2022. “Von Kuba Zur Ukraine. Zwei Nuklearkrisen Im Vergleich.” Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung. https://

www.bpb.de/shop/zeitschriften/apuz/kuba-2022/513287/von-kuba-zur-ukraine/.
Daase, Christopher, and Sebastian Schindler. 2009. “Clausewitz, Guerillakrieg Und Terrorismus: Zur Aktualität Einer 

Missverstandenen Kriegstheorie” Politische Vierteljahresschrift 50 (4): 701–31. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11615-
009-0153-2.

Darby, John. 2016. “Political Violence: An Overview.” In The Ashgate Research Companion to Political Violence, edited by 
Marie Breen-Smyth, 17–32. Ashgate Research Companion. Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Das, Veena, Arthur Kleinman, Mamphela Ramphele, and Pamela Reynolds, eds. 2007. Violence and Subjectivity. 9th prin-
ting. Berkeley, Calif: University of California Press.

Driedger, Jonas J. 2021. “Russian Active Measures against Ukraine (2004) and Estonia (2007).” In Russian Active Mea-
sures - Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow. Soviet and Post-Soviet Politics and Society 224. Stuttgart: Columbia University 
Press and Ibidem.

Eberl, Oliver. 2021. Naturzustand und Barbarei. Begründung und Kritik staatlicher Ordnung im Zeichen des Kolonialis-
mus. Hamburg: Hamburger Edition.



11

Eisenstadt, Shmuel N., ed. 2002. Multiple Modernities. London and New York: Routledge.
Elias, Norbert, Eric Dunning, Johan Goudsblom, and Stephen Mennell. 2000. The Civilizing Process. Rev. ed. Oxford: 

Blackwell.
Engle, Karen. 2020. The Grip of Sexual Violence in Conflict. Feminist Interventions in International Law. Stanford: Stan-

ford University Press.
Enzmann, Birgit. 2013. Handbuch Politische Gewalt. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden. https://doi.

org/10.1007/978-3-531-18958-1.
Fazal, Tanisha. 2014. “Dead Wrong? Battle Deaths, Military Medicine, and Exaggerated Reports of War’s Demise” Inter-

national Security 39 (1): 95–125. https://doi.org/doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00166.
Feindouno, Sosso, and Laurent Wagner. 2020. The Determinants of Internal Conflict in the World: How to Estimate the 

Risks and Better Target Prevention Efforts? Clermont-Ferrand     : FERDI for the Foundation Prospective and Inno-
vation.

Finlay, Christopher J. 2017. “The Concept of Violence in International Theory: A Double-Intent Account.” International 
Theory 9 (1): 67–100. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1752971916000245.

Friis, Karsten, and Jens Ringsmose, eds. 2018. Conflict in Cyber Space. Routledge Studies in Conflict, Security and Tech-
nology. London; New York: Routledge.

Fukuyama, Francis. 2006. The End of History and the Last Man. 1st Free Press trade pbk. ed. New York: Free Press.
Galtung, Johan. 1969. “Violence, Peace, and Peace Research.” Journal of Peace Research 6 (3): 167–91.
———. 1990. “Cultural Violence.” Journal of Peace Research 27 (3): 291–305. https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433900270

03005.
Geis, Anna, Harald Müller, and Niklas Schörnig. 2013. The Militant Face of Democracy: Liberal Forces for Good. Cambrid-

ge: Cambridge University Press.
Goertz, Stefan, and Alexander E. Streitparth. 2019. The New Terrorism. Cham: Springer International Publishing. https://

doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-14592-7.
Gohdes, Anita R. 2018. “Studying the Internet and Violent Conflict.” Conflict Management and Peace Science 35 (1): 

89–106. https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894217733878.
Goldstein, Joshua S. 2012. Winning the War on War. New York: Plume.
Gray, John. 2015. “Steven Pinker Is Wrong about Violence and War.” The Guardian, February. https://www.theguardian.

com/books/2015/mar/13/john-gray-steven-pinker-wrong-violence-war-declining.
Hathaway, Oana, and Scott Shapiro. 2017. The Internationalists: How a Radical Plan to Outlaw War Remade the World. 

New York: ‎ Simon & Schuster. https://www.simonandschuster.com/books/The-Internationalists/Oona-A-Hatha-
way/9781501109874.

Hegre, Håvard. 2014. “Democracy and Armed Conflict.” Journal of Peace Research 51 (2): 159–72. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0022343313512852.

Hoebel, Thomas, and Wolfgang Knöbl. 2019. Gewalt erklären! 1. Auflage. Hamburg: Hamburger Edition. http://ebooks.
ciando.com/book/index.cfm/bok_id/2733576.

Hufty, Marc. 2011. “Investigating Policy Processes: The Governance Analytical Framework (GAF).” In Research for Sus-
tainable Development: Foundations, Experiences, and Perspectives, edited by U. Wiesmann and H. Hurni, 403–24. 
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2019005.

Human Rights Watch. 2022. “Ethiopia’s Invisible Ethnic Cleansing.” Human Rights Watch (blog). June 16, 2022. https://
www.hrw.org/news/2022/06/16/ethiopias-invisible-ethnic-cleansing.

Huntington, Samuel P. 1993. The Third Wave. Vol. 4. The Julian J. Rothbaum Distinguished Lecture Series. Norman, 
Oklah.: University of Oklahoma.

Junk, Julian, Clara-Auguste Süß, Christopher Daase, and Nicole Deitelhoff, eds. 2020. “What do we know about radica-
lization? Key findings, challenges, and policy recommendations.” Focus Section, International Journal of Conflict 
and Violence 14 (2).

Kaldor, Mary. 1999. New and Old Wars Organized Violence in a Global Era. Stanford: Stanford Univ Press. https://www.
sup.org/books/title/?id=23193.

Kalyvas, Stathis N. 2015. “How Civil Wars Help Explain Organized Crime—and How They Do Not.” The Journal of Conflict 
Resolution 59 (8): 1517–40.

———. 2019. “The Landscape of Political Violence.” In The Oxford Handbook of Terrorism, edited by Erica Chenoweth, 
Richard English, Andreas Gofas, and Stathis N. Kalyvas, 11–33. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780198732914.013.1.

Kelsen, Hans. 2008. Peace through Law. [Reprod. en fac-Similé]. Clark (N.J.): The Lawbook Exchange.



12

Keohane, Robert O., and Joseph S. Nye. 2011. Power and Interdependence. 4th ed. Boston: Pearson.
Koloma Beck, Teresa. 2012. The Normality of Civil War. Frankfurt; New York: Campus.
Krieger, Heike, Geort Nolte, and Andreas Zimmermann. 2019. “The International Rule of Law: Rise or Decline? Approa-

ching Current Foundational Challenges.” In The International Rule of Law: Rise or Decline. Foundational Challen-
ges, edited by Heike Krieger, Georg Nolte, and Andreas Zimmermann, First Edition, 3–30. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.

Krippendorff, Ekkehart. 1985. Staat und Krieg: Die historische Logik politischer Unvernunft. Frankfurt am Main: Suhr-
kamp. https://www.suhrkamp.de/buch/ekkehart-krippendorff-staat-und-krieg-t-9783518113059.

Lake, David A. 2008. “The State and International Relations.” Edited by Reus-Smit Christian and Duncan Snidal. The Oxford 
Handbook of International Relations, August. http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com.ezproxy.eui.eu/view/10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780199219322.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199219322-e-2.

Lanozka, Alexander. 2016. “Russian Hybrid Warfare and Extended Deterrence in Eastern Europe.” International Affairs 92 
(1): 175–95. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2346.12509.

Lasswell, Harold. 1936. Politics: Who Gets What, When, How. McGraw-Hill book company, inc.
Le Billon, Philippe, and Päivi Lujala. 2020. “Environmental and Land Defenders: Global Patterns and Determi-

nants of Repression.” Global Environmental Change 65 (November): 102163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloen-
vcha.2020.102163.

Lessing, Benjamin. 2017. Making Peace in Drug Wars: Crackdowns and Cartels in Latin America. Cambridge Studies in 
Comparative Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108185837.

Mach, Katharine J., Caroline M. Kraan, W. Neil Adger, Halvard Buhaug, Marshall Burke, James D. Fearon, Christopher B. 
Field, et al. 2019. “Climate as a Risk Factor for Armed Conflict.” Nature 571 (7764): 193–97. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41586-019-1300-6.

Malešević, Siniša. 2017a. The Rise of Organised Brutality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
———. 2017b. The Rise of Organised Brutality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Mann, Michael. 2004. The Dark Side of Democracy: Explaining Ethnic Cleansing. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/dark-side-of-democracy/7E75A132A188A2804E91F4F209B6FE1F.
———. 2018. “Have Wars and Violence Declined?” Theory and Society 47 (1): 37–60. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186-018-

9305-y.
Mannitz, Sabine. 2012). “Conceptualizations of the Democratic Soldier in 21st Century Europe. Competing Norms and 

Practical Tensions.” In: Democratic Civil-Military Relations. Soldiering in 21st Century Europe. London: Routledge.
Mannitz, Sabine, and Friederike Drews. 2022. Canada’s Violent Legacy. How the Processing of Cultural Genocide is Ham-

pered by Political Deficits and Gaps in International Law. PRIF Report 3: 30. https://doi.org/10.48809/prifrep2203
Mannitz, Sabine, and Núrel Bahí Reitz. 2021. “Remembering Genocide in Namibia,” PRIF Working Paper 53.
Mannitz, Sabine and Rita Theresa Kopp. 2022. “Approaches to Decolonizing Settler Colonialism: Examples from Cana-

da,” PRIF Working Paper 58. https://doi.org/10.48809/PRIFWP58. 
Melzer, Nils. 2010. Targeted Killing in International Law. Oxford Monographs in International Law. Oxford; New York: 

Oxford University Press.
Mowthorpe, Matthew. 2004. The Militarization and Weaponization of Space. Lanham: Lexington Books.
Müller, Harald, Marco Fey, Sabine Mannitz, and Niklas Schörnig. 2011. Democracy, the Armed Forces and Military Deplo-

yment. PRIF Report 108.
Münkler, Herfried. 2004. The New Wars. Cambridge. https://www.wiley.com/en-be/The+New+Wars-p-9780745633367.
Murer, Jeffrey Stevenson. 2018. “Political Violence.” In The Oxford Handbook of U.S. National Security, edited by Derek 

S. Reveron, Nikolas K. Gvosdev, and John A. Cloud, 0. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxford-
hb/9780190680015.013.28.

Oettler, Anika. 2009. Gewalt und Soziale Ordnung in Nicaragua. 1. Auflage. Vol. 2. Studien zu Lateinamerika. Baden-Ba-
den: Nomos.

Owen, John M. (John Malloy). 2010. The Clash of Ideas in World Politics: Transnational Networks, States, and Regime 
Change, 1510-2010. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Pettersson, Therése, and Magnus Öberg. 2020. “Organized Violence, 1989–2019.” Journal of Peace Research 57 (4): 
597–613. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343320934986.

Pinker, Steven. 2012a. The Better Angels of Our Nature. Repr. London; New York: Penguin Books.
———. 2012b. The Better Angels of Our Nature. Repr. London; New York: Penguin Books.
Popitz, Heinrich. 1992. Phänomene der Macht. 2., Stark erw. Aufl. Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr (P. Siebeck).



13

Poppe, Annika Elena, and Jonas Wolff. 2017. “The Contested Spaces of Civil Society in a Plural World.” Contemporary 
Politics 23 (4): 469–88.

Rengger, Nicholas. 2013. Just War and International Order: The Uncivil Condition in World Politics. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press. https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/just-war-and-international-order/AF2E21AE-
70A83A24A880083ACD88E468.

Rotberg, Robert. 2003. “Failed States, Collapsed States, Weak States: Causes and Indicators.” In State Failure and Sta-
te Weakness in a Time of Terror, 1–26. Brookings Inst. Press. https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7864/j.ctvbd8j54.

Ruggie, John Gerard. 1982. “International Regimes, Transactions, and Change. Embedded Liberalism in the Postwar Eco-
nomic Order.” International Organization 36 (2): 379–415.

Sartori, Giovanni. 1970. “Concept Misformation in Comparative Politics.” The American Political Science Review 64 (4): 
1033–53. https://doi.org/10.2307/1958356.

———. 1984. “Guidelines for Concept Analysis.” In Social Science Concepts : A Systematic Analysis, edited by Giovanni 
Sartori, 15–84. Sage Publications.

Schlichte, Klaus. 2009. In the Shadow of Violence: The Politics of Armed Groups. Frankfurt am Main: Campus Verlag. 
https://link.library.eui.eu/portal/In-the-shadow-of-violence--the-politics-of-armed/4dXjSgWHvKw/.

Schnell, Felix. 2014. Gewalt und Gewaltforschung. Zentrum für Zeithistorische Forschung Potsdam https://doi.
org/10.14765/zzf.dok.2.589.v1.

Senghaas, Dieter. 1995. “Frieden Als Zivilisierungsprojekt.” In Den Frieden Denken. Si Vis Pacem, Para Pacem, edited by 
Dieter Senghaas, 196–223. Frankfurt/Main: Surhkamp.

Shirk, Mark. 2022. Making War on the World: How Transnational Violence Reshapes Global Order. Columbia Studies in 
International Order and Politics. New York: Columbia University Press.

Six-Hohenbalken, Maria, and Nerina Weiss, eds. 2016. Violence Expressed. London; New York: Routledge.
Solimano, Andrés. 2005. Political Crises, Social Conflict and Economic Development. The Political Economy of the 

Andean Region. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.
START. 2018. “Global Terrorism Database,” 2018. www.start.umd.edu/gtd.
Tilly, Charles. 1992. Coercion, Capital and European States, A.D. 990-1992. Studies in Social Discontinuity. Cambridge, 

Mass.: Blackwell. https://www.wiley.com/en-be/Coercion%2C+Capital+and+European+States%2C+A+D+990+199
2-p-9781557863683.

Trotha, Trutz, ed. 1998. Soziologie der Gewalt. Vol. 37. Kölner Zeitschrift Für Soziologie Und Sozialpsychologie: Sonder-
hefte. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Walter, Barbara F. 2017. “The New New Civil Wars.” Annual Review of Political Science 20 (1): 469–86. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-060415-093921.

Waltz, Kenneth N. 1979. Theory of International Politics. Long Grove, Ill: Waveland Press.
Walzer, Michael. 1979. Just and Unjust Wars. Basic Books.
Wille, Tobias. 2021. “Politik und ihre Grenzen in Clausewitz’ Denken über den Krieg (Politics and Its Limits in Clausewitz’s 

Thought on War)” Politische Vierteljahresschrift 62: 45–67. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11615-020-00269-9.
Wood, Elisabeth Jean. 2010. “Sexual Violence during War. Toward an Understanding of Variation.” In Gender, War, and 

Militarism. Feminist Perspectives, edited by Laura Sjoberg and Sandra Via, 144–57. Praeger Security International. 
Santa Barbara: Praeger.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
This paper was written as part of the research project “Regional Research Center ‘Transformations of Political Violence’” 
[grant number 01UG2203A], funded by the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF).

We thank Daniela Forero Nuñez for providing research assistance. We thank Samuel Forsythe for language editing. 
We also thank Gregor P. Hofmann. 

CONTACT
Jonas J. Driedger
Peace Research Institute Frankfurt (PRIF)
Email: driedger@hsfk.de

IMPRINT/DISCLAIMER
DOI: 10.48809/PRIFTraCeWP2201

Peace Research Institute Frankfurt
Baseler Straße 27–31
60329 Frankfurt am Main, Germany

Picture: Admiral Lebioda via Pixabay.

The authors of this working paper are solely responsible for its content.


