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Unconventional warfare has become a marketplace. The barriers to entry have fallen 

dramatically, enabling new combinations of proxy forces, commercial technologies, external 

sponsors, and resistance actors. Once viewed as a niche form of conflict practiced on the 

margins of conventional battles, unconventional warfare now provides an expanded spectrum 

of options—from clandestine operations to sustained resistance campaigns.1 It is growing as a 

feature of statecraft and armed politics because the old ways are remarkably durable while the 

new methods are proving effective.2 In essence, unconventional warfare is the rewiring of 

relationships and the blending of capabilities that produce combinatory power.3  

Unconventional warfare, categorized in U.S. doctrine as a subset of irregular warfare, is 

being waged with atypically ambitious goals.4 The pairing of an external sponsor with proxy, 

local, or resistance forces lowers costs, expands options, and reduces interstate friction. China, 

Iran, Israel, Russia, and the United States have each employed unconventional warfare in 
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different forms for different strategic purposes. Long-running cases exist in Burma, Lebanon, 

Syria, Venezuela, and Yemen.5 Unconventional warfare is increasingly accessible. It appeals 

to established states, imperialistic superpowers, resistance movements, and non-state disruptors 

alike.6  

Like any thriving marketplace, unconventional warfare succeeds because it offers 

compelling value. It is durable, affordable, and nearly limitless in its combinations. As 

technological innovations produce new uncertainties about modern warfare, one trend is clear: 

the marketplace for unconventional warfare is thriving. U.S. policymakers, military leaders, 

and private enterprises can no longer view unconventional warfare as that thin slice of warfare 

consigned to special operations, rebels, and irregulars.7 For actors of every kind seeking to 

advance their interests, unconventional warfare is as attractive, available, and malleable as it 

has ever been. 

 

What is Unconventional Warfare?  
 

Unconventional warfare occurs when an external sponsor, typically a state, supports an armed 

group that fights an unwanted government, seeks to expel an occupier, or contests an adversary 

indirectly through third parties.8 In October 2001, the U.S. response to the 9/11 attacks was a 

successful unconventional warfare campaign. U.S. special operations and intelligence 

operatives inserted into Afghanistan and aligned with a collection of militias, ethnic groups, 

and political factions known as the Northern Alliance.9 Backed by U.S. air power, this sponsor-

and-proxy coalition routed the governing Taliban in weeks. This 25-year-old example, a classic 

of the genre, is now joined by a multitude of new, creative methods. 

Four developments have expanded the possibilities of unconventional warfare: 1) 

widespread citizen resistance; 2) the blending of resistance roles and functions; 3) the 

commercialization and local production of tools of war; and 4) networked kill webs. Each 

lowers barriers to entry, expands sponsor options, increases lethality, and enlarges the 

marketplace. Taken together, these developments are broadening the strategic application of 

unconventional warfare. 

These four trends are both creating and benefiting from a marketplace dynamic. 

Unconventional warfare is less about building bespoke organizations than assembling, 

modularizing, and exchanging capabilities. Some aspects of unconventional warfare are 

transactional, but its deeper forms are relational.10 Like a bazaar, it is where licit and illicit 

players mingle, where deals are cut, and where supply and demand interact with an expanded 

range of goods.11 This marketplace framing expands on Alex de Waal’s The Real Politics of 

the Horn of Africa: Money, War, and the Business of Power (2015).12 De Waal studied how 

political loyalties became transactional. This article examines how changing sponsor-proxy 

relationships, novel applications of resistance principles, and the commercialization of military 

technologies are expanding the participants and boundaries of unconventional warfare. In the 

modern era, this underground bazaar has permanently moved to the main square.13 Why? Fast. 

Cheap. Good enough.   

 

How Does Unconventional Warfare Work?   
 

U.S. special operations doctrine provides a clear but clunky definition of unconventional 

warfare: “activities conducted to enable a resistance movement or insurgency to coerce, disrupt, 

or overthrow a government or occupying power by operating through or with an underground, 

auxiliary, or guerrilla force in a denied area.”14 The use of six prepositions in this definition, 
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while inartful, is intentional: prepositions show relationships.15 Unconventional warfare draws 

its power from relationships.16 

Unconventional warfare is distinguished by the types of actors involved.17 It involves 

undeclared proxies, non-uniformed contestants, and specialized forces such as saboteurs, 

special operations forces, and clandestine intelligence networks.18 The U.S. Central Intelligence 

Agency and the U.S. Army Special Forces Regiment, commonly called Green Berets, are the 

main U.S. entities chartered to wage unconventional warfare.19 These two organizations are the 

institutional descendants of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), a short-lived but important 

World War II experiment in irregular forms of war.20  

Russian unconventional warfare is well known for the use of “little green men” to seize the 

Crimean Peninsula in 2014.21 Undeclared Russian special operators paired with pro-Kremlin 

irregulars inside Ukraine, then outfoxed and outflanked Ukrainian defenses.22 This was fast, 

cheap, and effective. Iranian unconventional warfare is best known for the proxy forces it 

sponsors.23 Hezbollah, Hamas, the Houthis, and numerous Iraqi and Syrian militias are 

expressions of Iranian power greater than Iran’s conventional forces. For Iran, unconventional 

warfare is not adjacent to strategy; it has been the centerpiece of its expeditionary strategy.24    

Unconventional describes the pairings of sponsors and proxies in a contested environment. 

Unconventional warfare has a rich history and a never-ending shelf life as a type of war because 

there are always disgruntled armed groups with dim prospects seeking a powerful sponsor.25 

Likewise, great powers are always enticed by spirited movements, in situ, that can lead or 

support a fight against an occupier or political rival.26 Like venture capitalists, sponsors spread 

modest investments across competing groups. Most fail. Some yield modest returns. A few 

produce extraordinary returns. 

 

What is the Strategic Value of Unconventional Warfare?  
 

Unconventional warfare is indirect, operates in depth, and manages escalation. Strategists seek 

varied options, adjustable levels of commitment, off-ramps, and leverage by using force or, 

even better, the threat of force.27 Unconventional warfare is a grab bag for these goals.28 

Classified as an indirect approach, unconventional warfare employs irregulars or proxies 

to pursue objectives, typically avoiding provocative, state-on-state battles.29 Do not expect firm 

control and exacting precision. The use of proxies is temperamental and can be sloppy.30 Some 

combinations are cheap, fast, and lousy.31 The benefits include distancing the sponsor from 

political accountability, achieving mass through inexpensive irregulars, and accessing local 

points of entry.32 When sponsors enable proxies, disposability is a factor. Successes deliver 

shared benefits. Significantly, failures are often borne by the proxies alone. The ill-conceived 

Bay of Pigs operation in 1961 was politically embarrassing for the United States, but it was 

Cuban exiles who suffered death or capture.33   

Surprisingly, unconventional warfare lies at the heart of strategic depth.34 Classically 

measured in terms of landmass, interior lines, and arsenal size, strategic depth is also gauged 

by the participation of people. Accurately measuring the utility of non-uniformed people is an 

inexact science, and that uncertainty is a feature, not a bug. 35 Unconventional warfare can enlist 

populations on an invisible scale, from guerrilla fighters to observant bystanders. In an era when 

everything can be measured and valued, and when deep-strike rocketry threatens to erase the 

very concept of strategic depth, unconventional warfare is a radical variable that muddies 

calculations. This uncertainty principle is strategic gold if it works for you but is a scattered 

minefield if turned against you.36   
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Unconventional warfare is an attractive option to manage escalation. It can limit the 

contested arena, engage in backstage operations, and obscure the sponsoring hand, if 

unconvincingly.37 Alternatively, it can expand fronts rapidly and inexpensively, alongside 

high-intensity, large-force fights.38 Unconventional warfare has one required ingredient: 

proximal alignment of interests. A tacit or temporary bridge between the sponsor and the proxy 

force is necessary to bind the two groups and enable them to act in unison.  

Russia, China, and Iran have built repeatable systems for generating proxy forces and 

waging indirect campaigns. The goal is rarely to win outright. Marketplace unconventional 

warfare is on the rise because of four features that work well in this moment of fragmentation 

in the global order. First, it straddles the peace-belligerency line; second, it flows easily across 

state and non-state categories; third, it is disposable, and its failures are recoverable; fourth, it 

confuses response options. It is little wonder that campaigns designed with these features are 

becoming one of the dominant forms of warfare.  

 

What is the Structure of Unconventional Warfare?  
 

The host body of unconventional warfare is a resistance. A resistance typically takes the 

organizational form of an underground, an auxiliary, an armed component, and a public 

component.39 The underground is the brainstem and the nervous system, providing leadership, 

direction, and organization. The visible outputs of the underground are subversion, sabotage, 

propaganda, and mobilization. The underground is a skilled class of political and military 

operatives. The auxiliary is the support base of workaday people who sustain and protect 

operatives. These are the butchers, bakers, and handheld drone makers, with a predilection for 

supporting one side against another. The armed component, often composed of guerrillas, 

provides direct-action violence. The public component provides the narratives and public-

facing motives to justify, advertise, and mobilize. The digital era has injected this model with 

new characteristics, but these four functions are typically present in some form.40  

Resistance movements are, by nature, contortionists.41 They acquire a form and function 

based on strategies, resources, objectives, forces employed, enemy counter-pressure, and, most 

importantly, survival.42 Once under pressure, these four elements become less identifiable as 

organizations and act more as the necessary functions of an adaptive system. Resistance 

organizations expand, contract, and shapeshift, but as long as the functions are performed, the 

resistance movement remains viable. If the pressure is untenable, resistances seek safe haven. 

Examples of displaced resistances include the Tibetans in India (1959–present); Dutch, 

Norwegian, Danish, French, Czech, and Polish governments-in-exile in London during World 

War II (1939–1945); the Provisional Irish Republican Army resettling in the Republic of 

Ireland (1969–1998); and the Taliban in Pakistan (2001–2021).  

Resistances operate at a combat power disadvantage and are generally hunted. Therefore, 

resistances are not deterministic in form or function. They are responsive and adaptable to the 

pressure applied against them. Without some form of external support—such as sanctuary, 

money, weapons, or support from a sponsor—resistances do not prevail over stronger 

adversaries.43 The Polish Underground State and Home Army (1939–1944) was arguably the 

largest, best-organized, and most sophisticated resistance of the past century.44 Nonetheless, it 

was crushed in the pincers of two violent occupiers—Nazi Germany and the Soviet Red Army. 

No one came to help. Occupied Poles fought heroically in August 1944, but they lost decisively 

and tragically.45  
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Resistances require resources. A sponsor who provides resources prevents them from being 

steamrolled or slowly strangled by powerful, state militaries or brutal occupiers.46 Russia, Iran, 

and the United States routinely sponsor resistances as a foreign policy tool. U.S. unconventional 

warfare, a mission of the U.S. Special Operations Command, first assesses resistance potential, 

then acts to partner with resistance elements based on alignment of interests, perceived 

capability, and suitability for the political or military task. When the U.S. provided Stinger anti-

aircraft missiles to the Afghan Mujahedin in the 1980s, this materiel sponsorship triggered 

game-changing tactics that led to the Soviet withdrawal and defeat.47   

 

What is Marketplace Unconventional Warfare?  
 

Marketplace unconventional warfare is the economic evolution of proxy warfare in which 

emerging technologies, falling transaction costs, and networked populations have turned a 

niche capability into something commonplace. Transaction costs include screening partners, 

negotiating relationships, and solidifying agreements. Market dynamics accelerate the citizen-

centric exchanges in which supply and demand interact to create their own ecosystem of 

exchange, value, and commodification.48 For example, marketplace dynamics describe the 

drone–counter-drone innovations occurring daily on Ukrainian battlefields, where military 

hardware, human ingenuity, commercial applications, and dogged fighting combine to create a 

kill-or-be-killed bazaar. 

A marketplace, like unconventional warfare, is about transactions and relationships.49 

Marketplaces reliably elevate the most enterprising products and punish inefficiencies. 

“Challenger brands” that riff off sponsor-proxy relationships wiggle into seams and exploit 

weaknesses quickly. Novel combinations, or what Maurice DuClos calls the “composite 

organism,” are difficult to recognize and value.50 Market demand is met by innovating and 

producing rapidly, inexpensively, and at scale. 

The four trends of marketplace unconventional warfare, taken in aggregate, demonstrate 

how unconventional warfare is on the rise and why it matters.  

 

Wide-Scale Resistance 
 

The first trend is state-sponsored resistance at scale. Sovereign state “total defense” plans are 

increasingly augmenting classic war plans with citizen-centric resistance additives.51 If the 

defense falters, the promise of resistance against an unwanted occupier is to outwit, exhaust, 

and stalemate a superior adversary by activating citizens, social networks, home-grown 

capabilities, and all manner of national resources.52 If a state-sponsored resistance achieves 

scale, then the adversary faces not just a military force—definable, measurable, finite—but also 

an ill-defined partisan force in all directions. The Kremlin in 2022, like the United States in 

2003 during the Iraq invasion, miscalculated the nature and power of citizen resistance. Intent 

on the destruction of opposing uniformed security forces, both the Russians and the Americans 

overlooked, miscalculated, or otherwise dismissed citizen resistance potential. 

Wide-scale, state-sponsored resistance, as witnessed by Ukraine’s mobilization of its 

population of over 40 million on February 24, 2022, shows the grand promise of citizen 

activation.53 A mobilized society with an overmatched but survivable armed force can stave off 

defeat, achieve a stalemate, and, if conditions permit, win. Ukraine also shows the cost—brutal, 

sustained, and devastating—for populations that opt to resist en masse. Involving citizens in 

resistance means inviting punishment onto a society. Mobilizing and battering the entirety of a 

society is a tough sell in peacetime, but it offers a better future than occupation and erasure. 



Inter Populum: The Journal of Irregular Warfare and Special Operations                                     Fall 2026 Vol. 4 No. 2 

6 

 

Accordingly, the adoption of this risky measure can be difficult for politicians to sponsor and 

distasteful for populations to embrace. Taiwan is one nation currently feeling its way through 

this very proposition.54 For these reasons, few states can credibly claim to be ready to fight with 

their entire population.55  

Ukraine’s pre-war preparations are instructive. In 2020, Ukraine was six years into a partial 

occupation. It took shock, war, and years of roiling conflict (2014-2021) in the Donbas to 

muster the will to legislate a plan to activate its population.56 Ukraine’s National Resistance 

Law was signed into law in July 2021.57 The design was under-resourced and was never 

rehearsed. Yet the law fortified the “plans of a plan” that became reality in a matter of hours 

and days when invasion struck. It worked, if just barely. Ukraine contested five Russian axes 

of advance from air, land, sea, and cyber and in doing so, foiled the Russian plan to win the 

war in four days. Having a plan backed by law for wide-scale resistance provided enough of a 

road map to mobilize societal resistance energy.58 When the Ukrainians chose fight over flight, 

they were well-served by a blueprint for mobilization and organization.  

NATO countries, many of whom developed resistances under Nazi occupation in World 

War II, have resurrected the idea of citizen resistance. Roughly half of NATO’s 32 nations 

claim to have some form of wide-scale resistance plan.59 The model of augmenting a state’s 

security apparatus (military, border, civil service) with pre-built, distributed partisan forces and 

strategies is a growing feature of state-based defense strategies.  

Neutral countries are the leading lights of citizen and state resistance. Neutral Switzerland, 

rugged Finland, fastidious Sweden, and poisoned-shrimp Singapore all have credible plans and 

infrastructure.60 They combine reputable conscription militaries and skilled security forces with 

crack civil emergency mechanisms. Critically, they rehearse, and in doing so, demonstrate the 

“reveal–conceal” stratagem intended to deter by uncertainty.  

States are treating resistance more as a pillar of defense than a patriotic improvisation. 

Modern manifestations of this approach, though not fully actualized, are seen in Estonia, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Poland, and Taiwan. 

Estonia, with a population of 1.37 million, cannot achieve weighted scale even with a full 

societal mobilization. Over the past ten years, Estonia has crafted a credible sui generis 

porcupine strategy tailored to its threats, its budget, and its population base. Estonia has a three-

pronged approach that shores up its weak points: NATO interoperable combat forces achieve 

scale, state-sanctioned citizen volunteer units underpin resilience, and the spectral irregular 

warfare options lying in ambush contain surprise.61 Most of these national resistance 

enterprises have yet to be realized according to their blueprints and, in fact, may never achieve 

their ambitions. They do, however, signal a change in the social contract, in which citizens are 

not objects to be defended; they are agents activated to defend.62   

To be effective, preparing for wide-scale citizen resistance requires forethought in laws, 

intelligence, organization, and triggers for the use of violence.63 It also takes legislative 

courage. There are huge risks in these approaches: lack of control, misdirected violence, 

criminality, political alignment, extremism.64 But pre-organizing, even a little, reveals the 

willful intent to resist at scale, a key component of deterrence.  

Wide-scale citizen resistance is, in logic and form, a state-run unconventional warfare 

program.65 Credit the Resistance Operating Concept, the 2020 publication from U.S., East 

European, and Northern European allies, with resurrecting these principles in the context of 

state defense and promoting scale as a necessary component of deterrence.66 By definition, the 

state-sponsored resistance model corrupts the typical sponsor-and-proxy boundaries but does 

not nullify its effect. It situates the state as a type of external supporter to its own population.67 
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The activation of citizens as partisans for the state in a pre-planned or crisis manner, no matter 

its naming convention or legal strictures, borrows its corporeal form from doctrinal 

unconventional warfare.68 The Resistance Operating Concept is an unconventional warfare 

manual for this narrow and specific political context. If adapted properly, as witnessed in 

Ukraine, this provides a wicked problem to potential invaders and occupiers.69   

 

Blending of Resistance Roles and Functions 
 

The second trendline is the growth of blurred and blended means of resistance. With the power 

of mobile computing, widespread access to air, land, maritime, and cyber technologies, and the 

enlistment of citizens both inside and outside occupied areas, the blending of doctrinal 

resistance functions has become expansive and unpredictable. Line-and-block organizational 

charts do not work and do not matter if these functions are underway and are interlocking.70 71 

Social networks are at the heart of this dynamic.72 Social networks have always provided 

the circulatory strength of unconventional warfare, but their manifestations are ever more agile 

and flexible.73 Yahya Sinwar, the now-deceased head of Hamas, is a clear example of operating 

fluidly across this resistance spectrum.74 Sinwar built an auxiliary consortium during his 22 

years of imprisonment. After his release, he was the public component both as titular and 

spiritual leader. He directly coordinated Hamas’ underground functions while literally 

operating under the ground.75 In the end, he died fighting as a rank-and-file guerrilla when 

Israeli forces killed him on October 16, 2024.76 

Social networks, past and present, are the rocket fuel of unconventional warfare.77 When 

social bonds are in place and weaponized, they can strike quickly or survive the most pernicious 

of attacks.78 As social media consumes our personal and professional lives and upends too many 

industries to count, it is also advancing new forms of unconventional warfare.    

Ukraine is a stunning example of amalgamated resistance roles and functions from the 

individual to the highest levels of the state. Trying to replicate the Ukraine model is difficult. 

Ukraine’s blending of resistance roles and functions is one part planning, one part dysfunction, 

and one part grit.  

On planning, Ukraine structured its citizen resistance plan around territorial defense units.79 

These reservist-manned units were to be bolstered by the professional, uniformed security 

services: military, law enforcement, border, intelligence. Ukrainian special operations forces 

and security services were legislatively authorized (effective 31 January 2022) to operate within 

these territorial defense forces, creating a legal basis to activate an auxiliary, armed component, 

and underground, if warranted.80 When war came to all Ukrainian citizens on February 24, 

2022, the marketplace revealed itself. Ukrainian planning was insufficient to build proper 

territorial defense capability; time was too short. But Ukrainian planning etched out the 

template for crisis response, which proved to be “good enough” of an organizing principle to 

capture the initiative, pluck, and courage of citizens under assault.81 

Dysfunction helped here. Ukraine’s federated system loosely followed rules and laws, 

while a historical lack of trust in government institutions’ ability to respond effectively fed a 

bottom-up mentality.82 Ukraine had sufficient top-down structure, and invasion day triggered a 

visible, unified response from President Zelensky. This top-down guidance was enough to 

orient the lowest lieutenant, the self-organizing neighborhood-watch groups, and multitudes of 

infuriated citizens. Thus, a sua sponte spirit took shape from the bottom-up. 

A prior failure spirited Ukrainian success. Ukraine’s inability to act in a timely manner to 

the Russian snatching of Crimea in late February 2014 was a failure that was pathologically 
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embedded into the security services and the citizenry.83 When invasion came again in 2022, 

first-mover initiative combined with deft government direction resulted in blended citizen-

military “mesh” networks. Instead of Russia seizing the “market square,” as it did in February–

March 2014, the invasion ignited the Ukrainian marketplace mentality. Alarm signals were sent 

to the entrepreneurial base with a bias toward action: evacuate if required, defend if possible, 

strike back if capable. This time, Ukrainian partisans were the so-called little green men, 

achieving surprise.84  

The third component, grit, is a deserved accolade for a Ukrainian society that not only 

staved off a vicious coup de main invading force but has since fought the Russian military to a 

standstill for over four years. Grit alone is insufficient to make resistance work. Grit requires 

an organizing idea, a legal basis, and community cooperation. Any evaluation of Ukrainian 

resistance must account for the resolve and mettle of its citizens, some approaching retirement 

age, in trenches, hospitals, and bunkers.   

 

Commercialization and Home-Grown Tools of War 
 

The third trend is the commercialization and do-it-yourself nature of war. If whole-of-society 

defense is the philosophical goal, it is whole-of-innovation followed by whole-of-

manufacturing that is the tactile output. 

Ukraine has grown a drone and missile manufacturing industry while fighting the largest 

land invasion in Europe since World War II. Ukraine has assembled a technical industry within 

a society with rich intellectual, technological, and manufacturing capabilities.85 External 

support, to be sure, sustained Ukrainian ingenuity and has bolstered its output. But a decisive 

factor has been Ukraine’s ability to construct a domestic flying-munitions industry, an 

underwater attack vehicle arm, and a growing unmanned ground capability.86  

A similar do-it-yourself dynamic within a war is the competition in Myanmar between the 

government “junta” military and the collection of Burmese resistances producing drones, at 

scale.87 88As in Ukraine, under-gunned resisters can employ drones as a surrogate for infantry, 

for surprise, deep strikes, and simple reconnaissance.89 Even under attack, this distributed 

dynamic operates more like a food truck consortium than a Lockheed Martin factory. This 

advantages the resistance by confusing the Clausewitzian “center of gravity” proposition, 

whereby a well-placed single blow can, at once, cripple an adversary.90 When markets take hits, 

they disperse, regroup, and recover, often in new forms and places. 

This trend is infusing unconventional warfare with new, localized resource mechanisms. 

This has three implications. First, it can complicate the sponsor-proxy relationship by reducing 

the leverage of the sponsor.91 This gives proxies more freedom to exercise their own operational 

art.92 Second, with new weapons and munitions manufacturing methods at their disposal, there 

is more violent machinery at play. Indeed, 3D printing and local manufacturing have delivered 

a fast, cheap, and good-enough arms industry to the people. Third, blended roles make detection 

more difficult. Who, exactly, is a drone hobbyist, and who is a manufacturer of lethal weapons? 

Democratizing technologies distribute new advantages to low-level players.93 Resistances 

in Burma and Ukraine are demonstrating bottom-up arms and munitions prowess. With access 

to tools of war, disadvantaged groups now have better options to escalate and to protract. 

Taiwan stands to benefit from this trend. With a highly educated population, technical mastery, 

and industrial capability, it is conceivable that Taiwan could rapidly transform industrial 

factories into munitions assembly lines and create an unaccounted-for warfighting advantage. 
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Rapid, Networked Kill Webs 
 

The final trend is rapid, networked kill webs. Kill webs are an evolution of the kill chain, 

whereby a sensor communicates with a shooter and transmits the technical and verifiable data 

that validates—then strikes—a target.94  Kill webs are not a unique feature of unconventional 

warfare. Kill webs, by design and by opportunity, aggregate sensors.95 Unconventional 

warfare—by, with, and through a population—offers new relationships and marketplace 

dynamics on which kill webs feast. Consequently, unconventional warfare modes, with their 

citizen-rich networks and malleable modes, have expanded kill webs.96 Importantly, these 

modes can recognize and operate more effectively within local political dynamics; this is one 

nagging blind spot of kill webs. Too often, exquisitely delivered violent effects lack 

understanding of local dynamics.97 Brilliant strikes then work counter to strategic objectives.  

Rapid communication between sensors and shooters, once a feature of high-end militaries, 

is increasingly a feature of war among the people. There is an unsettling twist to this evolution. 

Unconventional warfare is activating non-military sensors that are already in place, 

technologically independent, and capable of providing tipping, locating, or second-source 

verification in real time. Irregular armed groups have always attracted the obvious social groups 

with a predilection for violence: isolated rebels, angry patriots, criminal organizations. Now 

add to this any number of witting and unwitting social clusters: pensioners, taxi drivers, 

backcountry hikers, children, prisoners, veterans, gamers. Orientation is often immaterial. The 

signal will make its utility clear, whether for collection, targeting, movement, or other 

potentialities. In effect, everyone is a potential proxy.     

Ukrainian strikes on Russian targets demonstrate citizen-sensor networks.98 On New 

Year’s Day, 2023, 89 Russian conscripts were killed by a Ukrainian artillery strike outside their 

barracks in Russian-held Ukrainian territory.99 When this gaggle of Russian trainees all checked 

their social media accounts in the early morning hours, they turned themselves into sensors for 

their enemy.  

Some sensors are monocular, operating at vast ranges with high clarity. Other sensors are 

thousands of tiny lenses with superb motion detection and 360-degree vision. Historically, these 

domains operated on separate planes: high-tech militaries with deep vision and long strike 

capability and citizen resistances with a full-spectrum view, but with limited means to strike. 

Now, these capabilities are readily connected and can be connected using commonplace 

technology and less curated expertise. 

Marketplace unconventional warfare creates an ecosystem that promotes useful bits of 

information in this sensor-rich environment.100 Kill webs can simply scrape this data, but 

unconventional partners scattered in the web can improve select communications, conduct data 

calls to willing citizenry, hide signals in the noise, or task sensors that are willing and capable. 

This is not a new technique, but the tools required are no longer reserved for spies or well-made 

operatives. During WWII, French resisters, impressed Polish workers, and underground 

Filipino networks all conducted these activities while under occupation. In the modern era, the 

sensors are already in place; they just need activation, manipulation, and most critically, 

protection. They also need the confidence that their signals, often sent at great risk, will be 

received and acted upon.    

    

Conclusion 
 

The unconventional warfare marketplace is wide open. Unconventional warfare derives its 

power not primarily from weapons but from relationships. As those relationships have become 
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cheaper, faster, and easier to build, this form of warfare increasingly follows the logic of the 

markets. Citizen resistance creates mass (cheap). Democratized technologies accelerate 

innovation cycles (fast). Networked kill webs expand lethality (good). Resistance roles and 

functions blur the categorical distinction between guerrilla and auxiliary (adaptive, efficient). 

States and non-state actors can participate in it, regulate it, exploit it, or ignore it. But they can 

no longer consign this to a lesser or localized form of warfare subordinate to larger and more 

recognizable forms of conflict. Recognizing that the economics of unconventional warfare have 

changed is the first step toward understanding—and successfully competing in—modern wars.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



Inter Populum: The Journal of Irregular Warfare and Special Operations                                     Fall 2026 Vol. 4 No. 2 

11 

 

 

Endnotes 
1 Jack Watling, Statecraft: The New Rules of Power in a Divided World (London: Macmillan, 2026), 

1–37, 297–309. 
2 Mary Kaldor, New and Old Wars: Organized Violence in a Global Era, 3rd ed. (Stanford, CA: 

Stanford University Press, 2012); Clara Broekaert, Nikkie Lyubarsky, Colin Clarke, and Joseph Shelzi, 

Priming, Destabilizing, Coercing: Russian Hybrid Tactics in Europe 2022–2025 (New York: The 

Soufan Center, March 2026). 
3 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Publication 3-05, Special Operations (Washington, DC: 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, July 10, 2024), GL-13 (definition of “unconventional warfare”) and I-4–I-6 

(discussion). 
4 Sandor Fabian and Gabrielle Kennedy, Perspectives Apart: Unveiling the Indo-Pacific Understanding 

of Irregular Warfare, vol. 2, no. 8 (Arlington, VA: Irregular Warfare Center, May 2024), 

https://irregularwarfarecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/I_2_8_Perspectives-Apart-Unveiling-the-Indo-

Pacific-Understanding-of-IW.pdf. 
5 Andrew Mumford, Proxy Warfare (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2013); Daniel Byman, “Why Engage in 

Proxy War? A State’s Perspective,” Brookings, July 2018. 
6 Unconventional warfare, as a specific type of warfare, is not neatly quantified in research. Research 

typically categorizes by state, interstate, external support, size of conflict, and other measurable 

categories. To start, the Uppsala Conflict Data Program’s External Support Dataset (UCDP ESD) 

provides a baseline. Vanessa Meier, Niklas Karlén, Therése Pettersson, and Mihai Croicu, “External 

Support in Armed Conflicts: Introducing the UCDP External Support Dataset (ESD), 1975–2017,” 

Journal of Peace Research 60, no. 3 (2023): 545–54, https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433221079864. 
7 Joseph L. Votel, Charles T. Cleveland, Charles T. Connett, and Will Irwin, “Unconventional Warfare 

in the Gray Zone,” Joint Force Quarterly 80 (1st Quarter 2016): 102. 
8 Mark Grdovic, “Developing a Common Understanding of Unconventional Warfare,” Joint Force 

Quarterly 57 (2nd Quarter 2010): 125. 
9 Charles H. Briscoe, Richard L. Kiper, James A. Schroder, and Kalev I. Sepp, Weapon of Choice: U.S. 

Army Special Operations Forces in Afghanistan, CMH Pub 70-100-1 (Fort Leavenworth, KS: Combat 

Studies Institute Press, 2003). 
10 Eli Berman, David A. Lake, Gerard Padró i Miquel, and Pierre Yared, “Introduction: Principals, 

Agents, and Indirect Foreign Policies,” in Proxy Wars: Suppressing Violence through Local Agents, ed. 

Eli Berman and David A. Lake (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2019), 13–40. 
11 Charles Tilly, “War Making and State Making as Organized Crime,” in Bringing the State Back In, 

ed. Peter B. Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 1985), 169–91. 
12 Alex de Waal, The Real Politics of the Horn of Africa: Money, War and the Business of Power 

(Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2015), 1–33. 
13 Mariya Y. Omelicheva, “Inside Russia’s Shadow Military Sustaining the War,” War on the Rocks, 

August 22, 2025. 
14 U.S. Congress, House, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2016, H.R. 1735, 114th 

Cong., 1st sess. (2015), sec. 1097(d), “Unconventional Warfare,” Congress.gov, 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/house-bill/1735/text. 
15 There are two authoritative definitions of unconventional warfare in the U.S. The first is the U.S. 

Special Operations Command doctrinal definition; the second, listed above, is from the 2016 National 

Defense Authorization Act (NDAA). They are near identical, except the former lists underground, 

auxiliary, and guerrilla force, and the latter lists underground, auxiliary, or guerrilla force. The subtext 

of the 2016 definition is that unconventional warfare can exist with some, but not all, of the listed 

components. The implication is that unconventional warfare can be waged via propaganda or 

subversion, without an explicit armed component present or necessary. This shift places a great deal of 

 

https://irregularwarfarecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/I_2_8_Perspectives-Apart-Unveiling-the-Indo-Pacific-Understanding-of-IW.pdf
https://irregularwarfarecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/I_2_8_Perspectives-Apart-Unveiling-the-Indo-Pacific-Understanding-of-IW.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433221079864
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/house-bill/1735/text


Inter Populum: The Journal of Irregular Warfare and Special Operations                                     Fall 2026 Vol. 4 No. 2 

12 

 

 
Russian and Chinese subversion, salami-slicing tactics, propaganda, and lawfare into the category of 

“unconventional warfare.” In aggregate, this legal distinction supports the claim that unconventional 

warfare is one of the most prevalent forms of warfare globally. 
16 David Maxwell, “An Unconventional Warfare Mindset: The Philosophy of Special Forces Must Be 

Sustained,” Small Wars Journal, May 29, 2023. 
17 Maurice DuClos, “Defining the Indefinable: A Critical Analysis of Current Irregular Warfare 

Doctrine,” Small Wars Journal, December 3, 2024, https://smallwarsjournal.com/2024/12/03/defining-

the-indefinable/. 
18 Berman and Lake, Proxy Wars, 31-40. 
19 Mark Grdovic, A Leader’s Handbook to Unconventional Warfare, SWCS Publication 09-1 (Fort 

Bragg, NC: U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School, November 2009). 
20 Troy J. Sacquety, “The Office of Strategic Services (OSS): A Primer on the Special Operations 

Branches and Detachments of the OSS,” Veritas: Journal of Army Special Operations History 3, no. 4 

(2007). 
21 Jack Watling, Oleksandr V. Danylyuk, and Nick Reynolds, Preliminary Lessons from Russia’s 

Unconventional Operations During the Russo-Ukrainian War, February 2022–February 2023, Special 

Report (London: Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies, 2023); Robert R. 

Leonhard, Stephen P. Phillips, and the ARIS Team, Little Green Men: A Primer on Modern Russian 

Unconventional Warfare, Ukraine 2013–2014 (Fort Bragg, NC: U.S. Army Special Operations 

Command, June 2015). 
22 Mark Galeotti, Russian Political War: Moving Beyond the Hybrid (New York: Routledge, 2019). 
23 Renad Mansour, Hayder Al-Shakeri, and Haid Haid, The Shape-Shifting “Axis of Resistance”: How 

Iran and Its Networks Adapt to External Pressures, Research Paper (London: Chatham House, 2025). 
24 Arash Azizi, The Shadow Commander: Soleimani, the U.S., and Iran’s Global Ambitions (London: 

Oneworld Publications, 2020). 
25 Christopher B. Rich, Jr., Charles B. Johnson, and Paul T. Shirk, “By, With, and Through: Section 

1202 and the Future of Unconventional Warfare,” National Security Law Journal 12, no. 3 (2022): 

538–40. 
26 Alan Pino, “Trump Wants Iranians to ‘Take Back Their Country’ from the Regime. Can They?,” 

Atlantic Council, March 5, 2026, https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/menasource/trump-wants-

iranians-to-take-back-their-country-from-the-regime-can-they/. 
27 Mackubin Thomas Owens, “Colin Gray: The Strategist’s Strategist,” Foreign Policy Research 

Institute, June 8, 2020, https://www.fpri.org/article/2020/06/colin-gray-the-strategists-strategist/. 
28 Rich, Johnson, and Shirk, "By, With, and Through," 538-551. 
29 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Publication 3-05, Special Operations (Washington, DC: 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, July 10, 2024), I-4–I-6. 
30 Tyrone L. Groh, Proxy War: The Least Bad Option (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2019), 

26–40. 
31 Assaf Moghadam, Vladimir Rauta, and Michel Wyss, eds., Routledge Handbook of Proxy Wars 

(Abingdon, UK: Routledge, 2024), 113–23. 
32 Broekaert et al., Priming, Destabilizing, Coercing, 12-16. 
33 Central Intelligence Agency, “The Bay of Pigs Invasion,” April 18, 2016, 

https://www.cia.gov/stories/story/the-bay-of-pigs-invasion/. 
34 Colin S. Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice (New York: Oxford University Press, 

2010), 15–53. 
35 David Kilcullen, “The Evolution of Unconventional Warfare,” Scandinavian Journal of Military 

Studies 2, no. 1 (2019): 61–71, https://doi.org/10.31374/sjms.35. 
36 Kilcullen, “Evolution of Unconventional Warfare,” 61–71. 

 

https://smallwarsjournal.com/2024/12/03/defining-the-indefinable/
https://smallwarsjournal.com/2024/12/03/defining-the-indefinable/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/menasource/trump-wants-iranians-to-take-back-their-country-from-the-regime-can-they/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/menasource/trump-wants-iranians-to-take-back-their-country-from-the-regime-can-they/
https://www.fpri.org/article/2020/06/colin-gray-the-strategists-strategist/
https://www.cia.gov/stories/story/the-bay-of-pigs-invasion/
https://doi.org/10.31374/sjms.35


Inter Populum: The Journal of Irregular Warfare and Special Operations                                     Fall 2026 Vol. 4 No. 2 

13 

 

 
37 Ken Tovo, Kyle Atwell, and Anthony Marco, “Unconventional Warfare on the Conventional 

Battlefield,” Military Review 104, no. 6 (November–December 2024): 18–32, 

https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/Military-Review/English-Edition-Archives/Nov-Dec-

2024/Unconventional-Warfare/. 
38 Mark Grdovic, Those Who Face Death: The Untold Story of Special Forces and the Iraqi Kurdish 

Resistance (Copper Mountain Books, 2025), 225–32. 
39 U.S. Department of the Army, Unconventional Warfare Pocket Guide, version 1.0 (Fort Bragg, NC: 

U.S. Army Special Operations Command, 2016), https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GOVPUB-

D101-PURL-gpo107846/pdf/GOVPUB-D101-PURL-gpo107846.pdf. 
40 Jason A. Spitaletta, Michael B. Matthaeus, and Michael Guadian, “Cyber Considerations of a 

Resistance Operating Concept: The Subversive Potential of Persuasive Technology,” Military Review 

(January–February 2025): 8–20, accessed July 25, 2026, 

https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/Military-Review/English-Edition-Archives/January-

February-2025/Resistance-Operating-Concept/. 
41 Derek Jones, Understanding the Form, Function, and Logic of Clandestine Insurgent and Terrorist 

Networks: The First Step in Effective Counternetwork Operations, JSOU Report 12-3 (MacDill Air 

Force Base, FL: Joint Special Operations University Press, 2012). 
42 David Maxwell, “Unconventional Warfare: Solving Complex Political-Military Problems and 

Creating Dilemmas for Adversaries,” Small Wars Journal, August 26, 2025. 
43 Daniel Byman, Peter Chalk, Bruce Hoffman, William Rosenau, and David Brannan, “Assessing the 

Impact of External Support,” chap. 6 in Trends in Outside Support for Insurgent Movements, MR-

1405-OTI (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2001), 83–102, 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1405.html; Dean Salehyan, Kristian Skrede 

Gleditsch, and David E. Cunningham, “Explaining External Support for Insurgent Groups,” 

International Organization 65, no. 4 (2011): 709–44, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818311000233. 
44 Stefan Korboński, The Polish Underground State: A Guide to the Underground, 1939–1945, trans. 

Marta Erdman, East European Monographs 39 (Boulder, CO: East European Quarterly, 1978). 
45 Alexandra Richie, Warsaw 1944: Hitler, Himmler, and the Warsaw Uprising (New York: Farrar, 

Straus and Giroux, 2013), 1–20, 553–627. 
46 Daniel Byman, Peter Chalk, Bruce Hoffman, William Rosenau, and David Brannan, Trends in 

Outside Support for Insurgent Movements, MR-1405-OTI (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 

2001), https://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1405.html. 
47 Steve Coll, “Go Raise Hell,” in Ghost Wars: The Secret History of the CIA, Afghanistan, and Bin 

Laden, from the Soviet Invasion to September 10, 2001 (New York: Penguin Press, 2004), 53–88. 
48 de Waal, Real Politics of the Horn of Africa, 1–33. 
49 Peter Andreas, Blue Helmets and Black Markets: The Business of Survival in the Siege of Sarajevo 

(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2008), 20–32, 119–32; Watling, Statecraft, 94–102. 
50 Maurice “Duc” DuClos, “Visible vs. Valuable: Why Restructuring U.S. Special Forces Won’t Fix a 

Failure of Perception,” Small Wars Journal, June 1, 2026, 

https://smallwarsjournal.com/2026/06/01/restructuring-u-s-special-forces-wont-fix-a-failure-of-

perception/. 
51 Otto C. Fiala, “Resistance Resurgent: Resurrecting a Method of Irregular Warfare in Great Power 

Competition,” Special Operations Journal 7, no. 2 (2021): 109–35, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23296151.2021.1994746. 
52 Maxwell, “Unconventional Warfare Mindset.” 
53 Erica Chenoweth and Maria J. Stephan, Why Civil Resistance Works: The Strategic Logic of 

Nonviolent Conflict (New York: Columbia University Press, 2011), 30–61. 
54 Fei-fan Lin, “Taiwan’s Plan for Peace Through Strength: How Investments in Resilience Can Deter 

Beijing,” Foreign Affairs, October 9, 2025, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/taiwan/taiwans-plan-peace-

 

https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/Military-Review/English-Edition-Archives/Nov-Dec-2024/Unconventional-Warfare/
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/Military-Review/English-Edition-Archives/Nov-Dec-2024/Unconventional-Warfare/
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GOVPUB-D101-PURL-gpo107846/pdf/GOVPUB-D101-PURL-gpo107846.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GOVPUB-D101-PURL-gpo107846/pdf/GOVPUB-D101-PURL-gpo107846.pdf
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/Military-Review/English-Edition-Archives/January-February-2025/Resistance-Operating-Concept/
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/Military-Review/English-Edition-Archives/January-February-2025/Resistance-Operating-Concept/
https://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1405.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818311000233
https://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1405.html
https://smallwarsjournal.com/2026/06/01/restructuring-u-s-special-forces-wont-fix-a-failure-of-perception/
https://smallwarsjournal.com/2026/06/01/restructuring-u-s-special-forces-wont-fix-a-failure-of-perception/
https://doi.org/10.1080/23296151.2021.1994746
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/taiwan/taiwans-plan-peace-through-strength


Inter Populum: The Journal of Irregular Warfare and Special Operations                                     Fall 2026 Vol. 4 No. 2 

14 

 

 
through-strength; Huizhong Wu, “Taiwan’s New Civil Defense Handbook Aims to Boost Public 

Readiness as China Tensions Persist,” Associated Press, September 16, 2025. 
55 Mykhaylo Zabrodskyi, Jack Watling, Oleksandr V. Danylyuk, and Nick Reynolds, Preliminary 

Lessons in Conventional Warfighting from Russia’s Invasion of Ukraine: February–July 2022, Special 

Report (London: Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies, November 30, 

2022), https://static.rusi.org/359-SR-Ukraine-Preliminary-Lessons-Feb-July-2022-web-final.pdf. 
56 Brian S. Petit, “Can Ukrainian Resistance Foil a Russian Victory?,” War on the Rocks, February 18, 

2022, https://warontherocks.com/2022/02/can-ukrainian-resistance-foil-a-russian-victory/. 
57 Office of the President of Ukraine, “President Signed Laws on National Resistance and Increasing 

the Number of the Armed Forces,” July 29, 2021, https://www.president.gov.ua/en/news/glava-

derzhavi-pidpisav-zakoni-pro-nacionalnij-sprotiv-i-zbi-69809. 
58 Zabrodskyi et al., Preliminary Lessons in Conventional Warfighting, 2022. 
59 Kyle Atwell and Olga Chiriac, hosts, “Is Resistance Working in Ukraine,” featuring LTG Andy 

Rohling and Jon Armstrong, episode 141 of Irregular Warfare Podcast, podcast audio, November 14, 

2025, produced by the Irregular Warfare Initiative, https://www.irregularwarfare.org/is-resistance-

working-in-ukraine/. Not all countries in NATO—or outside of NATO—openly advertise their societal 

resistance and total mobilization plans. U.S. Army LTG Andy Rohling stated, “out of the 32 member 

nations of NATO, 16 of the member states have resistance as part of their defense plans” (25:30). 
60 Kevin D. Stringer, “Building a Stay-Behind Resistance Organization: The Case of Cold War 

Switzerland Against the Soviet Union,” Joint Force Quarterly, no. 86 (3rd Quarter 2017): 109–14; Tim 

Huxley, Defending the Lion City: The Armed Forces of Singapore, The Armed Forces of Asia Series 

(St. Leonards, NSW: Allen & Unwin, 2000). 
61 Estonian Defence League (Kaitseliit), “Home,” accessed July 25, 2026, https://kaitseliit.ee/en/. 
62 Brian Petit, “Why Ukraine Is Not a Universal Resistance Model,” War on the Rocks, February 1, 

2024, https://warontherocks.com/2024/02/why-ukraine-is-not-a-universal-resistance-model/. 
63 Fiala, “Resistance Resurgent,” 109–35. 
64 Daniel Odin Shaw and Huseyn Aliyev, “The Frontlines Have Shifted: Explaining the Persistence of 

Pro-State Militias after Civil War,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism 47, no. 8 (2024): 817–37, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1057610X.2021.2009633. 
65 Neither the U.S. doctrinal definition of unconventional warfare nor the 2016 NDAA definition 

requires a supporting actor to be a state or “external.” States that are attempting to mobilize their 

internal resources, including people, harvest resources from any source. The key argument made here 

is not principally legal or political; it is to demonstrate that the mechanics of a cadre of personnel 

mobilizing, assessing, organizing, and training a nonmilitary group—in an emergency context—

whether inside a state or involving external actors, enacts the same logic and often results in the same 

forms and functions of a more “classic” unconventional warfare scenario. For example, the Resistance 

Operating Concept (2019) does not use the term unconventional warfare, but the core tenets are 

directly lifted from U.S. UW doctrine. 
66 Otto C. Fiala, Kirk Smith, and Anders Lofberg, Resistance Operating Concept (Tampa, FL: Joint 

Special Operations University Press, 2020), https://www.jsou.edu/Press/PublicationDashboard/25 
67 Stringer, “Building a Stay-Behind Resistance Organization,” 111. 
68 Otto C. Fiala and Ulrica Pettersson, "ROC(K) Solid Preparedness: Resistance Operations Concept in 

the Shadow of Russia," PRISM 8, no. 4 (2020): 17–28. 
69 The author was involved in introducing the application of the Resistance Operating Concept in and 

to Ukraine in 2020 and 2021.  
70 Mark Grdovic, “Breaking the Glass Ceiling of Irregular Warfare,” Foreign Policy Research Institute, 

December 16, 2025, https://www.fpri.org/article/2025/12/breaking-the-glass-ceiling-of-irregular-

warfare/. 

 

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/taiwan/taiwans-plan-peace-through-strength
https://static.rusi.org/359-SR-Ukraine-Preliminary-Lessons-Feb-July-2022-web-final.pdf
https://warontherocks.com/2022/02/can-ukrainian-resistance-foil-a-russian-victory/
https://www.president.gov.ua/en/news/glava-derzhavi-pidpisav-zakoni-pro-nacionalnij-sprotiv-i-zbi-69809
https://www.president.gov.ua/en/news/glava-derzhavi-pidpisav-zakoni-pro-nacionalnij-sprotiv-i-zbi-69809
https://www.irregularwarfare.org/is-resistance-working-in-ukraine/
https://www.irregularwarfare.org/is-resistance-working-in-ukraine/
https://kaitseliit.ee/en/
https://warontherocks.com/2024/02/why-ukraine-is-not-a-universal-resistance-model/
https://doi.org/10.1080/1057610X.2021.2009633
https://www.jsou.edu/Press/PublicationDashboard/25
https://www.fpri.org/article/2025/12/breaking-the-glass-ceiling-of-irregular-warfare/
https://www.fpri.org/article/2025/12/breaking-the-glass-ceiling-of-irregular-warfare/


Inter Populum: The Journal of Irregular Warfare and Special Operations                                     Fall 2026 Vol. 4 No. 2 

15 

 

 
71 Brian S. Petit, “Finding Order in Chaos: Conceptualizing Resistance Command and Control 

Approaches,” Journal on Baltic Security 8, no. 1 (2022): 131–49, 

https://doi.org/10.57767/jobs_2022_0005. 
72 Sean F. Everton, Disrupting Dark Networks, Structural Analysis in the Social Sciences 34 (New 

York: Cambridge University Press, 2012), https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139136877. 
73 Paul Staniland, Networks of Rebellion: Explaining Insurgent Cohesion and Collapse, Cornell Studies 

in Security Affairs (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2014). 
74 Matthew Levitt, Hamas: Politics, Charity, and Terrorism in the Service of Jihad (New Haven, CT: 

Yale University Press, 2006), 8–32, 52–106. 
75 David Remnick, “Notes from Underground,” The New Yorker, August 12, 2024, 

https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2024/08/12/yahya-sinwar-profile-hamas-gaza-war-israel. 
76 Ben Hubbard, “Yahya Sinwar, Leader of Hamas in Gaza, Is Dead,” New York Times, October 17, 

2024, https://www.nytimes.com/2024/10/17/world/middleeast/yahya-sinwar-dead.html. 
77 Chad Machiela, “Beyond Resilience: A Nuanced Framework for Conceptualizing Resistance 

Networks,” Small Wars Journal, September 19, 2025. 
78 David Kilcullen, The Dragons and the Snakes: How the Rest Learned to Fight the West (New York: 

Oxford University Press, 2020), 38–65. 
79 Mykola Bielieskov, “Ukraine’s Territorial Defence Forces: The War So Far and Future Prospects,” 

Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies (RUSI), May 11, 2023, 

https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/ukraines-territorial-defence-

forces-war-so-far-and-future-prospects. 
80 Nolan Peterson, “In Ukraine, National Resistance Is Now the Law,” Coffee or Die Magazine, 

January 7, 2022, https://www.coffeeordie.com/article/ukraine-national-resistance-law. 
81 Oleksandr V. Danylyuk, “Against the Odds: Lessons from the Ukrainian Resistance Movement,” 

Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies (RUSI), July 4, 2023, 

https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/against-odds-lessons-ukrainian-

resistance-movement. 
82 Tymofii Brik and Jennifer Brick Murtazashvili, “The Source of Ukraine’s Resilience: How 

Decentralized Government Brought the Country Together,” Foreign Affairs, June 28, 2022, 

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/ukraine/2022-06-28/source-ukraines-resilience. 
83 Michael Kofman, Katya Migacheva, Brian Nichiporuk, Andrew Radin, Olesya Tkacheva, and Jenny 

Oberholtzer, Lessons from Russia’s Operations in Crimea and Eastern Ukraine, Research Report RR-

1498-A (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2017), 

https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1400/RR1498/RAND_RR1498.pdf. 
84 Danylyuk, “Against the Odds.” 
85 Kateryna Bondar, "The Democracy of Drones: How Ukraine's War Is Transforming Defense 

Innovation," Center for Strategic and International Studies, September 2024. 
86 Olena Bilan and Lucie Béraud-Sudreau, “The Transformation of Ukraine’s Arms Industry amid War 

with Russia,” SIPRI Topical Backgrounder, February 21, 2025. 
87 Anthony Davis, “The Dangers of Guerrilla Triumphalism in Myanmar,” Asia Times, December 6, 

2023, https://asiatimes.com/2023/12/the-dangers-of-guerrilla-triumphalism-in-myanmar/. 
88 Florian Weigand and Khaing Aye Nyein, “Drone Warfare and Technological Change in Myanmar,” 

Centre on Armed Groups, July 10, 2026, https://www.armedgroupscentre.org/reports-and-

articles/drones-myanmar. 
89 Beau Chapman, Alexander Suster, and Steven Ahart, “Burma’s Quest for Drone Supremacy: A 

Cautionary Tale,” Irregular Warfare Initiative, September 5, 2024, 

https://www.irregularwarfare.org/burma-military-drone-program-irregular-warfare/. 

 

https://doi.org/10.57767/jobs_2022_0005
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139136877
https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2024/08/12/yahya-sinwar-profile-hamas-gaza-war-israel
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/10/17/world/middleeast/yahya-sinwar-dead.html
https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/ukraines-territorial-defence-forces-war-so-far-and-future-prospects
https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/ukraines-territorial-defence-forces-war-so-far-and-future-prospects
https://www.coffeeordie.com/article/ukraine-national-resistance-law
https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/against-odds-lessons-ukrainian-resistance-movement
https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/against-odds-lessons-ukrainian-resistance-movement
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/ukraine/2022-06-28/source-ukraines-resilience
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1400/RR1498/RAND_RR1498.pdf
https://asiatimes.com/2023/12/the-dangers-of-guerrilla-triumphalism-in-myanmar/
https://www.armedgroupscentre.org/reports-and-articles/drones-myanmar
https://www.armedgroupscentre.org/reports-and-articles/drones-myanmar
https://www.irregularwarfare.org/burma-military-drone-program-irregular-warfare/


Inter Populum: The Journal of Irregular Warfare and Special Operations                                     Fall 2026 Vol. 4 No. 2 

16 

 

 
90 Antulio J. Echevarria II, Clausewitz’s Center of Gravity: Changing Our Warfighting Doctrine—

Again! (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, September 2002), 

https://clausewitz.com/readings/Echevarria/gravity.pdf. 
91 Berman et al., “Introduction,” 10-52. 
92 Ben Jebb and Don Edwards, hosts, “Operation Spider’s Web and the Future of Asymmetric 

Warfare,” episode 130 of Irregular Warfare Podcast, Irregular Warfare Initiative, June 25, 2025, 

https://www.irregularwarfare.org/operation-spiders-web-and-the-future-of-asymmetric-warfare/. 
93 Seth G. Jones et al., “Defense Industrial Base Lessons from the Russia-Ukraine Conflict,” Center for 

Strategic and International Studies, March 13, 2025, https://www.csis.org/analysis/defense-industrial-

base-lessons-russia-ukraine-conflict-focus. 
94 Christian Brose, The Kill Chain: Defending America in the Future of High-Tech Warfare (New 

York: Hachette Books, 2020), ix-xvii.  
95 David A. Deptula, Evolving Technologies and Warfare in the 21st Century: Introducing the 

“Combat Cloud” (Arlington, VA: Mitchell Institute for Aerospace Studies, September 2016), 

https://www.mitchellaerospacepower.org/evolving-technologies-and-warfare-in-the-21st-century-

introducing-the-combat-cloud/. 
96 Danylyuk, “Against the Odds.” 
97 Watling, Statecraft, 102-110. 
98 Lidia Kelly and David Ljunggren, “Russia’s Defence Ministry Says 89 Killed in Makiivka, Blames 

Use of Mobile Phones,” Reuters, January 3, 2023, https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/russias-

defence-ministry-says-89-killed-makiivka-blames-use-mobile-phones-2023-01-03/. 
99 Felipe Dana and Joanna Kozlowska, “Sitting Ducks? Russian Military Flaws Seen in Troop Deaths,” 

Associated Press, January 4, 2023. 
100 Maurice DuClos, “Lecture Notes—Unconventional Warfare,” Naval Postgraduate School, 

Monterey, CA, May 6, 2026; unpublished material and concepts of a “UW ecosystem” provided to 

author in discussions and ongoing professional dialogue. 

https://clausewitz.com/readings/Echevarria/gravity.pdf
https://www.irregularwarfare.org/operation-spiders-web-and-the-future-of-asymmetric-warfare/
https://www.csis.org/analysis/defense-industrial-base-lessons-russia-ukraine-conflict-focus
https://www.csis.org/analysis/defense-industrial-base-lessons-russia-ukraine-conflict-focus
https://www.mitchellaerospacepower.org/evolving-technologies-and-warfare-in-the-21st-century-introducing-the-combat-cloud/
https://www.mitchellaerospacepower.org/evolving-technologies-and-warfare-in-the-21st-century-introducing-the-combat-cloud/
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/russias-defence-ministry-says-89-killed-makiivka-blames-use-mobile-phones-2023-01-03/
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/russias-defence-ministry-says-89-killed-makiivka-blames-use-mobile-phones-2023-01-03/

