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Introduction 

 Defeating insurrection has always been the province of those wishing to protect the status 

quo. If the foundation of the Weberian state is a monopoly on force, then incumbents must 

counter rebellious challenges to that monopoly and ensure the territorial and corporate integrity 

of the state. Sovereigns aim to seek to preserve their political power by either making consensual 

agreements with insurgent challengers or by violently denying them any capacity to resist their 

authority.  With the onset of the Global War on Terror in the early 21
st
 Century, the United States 

sought to maintain the internal stability of new client states, namely Afghanistan and Iraq. In 

both cases, the emergence of robust insurgencies caused the United States to shift from a 

conventional understanding of warfare focused on the military defeat of battlefield enemies to 

the political defeat of insurgents by winning the “hearts and minds” of the indigenous 

population.
1
 

 Since 9/11, counterinsurgency has become a mainstream practice within the United States 

military. Yet many scholars and practitioners question whether such non-traditional forms of 

warfare are actually an effective means of defeating insurgencies.
2
 Instead, they argue that 

counterinsurgency is not so different from conventional warfare and that the application of brute 

force is the only way to repress rebellion.
3
 These two theories to counterinsurgency – 'hearts and 

minds' and 'out-terrorize the population' stand in opposition to each other in their different 

assumptions about how to relate to the people in conditions of asymmetric warfare.
4
  

 This paper evaluates these different arguments by empirically testing for the effectiveness 

of alternative combinations of coercive and persuasive counterinsurgency practices. In the 

following pages, I show how counterinsurgents have sought to defeat rebellions since 1945 using 

a variety of coercive and persuasive counterinsurgency practices as well as mixed combinations 

that defy counterinsurgency theory and combine both approaches. By evaluating the unique way 

counterinsurgency involves specific actions in relation to insurgents and civilians, I aim to 
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demonstrate which assumptions about asymmetric conflict have historically been proven 

accurate or otherwise.  Unfortunately, military scholars and academic theorists of conflict have 

tended to talk past each other in their work on counterinsurgency.
5
 By conducting a cross-

national study of counterinsurgency practices and their relationship to war outcomes, I hope to 

bridge this gap and contribute to the ongoing debate on the relative effectiveness of coercive and 

persuasive forms of counterinsurgency.  

 I evaluate different theories of counterinsurgency by employing qualitative comparative 

analysis (QCA) to compare different combinations of coercive and persuasive practices and war 

outcomes across 44 counterinsurgencies. QCA is also known as Boolean algebra, and relies on 

mathematical logic to code for the presence or absence of conditions and the combinations of 

conditions that produce specific outcomes. By using crisp-set QCA (which uses a strict true/false 

binary to code conditions), I match different combinations of practices to counterinsurgent 

victory and a less restrictive non-loss outcome.  This comparison will show that there are many 

combinations resulting in either counterinsurgent victory or regime survival, but mixed 

combinations which slightly favor persuasive counterinsurgency appear most often alongside 

counterinsurgency wins and non-losses. I will also demonstrate that some level of coercion 

against civilians is unavoidable in counterinsurgency, thereby calling into question core 

principles of persuasive ‘hearts and minds’ counterinsurgency. 

 I begin by reviewing the existing literature evaluating the impact of coercion and 

persuasion on counterinsurgency outcomes. I then apply two Boolean analyses for 44 cases of 

counterinsurgency and present the findings. Finally, I conclude with avenues of future research.  

Existing Literature on Counterinsurgency Practices and War Outcomes  

 Political scientists have actively explored the relationship between coercion, persuasion, 

and war outcomes in the last 10 years. Much of this research has focused on factors that are 

external to the actual practices of counterinsurgents. These include counterinsurgent regime 
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type,
6
 size of counterinsurgent forces,

7
 and the level of counterinsurgent mechanization and.

8
 

Building on the work of Andrew Mack, Arreguin-Toft demonstrates how the interaction between 

strong and weak actor strategies determines outcomes.
9
 

 The most salient research focusing on counterinsurgent practices is provided by 

Kalyvas,
10

 who convincingly demonstrates that the use of violence against civilians varies with 

the ability of counterinsurgents to control territory. He shows how some degree of selective 

violence or the threat of coercion is useful for counterinsurgents in obtaining intelligence from 

the people and establishing territorial control.  However, conflict-specific studies of 

indiscriminate violence yield alternative outcomes regarding counterinsurgent effectiveness of 

indiscriminate violence. Lyall's study of artillery strikes by the Russian military against Chechen 

villages shows that insurgent attacks near targeted villages decline relative to untargeted villages, 

suggesting that indiscriminate firepower may be a successful counterinsurgency practice.
11

 Yet 

Kocher, Pepinsky, and Kalyvas’ examination of aerial bombing by the US military in South 

Vietnam indicates that loyalty to the South Vietnamese government declined after US 

bombardment.
12

 This outcome – and the broader failure of the US Army's reliance on firepower 

highlighted by today's proponents of counterinsurgency
13

 – validates Kalyvas's argument about 

the futility of indiscriminate violence against civilians as least when delivered by heavy 

firepower. A broader cross-national study is needed to provide a greater context to these 

findings. 

 Paul, Clarke and Grill provide one such study by using factor analysis and QCA to show 

that persuasive counterinsurgency practices associated with FM 3-24 are correlated with 

counterinsurgency success in 30 cases over the past 30 years.
14

 However, their factors include 

some second-order outcomes of counterinsurgency as if they were practices themselves, and this 

may confuse the causal relationship between counterinsurgency practices and war outcomes.
15

 

Instead, evidence of actual practices should be observed in such a way that is independent from 



Coercion and Persuasion in Counterinsurgency Page 4 

 

the actual outcome of a counterinsurgency war. How might we develop theories that enable an 

empirical test of the effectiveness of different counterinsurgency practices? I explore this below 

by evaluating coercive and persuasive counterinsurgency approaches using QCA, but first I 

examine the assumptions of different counterinsurgency theories. 

Counterinsurgency Theories and Assumptions 

 Our contemporary understanding of counterinsurgency is best articulated in FM 3-24: 

Counterinsurgency.
16

 FM 3-24 was written in 2006 by a team of military and civilian scholars 

led by then Lt. Gen. David H. Petraeus. The doctrine is strongly informed by Nagl's comparison 

of British counterinsurgency in Malaya and American counterinsurgency in Vietnam.
17

 He 

argues the British succeeded because the Army could operate as a learning organization and 

adapt to the insurgency of the Malayan Communist Party by adopting a ‘hearts and minds’ 

approach that won over the civilian population. According to Mockaitis, this approach consists 

of meeting the people's political grievances, gathering intelligence, and employing only 

minimum force with restraint.
18

 In addition to these British principles, FM 3-24 is heavily 

influenced by the work of French Army officer David Galula, which echoes his imperative to 

protect the civilian population.
19

  

According to practitioners and theorists, this conceptualization of military action is a 

departure from traditional military operations because it focuses on building relationships with 

civilians as a means of gathering intelligence and defeating insurgent adversaries rather than 

seeking the direct annihilation of battlefield opponents. Thus, while counterinsurgency is still a 

form of warfare that involves the use of violence to defeat enemies,
20

 it does while also working 

with the people in pursuit of a common interest in social stability and the defeat of the 

insurgency. Hence, Kilcullen argues that ‘calculated self-interest, not emotion’ is the primary 

factor in gaining the people’s cooperation.
21

 FM 3-24 makes the same point by informing 

commanders that interests are the core motivations driving civilian behavior,
22

 and that 
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‘understanding power is the key to manipulating interests of groups within society’.
23

  

 Although the principles of counterinsurgency which guided the British and French 

experiences accept limited violence and minimum force as crucial requirements, other scholars 

are less certain that distinguishing between civilians and insurgents is even possible. Key among 

these critics is Edward Luttwak, who argues that such a morally acceptable form of 

counterinsurgency is impossible. Instead, he argues that the only successful form of 

counterinsurgency involves the use of brute force against civilians to ‘out-terrorize’ them into 

supporting counterinsurgents and turning against insurgents.
24

 Although he acknowledges that 

the U.S military and its contemporaries among Western democracies would reject such methods 

as abhorrent, he argues that brute force is the ‘easy and reliable way of defeating all insurgencies 

everywhere.’
25

  These successful cases suggest that winning hearts and minds is not the only path 

to counterinsurgency victory, and that the British emphasis on only using persuasion in 

counterinsurgency distorts the historical record.  

An additional critique is mounted by Gian Gentile, who argues that persuasive 

counterinsurgency has been adopted without consideration of its strategic objective, namely 

state- and nation-building.
26

 Like Luttwak, Gentile claims that counterinsurgency can succeed by 

means other than persuasion.
27

 He strongly critiques the historiography of counterinsurgency 

used to justify the need for winning hearts and minds as selective at best and argues that coercion 

was essential for the U.S. Army's success in the later years of the Vietnam war: ‘What 

pacified...the rural South Vietnamese countryside between 1969 and 1972...was not better COIN 

programs and methods, but rather the death and destruction of military operations using 

firepower and the resultant either willing or forced depopulation of the countryside’.
28

 These 

theorists differ from persuasive counterinsurgency theorists by arguing that counterinsurgency is 

no different from other forms of warfare. In addition, the fact that British, French, and American 

counterinsurgencies in Malaya, Algeria, and Vietnam relied on controlling the movement of 
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civilian populations further suggests that persuasive theories of counterinsurgency based on 

those experiences actually ignore coercion practiced in those campaigns.
29

  Thus, successful 

attempts to fight insurgencies will rely on brute force and not persuasion.   

 Based on these counterinsurgency approaches, we can make the following hypotheses 

about counterinsurgency practices and war outcomes. 

  H1: counterinsurgents who employ persuasive practices restore social order by fostering 

agreements with civilians and insurgents that resolve hostilities. 

 H2: counterinsurgents who employ coercive practices restore social order by raising the 

costs of non-compliance faced by civilians and insurgents. 

 The above two hypotheses reflect 'pure' persuasive and coercive counterinsurgency 

approaches, yet some combination of the two is certainly possible. One can assume that 

counterinsurgents can use both persuasion and coercion to end a rebellion. Such mixed 

approaches would rely on limited uses of coercion while simultaneously offering positive 

incentives for cooperation.  For example, Machiavelli argues that while fear is more reliable than 

love as a means to ensure one’s power, the Prince should avoid being hated and instigating 

resistance to against his rule.
30

 Recent case-specific revisionist accounts of British 

counterinsurgency, which is generally thought to be focused on winning ‘hearts and minds,’ 

indicates the use of coercive practices as well.
31

 This suggests a mix of both coercion and 

persuasion can be successful and lead to a third hypothesis:  

 H3: counterinsurgents which employ a mix of persuasive and coercive practices will shift 

preferences toward their own by raising the benefits of cooperation and costs of non-compliance, 

thereby restoring social order. 

Analyzing Counterinsurgency Practices using QCA  

Methodology 

These alternative hypotheses about counterinsurgency approaches can be evaluated using 
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Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA), or Boolean algebra. QCA enables researchers to 

evaluate how different combinations of causal conditions produce an outcome of interest. This 

method is especially useful for evaluating hypotheses because it allows for maximum causal 

complexity while permitting generalized comparisons of combinations of causal conditions in 

each case. Ragin refers to such causal complexity as “multiple causal conjunction” indicating 

that the relationship between cause and effect may be the result of alternative combinations of 

causal conditions.
32

 If counterinsurgency is a phenomenon that is uniquely complex,
33

 then the 

relationship between practices and outcomes will also be subject to multiple causal conjunction. 

QCA is thus the appropriate method to discover relationships between different 

counterinsurgency practices (and their combinations) and war outcomes. Although 

counterinsurgency theory generally indicates a dichotomy between coercive and persuasive 

practices, QCA enables me to identify if those combinations or mixed combinations discussed 

above are more or less successful across many cases and contexts.  

Case Selection 

To evaluate combinations of counterinsurgency practices, I include counterinsurgency 

wars after 1945 given this year's neat break in world-historical time and subsequent effects on 

the practice of asymmetric war. Selecting actual cases is more difficult since most datasets on 

intrastate war are large-N and are also unclear regarding which cases are truly asymmetrical. In 

order to select a consistent set of cases, I included at least two of three recent studies of 

insurgency and counterinsurgency.
34

 Each uses a different approach in case selection. Arreguin-

Toft selects conflicts from Correlates of War of a 5:1 power asymmetry but includes interstate 

wars. Gompert et. al. are very comprehensive in selecting cases from Fearon and Laitin’s 2003 

study
35

 are vague regarding power asymmetries between combatants. Kalyvas and Balcells 

specifically distinguish asymmetric from conventional or non-conventional intrastate wars but do 

not include classic postcolonial cases of counterinsurgency.  Rather than privilege one case 
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selection at the expense of others, I selected only those cases that appear at least two of three 

datasets. This results in a set of cases that are clear asymmetric cases of insurgency. Overall, 47 

are selected and listed in Appendix 1. By relying on overlapping cases, I generate a dataset with 

cases that fit all the definitions of asymmetric conflict established by these studies. By using a 

global set of cases, I can draw generalizable conclusions about counterinsurgency practices and 

outcomes while preserving the complexity of counterinsurgency combinations through Boolean 

analysis.
36

 Although all 47 cases are asymmetric conflicts, there is some variation in terms of 

context. For example, some counterinsurgencies are fought by external actors (either empires or 

external actors seeking to restore sovereignty) or by domestic governments. I briefly address this 

issue following the Boolean analyses but again note the impact of context is outside the formal 

scope of this research. 

Cases are coded for three outcomes: counterinsurgent victory, stalemate/draw, and 

counterinsurgent defeat. Counterinsurgent victory indicates the defeat or suppression of the 

insurgency or a peaceful resolution of the conflict that results in a degree of territorial autonomy 

for the area in which the insurgency was active. While some might claim this definition is too 

inclusive, I consider it a victory because counterinsurgents retain overall national sovereignty.
37

 

Stalemate/draw indicates a peaceful end to the conflict resulting in electoral competition for 

nationwide political power or a cessation of organized violence because each side sees the costs 

of continued conflict too high. This is different from a conflict that is active, otherwise known as 

ongoing. The stalemate/draw outcome is different from victory because state sovereignty 

remains nominally contested. Counterinsurgent defeat indicates a loss of any sovereign claim to 

the state or the maintenance of its territorial integrity. Defeat includes cases of regime collapse or 

full territorial secession. This coding of outcomes generally fits the outcome coding of the 

Arreguin-Toft and Gompert et. al. datasets and enables me to resolve most discrepancies 

between the two datasets.
38
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To evaluate alternative theories of counterinsurgency while preserving the complexity of 

counterinsurgency cases, I have identified three coercive practices and three persuasive 

practices.
39

  These six practices are as follows: 

(A) Large-Scale Massacres: this practice refers to the indiscriminate application of lethal force 

on a large group of civilians, either through direct face-to-face violence or through indirect 

bombardment using artillery or airstrikes. Counterinsurgents may resort to massacres to deal 

with insurgents because of their inability to identify insurgents and separate them from the 

people. When doing so, they apply the Clausewitzian conception of warfare (in which victory is 

achieved by annihilating the enemy on the battlefield) to asymmetric conflict.
40

 Examples of 

massacres include genocidal massacres in Rwanda,
41

 bombing Afghan cities by the Soviet 

Army,
42

 and massacres of black Angolans by Portuguese settlers and the Portuguese Army.
43

 I 

code for the presence of massacres if counterinsurgents intentionally commit at least two large-

scale atrocities of more than twenty fatalities. By using a twenty fatality threshold to define 

‘large-scale’, I capture whether or not counterinsurgents are actively seeking to destroy an entire 

group of civilians. By using a two event threshold, I indicate a pattern of large-scale atrocities 

which suggest the intent to wipe out an entire population. By referring to counterinsurgent 

intentions, I mean that counterinsurgent leadership either directly orders its military forces to 

commit massacres or tacitly permits massacres to occur. If counterinsurgent leadership actively 

punishes its own forces for committing massacres out of rage, I do not consider this a massacre. 

However, if I find only one atrocity of more than twenty fatalities as well as repeated mentions 

of the indiscriminate application of firepower against civilian localities, I also code that conflict 

as a massacre.  Instances of collateral damage are not coded as massacres even if they result in 

more than twenty deaths. 

Exemplary Force: (B): this practice refers to the application of force against civilians to increase 

the costs of rebellion and insurgent participation.  Exemplary force may involve selective torture 
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or extrajudicial killings of individuals suspected of ties to insurgents.
44

 This practice involves 

less absolute forms of coercion when compared to massacres which seek to annihilate civilians 

because it aims to change the behavior of civilian targets rather than destroy them. Examples of 

exemplary force include Galula's use of ovens to intimidate Algerian detainees
45

 and 

assassinations by death squads in Colombia.
46

 Exemplary force thus can be used as a form of 

coercive bargaining with civilian targets. According to Schelling, this ‘diplomacy of violence’
47

 

validates coercive threats against civilians by deterring cooperation with insurgents and 

compelling cooperation with counterinsurgents. However, such practices are distinct from mass 

annihilation because military forces believe they have identified individual loyalties based on the 

behavior of a specific individual.  By targeting one individual and raising their costs of non-

cooperation, other individuals are faced with potential increased costs as well and may be 

compelled to cooperate.  I code for the presence of exemplary force if counterinsurgents 

regularly harass, intimidate, torture, or murder civilians during the conflict, either following 

direct orders or if such practices are tacitly permitted. If counterinsurgent leadership punishes its 

own forces for engaging in exemplary force, I do not code the variable as present.  

Resettlement (C): this variable refers to mass displacement and resettlement of civilians in new 

locations. Because insurgents live amongst the people, resettlement enables population control 

measures that prevent insurgents from moving among different geographic population centers 

and allow counterinsurgents to better fix and identify insurgent targets.   Absent potential 

supporters, insurgents should face increased difficulty in their attempts to acquire resources and 

information. Resettlement is different from more coercive practices like annihilation or 

exemplary force because it focuses on changing the geography of civilian life rather than 

engaging in all-out annihilation or using exemplary force to deter and compel civilian behavior.  

The logic of resettlement is derived directly from the problem of insurgency, particularly Mao’s 

aphorism of insurgents as fish swimming amongst a sea of civilians.
48

 This practice increases the 
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costs of insurgent movement and coordination across geographic spaces.  Resettlement also 

better enables counterinsurgents to monitor and surveil civilians, thereby preventing insurgents 

from receiving assistance from civilian sympathizers. On this basis, counterinsurgents using 

population control measures force the population to alter its behavior to meet counterinsurgent 

preferences. Examples of resettlement include the use of regroupement camps by the French in 

Algeria,
49

 strategic hamlets by the United States and South Vietnamese government,
50

 and the 

resettlement of Namibian civilians by South African military forces.
51

 I code for the presence of 

resettlement if counterinsurgents purposively displace entire geographic areas inhabited by 

civilians to new, permanent locations controlled by counterinsurgents. Thus, instances where 

counterinsurgent operations only create refugees or which resettle select groups of civilians 

while allowing others to remain are not included in the data set.  

Amnesty and Negotiations (D): this practice refers to offering amnesty programs that enable 

insurgents to reintegrate into society or negotiations with insurgents. Both are forms of 

bargaining that aim to find some shared preferences with either rank-and-file insurgents or 

insurgent leadership. Amnesty is intended to reduce any perceived threat by insurgents from the 

government and demonstrate that counterinsurgents share with insurgents a preference for an end 

of conflict. Amnesty requires that counterinsurgents and insurgents exercise self-restraint in the 

pursuit of their own preferences about the nature of social order and the extent to which they will 

use power to pursue short-term gains. Negotiations refer to a purposeful dialogue regarding a 

specific issue of interest to insurgents and counterinsurgents. For both sides, negotiations 

function as an attempt at joint decision-making
52

 and also suggest that some set of shared 

preferences may exist between insurgents and counterinsurgents including (but not limited to) 

peace.   

I code for the presence of amnesty if counterinsurgents offer insurgents an opportunity to 

defect from the insurgency and quit armed conflict. Examples include offers from the 
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Guatemalan military to leftist insurgents to return from Mexico with no punishment
53

 as well as 

the Nigerian government’s offer of amnesty for militants in the Niger Delta in exchange for their 

weapons.
54

 I code for the presence of negotiations if counterinsurgents engage in dialogue with 

insurgent leadership regarding specific issues that may include formal peace talks as well as 

negotiations over local cease-fires, regardless of whether or not the negotiations fail. This does 

not include instances of abortive negotiations, in which either side fails to engage in substantial 

dialogue because of a disagreement among their leadership, civilian or military. Neither does it 

include backchannel contacts aimed at starting a dialogue. Examples include FREMILO’s 

negotiations with RENAMO resulting in the 1992 Rome Accords (which holds until 2013) and 

negotiations among British and Malayan officials with the MNLA insurgency.
55

 

Development Assistance (E): this practice refers to the provision by counterinsurgents of 

development assistance to create new social and economic opportunities for the population. 

Development assistance can take the form of infrastructure construction for use by civilians 

(schools, bridges, roads, etc.) as well as the creation of job opportunities that provide income to 

individual civilians. Development assistance can lead to cooperation between counterinsurgents 

and civilians by functioning as a selective incentive or side payment that solves the collective 

action problem and increases the benefits of counterinsurgent compliance. 
56

Assistance can also 

function as a public good and increase the benefits of counterinsurgent cooperation for civilians 

who may be neutral.  Examples of development assistance include the provision of public health 

services to Algerian civilians by the French Army
57

 and the construction of local schools and 

health clinics by the government of Colombia.
58

 I code for the presence of development 

assistance if counterinsurgents initiate major development projects in tandem with 

counterinsurgency operations. Instances where counterinsurgents may already be providing 

foreign assistance unrelated to the conflict are not coded as relevant instances. 

Elite Relationships (F): this practice refers to a deliberate effort by counterinsurgents to form or 
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maintain long-term relationships with elite members of the civilian population. Rather than 

focusing on the entire population, creating elite relationships makes possible bargaining with 

individuals whose capabilities are known and intentions are iteratively learned over time.  Such 

relationships can provide counterinsurgents with a broader network of contacts in civil society 

including irregular armed forces drawn from the local population who are loyal to allied elites. 

I am not referring to relationships with central government figures residing in capitals and 

leading bureaucratic organizations. Rather, elite relationships refer to counterinsurgent ties to 

those actors within civil society among populations experiencing insurgent mobilization. 

Examples of elite relationships include alliances between the British and landowning Kikuyus in 

Kenya
59

 and the Russian co-option of the Kadyrov family in Chechnya during the Second 

Chechen War.
60

  I consider elite relationships present if counterinsurgents successfully form 

cooperative alliances with local power brokers during the conflict.  

The presence or absence of these six practices in each counterinsurgency case lead to any 

one of 64 combinations.  The data is used to analyze outcomes in each case of 

counterinsurgency. By matching combinations of practices to outcomes, QCA enables the 

researcher to demonstrate how different causal combinations produce the same outcomes. Using 

the above three outcomes, I perform two Boolean analyses. The first includes all possible 

combinations of practices that produce only counterinsurgent victory, or ‘W’ indicating ‘win’, 

while the second includes all possible combinations of practices that produce both 

counterinsurgent victory and stalemate/draw, or ‘NL’, indicating ‘non-loss’. This second analysis 

seeks to determine which combinations of practices merely enable counterinsurgent regimes to 

survive. 

According to Boolean multiplication, each causal combination is unique in the presence 

and absence of causal variables and is represented by the conjunction AND. For example, take 

the following Boolean expression which represents purely coercive counterinsurgency practices:  
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W =  MAS*EXP*RES*amn*dev*elt 

 

If the coercive combination ABCdef resulted in counterinsurgent victory, then annihilation AND 

exemplary force AND resettlement must be present while negotiations/amnesty AND 

development assistance AND elite relationships must be absent.   There can be more than one 

combination of conditions that produce an outcome. This is represented by using Boolean 

addition and the OR operator.  Take the following Boolean expression: 

 

W =  MAS*EXP*RES*amn*dev*elt + mas*exp*res*AMN*DEV*ELT 

 

This means that either of these two combinations can result in victory. Not only do causal factors 

combine in unique and complex ways, but the possibility of multiple causal conjuncture means 

that multiple combinations may produce counterinsurgent victory.  In the below analysis, I code 

each case of counterinsurgency for the above six conditions and war outcomes and then reduce 

Boolean equations to their logically simplified equations. To code each case, I rely on secondary 

sources drawn from historians, NGOs, and other observations to determine whether each 

condition is present or absent in each case. The basis for coding each conditions as well as the 

references cited are found in Appendix B. 

QCA of Counterinsurgency Practices Resulting in Victory  

 Before performing QCA, I first removed three cases that were still considered to be 

'ongoing' since they were non-victories that could indicate that some combinations were 

contradictory. This leaves 44 cases for analysis.
61

 I then identify which combinations of practices 

lead to the victory outcome. The presence or absence of each factor in each case and its outcome 

can be seen in Table 1 of Appendix A. The data shows that counterinsurgents are victorious in 
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only 18 out of 44 cases, or just under 41 percent of all cases. In addition, this table indicates that 

one condition, exemplary force, is present in all 44 cases regardless of the outcome. Thus, 

counterinsurgents always use intimidation, torture or extrajudicial murder in some part of a 

conflict as a routine matter of waging asymmetric war. Since there is no variation in this 

condition, I remove it from the below analysis. Nonetheless, this demonstrates that some degree 

of violence against civilians is inherent in counterinsurgency.   

  Next, I generate a truth table for all 32 potential combinations of a five-condition 

Boolean equation (see Appendix B). This indicates which of 32 possible combinations actually 

appear in my 44 cases as well as which cases result in victory. So what combinations of practices 

produce victory? I use the software Kirq to perform the following analysis.
62

  

(1a) W =  MAS*RES*AMN*dev*elt (2, 0.50) + + MAS*RES*AMN*dev*ELT (1, 0.5)  

  MAS*res*AMN*DEV*elt (1, 0.50) + mas*res*AMN*DEV*ELT (2, 1.0) +  

  MAS*RES*amn*DEV*ELT (1, 1.0) + mas*RES*amn*dev*elt (1, 1.0) +   

  mas*res*AMN*DEV*elt (2, 1.0) + MAS*res*AMN*DEV*ELT (3, 0.75) +  

  mas*RES*AMN*DEV*ELT (2, 0.67) 
63

  

 

 This primitive equation shows that there are nine combinations of counterinsurgency 

practices that lead to 18 victories. All of these combinations have a consistency threshold of 

50%, meaning that at least half of all times the combination appears results in victory.
64

 But 

some combinations contain contradictions, which occur when one combination is found in cases 

with the presence and absence of the victory outcome. Some combinations also appear only 

once, indicating they are relatively rare. Before simplifying this equation, I need to exclude those 

cases which are more inconsistent and infrequent to identify those combinations which recur 

across cases. I do so by increasing the consistency threshold to 66%, ensuring that a case will 

only be included as true if two-thirds of all cases are victories. I also increase the frequency 
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threshold to two, thereby eliminating combinations appear only once and are relatively rare 

overall. Once removed, I have the following equation: 

 

(1b) W =  mas*res*AMN*DEV*ELT (2, 1.0) + mas*res*AMN*DEV*elt (2, 1.0) + 

  MAS*res*AMN*DEV*ELT (3, 0.75) + mas*RES*AMN*DEV*ELT (2, 0.67) 

 

 Although the last two equations have a consistency of less than 1, the cases that involve 

these combinations which do not result in victories are East Timor and Nicaragua (Contras). 

Both cases are somewhat unique in that Indonesia's counterinsurgency in East Timor was 

ultimately halted by a United Nations peacekeeping intervention and the Sandinista 

counterinsurgency against the Contras led not to the collapse of the regime but a peace treaty and 

subsequent elections. Thus, I argue that these contradictions are relatively minor and should not 

prevent simplification of those combinations.
65

 

 Now we can begin to simplify this equation to identify which factors may be less relevant 

to producing causal combinations leading to victory. I do this by applying the basic minimization 

rule, in which two expressions can be combined by cancelling out any one condition that is 

present in one expression but absent in another, yet both lead to the same outcome and thereby 

making that condition irrelevant to the outcome. This produces the following equation: 

 

2) W =  res*AMN*DEV*ELT + mas*AMN*DEV*ELT + mas*res*AMN*DEV 

 

Notice that these combinations suggest that victory will be the outcome if 1) all persuasive 

conditions are present along with the absence of either massacres or resettlement, or the 2) 

absence of both massacres and resettlement with amnesty and development assistance. 

Ordinarily, the next step would be to further simplify by identifying prime implicants that 'cover' 
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the above reduced expressions, but no prime implicants can be found that do so. However, we 

can determine which factors might be sufficient or necessary to produce victory. A factor which 

is sufficient is one that by itself can produce victory, and no single factor can do so, thus none 

are sufficient. However, necessity requires that a factor or some combination of factors must 

always be present to produce victory. Since AMN and DEV appear in all three simplified 

expressions, we can determine that AMN*DEV is necessary. These conditions can be factored 

out of all three equations to demonstrate how they might combine with other conditions to 

produce victory. This produces the following equation: 

3) W =  AMN*DEV (mas*ELT + res*ELT + mas*res) 

 Now, what if we define the outcome in less restrictive terms and explore what 

combinations lead counterinsurgents not to achieve strict victory but simply a non-loss? Here, 

any outcome that is either a win or a stalemate/draw is coded as being 'present' for the outcome, 

producing more cases coded as true. If applied to the data, the following unsimplified and all 

inclusive equation is produced:  

 

1a) NL =  MAS*RES*AMN*dev*elt (2, 0.5) + MAS*RES*AMN*dev*ELT (1, 0.5) + 

  MAS*res*AMN*DEV*elt (1, 0.5) + MAS*res*AMN*dev*elt (3, 0.5) + 

  MAS*res*AMN*DEV*ELT (3, 0.75) + MAS*RES*amn*DEV*ELT (1, 1.0) + 

  MAS*res*AMN*dev*ELT (1, 1.0) + mas*RES*AMN*DEV*ELT (3, 1.0) + 

  mas*RES*AMN*dev*ELT (1, 1.0) + mas*RES*amn*dev*elt (1, 1.0) + 

  mas*res*AMN*DEV*ELT (2, 1.0) + mas*res*AMN*DEV*elt (2, 1.0)  

 

 For non-losses, 12 combinations produce this outcome for at least half of their 

appearances (again, this analysis starts with a 50% consistency). It also shows that non-losses 

can result from coercive, persuasive, and mixed combinations. If we raise the consistency to 66% 
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and increase the frequency cut-off to two cases, then the following combinations are produced: 

 

1b) NL =  mas*res*AMN*DEV*ELT (2, 1.0) + mas*res*AMN*DEV*elt (2, 1.0) +  

MAS*res*AMN*DEV*ELT (3, 0.75) + mas*RES*AMN*DEV*ELT (3, 1.0) 

 

Now that we've reduced our equation to five expressions, we can simplify it using the basic 

minimization rule. This results in the following equation: 

 

2) NL = mas*AMN*DEV*ELT + res*AMN*DEV*ELT + mas*res*AMN*DEV 

 

 This entire equation cannot be reduced using prime implicants, but we can factor out 

those practices which are necessary for a non-loss. Here, the only practices that must always be 

present are amnesty/negotiation and development assistance, resulting in the following equation: 

 

3) NL = AMN*DEV (mas*ELT + res+ELT + mas*res) 

 

Discussion 

 After performing these two Boolean analyses, we can specify significant aspects about 

the relationship between persuasive and coercive theories of counterinsurgency and 

counterinsurgency outcomes. But before doing so, it should be noted that this analysis started by 

removing one condition – exemplary force – from the dataset because it was present in every 

single case regardless of outcome. On this basis, a claim about the efficacy of persuasive 

counterinsurgency, which suggests that using no violence against civilians will lead to a 

favorable outcome, cannot be made. Kalyvas argues that the identification problem prevents 

counterinsurgents from being sure about the identities of civilians, and that selective violence is 
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needed to ensure that counterinsurgents can control civilians.
66

 The need to use violence is 

related to the identification problem, which ensures that counterinsurgents will be unable to 

discern the preferences of civilians and determine whether or not they have shared preferences. 

Finding exemplary force in all cases bolsters that conclusion, and implies that some degree of 

violence against civilians has always been a regular and unavoidable counterinsurgency practice.  

 The question then becomes what combinations of other conditions produce outcomes of 

interest in addition to exemplary force. These are displayed below in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Boolean Equations Leading to Counterinsurgency Victory and Non-Losses 

 

Practices for Victory Present Practices Absent Practices 

1 (Most Persuasive) 
Amnesty/Negotiations, Development 

Assistance 
Massacres, Resettlement 

2 
Amnesty/Negotiations, Development 

Assistance, Elite Relationships 
Massacres 

3 (Most Coercive) 
Amnesty/Negotiations, Development 

Assistance, Elite Relationships 
Resettlement 

Necessary for Victory 
Amnesty/Negotiations, Development 

Assistance 
  

Strategies for Victory 

1. Negotiate and provide aid without massacres and resettlement (implicit 

exemplary force) 

2. Negotiate, provide aid, and form relationships without massacres or 

resettlement (implicit exemplary force) 

 

Non-Loss Present Practices Absent Practices 

1 (Most Persuasive) 
Amnesty/Negotiations, Development 

Assistance 
Massacres, Resettlement 

2 
Amnesty/Negotiations, Development 

Assistance, Elite Relationships 
Massacres 

3 
Amnesty/Negotiations, Development 

Assistance, Elite Relationships 
Resettlement 

4 (Most Coercive) Massacres, Amnesty/Negotiations 
Resettlement, Development Assistance, 

Elite Relationships 

Necessary for Victory Amnesty/Negotiations   

Strategies for Victory 

1. Negotiate and provide aid without massacres and resettlement (implicit 

exemplary force) 

2. Negotiate, provide aid, and form relationships without massacres or 

resettlement 

3. Only commit massacres and negotiate   

  

 The combinations which produce nearly half of counterinsurgency wins reflect this 
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analysis. For 9 of 18 counterinsurgency victories, amnesty/negotiations and development 

assistance are consistently necessary conditions for more than one victory when combined with 

the absence of both remaining coercive practices or at least one coercive practice and elite 

relationships. This indicates that persuasive combinations of conditions will produce the most 

victories compared to other combinations with a baseline of exemplary violence. Such a 

combination can logically lead to victory because it provides positive incentives for civilians to 

cooperate with the government while offering insurgents a negotiated avenue to end hostilities 

and accept governmental authority. However, coercive force does not always have to be avoided 

to achieve victory. If counterinsurgents ally with local elites, they can engage in some form of 

coercion. Combining mostly persuasion with one coercive practice can produce success by co-

opting elite networks while simultaneously threatening civilian followers, who then have no 

other choice but to follow the lead of more prominent political leaders. 

 We should note that not many cases of victory are reducible to the above equation. Nine 

of 18 cases are those with a consistency of less than 66% which may appear only once. Even 

among these relatively rare combinations, they are evenly spread across coercive and persuasive 

combinations. Of those nine, two are highly consistent but low frequency. For the remaining 

seven combinations that are highly inconsistent, four of six include both coercive practices with 

either one, two, or three persuasive practices (MAS*RES*AMN*dev*elt is victorious twice 

although it occurs four times), with the other two combining an equal number of coercive and 

persuasive practices or one additional persuasive practices. Overall, there is no clear pattern to 

discern among those infrequent or contradictory practices that produce victory.  These cases are 

displayed below in Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Cases Organized by Consistency and Frequency for Counterinsurgent Victories 

 High Consistency, 

High Frequency 

High Consistency, Low 

Frequency Cases not 

Highly Inconsistent 

Cases not Simplified 
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Victory to be 

Simplified by QCA 

(9) 

Simplified by QCA (2) by QCA (7) 

Cases Algeria (GIA), 

Philippines (MILF), 

Chechnya II, Colombia 

(FARC), Peru, Malaya, 

Turkey, Indonesia 

(Aceh), Philippines 

(MNLF) 

Kenya (Mau Mau), and 

Indonesia (Daru Islam) 

Philippines (Huk 

Rebellion), Iraq 

(Kurdistan), Sri Lanka 

(LTTE), Uganda 

(LRA), Guatemala, and 

Tibet, 

Burma/Myanmar 

Types of 

Combinations of 

Practices 

Mostly persuasive Mixed, mostly coercive Mostly coercive, mixed 

 

 

  

When examining cases of non-losses, 10 of 24 cases resulting in non-losses are reducible 

to the above strategies. The three reduced combinations for non-losses are the same as those for 

counterinsurgency wins. This indicates that massacres and amnesty/negotiations must be present 

with other practices absent except for exemplary force. Of the remaining 14 cases, four are non-

losses produced by five combinations of practices which appear only once, and thus infrequently 

(although are high consistency). These four cases represent a mix of mostly coercive and mixed 

practices. Finally, the last 10 inconsistent cases which result in non-losses correspond to 

combinations that are mostly coercive and mixed practices as well. Overall, this indicates that 

mostly persuasive and mixed combinations produce the most consistent and frequent non-losses, 

while mixed and mostly coercive combinations produce non-losses sporadically. These cases are 

displayed below in Figure 3. 

Figure 3: Cases Organized by Consistency and Frequency for Counterinsurgent Non-

Losses 

 High Consistency, High 

Frequency Non-Losses 

Simplified by QCA (10) 

High Consistency, Low 

Frequency Non-Losses 

not Simplified by QCA 

Highly Inconsistent 

Non-Losses not 

Simplified by QCA 



Coercion and Persuasion in Counterinsurgency Page 22 

 

(4) (10) 

Cases Algeria (GIA), Philippines 

(MILF), Indonesia (Aceh), 

Philippines (MNLF), 

Chechnya II, Colombia 

(FARC), Peru, Malaya, 

Nicaragua (Contras), 

Turkey 

Kenya (Mau Mau), 

Senegal, Mozambique 

(RENAMO), Indonesia 

(Darul Islam) 

Iraq (Kurdistan), Sri 

Lanka, 

Burma/Myanmar, 

Philippines (Huk 

Rebellion), Uganda, 

Guatemala, Papua 

New Guinea, Tibet, 

Burundi, Nepal 

Types of 

Combinations 

of Practices 

Mostly persuasive, mixed Mostly coercive, mixed Mostly coercive, 

mixed 

 

 Given this analysis of all cases across both analyses of victory and non-loss outcomes, 

what can we say about our three hypotheses discussed earlier? First, the mixed hypothesis is 

shown to be most valid out of the three, with the persuasive hypothesis supported as well. This is 

consistent with earlier QCA study performed by Paul, Clarke, and Grill.
67

 Yet recall that 

exemplary force was removed before the analysis was conducted because it was present in every 

single case, regardless of outcome. Some form of coercion even in the most persuasive 

combinations analyzed above is always present and suggests that counterinsurgents never seek a 

bargain to win counterinsurgency wars without increasing the costs of rebellion through 

coercion. For persuasive counterinsurgency theorists, this appears to be a contradiction in their 

directive to protect the people and build popular legitimacy, yet is still consistent with its appeal 

to the rational self-interest of the people. More research is needed to examine the impact of 

exemplary force against civilians during more recent cases such as counterinsurgencies in Iraq 

and Afghanistan. 

 In addition, there are many expressions which lead to victory that are either contradictory 

or occur only once. This suggests that combinations of counterinsurgency practices which lead to 

victory or non-losses will more often than not be unique to each situation – neither coercive nor 
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persuasive counterinsurgency will be successful for all cases. The great variation in expressions 

and outcomes reinforces Kilcullen's argument about the complexity of any single instance of 

counterinsurgency.
68

 The context of each conflict will be an important factor in determining 

which practices may lead to success, or even if a counterinsurgency victory or non-loss is even 

possible. More research must be done to explore when such conditions that are contextually 

separate from the actual practices of counterinsurgents will be determinate of conflict outcomes. 

The limits of treating each case as a single unit of analysis should also be noted. By doing so, I 

am unable to explore how counterinsurgency practices change within a case. Nonetheless, a 

future expansion of this research could focus on making this kind of analysis. 

 Further, this analysis cannot explore the possibility of changes of practices within cases 

of counterinsurgency wars because it seeks to include a large number of cases for QCA. This 

might be an important criticism deployed by persuasive counterinsurgency theorists who argue 

that learning from experiences within a conflict can enable military forces to adapt to insurgent 

conflicts, and presumably adopt practices more consistent with winning hearts and minds.
69

 

While additional research is needed to explore how shifts in practices can affect outcomes, 

Enterline et. al. suggest that shifting to a hearts and minds approach will increase the likelihood 

of victory, but only if such a shift occurs within the first eight years of the conflict, after which 

victory is extremely unlikely.
70

 Further research might explore whether or not such shifts in 

counterinsurgency approaches require adding or subtracting specific practices within a conflict 

will produce success.  

Context: Imperial and Domestic Counterinsurgencies 

Although the specific context of each counterinsurgency is not my research focus, we can 

make some brief observations. We can divide all 44 analyzed cases into either domestic or 

imperial counterinsurgencies, with the former referring to counterinsurgencies fought by a state 

within its own territory and the latter as counterinsurgencies fought by a state outside its own 
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borders.
71

  Of 12 imperial counterinsurgencies, only three result in victory: Malaya, Kenya and 

Tibet. The Boolean equation for this subset of cases appears as follows and cannot be reduced:  

 

1) W(I) =  mas*RES*AMN*DEV*ELT + MAS*RES*amn*DEV*ELT +    

  MAS*res*AMN*dev*elt  

 

Given the implicit exemplary force evident in all cases, imperial counterinsurgency 

appears to be successful when using a combination of mostly persuasive to mostly coercive 

practices. The same is true for non-losses among imperial cases (there are no cases of imperial 

counterinsurgency that end in stalemate-draw, so the same set of win cases are also non-loss 

cases). This suggests that mixed practices may be less successful in imperial 

counterinsurgencies, but this can only be treated as weak evidence: much more research focusing 

on the contextual uniqueness of each case is needed.  

 Domestic cases demonstrate similar/different patterns. Of 32 cases of domestic 

counterinsurgency, 15 result in victory. After applying the same consistency and frequency cut-

offs applied to the entire analysis (consistency of 0.66, frequency of 2), the following equation is 

produced: 

 

1) W(D) =  mas*res*AMN*DEV*ELT + mas*res*AMN*DEV*elt +     

  MAS*res*AMN*DEV*ELT 

 

This equation accounts for 7 of the 15 victorious cases. The 8 not included are either low 

consistency or low frequency combinations, a reminder of the uniqueness of successful patterns 

and variation of outcomes among cases with the same pattern. This equation reduced to the 

following solution: 
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2) W(D) =  res*AMN*DEV*ELT + mas*res*AMN*DEV 

 

It can then be factored as follows: 

 

3) W(D) =  AMN*DEV (res*ELT + mas*res) 

 

Much like the analysis of victories, the presence of amnesty/negotiations and 

development assistance is necessary for all combinations. Even with implicit exemplary force, 

the reduced equation demonstrates that more persuasive combinations result in victory across 

domestic cases.  

 As for non-losses, 21 of 32 domestic cases end in this outcome (15 victories plus six 

draw/stalemate). A five-expression equation is produced that includes 11 cases (again using the 

0.66 consistency and two frequency cut-off).
72

 This is as follows: 

 

1. NL(D) =  MAS*res*AMN*DEV*ELT + mas*res*AMN*DEV*ELT +  

MAS*RES*AMN*DEV*elt + mas*res*AMN*DEV*elt + 

mas*RES*AMN*DEV*ELT  

 

Below is the resulting equation after reduction using the simplification rule: 

2. NL(D) = MAS*RES*AMN*DEV*elt + mas*AMN*DEV*ELT + res*AMN*DEV*ELT + 

  mas*res*AMN*DEV 

 

Finally, this equation can be factored as follows: 
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3. NL(D) =  AMN*DEV (MAS*RES*elt) + (MAS*ELT) + (res*ELT) + (mas*res) 

 

 Two of the four reduced expressions feature more persuasive practices (absence of either 

massacres or resettlement, if not both), while first two require the presence of massacres (the 

second requires resettlement as well. Like the analysis of domestic victories, consistent non-loss 

outcomes are associated with both amnesty/negotiations and development assistance. However, 

more coercive combinations can also be consistently successful. While the presence of these two 

factors is consistent with the above analyses, the presence of coercive practices suggests that 

persuasion is not the only route to regime survival in domestic counterinsurgencies. But again, 

since this is a comparative analysis that focuses on the complexity of counterinsurgent practices 

rather than the nature of the war in each case, these contextual findings should be taken with a 

grain of salt. 

 

Conclusion 

 This paper has evaluated three different hypotheses about counterinsurgency. The results 

indicate that mixed and persuasive practices produce nearly half of all counterinsurgent victories 

and non-losses, while more coercive combinations of practices rarely lead to victory. While this 

provides some evidence that persuasive counterinsurgency approaches discussed in FM 3-24 are 

valid, the fact that there is always counterinsurgent violence against civilians should temper this 

conclusion. Counterinsurgents never allow civilian populations to make decisions about 

cooperation and bargaining based on their own unimpeded rationality, but always raise the costs 

of non-cooperation with constant repression that falls short of massacres. This outcome suggests 

that persuasive counterinsurgency is less about protecting people and restoring the social contract 

and more about manipulating civilian decision-making through both positive and negative 

incentives.  
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Appendix A, Table 1: Combinations of Counterinsurgency Practices, Outcome = Win 

  Counterinsurgency Practices Outcomes  Context 

Case MAS EXP RES AMN DEV ELT W NL IMP 

Bangladesh 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Burundi 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Chechnya_I 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Cuba 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

East_Timor 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 

Eritrea 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Laos 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 

Mozambique_(RENAMO) 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nepal 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Nicaragua_(Contras) 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 

Nicaragua_(Somoza) 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

Papua_New_Guinea 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 

Senegal 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 

Somalia_(anti-Barre) 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Sudan_(SPLA) 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 

Yugoslavia 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

Zaire_(anti-Mobutu) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Algeria_(GIA) 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Burma/Myanmar 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 

Chechnya_II 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Colombia_(FARC) 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Guatemala 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 

Indonesia_(Aceh) 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 

Indonesia_(Daru_Islam) 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Iraq_(Kurdistan) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 

Peru 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Philippines_(Huk_Rebellion) 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 

Philippines_(MILF) 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Philippines_(MNLF) 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 

Sri_Lanka_(LTTE) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 

Turkey 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Uganda_(LRA) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Afghanistan_(anti-Soviet) 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 

Algerian_Independence 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 

Angolan_Independence 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Guinea-Bissau_Independence 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 

Indochina 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 

Mozambique_Independence 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 

Namibia 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Vietnam 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 

Zimbabwe 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Kenya_(Mau_Mau) 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Malaya 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Tibet 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 



Coercion and Persuasion in Counterinsurgency Page 28 

 

Appendix B, Table 1: Five-Condition Truth Table 

 

 A B C D E F G H I J K L 

Row MAS RES AMN DEV ELT N Win 
Stalemate/ 

Draw 
Loss 

Non-Loss1 

 

Consistencies 

Win2 
Non- 

Loss3 

1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 0 2 1 0.33 0.33 

2 1 1 1 1 0 5 1 1 3 2 0.2 0.4 

3 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 0.5 0.5 

4 1 1 1 0 0 4 2 0 2 2 0.5 0.5 

5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 

6 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7 1 1 0 0 1 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

8 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 1 0 1 1 1 4 3 0 1 3 0.75 0.75 

10 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 1 1 0.5 0.5 

11 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 

12 1 0 1 0 0 6 1 2 3 3 0.17 0.5 

13 1 0 0 1 1 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

14 1 0 0 1 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

15 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

16 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

17 0 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 0 3 0.67 1 

18 0 1 1 1 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

19 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0  0 1 

20 0 1 1 0 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

21 0 1 0 1 1 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

22 0 1 0 1 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

23 0 1 0 0 1 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

24 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 

25 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 0 0 2 1 1 

26 0 0 1 1 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 1 

27 0 0 1 0 1 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

28 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

29 0 0 0 1 1 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

30 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

31 0 0 0 0 1 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

32 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

 

                                                 
1
 Non-losses are calculated by adding columns G and H. 

2
 Win consistencies are calculated by dividing column G by column F. 

3
 Non-loss consistencies are calculated by dividing column J by column F. 
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