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ABSTRACT

This thesis focuses on the nexus between a terrorist group’s narrative and the
group’s success or failure in achieving its strategic goals. This work theorizes that the
interaction of competing narratives exerts a systematic impact on the ability of the
terrorist group to achieve its strategic goals through the influence that the narratives have
over a group’s members, the group’s adversary, and the affected population. Although a
terrorist group with a good narrative can be defeated, a terrorist group with a weak
narrative is much less likely to win. Consequently, in order for a terrorist group to
improve its chances of prevailing, it needs a strong narrative. While issues like material
shortfalls, the repressiveness of state security services, and changing demographics could
contribute to the demise of a terrorist group, these factors also serve to demonstrate how
difficult it is for a terrorist group with a weak narrative to generate enough support to
overcome these deficits. Since narratives are not fixed, each side may choose to change
their narrative in order to accurately address changing circumstances. Changes could
follow shifts in policy, appointment of new leadership, and even changes of fortune.



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Vi



VI.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION. ...ttt s 1
A GENERAL AREA OF RESEARCH.......ccoiiiiiii 1
B. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND SCOPE ........ccoociiiiiiie 1
C. BACKGROUND ..o s 2
D. STATED HYPOTHESIS ... 3
E. RESEARCH QUESTION: WHAT MAKES A GOOD NARRATIVE?....6
F. SUBSIDIARY RESEARCH QUESTIONS ... 8
G. ANALYTICAL MODEL......cciiiiiiiiiiiie e 8
THE ROLE OF SOCIAL MOVEMENT THEORY AND COGNITIVE
PSYCHOLOGY ...ttt 9
A. GENERATING CONSENSUS FOR ACTION.......ccviiiiiiiiiini, 9
B. COGNITIVE PSYCHOLOGY: THE ROLE OF FRAMES AND
SOCIAL PROOF ... 10
C. COMPARING COMPETING NARRATIVES AND FRAMES............... 12
SHIFTING TIDES OF TRUST: THE RISE AND FALL OF KENYA’S
MAU IMAWU L. 15
A. THE RISE OF THE MAU MAU REVOLT ..o, 16
B THE EMERGENCY ...t 18
C. SUMMARY L. 21
SUCCESS AND FAILURE OF NARRATIVES IN THE CHECHEN WARS....23
A. THE FIRST CHECHEN WAR (1993-1996).......cccccseiiiineeiineneeesieneeens 24
B. THE CHECHEN REBELS’ NARRATIVE IN THE FIRST WAR.......... 24
C. THE RUSSIAN NARRATIVE IN THE FIRST WAR ... 26
D. THE SECOND CHECHEN WAR (1999—  ).oiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeees 28
E. THE RUSSIAN NARRATIVE IN THE SECOND WAR ... 29
F. THE CHECHEN NARRATIVE IN THE SECOND WAR .......ccccoviienn. 32
G. CONCLUSION ...t 34
CHANGING THE STORY TOWIN IN IRAQ ..ot 37
A. THE AQI NARRATIVE ..o 39
B. THE REBIRTH OF THE U.S. NARRATIVE ..o, 41
C. WHAT CAUSED ‘“THE AWAKENING’? ..o 43
D. CONCLUSION ..ot 47
CONCLUSION: CHANGING THE STORY TOWIN ..o 49
A. CONSISTENC Y L. 49
B. FAMILIARITY oo 50
C. PROO ... 51
D. ADAPTABILITY oo 51
E. LESSONS LEARNED ......ooiiii e 52
F. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS.....coo 53
G. DOCTRINAL RECOMMENDATIONS ..o 55

Vil



H. POLICY PRESCRIPTIONS........ccooiiiii
. AREAS OF ADDITIONAL STUDY ....oooiiiiiiieiieiiiee e
J. SUMMATION ..ot

LIST OF REFERENCES

INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST .o

viii



Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 3.
Figure 4.
Figure 5.

Figure 6.
Figure 7.

Figure 8.
Figure 9.

Figure 10.
Figure 11.
Figure 12.
Figure 13.

LIST OF FIGURES

Narrative FIOW Chart. ..o s 4
Comparison of Pre-Emergency British and Mau Mau Narratives................... 18
Post-Emergency British and Mau Mau Narratives. .........cccocceveneiiiiienennnn 20
Comparison of the Performance of Each Independent Variable. .................... 21
Comparison of Chechen Rebel and Russian Narratives in the First

CRECNEN WK ...t 28
Comparison of Chechen Rebel and Russian Narratives in the Second

CRECNEN WK ...t 34
Comparison of the Performance of Independent Variables.............cccccceeeni. 35
Comparison of pre-Surge AQI and U.S. Narratives. .........ccccccevvviveiveresieennnns 41
Overall Weekly Attack Trends in Irag, 2004—2007.........ccceeerveriienenieeneennens 42
Comparison of pre-Surge AQI and U.S. Narratives. .........ccccccevvviverveienieennnns 44
Comparison of the Performance of Independent Variables.............cccccceeene. 48
Performance of the Independent Variables across the Cases..........c.cccccvevenenn 50
Performance of the Independent Variables per Phase. ..........cccocoviniiiiinnn. 54



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



AQ
AQI
CNC
coL
FM

JP
KAU
MG
PRT
usS
USSR
WMD

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Al Qaeda

Al Qaeda in Iraq

Chechen National Congress
Colonel

Field Manual

Independent Variable

Joint Publication

Kenyan African Union

Major General

Provincial Reconstruction Team
United States

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Weapons of Mass Destruction

Xi



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Xii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to express our sincerest appreciation and gratitude to our advisor,
Dr. John Arquilla, for his direction, support, and patience during this thesis process.

We would also like to thank Dr. Hy Rothstein for sponsoring this study and

serving as a second reader.

Lastly, we would like to express our love and gratitude to both of our families
who encouraged and supported us during this process.

Xiii



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Xiv



l. INTRODUCTION

A GENERAL AREA OF RESEARCH

Our research focuses on the nexus between a terrorist group’s narrative and the
group’s success or failure in achieving its strategic goals. For the purposes of our
research, narratives are defined as “story models,” the linked concepts that groups use to
express their beliefs, state their goals, and encourage conformity.l We theorize that
competing narratives exert a systemic impact on the ability of terrorist groups to achieve
their strategic goals through the influence that the narratives have over their members,

adversaries, and other affected populations.

Although a terrorist group with a good narrative can still be defeated, we also
theorize that a terrorist group with a weak narrative is much less likely to win. Thus, our
theory is probabilistic. Consequently, in order for a terrorist group to improve its chances
of prevailing, it may need a strong narrative. While issues like material shortfalls, the
repressiveness of state security services, infighting, and changing demographics could
contribute to the demise of a terrorist group, these factors also serve to demonstrate how
difficult it is for a terrorist group with a weak narrative to generate enough support to
overcome these deficits. Since narratives are neither fixed nor infinitely malleable, each
side has a window of opportunity in which they may choose to change their narrative in
order to address changing circumstances effectively. Changes could follow shifts in

policy, appointment of new leadership, or even reversals of fortune.

B. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this work is to define the relationship between terrorist groups’
narratives and their success or failure in achieving their strategic goals. We will study
cases where the terrorist groups have alternately met or failed to achieve their strategic
goals and the relationship between the strength of their narrative and their ultimate
success or failure. In cases where groups failed to achieve their strategic goals, we will

1 T.R. Sarbin. Narrative Psychology: The Storied Nature of Human Conduct (New York: Praeger,
1986).



look for the conditions that changed relative to their narrative and strategic goals that
negated any manipulative or motivational effect of their narrative. In cases where terrorist
groups either ultimately triumphed or stalemated their opponents, we will look at the
causal relationships as they affect our central hypothesis. Moreover, we will explore these
relationships through case studies and describe how this theory might be applied to
ongoing U.S. efforts in Afghanistan.

There are several reasons that motivate us to research how to defeat terrorist
groups by defeating their narrative. The first motivation is that Joint Information
Operations doctrine focuses almost exclusively on an opponent’s decision cycle and does
not include consideration of the effect of the mix of the narrative and the ability of a
terrorist group to influence the targeted population. Second, we feel that existing theories
of social movements and the existing literature on terrorist groups’ narratives fail to
explain the strategic interaction between competing narratives. Third, we hypothesize that
there is a correlation between the legitimacy, or strength, of a group’s narrative relative to
an opponent’s narrative and the group’s success. Finally, our interest is related to our

work as U.S. military officers dealing with information operations in Irag.

Ultimately, our goal is to develop a framework that planners and policy makers
can use to understand the interplay between competing narratives, and use this
knowledge to frame strategic plans and policy appropriately. If successful, the framework
will enable the development of plans and policy that help to defeat terrorist groups by
ensuring that our efforts are focused on strengthening our narrative while devaluing a
terrorist group’s narrative. Consequently, the success of this model holds out the hope of
contributing to the defeat of terrorist groups operating in Afghanistan and elsewhere.

C. BACKGROUND

The current focus of Joint Information Operations doctrine is on disrupting an
adversary’s decision-making cycle. This focus is almost entirely tactical and fails to
consider the link between the adversary’s narrative and strategic goals. One such example
in Joint Publication 3-13: Information Operations states that information operations “are

primarily concerned with affecting decisions and decision-making processes, while at the

2



same time defending friendly decision-making processes.”? This sometimes results in
mounting information operations that fail to address the elements of the adversary’s
narrative that are effectively manipulating and motivating members of the group and its
targeted population. The direct consequence is the construction of a weak U.S. narrative
that may be exploited by U.S. adversaries. This combustible mix of strong and weak
narratives is a lesson that has not yet been learned and applied within the Department of
Defense.

D. STATED HYPOTHESIS

A terrorist group generally succeeds when its narrative is stronger than, or equal
to, its adversary’s narrative. Simply put, in order to win, a terrorist group may need a
good narrative. The quality of a narrative will be measured by four independent variables
(IV), which are derived from the literature in cognitive psychology and social movement

theory and will be discussed in detail in the following theory chapter:
Consistency: Congruity between a group’s strategic goals and its narrative

Familiarity: The degree to which the themes contained within their narrative are

already known to their target audience

Proof: The presence of observable indicators to support claims made by a group’s
narrative. These may either be resource related (relates to consistency) or in the form of

doing what one sees others doing

Adaptability: The ability of a group’s narrative to branch and change in order to

address changing conditions

These four IVs encompass the elements generally necessary for a group to
develop a good narrative. Without consistency, a group’s narrative and actions might
work at cross purposes. If a group’s narrative does not use themes that are familiar to the
target audience, their message will be less likely to pass successfully through cognitive
filters, which are defined as the cognitive process that causes people to reject information

2 United States Department of Defense. Joint Publication 3-13: Information Operations (Washington
D.C.: 2006), I-6.

3



that does not conform to what they expect to hear.3 Further, elements of proof need to be
present that allow the audience to weigh claims made by a group concerning their
narrative. Last, a group may need to change their narrative in order to ensure that it
remains consistent with both their strategic goals and current environmental conditions,

as well as counter their adversary’s “response stories.”

Figure 1 shows the process by which competing narratives are constructed, judged

by the population, and adjusted by terrorists and counter-terrorists.

Reaction to Change in |
Competing Narrative I

.

Terrorists { iy Counter-Terrorists

Strategy H Narrative H Frame I—dr anuiaﬁnﬂ 1—‘ Frame ﬁ—{ Marrative W= Stretegy

Filter /
Process Info

| Assemble
Story Model

Compare
story model
against proof

Feedback from
Population

Feedback fram
Population

Figure 1. Narrative Flow Chart.

3 Herbert A. Simon. Models of Bounded Rationality: Empirically Grounded Economic Reasoning,
Volume 3 (Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts Institute of Technology Press, 1982), 291.
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In this model, we theorize that competing narratives serve to bridge the divide
between a group’s strategy and the frames they use to deliver their message. Likewise,
Erving Goffman defined frames as a mechanism developed “for the interaction,
constructed as the common practically realized understanding of the meaning and
organizational premises of interaction—of ‘what it is that is going on here.”"4 These
frames allow people to “locate, perceive, identify, and label seemingly infinite number of
concrete occurrences defined in its terms.”> By aligning these frames with themes and
images familiar to the target audience, a group is able to achieve narrative synergy. Thus

they are able to deliver a message whose meaning transcends its content.®

When comparing competing narratives, the audience may operate much in the
same way a jury operates during deliberation. First, competing frames are filtered and
processed by the target audience. Next, the target audience reassembles the information
in the form of a story model, which represents an individual’s repackaging of a concept to
fit his or her sense of bounded rationality. Bounded rationality is defined as an
individual’s cognitive limits, in terms of both knowledge and reasoning skills, that affect
their decision making process.” Subsequently, this story model is weighed against the
presence or absence of physical evidence to support a group’s claims. The target audience
then judges the two competing narratives and decides which one they will support.8
Ultimately, feedback from the population’s decision reaches both the terrorists and the
counter-terrorists, who then have an opportunity to adjust their strategy, narrative, and

frames.

4 Erving Goffman. Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1974), 21.

S 1bid.

6 Robert D. Benford and David A. Snow. “Framing Processes and Social Movements: An Overview
and Assessment,” in Annual Review of Sociology, Vol 26 (2000), 611-639.

7 Herbert A. Simon. Models of Bounded Rationality, 291.

8 Reid Hastie, Steven Penrod, and Nancy Pennington. Inside the Jury (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 1983).
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E. RESEARCH QUESTION: WHAT MAKES A GOOD NARRATIVE?

Our hypotheses are that a good narrative is one that is consistent with a group’s
strategic goals, employs frames that are generally familiar to the target audience, is
supported by observable proof, and is adaptable to changes in the environment.
Therefore, the *group’ will be our level of analysis.

We will use a case study methodology to test our hypotheses, as well as to explore

our subsidiary research questions.
Following are the case studies we have selected:

The Kenyan Mau Mau Insurgency. Although the Kenyan rebels ultimately lost
to the British during this rebellion against colonial rule, which ran from 1953 to 1960, it
opened the door for Kenyan independence in 1963. In spite of huge material and military
deficits and the fact that the rebels were nearly completely wiped out, the British granted
virtually all of the group’s political and social demands and a former insurgent became

president of Kenya for decades.

Chechnya. The First Chechen War, which was fought from 1991 to 1997, ended
with Russia signing a peace treaty that looked like a humiliating defeat. Although Russia
enjoyed a significant material advantage, the Chechen rebels were able to leverage both
strong internal consensus and popular support to their advantage against a Russian force
that was largely demoralized. Following this victory, the Chechen narrative faltered,

when “freedom fighters” came to be seen as terrorists by 2000.

Irag’s Sunni Awakening. In 2006-2007, Sunni tribes in Iraq joined a wave of
reconciliation with the Government of Irag and supporting Coalition Forces. This
reconciliation marked the rejection of Al Qaeda in Irag by the Sunni communities that
they relied on for their support. The awakening was enabled by a significant change in

U.S. goals and narrative and Al Qaeda’s strategic and narrative stagnation.



We designed our structured, focused comparison and case selection using the
Congruence Model, where “a small number of cases can be used for theory
development.” These cases were selected due to their similarities with current operations
in Afghanistan between the Taliban as the terrorists and the United States as the counter-
terrorists. Likewise, the United States faces similar challenges combating terrorism in
other areas like the Jolo region of the Philippines, Columbia, and Indonesia where
similarities exist with this study’s cases. In each case, the terrorist group involved
initially possessed a stronger narrative than those of the counter-terrorists. In addition,
each terrorist group achieved a large measure of initial success. Conversely, the one area
where these cases differ from the current state of affairs in Afghanistan, where the
terrorists have both the upper hand in the conflict and are in possession of a stronger

narrative than the counter-terrorists.

Earlier cases, such as the American Revolutionary War and the United States’
involvement in small wars in the Caribbean during the early twentieth century, were
considered. However, due to the limited impact that technology played in the
information environment, these cases posses limited value for this research project.
Similarly, cases where a totalitarian regime suppressed a group of dissenters, like the
Soviet repression of the Hungarian uprising in 1956, do not positively contribute to this

study due to the Soviets’ insensitivity to the information environment.

Similar cases, such as the British defeat of insurgents in Malaya, Crete, and Qatar,
were also considered. However, when Kenya is added to this series of British cases, the
British triumph over the Mau Mau is an outlier. This is the one case among these four
British campaigns where the information environment played a central role. The election
of former rebel, Jomo Kenyatta, as the first democratically elected president of Kenya

underscores this case’s unigue qualities.

Finally, cases where the terrorists win, such as the French experience in Algeria
and the war in Vietnam, were considered and rejected, due to their limited value to this

study. With regards to the Algerian case, the French started out with a weak narrative,

9 Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett. Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social
Sciences (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005), 181.



attempted to defeat their terrorist adversaries through force of arms alone, and even
though the beat their adversaries militarily, they ultimately lost Algeria. The war in
Vietnam is similar to Algeria and contains the additional element of an “outside”
adversary; the Americans fought not only the indigenous Viet Cong insurgents, but the

North Vietnamese as well.

F. SUBSIDIARY RESEARCH QUESTIONS

. Is it possible to defeat an adversary just by beating their narrative?

. Do a group’s strategic goals need to remain fixed over time in order to be
effective?

o Is it possible for a group to win with a weak narrative?

. What conditions need to change in order to devalue an adversary’s
narrative?

. What is the relationship between the narrative and social movement
theory?

. What is the role of the story model in the creation of a narrative?

. To what extent is a group’s narrative co-created and dependent on their

adversary’s narrative?
G. ANALYTICAL MODEL

In order to better understand the role that cognitive psychology and social
movement theory play in the role of competing narratives, it is necessary to take a closer
look at the underlying theories involved.

The next chapter will link in general terms how these existing theories to our
theory of competing narratives. This general model will then be applied to each of our
cases in order to conduct our structured focused comparison. Our conclusion and
recommendation will be formed from the comparison of the independent variables within

each case.



Il. THE ROLE OF SOCIAL MOVEMENT THEORY AND
COGNITIVE PSYCHOLOGY

The relationship between competing narratives, their effect on targeted
populations, and ultimately their effectiveness is considerably more complex than a
simple comparison of how they are crafted. In order to better understand the dynamics
involved in the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent
variable in this study, it is necessary to take a closer look at the underlying theories of

cognitive psychology and social movement that are involved.

Largely about “mobilization,” social movement theory explains the need for a
good narrative to have consistency with a group’s strategic goals and is adaptable to
changes in the environment. Likewise, cognitive psychology provides understanding of
the need to employ frames that are generally familiar to the target audience and to

support a narrative’s claims with observable proof.

A. GENERATING CONSENSUS FOR ACTION

Social movement theory explains how groups are able to act through the process
of building internal consensus, generating external support, and justifying their actions.10
Doug McAdam and David A. Snow define social movements as “a collectivity acting
with some degree of organization and continuity outside of institutional channels for the
purpose of promoting or resisting change.”!l Terrorist groups, counter-terrorists, and
targeted populations are all manifestations of either competing or contested social
movements. Terrorist groups and counter-terrorists act as agents of change who seek to
gain popular support for their groups’ goals, while affected populations seek to develop

their own versions of consensus, to guide action in their best interests.

10 Doug McAdam and David A. Snow, eds. Social Movements: Readings on Their Emergence,
Mobilization and Dynamics (Los Angeles, Ca: Roxbury Publishing Company, 1997).

11 1bid., xviii.



A group’s narrative serves as the primary medium that a group uses to
communicate with internal and external audiences with the intent of building consensus,

gain external support, and justify their actions.

First, a group must be able to build internal consensus to act. A group is able to
do this by developing a narrative that is consistent with the group’s strategic goals and
sufficiently generalized to accommodate both a range of internal opinions and external
conditions. However, there is a “sweet spot” in terms of the level of generalization
needed in order for a narrative to generate this consensus. A narrative that is too narrow
could result in the splintering of a group, while a narrative that is too broad becomes
vague and seemingly indifferent.

Second, in order to generate the resources necessary to act, a group must be able
to gain external support. Terrorist groups rely on the support, both active and tacit, from
general populations in order to effectively operate. This provides a group with freedom of
movement and access to resources. Most significantly among these resources is access to
the targeted population, with the intent of compounding the effect gained by the creation

of a mass social movement.

Finally, a group needs to be able to justify its actions. This is necessary in
legitimizing their ways, means, and ends to internal and external audiences. As will be
discussed later in this chapter, this justification becomes important when the targeted

audience acts a jury to decide whether a group’s claims and actions are legitimate.

B. COGNITIVE PSYCHOLOGY: THE ROLE OF FRAMES AND SOCIAL
PROOF

Frames are necessary elements of any social movement. They are the cognitive
means that a group uses to build internal consensus, generate external support, and justify
actions. When comparing frames, these three separate elements need to be examined in
terms of the problem they identify, the recommendation they make, and the action they

are requiring from both internal and external audiences.1?2 Typically, these three elements

12 Robert D. Benford and David A. Snow. “Framing Processes and Social Movements: An Overview
and Assessment” in Annual Review of Sociology, Vol 26 (2000) : 611-639.
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are expressed in the form of a “motivating trinity”13 that labels the protagonist as good,
the antagonist as bad, and justify the necessity of the conflict. Robert D. Benford and
David A. Snow succinctly describe the reason that groups use frames:
In part, as movement adherents negotiate a shared understanding of some
problematic condition or situation they define as in need of change, make

attribution regarding who or what is to blame, articulate an alternative set
of arrangements, and urge others to act in concert to affect change.14

Another important element contained within a frame are themes familiar to the
target audience. By aligning frames with themes familiar to the target audience, a group
is able to achieve narrative synergy. Similarly, by co-opting culturally familiar themes,
audiences are generally less likely to filter out information contained within a given
frame. This functions on the cognitive level since the frame expresses a message that
conforms to the audience’s sense of bounded rationality.1> Bounded rationality is defined
as the minimized model of the world that all people construct in order to effectively
process all the potentially overwhelming information received from various, and

sometimes competing, sources.

Frames are significant in the context of generating support for social movements.
When effectively linked to themes and images familiar to the target audience, they
represent an expedient means of succinctly providing information to the population from
which a group is attempting to elicit support. The audience in turn “unpacks” the
information contained in the frame and reassembles it to conform to their sense of
bounded rationality.16 Hastie, Penrod, and Pennington call the product of this process an
individual’s story model.1” They then weigh this information against whatever proof

exists to support a group’s claims. Once the audience has reconstructed the information

13 Maurice Tugwell. “Terrorism as a Psychological Strategy,” in Case Studies in Psychological
Operations, ed. Janos Radvanyi (New York:_Praeger Publishers, 1985).

14 Benford and Snow. Framing Processes, p. 615.

15 Richard J. Heuer, Jr. “Cognitive Factors in Deception and Counter-deception,” in Strategic Military
Deception, eds. D. Daniel & K. Herbig, (New York: Pergamon, 1982).

16 Reid Hastie, Steven Penrod, and Nancy Pennington. Inside the Jury (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 1983).

17 Ibid.
11



and assembled their story model, the audience then weighs the validity of a group’s
claims against the presence or absence of proof. Next individuals then render what is
essentially a verdict. This verdict is not necessarily one of guilt or innocence, but rather
one of legitimacy. Ultimately, a series of frames that effectively motivates intra-group

consensus and motivates external support is deemed effective.

Consequently, frames play a large and central role in the development of social
movements. Effectively constructed and employed, frames are able to help create
movements able to overcome significant material deficits. This generally typifies the
conditions experienced by insurgents or terrorists and further underscores the necessity of

winning the war of the narrative.

C. COMPARING COMPETING NARRATIVES AND FRAMES

When comparing the competing narratives, the audience operates much in the
same way a jury operates during its deliberations. First, each opposing side’s story is
taken and reconstructed by the individual so that it conforms to their sense of bounded
rationality. Secondly, this repackaged story model is compared against the availability of
proof to substantiate the story’s claims. Thirdly, the story model is either legitimized or
de-legitimized by the presence or absence of associated elements of proof. Finally, the
individual makes a decision, or in the case of a jury member renders a verdict, in favor of

one side’s story.

While significant differences exist between members of a jury and a population in
the midst of a struggle between a terrorist group and counter terrorists, the role played by
competing narratives, frames, and proof is nearly identical. People, when making
decisions to support or reject an insurgency operate in a manner similar to an evidence
based jury; no matter how well scripted the argument, compelling evidence is required in

order to gain majority support.18

18 In their book, Inside the Jury, Reid, Hastie, and Pennington compare two types of juries; one that
used evidence to determine a verdict and one that focused on verdict alone without comparing available
evidence. The study determined that evidence based juries, who assembled story models to support their
verdicts, were both more accurate in their determinations, and more likely to reach consensus than verdict-
driven juries.
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In this way, narratives serve much the same role that Jacques Ellul ascribes to
propaganda. Both narratives and propaganda seek to address simultaneously the
individual and the masses, reside at the intersection of social science and psychology, and
both have an impact on popular opinion.1® Yet a narrative itself is not propaganda. Once
a narrative is manipulated, then it becomes propaganda. Conversely, not all propaganda
uses a narrative to influence targeted audiences. An ad hominem attack is one example
of propaganda that does not require a narrative. However, propaganda designed by a
group to accomplish strategic goals needs to contain a narrative. In order to be effective,
the propaganda needs to be managed to ensure consistency and clarity with both the

group’s goals and actions.

In the following chapters, three case studies will examine the role that narratives
played in Kenya, Chechnya, and Irag. In each case, the theories of social movement,
cognitive psychology, frame analysis, and jury models will be used to assess the
performance of this study’s independent variables. The performance of these variables,
both within and between cases, will serve to better illustrate the dynamics involved in the

relationship between competing narratives.

19 Jacques Ellul. Propaganda: The Formation of Men’s Attitudes (New York: Random House, 1965).
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I11.  SHIFTING TIDES OF TRUST: THE RISE AND FALL OF
KENYA’S MAU MAU

The 1952 revolt by the Kikuyu tribe in Kenya against British colonial rule is an
interesting case in irregular warfare where the state, in order to “win,” had to concede to
some of the demands of their insurgent adversary. Most notable among the reforms
demanded by the rebelling Kikuyu, known as the Mau Mau, was their desire for equal
treatment by the British controlled colonial administration.29 One compelling example of
the prevailing inequality can be seen in the British colonial government’s restriction of
Kenyans to farm lands only within designated “Reserves”—areas where the land was
reserved for Africans only. Conversely, prime farmland, particularly that in Kenya’s

Central Highlands, was preserved for white European farmers.

In order to better understand the role played by competing narratives in the initial
success of the terrorists and the counter-terrorists’ ability to reverse their fortunes, this
case will be divided into two phases. The first phase is the rise of the Mau Mau revolt,
and the second is the period known as the emergency. Each of these phases is significant
in that it marks distinct points in the evolution of the two competing narratives, as well as
changing measures of success between the insurgents and their foes. During the rise of
the Mau Mau revolt, the terrorists were able to leverage a superior narrative in order to
overcome material deficiencies to gain the upper hand over the counter-terrorists. During
the Emergency, the British adapted their narrative to changing conditions and formed
pseudo-gangs primarily composed of former insurgents that led to the de-legitimization
of the terrorists and their consequent defeat. During each of these phases, the contested
tribal population acted like a jury, weighing claims made by both sides against observable
proof before deciding which side to support. Initially, the Mau Mau’s case had more
observable proof than the claims made by the British. Alternately, the British by

20 Wunyabari O. Maloba. Mau Mau and Kenya: An Analysis of a Peasant Revolt (Indianapolis, IN:
Indiana University Press, 1993), 57.
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changing their narrative, adapting the focus of their operations to support their narrative,
and adapting frames familiar to the population, were eventually able to gain the upper
hand.

A. THE RISE OF THE MAU MAU REVOLT

In its broadest context, the Mau Mau revolt has been described as a “nationalist,
anti-colonial, peasant revolt” that lacked the cadres and organization associated with
revolutionary movements.2! At the essence of the underlying political and social causes
behind the Mau Mau revolt was the belief that the Kenyans needed to be governed as
“children” incapable of grasping democratic control of their own affairs.22 One
manifestation of this policy that created significant resentment among the Kikuyu tribe
and helped to legitimize the Mau Mau were land policies that favored white European

farmers at the expense of native Kenyans.

While the British policy is clear, they failed to provide proof to substantiate their
claims. The supposedly superior European farmers were largely unable to run profitable
farms and relied heavily on government subsidies in order to meet their basic needs.
Similarly, in keeping with their self-appointed role as caretakers of their Kenyan charges,
the British employed a narrative that supported this belief. This narrative was, in turn,
expressed using language and images familiar to British administrators, but foreign to
native Kenyans. Consequently, the British narrative touted the superiority of the colonial
system, the inferiority of the native Africans, and reinforced their belief in the “white

man’s burden.”

While the British examples in support of their colonial goals had a positive effect
on an internal audience, the proof they provided had the opposite desired effect within the
Kikuyu tribe. Forced relocation of Kikuyu squatters off land intended for European
farmers, British elevation of loyalist supporters outside normal Kikuyu tribal
stratification, and the condemnation of Kikuyu cultural practices were elements of the
proof the Kikuyu perceived that undermined the efficacy of the British narrative.

21 Wunyabari O. Maloba, Mau Mau and Kenya: An Analysis of a Peasant Revolt, 3.
22 \Wunyabari O. Maloba, Mau Mau and Kenya: An Analysis of a Peasant Revolt, 54.
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Consequently, both the British narrative and its associated frame were only legitimate in
the eyes of the British and their Kenyan loyalists. Instead of legitimizing their narrative,
they served to empower the Mau Mau by providing opportunity for the rise of their

nationalistic cause.

In opposition to the British, Jomo Kenyatta, a leader in the nationalist political
party, the Kenya African Union (KAU), summed up his party’s platform by stating that in
additional to resolution of land issues,

We want equal pay for equal work, we want good hospitals and good

roads in the Reserves. We want education for our children, the same as
that which is provided for the children of other races.23

Kenyatta’s statement contains a succinct trinity that identifies the desire for
equality, labels the adversary as promoting inequality, and establishes the legitimacy for

this goal.

During this first phase of the revolt, the consistency between the Mau Mau’s
strategy, their narrative, and their frame was vastly superior to those employed the
British. Initially, this provided a distinct advantage to the Mau Mau and they were
correspondingly able to mobilize significant support for their movement and drive the
British from their tribal areas. Consequently, the initial British plan to deal with the Mau
Mau revolt was to focus exclusively on a military solution and to reject the idea of

seeking a political compromise with the Mau Mau.24

23 Wunyabari O. Maloba, Mau Mau and Kenya: An Analysis of a Peasant Revolt, 57.
24 \Wunyabari O. Maloba, Mau Mau and Kenya: An Analysis of a Peasant Revolt, 81.
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Strategic Narrative Frame Proof
Goals
Mau MNationalism | Equality Collective British land grabs
Mau Tribal frame Usurping tribal order
QOaths
British Preserve European European Land grabs
colonialism | stewardship superiority Reserve system

Unilateral control

Figure 2. Comparison of Pre-Emergency British and Mau Mau Narratives.

The Mau Mau, in order to mobilize support for their group used measures such as
oaths to build trust among the tribal population. Employing oaths helped the Mau Mau
capitalize on the deep and rich African tradition of using oaths to bind people together.25
The British initially misunderstood the significance of these oaths and wrongly viewed
the Mau Mau as a religious cult rather than recognizing them as a manifestation of rising

African nationalism.

British mislabeling of the Mau Mau’s motivation further serves as visible proof of
the problem with the British narrative. The primary problem being the story model it
generated was only legitimate to a British audience, and lacked credibility among the
tribes. The result, when coupled with the brutal tactics the British initially employed to
try and defeat the terrorists that were inconsistent with the British’s stated goals, only

served to shore up support for the terrorists among the population.26

B THE EMERGENCY

