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By Richard Martin

Worldview Warfare (WW) offers a powerful descriptive framework for understanding the
most persistent and intractable conflicts. These conflicts arise from fundamentally
opposing worldviews, shaping perceptions, objectives, and strategies in ways that often
render resolution elusive. To further enrich this framework, we can integrate two
complementary concepts: cooperative actions (inspired by the concept of variable-sum
games in game theory) and persistent strategies (inspired by the Red King metaphor,
focused on indefinite timelines and long-term endurance).

Both concepts operate within the dynamics of worldview conflicts, providing additional
tools for analyzing how parties interact, whether through limited cooperation or through
enduring strategies aimed at long-term objectives. By examining these elements, we can
better understand how conflicts persist, evolve, or temporarily de-escalate.

Cooperative Actions: Tactical Means to Strategic Ends
Redefining Cooperative Actions

The term cooperative actions captures tactical or localized instances of mutual
agreement or benefit within an otherwise adversarial relationship. Inspired by the concept
of variable-sum games (VSGs) in game theory, cooperative actions are intended

as positive-sum interactions that can yield mutual benefits. However, despite the best
intentions or efforts of cooperating parties, they can sometimes result in negative-sum
outcomes, exacerbating the conflict or producing unintended consequences.

In the context of Worldview Warfare, cooperative actions are ways and means to an end,
not the ends themselves. They are tactical tools employed within broader strategies,
serving immediate needs without necessarily altering the overarching objectives or
worldviews of the belligerents.

Characteristics of Cooperative Actions

1. Mutual, Immediate Interests:
o Cooperative actions address specific, immediate needs, such as
humanitarian relief, prisoner exchanges, or ceasefires.
o These actions do not signify alighment of overarching goals but reflect
tactical pragmatism.
2. Localized and Tactical:
o They occur within narrow contexts and are not designed to resolve the
broader conflict.
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o Example: The exchange of hostages or prisoners between Israel and Hamas
provides temporary relief but leaves the underlying conflict unchanged.
3. Dual Perspectives:
o Cooperative actions may be framed as confidence-building
measures (CBMs) by one party, intended to foster trust.
o Conversely, the other party may view them cynically as opportunities to
regroup, rearm, or extend the conflict.

Current Example: Hostage-Prisoner Exchange Between Hamas and Israel

A proposed agreement between Hamas and Israel illustrates the dual nature of
cooperative actions. This deal includes the exchange of hostages for prisoners, restrictions
on IDF actions in Gaza, and a six-week truce. While it appears to offer immediate
humanitarian relief and de-escalation, it also provides Hamas an opportunity to
reconstitute forces, regroup, and potentially strengthen its position. Reports of Hamas
making additional demands even after high-level approvals of the deal further highlight the
asymmetry in good faith negotiations and underscore the concept of persistence in such
conflicts.

The Israeli Perspective: Maintaining International Support

For Israel, cooperative actions like this proposed exchange are not only about immediate
tactical gains but also serve the broader strategic goal of maintaining international
support, particularly from the United States. By demonstrating a willingness to engage in
humanitarian efforts and temporary de-escalation, Israel reinforces its narrative as a
responsible actor on the global stage. This is critical for sustaining diplomatic and military
support from key allies, even if such actions carry significant risks or tactical
disadvantages.

Limits of Cooperative Actions
o Cooperative actions rarely lead to strategic transformation, as they are constrained
by the deeper, opposing worldviews that drive the conflict.
e They can unintentionally prolong conflicts by providing tactical advantages or
delaying resolution.
Persistent Strategies: Endurance and Indefinite Timelines
Defining Persistent Strategies
Persistent strategies refer to the deliberate endurance of one or more parties in a conflict,
maintaining long-term objectives despite temporary setbacks or prolonged hostilities. This

concept emphasizes indefinite timelines, where time itself becomes a strategic asset,
allowing actors to pursue their goals over extended periods.
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Persistent Strategies in Practice

1. Israel-Palestine Conflict:
o Both sides exhibit persistent strategies:
= Israel persists in maintaining security and territorial control, focusing
on incremental gains such as settlement expansion and defensive
infrastructure.
= Palestinians, particularly rejectionist factions, view the conflict as an
indefinite struggle, seeking to outlast Israel through demographic and
ideological resilience.
2. Russia-Ukraine:

o Russia’s strategy in Ukraine demonstrates elements of persistence, relying
on historical narratives and long-term efforts to reshape territorial and
geopolitical realities.

o Ukraine’s endurance in resisting aggression similarly reflects a long-term
commitment to sovereignty and Western integration.

3. Historical Precedents:

o TheViet Cong’s approach during the Vietham War emphasized persistence,
leveraging time and attrition to achieve eventual success against a more
powerful adversary.

Persistent Strategies as a Descriptive Tool

e Persistent strategies are not synonymous with inaction; they involve calculated,
deliberate efforts to sustain momentum or preserve resources for future
opportunities.

¢ They highlight how worldview-driven actors prioritize endurance over immediate
resolution, often viewing conflicts as generational struggles.

Integrating Cooperative Actions and Persistent Strategies into Worldview Warfare
Interplay Between the Concepts
o Cooperative Actions and Persistent Strategies often intersect. Temporary
agreements (cooperative actions) can serve as operational pauses within a
persistent, worldview-driven conflict, allowing belligerents to consolidate their
positions or prepare for future phases.
e Example: In Israel-Palestine, ceasefires provide short-term relief while both sides
use the time to rearm, regroup, or recalibrate their strategies.

Analytical Value

1. Understanding Tactical and Strategic Layers:
o Cooperative actions reveal immediate, situational dynamics.
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o Persistent strategies underscore the deeper, enduring nature of worldview-
driven objectives.
2. ldentifying Opportunities and Risks:
o Cooperative actions may offer opportunities for localized de-escalation or
humanitarian relief.
o However, they also risk reinforcing long-term strategies of persistence,
particularly when exploited by rejectionist actors.
3. Descriptive Framework:
o Byincorporating these concepts, the WW framework remains descriptive,
providing tools to analyze conflicts without prescribing solutions.
o This approach respects the complexity of human action, emphasizing the
interplay of beliefs, values, and strategies over time.

Conclusion

The integration of cooperative actions and persistent strategies enriches the Worldview
Warfare framework, offering additional dimensions for understanding how conflicts persist
and evolve. While cooperative actions highlight tactical pragmatism, persistent strategies
reflect the long-term endurance of worldview-driven actors. Together, these concepts
provide a nuanced lens for analyzing the interplay of immediate actions and enduring
strategies in some of the world’s most challenging conflicts.

This extended framework reinforces the descriptive nature of WW, emphasizing the
importance of understanding the underlying worldviews that shape both tactical and
strategic behavior. By doing so, it equips analysts and decision-makers with a deeper
appreciation of the dynamics at play, enabling more informed and context-sensitive
interpretations of prolonged conflicts.
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