policy makers. This book is a must-read for all students
and scholars of political violence.
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— Paul Staniland

I am grateful to Ioana Emy Matesan for her thoughtful,
probing, and generous review of Ordering Violence. She has
identified two important issues in my project: how ideol-
ogy and tactical imperatives relate to one another, and how
to think about armed groups’ own agency.

First, Matesan asks for clarity on how ideological vari-
ables intersect with more fine-grained tactical imperatives.
She is right that the specifics of this relationship vary across
cases. This is an issue I wrestled with throughout the
project. Ultimately, I put my theoretical emphasis on
ideational processes of perceived threat and affinity, with
tactical concerns distinctly secondary. In part, this reflects
my judgment that so-called strategic or tactical explana-
tions in the literature are quite saturated already, and so
meaningful progress at this point requires a shift toward a
different set of political questions.

However, there is no doubt in the empirical record that
the actual relationship between ideas and local military/
political incentives can be far more complex and variable.
Matesan is correct that sequencing is often key, which
aligns with the theoretical structure of the book: big-
picture ideological politics set the general context, and
then more immediate tactical incentives can “fill in”
variation that is otherwise indeterminate.

That said, matters are not always so clear-cut. There are
certainly cases in which tactical considerations are more
important than my argument expects. That is fine, because
disconfirming evidence reduces concerns about tautology
and operationalization. I point to several such examples in
the book.

Matesan’s concern is most far-reaching when ideology
and tactics collapse into one another, with the worldviews
of regimes or armed groups seeming to completely deter-
mine all their behavior. In retrospect, I wish I had been
able to conceptualize more carefully the trade-off between
what Matesan in her book calls “principle” and
“pragmatism.” The reality is of a spectrum or distribution,
rather than any single fixed prioritization. Measuring
where states and groups lie on this spectrum ex ante is
obviously enormously diflicult, but the book would cer-
tainly have benefited from a more extended discussion of
this kind of variation.

Second, I agree with Matesan that Ordering Violence
focuses more on states than on armed groups, and that I
tend to see more stability in governments’ than armed
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groups’ goals. Her own book does a much better job of
explaining shifts over time in group goals than my state-
centric account: 7he Violence Pendulum is where I would
point those interested in this question.

In general, however, I view governments’ power advan-
tages as putting greater pressure on nonstate actors to
adjust their aims than vice versa. There are important
exceptions to this generalization, to be sure, but it certainly
applies to the bulk of empirical cases in my book.
Although some armed groups do maintain an unyielding
set of ideological commitments, many others must adapt
or risk being destroyed or marginalized. The constraints
on armed groups tend to bind more tightly, and thus limit
their options, far more than those on governments.

The Violence Pendulum: Tactical Change in Islamist
Groups in Egypt and Indonesia. By loana Emy Matesan. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2020. 288p. $74.00 cloth.
d0i:10.1017/51537592722001256

— Paul Staniland =, University of Chicago

paul@uchicago.edu

Ioana Emy Matesan has written an important and wide-
ranging book that grapples with a central issue in the study
of order and violence. It explores variation in the strategies
of Islamist groups in Egypt and Indonesia, seeking to
explain movement toward and away from violence. This
is a hugely important question, but one that quickly runs
into extraordinary complexity and contingency in the
empirical record: movements often change their positions
over time and, even at a single point in time, can adopt
behaviors at odds with stated ideologies, and state repres-
sion can trigger armed groups’ adoption of violence, as well
as its abandonment.

Matesan offers a theory of when and why political
movements escalate and de-escalate, arguing that these
trajectories hinge on the movements’ perceived need for
activism, changes in the cost of violent and nonviolent
tactics, and pressures they are experiencing. She deploys a
set of comparative case studies of movement trajectories,
examining the Muslim Brotherhood and Al-Gama’a al-
Islamiyya in Egypt, and Darul Islam and Jemaah Islamiyah
in Indonesia. This research design leverages both within-
and cross-case analysis, and other examples are sometimes
used to illustrate key concepts.

Matesan’s most novel contribution is a wonderful
conceptualization of how political organizations engage
with violence, moving beyond a straightforward binary of
violent versus nonviolent groups. Instead of trying to jam
groups into this blunt distinction, she valuably identifies
“eight distinct tactical outlooks that organizations can
adopt at any point in time” (p. 7). She carefully parses
the literature, showing that concepts like “radicalization”
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