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Abstract Rebellion is more than a military contest. While armed comtfation between
fighters and soldiers is often the most visible aspect ofllieberebels also have an ongoing
relationship with the civilian population they purport &present. This relationship varies:
some rebels provide services and pursue policies civilimasattractive, while others ex-
tort resources from the populace and adopt unpopular positin an important way, rebels
govern civilians. Why do their governance methods vary? ¥és a simple model of how
and why rebels govern using a mix of three tools: coercionjige provision, and ideo-
logical positioning. We show an important trade-off betwgewer and ideology and trace
the somewhat surprising effects various counter-insurgstrategies and rebel-sponsoring
could have on rebel behavior.
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In an important sense, rebels are, and must be, rulers. 8iegewant to remain in
power, they have to worry about getting what they need toaiperSome rebels can fund
themselves with lootable resources, but since such reseame not available everywhere,
most rebels have to raise support from domestic or foreigorsic When foreign support
is difficult to obtain and often unreliable, rebels must rely resources extracted from
the local population. Rebels vary widely in how they handiis £xtraction: some rule
through fear, while others woo civilians with services; sopursue ideologies civilians
find appealing, while others enact unpopular positions. s€hghoices have a profound
effect on civilians’ experience. Civilians in rebel-affed areas care if they are coerced into
providing intelligence, troops, or shelter. The popula@ymelcome services that improve
their quality of life, and be skeptical of rebels who pursdeadlogical positions they find
alien.

Wartime political order matters beyond borders as well: ioers of the international
community may have an active interest in the ideologicaitjprs rebels pursue, how civil-
ians fare during wartime, and how rebel groups sustain tekems. Contemporary debates
about over conflicts stemming from the Arab Spring explditiclude discussions of both
civilian welfare and rebels’ ideological affiliations.

But how do rebels arrive at these positions and behaviorsdrfitst place? Without a
basic understanding of what shapes rebels’ domestic ahawé cannot hope to develop
appropriate or efficacious policies, or be sure of how ir@etion might shape rebel behav-
ior. To answer such questions, we first need an idea of howsrelse the instruments of
power and ideology at their disposal to rule the local padpaan areas under their control.

1 Rebels and Civilians

Until recently, studies of rebellion and civil war have teddo focus on issues of conflict
onset or conclusion (Collier and Hoeffler, 2004; Fearon 4200alter, 1997; Ross, 200/
While such studies offer invaluable contributions, the fatnains that the reason we are
interested in onset and termination is because the phermmnafconflict itself concerns
us—the bulk of participants’ and civilians’ experiencesligetween onset and termination.
Scholars have thus begun turning to study conflict proceséasy of these focus on rebels’
choice of military tactics (Fearon and Laitin, 2003; Berrmaard Laitin, 2005; Kydd and
Walter, 2002; Lapan and Sandler, 1998). While tactical@d®tan have different effects on
civilian welfare, such studies focus on the implicationthefse choices from the perspective
of rebel and incumbent militaries. In reality, however,alsbundertake a host of activities
outside of their military-to-military relations with theege that directly affect civilians, and
can consume a good portion of rebel effort and resources.

Even so, rebels’ behavior vis-a-vis civilians can have fidacmilitary motivation. Ka-
lyvas (2002) argues indiscriminate violence againstiang is an inefficient solution to an
information-control problem all rebels face. Territor@ntrol gives rebels good informa-
tion about local populations, allowing them to carefullyget those who inform on rebel

L ootable resources vyield a high cash return on minimal tieghmor infrastructure investment. Among
them are alluvial diamonds, timber, and drugs. These ressuare easily extracted, sold, and converted into
weapons, bribes, and other support for rebels and theiatipas.



operations to the government. Rebels with more limitedtteial control (and thus more
limited information) engage in less-discriminate tanggti Azam and Hoeffler (2002) fo-
cus on incumbent strategies and argue that terror may beagseast civilians to interdict
rebels’ ability to draw support from the populace. Suchigsidffer compelling logics, but
their focus on the use of force (by construction) leaves plagxed the question of why
some rebels invest in civilian services and others do not.

Other studies cut into the question from a strategic, rathen tactical, angle. Collier
and Hoeffler's “greed or grievance” debate raises the is$wehether rebels are merely
glorified bandits, and whether lootable resources prolamdlict by giving combatants both
the ability to finance their fight, and a prize over which tofkéighting (Ross, 2006; Collier
and Hoeffler, 2004; Collier, 2000). However, lootable reses are provided by geographic
happenstance—regardless of rebels’ behavior towardsaaisi Weinstein (2006) argues
such resources may attract opportunistic fighters who avdypoehaved vis-a-vis civilians.
For his rebels, coercion is not a deliberate organizatiohaice, but an outcome of resource
opportunities that shape rebel recruitment. Rebel grougslack both lootable resources
and foreign sponsors (which can offer a tidy payday) attess pecuniary “true believers”
who treat civilians well.

A few scholars directly tackle the topic of rebel governan8eminal work on the sub-
ject describes the phenomenon and proposes the termsifigugovernance” and the rebel
“counterstate” (Vega, 1969; Wickham-Crowley, 1987). Ka&lD02, 2005) focuses more
specifically on the degree to which some rebel groups formesgmtative political bodies
and consultative structures. Relying on several caseestullampilly (2011) offers induc-
tive explanations for variations in rebels’ governancaays, identifying myriad factors
that shape the degree to which rebels offer civilians seswvieincluding rebels’ organiza-
tional structure, domestic coalition-building, state gkeation into society, periods of peace
or ceasefire, and challenges from humanitarian and othiésotiety organizations. These
works provide rich descriptive evidence from in-depth cstselies, but leave questions of
generalizability.

In this article, we take the first step toward addressing spastions by providing a
highly stylized decision-theoretic model of rebel rule. r@oal is to derive testable com-
parative statics that speak to the questions we posed aprtbgevbasic framewaork of rebel
behavior on which we may then layer additional analyses. ptper proceeds as follows.
First, we outline the broad principles underlying rebeérahd derive from these a number
of propositions. Second, to further investigate the imgtlans of the model, we develop
further assumptions and outline specific model. From tresisphcase, we derive additional
propositions. Finally, we discuss these propositions #&edt uinderlying assumptions in
light of other approaches in the literature and the modalgcp implications. Our model
offers a framework whose assumptions incorporate manyeofrtbtivations and concerns
articulated in the extant literature on rebel rule, statenfition, and civil war. We also pro-
pose a specific role for ideology—in contrast to literatutes side-step or deny a role for
ideology, and those that provide (often case-specific)ragyis that ideology either solely
drives rebel behavior, or influences it under a logic of appateness. Furthermore, by
highlighting systemic effects that shape rebels’ choices bow to rule, we avoid the en-
dogeneity of many institutional arguments explaining tebke. Rebels’ internal structures
are not exogenously assigned—qgroup at least attempt to imgilitutions and capabilities
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they need to survive—our model suggests why some grougsliehtparticular capabilities
others do not.

2 Ruling and Benefits of Power

In intrastate conflict, rebels use force to extract politevad territorial concessions from
the government, which in turn uses its military to avoid nmgksuch concessions and to re-
establish its monopoly on the use of force. Whether the liebhat settled on the battlefield
or at the negotiating tableeteris paribusthe more resources rebels bring to bear against
the incumbent, the better the bargain they can extract frain bpponent.

Whatever their reasons for rebelling, all rebels want ta@ibthe best possible bargain
from the state—thus all rebels are interested in increatbiag resources. Rebels’ needs
are many: men, weapons and materiel, provisioning, tratejpmm, communications, in-
telligence, recruitment and training, among others. Lioletaesources can finance rebels’
struggle, but are not universally availaBldn their absence, rebels must build some form
of support from politically motivated actors at home or aatoBoth domestic and foreign
sources (including states, religious and ethnic diaspoplations, other rebel or terror-
ist organizations, and individuals living abroad) can suppany of rebels’ more fungible
needs like money and materfel.

However financed, all rebels need local assets and shekdegland Wolf, 1995, 32—
33). At the very least, they need civilians to not cooperaith the government and to
supply intelligence about government operatidngivilians can also provide rebels with
a variety of assets such as contributions (which may be fiagnar in-kind, like food
and fighters); observance of rebel-established rulesingtapn the land (and thus keeping
resources within rebels’ reach) instead of fleeing; andehédh order to gain these assets,
rebels need some measure of civilian compliance. Comgitaulitates rebels’ operations,
allowing them to stay in power and obtain needed resourcg@delmaviors from civilians.

This challenge is not unique to rebels—even in normal pslitisupport” is a complex
concept. States have historically faced the same challehgastaining themselves, and
rulers have patterned authority in myriad ways. The modeéldped here builds on the
logics of existing political economic analyses examinihg evolution of Western statés.
These studies argue that variations in Western governaecghaped by an ongoing bar-
gain between rulers and ruled; the former needing to extestiurces (for personal gain,
national defense, development, etc.) and the latter wgrkiimit extraction and coercion,
and to maximize the goods and services returned to them.

2For a description and discussion of how lootable resournasdie conflict and the particular ways in which
they shape conflict and rebel behavior, see Collier and Hogfl004); Ross (20@4b, 2006); and Weinstein
(2006).

3For a description and discussion of various foreign spaniseplved in intrastate conflict, see Byman et al.
(2000) and Byman (2005).

4Many authors have highlighted the importance of civiliaséd intelligence. For examples, see Popkin
(1979), and Berman, Shapiro, and Felter (2009).

SFor examples, see Olson (1993, 2000); North (1981, 1986); (1€88, 1981); Tilly (1985, 1990); and
Acemoglu and Robinson (2005).



2.1 Producing Compliance

To maintain their rule, rebels, like states, have to ensameslevel of support from the
population. This they can do by using some mix of positive aedative incentives; that
is, by providing services desired by the population andengrcompliance with their rule
when necessary. Extracting resources for the purposesiotamang authority is likely to
encounter some resistance even when the population geremaipathizes with the goals
of the rebels and the services they provide. Along thess, litintrobe (1998) develops
a series of models of dictatorships in which rulers invesepression and loyalty to pro-
duce domestic power. We take this work as our starting paidtraplace the troublesome
concept of loyalty with service provision and ideology. loin this, we touch on logics
embedded in some of the counterinsurgency literature, mbgrich debates counterin-
surgents’ use and balance between coercion and co-optdtimn-combatants. Leites and
Wolf (1995, 33-34) argue that “[t]he inputs acquired by camitig persuasion and coercion
are converted into outputs by the insurgent organizatiand we incorporate these inputs
into our model of production of support for the rebels. THIsves us to focus precisely
on the balance between the two in contrast to the idea thatsreberce some targets and
persuade others, where these choices vary by situatiorharrélel group’s evolution.

Like states, rebels generate compliance that is only qusitary: citizens acquiesce to
authority that has the ability to sanction non-compliera\jl-1988, 48-70). Rebels generate
quasi-voluntary compliances, with the use of three tools: coercion){ service provision
(g), and the ideological position they choose to enaft (

m(c, g, x).

As we discuss later, there may well be a difference betweeidgological position rebels
inherently prefer and that which they choose to enact assile can think of this function
as representing the material aspects of ruling and profitomg power because the higher
the quasi-voluntary compliance, the more rebels can exfiram the civilians under their
rule. In this sense, rebels are motivated to increase anvitompliance. As we shall see,
however, maximizing compliance is not their overriding lgoa

All three tools of rebel governance generate civilian caerle. How these tools work,
however, partially depends on civilians preferences. li@vs are, after all, strategic ac-
tors in their own right, though they have limited strategioice in their interactions with
rebels—civilians’ choices are never free from coercior tey frequently tread a fine line
between the two combatants (Popkin, 1979; Kasfir, 2002; \#aly2002). While physical
and nutritional security can overwhelm other interestgyata certain minimal level of se-
curity, civilians are also political actors. They have prehces over how they are governed,
and these preferences shape the effectiveness of rebe&’ngmce tools, and thus rebels’
choices among these tools. We could model the citizen’scelsan response to coercion,
services and ideology in the usual way — they divide theietinetween rebel-supporting
activities, rebel-opposing, and consumption given exbéobercion, service-provision and
ideology — and then optimize the rebels’ choice of instrutmaix given how citizens re-
act. Instead, we make several direct assumptions abagmsireactions and study rebels’
choice over their governance mix. This allows for a much mdessetup and although it
does not provide microfoundations for civilian behaviog kelieve the assumptions reflect
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dynamics that are very likely to be generated by a full modedr example, we assume
that civilians prefer good public services, low levels oéroon, and a ruler whose policies
reflect their own ideological interests.

2.1.1 Coercion

Coercion works both directly—by eliminating those who ssfuo comply with the rebels,
fighting formation of opposing rebel groups, and punishingperation with the government—
as well as indirectly—by warning those who may yet contemepteon-compliance. Thus,
coercion need not involve the direct application of viokeninstead, rulers may find it ef-
ficient to retain a coercive apparatus in conjunction witleendnstrated willingness to use
it. In an extreme example, mutilation by groups like Sieremhe’s Revolutionary United
Front (RUF) turns its victims into walking examples of théets’ coercive capability and
willingness to use it against non-compliant civilians (Ricds, 1996). Coercion comprises
forcible tax collection, seizure of crops and lands, andddrmilitary service (e.g., the
Resiskncia Nacional Mogambicana Increased coercion increases the probabilities that
violators will be caught by rebel authorities and that viofa face stronger punishments.
Either increases the risk non-compliers face under relbel ru

Coercion builds civilian compliance by ensuring that taasen is minimal, and that
organizing opposition to the rebels is more difficult beeanen-sympathizers who might
organize against the rebels are sanctich&glyvas (2006) argues that rebels use violence
to silence government informants and discourage futunayes. Coercion can also dis-
courage civilians from creating or supporting rival claimteto the rebel banner. Tléber-
ation Tigers of Tamil EelartLTTE) have historically been adept at assassinating elegs
and their supporters in their efforts to become and remarptheminent representative of
the Tamil rebellion and population (Somasundaram, 199&iblah, 1986).

Coercion, of course, is not free for rebels. At the very leaiel groups incur opportu-
nity costs as personnel are assigned away from pressusnigebmbent directly in order
to coerce civilians. We assume that coercion always inese#ize rebels’ ability to stay
in power but the more coercive they become, the less efteetaich additional increase of
coercion becomes in generating compliafce:

7. >0 and m. <O. (A1)

bwintrobe (1998, 48-49) calls this the “substitution effatirough which coercion increases support for a
ruler.

"We considered also a variant in which coercion increasepatip to a point, after which it became
counter-productive as civilians begin backing the goveaniphiding resources, or sabotaging rebel operations.
However, rational rebels would never choose to coerce libytois point. Wintrobe (1998, 60-1) does offer
a models which allows sanctioning to reduce the civiliansentives to invest in the regime so much that it
actually decreases loyalty. However, his model assuméghbaebels do not face a hard budget constraint.
The optimum coercion level is either determined by the btidgastraint or else by the point beyond which
it is counterproductive. We consider it very unlikely thabels would have access to so many resources that
the budget would not bind. Therefore, all plausible sohsgiwill have that feature at the constrained optimum.
This is why it is sufficient to consider a function that is maacally increasing in coercion instead of using
one that is concave but then examining only the domain ovéshnihis strictly increasing.



2.1.2 Service Provision

Service provision comprises a range of actions beneficiaivitians. Services include
dispute adjudication, medical services, job placemengctiemployment, establishing
schools, and so on. Services produce compliance by helgingrgte loyalty for the rebel
regime providing the goods.

The provision of services makes rule more palatable an@#ses rebels’ authority and
compliance with their rule. Wintrobe (1990)’s concept ofdtty — which is also something
rulers can “buy” from civilians — is rather more complicatdthn our notion of service
provision. Both civilians and rulers have incentives toeg@on their promises after having
received the services and support they require. One plausitution is to develop long-
lived institutions with reputations that encourage inweatts in loyalty and reduce the risks
of such defections. As an “instrument of political powerhieh is how (Wintrobe, 1990,
853-4) treats it, loyalty is difficult to grasp. The notionin$trument carries the connotation
of control. While both repression and loyalty are inputdia production of power, the ruler
has only a tenuous and indirect control over loyalty. In #@ase, loyalty is closer to our
concept of support, which means it should be treated as bomedb be explained, rather
than something that explains. In other words, instead ofewing of loyalty as one of the
instruments of power, we treat it as part of what the instmisieroduce.

Service provision is costly for rebels. Hizballah is amohg tmost commonly cited
examples of a rebel group relying on extensive service prawi it supplies civilians with
hospitals, educational resources, and emergency food atet.\vuch operations are large-
scale and large-budget—beyond the reach of many rebeliaeg@ms. But rebels can offer
many smaller-scale services that nevertheless have amgéarimpact on civilians’ well-
being. These smaller-scale services are still costly—eawéry least in terms opportunity
costs, as rebels allocate loyal personnel away from eftorjgressure the incumbent to
oversee or provide services.

Rebels can adjudicate disputes—which makes contractsoeatae (thus encouraging
economic activity), and avoids violence between civiliaRebels can also work to improve
the economy in their areas, usually by assisting in agucaliproduction—a valuable con-
tribution in the primarily agrarian societies of many rewans. In the 1970s, thgnido
Nacional para a Indeperéhcia Total de AngoldUNITA) worked to educate peasants on
how to save their crops from the incumbent’s defoliant &taand later sent students for
agricultural training abroad (Bridgeland, 1986, 94,29%cal education is also valuable to
civilians, who are frequently underserved in this areatipaarly once conflict breaks out.
Finally, service provision can include representativeié®ar other feedback mechanisms
for popular preferencesSuch institutions are fora for bargaining over governaiesyd-
ing the level and type of service provision, and the rediatron of wealth (Brautigam,
2000; Hoffman and Norberg, 1994; Acemoglu and Robinsonb5208igher levels of ser-
vice provision are characterized not only by a greater nurobservices, but also their
availability to a wider swath of the populace—that is, clulpavate goods versus public

8The parallel to this logic is the “Hearts and Minds” appro&sitounterinsurgency, in which incumbents
provide infrastructure improvements and other servicegmcivilians’ support. Similarly, Bueno de Mesquita
et al. (2003) focus on rulers’ delivery of benefits to thos@whpport rulers’ hold on power.

9For descriptions of these, see Wickham-Crowley (1987) aasfik(2005).
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We assume that the provision of services increases sumdtitgugh it does so with
decreasing marginal effectiveness:

g >0 and mge <O0. (A2)

Rebels will invest first in those services that are most &ffeén meeting popular demand.
Further investments will then be pushed into services takvbivilians are less responsive.
Civilians may welcome additional services, but are simphslimpressed with subsequent
provision as more needs and desires are'fhet.

It is important to realize that our conceptualization doestreat coercion and service
provision as substitutes. In fact, we, like Wintrobe (19882-4, 855), assume that they are
complements:

Teg > 0. (A3)

Service provision generates voluntary support for rebdetis, civilians support the
rebels rather than an alternative. When civilians decidetidr or not to support an al-
ternative, they weigh the benefits they might get and thescaisth support will entail.
Coercion makes supporting alternatives riskier and @yqalyvas, 2006). Rebels always
try to discourage support for the incumbent: Taliban nigiiieks intimidate supporters of
the Afghan government and secular education; massacredgefidn villages allegedly
perpetrated by the Armed Islamic Group (GIA) in the 1990®et defection (Kalyvas,
1999). Because increased coercion makes supportingatitexs costlier, the effectiveness
of service provision in generating support for the rebelsting increasing in the level of
coercion.

Analogously, greater service provision makes coerciorereffective. When rebels pro-
vide more services, a slight increase in coercion causesdsgntment than the same in-
crease where fewer services are provided. If we think ofatorras a form of taxation,
higher taxes may be viewed as “more justified” when there amerpublic services to pay
for. In other words, these tools of rule make each other miteetere.

Taken together, the assumptions we have made so far impglyhiee is a diminishing
marginal rate of substitution between coercion and setiogision:

dze _
Sgn<$) = SWI(M) = Sgn(ﬂccﬂg — 7Tcg7Tc) =—1.

To see what this means, take two combinations of coerciorsandice provision that gen-
erate the same level of suppott, ¢) and (¢, g) where¢ > ¢ andg > g. Consider now
an increase of coercion ¢ in both cases. We know that this will increase support in
both cases, so let us ask ourselves how much rebels can noeerservice provision by if
they wanted to maintain their support at the original le¥éle assumptions imply that they
would have to decrease service provision by more fom Ac, g) than they would from

(¢ + Ac, g). The intuition is that since & the increase of\c¢ yields a sharper increase in

10states too distribute goods to buy support, and Bueno de iiteset al. (2003) describe regime type in
terms of the state’s distribution of club/private goodsvisimn versus public goods.
1A similar logic is embedded in Allen and Mclintosh (2006).
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support than it does gtwhile c + Ac < ¢ + Ac still, it would take a larger drop in services
to return to the original level too. (In technical terms, tbequants ofr are convex at the
origin.)

2.1.3 ldeology

The political and ideological position rebels take is thiecthool of rule that we consider.
Ideology is a separate component of rebel rule (e.g., pugsiglamist or Marxist goals),
but may frequently entwine with other tools (e.g., the idgital content of educational
structures and other servicéd)We assume that both rebels and civilian populations have
ideological preferences, and that these matter for rebadrgance.

This distinguishes our approach from the common views tisaegard ideology by as-
suming it is either a fig leaf used to cover materialist pefiees (Kung and Chen, 2011)
or a residual category that explains only things that sefrest cannot (Levi, 1988, 51).
North (1981, 54) sees a political role for ideology in thaisitdesigned to get people to
conceive of justice as coextensive with the existing rules, accordingly, obey them out
of a sense of morality.” This somewhat limits the role of gy to overcoming the free
rider problem but it is consistent with the effect we envisideology to have in our model.

Once one admits the possibility that ideology might be ugadtitically, it is a short step
to argue that leaders might adopt ideological positionsatsars of political expediency. As
Downs (1957, 28) put it, they “formulate policies to win gleas, rather than win elections
in order to formulate policies.” He was, of course, speakihgarties in democracies, but
the idea lends itself to settings like ours. For instancer®ude Mesquita (2008) argues that
terrorist leaders establish factions with ideologicalifimss designed to maximize support.
In this vein, we assume that rebels can choose the ideolagingent of policies they enact.
They can adopt platforms that resonate more with the prmedeseof civilians for whom
ideology is not instrumental. In other words, civilians asteological preferences—over
the relationship between church and state, the ability &ztpre their own religion, land
reform, and even foreign policy. They might not be able técalate precise definitions
of “self-determination,” “sharia law,”, or “Communism,’ub this does not mean they do
not care about them or that they cannot make reasoned cldsspge limited conceptual
understanding (McCubbins and Lupia, 1998; Green, Palcansl Schickler, 2002). Just
because civilians cannot defigbarialaw does not prevent them from wanting it, or from
identifying any less strongly as Muslims.

Like civilians, rebels have intrinsic preferences overittelogical content of their poli-
cies. However, unlike civilians, rebels also have instratakepreferences in that the choice
of that content can affect the level of support they are ablgenerate through coercion
and service provision. The key in this relationship is theoidgical distance between the
preferences of the actors and the policies enacted—nop#®fie nature of the ideology
itself.

All else equal, rebels want the most compliance possibleturn for their investment in
coercion and service provision. This matters because thgima& effectiveness of service

12e use ideology in the manner of Kalyvas (2001) who arguesuasively against the conception that
modern civil wars lack ideology, pointing to biases in muglsting research in discounting rebels’ ideological
motivations.



provision must be decreasing in the degree of extremismeopdtiicies rebels supply. The
wider the ideological gap between rebels’ policies andiaivs’ preferences, the less effec-
tive services are in generating compliance. ldeologicsiladice makes civilians skeptical
about the rebels’ intentions and thus leery of cooperatiitily sgbels too readily. They will,
of course, welcome goods and services, but their enthus@sfand compliance with) the
provider will be dampened by any divergence between thdadaal position the rebels
enact and civilians’ own preferences. For example, rebéls build amadrassglslamic
school) for an observant Muslim population will find thesel@ns more compliant than
those who offer the same population a secular institutiohe more rebels’ ideological
platform diverges from civilians’ the less likely civiliarwill comply, because they feel lit-
tle desire to contribute to a cause that does not reflect thair preferences, and the less
attachment they feel to a governance structure that pumlieges they dislike. In contrast,
ideological congruence produces support in return forisemrovision as civilians comply
with a cause they see as morally justified and that advaneesathin interests and values.

For the same of simplicity, we collapse ideology to a singheahsion'® Our definition
of ideology is concerned with the distance between the agoimost preferred by the
median civilian and the ideological policies implementgdhe rebels. We call this distance
extremismand denote it by, wherex € [0, 1] normalized to equal civilians’ preferred
ideological position at zero (“moderate”), and fully digent at 1 (“extreme”).

Our definition of extremism is local because a global debnits unhelpful. Governance
is a local phenomenon—nbetween a particular authority aradtecplar population. If rebels
choose to impossharia lawon a population of Buddhist peasants, the rebel policy would
be quite extreme whereas that same policy would be very aengwhen introduced to a
population of strict followers of Islam. This definition okteemism also means that we
are agnostic over what civilians’ ideological preferenaed the policies supplied by rebels
actually are—we care only how far apart they are from eachrott\e attach no inherent
value to any particular set of ideological preferences aedignorant about where these
come from.

Ideology has a complex role in our model because it has tleparate effects. Two of
these concern the generation of compliance (we shall dishesthird effect separately).
The direct effect of increasing extremism is to reduce stppo

wx < 0. (A4)

The further the rebels’ enacted ideological position frdma preferences of civilians, the
less compliance will the rebels receive from any given miseifvice provision and co-
ercion. We also assume that increasing extremism wouldmeanto produce a palpable
reduction in support even when the existing level of extsgmis high:

—Tx 72
- >0 & T < —. (AS)
dx b4

13For an established approach to this assumption in anotnéextpsee Poole and Rosenthal (1997) We note
that the simplicity of the model does not negate the complakiat can characterize ideological phenomena.
While we collapse ideology to a single dimension, concdjaing it as a multi-dimensional phenomenon does
not change the logic, it simply complicates the calculation
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The intuition here is that becoming even more extremist khioot be rewarding for rebels
that are already quite radicel.Consider our hypothetical Buddhist civilians under the rul
of Muslim rebels. Building mosques might be satisfying fue tebels, but will not generate
much compliance from civilians. Even if civilians welconabel efforts to establish law
and order, rules governing personal dress and behaviog &tamic lines will reduce civil-
ians’ compliance (A4). Should the rebels adopt more extselrliefs and thus implement
more rigorous enforcement of these rules, support willideadven more steeply (A5).
This discussion of the role of ideology also points to annecti effect: the more extreme
the rebel policies, the less effective must service promigie in generating compliance
relative to coercior® .
T
dx
To understand this, take the support generated by the puligy(c, g, x) and consider
what happens when rebels become more extreme in their g®lioix > x. The level
of support will decline, and our assumption states thata@oerrwill be more effective in
restoring support to its previous level than service piowis The intuition is that since
civilians discount the services provided by extremistsréases in their provision will not
be as effective as increases in coercion. In other wordshwhmsmes to quasi-voluntary
compliance, extremism decreases both support and theiedieess of public service pro-
vision in generating it. This dynamic bites regardless bktg' intentions: from accounts
of several close to him, Abu Sayyaf Group’s (ASG) founder t@drto provide services,
but found the ideological position he insisted on was insidgfitly popular to attract tech-
nocrats capable of providing services under ASG auspidas.\Wias one of the reasons that
ASG opted to instead invest in a heavily coercive appargtus.
Among the simplest functional forms that captures all theessumptions is a variant of
the Cobb-Douglas production function,

>0 &  JexTg > MgxTe. (A8)

(e, g x) =c*(c+g)' ™,

wherex € [0, 1] is extremism relative to the civilians’ preferred ideolcai position nor-
malized at zerd/

Our model offers a short run definition of ideology in thatilcans are assumed to hold
fixed ideological preferences; in the long run, these pesiees may shift. Civilians may be
persuaded through the demonstrated efficacy of a rebel mentehmat belies earlier skepti-
cism of their ideological position, or through campaigngieblogical education and debate
(which Marxist revolutions are particularly noted to emploAlternatively, familiarity may
breed contempt: villagers initially impressed by rebalsalogical conviction and promise
of a better life, may find the group disappointing over tima.tAese diametrically opposed
possibilities suggest, the long-term effects are likelpégpath-dependent. Since they will

1411 technical terms, this is merely a condition on the rateasfrdase in support: it could either be acceler-
ating or, if it decelerates, it should not do so by so muchittgives rebels an incentive to be very extreme.

151n technical terms, the marginal rate of substitution bemveoercion and public goods provision is in-
creasing in extremism.

18author interview, Former ASG member, Metro Manila, Philipgs, December 2009.

170Our main results do not depend on the particular functiomah$, but we shall make use of them to derive
additional comparative statics.
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only have a limited effect on imperatives facing rebels aspnt, we shall ignore them for
now, leaving the endogeneity of ideology for future study.

2.2 ldeological Constraints on Rebel Rule

As described above, one can thinksofc, g, x) as representing the benefits of staying in
power. It is tempting to think that rebels maximize comptianwhich, in turn, improves
their chances vis-a-vis the incumbent. However, rebels aedge about the ideological
positions they enact. Like the civilians they rule, rebaleetinto account how closely the
profile of their rule tracks to their own ideological prefeces. The third role of ideology in
our model is as an expression of the preferences of the rdbaffects the utility they obtain
from any given level of support: the closer their policiesheir ideal ideological point, the
higher the payoff from ruling. The distance of the enactdatj@s from their ideal point acts
as a discount on the material benefits from power. Thus, setvelneither “realpolitikers”
who care only about how much power they produce regardletsedfieology adopted to
do so, nor “ideologues” who care only about their ideologpraferences regardless of the
problems that might pose for generating compliance.

Going back to our fanciful hypothetical, consider Islamdbels who rule over Buddhist
civilians and are interested in providing services in thefof building houses of worship.
If the rebels build mosques, the civilians are not likely &ue them much, and as a result
their compliance will decrease. However, from the perspedif the rebels, this decline
will be at least somewhat compensated for by the fact thapttiey is close to their own
ideal point. The rebels could also build temples, which thidians are much more likely to
view favorably. For the rebels, the resulting increase mliance will be at least partially
offset by the diminishing utility of ruling with policies sfar from their own ideological
ideal.

Thus, even rebels with strong ideological commitments aiblid making extreme nui-
sance of their positions although they would not simply aleenthese commitments for
expediency’s sake. Describing rebels in Syria’'s Civil Ware observer noted, “All of the
key mujahedin commanders in the city seem cognizant of tee te avoid antagonizing
the local population Abouzeid (2013).”

Letr € (0, 1] denote the rebels’ ideal point for ideology (again definddtire to civil-
ians’ preferred ideological position normalized at zend &t

b(x:r)

denote the utility benefit arising from the distance betwienpolicy they choose to enact
and their intrinsic ideological preferences. It has thealiguoperties for such a metric in
that it is concave:

>0 ifx<r <0 fx<r
byi=0 ifx=r and byp=3=0 ifx=r (A9)
<0 otherwise > 0 otherwise.

In our conceptualization, it does not matter whether thelselre extreme on the left or on
the right; the only thing that matters is how far their polisyfrom the preference of the
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civilians. Moreover, we assume that the more extreme thelsedre, the more they value
the ideological content of the policies they enact:

byr > 0. (A10)

Among the simplest functional forms that captures thespeaties is one based on the
common Euclidean distance metric:

b(x:r)=1—(r—x)>%

Since rebels care neither for strict ideological impleragah that generates zero civilian
compliance nor for such compliance when the ideologicalpramise needed to generate
it is great, we assume that they maximize

U(c,g,x;r) =b(x;r)n(c, g, x).

This formalization also implies that more extremist reldald it more difficult to tolerate
ideological compromises even when doing so would incrdasedmpliance they obtain.
While generating compliance with a large ideological copmpise could provide them with
resources they need to stay in power, the fruits of such ssa® quite unappealing.

2.3 Budgetary Constraints on Rebel Rule

Rebels’ ability to generate compliance is also constraimetheir budget 8)— both co-
ercion and service provision build compliance, but bothraegerially costly for rebel&®

In contrast, we assume that the ideological content of jgalidoes not entail direct phys-
ical costs. The rebels’ budget comes from income they cbtitemmselves (e.g., lootable
resources like drugs or diamonds), contributions by dqnamsl income raised from the
civilian population under their control. In the longer tertine ability to raise income from
civilians must depend on the policy mix the rebels choosemplement: the more sup-
portive the population, the more it is likely to yield to thebels. Of course, if expanding
the budget means implementing less desirable policiesiacis might balk at the tax in-
creases. It would be interesting to tell this story in a dyitasetting, but for now we wish
to analyze what happens in a world where the budget constsalninding. This is likely
to be the situation most rebel groups face anyway since tioddr on civilians tends to be
precarious. Moreover, our model already has a strong bveartbgenerating compliance
even without considering the potentially salutary effebis compliance has on the purse,
so there is little need to intensify that tendency.

Like all budget constrained actors, rebels’ actions areitea to the price they have
to pay for both coerciongf. > 0) and servicesf, > 0). We assume linear costs so
that for any policy mix(c, g), it is necessary thgt.c + pgg < B. This means that the
budget is relevant only insofar as it constrains rebelditglito generate support (i.e., there
is no private consumptiortf. It also means that rebels cannot borrow to relax the budget

18We differ here from Wintrobe (1998, 1990) who assumes thdgjbts do not bind dictators’ actions because
rulers can always extract more resources if needed.

191n this, our model differs from models like Collier and Hoeff(2004), in which rebels loot for profits
that are at least partially privately consumed, and from“timpot” dictator who maximizes personal profit
Wintrobe (1998, 1990)
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constraint. Since support is increasing in relation to the of the policy instruments, the
rebels will spend the entire budget in any equilibrium. Thhe rebels optimize

U(c,g,x;r) subjectto pcc+ pgg = B.

To make the model interesting, we assume that coercion ie nustly than service provi-
sion:
De > Dg- (Al1)

Without this assumption, rebels would be rewarded for teeiremism. Recall that as they
get more extreme, coercion becomes more attractive reltdigervice provision as a tool
for generating compliance. If it were also cheaper to cqdtogould be easy for radical

rebels to implement rule that is both extremist and verydoer

3 The Power-ldeology Trade Off

Our rebels are neither “realpolitikers” willing to sacréiall ideals for compliance, nor “ide-
ologues” who pursue ideology at the expense of pragmati@poensiderations. However,
their twin interests in retaining ideological purity andrgag civilian compliance may not
be simultaneously achievable under all circumstanceselsetan face what we term the
“power-ideology tradeoff.”

Since the budget constraint must bind at the optimum, we eamite the optimization
problem to eliminate the service provision variable byitetit be a function of coercion:

2(c) = B = pec
Pg

The resulting unconstrained maximization problem is then

maxb (x: r) (e, g(¢). ). o

Consider for a moment what would happen if rebels were réitikmrs, merely interested
in maximizing compliance. Since, < 0, it follows that they would choose* = 0, that is,
an ideological policy that is entirely congruent with whae tivilians prefer. We now show
that this implies that such rebels must also focus on sepriogsion instead of coercion.
(All proofs are in Appendix A.)

ProrPoOSITION1. Realpolitiker rebels’ rule is as non-coercive as possible. 0

If rebels were only interested in maximizing compliances dptimal level of coercion
strictly increases in the degree of extremism of the pdi¢hey implement. But, as we
have seen, such realpolitiker rebels would choose the éedigme policy irrespective of
their ideological preferences, which means that they uslh @oerce at the lowest possible
level.

Any incentive to depart from this non-coercive behavior triberefore come from the
other component of the rebels’ utility function: their idegy. This means that rebels have
absolutely no reason to implement policies that are monemd ideologically than their
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own ideal point:x > r. Since increasing extremism only lowers compliance (gitren
extremist discount noted in A4 and A5) and for> r, it also lowers their ideological
benefit, rebels are always strictly better off choosing samer. In this rangep, > 0 so
rebels might have incentive to become more coercive evdreatdst of some compliance.
To put it differently, because enacting a radical policy Wocause a loss in compliance,
rebels have an incentive to compromise ideologically—iththepower-ideology trade aff

Rebels face a delicate balancing act between satisfyingdha ideological goals and
supplying policies that do not engender too much resistafbe sure, rebels vary both in
how far their own ideal point is from civilians’, and in theiillingness to compromise on
these ideological goals in exchange for increased congaiave now show that the more
extremist the rebel preferences, the more inclined theyt breuto trade power for ideology,
which necessarily makes them more coercive as well.

PROPOSITION2. As rebels become more extremist in their preferences, tieeless in-
clined to trade power for ideology: they implement moreeaxie policies, provide fewer
services, and rule more coercively. 0

Because realpolitiker rebels maximize compliance by imygleting policies that are ide-
ologically congruent with the preferences of the civiliaaad because extremist policies
generate less compliance despite increasing levels ofiooemwe obtain our main result:

COROLLARY 1. The quasi-voluntary support ideological rebels are wilito generate is
strictly worse than the support realpolitiker rebels olotal he more extremist the rebels, the
fewer services they provide, the more coercive their rutbees, and the less compliance
they generate. 0

This is the outcome of the “extremist discount” under whiebhels with preferences
far from civilians’ find services less efficient in genergtioompliance. Such groups face
an unpleasant choice: compromise and enact a more popelapgy, or maintain their
extreme ideology and resort to coercion in order to get wiey need. Che Guevera ran
into this problem in Boliva, leading and training the CulimckedEjército de Liberacion
Nacional de BolivifELN). The ELN represented the views of a very few local gillas,
not the local Communists (who were ideologically closer tosgbw than Havana), or the
local population (Time Magazine, 1967). Indeed, in spiteCbie’s occasional provision
of medical service (which had built civilian support in Cyblacals largely refused to aid
or join the ELN, and ultimately began informing on the orgaion?® Faced with such
popular reluctance, Che himself proposed to force comgdidithrough planned terror”
rather than his iconic medical kit (James, 2000, 151).

Under the extremist discount, civilians are unlikely to léyf compliant with radical
rebels’ demands, even if the rebels provide services angliwant—thereby leading such
rebels to use coercion to extract by force what they couldgaot by co-option. Extrem-
ists are coercive in this model not because they have a w@stéofence but because their
ideological distance from civilians means that in order takenservice provision effec-
tive, rebels’ policy concessions have to be fairly significavhich makes non-coercive rule
unattractive to the rebels.

205ee Che’s own diary, particularly his monthly analyses ime& (2000, 151,164,176, 202, 219).
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4 Discussion

The power-ideology trade off exists in a very general sgttit to investigate how it

changes in response to the other parameters of the modetetgem make further assump-
tions about the functional forms. We establish that theavdasi of the widely used well-

behaved functional forms for production and policy prefees yield intuitive comparative

statics in this model. With these functional forms, the lebmaximization problem is

r?’rilx{ [1— (@ —x)*]c*(c+ g(c))l_x>.

We know from the general solution that more extremist rebetsome more coercive, pro-
vide fewer services, and implement more extreme ideolbgilzdforms. Thus, we only
need to examine how the policy mix changes with relativegsriaf rebels’ tools of ruleg(
andc) and the size of the budget rebels use to invest in these tools

PrRoPOSITION3. The larger the rebels’ budget, the more coercive their rgarnd the
more services they provide. The ideological content of tiips rebels implement does
not depend on the size of the budget. However, the higherribe @f service provision
(coercion), the fewer (more) services the rebels providemore (less) coercive their rule
is, and the more (less) extremist the policies they implémen 0

This is an important result because it suggests that if thelsebecome richer, they will
simply consolidate their rule without altering their idegy. In this model, wealth solidifies
the form of rule rather than leading to reforms in either telideological position or the
mix of tools they use to maintain their rule.

However, shifts in the marginal gfandc can affect both the rebels mix of these tools and
the ideological position they enact. Specifically, as thegimal costs of service provision
decrease, budget constrained rebels will find it an attradtivestment (and coercion less
attractive). Moreover, recall that the extremist discaueans that radical rebels must sub-
stitute coercion for service provision if they wish to avadgological compromise. This
substitution becomes more difficult if coercion’s priceegselative to serve provision—
rebels may chose to compromise ideologically, as this Wdlhathem to advantage of the
price break in service provision. By the same token, as theyimal costs of coercion de-
crease, rebels will coerce more, serve less, and increastitemism of their policies. This
is so because extremism makes service provision lessieffeahd coercion a more attrac-
tive investment. This substitution becomes easier and evae attractive as coercion’s
price drops relative to service provision.

Our model takes a more expansive view of the tools of rule ttmamany of the political-
economic theories of regime type, state origins, or rebbbber. Some do not make
adequate room for coercion (North, 1981; Mampilly, 2011)lgvbthers focus on coercion
almost exclusively (Kalyvas, 2006; Weinstein, 2006). S@umnit a role for ideology with-
out studying it (Levi, 1988) while others conflate its meand ands (Wintrobe, 1990). Our
model attempts to maintain analytical distinctions betwt® tools and what they are in-
tended for even though in practice such distinctions migha ot harder to draw. In doing
S0, it offers an explanation for the institutional choidesttrebels might make.
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4.1 Civilians and Ideology

Although civilians are not separate actors in our modeliy hreferences are embedded in
how we model rebel rule. We assume that civilians responamigtto material incentives
(as represented by coercion and service provision) butaigeologies embodied in the en-
acted policies. This assumption differentiates this méaeh other approaches. Leites and
Wolf (1995, 42-5) specifically reject the importance of idgy in their “system model”
of insurgency, claiming that “preferences, affect behatsiat are not identical with it; nor
in most cases are they the primary influence on it.” Our moffet®one way in which
ideological preferences can matter — by affecting the ikeagfficacy of service provision
for generating support—thus linking these and the rebalitutional choices. In partic-
ular, even though the rebels’ own ideological prefereneg¢play a key role in selecting
their policy mix, it is the policies they enact (which are explicitly defined in reference to
civilians’ preferences), along with the corresponding ofigoercion and service provision,
that is of interest.

This approach militates against the assumption tacitlyamadome discussions of “Hearts
and Minds” counterinsurgency programs that suggests thbdio support is a simple ques-
tion of price. Our approach may help explain why countetigsnts that provide services
at levels comparable or even higher than those providedéetiels might fail to generate
nearly as much support for the state as rebel services (& wiore coercive tactics) do
for the rebellion. Counterinsurgents implementing idgae far from civilian preferences
will, like rebels, find service provision a less effectiveltavith which to generate support
for the regime. Even if counterinsurgents invest just asmimcoercion and service provi-
sion as a more ideologically-appealing rebel rival, théestdll generate less compliance.

While we want to think seriously about ideology here, we doveer to the other extreme
and chalk up everything to non-materialist concerns. Obeleare neither ideologues
that focus on ideological purity to the exclusion of all pickl expediency nor realpolitik-
ers who are solely concerned with maximizing quasi-volyntampliance with their rule.
While rebels would prefer avoid ideological compromiseytiwvill offer some concessions
if straying too far from the civilian preferences would makeir rule disproportionately
more difficult. This helps explain why in 2013 radical Islatiebels in Syria were con-
cerned about the divergence between their ideologicakippnsand civilians’, and about
the reduction in civilian support they believed it to enf@bouzeid, 2013; Holmes and
Dziadosz, 2013).

In Syria’s diverse population, radical Islamist ideologyindeed far from the median
civilian. Rebels adhering to this ideology (either for insic reasons or because it allows
them to maintain operational unity and power) would find i@ governance mix of co-
ercion and service provision will generate less compliah@as wrapped in policies that
closely track their ideological preferences. They mighkensome compromises in an ef-
fort to improve civilian support but since they are so fanfrthe median, any compromise
that is likely to make service provision sufficiently attiige as primary tool of rule is also
going to be too far removed from the rebels’ own ideologicahmitments. Radical groups
like these are thus likely to engage in limited compromise r@ty on more coercive ruling
strategies. In the Syrian case, radicals may have inittakyl some ideological compro-
mise. When the radical Islamic State of Iraq and al-Shan8(I&lok over the city of Ragga,
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it administered utilities, ran bakeries, and maintainegrtsato handle everyday disputes —
all efforts at service provision. To make these efforts meffective, the courts seem to
have deliberately imposed lighter sentences so as to nenafihe skeptical civilians too

much (Holmes and Dziadosz, 2013).

The implications of the model can illuminate a range of segyi baffling behaviors
of groups like radical jihadists in Syria, Al-Shabaab in @dim and Che'sEjército de
Liberacion Nacional de BolividELN) who demonstrably did not reflect the majority pref-
erence of the populace they claim to represent, but refusertgpromise and thus had to
rule coercively. While radical groups may debate withimtiselves the risks of alienating
the population, they face the reality that in the face of papskepticism, coercion may
be the only viable strategy: service provision is so ingffecthat providing it in sufficient
guantities might be prohibitively costly (especially whasercion is an option).

While ISIS originally compromised, and enacted a platformrenmoderate than their
own preferences, they must have chafed under these restsicAs the Syrian Crisis wore
on, the group compromised less and less, and residents gaRag other rebel-controlled
cities increasingly complained that ISIS was imposingrthiaws on them, and were not
only forcibly expropriating resources but also brutallyfarning these beliefs (Hassan,
2013; Dettmer, 2013). By 2014, ISIS’s platform clearly dged from civilian preferences,
and the group’s rule was increasingly brutal—publicly d@fiying some who violated their
religious laws, demonstrating both their ideological fiosi and their willingness to use
coercion against civilians (Lister, 2014; Mendelsohn,£01

4.2 Donors and Other External Factors

Our model shows how other exogenous factors—the margiiséd ob coercion and service
provision—can shape rebel rule. Because the extremisssodit links ideology to the
material tools of rule, changes in the relative costs ofdhiesls can drive concomitant
ideological shifts.

The relative prices of these tools can change due to exogeenents. For example,
Tuareg Mercenaries returning to Mali from the Libyan civam2011) brought with them a
trained capacity for violence, extensive military hardeyand the connections to a pipeline
of weaponry. As they joined the long-running struggle fatdpendence from the Malian
state, the rebels’ relative price of coercion dropped, ltieguin a noticeable increase in
coercion by groups operating in Northern Mali—as suggefstéttoposition 3.

Deliberate interventions can also affect the relative astrebels’ tools of rule. The
model suggests that foreign sponsors and domestic cousuegency efforts may shape
rebel governance by changing these cé5tStudies of the risks and motivations of foreign
sponsorship of rebel groups explicitly or implicitly codsr how sponsors can control their
rebel protégéd? While these studies seem to agree that the sponsors’ abikifyape rebel
behavior is limited, our model shows that the indirect dfi@gonors have on the relative
costs of coercion and service provision might affect théiglvéor, intentionally or not.

21A number of studies note around half of all insurgencies reme form of foreign sponsorship. See
Cunningham, Gleditsch, and Salehyan (2009) and Byman Q00).

225ee,inter alia, Byman et al. (2000); Byman (2005); Byman and Kreps (201@)pd (2011, 2006); and
Salehyan (2011).
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For example, when donors provide military aid (e.g., materilitary training, foreign
fighters) they lower rebels’ marginal cost of coercion—Fsipon 3 suggests this might
lead rebels to coerce more, serve less, and to radicalirepiblecies. Thus, even though
donors give military assistance for other reasons—mosioably, to enable the rebels to
fight the government—their choice of assistance can haeetsfbeyond that aid’s intended
use. While it might be necessary to provide military asaistaso that rebels can press
the government more effectively, donors would have to benizagt that doing so might
increase humanitarian abuses and radicalize the rebgidydimcause it lowers the relative
price of coercion. Conversely, relying on humanitarian (@ndical training, agricultural
aid, textbooks) might well push the rebels into more accoduating ideological positions
that enable them to take better advantage of more-affadsdalvice provision. Fungible
(e.g. cash) assistance, can be applied with equal easern@aroand service provision—
because it does not differentially affect these tools’ nmeigcosts, it also has no impact on
rebels’ ideological platform.

Donors who may care about civilian welfare in addition toelebstaying power could
to take these indirect effects into account. The public tkeebser British support for the
Free Syrian Army explicitly referenced these concerns theform of aid: “[U.K. Foreign
Secretary William] Hague said the U.K. had no intention afdieg weapons to the FSA,
saying: ‘It would be hard to guarantee how [they] would beduJseln the context of
concern for civilian welfare, the British government coulot be sure guns would not be
used against the populace—weapons would simply make ooecheaper. Consistent with
the theory’s suggestion that such donors may instead mrdnichanitarian aid, Hague went
on to note the U.K. would send “non-lethal practical assista(Borger, 2012).”

Thus, Proposition 3 suggests that gaining humanitariaistasse or losing a military
sponsor may not only force rebels to respond to the highativelprice of coercion with
increased service provision, but may further “tame” thenmioyicing them to moderate the
ideological content of their policies. Conversely, theyismn of military aid, or loss of a
donor who provided humanitarian assistance should causptak in coercion with a cor-
responding increase in extremism. Donors can also switch tne type of aid to another
(or opt for something fungible, like money) in the expeatatihat doing so would affect
what the rebels do even if the donor is not explicit about lite Model thus suggests donors
and observers should pay attention to the form of aid offeebels—as this can shape the
position rebels enact as well as their blend of coercion andce provision—both in terms
of what they offer rebels, and in considering the ramifiaaiof any interdiction policy.

4.3 The Institutions of Rebel Rule

Scholars recognize that rebels’ institutional structaesimportant. Mampilly (2011) sug-
gests that choices of Maoist organizational structurearatation of humanitarian orga-
nizations allow rebels to provide more services. Weing{2@®6) sees the rebels’ treatment
of civilians as arising from mostly exogenous recruitingiaps. But rebels organizational
structures are not exogenously determined. To be surestsdls face systemic constraints,
and may inherit various forms of organization or find varistrsictures optimal for reasons
other than governance. However, our model shows that rébeésrule-related motivations
to choose specific organizational forms. Similarly, it segjg that personnel recruitment
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should be at least partially shaped by the rebels’ need fimustypes of recruits—groups
will at least attempt to woo service providers should theiiroal governance mix require
it and recruit violence entrepreneurs should they needliéatihuough coercion.

Moreover, in its parameterized form, our model also impties rebel governance struc-
tures do not have to be sensitive to rebels’ overall wealtbp®sition 3 shows that increased
access to resources may simply cause rebels to consolidstele by simultaneously in-
creasing coercion and service provision but without aitgthe proportional policy mix or
making adjustments in the ideological content of the pefidhey enact. In other words,
neither is coercive rule an artifact of fiscal desperatiaor, in service provision a luxury
available only to wealthy rebels.

The Abu Sayyaf Group (ASG) in the Philippines provides amgxa of this. In the early
2000s, the ASG received a number of large cash payouts impmng-for-ransom activ-
ities. These payouts injected a large amount of fungibletasato the rebel organization.
Because the payouts were cash, they would not have affdwethdrginal costs of either
service provision or coercion. Instead, they simply sHiftee ASG'’s budget curve outward.
In response to this influx, ASG did not alter the ideologicasifon they enacted. Nor did
they shift their mix of coercion and service provision. Thgamization historically relied
on very limited service provision and extensive coerciomnprily providing private or
club goods in the form of payouts to members and to buy silémre those in a position
to inform on the group. Flush with cash, ASG made more suclatipayouts, but did
not funnel all, or even most, of this largesse into publ@abcessible services. The money
allowed them to improve their arsenal, and continue cogrcivilians. Under the relaxed
budget, their behavior, in effect, was more of the same.

4.4 Strategies of Counterinsurgency

Although our model does not consider the rebels’ struggté tiie government directly, it
does have something to say about the impact of various ainsitiegency (COIN) policies
on rebel rule. This is because the government’s actions Isartarget the parameters that
shape rebel rule. While most analyses focus on how COIN @ear service provision can
cut off rebels’ popular support and woo the civilians to tleegrnment’s side, our model
suggests that such attempts can also shape rebel rule.

The government may also try to woo civilians to its side byigservice provision. Such
tactics are a mainstay of the “hearts-and-minds” approabich focuses on winning civil-
ians’ allegiance through “good governance,” largely chemazed by the provision of ser-
vices, and investing in organizational structures andYekawithin the military that pro-
tect civilians from violence (United States Departmenthaf Army and United States Department of the Marine
2007; Thompson, 1966; Nagl, 2002). Counterinsurgentsd bméss-based services like
schools and roads, or disburse elite-focused payouts saatie individuals from collabo-
rating with the rebels and encourage cooperation with there.

On one hand, these tactics will increase the relative pricgervice provision for the
rebels and decrease the civilian support they are able ®rgenunder a fixed budget. This
is the intended effect but there are two problems with thegestyy. First, COIN operations
cannot afford to ignore the role of ideology on their effica®uilding schools that are
staffed by pro-government teachers and providing goventisigonsored curricula might
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not generate much support among a population whose idealquieferences diverge from
the government’s. Such efforts will be both costly and reddy ineffective against rebels
whose preferences are closer to those of the civilians (dnadnaight be better able to adjust
their policies to reflect such closeness).

Second, even when ideology is accounted for and COIN opesaire successful in
decreasing the support of the rebels, there might be semitintended consequences. Our
model suggests that when the relative price of service gimvigoes up, rebels will not
respond by trying to compete with the government in winniegrts and minds. Instead,
rebels will become more coercive and even more extremigid®rton 3. Thus, efforts to
cut off aid to rebels can have indirect effects on civilianifare. Successful interdiction
of humanitarian aid may well limit rebels’ ability to gen&asupport, but by driving up
the price of service provision, will push rebels to compémsgith greater coercion and
facilitate more extreme policies. In other words, the vwe#aning COIN effort might well
end up in more civilian suffering precisely when it is susfabkin eroding rebels’ support.

Conversely, COIN coercion directed at civilians—scorchath policies, interrogations,
arrests of suspected sympathizers and informants, de#eptuinishment, and targeting
civilians in retaliation for cooperation with rebels—iease the relative price of coercion
for the rebels (as will conventional military operationssigmed to degrade their fighting
ability). The model suggests that rebels will respond notribgnsifying their own coer-
cive efforts but by shifting toward service provision. Thaneentional wisdom states that
these coercive tactics might radicalize the opponentseoftivernment, but we hypothesize
that this will not necessarily radicalize the rebels thdwese In fact, rebels may attempt
to compensate for their decreasing ability to afford casrdly becoming more moderate
and thus making their service provision even more effegtivgenerating support. These
COIN operations might be intended to “drain the sea” of relgpular support (Valentino,
Huth, and Balch-Lindsay, 2004; Downes, 2007; Trinquief4Q uttwak, 2007; Azam and
Hoeffler, 2002; Azam, 2002; Ellsberg, 1970; Leites and WI05). Our model suggests,
however, that they might be far less effective in doing soabiee rebels will alter their
policy mix to compensate.

5 Conclusions

The model developed in this article offers several innoveti First, it provides concep-
tual distinction among the tools of rebel governance, amaden those and the constraints
they face in choosing how to rule. The model starts with trseiagption that both coercion
and service provision help rebels solve their need foriawicompliance, and that rebels’
budget constraint can affect how rebels choose betweea.thiéssthen go further by incor-
porating ideology in a complex triple role: a direct effect the level of civilian support,
and indirect effect through its impact on the effectivenesservice provision relative to
coercion, and another effect on the rebels’ value of rulivpile complex, ideology’s role
in our model is specific and explicit. In so doing, our modéleds from previous work
that sidesteps ideology completely, considers it deteativie, or argues it is important but
in unspecified and possibly idiosyncratic ways. Our treatnadlows us to specify a mech-
anism by which ideology shapes the rebels’ relationshi witilians. While rebels may
choose to adopt an ideological position because it is mgpelpg doing so is a choice that
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may carry with it internal costs for rebels’ own utility.

Moreover, this approach suggests an explanation for whigahtebel groups are often
so brutal to civilians. Weinstein (2006) argues that idgaks are well-behaved — those
who join the movement out of genuine conviction do not abugdians as opportunistic
rebels (who join for material gain) are wont to do. In our mipdfesuch ideologues hold
convictions far from the popular preferences, they willrceecivilians precisely because
they are extremists for whom compromise is unattractivelstly. The extremism of these
rebels makes service provision relatively inefficient imgeting compliance, and induces
the rebels to more violent tactics. Coercion may simply leedhly way these rebels can
generate enough compliance from a skeptical populace WeurHowever, we also ac-
knowledge that ideological compromise with civilians ispible, but unpleasant for rebels,
and thus represents a strategic choice for them.

In this, our model informs both academic and policy intemnestsues of “radicalization”
(though in these contexts this term is often defined difféyethan how we use it here, or
not defined at all). While we assume ideology is static, thelrarisms we outline suggest
very real and pragmatic limitations (at least in the sharn)efor rebels attempts to enact
ideologies radically different from civilian preferencéaurthermore, these limitations will
likely also curtail foreign supporters’ ability to pull rels’ ideology further from civilians’.

This model also offers a simple mechanism that helps us atadet the effect of a va-
riety of events and actions on the rebels’ governance mixureuesearch may build on
this model to develop models of rebel rule encompassingrdiggabetween rebels and in-
cumbents or subsets of the civilian population. Ideoldgiceferences, for example, could
conceivably vary across geographic areas or demograpgbigsmodel could be applied on
a more fine-grained scale to understand how rebels may adtygde varied environments.

Finally, this paper offers a basis on which to build a bettetarstanding the influence of
counterinsurgency, foreign sponsors, and other exogesnargs on rebel rule. While not
included here as strategic actors, the model suggests waylsich efforts to aid or defeat
rebels can affect the relative prices of coercion and sergiovision and result in adap-
tations in rebel strategy and ideology that might be far fithen intended. This suggests
avenues for future research in exploring the role of variouss of assistance offered to
rebels—not merely the source and amatintThis also proposes considerations for poli-
cymakers by suggesting that some common arguments in fiv@mreocounterinsurgency
tactic or another might be missing a crucial piece of the [guz that they do not ade-
guately account for what rebels will do in response. As stizdly might be overlooking
consequences for civilians that should be of interest. #althlly, our conceptualization of
ideology not only explains why radical rebels may be brutat, also why COIN service
provision may be frustratingly ineffective when pursued gtate ideologically distant
from civilians.

23Several datasets are already collecting information offidimes aid rebels receive: see Hogbladh, Petters-
son, and Themner (2011) and Cunningham, Gleditsch, anthyzedg2013)
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A Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1Consider the problem of maximizing only, for which the first-
order condition is

e + g8 = 0,
and which we can write as the familiar ratio of marginal baaéb marginal costs:
Te _ Pe )
Tg  Pg

Under our assumptions, the left-hand side is strictly desirgg inc:

d;_; _ [”cc + ”cggc] g — [7Tcg + Jnggc] e <0
de jté% ’

and the right-hand is constant, which implies that if anriotesolution exists, it is unique,
so we denote it by*. We can now write (2) as

e (€™ (x), g(c™(x)), x) = —mg (c*(x), g(c™ (%)), X)ge

and use the implicit function theorem and the fact hat= g., = 0 to obtain

% % *
TecCy + Teg8eCyx + Tex = — (7Tchx =+ ”gggcc;ck + 7Tgx) 8c»
or n
TT, 4
C; _ cx gx8c > 0. 3)

_ﬂcc + meg8e + ge(Teg + Tgg&e)

Sincex™* = 0 for realpolitiker rebels¢*(x*) is at the lowest possible level. (With our
specific functional forms;*(0) = 0.) n

Proof of Proposition 2The first order conditions (FOCs) of the maximization progra
(1) are

UC :b(JTC+7ngC) :0
U_x :b”x +bxn :0.

Sinceb > 0 at any optimum, the first requirement recovers the condfitormaximizing
compliance in (2). This is not surprising, of course, beeaitisimply means that rebels
would choose the best mix of coercion and service provismnahy given ideological
policy. As before, if a solution exists, it is unique, and vl denote it byc* (x), where
we also note that} > 0 from (3).

The second requirement equates the marginal benefit frofeingmting a policy that is
closer to their preferences with the marginal loss in coamgle this inevitably causes:

by Ty
o> _Ix 4
) = (4)
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This condition represents the trade-off between power dadlégy. Since the left-hand
side is strictly decreasing in,

dbe  hyb—p2
dx b?

becausé,, < 0foranyx < r, but the right-hand side is non-decreasing by (A5), it folo
that if (4) has a solution, then it is unique, and so we dertdig i *(c).

We know that at any interior optimum where (2) and (4) aresfietd, it must also be the
case thal;.Uyxyx — Uczx > (0 and that the following conditions also hold:

<0,

Uee =b [7ch + egge + ge(eg + ”gggc)] <0 5)
Uxx = brxx + bxxm + 2byxmy <0, (6)

where we note that under our assumptiéhs = b (ncx + ngxgc) > 0 as well. Since
¢*(x) is strictly increasing, it is invertible, which implies tha solution to the system of
FOCs must satisfy
x*(e) = *THx* (),

which implies that

N 1 U

©er U
and thatx¥ = 0. That is, the optimal ideological choice cannot dependctlyen the rebel
preferences, only indirectly so through their choice ofrcmm. This follows from the fact
thatc™* (x) does not depend ondirectly: ¢ *(x;r) = ¢*(x;7) for anyr # r (this is because
7 does not depend andirectly). This implies that its inverse cannot depend-atirectly
either. We can now write (4) as a function of coercion:

bx(x™(c)ir)m(c.g(c), x*(c)) = =b(x™(c):r)mx(c. g(c), x™(c)). (7)

We can use the implicit function theorem to find out how exisemaffects the optimal
level of coercion. Since

db dc dn dc dc
E:br-i-bxxja a:(ﬂc‘i‘ﬂggc-l-ﬂxxg)a:ﬂxxga
db dc dm dc
d_rx = byxr + bxxx:a drx = (7Tcx + Tgx8c + nxxx:) ar’

an application of the theorem yields
N dc
—(Uex + Xe UXX)W = by, + by >0,

where the inequality follows from assumptions (A4), (A#A10), and the fact that*(¢) <
r at the optimum. But since

UC c U.XX - U(;zx

_(ch + ijxx) = Uor

>0,
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it follows that
de . (bxrm + brrx) Uex

— = >0
dr UecUxx — U2,
as well. It now further follows that
dg dc dc dx* dc dc
E:gr+gcazgca<0 and :x;k+xjazxja>0
In other words, ideological extremism causes rebels to rhecmore coercive, provide
fewer services, and implement policies further away froendivilian preference. n
LEMMA 1. Atan interior solution, the following conditions obtain:
Ae) = ple), (S)
e > Ae, (H)
where
¢ 2(r —ac) Pc — Pg
A — |n - <0 [ =——°>90.
©) (c + g(c)) wie) 1—(r—ac)? “ B .

Proof. At an interior solution, the first-order conditions are
U, — |: 1—(r—x)? ] |:(x—ac)B:| _0

c17¥(c + g(0)* Peg
Ue =c*(c+g@)' ™ [2r =x)+ (1= (r —x)*)) A(c)] = 0,

Sincex > 0 at an interior solution, it follows that the first conditioarconly be satisfied if
the second term is zero:
x*(c) = ac. (8)

Similarly, the second condition can only be satisfied if tadketed term is zero:

1— 1+ A(0)?

Ac) ' ®)

x*()=r—

where we recall that*(c) < r.2* Thus, the solution requires that both (8) and (9) be
satisfied, which yields (S).

2470 see that this solution is unique, observe that the bradkerm equals zero at the roots of the following
quadratic:

A(€)x2 4+ 2(1 = rA(e))x — [Zr . rZ)A(c)] —0.
The larger root is inadmissible because it exceeds 1:

r—w>l¢>r>k(6)+l+ L+4)” S rA(e) <1+ M) + /14 A(0)2.

Ac) Ae)

Sinceli(c) < 0, rA(c) is decreasing im, so it will be sufficient to establish the result at the lowedter = 0.
We just need to show that+ A(c) + /1 + A(c)2 > 0. This is satisfied whenever(c) + /1 + A(c)2 > 0,
which holds because we can rewrite itg$ + A(c)2 > —A(c) < 1 + A(c)? > A(c)?.
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Equation (S) implicitly defines the optimal level of coemja*. Depending on the
configuration of the exogenous parameters, (S) might hawolution or several, some of
which are saddle points. At a maximum, the second-orderittong must be satisfied:

__(aB 1—(r—x)?
Yee = (pg) [cl—x(c T g(c))x} <0

Urx = =2¢*(c + g()' ™ [1 = (r = x)A(c)] <0,

which we can readily verify, and the determinant of the Hassnust be positivel/. Uy —

U2, > 0, where
B 1—(r—x)?
Upx = | — 0
Cx (pg) [cl‘x(c + g(C))x] i

This requirement can be simplified to

2a [l — (r —ac)A(c)] > (E) |:

1—(r —x)2:|
Pg ’

c(c +g(c))
but since (8) obtains, we can rewrite this as

1 —(r —ac)?
1—(r—ac)A(c)’

2ac(l —ac) >

and, after noting that (S) obtains as well, we can furtherttiehihis down to (H). If this
condition is violated, then the second-order conditionplynthat the solution to (S) is a
saddle point. n

Proof of Proposition 3The following notation will be useful:

B 1 B B 2[1+ (r —ac)?]
AT R TP,

Denote an arbitrary parameter bye {p., pg. B} and letc*(v) denote a solution to (S).
By the implicit function theorem,

dc _)kv_/iv
dv Mc_kc’
which we can use to find
dg n dc and dx 4 dc
dv_gv gcdv dv_avc adv'

Consider first the effect of varying the budget= B. Note that

1 act c
Ap — =4+ == (= —A 0.
B=HBE= TR0 _ac) " B (5) e =2e) >
Since (H) is satisfied, we obtain
C C
—=—=>0.
dB B
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Sincegp = 1/pg, we also obtain

dg 1 pcdc_B—pcc>0
dB pg; pgdB Bpg '

Finally, sinceap = —a/B, we also obtain

dx_ ac+ac_0
dB B B

Consider now the effect of the price of service provision= p,. Since

we obtain
dc _ (L) We +ag(c)Ae 0.
dpg aB Me — Ae
Sinceg,, = —g(c)/pg, We also obtain

dg __g(c)_& dc

= < 0.
dpg Pg pg dpg

Finally, sincea,, = —1/B, we obtain

dx  [ec(l+ag(c) Ac
dl’g_|: B :|(Mc—lc)>0'

Consider now the effect of the price of coercian= p.. Since

c ¢ 1
Ape = Mp. = — (a—B) (He —acke) = —¢ [E T~ B_ (pe — pg)C:| <0,

where the inequality follows fromc < 1 = e —acAc > e — Ac > 0, we obtain

dc __( c )[E_ 1 ]<0
dpe Ue—re) LB B—(pc— pg)c '

Sincegy, = —c/pg, we also obtain

dg:( ¢ )[H—PC ]>o
dpe Pc — Pg Pg (e — Ac)c

Finally, sincea;, = 1/B, we obtain

dx 1

= — < 0.
dpc B(pe —Ac)
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