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1. Introduction
The type of relations between insurgent and paramilitary armed groups, on the one hand, and the civilians whom they attempt to rule, on the other hand, is subject to wide variation.  Some groups try to approximate the behavior of organized states by extracting taxes, imposing new social norms, establishing predictable and routinized systems of rule enforcement, and supplying public goods. For example, the FARC in Colombia has established, in many rural areas it controls, rules relating to a variety of behaviors—from criminal activities to fishing.  In one particular region they even created an office of complaints open to the public
  and distributed identity cards to civilians
. Other armed groups, however, behave like predatory bandits, reneging from ruling civilian affairs. The LRA in Uganda exemplifies this form of rule by continuously raiding local populations, stealing from them, and abducting close to 20,000 children to turn into combatants or sexual slaves. The range of variation is staggering in its range yet our systematic knowledge about it is close to nil, as is our theorizing about its causes and effects. In an attempt to make a step towards providing an understanding of these phenomena, my dissertation will address a set of critical questions: How do armed groups approach civilian rule, how do civilians respond to these approaches, and how does their response affect the behavior of armed groups? What explains the decision of civilians to collaborate with armed groups, enlist in their ranks, remain neutral, flee to other areas, or oppose them? 

I aim to build a theory on armed groups’ ruling strategies and civilian behavior that delves into the organizational structure of armed groups; community structure; and individual characteristics. By theorizing on the interaction of these factors, I will assess the different mechanisms through which local dynamics change in the midst of war, and the ways in which this changes in turn shape armed groups’ and civilians’ choices. I will derive implications for specific choices civilians make such as enlisting in an armed group, providing voluntary support to it, and resisting its rule. By combining different methodologies and supplying new data on the Colombian case, collected to answer these questions in a systematic manner, I will be able to test my hypotheses in an innovative way. 

Providing an answer to these questions on armed groups’ behavior is important for several reasons. First, the existing variation across these organizations in their approach to ruling civilians is puzzling: given that they all need to establish some sort of territorial control, why do they attempt to do so in such different ways? What are the strategies that ‘work’ and allow combatants to establish social order? What renders sympathies and voluntary support? What exacerbates hostility and breeds the emergence of new armed organizations seeking to resist? The importance of these questions lies not only on their relevance for understanding war dynamics, but also because they underlie more general questions about human behavior, political rule, leadership, and mobilization. Second, a theoretical understanding of armed groups’ strategies at the local level should illuminate questions on a variety of phenomena such as the intensity, form, and targeting of violence, the relation between local elites and the warring sides, and the possibilities of governmental or external intervention in ‘occupied’ territories.   

How civilians react to armed groups’ attempts to rule them, the second research question of this project, is a relevant question for at least four reasons. First, it is an important enterprise in and of itself as it informs us about how individuals experience war. Second, a better understanding of civilian collaboration should also illuminate our approach to a variety of questions. If, as argued by many scholars and observers, civilian collaboration is the sine qua non of victory (e.g. Mao 1978), improving our knowledge of different types of collaboration should allow us to better assess questions such as the determinants of the warring sides’ capacity to expand and win, and war duration and termination. Third, a better assessment of civilians’ behavior should also illuminate the study of different attempts to build peace such as peace negotiations, demobilization programs, and the so-called peace communities because civilians’ choices can affect the outcomes of these initiatives. Fourth, unless we understand how civilians behave during war, we might not be able to identify and respond to the challenges involved in post-conflict reconstruction such as reinserting ex-combatants to civil life, recovering (or building) the rule of law within a community, controlling crime, and decreasing the odds of conflict resume. Finally, when researching both the dynamics and consequences of civil war, civilians have to be considered as agents; explaining the decision of civilians to comply with, or to offer different forms of support to, a particular armed group is a step forward in this direction.

Last, this project is worthwhile also because by investigating the processes through which populations’ allegiance is gained by groups attempting to rule them, the project will theorize of processes of state formation and social mobilization. In this sense, the collection of systematic empirical data that the project entails is not only important in its own right, but consequential insofar as it allows us to address in “real time”, so to speak, theoretical conjectures about the formation of states and the organization of polities that have so far relied primarily on historical guesswork or metaphors (e.g. Hobbes; Locke; Rousseau; Olson; Bates). 

This prospectus is organized as follows: In section 2, I present a brief assessment of the existing literature on armed groups’ behavior towards civilians, and civilian behavior in the midst of war. In section 3 I frame the research questions that the project will address and discuss my dependent variables. In section 4 I present the independent variables and summarize the mechanisms through which they shape armed groups’ strategies and civilian collaboration. In section 5 I outline the research design. 

2. Armed groups’ and civilians’ behavior in the literature

The political science literature on civil war has mostly focused on the following questions: what are the determinants of its onset? (Fearon and Laitin 2003, Humphreys 2003, Miguel et al. 2003); what explains variation in civil war duration and what are the determinants of its termination? (Fearon 2001, Elbadawi and Sambanis 2000); what determines the occurrence of specific kinds of crimes as genocide? (Harff 2003, Londregan and Poole 1990); what are its effects both at the national and international level? (Collier et al. 2001). While this literature has made a key contribution by identifying recurrent patterns across civil wars, it faces serious difficulties for showing what are the mechanisms that underlie those observed patterns. For example, while there is massive evidence of the correlation of GDP with civil war onset the theoretical understanding of this finding is not clear. Conducting research at a more disaggregated level of analysis, theorizing about local dynamics and micro-foundations, and using research designs that allow for testing the existence of correlations as well as the underlying mechanisms seems thus to be a necessary step towards improving our understanding of civil war. 

In this line of reasoning, some authors have started to conduct very valuable work on the local dynamics of war shedding light onto a variety of topics such as the determinants of the use of violence against  civilians (Gates 2002, Kalyvas 2005, Humphreys and Weinstein 2005), the success and failure of the warring sides in controlling the monopoly of violence (Gutierrez 2003), and the use of specific forms of victimization (Strauss 2004, Wood 2005). Although with their fine-grained analyses these works have made a substantial contribution by increasing our understanding of how wars are fought, the question of how civilians and combatants interact in their ongoing contact with each other has only been partially addressed. Anthropologists, political scientists, and historians have conducted invaluable work on case-studies that provide detailed accounts of the ways in which combatants and local populations interact with one another (e.g. Theidon 2004 on Peru; Ngoga 1998 on Uganda; Ferro and Uribe 2002 on Colombia; Benjamin and Demarest 1988 on Guatemala). These accounts, however, do not provide a general theoretical framework to understand variation in behaviors across groups and local communities. 

An emergent literature on the organizational structure of armed groups has looked more systematically to the strategies these organizations employ towards civilians, using formal models (Gates 2002) and comparative analyses (Weinstein 2003). Comparative sociologists have also conducted research on the ways in which armed groups operate (Goodwin 2001). The former literature has made key contributions by addressing the implications that armed groups’ constraints and internal organization have on their choice of specific strategies like those related to recruitment. The latter has highlighted key aspects of armed organizations such as its resemblance with states. Yet, the dynamics involved in ongoing interaction between civilians and combatants, and their effects on the behavior of both, are not accounted for by neither. 

Turning to civilian behavior, students of civil wars and rebellions have often stressed the importance of civilian collaboration for rebel groups’ survival and victory. However, collaboration itself is seldom explained. Even the term ‘collaboration’ is rarely unpacked and any action that favors an armed group is taken to be an ‘act of collaboration’ (a few exceptions are Petersen 2001, Wood 2003, and Kalyvas 2005). In terms of how the decision to collaborate with a group has been addressed, only a few authors have directly addressed the question. However, works on civil war onset, peasant rebellion, and recruitment implicitly or explicitly approach collaboration in one way or another. Three competing explanations dominate these literatures: civilians collaborate because of ideological reasons (e.g. Hobsbawn 159, Scott 1976), be there in the form of goals or principles; civilians collaborate because they fear reprisals; and civilians collaborate because it pays to do so, given the material benefits that are often involved (e.g. Lichbach 1994). More recent approaches highlight the importance of moral commitments and emotions (Wood 2003; Petersen 2001). Evidence suggests that traditional accounts cannot alone successfully explain civilian collaboration: in the case of ideology, if this explanation could account for all acts of civilian collaboration we should not observe cases such as the Segovias in Nicaragua where contra rebels gained the support of the peasants despite the Sandinista regime’s “ideological commitment to advancing the material well-being and political power of the country’s majority, the workers and campesinos.” (Schoreder, 2000:47). Fear of reprisals cannot account alone for collaboration since in many cases support entails spontaneous help to combatants in the absence of coercion that often involves high risks, such as the spontaneous provision of intelligence; Wood (2003) and Petersen (2001) offer numerous examples of this type of behaviors. Finally, many instances of collaboration cannot be explained on the basis of material benefits. Recruitment is illustrative: available evidence suggests that many civilians join armed groups even when they know they will not receive salaries or any access to spoils (e.g. Gutierrez 2004b). The preliminary results of a survey with Colombian ex-combatants suggest that about 7% of those who joined the FARC did so while working at coca plantations (where they get paid high salaries in comparison to most peasants) even though the FARC does not pay any salaries and most joiners know that when they enlist
. To be sure, the point being made here is not that available explanations cannot account for any instance of civilian collaboration: all of them seem to be part of the picture. The argument is, rather, that none of them can alone account for the variety of behaviors that count as collaboration. Hence, a more fine-grained analysis of what an act of collaboration may entail as well as of the motivations, opportunities, and beliefs that may underlie it is required.  

3. Armed groups’ strategies and civilians’ behavior: framing the question

Different questions could be asked about armed groups’ behaviors towards civilians, including the following: What explains an armed group’s decision to attempt to rule one locality but not other? Why does ruling a specific locality prove to be of greater importance for one armed group than for others? What accounts for the variation across armed groups and localities in the ruling strategies that these organizations employ? Even though all these questions are to some extent relevant for comprehending armed groups’ behavior, the dissertation will deal only with the latter for two reasons. First, because the project aims to address the ways in which armed groups attempt to rule civilians and how civilians react to those attempts, rather than the ‘prior’ question of what makes some populations ‘worth’ conquering in the first place. Second, providing an explanation for the groups’ decision to expand in one direction and not in other requires taking into account considerations of military strategy, availability of economic resources in different geographical areas, state capacity to respond in different ecologies, and other factors that may make controlling a particular village or town more or less feasible and attractive. Building such a theory would require a separate research project. 

Civilians’ response to armed groups’ ruling strategies may as well involve a large number of ‘observable’ conducts. Armed groups’ intervention in a particular locality may lead civilians to alter their behaviors vis-à-vis other locals, leisure, economic activities, political participation, and even religious practices. The dissertation will focus on the more narrow question of how civilians react to armed groups’ strategies in terms of their decision of whether to leave their hometown, stay and support the group, be neutral, or oppose it. However, in order to account for these choices the dissertation will delve into the mechanisms through which armed groups’ strategies shape local dynamics and individuals’ motivations and payoffs. Hence, my theoretical account of how different aspects of individual and social life are affected by the war should have implications for understanding behaviors different from collaboration and resistance. 

What about the response of armed groups to civilians’ behavior? Once a group starts intervening in some way or another in a locality it may well decide what strategies to adopt in the future based on civilians’ early responses. If the goal of this project is to understand how armed groups approach civilians and how they respond, it has to account for the possibility that civilians are not just ‘receivers’ of armed groups’ moves but also act as ‘players’. As will be explained below, I will take this causal link into account by incorporating timing in the analysis in two ways. First, by inquiring about the existence of institutional learning: I will argue that a unified group that has been fighting for ten years can derive lessons about what works and what doesn’t. Hence, armed groups should be expected to be less capable of establishing their rule in their early attempts than later on. Second, armed groups may re-define some of their strategies towards a particular population depending on civilians’ reactions in the recent past. In consequence, I will address both actors’ behaviors such that civilian collaboration at time t2 is explained as the outcome of armed groups’ strategies at time t2, which are in turn a function of, among other things, civilians’ behavior in time t1.     

In sum, the dissertation will focus on three research questions: First, what are the ruling strategies armed groups employ, and why do they choose them? Second, how do civilians respond to these strategies? And third, how do civilians’ responses in turn shape armed groups’ strategies? In what follows I discuss at greater length my two dependent variables: armed groups’ ruling strategies and civilian collaboration. 

Armed groups’ ruling strategies

Students of civil wars and rebellions have often stressed the importance of civilian collaboration for rebel groups. As Kalyvas (2006) puts it, “it is widely argued that the outcome of the war hinges on the behavior of civilians” and “almost all writers converge in asserting that no insurgent movement can survive without ‘civilian support’ and neither can incumbent victory be achieved without it”. In his theory of violence in civil war Kalyvas (2006) reformulates this idea within a theoretical understanding of the dynamics involved in irregular warfare. According to him, civil wars are called ‘irregular’ if frontlines are absent. In such wars “the boundaries separating two (or more) sides in an irregular war are blurred, fluid, and porous” due to what he calls the ‘identification problem’—i.e. “the ability of irregular combatants to hide among the civilian population”. Given this absence of frontlines and the possibility of the ‘enemy’ hiding everywhere, armed groups need to achieve local control in order to sustain themselves, expand with the aid of civilians, and prevent the other side from conquering new territories. But how do these organizations attempt to achieve such local control?

When thinking of armed groups’ behavior and strategies, most scholars focus on their use of violence. What defines an armed group is, after all, precisely its use of some form of violence—in addition to some structural organization. However, violence alone cannot always bring the different types of collaboration that these organizations need. Information on the enemy side and its supporters, for example, cannot always be gained through coercion. In addition, controlling the behavior of civilians—in order to ensure they do not collaborate with the enemy or disrupt social order—can hardly be secured by coercion solely: screening every inhabitant of a village, town, or neighborhood requires resources and human capital, and even if these were available it would hardly be achieved. Emperors, absolutist rulers and dictators seem to be well aware of this fact: from Lenin in the Soviet Union, to Trujillo in the Dominican Republic (Vargas Llosa 2000), they all relied on other means to control the population they ruled. Political philosophers concerned with the creation and endurance of order also recognized the centrality of other motivations for obeying the ruler in addition to fear (e.g. Machiavelli and Hobbes). 

In order to understand armed groups’ strategies to rule civilians it is useful to approach their task as one of local state building—of insurgent state building. There are, in fact, several similarities between the challenges that political rulers engaged in state building and combatants willing to control localities face: both need to monopolize the use of violence; keep potential enemies and competitors away; and usually both need to extract resources from the ruled. It can be expected that, as state builders, armed groups try to gain collaboration and secure their local control not only through violence but also by other means.  

I argue that armed groups rely on three strategies for controlling local territories and populations: violence, indoctrination, and provision of stateness—by which I mean the performance of roles that are usually ascribed to the state such as solving private disputes, establishing norms of behavior, and providing rule enforcement. Violence is chosen because of both its direct utility for eliminating obstacles—i.e. persons who may threaten the group’s capacity to rule—and its effectiveness as a deterrent. Yet, violence involves tradeoffs and armed groups soon learn that its use must be constrained. To be sure, armed groups do not necessarily find the ‘efficient’ level of violence given their desire to rule locals. Factors like the group’s goals and ideology, the discipline imposed on its ranks, and the extent to which there has been some form of institutional learning before can affect the way in which violence is used. 

Indoctrination can be chosen as a ruling strategy for two reasons: because the group sees it as part of its goals—which means indoctrination need not be instrumental—and because persuasion is expected to be useful for securing control either by rendering some forms of collaboration or by placating potential dissenters. There are, however, other reasons foreign to the quest for local control that might lead an armed group to indoctrinate civilians. It can be used as a tool to shape public perceptions outside the local territory about what the true goals of the armed group are; this perception might be important not only for finding financial and logistical support both in the home country and abroad, but also for receiving certain legal status within the country where the war is fought. Armed groups fighting in civil wars where any of the warring sides aims to size power can also indoctrinate the population as a way to ensure popular support for their government if victory is achieved. 

Stateness entails different components of the rule system that the group establishes in the locality. It may include the provision of health services; education; public goods such as water supplies and public facilities; imposing new social norms; banning specific behaviors; and establishing predictable and routinized systems of rule enforcement. 

Civilian collaboration

Although there seems to be consensus about the importance of civilian support for explaining armed groups’ subsistence and success, the term collaboration is seldom unpacked. Implicitly or explicitly, any action that benefits the group is an act of collaboration. A few authors whose work refers to civilian collaboration have been more explicit in what they mean by it. In her analysis of the insurgency in El Salvador, Wood (2003) differentiates between non-participants, insurgents,  and supporters and focuses on the latter. For her, support means “the provision of supplies beyond contribution necessary to remain in contested areas and information to the insurgents, and the refusal to supply information to government forces beyond the necessary contribution” (p. 13) which in the case of El Salvador she found to be mostly voluntary. Petersen (2001:8) proposes a categorization of rebellion behavior in which he differentiates between (i) neutrality; (ii) unarmed and unorganized opposition to the regime; (iii) direct support or participation in locally based, armed organizations; and (iv) membership in a guerrilla unit or rebel army. His book focuses on the second and third types. Even though these authors differentiate between different forms of collaboration by looking at the extent to which support is provided to the group, they only consider voluntary support; hence, their account cannot explain the different forms of obedience to commands that are often involved in different acts of collaboration. 

In order to build a theoretical understanding of the causes of collaboration we need to be able to disentangle the different factors that may underlie the various acts that can count as collaboration. Relying on some analytical categories for these acts should facilitate this enterprise. I propose a typology that draws two distinctions. First, it differentiates between spontaneous support, obedience, and resistance. Obedience entails any action X undertaken by a civilian C after an armed group G has given him the order of doing X. Examples include providing shelter to a group of combatants, and not ever leaving one’s house after 9 p.m. Spontaneous support entails every action Y that civilian C performs and benefits group G without the latter having given the civilian, either explicitly or implicitly, the order to do Y. There are two kinds of spontaneous support: consequentialist and principle-based. The former refers to any act of support from which the civilian expects to derive a benefit, and the latter to any act of support that stems out of a civilian’s principle (which might or not be related to the ideology of the group). Offering information to a combatant, and volunteering for a mission or for joining an armed group constitute acts of spontaneous support. Resistance refers to any act of disobedience or opposition to the group. This category gathers the cases of ‘non-collaboration’. 

While almost any act of spontaneous support thus defined entails the same decision-making process (i.e. C does Y because she has a motivation for doing Y
) obedience seems to be much more complicated. As a journey through literatures on the philosophy of law, political theory, sociology, and psychology suggests, a person may obey an order not only because of fear of punishment but also because of a sense of duty (Weber 1978, Weldon 1953); out of conviction on the rightfulness of the content of the command (Kaufmann 1999); influenced by empathy, inspiration, or persuasion  (Weber 1978); out of trust on whom is to be obeyed (Weldon 2978); and by ‘dull’ custom or habit (Weber 1978, Weldon 1978, Hollister 1948).   

For a typology of obedience to be useful for studying acts of civilian collaboration it should be sensible to the different motivations and mechanisms that bring these acts about. If we were to assume that armed groups are military organizations that interact with civilians only by using violence, then the behaviors that we are tying to explain belong to the form of obedience that stems out of the actor’s willingness to avoid an expected punishment. But given the theoretical reasons given earlier for armed groups to use other strategies towards civilians—and in light of the abundant evidence of this fact—we cannot assume this mechanism to be the only one at work. If armed groups interact with civilians not only by using violence but also by performing different roles within local communities, and bringing changes to different aspects of their lives, we should consider the possibility that obedience is the outcome of motivations and mechanisms different from avoidance of punishment. Following this line of reasoning, I draw distinctions along two dimensions in order to create a typology of obedience:

First, depending on whether the motivation is to obey the armed group or to actually do the action implied in the order. I defined obedience before as any action X undertaken by a civilian C after an armed group G has given him the order of doing X. One possibility is that C does X because he has a motivation for obeying G, irrespectively of what X stands for. The relevant question, then, would be ‘why does C obey G?’ for which we would leave X out of the explanation. I will refer to these kind of actions as blind compliance. It could also be the case that C actually does X because he has a motivation for doing X as opposed to for obeying G. Thus, C’s action corresponds to G’s order (or is in conformity to it) but not because C has a motivation to obey G but rather to do X. In other words, C’s willingness to obey G is entirely derived from the fact that C has some motivation for doing X because of what X entails, regardless of the fact that G ordered it. Thus, obedience in this case is not blind but depends on the content of the command to be obeyed. I will refer to these type of actions as conditional conformity. Although the terms compliance and conformity are often used for the same actions, it makes sense to differentiate between obeying someone in order to yield to her demand—what I try to capture under the term ‘compliance’—and doing something in accordance to someone’s demand though not in order to comply with him—which I call conformity
. 

Second, I differentiate among three different motivations that may underlie obedience. First, obedience may be consequentialist—i.e. be motivated by the expectation of attaining a specific goal. Second, obedience may be motivated by principles or preferences for specific procedures; for example, C may be willingly to obey G due to the value she attaches to a principle like reciprocity or due to her belief on a specific rule of thumb (like ‘I should always obey that who knows best about the issue at stake’). I will refer to these type of motivations as procedimental. Third, obedience my be motivated by emotions, the most common being fear.

Together, these two distinctions yield the following forms of obedience
:

	
	

	
	Blind compliance
	Conditional conformity

	Motivation 

for action
	Consequentialist
	Instrumental compliance
	Strategic conformity

	
	Principle-based
	Authority-based obedience 
	Principle-based conformity

	
	Emotion-based
	Compliance by fear
	Defiance


As before, lets assume that C=Civilian, G=Armed group, X=action ordered by G to C:

An act of instrumental compliance is that in which C aims to obey G irrespectively of the content of X in order to achieve a particular goal. This goal can be related to the politics of the armed conflict or not (i.e. it may be linked to personal interests or the groups’ ideology or interests); it may also include only selfish goals such as gaining the recognition of G’s supporters or it may include altruistic goals such as bringing something good to one’s community; it may be to gain a benefit or avoid a cost; it may also be the outcome of different factors and mechanisms that may or may not be endogenous to other behaviors of G. Thus, for understanding an act of instrumental compliance we may need to consider ways in which armed groups’ behaviors may have shaped the beliefs and goals of C that render obedience instrumentally attractive. 

An act of strategic conformity is any action X performed by C with the expectation of a benefit that does not stem out of the fact that C obeys B but from the fact that C does X. The benefits that C may expect from doing X may also be related to either selfish or altruistic goals, may or may not be related to the goals of G, and may be the outcome of different concatenations of mechanisms in which G’s behaviors may or may not be involved. Denouncing a civilian defector for personal reasons would be an act of strategic conformity.

An act of procedimental conformity is any action X that C performs with the motivation of following some principle rather than of receiving a benefit. In this case what follows from the principle is not to obey G but to do X. As with other forms of obedience, the specific beliefs and motivations involved in this action may in turn be an outcome of other factors such as emotions and events which may or not be related to G’s behaviors. Wood’s (2003) idea of moral commitments as the cause of collective action by campesinos in El Salvador falls in this category. Examples of acts of principle-based conformity include helping one’s community in the construction of a public utility and providing food to a combatant. 

An act of defiance is any action X performed by C out of emotions like pain, hate, pride, and revenge. As Wood (2003) has extensively shown, civilians who have been victimized, humiliated, or abused by one actor often see in collaborating with the enemy side a means to express their experience of those harms, to give meaning to them, or make them be worth enduring. In Wood’s account this motivation explains even acts that involve high personal risks and no selective incentives. 

An act of compliance by fear is any action X performed by C to obey G out of fear. In contrast with instrumental compliance, in this case C is not obeying G because she wants to avoid an expected cost (like punishment) but because the emotion of fear pushes her to obey. Thus, while in instrumental compliance C could choose not to obey G in a situation in which the expected cost of disobedience is smaller than its expected benefit, in compliance by fear C’s decision to obey is not determined by her calculations of the expected costs of disobedience; rather, both the specific content of X and the probability and intensity of punishment are irrelevant to C’s choice
. 

Authority-based obedience is much more complicated than the other forms of obedience. It includes all acts X performed by C irrespectively of the content of X that are not outcome-oriented but, rather, motivated by a desire to obey G. Although the actual motivations and mechanisms that may be involved are not easy to lay out, by separating obedience to a recognized authority from other forms of obedience I intend to capture a particular type of obedience similar to that described by Arendt in her study of authority, which I believe to be very common among civilians living in areas ruled by armed groups. According to Arendt (1993:93), obedience to authority “precludes the use of external means of coercion; where force is used, authority itself has failed”; on the other hand, “authority is incompatible with persuasion, which presupposes equality and works through a process of argumentation. Where arguments are used, authority is left in abeyance (…) If authority is to be defined at all, then, it must be in contradistinction to both coercion by force and persuasion through arguments”. Here the very recognition of someone as an authority is part of the explanation for blind obedience: neither fear nor the expectation of benefits are doing the work. 

Many authors have argued that the recognition of someone as an authority is likely to lead to obedience (e.g. Mosca 1939, Hendel 1958, Mantell 1971, Milgram 1974, Martin et al. 1976, Miller 1986, Oosterhaut 2002). However, the mechanisms through which this causal effect occurs are not well understood. How are recognition of authority and obedience linked? From the very definition of ‘authority-based obedience’ two mechanisms should be ruled out: fear, and the expectation of benefits from doing a particular action; the former because it points to coercion and the latter because it leads to conditional compliance rather than to blind obedience. What other possible mechanisms could be involved? I identify three ways in which the fact that C recognizes authority in G leads him to obey G’s commands: 

First, through belief formation. Following Milgram, when an authority gives an order “although the subject performs the action, he allows the authority to define its meaning” and “it is this ideological abrogation to the authority that constitutes the principal cognitive basis of obedience” (1974:145). Thus, when a civilian C recognizes an armed group G as an authority C may form her beliefs in part or in total on the basis of G’s beliefs (or, at least, on the basis of G’s statements about its beliefs) which in turn leads her to obey given the identification that follows between G’s  views and C’s views about particular actions. 

Second, there may be an emotional component in the obedience of C to G. Perhaps the most important is admiration for an armed group or a leader which may trigger processes of belief formation that in turn lead to obedience. It might also be the case that the very emotion of admiration pushes the actor to obey. Such mechanism was found by Arendt (1979:307) in her analysis of totalitarianism: “the attraction to totalitarian movements is sometimes so strong that individuals might be willing to participate in their own execution if their status within the movement remained untouched”. 

A third mechanism is what Weldon (1953) describes as ‘habit’, Weber (1978) as ‘dull custom’, and Hollister (1948) as ‘convention’. Obedience to law is often described on this basis. There might be several mechanisms underlying this type of obedience, One is mere custom: individuals follow because they are used to it. Although in civil wars some populations experience rapid shifts in the group they have to obey to, in some cases an armed group may rule for long periods of time. People may get used to it and obey each order as an habit. An extreme case of blind obedience out of habit is slavery. Although it can be expected that some slaves wanted to be free and obeyed only motivated by fear of punishment, others may have resigned them selves to the extent that they could not disobey. In the words of Jean Jacques Rousseau (1987:141) “in their chains slaves lose everything, even the desire to escape. They love their servitude the way the companions of Ulyses loved their degradation”. The mechanism involved might be the pathological formation of preferences which, as Elster (1983) and Sen (1987) have argued, may happen in contexts where the status quo limits a person’s capabilities to conceive a different situation. Milgram also pointed out the importance of ‘socialization of obedience’ as a factor explaining why individuals are so likely to follow orders given by others (Miller 1986:223). 

The typology presented above—built in order to disentangle the mechanisms that lead to different acts of support and obedience—provides a useful framework to identify the key variables and mechanisms that shape civilians’ responses to armed groups’ strategies. In the following section I discuss the independent variables that shape each of these types of collaboration as well as the mechanisms through which this causality takes place. 

4. Insurgent state building and civilian collaboration: the causal link 

So far I have discussed the theoretical reasons for approaching armed groups’ quest for local control as a process of local state building; I have also discussed what collaborating with an armed group may entail. In this section I present the independent variables that I claim determine armed groups’ strategies and civilians’ choices. 

I hypothesize that the specific combination of strategies that an armed group chooses to employ in a particular time and location is an outcome of three sets of factors: group characteristics; competition among groups; and characteristics of the localities in which the group operates. Group characteristics include the organization’s goals and ideology, military structure, and financing strategies. Through imposing commitments to ideological beliefs, creating needs of material resources, and determining the group’s organizational capability, these features can affect combatants’ choice of strategies by imposing constraints on the actions available to them. Competition among groups affects the group’s expectations about locals’ reactions to specific strategies. Finally, characteristics of a locality include prior structures of authority, social and political organization, and state density. These factors determine the expected costs and benefits as well as the efficacy of using violence, indoctrination, and different forms of stateness for ruling civilians. When an armed group re-defines its strategies after having interacted with civilians for some time, the behavior civilians display during that period also shape combatants’ choices. 


I approach civilians’ choice to support or obey an armed group by delving into the ways in which armed groups’ strategies affect individuals’ motivations, opportunities, and beliefs both directly and indirectly by altering local dynamics. These effects are mediated by community structure and individual characteristics. In what follows I first summarize the mechanisms through which violence, indoctrination, and stateness may alter civilians’ decision-making; secondly, I turn to the role that community structure and individual characteristics may play in these processes. 

Violence

As mentioned earlier, violence is used by armed organizations because of its coercive power: it either increases the benefits that perpetrators can gain or increases the costs that civilians associate with a particular action that for some reason armed groups do not want civilians to perform. However, there are many instances of violence that are not easy to understand from a pure rationalistic perspective of behavior. For example, it is well known that armed groups often use what some authors have called ‘symbolic violence’ such as exhibiting in public places the dead bodies of their victims or killing targeted civilians in front of the entire community. Several instances of this type of events have been recorded in the Peruvian Truth and Reconciliation Commission, especially mutilations of bodies perpetrated by Sendero Luminoso. In one of the most impressive events in the Colombian conflict, in the town of San José de Apartadó paramilitaries took a boy out of his class and in front of the other children and the major of the town they cut his throat of (Pécault 1999). In cases like these violence seems to have a greater impact on the population that witnesses it, which is hard to explain from a rational-choice perspective according to which all evidence pointing to a specific probability of getting killed should have the same impact on the potential victim’s behavior. But in reality not only direct witnesses of violent acts react differently from those that only know about the number of victims in the event, but also people react differently to events that involve the same amount of killing but different forms of violence—e.g. people react differently to a bomb than to a car accident. It seems that violence can thus affect behavior through different mechanisms.

I identify two broad ways in which armed groups’ use of violence may affect civilians’ behavior: by affecting the payoffs associated with particular actions (i.e. by changing the opportunities available to them), and by affecting their motivations. The first mechanism simply involves making particular actions more costly for civilians by making credible threats. The use of violence is, thus, an effective deterrent. The type of collaboration that is achieved by this means is strategic compliance: armed groups give orders, civilians comply in order to avoid costly outcomes. The mechanisms through which violence can affect motivations are more complex. 

Violence may lead to different types of emotions, which may be “so strong as to crowd out all other considerations” (Elster 2005:80). The most common emotion that violence triggers is fear. Several authors have pointed out that when facing threats, especially those that involve death or serious physical harm, human beings experiencing fear may react in two opposite ways: fight or flight (Elster 1998). Within a civil war the option of fighting is often ruled out for civilians (because the enemy is overwhelming more powerful); flight, in the contrary, is a common response leading to the massive numbers of internally displaced and refugees that tend to accompany this type of conflict. There are, however, other possible reactions to fear; according to LeDoux (1996:134) these reactions include “withdrawal, immobility [and] submission”. Psychologists and social scientists doing research on dictatorial states and civil wars have found precisely these types of reactions among civilians, which they describe as an incapacity to react and to even assess what is happening around them. Torres-Rivas (1999), for example, argues that civilians living in a state of terror isolate themselves; for him this is an adaptive response to permanent fear. For Lechner (1988:9), in authoritarian systems that use violence and terror “people prefer not to know about anything because any piece of information increases unpredictability and, in turn, uncertainty”. For the psychologist Lira (1990) sometimes this abstraction from reality leads to a behavioral pattern she terms ‘as if’—behaving as if nothing happens, as if the person were not fearing violence or death. Merloo (1964:37) finds that actual paralysis can be a reaction to prolonged periods of experiencing fear; according to him, fear and panic can be followed by different forms of passive reactions such as the incapacity to react and defend one’s self. Fornari (1975:59) also links the emotion of fear and terror that civilians experience within war to a decreased capacity to judge. For him it is common to observe that those who live under permanent lethal threats see their capacity to assess current events affected. In her analysis of state terror in Chile under Pinochet, Lira (1990) argues that under the effect of a generalized fear individuals lost the capacity to validate their own experiences and knowledge, which implies that their belief formation process was some how affected. An example of this incapacity is the common impassiveness of populations living under constant episodes of violence which some authors have called the ‘banalization of violence’ (Pécault, 1999; Koonings and Kruijt, 1999), which has been observed in many conflicts such as Perú (Theidon 2004) and Colombia (Pécault 1999). In his analysis of domination as a particular way of exercising power Hollister (1948:39) argues that “unknown yet imminent pain magnifies fear until it becomes terror”, which leads those who feel it to comply with that who has the capacity to inflict pain. 

Violence, thus, may lead to compliance by fear where the actual expected cost involved in obeying a specific order may not be considered because fear either makes the person incapable of incorporating information about that cost in her beliefs, or annihilates the person’s capacity to react against anything. This way in which violence may affect behavior helps explaining why armed groups rely so often on symbolic violence: it helps to make civilians obey not only because it actually pays to do so but also because due to fear they are not psychologically capable of reacting in any other way but complying. As Hollister (1948:39) points out “[t]hrough dramatizing punishments, an aura of imagined pain may be built around the painful experiences which can actually be inflicted. This magnified pain is great partly because its extent is not foreseen, but even more because we cannot calculate our capacity to endure it”.  

Another mechanism through which violence may affect collaboration via emotions is by awaking the desire for revenge. In some individuals after being harmed or seeing her loved ones being harmed, the desire for revenge dominates other motivations. Different forms of civilian collaboration with a group could offer a civilian the possibility of finding a way to satisfy the desire of revenge against the enemy. Thus, spontaneous support and strategic conformity may be the outcome of revenge. As will be argued later in the paper, revenge seems to be in fact one of the most common motivations for voluntary enlistment.

Violence may also affect collaboration by affecting individuals’ beliefs about the perpetrator. There are forms of collaboration that cannot be monitored and ensured by fear of reprisal and victims may choose not to collaborate with a group because it has used violence in the past and thus created a negative belief about the group. In this way, violence can negatively affect collaboration via belief formation. It may also be the case that beliefs towards a violent group depend on who is targeted: if a person’s loved ones have been affected by a group it is very likely that both her beliefs about the group and her emotions play against collaborating with that group. But sometimes, even if some people are getting killed, the feeling that some of them are the ‘right’ ones can make the perpetrator gain support. Tausig (2003:31-33) recounts how the limpieza (cleansing) by the paramilitaries in a particular town in Colombia counted with the support of most people. They were happy about not having robberies and murders any more. A journalist account of the same groups in Colombia argues that “their entry to the cities is usually through the most marginal neighborhoods, where the presence of the state is weak and the provision of public utilities is insufficient. The paramilitaries start by killing robbers and drug addicts in order to provide a feeling of security to its inhabitants (…) This helps to explain, in part, why in some of the poorest neighborhoods of [different Colombian cities] killings have increased while robberies have decreased”
. Given that security is among the highest priorities for most individuals, when violence is perceived to be used as a means for protection it may well lead to positive beliefs about the perpetrator. 

Emotions may also play a role in this link between violence and support. Sometimes those who are killed are not potential aggressors but simply individuals for whom others feel envy, hate, anger or indignation. Especially given that in a context of civil war cleavages often get accentuated, who gets targeted by a particular armed group may overlap with local cleavages, which leads those not targeted to appreciate in somey way or another the violence that the armed group uses. 

Indoctrination

Indoctrination can affect civilian collaboration in two ways. First, indoctrination may alter the beliefs that civilians hold about a variety of issues by persuading them (via argumentation). A change of beliefs may lead to different types of collaboration: (i) principle-based conformity, if individuals find that doing specific actions requested by the group is correct according to their beliefs; (ii) instrumental compliance, if based on what they believe about the state of affairs (which is affected by indoctrination), civilians find that what will benefit them the most is to obey the group; (iii) authority-based obedience, if the recognition of the group’s goals and its capacity to achieve them lead civilians  to recognize the group as an authority
; (iv) principle-based spontaneous support if out of indoctrination civilians believe it is their obligation to engage in some way in the group’s struggle; and (v) defiance if civilians get to believe that collaborating with a group is a way to make previous sufferings worthwhile. The second manner in which indoctrination may affect behavior is in an indirect way: if indoctrination succeeds in a particular locality in changing most civilians’ beliefs towards the group, this change of beliefs may in turn lead to a general different view of combatants among the members of that community. Individuals who are motivated to gain any sort of approval or recognition by others may find in collaborating with civilians an attractive means to achieve it. In this way indoctrination could lead to strategic conformity and strategic spontaneous support. 

Stateness 

Armed groups’ behaviors associated with stateness can render collaboration through complex processes through which local dynamics change and civilians’ beliefs and motivations can be reshaped. 

Authority-based obedience can be seen as entailing a two-stage process: in the first, the individual recognizes someone as an authority; in the second, this recognition to an authority leads to what I termed blind obedience. In section 3 I addressed the mechanisms at work in the second stage—i.e. how recognition of someone as an authority leads to obedience. Based on that discussion the behaviors of an armed group may lead to authority-based obedience if they make civilians recognize the group as an authority or, in other words, if the first stage of the process takes place. But what makes a person recognize someone as an authority? I will argue that in order to understand how armed groups’ strategies affect civilian behavior it is crucial to have an understanding  of the process through which combatants become recognized authorities. Given the centrality of this process, in what follows I offer a detailed account of the way in which I will approach it in the dissertation. 

Ball (1987:39) talks about two approaches to authority. An “epistemocratic” approach according to which “authority is tied to claims of technical expertise or specialized knowledge”; and an emotivist approach according to which the relation that a person has with an authoritative law, policy or command is based on the feelings of that person towards following that order. Following this distinction, a civilian may recognize an armed group as an authority via emotions or belief formation. Machiavelli seems to have recognized these same mechanisms in The Prince when apart from insisting in the use of violence to secure obedience, he gave two other recommendations for the ruler to obtain the obedience of his subjects: First, the ruler should always seek reputation for being “great and excellent”; and second, he should make people love him for “if a prince is loved, then he need not fear his subjects for conspiracies, and foreign powers will be afraid to attack him”. Again, the first points to beliefs about the ruler; the second, to emotions towards him (although probably ‘admiration’ and ‘gratitude’ are closer than ‘love’ to what a person feels towards a ruler). 

Beliefs about the capacity of an authority to deal with a particular task or field may come from different sources. First, from experience. In the context of a civil war, the behaviors associated to stateness described before may lead to beneficial consequences for some or all members of the community. Once a person has seen how a particular group has brought security, better income distribution, or less crime, his beliefs about that group may be updated via rationalization (Elster 2005) in light of his own experience leading him to recognize it as an authority. 

Another way in which this belief about the group’s capacity to run things may be formed is by acquiring new information not from personal experiences but from what others say. A group’s attempt to indoctrinate may be one source of such information. As mentioned before, it is quite common that armed groups try to expose civilians to a particular discourse that validates their activities. Civilians may believe this discourse either through persuasion or with the aid of other available information such as comments about the reputation the group has gained in other areas of the country. These sources of information may of course be affected by what armed groups actually do for the communities in which they are present.

Positive beliefs about a group can also be formed even if the group does not behave in accordance to the person’s values. Given that in civil wars civilians often have to live in a context of violence, delinquency and chaos, when an armed group arrives and imposes order many inhabitants may value it even if the means used to secure that order are contradictory to their beliefs. Wishful thinking and reduction of cognitive dissonance may lead those persons to believe that the pacifier armed group is well intentioned and capable, which in turn leads them to take them as an authority. In the survey with Colombian ex-combatants we asked respondents if armed groups used violence against their communities when they were civilians (i.e. before enlisting); we then asked them if people liked combatants of different groups. Of those who said that that an armed group did use violence many also said that many civilians liked the group. In fact, of all those who said that locals were happy about combatants of a group being there, only 23% said that group did not use any violence. By looking at the types of violence they refer to, their answers are even more illustrative: of all those who said that civilians liked the group, 57% acknowledged that the group committed homicides in their locality, and 33% that the group committed at least one massacre.

Beliefs about the capacity of a group to make the right decisions may also come from obedience itself. If an individual has obeyed an armed group for a long period of time, or has obeyed in ways that are difficult to deal with, the person may correct her beliefs in order to decrease the internal inconsistency between what he has done and what he believes (Festinger’s (1989) cognitive dissonance). This mechanism of reducing cognitive dissonance may explain why levels of support towards armed groups seem to increase after sustained presence of the group in a particular locality. Other explanations, however, seem to be observationally equivalent such as updating one’s beliefs out of experience or indoctrination. 

Although these different mechanisms affecting belief formation may take place also in peacetime, it is worth noting that when an armed group occupies a territory it often establishes norms that limit the space of public speech and deliberation and even of private conversation
. It may well be that the existence or absence of spaces for individuals to exchange views about the entity that claims authority affect processes of belief formation and decision-making related to obedience
. In her analysis of the obedience experiments, Saltzman (2000) argues that when there are no alternative definitions of the situation, obedience to an authority is more likely. There is in fact evidence of the effect that other people’s opinions have on the way in which we form beliefs on the basis of experience and available evidence. In his pioneering study of the ‘autokinetic phenomenon’ in 1936 Sherif found that the opinions of others made individuals form wrong believes about the motion of a point of light in a darkened laboratory. 

Finally, moving away from authority-based compliance, armed groups’ provision of stateness may also lead to instrumental obedience. In this case the mechanism involves social norms: if an armed group is present in a locality for a long period of time and it benefits most inhabitants, a social norm may arise according to which everyone expects everyone else to comply. An individual who is not motivated to obey the group because he does not recognizes it as an authority in any of the ways described before, may nevertheless be motivated to do it in order to avoid any kind of social punishment.

A civilian’s belief that combatants have made good things for her may also lead to principle-based compliance, strategic obedience and strategic support. In the first case, the civilian may be willing to reciprocate even if she neither recognizes the group as an authority nor expects any benefit from that particular act of collaboration. In the second and third cases, she may believe that collaboration will bring good consequences for her or for others for whom she cares without believing in the goodness of the skills or intentions of combatants. 

Community structure and individual characteristics

Even though the theory of civilian collaboration I aim to build gives great explanatory power to armed groups’ ruling strategies, these strategies are not implemented in a vacuum. I hypothesize that four sets of factors may mediate the ways in which violence, indoctrination and stateness shape civilians’ decision-making: present competition among armed groups; history of warring sides’ presence and behavior (including state density); community structure; and individual characteristics. These factors may mediate the effect that armed groups’ strategies have on civilians or directly affect in some other way civilians’ opportunities and beliefs. 

Competition among the warring sides may affect the costs that civilians associate with obedience and, most importantly, with acts of spontaneous support. When there has been historical presence of any of the warring sides in a particular locality the beliefs locals hold about each armed group may be strikingly different from those held by people who inhabit areas that have not interacted with combatants before. 

Community structure refers to prior structures of authority, political and social organization, and population composition. Existing authorities and political and social organization matter to the extent to which armed groups’ attempts to become authorities and indoctrinate the population find resistance or, to the contrary, a demand for leadership. Villages, towns, or neighborhoods where people are organized in political movements or social organizations may be more harder to conquest. Strong prior structures of authority may also allow civilians to quickly organize and sustain collective action against the groups’ attempts to impose their rule. However, existing social and political capital can also work in the opposite direction: if rebels or paramilitaries gain local leaders’ support for any reason, combatants may use existing networks and allegiances and establish their rule much more rapidly than they would in a disorganized community. Population composition refers to ethnic, class, and other categories that armed groups care about and on the basis of which they may base their targeting. If violence is used only against certain members of the community who happen to belong to one defined population category, others may celebrate. In the contrary, homogeneous populations may find victims to be both people they liked and disliked. 

Individual characteristics can also mediate the way in which a civilian responds to armed groups’ ruling strategies. I identify three such characteristics. First, age. Youths are much more impressionable than adults are by the allure of weapons and uniforms, the promise of adventure, and the possibility of belonging to a well-defined group
. The second individual characteristic that matters is the person’s position vis-à-vis the cleavage along which armed groups trace their definition of ‘the enemy’. A person whose identity, interests, or ideological beliefs are openly at odds with the group’s quest or its strategies is less likely to recognize the group as a legitimate authority and be affected by its indoctrination. Third, elites—both economic and political—may react differently to armed groups’ presence depending on how combatants approach prior structures of authority. If elites see some way of advancing their interests by aiding a particular group they are more likely to collaborate with it and even offer local knowledge and resources. If, on the contrary, elites see their position and preferences threatened, they are more reluctant to support the new rules. Finally, individual or family victimization (not limited to that perpetrated by the warring sides), income level, education, and employment may affect opportunities available to civilians, their beliefs about different states of affairs, and their motivations for action depending on how they interact with changes brought by armed groups’ strategies. 

4. Research Design

In order to test my theory I will derive observational implications  (of both the causal links and the specific mechanisms I claim to be at work) at three levels of analysis: the armed group, the locality, and the individual, and test these implications with quantitative and qualitative evidence from Colombia. The Colombian conflict is particularly well suited to my research topic for several reasons. First, in addition to the state, various and different armed groups compete for local control: several paramilitary groups and two guerrillas—the FARC and the ELN
; this allows comparisons of variation across armed groups while controlling for national-level conditions. Second, there is great variation across Colombian localities in their geography, income, race, traditional political affiliations, history of pre-war violence,  social capital, state presence, and type of economy; this variation allows for studying the role that local characteristics play on armed groups’ strategies and civilian collaboration while controlling for national and regional factors. Finally, the recent demobilization program advanced by the Colombian government offers a unique opportunity to conduct extensive research with ex-combatants of both guerrilla and paramilitary groups who stopped fighting within the last two years. This allows for gathering micro-level data on a variety of aspects of armed groups and their behavior towards civilians—a possibility seldom available to researchers of civil wars. 

I will combine statistical analysis of original survey data with evidence at the individual level; a database on a selection of municipalities that I will code using existing quantitative data as well as qualitative evidence coming from semi-structured interviews and primary and secondary sources; and in-depth analysis of three case-studies: 

Survey data comes from a collaborative project with Professor Stathis Kalyvas in which we surveyed about 830 ex-combatants of guerrilla and paramilitary groups. This survey, which lasted about 1.5  hours and included about 260 open and closed questions, allowed us to gather evidence on several characteristics of ex-combatants’ life before they enlisted, the behavior of armed groups towards civilians, civilians’ responses, community structure, and different local dynamics. We will conduct a survey on a control group of civilians in April that will allow me to have additional evidence on these factors. 

Even though the data gathered by our survey have already proved useful for testing some of my hypotheses, it is insufficient because it does not include any evidence of some of my independent variables. In addition, given the inherent problems of survey data in general (e.g. under and over-reporting) and this survey in particular (especially given the fact that in the case of guerrillas we interviewed only deserters but not collectively demobilized fighters), my research design greatly benefits from using additional sources. For this reason I will use two additional sets of evidence: a database that gathers different proxies of community structure and armed groups’ strategies at the locality level, and three case-studies of localities where variation exists in armed groups’ ruling strategies. 

The database will include 100 municipalities where at least one of our survey respondents lived before they enlisted in an armed group. I will use different sources in order to measure my variables for each year since the war started in that locality
, including the following: our survey data; existing quantitative data on violence
, armed groups’ actions, social and political organization, state density, and economic and social indicators collected by different state agencies and NGOs; reports (such as the daily report of the National Defense Agency DAS
); ethnographies and other secondary sources; and news in national and local newspapers as well as other journalistic reports. In addition, I will use interviews with doctors and priests who served in these municipalities during the time under study
. These sources not only allow me to gather new evidence but also to triangulate different sources in order to check the accuracy of the information.

With the quantitative data of the survey and the database I will be able to test my hypotheses at the level of the individual, the locality, and the armed organization. This, however, will not be sufficient to test all the mechanisms I claim to be at work. In order to illustrate how violence, indoctrination, and stateness work I will reconstruct the history of armed groups’ presence and civilians’ response in three localities where armed groups used different strategies. In addition to the sources mentioned for building the database, I will do semi-structured interviews with civilians who inhabit these municipalities, displaced persons who left these places, and ex-combatants who lived there at some point during the period under study. I will also interview politicians, local governmental officials, and NGO staff members who lived in the area at that time. In addition, I will look at judicial proceedings in order to gather more evidence on local dynamics. 

Finally, I will also rely on a big body of literature on the organizational structure of specific armed groups—especially on the Vietcong (Henderson 1979), Sendero Luminoso (McClintock 1998), and the FNML (Wood 2003)—and the experience of civilians in the midst of war coming especially from ethnographies (e.g. Finnström (2003) on Uganda, and Theidon (2004) on Peru). I am also considering doing some research on organizations that seek civilian support by using only or two of the strategies that armed group use. The Islamic Brotherhood, for example, plays state-like roles in many communities without using or encouraging the use of violence. Doing research on gangs is an additional option that I am contemplating given the similarities that can be found between the youths who join these groups and those who join armed organizations. These additional sources will allow me to illustrate the generalization of my arguments to other cases of civil wars and draw possible implications for phenomena of state building and social mobilization.  
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� This ‘office’ existed within the area that was de-militarized during the peace negotiations that took place under the government of President Pastrana. (Source: El Tiempo newspaper, February 8th 2005).


� El Tiempo newspaper, April 4th 2005.


� I will refer to this survey later in the proposal. It is part of a collaborative project conducted by Prof. Stathis Kalyvas and myself.


� As I will argue later, motivations for doing Y may of course vary. Some may be consequentailist while others may not; some may be selfish while others may involve the interest of others; some may be motivated by a political goal or belief while others may respond to non-political ends.


� The definition of compliance that the Oxford American Dictionary offers is “the action or act of complying with a wish or command”. One definition offered for conformity is “compliance with standards and rules” and another is “similarity in form or type; agreement in character”, which captures the idea of doing something in accordance with someone or something. The key difference I am trying to make between the two concepts is that in compliance the actor submits to the will of that who gives the order, while in conformity the actor does an action that ‘ends up’ being in conformity with the order but not because the actor is willing to obey that who gave the order.  


� To be sure, the motivations and mechanisms involved in the different forms of obedience outlined in this typology may interact with each other either by adding up or creating conflict among motivations. For analytical purposes, however, it makes sense to separate them into ideal types and investigate how they work.


� To be sure, in most cases obedience has its limits. A person would not follow certain orders if they involve large costs such as doing great harm to herself or to others. Thus, it must be recognized that even under the presence of strong emotions or beliefs not all orders are obeyed by everyone even under threat. For analytical purposes, however, it makes sense to separate different forms of obedience into ideal types. (However, as will be said later, some experiments have found surprisingly high levels of obedience even when it involves harming others and even compromises one’s health). I will explore in further detail how compliance by fear may be brought about.


� Semana magazine, April 23rd 2005.


� I will explore how this causal link can be explained later when I talk about armed groups’ provision of  ‘stateness’.


� As mentioned before, in the preliminary results of the survey with Colombian ex-combatants 60% of the respondents said that the groups in which they fought censored the topics that could be discussed with others. 


� Of course this statement should rely on some understanding of how public deliberation and even social communication affect belief formation. Even though I do not have such understanding, it seems plausible that, ceteris paribus, beliefs about how good are combatants or how great are the consequences of their actions are more likely to be formed in the absence of public discourse or private conversations about the negative sides of their behavior. Social norms about how to relate to combatants may also be more likely to evolve in a context with no antagonism than in one where individuals are exposed to arguments against them. 


� There is evidence of this fact coming from different civil wars and youth gangs—with which armed groups share some characteristics in terms of the roles they play in small communities. (e.g Hill and Hawkins 2000).


� There are actually more guerrilla groups active in the conflict but these two are the largest, and much more important in the conflict than other smaller groups such as the ERG or EPL.  


� I take war to start in a particular locality to be the year when an armed group attempted to control it for the first time (I will determine this with the aid of reports, published news, and interviews). 


� Data on pre-war violence and violence occurring during the war collected by the National Police, Colombia’s Ombudsman’s Office (Defensoría del Pueblo), the Social Foundation, and the Vice-Presidency. Together, these databases include data on massacres, homicides, displacement, different types of attacks (such as against infrastructure and police stations), and encounters between the warring sides.


� In 2003 I used these reports in order to create a database with about 2,300 attacks to infrastructure and transportation perpetrated by armed groups. 


� In Colombia all graduating students of medicine have to serve during one year as physicians in a needy area of the country before being allowed to practice. Given the role that doctors play in rural areas, they often have a good sense of how things work such as who is in charge and what are the rules of conduct. Catholic priests are present even in the most remote rural areas of the country and are—still nowadays—among the most respected authorities among peasants (this is, in fact, one of the findings of our survey).
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