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Armed non-state groups frequently cooperate with other groups, even to the point of allying 
with them. This dissertation examines the role of group leaders in understanding when and to what 
extent do armed groups cooperate, and the impact that cooperation has on the severity of terrorist 
violence. When operating in complex environments such as civil wars, armed groups face 
information barriers in credibly signaling to other groups about their willingness to engage in 
cooperation. I argue that group leader’s length of time in power and their prewar experiences help 
resolve the information uncertainty and promote cooperation between armed groups. Prior to 
assuming power, some leaders participate in a variety of military and political activities. These 
prewar leader experiences, I argue, condition the type of armed group cooperation that occurs 
during civil wars. Furthermore, I also explore if and how cooperation influences the violent 
behavior of armed groups. Specifically, I argue that in addition to the number of cooperative ties, 
the diversity and directionality of support within those ties also matter equally, if not more, in 
affecting the severity of armed group violence. Using a large-N design, I conduct a variety of 
statistical models to test my hypotheses related to the incidence, type, and effects of cooperation 
among armed groups. My findings show that leader tenure is positively and statistically 
significantly associated with the occurrence of armed group cooperation. I also find that leaders 
with prior military experience are more likely to engage in informal ties while prior political 
experience increases the odds of formal cooperation in a statistically significant manner. Lastly, 
the proportion of cooperative ties in which an armed group is the major provider of support is 
shown to have a negative and statistically significant impact on violence lethality. Overall, this 
study demonstrates the value of leaders in understanding the nature of armed group interactions. 
Cooperative ties involving armed groups are not necessarily uniform and it is recommended that 
both scholars and policy makers should consider the heterogeneity in ties when evaluating the risks 
posed by armed groups.  
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TIES THAT MATTER: THREE ESSAYS ON COOPERATION AMONG ARMED 
NON-STATE ORGANIZATIONS 

 
 
 

by 
 
 

Rithvik Yarlagadda 
 
 
 
 
 

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate School of the  
University of Maryland, College Park, in partial fulfillment 

of the requirements for the degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy 

2024 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Advisory Committee: 
Professor David Cunningham, Chair 
Professor William Reed 
Professor Kathleen G. Cunningham 
Professor Jóhanna K. Birnir 
Professor Scott S. Gartner 
Professor Gary LaFree 

 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

© Copyright by 
Rithvik Yarlagadda 

2024 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

ii 
 

Dedication 

To my grandfather. 



 

 

iii 
 

Acknowledgements 

My curiosity and passion for world politics have encouraged me to pursue a PhD. But 

it sure did take an army of mentors and well-wishers to help me get to the finish line. I 

feel incredibly lucky to have had an amazing support system that kept me motivated 

along this journey. I am thankful to my academic advisor and all the committee 

members for their guidance and mentorship.  

This project could not have been completed without the unwavering support of 

my advisor, Dr. David Cunningham. His feedback on this project at every step has been 

invaluable and played a huge part in making the final product look the way it is today. 

During times when I felt lost and overwhelmed, he empathized with me and always 

made sure he was available to hear me out. I feel honored to have worked under his 

mentorship. Dr. William Reed has always believed in my abilities as a scholar from the 

moment I started my graduate career at Maryland. He genuinely cared for my well-

being and supported me in every way possible. Dr. Kathleen Cunningham is an 

exceptional scholar whose work has really inspired me to pursue this research project. 

Every time after my conversation with Dr. Kathleen, I used to walk away with a big 

and exciting research idea to think about. This project is really a collection of many 

such ideas that she guided me towards. Dr. Jóhanna Birnir is a very thoughtful and 

supportive mentor. She was very kind enough to have given me an opportunity to 

collaborate with her for a teaching grant. The skills that I gained through this one 

project have been incredibly rewarding and had sparked an interest in me towards 

course design and Learning Management Systems. Dr. Scott Gartner has been my 

forever well-wisher and academic mentor. He has guided me in every step of my 



 

 

iv 
 

professional and personal journey over the last several years. It is nearly impossible for 

me to quantify the amount of gratitude and admiration that I have for him. But I very 

much hope that both he and Dr. Diane Felmlee understand the level of impact that they 

had on a young student from India who was just starting out.   

 I am thankful to some amazing academic friendships I have made along the 

way. A huge shoutout to Dr. Stacy Kosko, Dr. Jennifer Hadden, Kee Hyun Park, Henry 

Overos, William Bishop, and Andrew Lugg for their continued support. I would also 

like to thank the GVPT staff, especially Jessica Houchens and Karmin Cortes, for 

helping me navigate the administrative challenges.  

 Finally, I would like to thank my parents, Amala and Sivaji, for their constant 

love and support. Honestly, this dissertation project has been as much my dream as it 

is theirs. From the moment I decided to make a career transition, they have always 

stood by my side and supported me in ways that can’t be explained. I will forever be 

indebted to them for believing in my vision and doing everything they could in 

supporting me through this journey and making this process less burdensome for me. I 

also thank my sister, Rishika, who has always been my fiercest cheerleader. She really 

helps me stay grounded and reminds me to experience the simple joys in life beyond 

just a PhD. Finally, I thank my wife, Madhurya, for being an immense source of 

strength and happiness over this stressful period of writing a dissertation. She had to 

make a lot of sacrifices just to be here with me today and support my journey. And I 

cannot express what this all really means to me. I only have gratitude for everything 

she has done in helping me get this far.  

 



 

 

v 
 

Table of Contents 
 
 
 
Dedication ..................................................................................................................... ii 
Acknowledgements ...................................................................................................... iii 
Table of Contents .......................................................................................................... v 
List of Tables ............................................................................................................... vi 
List of Figures ............................................................................................................. vii 
Introduction ................................................................................................................... 1 
Part 1: Networked Rebellion:Why Rebel Organizations Cooperate in Multiparty Civil 
Conflicts? .................................................................................................................... 12 
Part II: Rebel Leader Origins and the Types of Inter-Rebel Cooperation in Multiparty 
Civil Conflicts ............................................................................................................. 58 
Part III: Militant Alliances and the Severity of Terrorist Violence: A Portfolio-Based 
Approach ................................................................................................................... 120 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................ 158 
Appendices ................................................................................................................ 162 
Bibliography ............................................................................................................. 210 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

vi 
 

List of Tables 
 
 
 
Table 1.1 Descriptive Statistics ................................................................................... 46 
Table 1.2 Logistic Regression of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence .............................. 49 
Table 2.1 Multinomial Logit on Rebel Cooperation Types ...................................... 108 
Table 3.1 Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial Regression on Lethality of Terrorism . 149 



 

 

vii 
 

List of Figures 

 
 
 
Figure 1.1 Temporal Distribution of Rebel Groups with Non-State Actor Support ... 14 
Figure 1.2 Spatial Distribution of Rebel Groups with Non-State Actor Support ....... 15 
Figure 1.3 Distribution of Rebel Cooperation Occurrences ....................................... 38 
Figure 1.4 Temporal Distribution of Rebel Groups with Cooperation ....................... 39 
Figure 1.5 Predicted Probabilities of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence ........................ 51 
Figure 1.6 Average Marginal Effects of all Covariates for Rebel Cooperation 
Occurrence Outcome .................................................................................................. 52 
Figure 2.1 Distribution of the Types of Rebel Cooperation ....................................... 93 
Figure 2.2 Temporal Distribution of Rebel Cooperation Types ................................. 93 
Figure 2.3 Distribution of the Type of Military Experiences of Rebel Leaders ......... 97 
Figure 2.4 Distribution of the Rebel Cooperation Type by Military Experiences of 
Rebel Leaders .............................................................................................................. 97 
Figure 2.5 Distribution of the Type of Political Experience of Rebel Leaders .......... 99 
Figure 2.6 Distribution of Rebel Cooperation Type by Military Experiences of Rebel 
Leaders ........................................................................................................................ 99 
Figure 2.7 Predicted Probabilities of Rebel Cooperation Type by Military Experience 
of Rebel Leaders ....................................................................................................... 110 
Figure 2.8 Predicted Probabilities of Rebel Cooperation Type by Political Experience 
of Rebel Leaders ....................................................................................................... 111 
Figure 3.1 Temporal Distribution of Militant Groups by the Number of Alliances . 122 
Figure 3.2 Distribution of the Lethality of Militant Violence .................................. 138 
Figure 3.3 Distribution of Alliance Portfolio Diversity Index and Proportion of Patron 
Ties ............................................................................................................................ 142 
Figure 3.4 Predicted Probabilities of the Number of Deaths from Militant Violence by 
Alliance Portfolio Diversity and Proportion of Patron Ties ..................................... 151 

  



 

 

1 
 

Introduction 

 
Since 2011, the civil war in Syria has left nearly half a million civilians dead and 

resulted in large-scale destruction of infrastructure. This war has destabilized the entire 

Middle East region and beyond by pulling in major international players into the 

conflict. Even after 13 years, the conflict is still ongoing with no clear resolution in 

sight. One of the primary reasons behind the long-standing conflict in Syria is how 

severely fragmented the opposition side is. There are several thousands of armed actors 

that are operating independently in this conflict. Despite repeated calls for unity from 

the United Nations and various other members of the global community, the opposition 

factions are struggling to launch a coordinated fight against the common threats of 

Syrian President Bashar al-Assad and the Islamic State. Barring a few instances, armed 

group relationships in Syria have been highly volatile in nature with many ex-partners 

frequently turning into serious rivals. Unfortunately, this lack of unity within the 

opposition means that the war in Syria is not expected to end anytime soon.  

On the contrary, the armed opposition groups in Guatemala had jointly 

negotiated a peace deal and were able to successfully end the civil war in 1996. 

Although multiple armed groups emerged and operated independently during the initial 

phase of the war, they quickly realized the value of launching a coordinated fight 

against the incumbent Guatemalan government. These initial coordination efforts 

eventually led to a merger between all the major armed opposition entities to form what 

is known today as the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (URNG). Beyond 

battlefield cooperation, these groups also extended their relationship to the political 
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front. Thus, the unity among opposition groups facilitated a peaceful resolution to the 

conflict in Guatemala. The contrast in the dynamics observed in Syria and Guatemala 

raises the question: Why do some armed non-state groups have deeper and long-term 

partnerships while many others engage in ad hoc and volatile ties?  

This dissertation, “Ties that Matter: Three Essays on Cooperation among 

Armed Non-State Organizations” explores the causes and effects of cooperation among 

armed non-state actors. Specifically, I examine the following three research questions: 

[1] Under what conditions do armed non-state organizations cooperate with each other 

during civil conflict? [2] If it is indeed possible, how does cooperation among armed 

non-state organizations occur amid civil conflict? [3] If and how do alliances shape the 

lethality of violence that armed organizations perpetrate?  

Over the last few decades, fragmentation of civil wars has become an 

increasingly common phenomenon. According to the data from the Uppsala Conflict 

Data Program (UCDP), about 46% of civil wars have more than two conflict actors 

(including the government) at some point between 1946-2013 (Walter, 2019). In 

response to the proliferation of multiparty conflicts globally, the scientific study of civil 

wars has also shifted from the conventional bilateral contest between the government 

and the opposition side (Collier and Hoeffler, 2004; Fearon and Laitin, 2003) to a multi-

actor framework comprising multiple opposition sides (Pearlman and Cunningham, 

2012). The multiplicity of armed actors and their interlinkages are some of the core 

features defining the complexity of civil war systems (Brosché et al., 2023). Scholars 

explicitly model these features in examining civil war processes such as conflict onset 

(Cunningham, 2013), duration (Cunningham, 2006), and outcomes (Akcinaroglu, 
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2012). Actor interlinkages such as cooperation have primarily been discussed as an 

explanatory factor in understanding civil war processes.  

A more recent wave of conflict studies has examined cooperation among armed 

non-state groups as a strategic outcome choice (Bapat and Bond, 2012). Cooperation 

is often perceived as an indicator for enhanced group strength (Phillips, 2014). 

However, armed groups do not always prefer cooperation and neither do we observe 

this behavior across all groups. There is a need for systematically examining what type 

of armed groups show inclination towards cooperation and when. As a step in that 

direction, this project carefully evaluates the costs and benefits for armed groups in 

utilizing cooperation as a strategy. Additionally, the project also recognizes that armed 

groups could have distinct payoff structures depending on the nature of cooperation 

they are involved in. Armed groups cooperate in a variety of ways depending on the 

issue-area and level of commitment. In other words, armed group cooperation exists 

along a continuum.  

Scholars identify power distribution (Christia, 2012), ideology (Gade et al., 

2019), and state sponsorship (Popovic, 2018) among a few others as the key 

explanations of armed group cooperation. In understanding what motivates armed 

group cooperation, individual group leaders and the institutional constraints in which 

they operate in did not receive the same level of attention as the contextual or 

organizational attributes mentioned above. This dissertation takes a leader-centric 

approach to demonstrate the role of leadership in understanding when and how armed 

organizations cooperate. 
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Inter-organizational alliances do not emerge out of thin air. They are often the 

result of months, if not years, of intense bargaining between prospective partners. These 

alliance negotiations usually happen at the top-level of an armed group’s hierarchy and 

group leaders play a crucial role in such situations. As the key decision-makers of 

organizational policies, armed group leaders are responsible for finding suitable 

partners and negotiating partnership deals with them. However, leaders vary in their 

ability to attract potential partners. Thus, knowing what type of armed group leaders 

are more influential during the alliance negotiation phase would be the logical next step 

and this is exactly where my dissertation project contributes.  

The impact of armed group cooperation is another area that my research delves 

into. Armed non-state groups expect to make important tactical and strategic gains 

through cooperation. However, not all cooperative ties that an armed group has are 

necessarily designed in the same way. As a result, an armed group could be receiving 

distinct benefits from each of its individual alliance partners. This runs counter to the 

implicit assumption within many previous studies about alliances involving uniform 

benefits regardless of their type. Existing work on the alliance performance aspects of 

armed groups focuses predominantly on the quantity of alliances than their quality. 

This dissertation project takes a portfolio-based approach in capturing the differences 

in armed group alliances and further examining the impact of this alliance 

heterogeneity on the lethality of violence that individual armed groups perpetrate. 

Building on the logic of risk optimization of investment portfolios from stock markets, 

I demonstrate that armed groups also optimize their alliance portfolios by trying to 

balance the quantity and quality of alliance partners they include in their portfolios.  
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From a policy standpoint, this dissertation project opens new avenues in the 

threat assessment and counterterrorism spaces. It emphasizes the need for government 

actors to consider the network of armed groups for holistic threat evaluation purposes 

rather than looking at groups independently. In addition to learning about armed group 

capabilities, network approaches also enable governments in designing more effective 

intervention strategies. By having a deep understanding of when cooperation behavior 

is more commonly observed and among what type of armed groups, governments 

would be better positioned to prevent such risky ties from emerging in the first place.  

Armed group alliances can also have meaningful implications on the onset and 

outcome of peace negotiations. The nature of alliance ties among armed opposition 

actors can serve as a useful indicator for governments to decide when and which armed 

groups to invite for peace talks. Armed groups with deeper alliance ties hold greater 

bargaining leverage and governments may find it difficult to convince such groups for 

a mutually agreeable deal. Instead, governments can attract weakly connected groups 

or those involved in asymmetric or unbalanced ties to join peace talks. This piecemeal 

approach in negotiating peace is a widely used strategy by governments involved in 

multiparty civil conflicts such as Myanmar and India.  

Given the highly secretive nature of most armed group ties, it can be quite 

challenging for governments to know about the existence of these ties, let alone 

estimate their underlying strength. This can complicate government’s efforts in 

designing an appropriate response strategy for countering armed group ties. In such 

scenarios, group leaders can be useful focal points that government actors can rely on. 

Governments in the past have widely used leadership decapitation strategies such as air 
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strikes and drone attacks in countering armed groups (Price, 2012) and their alliance 

networks (Blair et al., 2022b). However, there is still debate surrounding the 

effectiveness of this strategy (Jordan, 2009). As an alternative to violent removal of 

group leaders, governments can also consider taking a more conciliatory tone with 

leaders by offering them peace concessions. This could help governments in buying 

out armed groups and reducing the number of opposition actors they need to deal with 

on the battlefield. It is possible that leaders who are relatively early in their leadership 

tenure tend to be amenable to such peace overtures from the government.  

This dissertation comprises three chapters that are discussed below. In Part I, 

“Networked Rebellion: Why Rebel Organizations Cooperate in Multiparty Civil 

Conflicts?”, I develop a theoretical framework to examine the conditions under which 

rebel organizations join hands during civil conflict periods. Heightened threat 

environments, shared ideological vision, power distribution, and foreign state 

involvement are some of the key explanations of rebel alliance formation that existing 

studies focus on. However, there is limited emphasis on factors internal to rebel 

organizations such as leadership and command structure. Given that rebel leaders are 

often the key decision-makers of organizational strategy, the lack of systematic 

understanding about the ways in which leaders drive rebel cooperation behavior is 

surprising. Although there are many motivating factors that can attract rebels towards 

cooperation, the decision to cooperate ultimately comes down to individuals who 

oversee these rebel organizations. I argue that the length of time that rebel leaders stay 

in power, and the degree of internal cohesion tend to influence the reputation of rebels 

as being attractive partners. Using a binary logistic regression, I find that rebel leader 



 

 

7 
 

tenure significantly increases the odds of rebel cooperation occurrence. The results also 

show that centralized rebel organizations are no more likely than decentralized rebel 

organizations to engage in cooperation. This statistical insignificance could partly be 

due to the lack of meaningful variation among armed groups in their internal command 

structures. Also, the presence of veto players at the top leadership level, while such 

groups are still labelled as having a centralized command, could undermine alliance 

prospects due to the decision-making complexity at the top of the command chain.  

 In Part II, “Rebel Leader Origins and the Types of Inter-Rebel Cooperation in 

Multiparty Civil Conflicts,” I examine how rebel leaders leverage their prior 

experiences in negotiating certain kinds of cooperative relationships with other rebel 

organizations. Building on existing works in conflict scholarship about state and non-

state leaders, I show that prewar leader attributes have a role to play in guiding the 

wartime behavior of armed group leaders. Specifically, I argue that rebel leaders who 

possess military experience prior to assuming group leadership positions tend to 

efficiently adapt themselves and their organizations to wartime conditions. The 

expected improvement in rebel operations due to leaders’ prior military expertise can 

improve the attractiveness of rebel organizations for potential cooperation. Politically 

experienced rebel leaders are more receptive to domestic audiences and tend to 

prioritize activities that cater to the needs and preferences of civilians. Such activities 

enable politically experiences leaders to earn the trust and support from their domestic 

audience bases. Accordingly, these leaders tend to engage in rebel partnerships that are 

formally announced. Using a multinomial logistic regression, I find that the prior 

military experience of rebel leaders matters significantly in informal cooperation and 
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less so in formal cooperation, both relative to no cooperation. Rebel leaders with 

political experience are shown to be more effective in negotiating formal cooperation.  

 In Part III, “Militant Alliances and Severity of Terrorist Violence: A Portfolio-

Based Approach,” I examine the effects of alliances on militant violence. Alliances 

bolster militant capabilities, which in turn enable militant organizations to perpetrate 

high severity attacks. Accordingly, most conflict scholars emphasize that larger 

alliance portfolios translate into greater performance-related benefits for armed non-

state groups. In other words, they show that the greater the number of alliances that 

militant groups have in their portfolios, the more beneficial it is for these groups in 

terms of their ability to conduct lethal violence. One of the key underlying assumptions 

that behind this argument that scholars make is that a militant organization receives 

uniform benefits from each of its individual alliances within its portfolio. However, 

this assumption does not necessarily hold given that militant alliances often tend to 

vary in terms of their scope, depth, direction, and duration. As a result, some militant 

alliances are inherently more impactful in enhancing organizational performance than 

others and this alliance heterogeneity should be incorporated in the study of militant 

partnerships. I show that militant alliances could vary across two key attributes such as 

the diversity of alliance partners and the directionality of resource flows between 

alliance dyad members. I argue that militant organizations with more diverse alliance 

portfolios tend to perpetrate attacks resulting in greater number of fatalities. Also, when 

militant organizations are not the primary beneficiaries of alliance support, the 

performance-related advantages of alliances become less pronounced. Using a zero-

inflated negative binomial regression, I find that higher levels of alliance portfolio 
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diversity is negatively associated with violence lethality, which is contrary to my 

expectations. I also find that militant organizations involving a higher proportion of 

patron ties in their alliance portfolios have a statistically significant and negative effect 

on the lethality of violence that militants perpetrate.   

Overall, my findings demonstrate the significance of leaders to broker alliance 

deals between armed groups. But not all leaders are equally able to attract potential 

alliance partners. Leadership experience plays an influential role in signaling the 

alliance commitment and reputation of groups to prospective partners. Armed group 

leaders can attain this experience through multiple pathways including their time served 

in power and from their prewar activities. Given their effective organizational 

management skills and conflict knowledge, leaders with longer tenure periods tend to 

be preferable for alliance partnerships. This also suggests that nascent leaders who are 

still early into their tenure could be a potential gateway for governments to implement 

their “divide and concede” strategy (K. Cunningham, 2011). It is possible that 

leadership decapitation could have distinct effects on the breakdown of armed group 

alliances depending on the type of leaders being targeted. Decapitation or removal of 

armed group leaders who are still in the early stages of their tenure, might not cause a 

substantial damage to an armed group’s operational activities and their ongoing 

alliances. This is mainly because finding a replacement for leaders who were removed 

quite early into their tenure is not that complicated when compared to identifying and 

training a replacement for experienced armed group leaders. Also, it is possible that 

partnerships among armed groups led by nascent leaders might still not have matured 

enough to prove costly. It is relatively easier for existing partners to reconnect with 
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groups that undergo leader transitions, especially when the history of their alliances is 

not so long enough. Thus, governments strategy to break armed group alliances by 

targeting nascent group leaders might not be so effective from a cost-benefit standpoint. 

On the other hand, governments can find it useful to target experienced leaders as a 

way to disrupt their alliance networks. Rebuilding of trust and renegotiating of alliance 

terms with new leaders who are stepping in as a replacement for previous experienced 

leaders might not be a feasible strategy for existing partners.  

It is possible that the impact of command structure on rebel cooperation 

occurrence could be conditional on other leadership traits such as tenure. To better 

understand how institutional structures can either constrain or enable armed group 

leaders in their decision-making abilities, an interactive effect of leader tenure and 

group structure could be a better model specification rather than considering them as 

separate explanatory factors. Future iterations of this study would investigate this 

aspect in more detail.  

Involvement in prewar activities is another potential pathway through which 

leaders gain experience that could be beneficial for signaling reputation to prospective 

partners. These experiences can come in handy for leaders, especially those who are 

relatively new in their tenure, to make an immediate impact on the group and win 

support from their group members and broader domestic audiences. Furthermore, 

prewar activities can also serve as a useful metric to evaluate existing group members 

who could be potential leader candidates in future. Leadership transitions, while not so 

frequent, can convey important information about the leader selection process. In the 

process of finding a replacement, prospective leader candidates are likely to go through 
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a greater level of scrutiny. It is reasonable to expect that prior experience could be a 

pre-requisite skill for a potential leader candidate to be handed over the group reins. 

However, not all individuals would have been involved in a leadership capacity in their 

prior roles. This gap in prior leadership experience can be compensated by a 

candidate’s involvement in prewar military or political activities, which can serve as 

useful proxies for organizational management. This selection process for leader 

replacements could vary quite substantially when compared to founding leaders who 

are not necessarily held to the same standards given their charisma to attract support 

and presence from the group foundation stage.1 Hence, non-founding leaders with prior 

military and political experiences can be considered as potential leader replacements in 

the event of groups undergoing leader transition at some point in the future.  

The strategic benefits that armed groups expect to gain through patron ties 

might not be working according to their calculations. Alliances where certain armed 

groups provide a greater share of resource supplies to their partners are usually those 

in which the armed group patrons are relatively stronger and larger in size and are 

aiming to establish political dominance over other simultaneously operating groups 

within the same armed movement. However, armed groups could face diminishing 

returns after a point by including more of these patron ties into their alliance portfolios. 

This indicates that larger alliance portfolios are not always rewarding for armed groups, 

and groups should be mindful about the potential downsides of having bloated 

portfolios.  

 

 
1 This does not include cases of violent takeover of leadership, or internal coup, where individuals 
initiating this coup is the presumed group leader post-takeover. 
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Part I: Networked Rebellion: Why Rebel Organizations 
Cooperate in Multiparty Civil Conflicts? 

 

Why does cooperation occur between some rebel organizations but not others? Scholars 
argue that rebel cooperation yields important tactical benefits to member organizations. 
Yet not all rebel groups engage in partnerships during their time of operation in civil 
wars. Much of the existing quantitative work focuses on factors such as threat 
perception, power distribution, ideological similarities, and external sponsorship to 
explain this variation, but limited attention is given to the factors internal to a rebel 
organization. This article explores the role of intra-organizational characteristics of 
rebel organizations in understanding the patterns of inter-rebel cooperation. Building 
on the bargaining framework, I argue that rebel leadership tenure and the presence of 
centralized command structures can play a crucial role in determining when rebel 
organizations cooperate. Through logistic regressions, I test each of these hypotheses 
about the occurrence of rebel cooperation cross-nationally (1946–2011). My main 
findings indicate that rebel leadership experience has a positive and statistically 
significant effect on rebel cooperation occurrence while command centralization has 
no meaningful effect. These results speak directly to the emerging literature on inter-
organizational ties among armed non-state organizations and how they influence the 
processes of civil conflict and peace. Furthermore, this research has important policy 
implications related to the timing and effectiveness of counterinsurgency strategies in 
multiparty civil conflicts. 
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Introduction 

Armed non-state actors such as rebel groups frequently cooperate with other non-state 

actors, even to the point of allying with them. Cooperation yields important wartime 

tactical benefits to rebel groups ranging from resource aggregation, group survival, and 

tactical diffusion, to enhancing the quality and quantity of violent attacks. Yet not all 

rebel groups engage in cooperation while some others do.   

Between 1970 to 2012, more than 49% of rebel groups (176 out of 359) received 

external support from other non-state actors, primarily violent ones, at some point 

during their active operational years.2 As shown in Figure 1.1, rebel groups are 

increasingly cooperating with other non-state actors over time. In addition to this 

temporal variation, rebel cooperation also varies spatially as shown below in Figure 

1.2. Among the total 176 rebel groups with cooperative ties between 1970–2012, the 

highest percentage share of these ties is based in India (~11%), followed by Myanmar 

(~7%) and Ethiopia (~6%). In the same period, about 25% of countries – out of the 77 

countries for which data is available – have rebel groups with zero non-state actor 

supporters.  

 
2 I calculate this statistic using data from the Armed Groups Dataset (AGD) (Malone, 2022). 
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Figure 1.1: Rebel Groups with External Support3 from Non-State Actors 
(1970–2012). Line chart shows the proportion of rebel groups with non-state actor 

supporters across time. (Data Source: Armed Groups Dataset4).  

 
3 This measures active support, alliances, and positive links to other groups.  
See AGD codebook for more details (AGD, 2023, p. 19)  
here: https://armedgroupdataset.files.wordpress.com/2023/01/codebook-for-agd-data-v12.pdf  
4 I include armed non-state groups (also known as rebel groups) based in the Uppsala Conflict Data 
Project (UCDP) list. In most cases, nonstate actor supporters are armed in nature with a few exceptions 
involving non-violent supporters. For more details on the Armed Groups Dataset,  
see: https://armedgroupdataset.org/data/  

https://armedgroupdataset.files.wordpress.com/2023/01/codebook-for-agd-data-v12.pdf
https://armedgroupdataset.org/data/
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Figure 1.2: Spatial Distribution of Rebel Groups with Non-State Supporters 
(1970–2012). Bottom-panel indicates the country-wise percentage share of rebel 

groups with partnerships.5 (Data Source: Armed Groups Dataset).  
 

In this study, I ask the following research question: Under what conditions does 

inter-rebel cooperation occur in civil conflicts? I situate my theoretical argument in a 

reputation-based framework. I argue that rebel organizations led by long-serving 

leaders are better able to create and maintain partnerships when compared to those with 

nascent leaders in charge.  

Rebel leaders with longer tenures tend to be more reliable in building 

partnerships with other rebels. I theorize that leadership experience affects rebel 

 
5 In the AGD dataset, there are a total of 176 rebel groups involved in non-state actor cooperation that 
spread across 77 countries between 1970-2012. The countries with missing data on non-state actor 
cooperation are shaded in grey.  
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cooperation occurrence through the following causal pathways. First, rebel leaders who 

serve for longer periods are well versed with their group’s internal working processes, 

activities, and resource and logistical supplies. These managerial capabilities that rebel 

leaders acquire through experience tend to make them more attractive for prospective 

partners. Second, long-serving rebel leaders gain important wartime experience that 

will help them better understand the strength and resolve of government (and other 

opponents). This conflict knowledge is useful for rebel organizations when fighting 

against the same government. Lastly, rebel leaders who serve in leadership roles for 

longer periods can leverage their experience to successfully manage internal disputes 

among factions within their groups. The ability of long-serving leaders to keep their 

organizations intact is another feature that draws the attention of other prospective rebel 

organizations deciding on who to cooperate with. 

Mistrust and commitment issues often undermine rebel organization’s 

reputation for partnership (Bapat and Bond, 2012). Partnering with a rebel organization 

only to see that organization back out or shirk on its responsibilities in the future can 

make prospective rebel partners less inclined to seek cooperation. I argue that 

centralized rebel organizations are more credible in signaling their commitment 

towards honoring future partnership responsibilities. Fragmented decision-making that 

is often observed in decentralized organizations can slow down the alliance negotiation 

process due to conflicting interests among internal factions. This heightens the risk of 

splintering within a decentralized rebel organization and thereby lower its favorability 

for alliances.  
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In civil conflicts, the structure of the rebel opposition movement plays an 

important role in shaping the various processes of conflict. Rebel interdependencies—

ranging from cooperation to competition—affects the lethality of violence (Asal and 

Rethmeyer, 2008), civil war onset (K. Cunningham, 2013), and civilian victimization 

(Wood and Kathman, 2015). Rebel alliances can also have implications that extend 

beyond conflict, including when peace settlements occur (Akcinaroglu, 2012) and how 

long peace lasts (Zeigler, 2016). Multiparty civil conflicts are characterized by complex 

dynamics because of the presence of multiple opposition actors and the 

interdependencies among them. Scholars and policymakers discuss extensively about 

the difficulties in establishing peace in highly fragmented conflict zones that comprise 

interdependent rebel opposition sides. However, our understanding of the origins of 

these rebel interdependencies, specifically cooperative ties, is still in its early stages. In 

this article, I demonstrate how intra rebel organization characteristics play a 

consequential role in shaping the dynamics of inter-rebel cooperation in civil conflicts.   

The results from my binary logistic regression models suggest that rebel leader 

experience has a positive and statistically significant effect on the occurrence of inter-

rebel cooperation. Rebel organizations with long-serving leaders in power have greater 

tendencies to cooperate with one another in any given year. On the contrary, I do not 

find evidence to suggest that rebel command structures impact patterns of rebel 

cooperation.  

This study is divided into five parts. First, I briefly review the existing literature 

on inter-rebel cooperation and identify the gaps that are still left unexplored. Second, I 

present my argument and hypotheses about the effect of intra rebel characteristics—
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leadership experience and command structure—on rebel cooperation occurrence. 

Third, I lay out the research design strategy to test my hypotheses. Fourth, I discuss the 

logistic regression results. In the final section, I conclude with some policy implications 

of this study and plan for future research. 

Literature Review 

In the last few decades, fragmented6 civil conflicts—with multiple opposition actors 

challenging the same host government—have become increasingly common. For 

example, UCDP7 data from 1946–2013 shows that about 46% of civil wars globally 

comprise more than two conflict actors (including government) (Walter, 2019). The 

increasing number of fragmented8 rebel movements largely contrast the conventional 

framing of civil conflict as a contest between a government and a unitary rebel entity 

(Collier & Hoeffler, 2004; Fearon & Laitin, 2003). Therefore, from a theoretical 

standpoint, it is important to reconceptualize civil conflicts involving multiple 

opposition actors with distinct preferences and outlooks of the conflict itself.  

The proliferation of fragmented conflicts globally indicates the need to 

systematically examine the processes of multiparty civil conflicts separately from 

single-party civil conflicts. Multiparty conflicts are often characterized by acute power 

and information asymmetry problems favoring the government (Cunningham, 2006). 

In such situations, we can expect that rebel organizations would prefer to engage in 

 
6 The concept of fragmentation can vary depending on the level of analysis that we focus on. At the 
conflict-level, fragmentation refers to the presence of multiple opposition groups (Cunningham, 2013). 
Fragmentation can also be at the group-level where multiple sub-factions (e.g., political wing, military 
wing) can exist within a single non-state armed group (Pearlman and Cunningham, 2012). 
7 Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) 
8 Fragmented movements comprise multiple armed non-state groups, each further made up of sub-
factions within (Pearlman and Cunningham, 2012).  
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partnerships to minimize their tactical disadvantages.9 Yet, only some organizations 

cooperate with each other while others do not. Lichbach (1998; 1996) were two of the 

monumental and early studies to clearly demonstrate the challenges involved in 

bringing rebel organizations to work together for a collective cause. Building on this 

framework, scholars have started to explore the theme of rebel cooperation in more 

detail recently. Studies show that factors such as ideology (Blair et al., 2021; Gade et 

al., 2019),10 balance of power (Christia, 2012), threat of government repression (Bapat 

& Bond, 2012), and external state sponsorship (Popovic, 2018) affect the onset of rebel 

alliances.11 Although these studies help explain when rebel organizations prefer to form 

alliances, there remains substantial unexplained variation in rebel cooperation. For 

example, existing findings do not speak to the presence of cooperation observed among 

ideologically dissimilar rebel dyads. Further research is needed in understanding when 

rebel leaders prefer to look beyond ideology to identify potential rebel partners.  

Most rebel organizations have an individual (or individuals) who is identified 

as the organization’s key representative. Rebel leaders are consequential in 

understanding organizational behaviors. Building on the literature about state leaders 

 
9 Some of the tactical benefits that come with alliances include group survival (Philips, 2014), resource 
pooling (Akcinaroglu, 2012), and enhanced attack capabilities (Horowitz and Potter, 2014; Asal and 
Rethemeyer, 2008). The study by (Horowitz and Potter, 2014) shows that terrorist groups prefer to have 
ties with strong organizations that are widely connected to other terrorist groups globally. Most terrorist 
organizations, as they argue, follow this preferential attachment to primarily increase their capacity to 
conduct deadly attacks. Similarly, Asal and Rethemeyer (2008) argue that terrorist groups with greater 
number of ties to other groups are more lethal than those having fewer links.  
10 Asal et al. (2016) also discusses about the importance of ideology in driving the alliance behavior 
among terrorist groups. However, the lack of time-varying factors in their study can be an issue 
especially knowing that group preferences are dynamic, and not accounting for this possibility can limit 
our understanding of both the formation and evolution of these alliances. 
11 External sponsorship of rebel groups usually comes in the form of providing weaponry and monetary 
support. For instance, the Kurdish People’s Protection Units (YPG) that is currently operating in the 
Syrian civil war, has received backing from the US and other Western forces. 
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(Horowitz et al., 2015), civil war studies have recently started to look closely into rebel 

leader attributes and their effects on group dynamics. Existing conflict scholarship 

demonstrates the importance of taking rebel group leaders and their incentives into 

account when studying about rebel group behaviors such as the use of terrorism (Acosta 

et al., 2023), civilian abuse (Sawyer et al., 2021), external state sponsorship (Huang et 

al., 2022), rebel cohesion (Doctor, 2021; 2020), and conflict outcomes (Silverman et 

al., 2023; Prorok, 2016). Rebel organizations can have more than one leader over time 

and studies have explored the impact of leader transitions on conflict dynamics.  

Rebel leadership transitions happen through multiple pathways12 such as rebel 

elections (Cunningham et al., 2021; Cunningham and Sawyer, 2019), leader 

decapitation (Johnston, 2012), internal coup13 (Tamm, 2016), and leader arrest or 

surrender. Leadership transitions through rebel elections signal organizational 

cohesion, which in turn facilitates peace talks with the government (Cunningham and 

Sawyer, 2019). Additionally, changes in rebel leadership due to leader capture or death 

significantly increases the likelihood of conflict termination (Tierney, 2015) through 

inactivity (Ryckman, 2020).14 Rebel leadership change through targeted killings causes 

a significant dent in the organization’s violent capabilities and performance on the 

ground (Johnston, 2012). At times, leadership targeting also results in more 

indiscriminate violence against innocent civilians (Abrahms and Mierau, 2017; Ibrahim 

 
12 Global data shows that rebel leadership change is a relatively rare phenomenon although occurring 
within short intervals when they do happen (Lutmar and Terris, 2019). Among leader transitions that do 
occur, rebel election is the most common trigger followed by targeted killings or decapitation (Lutmar 
and Terris, 2019, p. 310) 
13 External coup is also another trigger of leadership change where an external force plays a direct role 
in removing the rebel leader (Lutmar and Terris, 2019, p. 310). 
14 Though Lutmar and Terris (2019) argue that leader transitions can make rebel organizations to harden 
their bargaining positions thereby complicating conflict termination efforts.    
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Shire, 2020). However, some scholars do not find support for this argument and instead 

show that leadership targeting is counterproductive (Jordan, 2014; Byman, 2006). To 

address this debate, further research is needed to determine the effectiveness of leader 

decapitation as a strategy for countering violent organizations.  

Understanding the attributes of rebel leaders is important to explore rebel group 

dynamics. Rebel leaders are the key points of negotiation for initiating cooperation with 

other rebel organizations. Despite the advances in exploring how rebel leader’s time in 

power influences organizational behavior, more research is needed to understand the 

effects of leadership experience on whether inter-rebel cooperation exists. In the 

following section, I demonstrate that the existence of cooperation between rebel 

organizations is conditioned by how experienced their rebel leaders are and whether 

they have a centralized command structure. 

 

Theory 

Cost-Benefit Calculations of Inter-Rebel Cooperation 

In understanding rebel motivations to cooperate, I assume that rebel organizations 

decide to pursue cooperation when they attain more benefits than costs through that 

relationship. Rebel organizations operating in war environments tend to have shorter 

time horizons (Eck, 2014)15 and they prefer to prioritize their immediate organizational 

needs (e.g., survival) over pursuing long-term political goals such as achieving 

 
15 Desperate rebels when facing immediate threats (e.g., survival) would be willing to accept outcomes 
with lower payoffs, that is immediate benefits but higher costs in the long run. In other words, rebels 
have shorter time horizons (Eck, 2014). 
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territorial autonomy or seeking power at the center. I argue that the short-term goals 

motivate rebel organizations to engage in cooperation with other rebel organizations.  

Rebel organizations can accrue various benefits from cooperation, especially 

when needing to maintain violent campaigns. These benefits include resource pooling, 

survival (Philips, 2014), tactical diffusion (Horowitz et al., 2018), and enhancing the 

quality and quantity of violent attacks (Horowitz and Potter, 2014; Asal and 

Rethemeyer, 2008). Typically, rebel organizations try to keep their violent16 campaigns 

afloat by attacking more frequently and effectively. Scholars note that “violence…may 

be far more important in the maintenance of the organization” (Conrad and Greene, 

2015, p. 550), but rebel organizations do not have an unlimited supply of resources or 

recruits17 to conduct frequent attacks. Rebel organizations tend to mobilize18 resources 

through cooperation with other rebels (Philips, 2014) to overcome these resource 

constraints. However, this logic assumes that rebel organizations would rather prefer 

to pool resources by cooperating with other organizations than operate independently.19  

Rebel organizations face information asymmetry at the initial stages of conflict 

 
16 This is not to say that rebel organizations only use violent tactics. They often use a mix of resistance 
strategies (violent and non-violent) in their fight against the host government (Cunningham et al., 2017). 
17 Rebel organizations often face difficulties in mobilizing individual recruits. The potential barriers to 
joining a rebel organization (e.g., jail, death, etc.) may deter even those individuals who are sympathetic 
to the rebel’s cause. 
18 Mobilization usually involves maintaining existing resources while also gathering new resources. 
19 That said, there is considerable variation across rebel organizations in their capacity to mobilize or 
secure resources. Weaker organizations seek outside help when they struggle to maintain a steady flow 
of resources. One might also argue that rebel organizations that are relatively more effective in 
mobilizing resources may be wary of rebel cooperation as they fear partners may free ride and exhaust 
their resource bases. If this were to hold true, we should then expect strong organizations to be less likely 
to cooperate in any form, or more specifically, those that involve weaker organizations as their potential 
cooperation partners. Yet studies show that inter-rebel cooperation comprising either strong-weak or 
strong-strong dyads do occur frequently (Gade et al., 2019; Popovic, 2018). The former dyad type occurs 
when the benefits of political autonomy dominate the concerns of free riding. The latter type tends to 
occur when facing a strong government and aggregating resources can help fight this challenge with 
minimal free riding concerns to worry about.   
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when they are not fully aware of the relative resource capabilities of other conflict 

actors including both government and other rebel organizations. As a result, they tend 

to overestimate their chances of winning the conflict without any outside support.20 In 

such scenarios, the potential costs of cooperation may seem to exceed their expected 

benefits. But as the conflict evolves, rebel organizations tend to get a better estimate of 

the government’s resources.21 Additionally, when rebels face fighting costs during 

conflicts, they anticipate a potential decline in their resources over the long run. Rebel 

groups tend to compensate for their resource deficits by seeking external support, 

relying on rental flows from natural resources, and engaging in rebel cooperation.22 In 

doing so, rebel organizations believe that their resource base is improving over time. 

Overall, rebel cooperation enables rebel organizations to avoid a further slump in their 

resource base and help ensure that they remain relevant in the conflict. 

The tactical benefits from rebel cooperation can be partially offset by their 

underlying costs. There are five main costs associated with rebel cooperation. These 

include loss of decision-making autonomy, compromising end goals, problems of 

coordination and free riding (Metternich et al., 2013), fear of exploitation (Christia, 

 
20 This is a reasonable assumption to make because rebel organizations that underestimate their chances 
of winning independently would never get into a conflict in the first place. Conflict environments often 
involve a lot of armed actors that could not avoid conflict through bargaining. Accordingly, I argue that 
conflict actors such as rebels tend to overestimate their winning prospects, at least during the early stages 
of conflict.  
21 Scholars argue that information asymmetry becomes less severe as the conflict proceeds (Filson and 
Werner, 2002, p. 832) 
22 These strategies are not mutually exclusive. Rebel groups can receive external support while at the 
same time cooperate with other groups or extract rents from natural resources. In fact, some rebel groups 
receive external state support on the precondition that they form and maintain cooperation with other 
groups operating in the same conflict environment (Popovic, 2018). What this essentially means is that 
rebel cooperation, similar to external support and rental income from natural resources, can make rebels 
believe that their resource base is improving over time. Yet rebel alliances do not always occur 
suggesting that there is a greater need to examine the specific conditions under which cooperation 
emerges, which is what this study focuses on.  
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2012), and the risk of security breaches (Philips, 2014). In the early stages of conflict, 

rebel organizations aim to win on their own so they can shape the conflict outcome in 

a way that is more favorable to their individual preferences. Cooperating with other 

organizations with divergent goals can force rebel organizations to compromise their 

vision for the post-conflict outcome. Additionally, rebel cooperation can sometimes be 

perceived as a sign of weakness23, though some might argue otherwise (Phillips, 2019). 

The coordination of activities between member organizations can make cooperation 

seem costly (Morrow, 1994). Fourth, rebel cooperation can weaken member 

organizations especially when the relationship involves one rebel organization 

expending substantial resources to their partners while the other organization gets a 

free ride (Metternich et al., 2013). In such cases, cooperation is a burden, at least from 

the perspective of organizations supplying resources. Rebels open themselves up to an 

increased risk of security breaches when they engage in cooperative ties (Philips, 

2014).24 Therefore, though rebel cooperation is beneficial to rebels, they can also carry 

some steep costs that can prevent organizations from considering it as a viable option. 

In the next section, I will demonstrate how certain intra-organizational attributes can 

incentivize rebel groups to engage in cooperation with other non-state groups. 

 

 
23 Some experts believe that Boko Haram’s pledge of allegiance to ISIS in 2015 was done as an act of 
desperation to shore up local support (Chandler, 2015).   
24 When the government represses either one of the rebel partners as part of its counterinsurgency 
operations, the risk propensity for the other organization also increases (Blair et al., 2021). For example, 
the Colombian government carried out raids against the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia 
(FARC) in 2011 (Markey, 2010). This was immediately followed by attacks on Sendero Luminoso (SL), 
FARC’s long-standing partner, which eventually led to the breakdown of their alliance (Stone, 2012).  
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Rebel Leadership Experience 

Leaders play a key managerial role in organizations; they strategize the organization’s 

behavior and oversee a variety of organizational processes and policymaking tasks. In 

a similar vein, rebel organizations are also comprised of individuals who are essential 

in maintaining the organizations and ensuring its success. Rebel leaders hold the 

highest-ranking position within rebel organizations and exert decision-making 

authority over important organizational policies (Prorok, 2016, p. 76). They decide on 

how to efficiently structure their organizations into specialized military and political 

wings (Doctor, 2021). Rebel leaders are also effective in making sure organizations 

remain intact for longer periods, which is especially true when rebel leaders have pre-

existing military experience prior to assuming power (Doctor, 2020). Overall, rebel 

leaders bring a certain level of knowledge and expertise to the table that are important 

in shaping the trajectories of rebel organizations in conflict settings.  

The preferences of multiple rebel leaders who emerge due to leadership 

turnovers can vary quite a lot and this accordingly influences rebel behavior. Changes 

in leadership can make rebel organizations reorient their tactical approaches (Abrahms 

and Mierau, 2017), as illustrated in the case of Tehreek-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP). TTP 

were often criticized for using excessive and indiscriminate violence against civilians. 

These condemnations intensified after TTP perpetrated the 2014 school attacks in 

Peshawar that left almost 141 dead, majority of whom were children (Khalil, 2014). In 

the aftermath of this attack, TTP suffered huge losses due to the massive 

counterinsurgency operations launched by the Pakistani military. This is when new 

leadership took charge in TTP. Under Mufti Noor Wali Mehsud’s leadership, TTP has 
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shifted gears by employing a more restrained approach to their violence intensity and 

target selection patterns.  

In addition to the shifts in tactical direction, leadership changes in Tehreek-e-

Taliban Pakistan have also altered the organization’s internal stability. TTP has 

undergone multiple leadership changes primarily due to leader decapitation (Khattak, 

2021). These frequent leadership transitions have severely destabilized TTP. The most 

prominent and visible organizational shift occurred when Mullah Fazlullah replaced 

TTP’s then incumbent leader, Hakimullah Mehsud, who was killed in a drone strike in 

November 2013 (Khattak, 2021). The appointment of a new leader, who was not from 

the traditional Mehsud clan,25 had created internal rifts within the organization and led 

to multiple breakaway factions.26 This suggests that rebel leadership transitions can 

disrupt organizational cohesion and as a result affect the overall strength of the 

organization.  

Rebel organizations with dwindling strengths due to heightened risks of 

fragmentation are less able to make alliance commitments. Consistent with the existing 

theories of rebel leaders influencing intra-organizational processes (Doctor, 2020), 

rebel leaders are also consequential in understanding the dynamics of inter-rebel 

cooperation. Having important leadership credentials under their belt can help rebel 

leaders overcome the barriers that their organizations face while negotiating 

partnerships. Building on the interstate alliance literature, I argue that rebel leadership 

experience can help resolve the reputation and information uncertainty problems that 

 
25 Ever since the TTP formed in 2007, all its leaders were from the Mehsud clan except for Fazlullah.  
26 Few of these breakaway factions have again reconciled with the TTP under Mufti Noor Wali Mehsud’s 
leadership. This reunification process has contributed to TTP’s resurgence (Akhtar and Ahmed, 2023).  
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rebels during alliance bargaining process. State leaders with relatively long tenures 

(i.e., more experienced) tend be more effective in signaling their reputation for the 

formation (Crescenzi et al., 2012) and design (Mattes, 2012) of interstate alliances. 

Frequent leader transitions in states, more commonly in democracies27, can undermine 

their reliability in forming alliances (Gartzke and Gleditsch, 2004).28 Similarly, rebel 

organizations that undergo frequent leader transitions are less reliable for rebel 

partnerships.  

Like in the case of TTP, leadership transitions create uncertainty among rebel 

partners, such as knowing whether the incoming rebel leaders would honor their 

organization’s existing alliance commitments made during the previous rebel leader’s 

tenure. I argue that the more frequently that rebel leadership transitions happen, the 

more uncertainty it creates for that organization’s prospective rebel partner. 

Additionally, this uncertainty amplifies further depending on the level of preference 

divergence between the incumbent rebel leaders and their successors.  

When rebel organizations have a history of leadership transitions, their 

prospective cooperation partners can perceive this as an indication that leader changes 

 
27 But once alliances form, democracies tend to experience fewer volatile shifts in their alignment 
patterns compared to non-democracies. The large winning coalitions in democracies when interacting 
with their domestic political institutions can constrain democracies from having radical shifts in policies 
including their existing partnerships.  
28 Mattes (2012) argues otherwise where she demonstrates that frequent leadership changes in 
democracies are not necessarily a liability for alliance formation. She shows that history of leader 
changes would reflect in the design of that state’s alliance commitments. Mattes argues that democracies 
can use alliance design as a tool to signal their commitment to an alliance by locking in their successors 
to uphold alliance commitments in future. This is especially the case if incumbent leaders expect to lose 
power soon or be replaced by successors who might have very different preferences. Mattes et al. (2015) 
goes a step further in arguing that leader transitions alone need not affect policy changes, but rather 
changes in the sources of leader support can result in substantive policy shifts.  
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might happen again in the future.29 Prospective partners might be unsure about the 

reputation and resolve of their partner organization’s incoming leaders, which in turn 

can slow down the ongoing cooperation bargaining process.30 This uncertainty in the 

shadow of a potential rebel leadership change will disincentivize prospective partners 

to engage in cooperation.  

Rebel leaders with relatively longer tenures tend to have more experience 

leading their organizations through wartime. Previous wartime experience enables 

rebel leaders to gain important knowledge about conflict actors and their relative 

capabilities. Rebel leaders with more experience are generally more trustworthy in that 

they would not so easily give up on their existing commitments. They are also less 

amenable to being purchased-out by the government with cheap concessions. Rebel 

organizations led by experienced leaders are relatively more consistent in their 

decision-making process with fewer surprises. They are also more effective in clearly 

conveying their organization’s preferences to their potential partners. Furthermore, 

experienced rebel leaders are better equipped in handling internal disputes and have a 

good understanding of the internal working processes and logistics of the organization. 

The benefits associated with longer tenures increase the credibility of longstanding 

rebel leaders by signaling their commitment and trustworthiness to their prospective 

partners. As a result, these leaders appear more reliable for cooperation. Therefore, 

 
29 This is a reasonable assumption to make. I borrow this logic from Schub (2020) who argues that the 
recent history of leader turnovers can be an indicator of future uncertainty in the face of a potential leader 
change.  
30 This is in line with the logic that leadership changes create uncertainty about the reputation and resolve 
of future leaders which in turn can affect bargaining in the present (Wolford, 2007). Although Wolford 
(2007) argues about how the emergence of a new leader creates uncertainty especially during crisis 
bargaining situations, his argument is still relevant to the context of rebel cooperation and its underlying 
bargaining process.   
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rebel leaders with longer tenures can help resolve the information problems and 

commitment problems that often arise during the alliance bargaining process between 

rebel organizations.31  

New rebel leaders—in order to demonstrate their unique leadership abilities and 

distinguish themselves from the outgoing leaders—might prefer to go alone in their 

tactical operations and not have any external obligations that would constrain their 

ability to act independently. Incoming new rebel leaders bring their “own problem-

solving techniques and decision-making processes” (Bacon, 2018, p. 39-40) when they 

assume power. This makes them less inclined to be tied down to the policies undertaken 

during the previous rebel leader’s tenure.  

In the early stages of their tenure, new rebel leaders tend to prioritize actions 

that they think are best for contributing to their individual reputation gains over the 

collective needs of the rebel organization.32 I argue that the succeeding rebel leaders 

tend to favor bringing something unique to the table that would enhance their stature 

among the support base. Unfortunately, doing so can mask the new leader’s ability to 

clearly see the value attached to their organization’s current policies and the expected 

benefits that they can gain from continuing those policies.  

 
31 This is not to say that leadership turnover is the primary reason behind why bargaining issues emerge. 
Information and commitment problems are inherently present in highly anarchic civil war environments. 
There is already some level of uncertainty regarding the preferences and capabilities of rebel groups. 
And given their incentives to defect, rebel groups can often face difficulties in credibly signaling their 
commitment to other actors that they interact with as part of the bargaining process (Bapat and Bond, 
2012). My argument suggests that these inherent bargaining problems will be amplified even further in 
the face of frequent rebel leadership turnovers.  
32 Successor rebel leaders aim to make private gains for themselves and their core support group. This 
assumption builds on the logic of leader replacement influencing the patterns of realignment between 
states (Smith, 2016). Smith shows that “when leaders change, there is also often a shift in which groups 
form core supporters. When the support base changes, the set of interests promoted through foreign 
policy also changes” (Smith, 2016, p. 145).  
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Frequent rebel leadership transitions can signal a lack of consistency in 

organizational preferences. They also make organizations vulnerable to fragmentation 

thereby affecting their overall capabilities. As a result, prospective rebel partners 

become less willing to partner with rebel organizations that are more prone to undergo 

frequent leader transitions. On the other hand, rebel leaders with longer tenures are 

more effective in managing rebel organizations. They are well versed with the rebel 

organization’s resource capabilities and internal working processes. Rebel leaders with 

more experience also gain important wartime knowledge about other conflict actors 

and how they operate. Thus, experienced rebel leaders are seen as being more reliable 

by prospective rebel partners. This leads to my first hypothesis on the occurrence of 

inter-rebel cooperation:  

Hypothesis 1: The longer the experience of rebel leaders in leading rebel 
organizations, the more likely it is for cooperation to exist between their 
respective organizations in any given year, on average and holding all else 
constant.  

 

Rebel Command Centralization 

In civil wars, rebel organizations seek partners primarily to coordinate their military 

activities against a mutual enemy. However, rebel organizations do not cooperate with 

any organization that comes their way. Prospective partners will consider a rebel 

organization’s credibility before entering a partnership. Most importantly, rebel 

organizations prefer to cooperate militarily with other rebel groups who can credibly 

commit to mobilize their troops and provide logistical support towards their partnership 

commitment when it is most needed. I show that the capacity of rebel leaders to make 

this promise to their prospective partners in a credible manner is conditioned by the 
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level of control that rebel leaders wield over their rank-and-file members internally. 

Specifically, I focus on the individual sub-commanders who are in-charge of different 

sub-factions spread across the conflict region. I argue that the extent to which rebel 

organizations have a centralized (or, integrated) decision-making authority affects their 

reputation as being credible partners, which in turn affects the probability of rebel 

cooperation occurrence. 

The internal politics of rebel organizations can influence how cohesive they are 

(Perkoski, 2019). Rebel organizations are not unitary actors, and they comprise 

multiple sub-factions within them (Cunningham et al., 2013). Rebel sub-factions could 

include separate military and political wings (Cunningham et al., 2013; K. 

Cunningham, 2013) or multiple military units, each headed by its own subcommander 

and operating in different geographical locations across the conflict region. For 

example, both the Karen National Union (KNU) in Myanmar and the Taliban in 

Afghanistan are comprised of various sub-factions that are more geographically spread 

out. The structure of rebel organizations can range from a network of loosely connected 

sub-factions with limited vertical and horizontal coordination (e.g., Free Syrian Army) 

to those with more tightly connected sub-factions each adhering to a common 

centralized leadership at the top (Cunningham, 2014; Staniland, 2014).33 I argue that 

the internal make-up of a rebel organization can condition its ability to credibly commit 

to cooperation with other rebel organizations. Specifically, I demonstrate that the nature 

of the command structure within a rebel organization shapes its bargaining interaction 

 
33 Staniland (2014) conceptualizes rebel cohesion in terms of “vertical ties” and “horizontal ties”. 
Cunningham (2014) looks at the number of factions within a self-determination movement and how 
cohesive or institutionalized are the ties between these multiple factions.  
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with a potential rebel partner, which in turn can affect whether cooperation exists 

between them.34  

The degree of authority that rebel leaders have on their organizations greatly 

influences the way they function both on and off the battlefield. Having a centralized 

command is indicative of how easily the rebel organization can transition into a new 

government when it gains power (Cunningham et al., 2012). Whether rebel 

commanders wield effective control over their rank and file can influence the nature 

and effectiveness of violence employed by rebel organizations (Hoover Green, 2016; 

Shapiro, 2013). Rebel organizations with centralized command structure also tend to 

be more disciplined (Haer, 2015; Sinno, 2008; Jones, 2017) with greater levels of 

accountability between the leaders and their subordinates (Doctor and Willingham, 

2020). Using a similar logic, I argue that whether rebel groups have a centralized or 

fragmented command structure can affect the organization’s capacity to mobilize 

support towards their partnerships when most needed. Next, I discuss how intra-rebel 

politics shape the bargaining process towards inter-rebel cooperation. 

First, decentralized rebel organizations are less reliable in situations involving 

joint military activities with their rebel partners. Joint ventures often require equal 

resource contributions from each partner organization. Typically, rebel leaders hold the 

 
34 I build on the internal politics approach (Leeds, 1999) to understand rebel cooperation. although Leeds 
work was in the context of domestic politics shaping interstate alliances. I bridge two different literatures 
to develop my theoretical argument: the inter-state alliance literature (Morrow, 2000; Leeds, 1999) and 
the rebel fragmentation literature (Cunningham, 2014). Depending on the level of analysis, 
fragmentation could take different forms. In the conflict literature, the concept of fragmentation is often 
used interchangeably to study cohesion dynamics both at the rebel organization level (Tamm, 2016; 
Olson Lounsbery, 2016) and at the opposition movement level (Mosinger, 2018; K. Cunningham, 2014). 
While K. Cunningham (2014) focuses on the proliferation of non-state opposition actors including rebel 
organizations at the overall movement level, I specifically focus on the proliferation of sub-factions 
within an individual rebel organization. 
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authority in deciding how much resource contributions they make towards their 

partnerships. However, this choice becomes less obvious in highly decentralized rebel 

organizations where the decision-making authority is distributed internally among 

multiple sub-factions. Rebel leaders of decentralized organizations are not so 

influential in making sub-faction units comply to their orders. Without a strong central 

command to enforce decisions, it can be difficult to get individual sub-factions within 

a rebel organization to work towards realizing collective interests. This can lead to 

severe free riding and coordination problems among sub-factions, which in turn can 

create challenges for rebel leadership (if any) in making credible promises to their 

prospective rebel partners. The incentives to free ride35 can be reduced if the rebel 

leadership at the top of the command chain is stronger, more influential, and 

centralized. As a result, the more fragmented a rebel organization is, the higher the 

number of sub-factions it comprises, and thus the more incentives for sub-factions 

within to free ride.36  

Second, the lack of clear leadership in loosely structured rebel organizations 

can create uncertainty regarding who the organization’s key representative is and how 

 
35 In alliances, free riding will occur when one of the alliance members is bearing a major share of the 
alliance burden by making disproportionate contributions towards this relationship while the other 
member group does not make sufficient contributions, yet it gets to enjoy the alliance benefits that are 
non-rival and non-excludable (Olson and Zeckhauser, 1966; Plumper and Neumayer, 2015). 
36 Here, I assume that decentralization of an organization directly maps on to the multiplicity of actors 
within that organization. However, there could be cases where power within an organization could be 
distributed unevenly among fewer sub-factions. In such cases, the organization is still fragmented but it 
is due to the uneven distribution of power more so than the presence of multiple factions within that 
organization. This discussion speaks directly to the fragmentation framework suggested by Bakke et al. 
(2012) where they focus on three components that characterize rebel fragmentation: number of factions, 
distribution of power, and level of institutionalization among factions. I am aware my reasoning behind 
the above assumption may not be entirely perfect. But given the data constrains with regards to 
identifying all the key factions within each rebel organization, I think this is a reasonable assumption to 
work with.  
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much power the representatives have on their organization’s day-to-day activities. This 

decentralized power structure will complicate negotiation efforts between rebel 

organizations seeking to join hands. The presence of decentralized rebel partners can 

increase the transaction costs of partnership-related activities such as joint training 

exercises, joint attacks, and provision of logistical support. Prospective rebel partners 

would not prefer to be in a position where they need to bargain with multiple sub-

commanders (each representing a sub-faction) within the same organization instead of 

a single representative at the top. These multiple points of communication and 

negotiation can increase the transaction costs of having partnerships. Therefore, rebel 

partners will have a difficult time in bargaining about what the terms of their 

cooperation would look like.  

Third, prospective rebel partners will have difficulties in believing whether 

decentralized rebel organizations will stay intact after deciding to cooperate. I argue 

that decentralized or loosely organized rebels are relatively more likely to be purchased 

out by the government. In less cohesive rebel organizations, the host government finds 

an opportunity to “divide and concede” (Cunningham, 2011) thereby reducing the 

number of war-fighting fronts that the government faces. In highly decentralized rebel 

organizations, the sub-factions will have both the willingness and capabilities to switch 

to the government side (Otto, 2018). Thus, the vulnerability of decentralized rebel 

organizations to government buy-out can deter prospective rebel partners to engage in 

cooperation.  

Fourth, highly decentralized rebel organizations can be more prone to internal 

splintering. Rebel cooperation with other organizations can sometimes alienate some 
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individuals within an organization. For instance, rebel sub-commanders might feel 

over-burdened and under-compensated for the efforts they put in towards rebel 

partnerships. When disgruntled rebel sub-commanders demand for leadership elevation 

within the organization, it generates internal rifts. Once splintering occurs, it often 

involves a sizeable section of group members exiting the organization.  These internal 

splits translate into loss of troops and other valuable resources that will eventually 

decrease the overall power of the parent rebel organizations. The anticipated loss in the 

power of rebel organizations in the future is not an attractive prospect for other rebel 

organizations deciding whether to cooperate with them or not.  

Lastly, rebel leaders who oversee centralized organizations hold more sway 

over their subordinates and their organization’s activities. For a prospective rebel 

partner, this can indicate a lower degree of internal tensions within their rebel partner. 

Centralized rebel organizations are more reliable in effectively quelling any future 

internal disputes that might pose a threat to their continued cooperation with their rebel 

partners. Overall, rebel organizations with centralized command tend to be more 

reliable for rebel cooperation while decentralized structures can make rebels less 

favorable for partnerships. Accordingly, this leads to my second hypothesis on rebel 

cooperation:  

Hypothesis 2: Rebel organizations with centralized command structures are 
more likely to cooperate with each other than decentralized rebels, on average 
and holding all else equal. 
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Research Design 

Unit of Analysis 

I proceed to examine the above set of hypotheses in a large-N framework. The unit of 

analysis is country–rebel dyad–year. To construct my global dataset, I include all rebel 

organizations that are involved in an armed intrastate conflict37 with a recognized 

government between 1946 and 2011 using the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) 

dyadic data v.22.1 (Harbom, Melander, and Wallensteen, 2008).38 On the basis of this 

list, I then identify all country cases that involve two or more active rebel organizations. 

Following the UCDP coding rules (Pettersson, 2022), a rebel organization is considered 

as active in any given calendar year when its corresponding rebel–government conflict-

dyad reaches the threshold of twenty-five battle deaths in that same year. Next, I create 

dyadic pairs of all rebel organizations engaged in civil conflict against the same 

government each year over the period 1946–2011.39 I then construct my time-series 

data set by adding annual observations for each active rebel-dyadic pair in my sample.40 

I trace each unique rebel-rebel dyad until the end of my observation period in 2011, 

unless either of the two (or, both) rebel organizations in the dyad cease to exist, or when 

the respective conflicts that the rebel dyad members are part of end before this time 

 
37 I define intrastate conflicts as those types of conflicts that are either intrastate, internationalized 
intrastate, or extra-systemic intrastate. 
38 The UCDP Dyadic Dataset contains information about each rebel group opposing a government across 
conflict-years. I prefer this dataset over the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset to construct my panel dataset 
of inter-rebel dyads for each country-year. 
39 I use the period of 1946-2011 in my analysis because of its overlap with the data for my key 
independent variables, which are leadership experience and command centralization. I discuss about my 
independent variables in more detail below. 
40 I consider a dyadic pair to be active when both of its member rebel organizations have individually 
reached the conventional twenty-five battle deaths threshold annually in their respective UCDP conflict 
dyads involving the same government.  
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period. In total, there are 318 rebel organizations and 632 unique rebel dyad pairs in 

the data over the period of 1946-2011 thereby resulting in 2121 rebel dyad-year 

observations.  

As part of my data sample, I pair multiple rebel organizations that are active 

across different civil conflict zones within the same country as potential rebel alliance 

dyads.41 For example, India comprises multiple rebel organizations operating across 

civil conflicts such as the separatist disputes in the Kashmir and the Northeast regions 

of India, and the center-seeking Maoist rebels active primarily in the central, eastern, 

and southern parts of India aka the red corridor. There were instances of cooperation 

between the Maoists and National Socialist Council of Nagaland–Isak Muivah (NSCN-

IM) (Chauhan, 2019). Rebel organizations based out of different countries can also join 

hands as evident from the Provisional Irish Republican Army’s (PIRA) tactical 

partnership with the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO).42 But I do not include 

these cross-border rebel ties in my data.   

Dependent Variable 

My dependent variable–INTER-REBEL COOPERATION–is a binary variable taking 

on the value of ‘1’ if there exists cooperation between the two rebel dyad members in 

any given year, and ‘0’ otherwise. I define rebel cooperation as either an informal or 

formal arrangement between two rebel organizations that involves sharing of resources 

(e.g., weapons, training, logistics, monetary aid, and intelligence etc.), battlefield 

 
41 This approach is in line with Balcells et al (2022). In my sample, 814 out of 2121 (~ 38.38 %) country–
dyad–year observations comprise both rebel organizations operating in the same conflict zones, while 
1307 (~61.62 %) observations comprise cross-conflict rebel organization pairs.  
42 Information about PIRA was accessed using the UCDP Conflict Encyclopedia. More details on this 
are available online at:  https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/282  

https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/282
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coordination (e.g., joint attacks), and umbrella fronts that are publicly recognized (e.g., 

Northern Alliance in Afghanistan).43 The data on cooperation between rebel 

organizations come from the Rebel Organization Alliance Dataset (ROAD) (Balcells 

et al., 2022) covering the period 1946–2015. The distribution of my dependent variable 

in Figure 1.3 shows that 23.574% (500 out of total 2121 rebel dyad-years) of 

observations in my data sample have experienced inter-rebel cooperation at some point 

during a given year.44 Figure 1.4 indicates an upward trend in the incidence of rebel 

cooperation over time and reaches its peak in the year 1988.45   

 

Figure 1.3: Distribution of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence.  
Percentages rounded for the purpose of the chart. Actual percentages add up to 100. 

 

 
43 I define this concept using the definition from Balcells et al. (2022). 
44 I ran multinomial logit model for robustness checks with alliance type as a three-category variable.  
45 In the figure, the dashed line represents the total number of active rebel groups while the solid line 
indicates the number of rebel groups involved in inter-rebel cooperation.  
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Figure 1.4: Temporal Distribution of Rebel Organizations with Cooperative Ties.  
 

Independent Variables 

To examine my first hypothesis on REBEL LEADER EXPERIENCE, I use data from 

Prorok (2016). Prorok identifies each rebel organization’s leader along with each 

leader’s time in power over the period 1946-2012. Using her coding criteria, I define 

rebel leaders as individuals at the top of the rebel organization’s chain of command that 

hold “ultimate decision-making power over major strategic decisions (such as to 

whether to initiate negotiations, agree to a settlement deal, launch a major military 

offensive etc.)” (See codebook for Prorok, 2016, p. 2). I use the rebel leader’s start and 

end dates variables (ldrstwar_year, ldrendwar_year) from Prorok (2016) to calculate 

their leadership time (in years). I convert Prorok’s data to extract the leadership 

attributes for each rebel organization. This results in a year wise dataset indicating the 
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leader names, their time in power, and leader sequence (ldrnum)46 for each organization 

annually between 1946 and 2012.  

I measure REBEL LEADER EXPERIENCE for each rebel organization in any 

given country-year as the number of years spent by that organization’s leader since 

assuming leadership position. I code leadership experience (in years) as zero for those 

years when rebel organizations undergo leader transitions.47 Around 67 rebel 

organizations (~ 21%) in my sample have experienced leader transitions at some point 

during their active operational years. I then match Prorok’s time-varying rebel 

leadership data with my sample of UCDP rebel dyads. To capture this variable at the 

dyadic level, I take the minimum value of leadership experiences corresponding to 

rebel organizations in a given rebel dyad-year. The independent variable, REBEL 

LEADER EXPERIENCE, ranges between 0 and 18 years, and has a mean value of 

2.723 years.48 The leader’s subsequent years are counted by one until they are replaced, 

or the group becomes inactive thereby dropping out of my sample in that year. I code 

the year of leader entry (first year) as 0 towards leadership experience. 

The shortest duration that a rebel leader was in power is less than one month. 

There are twelve rebel organizations in my sample whose leaders have lasted less than 

 
46 This captures the order in which individuals assumed the leadership position in a rebel organization 
when they undergo transitions.  
47 While I assume that changes in leadership can alter the internal stability of rebel organizations, not all 
rebel leader transitions are necessarily disruptive. The underlying processes through which rebel leaders 
come to power can affect the degree to which leader transitions destabilize organizations. Existing data 
sources such as ROLE (Acosta et al., 2023), Rebel Leader Ascension (Cunningham and Sawyer, 2019), 
and Leadership Change in Rebel Groups (Lutmar and Terris, 2019) code for these leader selection 
processes. But for the purpose of my analysis, I do not account for the differences in the selection 
mechanisms of rebel leaders.  
48 These descriptive statistics (minimum, maximum, and mean) correspond to the rebel leader 
experience variable, which is a dyadic level measure representing the minimum value of the leadership 
experiences (in years) of rebel A and rebel B in each dyad-year. 
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a month in power.49 For example, Abdelhaq Layada was appointed or designated as the 

leader of the Armed Islamic Group (GIA) in July 1993 (Acosta et al., 2023).50 But he 

was replaced within a month by Mourad Sid Ahmed after Abdelhaq’s arrest in 

Morocco.51  

The longest period that an individual led a rebel organization is close to 44 

years. Manuel Marulanda Vélez, the founding leader of the Revolutionary Armed 

Forces of Columbia (FARC), came into power in the year 1964 and led FARC till 2008. 

In March of 2008, Alfonso Cono had been appointed/designated as the new leader of 

FARC (Acosta et al., 2023).52 The second longest-serving rebel leaders were Joseph 

Kony of the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) and Jose Maria Sison of the Communist 

Party of the Philippines (CPP). Both leaders had been in power for close to 23 years.  

The second explanatory variable records differences in the centralization of 

command structures within rebel groups. To statistically examine my second 

hypothesis on REBEL COMMAND CENTRALIZATION, I use data from the Non-

State Actor (NSA) dataset (D. Cunningham et al., 2013). I define rebel command 

centralization as the presence of a clear line of command inside a rebel organization.53 

I build on the assumption that centralized group structures tend to have increased levels 

of internal control (Doctor and Willingham, 2022, p. 1133). This heightened internal 

control can enhance the decision-making autonomy of rebel leaders in organizational 

 
49 These short-lived rebel leaders are not necessarily the only individuals that ever represented their 
respective twelve organizations.  
50Data is accessed using the Rebel Organization Leaders (ROLE) database: https://www.rebelleaders.org  
51 Accessed online at: https://irp.fas.org/news/1994/afghan_war_vetrans.html  
52 Available through the ROLE database.  
53 This definition comes from the NSA codebook (D. Cunningham et al., 2013, p. 4). See the NSA 
codebook here: http://ksgleditsch.com/data/NSAEX_codebook.pdf  

https://www.rebelleaders.org/
https://irp.fas.org/news/1994/afghan_war_vetrans.html
http://ksgleditsch.com/data/NSAEX_codebook.pdf
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activities such as joint operations with other rebel organizations, which connects 

directly to my second hypothesis.  

I use the centcontrol dummy variable from the NSA data to indicate whether 

rebel organizations have clear centralized command structures (coded as ‘1’) or 

decentralized command structures (coded as ‘0’). Similar to other related works in the 

literature, I use this binary measure to capture the group-level differences in authority 

and decision-making at the top leadership level. I convert the NSA data from rebel–

government dyad-spell to rebel–government dyad-year format using the start and end 

dates variables. I then match the resulting year wise rebel centralization data with my 

UCDP rebel-rebel dyads data. At the dyadic level, when both rebel organizations have 

centralized command structures in any given country-year, I code the centralization 

dummy as equal to ‘1’, and ‘0’ otherwise. In total, 205 out of 2121 (about 10%) rebel 

dyad-year observations in my sample are coded as decentralized.54  

Control Variables 

I include a number of control variables at the dyad-, conflict-, and country-levels, that 

I suspect could influence both my independent and dependent variables thereby making 

the observed relationships spurious. At the dyadic-level, I first control for SHARED 

IDEOLOGY among rebel dyad members, which according to previous studies can 

influence the likelihood of rebel cooperation (Balcells et al., 2022; Gade et al., 2019). 

Ideologically similar rebel organizations have greater inclinations to cooperate because 

of their alignment in preferences and rebel organizations that compete for recruits and 

 
54 I understand that the limited temporal variation in this variable might be of concern. But, to my 
knowledge, the NSA centralized control variable the only large-N cross-national measure that is 
available in my sampled time frame.  
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resources from shared ethnic constituencies are less inclined to cooperate (Balcells et 

al., 2022). I measure ideological homophily as a dummy variable, with ‘1’ indicating 

that both rebel organizations share the same ideology and ‘0’ otherwise. I use the rebel 

ideology data from the Foundations of Rebel Group Emergence (FORGE) dataset 

(Braithwaite and Cunningham, 2020).55  

Second, I control for POWER SYMMETRY between rebel organizations with 

the expectation that symmetrical rebel dyads are less likely to observe cooperation than 

asymmetrical dyads (Gade et al., 2019).56 I use data from the Non-State Actor (NSA) 

dataset (D. Cunningham et al., 2013) to code power symmetry as a binary variable with 

‘1’ indicating symmetric rebel dyads and ‘0’ indicating power asymmetry.57 Third, I 

use a SPLINTER dummy to indicate whether two rebel organizations splintered off 

from each other or from the same parent organization (coded as ‘1’), or neither of the 

two rebel organizations emerge through splintering process (coded as ‘0’). I use data 

from the UCDP Actor Dataset v.22.1 (Davies, Pettersson, and Oberg, 2022). 

Splintering is important to include in my model because rebel organizations “emerging 

from connected fragmentation processes are likely to share a constituency and display 

tendencies to ally, depending on whether separation was amicable” (Balcells et al., 

2022, p. 8).   

 
55 I measure rebel ideologies along the following categories: Communist, leftist, nationalist, rightist, and 
religious. I code the ideological homophily variable as ‘1’ if both the dyad members of a rebel-rebel 
dyad share similarity across any of the five ideological categories mentioned above.  
56 Rebel organizations evaluate their standing in the rebel opposition side (Krause, 2017) when deciding 
on their alliance partner choices (Christia, 2012).  
57 I use the rebstrength variable from the NSA dataset, which is defined as the strength of rebel forces 
relative to the government forces (Cunningham et al., 2013, p. 4). It is measured as an ordinal index 
ranging between much weaker, weaker, parity, stronger, and much stronger. Power symmetry is coded 
as ‘1’ when the rebel strengths of the dyad members are equal. See the NSA codebook for more details.  
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At the conflict-level, I control for CONFLICT DURATION58, CONFLICT 

INTENSITY, and CONFLICT GOALS using data from the UCDP Dyadic Data v.22.1 

(Harbom, Melander, and Wallensteen, 2008). Rebel organizations in their early phases 

of conflict are less likely to feel the capability needs to support their campaign and 

therefore show lesser inclination towards collaboration.59 I account for the CONFLICT 

DURATION60 of each rebel organization in the dyad. Next, I control for CONFLICT 

GOALS that can affect the probability of rebel alliances. At the rebel dyadic level, I 

measure this variable as a dummy with those dyads comprising rebel organizations with 

incompatible conflict goals code as ‘1’ and ‘0’ otherwise.61 I also control for 

CONFLICT INTENSITY with the expectation that rebel organizations that operate in 

high-intensity conflict zones experience a greater need for outside support. At the rebel 

dyadic level, this is a dummy variable coded as ‘1’ when both rebel organizations 

operate in high intensity conflicts and ‘0’ otherwise.  

I control for various country-level factors that could affect the probability of 

rebel alliances. First, for each rebel-rebel dyad, I account for the NUMBER OF REBEL 

ORGANIZATIONS pitted against the same government as the rebel dyad members 

each year. I extract this organizational count data from the UCDP database. Fragmented 

rebel movements indicate a wider pool of alliance partners to choose from which 

thereby can increase rebel alliance probability. On the other hand, more rebel 

 
58 By duration, I imply the length of time that a given rebel organization has been in conflict against a 
recognized government since the year when that rebel-government dyad’s battlefield hostilities had 
reached 25 battle-deaths.  
59 Additionally, information constraints become less severe as the conflict progresses. Conflict actors 
start to gain knowledge about other actors’ capabilities and willingness as time in conflict increases 
(Filson and Werner, 2002, p. 832).   
60 Conflict duration is coded as ‘0’ for the first year of conflict.  
61 I conceptualize a rebel organization’s conflict goal as the main conflict issue facing that organization, 
which according to the UCDP database is referred to as incompatibility.  
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organizations can also mean having fewer incentives to form alliances with each of 

them trying to outbid others. Second, high levels of GOVERNMENT REPRESSION 

can destabilize rebel organizations and motivate them to seek outside support (Bapat 

and Bond, 2012). I measure this variable as an interval type (from 0–1) using data from 

the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) v.13. database.62 Third, I control for MILITARY 

PERSONNEL (in millions) and GDP PER CAPITA (in million 2011 USD) to account 

for the size of the government armed forces. I log-transform both these variables to 

account for their skewed distributions. Rebel organizations operating in countries with 

strong incumbent governments have greater incentives to cooperate; on the other hand, 

strong government force can also deter alliances from emerging in the first place (Asal 

et al., 2016). Fourth, I control for POPULATION (in millions, logged) with the 

expectation that highly populated countries can consume a greater share of government 

security forces towards monitoring purposes. Fifth, I control for the country’s 

TERRAIN RUGGEDNESS to account for the possibility that operating in difficult 

terrains can undermine government power, thus lowering the incentives of rebels to 

cooperate (Balcells et al., 2022, p. 9). I measure this variable using the terrain 

ruggedness index calculated by Nunn and Puga (2012). Next, I control for the LEVEL 

OF DEMOCRACY using the v2x_polyarchy variable obtained from the V-Dem 

database. I extract data for most of the above country-level control variables using the 

peacescienceR package in R statistical software (Miller, 2022).63 Lastly, I also include 

 
62 The physical violence index (v2x_clphy) from V-Dem is an interval variable coded from low to high 
(0-1). It measures the degree to which physical integrity is respected in a given country-year. V-Dem 
defines physical integrity as freedom from political killings and torture by the government (Coppedge et 
al., 2023, p. 297).  
63 For more details on how to pull data for each country-level variable using specific functions in 
peacescienceR, see: https://github.com/svmiller/peacesciencer  

https://github.com/svmiller/peacesciencer


 

 

46 
 

a POST-COLD WAR dummy (post-1990 period coded as ‘1’) to account for the 

general shift in global power dynamics and accordingly the inclinations of rebel 

organizations to ally (Balcells et al., 2022; Kalyvas and Balcells, 2010). 

Estimation Strategy 

For my statistical analysis exploring the determinants of inter-rebel cooperation 

occurrence, I employ a binary logistic regression technique. To account for the 

possibility that my units of observation are not independent over time, I control for the 

time since PREVIOUS INTERREBEL COOPERATION64 and include its cubic 

polynomials (Carter and Signarino, 2010).  Because inter-rebel cooperation events 

often have short durations and most of them do not involve events that repeat over 

consecutive years, I believe this setup is sufficient to address temporal autocorrelation 

in my dependent variable.65 To account for errors correlated within country, I include 

robust standard errors that are clustered at the country level.  

Table 1.1: Descriptive Statistics 

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max 

Rebel Cooperation 2,000 0.250 0.433 0 1 
Rebel Leader Experience (Years) 1,393 2.723 3.342 0 18 
Centralized Rebel Command 2,025 0.899 0.302 0 1 
Shared Ideology 1,907 0.585 0.493 0 1 
Number of Common State Sponsors 1,184 1.223 1.125 0 6 
Power Symmetry 2,014 0.586 0.493 0 1 
Splinter 2,121 0.037 0.188 0 1 
Number of Rebel Groups 2,121 5.151 2.137 2 10 
Democracy Index 2,103 0.298 0.259 0.048 0.793 

 
64 To construct this variable, I build on a similar approach used by Fjelde and Nilsson (2012) in their 
study about inter-rebel conflict. 
65 This is another reason why I could not include a lagged dependent variable in my analysis to handle 
temporal dependency issues. 
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Population (Millions) 2,103 180.165 357.563 2.337 1,221.156 
GDPPC (Millions) 2,103 7.483 0.934 6.168 10.457 
Military Personnel (Millions) 2,091 0.339 0.485 0.002 4.015 
Government Repression 2,121 0.344 0.269 0.019 0.892 
Ruggedness Index 2,099 1.641 0.650 0.147 5.301 
Post-Cold War 2,121 0.373 0.484 0 1 
High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) 2,121 0.223 0.416 0 1 
High Conflict Intensity (Group 2) 2,121 0.232 0.422 0 1 
Conflict Issue Mismatch 2,121 0.273 0.446 0 1 
Years in Conflict (Group 1) 2,121 5.638 6.985 0 40 
Years in Conflict (Group 2) 2,121 5.044 6.710 0 40 
Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation 2,000 2.564 3.828 0 30 

 
 

Results 

I present the descriptive statistics for all my main variables in Table 1.1. In my 

sample, there are 318 rebel organizations operating across 49 countries and 113 civil 

conflict dyads from 1946-2011. Table 1.2 presents the results from logistic regression 

analyzing the determinants of inter-rebel cooperation. Model 1 is the baseline 

specification with just the primary independent variables and Model 2 is the full 

specifications including the entire set of controls.66 The analyses show support for the 

hypothesis that leadership experience will increase the chance of rebel cooperation to 

occur. Longer rebel leader tenures, on average and all else equal, are positively and 

statistically significantly associated (at the conventional 95% confidence threshold) 

with the likelihood of rebel cooperation occurrence across all models.67 On the other 

 
66 I also visualize the regression results of Model 2 using a coefficient estimate plot as shown in figure 
A1 in the appendix section.  
67 Results still hold when controlling for common state sponsorship.  
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hand, the statistically insignificant coefficient estimates of rebel command structure do 

not support my second hypothesis.  

To contextualize the substantive magnitude of these effects, I plot both the 

predicted probabilities and the average marginal effects of leadership experience on the 

probability of rebel cooperation occurrence based on the results from the full model 

specification (Model 2) in Table 1.2. The average predicted probabilities plot in figure 

5 shows that moving from zero rebel leadership experience years to 4 years (75th 

percentile value) makes rebel cooperation about 11 percentage points more likely to 

occur. As shown in Figure 1.6, the average marginal effect of increasing rebel 

leadership experience by one year increases the probability of rebel cooperation 

occurrence by 2.77 percent. Overall, longer rebel leader tenures significantly increases 

the probability that cooperation exists in a rebel dyad. The effects of rebel leadership 

experience are also substantively significant. 

Next, I turn to my control variables. Model 2 (see Table 1.2) show strong 

support to the claim that rebel organizations with shared ideologies are more likely to 

cooperate with one another. Symmetric rebel dyads are more likely to observe 

cooperation among rebel dyad members than asymmetric dyads. Rebel organizations 

with shared origins through splintering are less likely to cooperate, but this effect is not 

statistically significant. The greater the number of common state sponsors that rebel 

organizations have, the more likely it is for them to engage in cooperation. In countries 

where governments fight multiple rebel organizations on different fronts, the results 

show that rebel cooperation is less likely to exist. Population sizes, GDP per capita and 

military personnel which are proxies for government power, have a negative and 
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statistically significant effect (except for military personnel) on rebel cooperation. 

Government repression is shown to increase the likelihood of rebel cooperation, but the 

effect is not statistically significant. Terrain ruggedness has a negative and statistically 

significant effect on rebel cooperation implying that rebel organizations operating in 

countries with high terrain ruggedness are less likely to cooperate. All conflict-level 

controls have statistically significant effects on rebel cooperation. As the results show, 

rebel organizations operating in high intensity conflicts are more likely to feel the need 

for cooperation. Rebel organizations with opposing conflict goals are less likely to 

engage in cooperation. Lastly, the results indicate that the rebel’s time spent in conflict 

has a positive and significant effect on cooperation. 

 

Table 1.2: Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 

 Model 1   Model 2  
 
Main Explanatory Variables  

   

    
Rebel Leader Experience (Years)  0.110***   0.184***  
 (0.018)   (0.056)  
    
Centralized Rebel Command (0/1) 1.767***   0.142  
 (0.285)   (0.514)  
 
Dyad-Level Controls  

   

    
Shared Ideology    0.502 **  
   (0.284)  
    
Power Symmetry    0.279 .  
   (0.243)  
    
Splinter    -0.896 *  
   (0.403)  
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 Model 1   Model 2  
 
Conflict-Level Controls  

   

    
High Conflict Intensity (Group 1)    0.432 *  
   (0.289)  
    
High Conflict Intensity (Group 1)    0.715***  
   (0.338)  
    
Conflict Issue Mismatch    -0.695 **  
   (0.263)  
    
Conflict Duration (Group 1)    0.054***  
   (0.013)  
    
Conflict Duration (Group 2)    0.043 *  
   (0.028)  
 
Country-Level Controls  

   

Number of Rebel Groups    -0.084  
   (0.095)  
    
Democracy    -0.827  
   (1.247)  
    
Population    -0.121  
   (0.140)  
    
GDPPC    -1.091  
   (1.661)  
    
Military Personnel    -0.075  
   (0.145)  
    
Government Repression    0.644  
   (1.175)  
    
Terrain Ruggedness    -0.194  
   (0.217)  
    
Post-Cold War    0.217  
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 Model 1   Model 2  
   (0.279)  
 
Temporal  

   

    
Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation    -0.789 ***  
   (0.089)  
    
Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^2    0.053***  
   (0.018)  
    
Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^3    -0.001 **  
   (0.001)  
    
Clustered-Stand. Errors (Country)  Yes   Yes  
AIC  1507.321   1127.729  
BIC  1522.872   1239.322  
Log Likelihood  -750.660   -541.864  
Deviance  1501.321   1083.729  
Num. obs.  1318   1179  
***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; ·p < 0.1; Robust standard errors clustered by country are in 
paratheses. I do not include common state sponsor count here because of the high degree of 
missingness in this variable.  

 

 

Figure 1.5: Predicted Probabilities Plot (95 % Confidence Intervals in Grey-Shade) 
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Figure 1.6: Average Marginal Effects Plot68 

Robustness Checks 

The key findings in my analysis are robust to the inclusion of additional control 

variables and the use of alternative model specifications. The regression results as part 

of my robustness checks are included in the appendix section below.  

First, I rerun my logistic model by controlling for the NUMBER OF COMMON 

EXTERNAL STATE SPONSORS for rebel organizations. I do not include this 

variable in my main analysis due to its high degree of missingness.69 But controlling 

for common sponsorship is important because external state support could be 

endogenous to both rebel organization’s cooperation behavior and intra-rebel cohesion 

(Tamm, 2016). Contrary to the previous works on rebel cooperation that include 

common state sponsorship as a dummy variable (Popovic, 2018; Bapat and Bond, 

 
68 Not including all the additional controls because of space constraints in the graph.  
69 By including this variable in my analysis, the total number of sample observations drops by about 32% 
(from 1179 to 803).  
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2012), I use the count of sponsors to account for the possibility that rebel organizations 

can share more than one common state sponsor at any given point in time.70 I calculate 

the number of state sponsors that are common between rebel organizations in each rebel 

dyad-year, using data from the Non-State Armed Groups (NAGs) dataset (San-Acka, 

2016). As shown in Model 3 (see Table A2), the results are robust to the inclusion of 

common state sponsorship count although this variable itself is not statistically 

significant. 

Second, I check the robustness of my main results to controlling for ETHNIC 

FRACTIONALIZATION, AGE of each rebel organization, AGE DIFFERENCE, and 

REBEL RIVALRY. To account for the possibility that ethnically diverse countries are 

more conflict prone, I use ethnic fractionalization scores from peacescienceR package 

(Miller, 2022). The findings from Model 4 (Table A2) suggest that rebel cooperation 

is less likely to occur in ethnically diverse countries. I control for organizational ages 

and differences in ages using data from the Foundations of Rebel Group Emergence 

(FORGE) dataset (Braithwaite and Cunningham, 2020). The statistically insignificant 

coefficient estimate of age difference (Model 5 in Table A2) is not consistent with 

previous finding that violent organizations prefer partners with similar ages (Blair et 

al., 2022). Violent rivalries can complicate the occurrence of cooperation between rebel 

organizations. I operationalize violent rebel rivalry as a dummy71 using data from the 

UCDP Non-State Conflict dataset (Sundberg, Eck, Kreutz, 2012). I use a subset of my 

sample data to run my logit model since NSC data is only available from 1989 onwards. 

 
70 I also rerun the model by operationalizing common state sponsorship as a dummy variable. The results 
are shows in Table A9.  
71 Coded as ‘1’ when an inter-rebel rivalry reaches 25 battle-deaths in a given year, and ‘0’ otherwise.  
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The coefficient estimate for rebel rivalry is negative but not statistically significant (see 

Model 6 in Table A3).  

Third, I run a multinomial logit model to test the effects of my key explanatory 

variables on REBEL COOPERATION TYPE (i.e., formal & informal). The results in 

Model 7 (Table A4) show that leadership experience can make both formal and 

informal rebel cooperation more likely to occur. On the other hand, having a centralized 

rebel command structure can increase the likelihood of informal cooperation to occur 

while it can make formal cooperation less likely to exist. Further theorizing is needed 

to make sense of these preliminary findings.  

Fourth, I use alternative operationalizations of some key variables to test the 

robustness of my findings. I substitute conflict intensity variables for each rebel group 

with their respective count of BATTLE-DEATHS using UCDP Georeferenced Event 

Dataset (GED) (Sundberg and Melander, 2023). My key findings (Model 10 in Table 

A8) still hold up after controlling for battle-deaths, although within a shorter time frame 

(1989-2011) of my sample. I replace rebel leadership experience or continuity in power 

with LEADER TRANSITION dummy. However, the statistically insignificant results 

in Model 8 and 9 in Table A7 are not consistent with the expectation that leader 

transitions tend to decrease the likelihood of rebel cooperation occurrence. One 

potential explanation for this contrary finding is that leader transition is a rare 

occurrence in rebel groups, and even if they do, it can a while before transition can 

have any meaningful effects on group dynamics. Also, the process through which 

leader transitions happen could condition this effect, which is outside the scope of this 

current analysis. More research is required to better understand the various leader 
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transition processes and their implications on rebel group behavior.  

Conclusion 

In this study, I examine how rebel leadership experience and rebel command structure 

influences whether inter-rebel cooperation exists during civil conflict periods. I argue 

that rebel leaders with longer tenures are better positioned to manage organizations and 

their internal processes, thus making them more favorable for cooperation. Similarly, 

having centralized command structures can enable rebel organizations to credibly 

commit to cooperation than decentralized organizations. I test my arguments using a 

large-N quantitative analysis.  

The results from my logistic regression model suggest that rebel organizations 

with longer lasting leaders have a positive and statistically significant effect on the 

presence of rebel cooperation. This effect holds even after accounting for other 

potential confounders. The cooperation-inducing effect of leadership experience 

reaffirms the expectation that rebel organizations look beyond just the aggregate 

organizational traits (e.g., strength) in deciding when and whom to cooperate with. The 

credibility and reputation of rebel organizations matter equally, if not more, in 

attracting other rebel partners. Through my findings, I demonstrate that having 

leadership stability can enhance the rebel organization’s reputation of being a reliable 

alliance partner.  

On the other hand, I find that command structures have no statistically 

significant association with the likelihood of rebel cooperation occurrence. The 

implication of this finding is that when decision-making authority is tightly controlled 

by the upper echelons of the rebel organization, leaders might be less willing to engage 
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in partnerships and risk losing grip over their organization (Bacon, 2018). One 

plausible explanation for the lack of significance could be the limited variation in the 

rebel command centralization variable, especially from a temporal standpoint. The 

Non-State Actor (NSA) dataset is the best available source for command centralization. 

Another approach to address this variation is by including the strength of rebel 

command centralization instead of a binary variable and re-run the statistical model. 

For this, I plan to use the ordinal command centralization variable (ordinal index coded 

as low, moderate, high) from NSA data, which is defined as “the extent to which a 

central command exercises control over the constituent groups of an insurgent 

movement” (Cunningham et al., 2013, p. 4). 

While my current study only examines the occurrence of rebel cooperation, 

further research can explore whether and how rebel leaders can influence the type and 

duration of cooperation between rebel organizations. Building on previous research 

suggesting that leadership targeting disrupts militant group alliances once they form 

(Blair et al., 2022b), it would be useful to examine whether rebel leader decapitation is 

an effective government strategy in breaking rebel cooperative ties in civil conflicts.   

Another potential avenue for future research is to account for rebel leader origins in 

modeling group behavior. Since rebel leaders have varying modes of leadership entry 

(Acosta et al., 2023), the nature of experiences they acquire while being in power is not 

necessarily the same across leaders. The experience that founding rebel leaders, and 

those that emerge through peaceful leader transitions (e.g., rebel elections), gain might 

be more prominent in enhancing rebel organization’s reputation than those who come 

into the position due to forcible and violent takeovers. Previous conflict scholarship 
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has already delved into similar themes related to rebel leader ascension pathways and 

how this variation impacts the likelihood of conflict negotiation onset (Cunningham 

and Sawyer, 2019).72 In this study, I examine the consequences of leader tenures on 

rebel group behavior. Yet leader tenure is also likely to be influenced by other factors 

that we care about such as external state sponsorship, leader strategy choices, and pre-

war experiences, to name a few.  

As I continue to work on this project, I would like to extend my analysis in 

several directions. First, I plan to include some additional controls in my model such 

as rebel leader age, combat experience prior to conflict, phase of conflict, and rebel 

organization’s size and age. I also would like to pursue an illustrative case study of the 

merger between two Maoist rebel organizations in India, Maoist Communist Center 

(MCC) and People’s War Group (PWG). Doing so would link leadership experience 

and rebel cooperation more clearly and explicitly, thus helping to unpack the causal 

mechanisms in my argument better.  

Overall, these findings demonstrate the importance of rebel leader incentives 

and attributes in understanding group behaviors in conflict zones. This study adds 

weight to the argument that intra-organizational attributes shape inter-organizational 

collaborations among armed non-state actors.  

   

 
72 Though Cunningham and Sawyer (2019) show that founding leaders are less likely to get to the 
negotiating table while elected leaders are more likely to be invited for negotiations. 
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Part II: Rebel Leader Origins and the Types of Inter-Rebel 
Cooperation in Multiparty Civil Conflicts 

 

If it is indeed possible, how does cooperation among rebel organizations occur amid 
civil conflict? Rebel organizations often collaborate on the battlefield to counter mutual 
threats from the government and other rebel rivals. However, some rebel organizations 
also engage in deeper commitments that involve the creation of formal institutions to 
coordinate their partnership. While existing scholarship focuses on the timing, 
durability, and effects of inter–rebel cooperation, little is known about the different 
types of cooperation. In this study, I examine whether and how rebel leaders drive their 
organization’s alliance design choices. Building on a reputation–based framework, I 
argue that the prewar leader experiences help mitigate the information barriers among 
rebel organizations seeking to cooperate during wartime. Specifically, rebel leaders 
with prior military knowledge tend to be effective in responding to battlefield pressures. 
As a result, military–trained rebel leaders are more likely to be favored by potential 
rebel partners for coordinating on the battlefield (i.e., informal ties). Rebel leaders who 
have experience in political affairs know the importance of civilian engagement. They 
accordingly prefer to invest in legitimacy–building activities that help in increasing the 
support of rebel leaders from their domestic audiences. Having greater civilian support 
enables politically experienced leaders to engage in public–facing partnerships (i.e., 
formal ties) involving other rebel organizations. To test these hypotheses, I use a 
Multinomial Logistic Regression model, combining data from the Rebel Organization 
Alliances Dataset (ROAD) and Rebel Organization Leaders (ROLE) database (1964-
2012). The results of statistical analysis show that rebel organizations led by leaders 
with prewar military experience are statistically significantly more likely to cooperate 
informally. Military knowledge does not seem to have a meaningful impact on the 
occurrence of formal ties. The prewar political experience of rebel leaders has a 
positive and statistically significant effect on the likelihood of formal rebel cooperation. 
The effect of political experience on the probability of informal cooperation is 
insignificant. This study has important policy implications. Rebel leaders act as one of 
the key focal points for government intervention. When designing strategies to counter 
joint rebel activities, policymakers are advised to not separate leader characteristics 
from the rebel cooperation equation. Furthermore, in assessing rebel threats, 
governments need to distinguish among the different types of rebel cooperation rather 
than viewing all of them equally in terms of their strength. 
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Introduction 

Ethiopia has been grappling with a long-running civil conflict involving multiple rebel 

movements. Among the plethora of rebel organizations that have emerged in Ethiopia 

over the last few decades, the Tigray Peoples Liberation Front (TPLF) is one of the 

largest organizations with close to 50000 members73 during its peak active years. 

Operating primarily in their stronghold region of Tigray, TPLF continues to hold 

dominance over this region and the broader Tigrayan ethnic community. However, 

TPLF did not always operate in isolation. According to the Uppsala Conflict Data 

Program (UCDP), it had external cooperative ties with other rebel organizations in 

Ethiopia including the Eritrean People’s Liberation Front (EPLF) and the Ethiopia 

Peoples Democratic Movement (EPDM).74  

In the mid-1970s, when the Tigray Peoples Liberation Front was just starting, 

it received tactical support from the Eritrean People’s Liberation Front in the form of 

material and financial resources (Malone, 2022).75 With its increase in organizational 

size and territorial control, TPLF soon became one of the most sought-after rebel 

partners for other nascent organizations such as the Ethiopia Peoples Democratic 

Movement (EPDM), which split from the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Party 

(EPRP) in 1980. The TPLF played a key role in the formation of EPDM, providing it 

 
73 Data taken from the Non-State Actor (NSA) dataset (Cunningham et al., 2013). 
74 Few other tactical rebel partners of TPLF are the Afar Liberation Front (ALF) and the Eritrean 
Liberation Front (ELF). The information on TPLF’s cooperative ties was accessed using UCDP Conflict 
Encyclopedia: https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/410  
75 This tactical relationship between TPLF and EPLF continued until 1985. After a brief pause due to 
some misunderstandings, their relationship had resumed in 1988. For more on TPLF’s external ties, see: 
https://armedgroupdataset.org/narratives/  

https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/410
https://armedgroupdataset.org/narratives/
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with military assistance in the form of weapons and training to help get started.76 Both 

TPLF and EPDM coordinated tactically and launched joint military activities on 

multiple occasions; one such notable event being the “Southern Operation” in 1982.77 

After continuing their tactical relationship for few years, they decided to cooperate on 

a much deeper level. They soon combined their forces in 1989 to create a formal 

alliance known as the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF).  

The above case of TPLF illustrates that rebel organizations can have different 

types of cooperative arrangements with one another, varying both over space and time. 

This variation is not just specific to rebels in Ethiopia but also observed across 

organizations globally. According to the data from Akcinaroglu (2012), more than 54% 

of active rebel organizations had been involved in a rebel alliance at some point 

between 1946 to 2008.78 About 21% of these allied rebels had formal ties while many 

others allied informally. Yet, with few exceptions, there is limited discussion on this 

variation in rebel alliance types, partly due to limited high–quality spatiotemporal data 

that would include a range of features such as scope, depth, durability, and 

directionality.79 Thanks to the recent availability of fine-grained data sources (Balcells 

 
76 EPRP and TPLF, on the other hand, had a conflictual relationship due to their territorial overlap. In 
fact, this rivalry was one of the main triggers behind EPRP’s fragmentation that gave birth to EPDM. 
For more on these group-level dynamics, see: https://ucdp.uu.se/statebased/555 
77 Ibid 
78 That is, 205 rebel organizations out of the total 375 groups have alliances at some point. These statistics 
are calculated using the summarized data from Akcinaroglu (2012). The original replication data is 
structured as government-rebel dyad and I re-format it to the level of individual rebel organizations for 
calculation purposes.  
79 Scope refers to the issue-area of cooperation; depth refers to the level of commitment; durability 
captures how long a relationship lasts using its start and end dates; and directionality shows the specific 
direction in which a relationship flows between two connected actors.  

https://ucdp.uu.se/statebased/555
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et al., 2022; Blair et al., 2022a)80, it is now possible to systematically explore the wide 

spectrum of interdependencies among rebel organizations. 

In this study, I ask the following research question: What factors influence the 

type of cooperation that occurs among rebel organizations in civil conflicts? Building 

on a reputation-based framework, I argue that the prewar military and/or political 

experiences of rebel leaders can shape if and how their organizations cooperate with 

other rebels during wartime. Specifically, rebel organizations led by leaders with 

military backgrounds are more likely to engage in rebel cooperation–both informal and 

formal–than those leaders without such prior experiences. These leaders possess a 

unique set of wartime decision-making, organizational design, and people management 

skills, which I argue can be beneficial for attracting potential rebel partners. On the 

other hand, rebel leaders with prior political knowledge tend to value civilian 

engagement more and they accordingly invest in certain political activities (e.g., social 

services, political wing, and rebel diplomacy etc.) that may increase their legitimacy 

and social standing among their civilian support bases. The enhanced constituency 

reputation can make politically experienced leaders more favorable candidates for rebel 

partnerships, especially the ones that are publicly announced.  

I test the above expectations using a multinomial logistic regression that 

compares the influence of prewar rebel leader experiences on the likelihood of both 

formal and informal rebel cooperation. The statistical model draws upon a sample of 

580 rebel–rebel dyads globally from 1964 to 2012.  The results from the large-N 

analysis show partial support for the hypotheses. The prewar military experience of 

 
80 Fine-grained spatiotemporally and by alliance type.  
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rebel leaders has a positive and statistically significant impact on the occurrence of 

informal rebel cooperation. Contrary to my expectations, military experience is 

negatively associated with formal cooperation occurrence although this effect is 

statistically insignificant. Furthermore, politically experienced leaders tend to increase 

the likelihood of formal cooperation. However, it does not hold significance in the case 

of informal ties. Overall, these results underscore the importance of rebel leader 

backgrounds in understanding the types of rebel cooperation.  

Most conflict scholars agree that cooperation improves the battlefield 

performance of rebel organizations. However, this finding warrants a closer look 

considering the differences within rebel cooperation, which implies that rebel 

organizations can have varying benefits depending on the type of cooperation they 

engage in. To systematically explore the distinct effects of rebel cooperation on 

battlefield performance, there is a need to move beyond the simple dichotomous view 

of rebel cooperation focusing on whether cooperation exists. Additionally, rebel 

leaders, who are also the face of their organizations, often decide on key organizational 

policies including rebel cooperation. But rebel leaders have not received sufficient 

attention in the study of rebel cooperation when compared to other aggregate–level 

explanations. From a policy standpoint, this study conveys that while rebel ties can 

pose a threat to governments, the mere presence or absence of cooperation may not 

provide a complete picture of the risk that individual rebel organizations pose  

This study is divided into five parts. First, I briefly review the existing literature 

on the different types of cooperation among rebel organizations and identify the gaps 

that are still left unexplored. Second, I present my argument and hypotheses about the 
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impact of prewar rebel leader experiences on the nature of rebel cooperation. Third, I 

lay out the research design strategy to test my hypotheses. I then discuss the results 

from multinomial logistic regression and finally conclude with some policy 

implications and a plan for future research.  

Literature Review 

Rebel organizations acquire important tactical and strategic benefits through 

cooperation with other rebels.81 Cooperation helps these organizations to improve their 

survival chances (Philips, 2014), operational effectiveness (Horowitz and Potter, 2014; 

Asal et al., 2008), and wartime bargaining leverage (Akcinaroglu, 2012). These 

benefits can be vital to the success of rebel organizations especially when operating in 

complex civil conflict environments (Brosché et al., 2023) such as in Syria, where rebel 

relations are highly volatile (Walther and Pedersen, 2020).  

According to most scholarly accounts, government threat perception, power 

balance, shared ideology, and common state sponsorship are some of the key drivers 

of rebel cooperation. Heightened government threats motivate two or more rebel 

organizations to pool their resources together and launch a coordinated battle against 

the government (Schulhofer-Wohl, 2020). Rebel organizations consider their relative 

standing in the rebel opposition space (Krause, 2017) and accordingly decide the 

optimal size of their alliance portfolios that they believe is just strong enough to ensure 

victory (Steinwand and Metternich, 2022; Christia, 2012).82 Lastly, rebel organizations 

 
81 Violent non-state groups including rebel groups pursue tactical alliances to achieve short-term goals 
while strategic alliances are typically associated with long-term objectives (Corradi, 2023; Idler, 2020).  
82 In the pursuit of achieving “minimum winning coalitions”, rebel organizations either engage in 
“balancing” or “bandwagoning” strategies (Christia, 2012). As a result, frequent shifting between rebel 
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tend to be selective in choosing their partners because rebel relationships are often 

riddled with commitment problems (Bapat and Bond, 2012; Nygard and Weintraub, 

2015), suffer from free-riding issues (Lichbach, 1998), and face security–breaches. So, 

they prefer rebel partners who are more likely to uphold commitments in the long run. 

Ideological similarities bolster trust between rebel organizations. They help mitigate 

commitment problems (Balcells et al., 2022; Gade et al., 2019) and sustain rebel ties 

for longer durations, especially in the face of intensified government repression (Blair 

et al., 2022a). The presence of common third-party state sponsors also alleviates some 

of these commitment issues and incentivizes rebel cooperation (Popovic, 2018).83  

Existing scholarly studies predominantly refer to rebel cooperation as a 

dichotomy. However, not all relationships include the same type of material 

exchanges84 or hold equal significance to rebel organizations. Rebel organizations tend 

to cooperate across different issue-areas and have varying degrees of 

institutionalization (Bakke et al., 2012). They engage in a variety of cooperative ties 

ranging from simple pledges (lowest order) to tactical alliances, umbrella fronts, and 

 
alliance partners is commonly observed during multiparty civil conflicts. The rivalrous nature of such 
rebel alliances makes civil war recurrence more likely (Zeigler, 2016).  
83 State sponsors hold leverage in bringing their militant clients together so they can provide support in 
a much more streamlined manner rather than providing multiple channels of support. State patrons have 
the capability in cutting support or shifting it to other groups if they misuse support or not act according 
to the patron’s preferences (Berlin and Malone, 2023). In short, militant groups face costly consequences 
in disobeying their state patron’s choices. 
84 According to the Militant Groups Alliances and Rivalries (MGAR) database (Blair et al., 2022a), 
militant cooperation involves the following categories of support: Operational, material, training, 
financial, and territorial. In a given year, any two militant groups can cooperate across all five of these 
categories at the same time. In other words, these support categories are not mutually exclusive. For 
more on how each of these categories are coded, see: https://nspcbatten.org/mgar/  

https://nspcbatten.org/mgar/
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organizational mergers85 (highest order).86 While the binary choice approach can help 

address the questions of when rebel cooperation occurs and what effects it has on rebel 

behavior, this approach provides limited understanding of how87 rebel organizations 

cooperate.  

Few recent studies explore the variety of ways in which rebel organizations 

cooperate based on the actual presence of material support (Blair et al., 2022a; Phillips, 

2019)88, the depth of cooperation (Topal, 2024; Balcells et al., 2022; Butcher et al., 

2022; Bolte, 2022; Moghadam, 2017)89, and the issue-area or scope of cooperation 

(Berti, 2023; Bolte, 2022; Schwab, 2018).90 These studies identify overlapping rebel 

constituencies91, rebel–civilian relations, shared rebel allies, and rebel command 

structures as some of the key explanations of whether rebel organizations exchange 

 
85 Rebel mergers occur when one rebel organization fully integrates its forces into another organization. 
The merger of Ayman al-Zawahiri’s Egyptian Islamic Jihad (EIJ) with Al Qaeda in 2001 is a good 
example to illustrate this process. According to the Mapping Militants Project (MMP), EIJ ceased to 
exist as an independent terrorist entity after merging with Al Qaeda and Zawahiri was made AQ’s second 
in command.   
86 Other studies provide a slightly modified order (descending) of cooperative ties going from mergers 
to strategic alliances, tactical cooperation, and transactional collaborations (Moghadam, 2017).  
87 This refers to the mode, type, or form of rebel cooperation. In this study, I use each of these labels 
synonymously.  
88 As part of their analysis, Blair et al. (2022a) focus on a broad category of militant organizations 
including both rebel and terrorist organizations.  
89 Based on the depth, scholars map rebel relationships in different ways: Institutional and incidental 
alliances (Bolte, 2022); umbrella fronts and battlefield coordination (Topal, 2024); formal and informal 
(Balcells et al., 2022); fronts and alliances (Butcher et al., 2022); and passive and active alliances 
(Schulhofer-Wohl, 2020).  
90 Bolte (2022) demonstrates how rebel cooperation is not limited to just military coordination, but rebels 
also join hands to form political alliances that involves formation of joint fronts. These two issue-areas 
of cooperation are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Rebel groups can cooperate across both military 
and political domains simultaneously. Other scholars also show how rebel groups coordinate in building 
joint rebel governance institutions (Schwab, 2018; Berti, 2023; Kasfir et al., 2017). 
91 That is, those that comprise civilians, be it domestic or international but domestic primarily.  
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material resources, to what extent they cooperate92, and in what specific domains93 they 

cooperate in.  

First, overlapping ideological constituencies94 motivate rebel alliance 

formation–both material and rhetorical ones–than having no alliance at all (Blair et al., 

2022a).95 Rhetorical alliances involve domestically-operating militant96 organizations 

(e.g., Jabhat al Nusra in Syria or Boko Haram in Nigeria) pledging statements of 

support to other transnational militant organizations (e.g., Al-Qaeda, ISIS) without any 

clear evidence of material exchanges between them.97 In their study, Blair et al. (2022a) 

highlights the value of disaggregating militant alliance types but they use a broad 

conceptualization of shared ideology to explain when each type occurs. They do not 

account for the distinct effects that shared ideology and shared ethnicity have on 

alliances unlike other scholars (Balcells et al., 2022).98 Balcells and her co-authors 

 
92 By depth, I mean whether rebel organizations institutionalize their rebel cooperative arrangements 
although some scholars also examine depth from an alliance longevity or alliance duration standpoint 
(Blair et al., 2022b) 
93 By this, I imply rebel cooperation in different issue-areas such as military, political, or even rebel 
governance.  
94 According to Blair et al. (2022a), constituency-overlap is in the form of shared ideology. They 
conceptualize shared ideology between militant organizations across secular and religious ideologies. 
They use a broad category to conceptualize secular ideology that comprises nationalism/separatism, 
leftism/communism, right-wing, and environmentalism. 
95 According to the MGAR dataset, material alliances involve the exchange of either operational, 
material, training, territorial, or financial support while rhetorical alliances (or, fans) are those in which 
pledges of allegiance or loyalty, but no material support, are exchanged. These rhetorical alliances are 
also referred to as “dead letter alliances” in the context of rebel groups (Balcells et al., 2022a, p. 6). They 
show that material alliances are far more frequent than rhetorical ones. The former type occurs in almost 
84% of all active alliance-years in their data (Blair et al., 2022a, p. 178). 
96 Here, militant organizations comprise both rebel and terrorist entities. 
97 Rhetorical alliances enable transnational terrorist movements to make a foray into local insurgencies 
and spread their movement further (Blair and Potter, 2023). On the other hand, the prospect of enhancing 
group reputation with minimal material commitments make pledging an attractive choice for many 
locally operating militant organizations. But this also makes pledging a heavily competitive space 
comprising several domestic militant groups trying to outbid each other (Farrell, 2020) to be part of Al-
Qaeda’s or ISIS’s global alliance hubs.  
98 Although Balcells et al. (2022) is specific to the context of rebel organizations.  
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show that shared ideology promotes both formal and informal alliance types99 while 

shared ethnicity only makes informal alliances more likely.100  

The overlap in rebel constituencies, either along ideology or ethnic lines, 

motivate the formation of rebel alliances. In demonstrating this relationship, most 

scholars assume that all rebel organizations enjoy the same levels of support101 from 

their constituency members (i.e., civilians), which is not necessarily true. Rebels who 

pro-actively engage with their constituencies through social service provision enjoy 

greater levels of support and legitimacy from their bases (McWeeney et al., 2023) than 

those who frequently victimize civilians102 (Akcinaroglu and Tokdemir, 2018).103 This 

variation in civilian support levels has an impact on the design of rebel alliances (Topal, 

2024). Specifically, Topal shows that rebel organizations with higher civilian support 

are more likely to form united fronts than engage in battlefield coordination.104  

Most studies focus on armed group cooperation largely from a military 

standpoint that involve the exchange of resources (e.g., weapons, intelligence, recruits 

 
99 According to Balcells et al. (2022), formal alliances are publicly announced and usually involve 
creation of institutions to manage the relationship while informal ties are more ground-level 
collaboration usually involving material exchanges.  
100 Overlap in ideological constituencies promotes trust among rebel organizations (Blair et al., 2022a, 
p. 166). Having a shared vision of conflict outcomes can make it relatively easier for rebel dyad members 
to mutually agree on a set of strategies to achieve their shared interests (Balcells et al., 2022, p. 4). Shared 
ethnic constituencies also include the feature of compatibility in political aspirations among rebel dyad 
members. However, Balcells et al. (2022, p. 5) argue that shared ethnic constituencies are more likely to 
experience outbidding dynamics (Kydd and Walter, 2006) that involve rebel dyad members competing 
for total constituency domination thereby offsetting the benefits of co-ethnicity.  
101 By this, I mean support for rebel actions that include rebel organizations deciding on whether to 
publicly announce their partnerships with deeper levels of commitment, or what Akcinaroglu (2012) 
refers to as “formal alliances”.  
102 Rebels engage in a range of human rights violation practices such as torture, forced recruitment, 
sexual violence, detention, unlawful killings, property violations, and movement restrictions etc. For 
more on the different types of rebel-perpetrated civilian abuse, see Walsh et al. (2023).  
103 Akcinaroglu and Tokdemir (2018) demonstrate the positive and negative constituency reputations in 
the context of terrorist organizations.  
104 Topal (2024) measures civilian support to rebels using a combination of four indicators: shared 
ideology, shared ethnicity, identical territorial objectives, and parallel operational fields. 
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etc.) and/or conducting joint attacks. Beyond military domain, rebel organizations can 

also cooperate politically in the form of united negotiating fronts (e.g., Nationwide 

Ceasefire Coordinating Team aka NCCT105 in Myanmar)106 or collaborate on rebel 

governance projects (e.g., Judicial Council in Syria).107 The distinction between 

different types of rebel alliances relies heavily on the degree of alliance commitment 

formed by the internal command structures (Bolte, 2022). According to Bolte (2022, p. 

75), the varying rebel command structures (Cunningham et al., 2013)108 condition 

rebel’s ability to not shirk from their future alliance responsibilities, which in turn can 

impact the design109 of rebel alliance commitments. Bolte demonstrates that 

moderately centralized rebel organizations are more capable to form either military or 

political rebel alliances with deeper commitment levels.  

As part of an emerging research agenda on rebel leaders (Acosta et al., 2023; 

Doctor, 2021; Cunningham and Sawyer, 2019; Lutmar and Terris, 2019; Prorok, 2016), 

the focus on the role of rebel leaders in explaining inter-organizational relationships is 

 
105 The NCCT, a coalition comprising sixteen armed ethnic organizations, was established in 2013 and 
it was the main organization in peace talks with the Myanmar government.  
For more on NCCT, see: https://reliefweb.int/report/myanmar/ethnic-bloc-readies-ceasefire-talks-govt   
106 Farabundo Martí National Liberation Front (FMLN) in El Salvador is another rebel front that jointly 
negotiated and signed the Chapultepec Peace Agreement in 1992 with the government. Although FMLN 
was a merger between four different rebel organizations including Farabundo Marti Popular Liberation 
Forces (FPL), People’s Revolutionary Army (ERP), National Resistance (RN), and Communist Party of 
El Salvador (PCS). 
107 For example, in June 2014, various prominent rebel factions in the Eastern Ghouta region of Syria 
including Jaysh al-Islam, Ahrar al-Sham and a few others came together and founded a joint rebel court 
known as the Judicial Council (JC) (Schwab, 2018, p. 808).  
108 Rebel organizations operate with varying levels of hierarchy within their internal command structures. 
According to the data from the Non-State Actor (NSA) database (Cunningham et al., 2013), about 23% 
of rebel organizations active globally have highly centralized command structures, 52% are moderately 
centralized, and 12% of rebel organizations have low or decentralized command structures. In the NSA, 
there are 477 unique rebel organizations that were active at some point between 1945 to 2011. 
109 Bolte (2022) conceptualizes alliance design along two dimensions: scope and depth. The scope of 
cooperation captures the specific domain of cooperation (i.e., military and/or political) and the depth of 
cooperation captures the level of commitment (i.e., institutional and/or incidental). 

https://reliefweb.int/report/myanmar/ethnic-bloc-readies-ceasefire-talks-govt
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a step forward in the right direction. The current leadership–oriented studies emphasize 

that rebel leaders are at the center of organizational decision–making; their involvement 

is much more prominent than foot soldiers (Price, 2019). As recent studies show, 

leaders drive key organizational outcomes such as group structure (Doctor, 2020), 

conflict negotiations (Cunningham and Sawyer, 2019), foreign sponsorship (Huang et 

al., 2022), and wartime violence (Doctor et al., 2023). Yet the role of leaders in rebel 

alliance negotiation process has not received much attention barring a few notable 

exceptions (Blair et al., 2022b; Bacon and Arsenault, 2019). Even these handful of 

scholars focus primarily on how rebel (and terrorist) alliances are affected by leadership 

changes and less so on the personal attributes of the leaders themselves. This study 

attempts to fill this void by looking closely into the role of rebel leaders and their prewar 

characteristics in understanding the different types of rebel cooperation.  

 

Theory of Rebel Cooperation Types 

Types of Rebel Cooperation 

Rebel organizations cooperate across multiple issue–areas and with varying levels of 

commitment.110 Military and political domains are two common issue–areas in which 

rebels cooperate. In the military domain, rebel organizations coordinate on the 

battlefield, conduct joint attacks, exchange material resources (e.g., weapons, recruits 

etc.), share information (e.g., intelligence), and provide territorial safe havens. The 

members of the Northern Alliance in Myanmar launching coordinated attacks is an 

 
110 Also, referred to as the scope and depth of cooperation (Benson and Clinton, 2016).  
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example of military-based rebel cooperation (Win, 2019).111,112 Political–based 

cooperation predominantly focuses on peace negotiations.113 Here, rebel partners 

typically create joint negotiating fronts to communicate their preferences to the state 

government before or during peace talks.114 Beyond military-, and political-based, 

cooperation, rebel organizations also jointly provide social services to civilians or set 

up judicial courts together for regulating law and order. In Syria, for example, rebel 

organizations have worked together to create the Islamic Committee (IC) in Idlib 

province and the Unified Judicial Council in Aleppo (Schwab, 2018).  

In each issue–area, rebel cooperation can be further classified into formal and 

informal ties based on the degree of institutionalization or commitment between rebel 

 
111Information on this was accessed here: 
 https://apnews.com/general-news-7aa8ce9585de4d6b85a0761c6b2c7111;  
112 Other examples include the military alliance between the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia 
(FARC) and the National Liberation Army (ELN) in Colombia in 2003.  
For more on this, see: 
 https://www.irishtimes.com/news/colombian-rebel-groups-form-military-alliance-1.495056   
113 One example of this is the united peace front that emerged among four prominent Darfur rebel groups 
in 2009. Information accessed at: 
 https://www.voanews.com/a/a-13-2009-08-23-voa18-68707342/409359.html  
114 Governments often impose the condition of rebel unity as a pre-requisite for holding peace talks. 
However, rebel unity does not always guarantee a seat at the bargaining table. There are few instances 
when the state governments would prefer negotiating with rebel groups individually rather than as a 
united front. In Myanmar, the military junta on multiple occasions conveyed their preference for 
engaging in bilateral talks over multilateral talks. For example, in 1993, the ruling State Law and Order 
Restoration Council (SLORC) had rejected the proposal for peace talks that was put forward by the 
Democratic Alliance of Burma (DAB), which is a rebel alliance comprising several rebel groups. The 
SLORC clearly communicated their preference for negotiating with groups individually. Information 
accessed using Lexis Nexis at the University of Maryland:  
https://advance.lexis.com/document?crid=cbeb9fb5-20e4-4f41-b89b-
27ed0b518b41&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A3SP7
-GPT0-000F-P22M-00000-
00&pdsourcegroupingtype=&pdcontentcomponentid=144760&pdmfid=1516831&pdisurlapi=true  

https://apnews.com/general-news-7aa8ce9585de4d6b85a0761c6b2c7111
https://www.irishtimes.com/news/colombian-rebel-groups-form-military-alliance-1.495056
https://www.voanews.com/a/a-13-2009-08-23-voa18-68707342/409359.html
https://advance.lexis.com/document?crid=cbeb9fb5-20e4-4f41-b89b-27ed0b518b41&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A3SP7-GPT0-000F-P22M-00000-00&pdsourcegroupingtype=&pdcontentcomponentid=144760&pdmfid=1516831&pdisurlapi=true
https://advance.lexis.com/document?crid=cbeb9fb5-20e4-4f41-b89b-27ed0b518b41&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A3SP7-GPT0-000F-P22M-00000-00&pdsourcegroupingtype=&pdcontentcomponentid=144760&pdmfid=1516831&pdisurlapi=true
https://advance.lexis.com/document?crid=cbeb9fb5-20e4-4f41-b89b-27ed0b518b41&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A3SP7-GPT0-000F-P22M-00000-00&pdsourcegroupingtype=&pdcontentcomponentid=144760&pdmfid=1516831&pdisurlapi=true
https://advance.lexis.com/document?crid=cbeb9fb5-20e4-4f41-b89b-27ed0b518b41&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A3SP7-GPT0-000F-P22M-00000-00&pdsourcegroupingtype=&pdcontentcomponentid=144760&pdmfid=1516831&pdisurlapi=true
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partners.115 In formal rebel cooperation, two or more rebel organizations publicly116 

announce their partnership, and it often involves the creation of an umbrella institution 

for coordination purposes. The Farabundo Marti Front for National Liberation (FMLN) 

in El Salvador is an example of a formal rebel coalition. FMLN formed in 1980 through 

the merger of five different rebel organizations.117 These five organizations (i.e., FPL, 

ERP, PCS, RN, and PRTC) not only coordinated on the battlefield but also successfully 

negotiated peace as a unified bloc.118 Furthermore, to facilitate coordination among its 

coalition members, FMLN had certain institutions in place such as the Revolutionary 

Coordination Committee of the Masses (CRM). On the other hand, informal 

cooperation involves rebel organizations secretly sharing resources. For example, 

Montoneros and Ejército Revolucionario del Pueblo, two rebel organizations based in 

Argentina, have cooperated informally.119  

 

Cost-Benefit Analysis of Rebel Cooperation Types 

Formal Rebel Cooperation 

 Formal rebel cooperation provides several benefits to rebel organizations. It 

involves the creation of joint institutions that facilitate efficient information sharing 

 
115 Other scholars use different labels to classify rebel cooperation based on its levels of commitment. 
For example, Moghaddam (2017) classifies cooperation as: low-order and high-order; Blair et al. 
(2022a) uses allies, associates, supporters, hosts, and fans (Blair et al., 2022a); and incidental and 
institutional (Bolte, 2022). 
116 Rhetorical alliances, or pledges, also involve a public announcement component (Blair et al., 2022a). 
But I distinguish formal alliances from rhetorical alliances because the former is much stronger than 
rhetorical that are empty promises.   
117 The five constituent members of FMLN include the Farabundo Marti Popular Liberation Forces 
(FPL), the People’s Revolutionary Army (ERP), the Communist Party of El Salvador (PCS), the National 
Resistance (RN), and the Revolutionary Party of the Central American Workers (PRTC).  
118 The El Salvadoran government and FMLN had signed a peace agreement in 1992.   
119 Information accessed using the UCDP database here: https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/738  

https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/738
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and help reduce coordination problems120 (Balcells et al., 2022, p. 5). To illustrate this, 

consider the case of the formal merger between Zimbabwe African National Union 

(ZANU) and Zimbabwe African People’s Union (ZAPU). The unification of ZAPU 

and ZANU in 1976 resulted in the formation of a new rebel entity known as the Patriotic 

Front (PF). In the aftermath of this merger, two joint committees (executive and 

defense) were created within PF to coordinate the activities of its member organizations 

(Akcinaroglu, 2012, p. 889). Rebel unification efforts can lead to an increase in 

support121 from rebel constituency members.122 Divided rebel movements tend to be 

less effective in cohesively representing the interests and aspirations of the broader 

communities (e.g., ethnic groups). Frequent infighting among various factions inside 

of a rebel movement can invite criticism from the domestic audiences as well as the 

international community. In 2014, the Karen ethnic community in Myanmar had 

welcomed the formation of Kawthoolei Armed Force’(KAF), a military–based 

coalition comprising multiple rebel organizations (Phophtaw, 2014).123 In fact, the 

demand for rebel unification by the Karen communities has been long in the making 

according to Zipporah Sein, the vice-chairperson of Karen National Union (KNU), 

which is one of KAF’s constituent members (Naing, 2014).124 Formal cooperation can 

also enhance the reputation of rebel organizations in the eyes of their international 

 
120 One of the key challenges that undermine collective action (Lichbach, 1996).  
121 Although, it is possible that this effect can be more prominent among rebels with overlapping 
constituencies. 
122 Rebel constituencies comprise both domestic (civilians based in same conflict zone or country as the 
rebels) and international audiences (e.g., diasporas, civilians living abroad, or foreign state 
governments). 
123 Information accessed here:  
https://www.bnionline.net/en/phophtaw-news-association/item/17733-karen-community-welcomes-
kawthoolei-armed-force-despite-controversy-.html  
124 Information accessed here:  
https://www.irrawaddy.com/news/burma/karen-rebel-groups-plan-military-cooperation.html  

https://www.bnionline.net/en/phophtaw-news-association/item/17733-karen-community-welcomes-kawthoolei-armed-force-despite-controversy-.html
https://www.bnionline.net/en/phophtaw-news-association/item/17733-karen-community-welcomes-kawthoolei-armed-force-despite-controversy-.html
https://www.irrawaddy.com/news/burma/karen-rebel-groups-plan-military-cooperation.html
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audiences and open up new foreign support streams. The public facing nature of formal 

cooperation and its resulting high audience costs125 associated with commitment 

violations, can prevent rebel organizations from engaging in opportunistic behaviors 

such as free riding and defections (Balcells et al., 2022). Lastly, formal ties can enable 

rebel organizations to extract more favorable concessions from the government. Rebels 

involved in formal partnerships tend to have greater levels of credibility from the 

government standpoint (Akcinaroglu, 2012)126 and this in turn improves their 

bargaining leverage. 

Yet formal ties can also prove to be a costly investment at times for rebel 

organizations. Formal cooperation requires greater resource contributions from 

member organizations. These resources are mainly directed towards institution–

building and other partnership management purposes.127 Since formal rebel ties are 

publicly announced, there is a greater risk of information spillage128 thereby making 

rebel partners more vulnerable to government repression. This risk compounds when 

either one of the rebel partners defects to the government side. In fact, scholars show 

that rebel defection occurs frequently among ethnic rebels (Pischedda, 2020). Formal 

rebel partnerships tend to face a greater risk of leadership disputes between the member 

 
125 That is, rebels facing civilian backlash for certain decisions they take.  
126 Akcinaroglu notes that this credibility enhancing effect can depend on the number and durability of 
formal alliances that rebels have.  
127 Resource contributions might not be uniform especially in the presence of smaller member 
organizations in the partnership. These uneven contributions can give rise to potential free riding 
problems as demonstrated in the case of the United Nationalities Federal Council (UNFC), which is a 
rebel coalition formed in 2011 in Myanmar (Kumbun, 2017, p. 4). For more on the internal dynamics of 
UNFC, see:  
https://www.irrawaddy.com/opinion/guest-column/will-united-nationalities-federal-council-
dissolve.html  
128 This includes details about the inner workings and plans of a rebel organization. When such highly 
classified information is exposed, rebel organizations can face destructive consequences.   

https://www.irrawaddy.com/opinion/guest-column/will-united-nationalities-federal-council-dissolve.html
https://www.irrawaddy.com/opinion/guest-column/will-united-nationalities-federal-council-dissolve.html
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organizations.129 Most formalized rebel partnerships elect their leaders on a rotation 

basis or through other institutionalized processes. Despite having these formal leader 

selection mechanisms in place, the possibility of future clashes around leadership issues 

cannot be completely ruled out. Consider the case of the Sudan Revolutionary Front 

(SRF), a formal rebel coalition that formed in 2011 between four key rebel 

organizations such as SPLM/A–North, JEM, SLM/A, and SLM/A–MM.130 As agreed 

upon by the coalition members, SRF involves a Leadership Council to monitor the 

yearly leader rotation system.131 However, disagreements about the coalition 

chairmanship soon started to emerge in 2015 when JEM’s leader, Gibril Ibrahim, was 

chosen to replace Malik Agar, leader of SPLM/A–North and the first chairman of 

SRF.132 The loss of decision–making autonomy is another serious concern particularly 

in the case of formal rebel relationships. In formal cooperation, there are established 

channels that bring member organizations together to collectively decide on their 

coalition’s next course of action. Member organizations are expected to abide by the 

formal rules of engagement and the costs of disregarding the collective decisions can 

be quite steep for non-compliant rebel members.  

Informal Rebel Cooperation  

Informal rebel cooperation, unlike formal ties, are not publicly announced. The 

secretive nature of informal cooperation enables rebel organizations to escape 

 
129 Additionally, rebel partners can also have disagreements about power distribution in the post-conflict 
period. These disputes have the potential to escalate further thereby leading to war recurrence (Zeigler, 
2016). 
130 There were other rebel organizations too that joined SRF later such as the addition of UPFLJ and 
SLM/A–TC (UCDP). For more on SRF and its constituent members, see: https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/1162  
131 Information accessed from here: https://sudantribune.com/article41147/  
132 Information on SRF accessed from UCDP here: https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/1162  

https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/1162
https://sudantribune.com/article41147/
https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/1162
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government scrutiny and constituency backlash133, while continuing to receive 

cooperation benefits discreetly. This type of cooperation tends to be a low-investment 

venture for rebel organizations as it does not involve the creation of joint institutions. 

Furthermore, the lack of formalized rules of engagement can enable informal rebel 

partners to retain their decision–making autonomy while simultaneously continuing to 

obtain material gains from cooperation.134  

However, there are certain costs attached to informal rebel cooperation. The 

absence of formal rules of engagement among informal rebel partners can amplify the 

risk of free riding issues135, partner defections, and potential clashes over the 

distribution of partnership gains. While commitment problems in general are quite 

prevalent in rebel cooperation (Bapat and Bond, 2012), they tend to be of even greater 

concern in informal rebel ties than formal ones. Informal rebel ties often form on an 

ad-hoc136 basis, which explains why such some rebel relationships struggle to last 

longer (Akcinaroglu, 2012, p. 891) or constantly evolve from cooperative to conflictual 

or vice versa.137 Akcinaroglu shows that about 21% of rebel alliances (out of 1166 

 
133 Constituency members (i.e., civilians) tend to be less approving of rebel’s decision to partner with 
other organizations that have ideologically dissimilar backgrounds or have different conflict objectives.  
134 But this is not to say that both rebel partners cooperating informally can have the same levels of 
autonomy over their decision-making. This power imbalance is most likely to show up in strong-weak 
rebel dyads.  
135 Free riding concerns arise in rebel partnerships when member organizations do not make equal 
contributions towards their relationship but still expect to reap benefits through it. This unbalanced 
cooperation creates friction between rebel partners, eventually leading to the breakdown in relationship. 
That said, it is possible that some rebel cooperative ties are designed in such a way that one member 
organization provides the majority of benefits to the other member; Blair et al. (2022a) refers to such 
relationships as patrons although their study focuses on a much broader set of actors, that is militant 
organizations. A good example of patron relationship is the alliance between Al Qaeda (AQ) and Jemaah 
Islamiyah (JI), with AQ as the patron here and JI the support recipient (Blair et al., 2022a, A9). 
136 The civil conflict in Syria is a good example to illustrate the volatile relationships among armed non-
state organizations.    
137 In some cases, the same rebel dyad members can simultaneously have both cooperative and 
conflictual relationships, also referred to as “frenemies” (Haas, 2022). The simultaneous cooperative and 
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observations138) last for only one year while 44% of them survive for not more than 

three years. The ad-hoc nature of most informal rebel ties suggests that rebel 

organizations involved in these types of relationships are loosely connected, which in 

turn can make them vulnerable to government buy-out. The lack of formal commitment 

can make it less costly for informal rebel partners to switch sides or defect.139  

Role of Rebel Leaders in Rebel Cooperation Decision-Making 

Rebel leaders define the organization trajectories in important ways. As the highest-

ranking individuals within rebel organizations (Prorok, 2016), rebel leaders undertake 

several key decision-making and managerial responsibilities140 concerning 

organizational strategy141, internal structure, and recruitment. They provide a tactical 

and strategic roadmap for rebel organizations (Freeman, 2014)142 and their member 

recruits (Bueno de Mesquita, 2013). Rebel leaders (re)design the internal command and 

 
conflictual relationship between Jabhat al-Nusra and Ahrar al-Sham (in different territorial zones) is a 
good example to illustrate this logic. 
138 Akcinaroglu structures her data using a dyad-year design. Here, dyad refers to the UCDP rebel dyad 
(i.e., government-rebel) and not rebel-rebel dyad.   
139 The secretive nature of informal rebel ties also implies that potential civilian backlash on defection 
might not be a huge concern for member rebel organizations.   
140 This is not to say that rebel leaders always take unilateral decisions or perform organizational tasks 
completely on their own. Rebel leaders often delegate some key responsibilities (e.g., on-the-ground 
armed operations, logistics, intelligence gathering etc.) to the mid-level commanders (Doctor, 2020; 
Shapiro, 2013), which is very similar to the interactions between state leaders and their advisors 
(Saunders, 2017). Additionally, they may also create task-specific operational structures to ensure a 
smooth organizational functioning (Doctor, 2021). Rebel leaders receive credit for their organization’s 
involvement in successful initiatives while at the same time they are not immune from receiving backlash 
for battlefield failures. The accountability of rebel leaders is similar to the concept of leader culpability 
in interstate conflict literature (Croco, 2011). In few instances, leaders can also be held accountable and 
face the risk of removal due to their unilateral actions. For example, in 2012, three prominent rebel 
leaders of the Karen National Union were dismissed for breaching the KNU’s ‘peace-talk’ protocols.  
For more on this, see: https://karennews.org/2012/10/sacked-knu-dismiss-three-leaders/  
141 Organizational strategy is a broad category that captures rebel’s strategic calculations as part of their 
interactions with the government, civilian (domestic and international), state sponsors, and other non-
state (violent and non-violent) actors.  
142Although Freeman discusses in the context of terrorist organizations, a similar argument about leaders 
providing operational guidance can also apply to rebel organizations.  

https://karennews.org/2012/10/sacked-knu-dismiss-three-leaders/
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control structures (Clapham, 1998, p. 9) in response to the preference divergence with 

their organization’s rank and file (Shapiro, 2013) and the shifting conflict 

circumstances (Haer, 2015, p. 47).143 Rebel leaders promote internal cohesion in order 

to ensure organizational resilience (Day, 2019) and maintain group discipline 

(Abrahms and Potter, 2015).144 Additionally, leaders also decide on the mobilization 

strategies145 to recruit individuals into the rebel organization.146 Overall, rebel leaders 

play a crucial role in helping their organizations navigate challenging circumstances 

over the course of the civil conflict period. The problem-solving skills of rebel leaders 

and how they facilitate rebel cooperation decision-making is another interesting area 

that merits careful attention.  

To improve the operational performance of rebel organizations, it is critical that 

rebel leaders clearly identify their organizational needs and strategize accordingly to 

balance those needs. Inter-rebel cooperation is one such approach that leaders rely 

 
143For example, battlefield outcomes affect organizational cohesion (Woldemariam, 2016). Specifically, 
in the context of the war for the Eritrean independence, Woldermariam demonstrates that neutral 
battlefield outcomes such as stalemates promote cohesion while losses and gains on the battlefield 
increase the likelihood of organizational fragmentation.   
144 Decentralized leadership structures incentivize low-level rebel group members to target civilians 
(Abhrams and Potter, 2015) more so than centralized groups. This effect is further amplified in the 
presence of foreign fighters (Doctor and Willingham, 2022). However, Heger et al. (2012) argue 
otherwise indicating that hierarchical/centralized group structures lead to greater levels of violence 
against civilians.  
145 This involves rebel leaders deciding on the timing of recruitment (i.e., stage of conflict to actively 
recruit), mode of recruitment (e.g., forced recruitment vs. voluntary recruitment with or without an 
internal screening process etc.), and composition of recruits (e.g., foreign fighters, women etc.). Rebel 
leaders engage in forced recruitment practices especially when they have limited domestic and 
international constraints to hold them accountable (Chaudhry et al., 2021, p. 921). Leaders decide to 
recruit foreign fighters in situations when their dependence on local noncombatants (i.e., civilians) is 
low (Doctor and Willingham, 2022, p. 1131). Additionally, rebel leaders also decide on the specific 
tactics (e.g., sociopolitical appeals, material incentives) to recruit individuals into their organizations 
(Thaler, 2022).  
146 Rebel leaders mainly consider factors such as organizational size, military capabilities, violence 
profile, and territorial control to decide on recruitment strategies (Israelsen, 2020, p. 125). Furthermore, 
rebel group origins also impact leader recruitment decisions (Faulkner and Doctor, 2021). This effect, 
as Faulkner and Doctor argue, applies particularly to rebel groups that emerge through splintering.  
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on.147 Rebel leaders can utilize the resource benefits from cooperation to address few 

of the pressures148 that their organizations face during wartime. However, rebel 

organizations do not seek cooperation with just any organizations that cross their path. 

Likewise, they do not attract rebel partners at all possible instances in time.  

In the early stages of a conflict, rebel organizations often face difficulties in 

accurately estimating the capabilities and credibility of other conflict actors. Both 

information uncertainty and commitment issues, which are acute in multiparty conflicts 

(Cunningham, 2006) can preclude the occurrence of cooperation.149 These bargaining 

problems tend to persist even after rebels decide to cooperate, which can have 

significant implications on the longevity of cooperation.150 As a result, many rebel 

leaders are strategic about choosing which rebel organization(s) they prefer for 

partnership and how they signal their own capabilities and reputation to potential rebel 

partners. Building on the “personal biography approach to political leadership” 

(Krcmaric et al., 2020)151, I argue that rebel leaders can leverage their prewar 

knowledge to bolster their organization’s credibility and overcome some of the 

cooperation barriers facing their organizations.  

 
147 This is in addition to other widely used revenue-generating streams that rebels rely on such as natural 
resources, external sponsors, taxation, and extortion. 
148 Rebels face a wide range of internal and external pressures such as splintering, defections, 
membership deficits, battlefield losses, counterinsurgency threats, and inter-rebel competition etc. 
149 Other alliance-specific challenges that frequently occur are unequal burden sharing, coordination 
challenges, and lack of overarching authorities to monitor or govern alliances. 
150 Christia (2012) demonstrates the volatility in rebel cooperative ties specifically in the context of 
Afghanistan and Bosnia and Herzegovina.  
151 Some scholars also refer to this approach as the “leader attribute school” (Horowitz and Fuhrmann, 
2018, p. 2077). 
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What’s more, leadership plays a crucial role in the design and implementation 

of rebel strategy including decisions about rebel cooperation.152 However, rebel 

leader’s capabilities are not equal across the board. Like the leaders of state, rebel 

leaders also emerge from different backgrounds that condition their behavior during 

times of crisis.153 For example, both the founding leaders of NSCN-IM, Isak Chisi Swu 

and Thuingaleng Muivah, were highly educated and have received advanced degrees 

prior to setting up NSCN-IM.154 On the flip side, Shangwang Shangyung Khaplang, 

the founding rebel leader of NSCN-K and one of the fierce rivals of NSCN-IM, had 

only completed his primary education.155 Their contrasting education profiles reflect in 

the differing operational styles of each of these leaders during their tenure. While both 

groups employ violence, NSCN-IM applies a slightly more restrained approach 

compared to NSCN-K, which often has an aggressive posture. Accordingly, Muivah-

led NSCN-IM is perceived as a preferable negotiating partner among the policy circles 

in New Delhi.  

At a global level, many rebel leaders possess moderate to high levels of 

educational qualifications156 and many come from humble beginnings. Among the 487 

 
152 Here, I assume that rebel leaders have at least some levels of discretion in rebel group matters just 
like the heads of state in international politics (Krcmaric et al., 2020, p. 135). 
153 I do not claim this as my own argument but instead build on a huge corpus of already existing research 
that focusses exclusively on how leader origins shape the wartime behaviors of non-state leaders 
(Silvermann et al., 2024; Doctor et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2022; Sawyer et al., 2021; Doctor, 2021, 
2020; Cunningham and Sawyer, 2019) and state leaders (Schwartz and Blair, 2020; Lupton, 2020; 
Horowitz et al., 2018; Carter and Nordstrom, 2017).  
154 The information on rebel leader education was taken from the ROLE database (Acosta et al., 2023). 
155 Both NSCN-IM and NSCN-K were originally part of the National Socialist Council of Nagaland, a 
radical insurgency group that led the Naga Separatist Movement in Northeast India. Due to some internal 
power clashes, they splintered off as two independent factions in 1988 (UCDP). For more on this, see: 
https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/223  
156 Although, some international conflict scholars argue that the higher education levels are not so 
important in understanding the conflict behavior of state leaders (Horowitz et al., 2015).  

https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/223
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unique rebel leaders157 in the ROLE database (Acosta et al., 2023), about 50% of them 

have completed post-secondary education.158 The majority of them were not born into 

elite or politically well-connected families.159 In addition to education and family 

backgrounds, rebel leaders also differ in their professional experiences. Some of them 

have exposure to military affairs (e.g., Tamla Baw, ex-leader of the Karen National 

Union in Myanmar) while others were either career politicians (e.g., Jonas Savimbi, 

the founding rebel leader of UNITA in Angola) or have affiliations to political parties 

or social movements (e.g., Joseph Kony of the Ugandan-based Lord’s Resistance 

Army).160 As illustrated by the above examples, prewar leader experiences can indeed 

account for disparities within real-time capabilities of rebel leaders.  

Pre-tenure characteristics enable rebel leaders to signal their organization’s 

preferences and capabilities to other conflict actors. These signals can be crucial in 

resolving the uncertainties that define low-information conflict environments.161 Prior 

to assuming power, rebel leaders are involved in a variety of military and political 

activities that shape how they perceive risk when in power. The lessons that leaders 

learn from these activities will not only help them in promoting internal cohesion 

(Doctor, 2020), operational specialization (Doctor, 2021), and foreign sponsorship 

(Huang et al., 2022), but also influence their strategic interactions with other rebel 

 
157 Most of them (~57%) entered leadership positions either as founders/co-founders or as 
appointees/designated leaders. Of the total 487 unique rebel leaders in ROLE, founders comprise 168 
and appointed leaders are 109.   
158 Post-secondary education includes bachelors, masters, or doctorate degrees.  
159 About 62% of the rebel leaders in ROLE did not have any elite family links.  
160 These examples come from the ROLE database (Acosta et al., 2023) 
161 Goldfien et al. (2023, p. 2) make a similar argument about leader origins serving as a signaling 
instrument to foreign observers, which in their study imply other states. Scholars argue that these signals 
matter more during the early stages of a leader’s tenure (Miller, 2020) or in the aftermath of a leadership 
transition (Goldfien et al., 2023). 



 

 

81 
 

organizations.162 Specifically, I argue that rebel leaders with prior military and/or 

political expertise163 are at an advantage in effectively negotiating their rebel 

cooperative ties. The section below discusses how specific prewar experiences among 

rebel leaders influence the type of rebel cooperation.  

Prewar Military Experiences of Rebel Leaders 

As part of the military experience, rebel leaders are directly164 involved in certain 

activities that introduce them to the fundamentals of security affairs, and requiring them 

to learn about the purpose, functionalities, and core values of the military.165 These 

military-based activities often see the involvement of rebel leaders in state military 

forces, combat roles, military training abroad, or other non-state armed groups.166 For 

instance, Abdul Rashid Dostum, the founding leader of Junbish-I Milli-yi Islami, had 

fought against the mujahideen on behalf of the Afghanistan state military before 

switching sides (ROLE).167 Abdul had also received military training from the Soviets 

during his stint with the Afghan forces.168  

 
162 These lessons guide leaders in evaluating the likelihood of success or failure of certain strategies 
under consideration (Horowitz, Stam, and Ellis, 2015, p. 10). 
163 While rebel leaders can have pre-war experiences in a variety of domains, I specifically focus on the 
military and political domains in this study. 
164 Rebel leaders could also have some indirect experiences through family ties (e.g., family members in 
military) but that is outside the scope of my theory.  
165 It is possible that these learning outcomes vary based on the amount of time that rebel leaders spend 
in doing military-based activities and the type of military activity they are involved in.  
166 These activities fall under the umbrella of military service. In addition to these service-based 
activities, military experience also encompasses other personal biographical attributes such as military 
education and military occupation (Krcmaric et al., 2020). The current study, in line with the previous 
scholarship on rebel and state leaders (Doctor, 2020; Ellis et al., 2015), focusses only on military service.  
167These rebel leader biographies come from the ROLE database. For more on this, see: 
https://08438a58-2b37-4975-8a6a-
b638c7f1d284.filesusr.com/ugd/545f61_f6cb8a73912a42b490772e0d05be7bc1.pdf   
168 Ibid  

https://08438a58-2b37-4975-8a6a-b638c7f1d284.filesusr.com/ugd/545f61_f6cb8a73912a42b490772e0d05be7bc1.pdf
https://08438a58-2b37-4975-8a6a-b638c7f1d284.filesusr.com/ugd/545f61_f6cb8a73912a42b490772e0d05be7bc1.pdf
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Having prior military experience has several advantages for rebel leaders in 

building rebel ties. Rebel leaders with military experience are adept at strategy-making 

and risk assessments169, which in turn will benefit them in conducting effective 

battlefield operations. Leaders who receive military training are better equipped in 

designing strategies that would help guide wartime rebel activities. This includes the 

identification of potential rebel partners depending on the organizational needs and the 

risk environment that rebels operate in. According to Kramaric et al. (2020, p. 138), 

military training socializes participants to become more comfortable with using force 

to resolve disputes.170  

Second, even when leaders can find opportunities to conduct operations based 

on risk, they still face difficulties in identifying tactics that are both innovative and have 

higher potential for success.171 Rebel leaders with prior military experience possess 

knowledge about a variety of military tactics that were used in their previous military 

roles. Being equipped with this tactical know-how can lower the pressure that rebel 

leaders face to constantly innovate; they can instead replicate successful tactics from 

their past experiences.172 The ease of tactical innovation could make them more 

attractive to prospective rebel partners.  

 
169 Involvement in past crisis situations can help leaders to gain exposure to decision-making during 
wartime. Given their prior exposure to similar conflict situations comprising either the same actors or 
different ones, will provide rebel leaders a good understanding of conflict actors and their preferences. 
However, it is possible that this effect can be dominant for leaders who possess on the ground combat 
knowledge than any military experience in general. Future research could test this possibility.  
170 Although, another perspective argues otherwise that military experience, particularly facing the war 
horrors firsthand, should induce a healthy dose of caution in military leaders compared to their civilian 
peers (Krcmaric et al., 2020, p. 138) 
171 The selection of tactics by rebel or militant organizations is a strategic process (Horowitz, Perkoski, 
Potter, 2018; Cunningham, Dahl, Fruge, 2017). 
172 “Organizational mirroring” (Jackson, 2005) is the primary mechanism through which rebel leaders 
reflect on and learn about new tactics from their past experiences and integrate them into their current 
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Third, military-trained rebel leaders are more capable of allocating suitable 

roles to their rank-and-file that match their skillset. In addition to their task 

distribution173 and skill-matching abilities (Doctor, 2021)174, prior military knowledge 

also enables rebel leaders to screen out sub-optimal individuals during the recruitment 

phase itself. The ability of rebel leaders to effectively manage their internal human 

resources (i.e., rank-and-file), can ensure the fulfillment of their rebel partnership 

commitments in a timely manner.  

The next advantage is that rebel leaders with prewar military knowledge tend 

to be more effective in managing their external resource portfolios. Rebel organizations 

raise funds from different investment projects such as natural resource extraction, 

foreign sponsors, territorial control, kidnapping, extortion, and taxation etc. While each 

of these resources contribute to the overall rebel capacity, they also require proper 

coordination. Thus, to avoid a “jack of all trades” mentality, rebel leaders must clearly 

signal their capabilities in effectively balancing their diverse investment portfolios 

(including rebel partnerships). In trying to balance their resource portfolios, rebel 

leaders leverage their past experiences in managing a variety of military-based 

resources such as weapons and miliary budgets etc. The ability of military experienced 

leaders to design optimal investment portfolios can in turn boost their potential rebel 

partner’s confidence in them.  

 
leadership roles. Although originally applied to study terrorist organizations, this organizational-level 
concept can also extend to leader experiences.   
173 Also referred to as human resource management in business organizations.  
174 Doctor (2021) demonstrates how rebel leaders with military experience have the ability to create 
distinct wings based on their operational specializations.   
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Military experienced rebel leaders are better equipped at maintaining 

organizational discipline.  It primarily involves regulating the behavior of the rank and 

file, especially towards civilians. By imbibing a military-based culture and discipline 

in their current organizations, rebel leaders can constrain the excessive use of violence 

by their foot soldiers.175 In doing so, rebel leaders will increase their reputation among 

civilians. Furthermore, rebel leaders with military experience are more capable in 

keeping their organizations cohesive internally. Rebel organizations that possess strong 

internal accountability checks with lower fragmentation risks tend to be more attractive 

for rebel partnerships.  

Lastly, military experience enables rebel leaders to gain a better understanding 

of the privacy concerns and the underlying risks involved in seeking external176 

cooperation. These experiences come in handy for rebel leaders in carefully screening 

their prospective rebel partners. Overall, military experience is beneficial for rebel 

leaders in forging rebel cooperation, especially of informal type. This leads to my first 

set of hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1a: Informal rebel cooperation is more likely to occur (than no 
cooperation at all) among rebel organizations led by leaders with prior military 
experience, all else equal. 
 
Hypothesis 1b: Formal rebel cooperation is more likely to occur (than no 
cooperation at all) among rebel organizations led by leaders with prior military 
experience, all else equal. 
 

 
175 The degree of command centralization (i.e., internal structure) is another important factor that affects 
the intensity of one-sided rebel violence (Hoover Green, 2016) 
176 Here, external cooperation refers to rebel engagement with other organizations.  
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Prewar Political Experiences of Rebel Leaders 

In addition to military experiences, many rebel leaders also participate in political 

activities prior to taking on leadership roles in rebel organizations. Examples of pre-

war political activities among rebel leaders include service in the government in various 

capacities177 and/or have direct links to the top-level leadership of political parties, 

social movements, or other widely known political entities.178 These political activities 

introduce rebel leaders to important topics such as policy design179, government 

relations and negotiation180, community engagement181, reputation, and political 

ideologies.182 Having a prior understanding of these topics can help fill in the 

knowledge gaps for rebel candidates immediately upon taking charge as group leaders 

(i.e., minimize startup-costs) and better prepare them for running a rebellion. For 

example, Prince Sihanouk had a strong political presence in Cambodia before 

establishing FUNCINPEC in 1981183; it was one of the three main rebel groups based 

in Cambodia.184 Prior to assuming power as FUNCINPEC’s leader, he was the King of 

Cambodia and then the Head of State for about two decades. Prince Sihanouk was also 

 
177 This is specific to the work concerning political office and does not include public-sector jobs.  
178 Either as one of the members of the leadership committee at the top or as the main leader of these 
political entities. It is possible that some rebel leaders were actively involved in political parties or 
movements but not in a leadership role. Such instances are not part of my theory-building. Also, rebel 
leaders who were affiliated to less prominent political entities or come from politically well-connected 
families are not considered here.  
179 And the challenges in policy implementation due to veto players especially in democracies.  
180 Both at the domestic and international levels depending on which level of government the rebel leader 
has served in previously.  
181 A broad category that comprises public speaking, political campaigning, and elections.  
182 Through party manifestos.  
183 FUNCINPEC stands for United National Front for an Independent, Neutral, Peaceful and Cooperative 
Cambodia. 
184 FUNCINPEC along with two other rebel groups, Khmer Rouge (KR) and Khmer People’s National 
Liberation Front (KPNLF), were involved in an armed intrastate conflict against the Government of 
Cambodia between 1982 and 1991 (UCDP). 
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the Supreme Councilor of his political party, Sangkum, along with serving as the 

President of other prominent political associations and student movements (ROLE).  

Rebel organizations are at an advantage when their leaders emerge with pre-

existing political knowledge as opposed to lack of any experience. Politically 

experienced rebel leaders have a relatively strong rapport with their constituency 

members both at the domestic and international levels. This can enhance their 

reputation for rebel partnerships, specifically the ones that are publicly announced (i.e., 

formal ties). Rebel leaders who are already well versed in conventional politics from 

the pre-war phase, understand the importance of maintaining civilian relations and how 

these relations affect rebel legitimacy.185 Leaders use their political expertise towards 

building more public-facing186 rebel campaigns that integrate non-violence into their 

tactical repertoires.187 which are often dominated by violent approaches. Politically 

experienced rebel leaders provide social services188 to local civilians189 (Mampilly, 

2017)190 and occasionally even set up rebel diplomatic missions (Huang, 2016) to 

spread their message globally.191 Such rebel-initiated political activities help increase 

the legitimacy192 of rebel leaders and the organizations they lead in the eyes of domestic 

and international audiences (McWeeney et al., 2023).193 Having a positive constituency 

 
185 Of course, this mainly applies to rebel groups with civilians as their primary source of support.  
186 That is, pro-civilian or civilian-focused.  
187 Rebel campaigns are often dominated by violent approaches.  
188 Rebel governance services include provision of aid, security, education, health, and creation of justice 
institutions etc. For more information on the different types of rebel service provisions, see Albert (2022) 
189 Those who are under their control or live in the territory that rebels wield full or partial authority.  
190 With minimal or no civilian abuse (Walsh et al., 2023). 
191 This is in addition to rebel political wings dedicated primarily for managing the non-violent activities 
of rebel organizations.  
192 In other words, rebel leaders gain the trust from their civilian support bases. 
193 As part of their constituencies, rebel organizations comprise both domestic and international 
audiences (McWeeney et al., 2023). 
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reputation helps leaders to build durable rebel organizations (Tokdemir and 

Akcinaroglu, 2016).194 Furthermore, the positive reputation also encourages leaders to 

(publicly) engage in rebel cooperation due to the lower risks of backlash they would 

expect from their constituency members for selecting certain rebel partners.195 Topal 

(2024, p. 12) makes a similar argument about the importance of civilian relations in 

rebel alliance design where she argues that greater levels of civilian support promote 

the formation of united rebel fronts. I argue that the pro-civilian attitudes of politically 

experienced rebel leaders embolden them to seek formal rebel partnerships.  

Politically experienced rebel leaders tend to have a good standing among their 

civilian support bases. They bank on this popularity to mobilize more rebel recruits. 

Additionally, political experiences can improve the ability of rebel leaders to broaden 

their movement goals rather than being too focused on achieving outright miliary 

success.196 In doing so, rebel leaders can diversify their recruitment pools and improve 

the quality of their operations. 

Rebel leaders with political backgrounds enjoy greater levels of civilian 

support; and so does the pressure to meet civilian expectations. Among these includes 

the pressure from their civilian supporters to launch a coordinated battle against the 

 
194 In their study, Tokdemir and Akcinaroglu conceptualize the constituency reputation of terrorist 
organizations and examine its impact on organizational survival.  
195 In addition to the lower risk of civilian backlash, well established rebel organizations are also 
attractive to other organizations who are seeking to improve their own legitimacy; partnering with such 
established organizations can pave way for their own growth (Bacon, 2018). 
196 This is not to say that military success should be less valued. In fact, the primary motivation of rebel 
organizations is changing the status quo through armed struggle. However, in that process, rebel 
organizations often tend to lose sight of their political engagement, which is equally important in 
ensuring their longevity, if not more. An optimal combination of military and political activities is what 
rebels would need to strive for.  
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government and avoid infighting.197 Rebel organizations primarily represent the 

grievances of the civilian population from specific communities198 (at least initially) 

and fight against the government on their behalf. While the rebel constituency members 

(here, civilians)199 usually agree on the need for an armed struggle to realize their 

interests, they are less supportive of having a fragmented rebel movement that 

comprises multiple rebel organizations competing, or even fighting, against each 

other.200 Fragmentation within rebel movements often leads to intense factional 

violence (e.g., violent rivalry between Naga factions201 in Northeast India) and causes 

delay in conflict resolution202 (e.g., Sudan People’s. Liberation Movement/Army in 

South Sudan).203  

Rebel leaders with political backgrounds are better prepared in navigating the 

post-war political environments. Periods following civil wars204 are often fraught with 

leadership disputes and power struggles (Zeigler, 2016) and these lead to more 

violence, and in some cases a relapse in war. Rebel organizations face some costs 

upfront when they decide to transition into political parties in the post-war phase and 

invest towards that project. The creation of wartime political institutions (e.g., political 

 
197 Ideally comprising a single rebel entity possible either through mergers (i.e., complete unification of 
forces as in CPI-M in India) or coalitions (i.e., umbrella entities such as the Northern Alliance in 
Myanmar). 
198 This includes identity-based communities (ethnic or religious) in separatist conflicts and the mass 
population in center-seeking conflicts.  
199 Here, I specifically refer to civilians who are part of rebel’s domestic audiences.  
200 Although this applies more to rebels within the same movement rather than the same country. 
201 NSCN-IM and NSCN-K are the two dominant factions in the Naga conflict, who also happen to be 
bitter rivals.  
202 Some even argue that movement fragmentation hastens the onset of civil conflicts (Cunningham, 
2013).  
203 Nyadera and Islam (2023) reviews in detail the fragmentation patterns observed within SPLM/A. For 
more on protracted civil conflicts in the presence of multiple veto players, see Cunningham (2006). 
204 Civil wars typically end when either side achieves military victory or both sides agree for a peaceful 
settlement. 
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wings) and other administrative bodies205 by rebel leaders with prior political 

knowledge can help them offset some of these costs. Furthermore, politically 

experienced leaders are inclined to take up public facing roles206 once a war ends. It is 

important that these leaders clearly communicate their wartime activities (including 

rebel partnerships) to their civilian support bases, who are also likely to be the potential 

electoral constituencies that rebels would need to tap into in future.  

The political backgrounds of rebel leaders expose them to the policy design 

process and its underlying complexities. To be able to witness first-hand the challenges 

involved in finding mutually acceptable policy solutions in government207 can better 

prepare rebel leaders in handling peace talks in multiparty civil conflicts. All these 

factors put together convey that the political experience of rebel leaders enable them to 

publicly announce their partnerships. This leads to the next set of hypotheses:   

Hypothesis 2a: Formal rebel cooperation is more likely to occur (than no 
cooperation at all) among rebel organizations with politically experienced 
leaders in charge, all else equal.  
 
Hypothesis 2b: Informal rebel cooperation is less likely to occur (than no 
cooperation at all) among rebel organizations with politically experienced 
leaders in charge, all else equal. 
 

Research Design 

Unit of Analysis 

I proceed to examine the above set of hypotheses in a large-N framework. The unit of 

analysis is country–rebel dyad–year. For the global dataset, I include all rebel 

 
205 As part of the rebel governance initiatives.  
206 In the government or any rebel-transitioned political party.  
207 And, in the political party committees.  
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organizations that are involved in armed intrastate conflict with a recognized 

government between 1964 and 2012 from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) 

dyadic data v.22.1 (Harbom, Melander, and Wallensteen, 2008). From this list, I then 

identify all country cases that involve at least two operationally active rebel 

organizations.208 Next, I create year wise dyadic pairs among rebel organizations that 

are in conflict against the same government over the period 1964–2012.209 I trace each 

unique rebel-rebel dyad until the end of the observation period in 2012, unless either 

of the two (or, both) rebel dyad members cease to exist, or their respective conflicts 

end before this. The sample data frame (1964-2012) comprises 301 rebel organizations 

and 580 unique rebel dyad pairs across 48 countries thereby resulting in 1893 rebel-

rebel dyad-year observations.  

The sample rebel dyad-year data pairs rebel organizations based in the same 

country but not necessarily from the same conflict zone. For example, India comprises 

separatist rebels based in the Kashmir region (e.g., Jammu and Kashmir Liberation 

Front), center-seeking Maoist rebels in the red corridor belt (e.g., Communist Party of 

India–Maoist), and many ethnically motivated separatist rebels (e.g., All Tripura Tiger 

Force, United Liberation Front of Asom etc.) in the Northeast. Similarly, Myanmar has 

several rebel organizations operating across multiple conflict zones (e.g., Kachin 

Independence Organization, Karen National Union, Communist Party of Burma etc.). 

I use this approach to account for the possibility of cross-conflict rebel collaborations 

 
208 Following the UCDP coding rules (Pettersson, 2020), a rebel organization is considered as active in 
any given calendar year when its corresponding rebel–government conflict-dyad reaches twenty-five 
battle deaths in that same year. 
209 I use the period of 1964–2012 in my analysis because of its overlap with the data for my key 
independent variables including prewar military and political experiences of rebel leaders. I discuss 
about my independent variables in more detail below. 
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in any given country-year like the one between the Maoists and the National Socialist 

Council of Nagaland–Isak Muivah (NSCN-IM) in India (Chauhan, 2019)210 and the 

cooperation between CPB and KIO in Myanmar.211 The study, however, does not 

include cases of cross-border rebel ties (e.g., Provisional Irish Republican Army’s 

(PIRA) and the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO)).212  

 

Dependent Variable 

This study examines the type of inter-rebel cooperation in civil conflicts. The outcome–

INTER-REBEL COOPERATION TYPE–is a nominal variable with the following 

categories: Formal Cooperation, Informal Cooperation, and No Cooperation.213 Formal 

cooperation involves rebel organization members publicly announce their relationship 

and create joint institutions. The Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (URNG) 

is one example of formal rebel cooperation.214 In informal cooperation, rebel 

organizations coordinate on the battlefield and exchange material resources (e.g., 

weapons, training, logistics, and financial aid etc.).215 For example, the Abu Sayyaf 

 
210 This approach is in line with Balcells et al. (2022). In my sample, 814 out of 2121 (~ 38.38 %) 
country–dyad–year observations comprise both rebel organizations operating in the same conflict zones, 
while 1307 (~61.62 %) observations comprise cross-conflict rebel organization pairs.  
211 Information on cooperation between CPB and KIO was accessed using the UCDP Conflict 
Encyclopedia here: https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/182#actor/201  
212 Information about PIRA was accessed using the UCDP Conflict Encyclopedia. More details on this 
are available online at:  https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/282  
213 The three cooperation categories are mutually exclusive and are coded as individual dummies 
indicating the presence and type of rebel cooperation in each year. I create the categorical variable using 
these individual dummies. 
214 URNG is an armed umbrella organization that formed when four main rebel organizations in 
Guatemala joined hands. These include the Guerilla Army of the Poor (EGP), the Revolutionary Army 
of the Poor (ORPA), the Rebel Armed Forces (FAR), and the Guatemalan Labor Party (PGT). URNG 
can be labelled as a rebel coalition and not exactly a merger. The constituent members maintained 
separate operational zones and did not fully integrate their forces.  
215 I build on Balcells et al. (2022) to operationalize formal and informal rebel cooperation. Rebel 
mergers are counted as part of formal alliances which is similar to the approach taken in Akcinaroglu 
(2012).  

https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/182#actor/201
https://ucdp.uu.se/actor/282
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Group (ASG) and the Bangsamoro Islamic Freedom Fighters (BIFF) conducted joint 

attacks against the government forces in the Philippines in 2013.216 

The data for the dependent variable comes from the Rebel Organization 

Alliances Dataset217 (ROAD) (Balcells et al., 2022) covering the period of 1964–

2012.218As Figure 2.1 shows, 13.3% (251 out of total 1893) of rebel dyad-year 

observations have experienced formal rebel cooperation at some point during a given 

year while informal cooperation occurs in 10.1% (191 out of total 1893) of the 

observations. There is no cooperation of any type in 70.3% of the observations. The 

remaining 121 observations (6.4%) have missing values. Figure 2.2 demonstrates that 

rebel organizations, on average, have increasingly engaged in formal cooperative over 

time. This trend persisted until 1988 but it soon started to decline thereafter. Informal 

rebel ties, on the other hand, do not have a consistently increasing or decreasing 

 
216 Information accessed from the Mapping Militants Project (MMP) database. For more on the informal 
cooperation between BIFF and ASG, see: https://mappingmilitants.org/profiles/bangsamoro-islamic-
freedom-fighters#overview  
217 I use ROAD over other existing armed non-state alliance datasets such as the Militant Group Alliance 
and Rivalries (MGAR) (Blair et al., 2022a), Armed Group Dataset (AGD) (Malone, 2022), and few other 
data sources (Topal, 2024; Akcinaroglu, 2012; Bapat and Bond, 2012). MGAR has an extensive 
coverage of armed non-state actor relationships both across space and time. A wide variety of actors are 
included in MGAR such as terrorist, rebel, and other violent entities. However, the percentage of rebel 
organizations included in MGAR is quite low. Out of the total 3380 non-state entities included in MGAR, 
about 70% of them are organizations that are outside of the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) 
database. Thus, MGAR would not be well suited to evaluate the central theme of this study, which is 
about rebel leaders and rebel ties. The AGD dataset has an indicator to capture armed non-state actor 
alliances, but this data is time-invariant and is measured only at the group level thereby masking the 
identities of non-state support providers and recipients. Akcinaroglu (2012) includes time-varying data 
on rebel cooperation disaggregated by its type (i.e., formal and informal) but this data is coded at the 
rebel group level as opposed to rebel-rebel dyad level, which is the focus of my study. The data on rebel 
cooperation from Bapat and Bond (2012) is captured at the rebel dyad level but unlike ROAD it does 
not disaggregate cooperation into formal and informal types. Lastly, the data from Topal (2024) 
categorizes rebel cooperation into united armed fronts and battlefield coordination. However, this study 
is focused primarily on the initial design choice of cooperation rather than the incidence of different 
cooperation types over time. While Topal (2024) has disaggregated rebel cooperation data, it does not 
track the entire span of rebel relationships during conflict period.  
218 The actual temporal range of the ROAD data goes from 1946 to 2015 but after merging with the 
ROLE data for my independent variable, it results in the time frame of 1964–2012. 

https://mappingmilitants.org/profiles/bangsamoro-islamic-freedom-fighters#overview
https://mappingmilitants.org/profiles/bangsamoro-islamic-freedom-fighters#overview
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temporal pattern, except for its peak years of 1976 and 2006 where the majority of 

newly formed or ongoing rebel cooperative ties are of informal nature.  

 

Figure 2.1: Distribution of Rebel Cooperation Types 

 

Figure 2.2: Year-wise Distribution of Rebel Cooperation Types 
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Leader-Level Explanatory Variables 

There are two main independent variables in this study: LEADER PREWAR 

MILITARY EXPERIENCE and LEADER PREWAR POLITICAL EXPERIENCE. I 

use data from the Rebel Organization Leader (ROLE) dataset (Acosta et al., 2023) to 

construct these two variables. The ROLE dataset codes attributes at the level of 

individual rebel leaders for each rebel group–year (1964-2012). 

Out the total 1897 rebel-year observations in the ROLE database, slightly more 

than 8% of the rebel organizations had undergone leadership transitions at least once 

within the same year at any given time. In rebel group cases involving multiple rebel 

leaders (in sequential order) within the year (i.e., leader transition years), I consider the 

first rebel leader who is in power at the start of the year.219 There are 38 instances in 

the ROLE database where two or more individuals share power at the top of a rebel 

organization in any given year.220 To code leader attributes such as leader age for cases 

involving more than two simultaneous leaders in charge of a rebel group, I take the 

average age of these power sharing leaders for each group-year. Rebel leaders who 

share power have similar entry methods in the data except for six cases.221 The coding 

process for other leader traits (i.e., military and political experience) are discussed 

below.  

 
219 There are 116 out of the total 1897 (6.12 %) rebel group-year observations that involve more than 
one rebel leader in power (sequentially but not power sharing) within the same year.  
220 ROLE codes Myanmar-based Karen National Union (KNU) in 2008 as a power sharing case. 
However, further inspection of the precise leader start and end dates show that the three KNU leaders 
(i.e., Saw Ba Thin Sein, Htoo Htoo Lay, and Tamla Baw) had been in power sequentially but not during 
the same months in 2008. I manually corrected this observation to a non-power sharing case.  
221 These six cases include the Abu Sayyuf Group (ASG) in the Philippines between 2007 and 2011, and 
the military faction in Ethiopia led by Amsha Desta and Merid Negusie in 1989. Based on the 
information from the Rebel Leader Ascension (RLA) database (Cunningham and Sawyer, 2019), the 
entry methods in these 6 observations were recoded. RLA shows that the leaders who share power in 
these six cases have the same entry methods.  
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LEADER PREWAR MILITARY EXPERIENCE is a dummy variable that 

indicates whether both rebel leaders in a rebel dyad have prior military experience. It 

is defined using four non-mutually exclusive binary categories: STATE MILITARY 

SERVICE, COMBAT EXPERIENCE, MILITARY TRAINING ABROAD, and 

MILITARY CAREER.222, 223 The presence of at least one of these four categories (i.e., 

coded as ‘1’) indicates that a given leader has military experience. I follow Doctor 

(2021; 2020) in constructing the LEADER PREWAR MILITARY EXPERIENCE 

variable using the above set of categories.224  

In cases of power sharing, I code each of the leader experience features as ‘1’ 

when they are present among all the simultaneous group leaders and coded as ‘0’ when 

not present in at least one of the simultaneous leaders. To give an example of how I 

coded the above leader attributes for power sharing cases in ROLE, both Johnny Htoo 

and Luther Htoo who oversaw the God’s Army in Myanmar had prior combat 

experience. COMBAT EXPERIENCE for the God’s Army is coded as ‘1’. Between 

1982 to 1996, the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (URNG) involved three 

 
222 Military training abroad is coded as ‘1’ when a rebel leader has received military training from a 
foreign military or foreign rebel group. State military experience includes cases where a rebel leader has 
served in the military of an internationally recognized state. Combat experience involves rebel leaders 
taking on a combatant role within the same rebel organization that they are currently in charge of or has 
served as a rank-and-file member in an armed non-state organization or state military. Rebel leaders who 
were primarily involved in a military-specific occupation (i.e., military career) prior to their leadership 
role can are also coded under military experience. Non-state armed group experience indicates the 
involvement of rebel leaders in any armed organization other than the one they currently lead. This could 
also include the parent organizations of the ones that splintered and are being led by the given rebel 
leader. For more details on the coding process of each of these leader-experience subcategories, see the 
ROLE data codebook accessed here: https://www.rebelleaders.org/download  
223 In the robustness checks, I also include an additional category, non-state armed group experience, to 
count towards military experience. Existing work primarily focuses on rebel leader’s military experience 
specifically in the context of the state apparatus.  
224 Doctor, however, does not include military career. But I still consider this category since it hints at 
the military component involved in one’s professional career.  

https://www.rebelleaders.org/download
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rebel leaders in a power sharing arrangement.225 I coded COMBAT EXPERIENCE as 

‘0’ since only one of the three leaders had prior combat experience.  

Figure 2.3 shows the distribution of each of these four categories along with the 

armed non-state experience category using data from ROLE.226 About 74% of rebel 

leaders in the sample did not have experience in a state military nor have they received 

military training abroad. Most leaders did not pursue professional military careers as 

their primary occupation prior to assuming rebel leadership responsibilities. The 

sample comprises many leaders (~42%) who were previously rank-and-file members 

of either state or non-state armed entities. The stacked bar plot in Figure 2.4 suggests 

that among allied rebel dyads, formal cooperation is more frequently observed in cases 

where leaders of both rebel dyad members do not have any prior military experience. 

More number of informal rebel ties occur in rebel dyad cases comprising both leaders 

with military experience. The statistical analysis below will confirm if this correlation 

support evident in the relationship between military experience and informal 

cooperation hold significance from a statistical standpoint. The main regression 

analysis includes the aggregate military experience variable along with its four 

constituent categories to explore their individual effects on rebel cooperation. 

 
225 During this period, URNG was led by Pablo Monsanto, Rodrigo Asturias, and Rolando Morán.  
226 I do not include armed non-state experience to code the military experience variable for rebel leaders. 
However, I use it as part of the robustness checks section, elaborated later in the study.   
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Figure 2.3: Distribution of Rebel Leader Military Experience by Type 

 

 

Figure 2.4: Distribution of Rebel Cooperation by Leader’s Military Experience  
 

Political experience is another characteristic of rebel leaders that could 

influence rebel cooperation. Using data from ROLE, I measure LEADER PREWAR 
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POLITICAL EXPERIENCE as a dummy variable indicating whether both rebel 

leaders in each rebel dyad have prior political experience. Each leader’s political 

experience is constructed using two main non-mutually exclusive categories: 

GOVERNMENT POSITION and POLITICAL CAREER.227 Rebel leaders are 

considered as politically experienced when they have least one of these two 

attributes.228 As Figure 2.5 indicates, most rebel leaders in the data sample do not have 

a political background (i.e., government capacity or formal political career) prior to 

joining a rebel organization and taking over its leadership duties. Among the very few 

political experienced rebel leaders (see Figure 2.6), formal cooperation is observed in 

a higher number of rebel dyad cases than informal ties. Further exploration is needed 

to confirm whether political experience of rebel leaders has a meaningful impact on the 

occurrence of rebel cooperation, especially of formal type. The regression analysis in 

the section below will address this in more detail.   

 
227 Political experience captures rebel leaders with either prior government experience (local and 
national) in an internationally recognized state or had a political career as their primary career before 
taking on a leadership role in the rebel organization. I do not include political affiliation to code for the 
political experience of rebel leaders, but its effects are further explored in the robustness checks. I discuss 
this in more detail in the later sections.  
228 This approach builds on Doctor (2021, 2020).  
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Figure 2.5: Distribution of Rebel Leader Political Experience by Type 

 

Figure 2.6: Distribution of Rebel Cooperation by Leader’s Political Experience  
 

Control Variables 

I include several control variables at the leader–, dyad–, conflict–, and country–levels, 

that I suspect could confound the relationship between the explanatory and dependent 
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variables. At the leader–level, I control for rebel leader tenure and leader entry method. 

First, using data from Prorok (2016), I measure REBEL LEADER TENURE as the 

number of years that the incumbent rebel leader has been in power.229 I code leader 

tenure as zero for those years when rebel organizations undergo leadership 

transitions.230 To match this data with UCDP rebel dyads, I take the minimum value of 

the leader tenures corresponding to each rebel organization in a given rebel dyad–year. 

This variable ranges between 0 and 18 years and has a mean value of 2.735 years.231 

Next, I use the ROLE database to control for the differences in how rebel leaders enter 

leadership positions. Specifically, I measure FOUNDING LEADER232 as a dummy 

variable to indicate whether both leaders in any given rebel dyad have founded their 

respective rebel organizations (coded as ‘1’) or assumed power as a non-founder (coded 

as ‘0’).233 About 14% of rebel dyad-year observations in the sample have instances of 

both rebel organizations being led by founding leaders.  

At the dyadic–level, I first control for SHARED IDEOLOGY among rebel dyad 

members, which according to previous studies influences the likelihood of rebel 

cooperation occurrence (Balcells et al., 2022; Gade et al., 2019).234 Using data from the 

 
229 I use the rebel leader’s start and end dates variables (ldrstwar_year, ldrendwar_year) from Prorok 
(2016) to calculate their leadership time (in years). I convert Prorok’s data to extract the leadership 
attributes for each rebel organization. 
230 In about 10% of rebel dyad-year observations in my sample, leader transitions have occurred within 
at least one dyad member at some point during their active operational years.  
231 These descriptive statistics (minimum, maximum, and mean) correspond to the rebel leader tenure 
variable, which is a dyadic level measure representing the minimum value of the leader tenure (in years) 
corresponding to rebel A and that of rebel B in each dyad-year. 
232 For robustness check, I substitute founding leader with seized power and the results remain the same.  
233 Non-founder pathways to rebel leadership position can include any of the following categories: seized 
power by force, appointed/designated, elected, or unknown. For more on rebel leader entry methods, 
refer to Acosta et al. (2023) and Cunningham and Sawyer (2019). 
234 Ideologically similar rebel organizations have greater inclinations to cooperate because of their 
alignment in preferences and rebel organizations that compete for recruits and resources from shared 
ethnic constituencies are less inclined to cooperate (Balcells et al., 2022). Robustness checks with shared 
ethnicity and shared ideology (exclusive).  
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Foundations of Rebel Group Emergence (FORGE) dataset (Braithwaite and 

Cunningham, 2020), I measure ideological homophily as a dummy variable, with ‘1’ 

indicating that both rebel organizations share the same ideology and ‘0’ otherwise.235  

Second, I control for POWER SYMMETRY between rebel organizations with 

the expectation that symmetrical rebel dyads are less likely to observe cooperation than 

asymmetrical dyads (Gade et al., 2019; Furtado, 2007).236 I use data from the Non-State 

Actor (NSA) dataset (D. Cunningham et al., 2013) to code power symmetry as a binary 

variable with ‘1’ indicating symmetric rebel dyads and ‘0’ indicating power 

asymmetry.237 Next, I use a SPLINTER dummy to capture the presence of splinter 

origins in each dyad.238 It is coded as ‘1’ either when a rebel organization splinters from 

the other dyad member, or when both dyad members splintered from the same parent 

organization. It is coded as ‘0’ when neither of the two rebel organizations emerge 

through splintering process. I use data from the UCDP Actor Dataset v.22.1 (Davies, 

Pettersson, and Oberg, 2022) to code this variable. Lastly, I control for differences in 

the command structures within rebel organizations. This is in line with previous 

research showing that internal group structures influence rebel behavior (Doctor and 

Willingham, 2022). Using data from the Non-State Actor (NSA) dataset (D. 

 
235 I measure rebel ideologies along the following categories: Communist, leftist, nationalist, rightist, 
and religious. I code the ideological homophily variable as ‘1’ if both the dyad members of a rebel-rebel 
dyad share similarity across any of the five ideological categories mentioned above.  
236 Rebel organizations evaluate their standing in the rebel opposition side (Krause, 2017) when deciding 
on their alliance partner choices (Christia, 2012).  
237 I use the rebstrength variable from the NSA dataset, which is defined as the strength of rebel forces 
relative to the government forces (Cunningham et al., 2013, p. 4). It is measured as an ordinal index 
ranging between much weaker, weaker, parity, stronger, and much stronger. Power symmetry is coded 
as 1 when the rebel strengths of the dyad members are equal. See the NSA codebook for more details.  
238 In line with Balcells et al. (2022), splintering is an important factor to account for in rebel cooperation 
dynamics. According to their study, rebel organizations “emerging from connected fragmentation 
processes are likely to share a constituency and display tendencies to ally, depending on whether 
separation was amicable” (Balcells et al., 2022, p. 8). 
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Cunningham et al., 2013), COMMAND CENTRALIZATION239 is measured as a 

binary variable with ‘1’ indicating both dyad members having centralized command 

structures and ‘0’ otherwise.240  

At the conflict–level, I control for the duration241 and intensity of civil conflicts 

using data from UCDP data from the UCDP Dyadic Data v.22.1 (Harbom, Melander, 

and Wallensteen, 2008). Rebel organizations in their early phases of conflict are less 

likely to feel the capability needs to support their campaign and therefore show lesser 

inclination towards collaboration.242 The variable CONFLICT DURATION counts the 

number of years since the conflict has been ongoing.243 To measure this variable for 

each rebel dyad pairing, I take the minimum value of the duration of respective conflicts 

that each dyad member is actively part of.244 I control for CONFLICT INTENSITY 

with the expectation that rebel organizations that operate in high-intensity conflict 

zones experience a greater need for rebel support. This variable is coded as 1 for low-

level armed conflicts (25–999 battle deaths) and 2 for war (1000 deaths or more). At 

the rebel dyadic level, I convert this ordinal measure to a dummy variable, with ‘1’ 

indicating that both rebel organizations operate in high intensity conflicts (i.e., war) 

and ‘0’ otherwise.  

 
239 Rebel command centralization is defined as the presence of a clear line of command inside a rebel 
organization. This definition comes from the NSA codebook (D. Cunningham et al., 2013, p. 4).  
See the NSA codebook here: http://ksgleditsch.com/data/NSAEX_codebook.pdf  
240 About 9 % of the rebel dyad-year observations in the sample comprise at least one dyad member with 
a decentralized command.  
241 By duration, I imply the length of time that a given rebel organization has been in conflict against a 
recognized government since the year when that rebel-government dyad’s battlefield hostilities had 
reached 25 battle-deaths.  
242 Additionally, information constraints become less severe as the conflict progresses. Conflict actors 
start to gain knowledge about other actors’ capabilities and willingness as time in conflict increases 
(Filson and Werner, 2002, p. 832).   
243 Conflict duration is coded as ‘0’ for the first year of conflict. 
244 This measurement approach helps capture rebel dyad members that belong to different conflicts.  

http://ksgleditsch.com/data/NSAEX_codebook.pdf
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Next, I control for various country–level factors that could affect the probability 

of rebel cooperation. First, for each rebel-rebel dyad, I account for the NUMBER OF 

REBEL ORGANIZATIONS pitted against the same government as the rebel dyad 

members in any given year. I extract this organizational count data from UCDP. 

Fragmented rebel movements imply a wider pool of alliance partners to choose from 

thereby increasing rebel alliance probability. On the other hand, more rebel 

organizations can also mean having fewer incentives to form alliances with each one 

trying to outbid others. Next, high levels of GOVERNMENT REPRESSION can 

destabilize rebel organizations and motivate them to seek outside support (Bapat and 

Bond, 2012). I measure this variable as an interval type (from 0–1) using data from the 

Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) v.13. database.245 Third, I control for POPULATION 

(in millions, logged) with the expectation that highly populated countries can consume 

a greater share of government security forces towards monitoring purposes. Fourth, I 

control for GDP PER CAPITA (in million 2011 USD) to account for government 

capacity. Rebel organizations operating in countries with strong incumbent 

governments tend to have greater incentives to cooperate. Both POPULATION and 

GDP PER CAPITA variables are log-transformed to account for their skewed 

distributions. Lastly, I control for the LEVEL OF DEMOCRACY using the 

v2x_polyarchy variable obtained from the V-Dem database. I extract data for most of 

 
245 The physical violence index (v2x_clphy) from V-Dem is an interval variable coded from low to high 
(0-1). It measures the degree to which physical integrity is respected in each country-year. V-Dem 
defines physical integrity as freedom from political killings and torture by the government (Coppedge et 
al., 2023, p. 297).  
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the above country-level variables using the peacescienceR package in R statistical 

software (Miller, 2022).246  

Estimation Strategy 

The outcome variable in this study measures the type of rebel cooperation, and it has 

three mutually exclusive and unordered response values that include: (1) Formal rebel 

cooperation, (2) Informal rebel cooperation, and (3) No rebel cooperation. I use a 

multinomial logistic regression model to evaluate the effects of prewar rebel leader 

experiences on the likelihood of occurrence of each type of rebel cooperation (i.e., 

formal, and informal) versus having no cooperation (baseline category).247 This follows 

the modeling strategy taken by other recent studies on armed non–state actor 

cooperation (Blair et al., 2022a; Balcells et al., 2022).248  

Since the units of observation in my sample may be correlated across time, I 

control for the time since PREVIOUS INTERREBEL COOPERATION249 and include 

its cubic polynomials (Carter and Signarino, 2010).  Given that most rebel cooperation 

events last only for short periods of time and do not tend to repeat over consecutive 

years, cubic polynomials could be a better alternative over lagged dependent variables 

to address temporal dependency issues in the outcome variable. Models also include 

regional dummy variables to control for region–specific effects. Lastly, I cluster 

 
246 For more details on how to pull data for each country-level variable using specific functions in 
peacescienceR, see: https://github.com/svmiller/peacesciencer  
247 For robustness checks, I also run an ordered logistic regression model. 
248 Although Blair and co-authors include both rebel and terrorist organizations in their study.  
249 To construct this variable, I build on a similar approach used by Fjelde and Nilsson (2012) in their 
study about inter-rebel conflict. 

https://github.com/svmiller/peacesciencer
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standard errors at the country level to account for non-independent errors within each 

country.  

Results 

Table B1 presents the descriptive statistics for the key variables in the analysis. The 

data sample comprises 301 rebel organizations operating across 48 countries and 104 

civil conflict zones from 1964-2012. The results of the multinomial logistic regression 

are shown in Table 2.1. Model 1 is the baseline specification with just the primary 

independent variables included. Model 2 is the full specification that includes the entire 

set of controls.250 The binary leadership indicators capturing military and political 

experiences are further disaggregated into their respective subcategories. Model 3 

shows the results from the inclusion of these leader experience subcategories along 

with other control variables.  

The results show partial support for the hypotheses. In line with H2a, the prewar 

military experience of rebel leaders is shown to statistically significantly increase the 

likelihood of the occurrence of informal rebel cooperation, all else equal; it matters less 

so in the case of formal rebel cooperation, which is opposite to the prediction in H2b. 

The results also indicate that rebel leader’s political experience has a positive and 

statistically significant effect on formal cooperation occurrence. On the contrary, the 

political experience of leaders does not seem to have a meaningful impact on informal 

ties.  

 
250 Due to space constraints, Table 2.1 only displays the estimates of the main explanatory variables. The 
full set of control variables and their coefficient estimates can be found in Table A1. 
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Model fit diagnostics indicate that Model 2 presented in Table 2.1 is well 

specified and performs better than Model 1. Both Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) 

and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) help evaluate model quality with lower 

scores indicating better performance. The AIC score decreases from 1372.09 to 

859.436 when moving from Model 1 (baseline) to Model 2 (full specification) 

respectively. The baseline model’s BIC is 1400.153 but drops to 1077.405 in the full 

model with all controls included.  

To illustrate the substantive effects of our key variables, I plot the predicted 

probabilities (see Figures 2.7 and 2.8) and the average marginal effects (see Figure B5 

in the appendix), both of which are based on the estimates from Model 3. Both these 

effects plots are created using commands from the ‘marginaleffects’ package in R 

(Arel-Bundock et al., forthcoming). Confidence intervals are shown at the 0.95 level. 

Holding all other predictors at their observed values, I predict the probability of the 

occurrence of different rebel cooperation types for each unique value of the two main 

predictor variables, the presence of prewar military and political experiences of rebel 

leaders. The average predicted probability of informal cooperation is 0.118 for rebel 

organizations involving non–military experienced leaders and this probability increases 

to 0.190 among military–led rebel dyad members in a given year. On the other hand, 

the predicted probability of formal rebel cooperation decreases from 0.239 to 0.189, 

moving from rebel dyad cases with non-military experienced leaders to military-led 

rebel dyad members. The average marginal effect (Figure B5) of moving from no 

military experience category to military experienced rebel leadership category 

increases the probability of informal cooperation by 1.8% percentage points while 
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formal cooperation probability decreases by 0.003 which is quite small. The average 

marginal effect of moving from no political experience to politically experience leaders 

on probability of formal cooperation increases by 0.05 points suggesting the impact is 

not substantively significant.  

Turning to the control variables, the results show that rebel leaders who are in 

power for longer periods increase the likelihood of rebel cooperation occurrence, both 

of formal and informal types. Leader tenure has a statistically significant effect on rebel 

cooperation type. Rebel dyad members that are each led by their founding leaders are 

more likely to engage in formal cooperation and less likely to cooperate informally, 

than not having any cooperation. However, the impact of founding rebel leaders is not 

statistically significantly different from non–founders.  

When rebel organizations share the same ideology, the occurrence of informal 

rebel cooperation is statistically significantly more likely relative to no cooperation. 

Shared ideology is positively associated to formal cooperation occurrence, but this 

effect is only statistically significant at the 90% (p < 0.1) confidence threshold. 

Symmetric rebel dyads, when compared to asymmetric pairs, are significantly more 

likely to have formal rebel cooperation relative to no cooperation. Informal rebel ties 

are less likely to occur among symmetric dyads than asymmetric dyads, but this effect 

is not statistically significant. Rebel organizations that emerge through common 

splintering processes are statistically significantly less likely to engage in formal 

cooperation than having no cooperation at all. Splinter origins also lower the likelihood 

of informal rebel cooperation, but this effect is statistically insignificant. The impact of 

having centralized command structures on rebel cooperation occurrence (both formal 
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and informal types) is statistically indistinguishable from rebel dyads with 

decentralized structures. Rebel dyad members that currently operate in high intensity 

conflict zones are statistically significantly more likely to involve formal ties than no 

cooperation. Informal rebel cooperation is also more likely to occur in conflict 

environments that are characterized by heavy casualties. However, this effect is not 

statistically significant at the conventional thresholds. The time since conflict onset 

does not seem to have any meaningful impact on the occurrence of formal and informal 

rebel cooperation.  

At the country-level, government repression affects the occurrence of formal 

and informal cooperation in opposite directions but neither of them holds statistical 

significance at 95% confidence level. As the number of active rebel organizations based 

in each country goes up, formal ties are more likely to occur while informal cooperation 

is less likely. However, rebel organization count has a statistically insignificant effect 

on the incidence of either type of rebel cooperation. GDP per capita has a negative and 

significant effect on the likelihood of rebel cooperation occurrence of both formal and 

informal types. Other country–specific explanations such as regime type and 

population do not have a statistically significant relationship with the occurrence of 

both formal and informal rebel ties.  

Table 2.1: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation Type 

 Model 1          Model 2 Model 3 

 Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal 

Leader Military 
Background 

-0.501 
(0.244)* 

0.980 
(0.225)*** 

-0.397 
(0.388) 

0.757 
(0.331)*     
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Table 2.1: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation Type 

 Model 1          Model 2 Model 3 

 Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal 

State Military Service     -0.286 
(1.454) 

-0.748 
(1.066) 

Combat Experience     -0.801 
(0.470)· 

-0.423 
(0.595) 

Military Training Abroad     0.987 
(0.749) 

1.198 
(0.532)* 

Military Career     -9.384 
(0.000)*** 

-10.295 
(0.000)*** 

Leader Political 
Background 

0.804 
(0.402)* 

0.174 
(0.530) 

1.740 
(0.705)* 

-0.258 
(0.655) 

  

Political Office     4.077 
(1.083)*** 

0.349 
(0.755) 

Political Career     -0.555 
(1.236) 

-7.742 
(0.000)*** 

Controls Included? No Yes Yes 

Reference Category (DV) No Cooperation No Cooperation No Cooperation 

Cubic Time Polynomials Yes Yes Yes 

Regional Dummies Yes Yes Yes 

Clustered-Standard Errors 
(Country) Yes Yes Yes 

AIC 1372.090 859.436 829.999 

BIC 1400.153 1077.405 1083.401 
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Table 2.1: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation Type 

 Model 1          Model 2 Model 3 

 Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal 

Log Likelihood -680.045 -381.718 -359.000 

Num. obs. 794 693 682 

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; ·p < 0.1 

 

 

Figure 2.7: Predicted Probabilities of Rebel Cooperation Type by Leader’s Military 
Experience 
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Figure 2.8: Predicted Probabilities of Rebel Cooperation Type by Leader’s Political 
Experience 

 

Robustness Checks 

The key findings in the analysis are robust to the use of alternative modelling strategy, 

inclusion of additional control variables, and alternative measurement of key 

explanatory variables. The results of these robustness checks are included in the 

appendix section below.  

In the main analysis, rebel cooperation is operationalized as a categorical 

outcome. But it is possible that rebels cooperate across varying degrees of strength. To 

model this ordered outcome, I use an ordinal logistic regression approach. The 

dependent variable, REBEL COOPERATION STRENGTH, ranges from formal 

cooperation (highest strength) to informal cooperation (moderate strength) and no 
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cooperation (lowest strength). The results in Models 5 and 6 (Table B4) show that the 

prewar military expertise of rebel leaders decreases the likelihood of higher order (i.e., 

formal) rebel cooperation to occur. The prewar political expertise of rebel leaders 

increases the likelihood of the occurrence of higher order cooperation. However, both 

these effects do not hold statistical significance. Further theorizing is needed to make 

sense of these preliminary findings. 

I rerun the multinomial logistic model by controlling for the NUMBER OF 

COMMON EXTERNAL STATE SPONSORS. Due to its high percentage of 

missingness,251 I do not include this variable in the main analysis. Using data from the 

Non-State Armed Groups (NAGs) dataset (San-Acka, 2016), I measure this variable as 

the count of state sponsors shared between the rebel dyad members in each year. Unlike 

previous studies that measure state sponsorship as a binary variable (Popovic, 2018; 

Bapat and Bond, 2012), I use a count variable mainly to account for the possibility that 

rebel organizations can share more than one common state sponsor at any given point 

in time. As shown in Model 7 (see Table B5), the results are robust to the inclusion of 

common state sponsorship although this variable by itself is not statistically significant. 

Rebel leader age and entry method are two other leader-specific features that 

could influence the type of rebel cooperation. In line with previous studies that 

demonstrate the role of LEADER AGE in shaping conflict dynamics (Silverman et al., 

2023; Horowitz et al 2015)252, I control for the age of incumbent rebel leaders 

 
251 About 40% of the observations in my sample (i.e., 759 out of 1893) have missing information on the 
state sponsorship variable.  
252 Young rebel leaders are generally expected to be more risk-taking early into their tenures and this can 
affect both the willingness of rebel leaders to enter cooperation and thereby their partnership viability as 
perceived by their potential rebel partners. That said, both Silverman et al. (2023) and Horowitz et al. 
(2015) show the trickiness in exploring the impact of leader age in a straightforward manner. For this 
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representing each rebel dyad member. I also substitute the founding rebel leader 

variable with LEADER SEIZED POWER variable.253 It is coded as ‘1’ when the leader 

of at least one rebel-rebel dyad member took has seized power from an already existing 

leader and ‘0’ otherwise.254 The data for both rebel leader age and leader entry method 

come from the ROLE database (Acosta et al., 2023). Models 8–10 in Table B6 show 

that effects of leader experiences hold even after including leader age and power seize 

variables in their respective models.255 Leader entry by forceful means (e.g., power 

seize) decreases the likelihood of rebel cooperation occurrence, be it formal or 

informal. 

Next, I control for the AGE of each rebel dyad member and their AGE 

DIFFERENCE using data from the Foundations of Rebel Group Emergence (FORGE) 

dataset (Braithwaite and Cunningham, 2020).256 The results in Model 11 (Table B7) 

show that both formal and informal rebel cooperation is less likely to occur (relative to 

no cooperation) as the age gap between rebel dyad members increases. However, the 

effect is only statistically significant in the case of formal cooperation. These findings 

 
study, I only include leader age variables and not their squared terms used to test for a curvilinear 
relationship.  
253 This variable accounts for the possibility that rebel leaders who assume power through violent 
takeovers (i.e., coups) or other undemocratic means tend to have lower reputation in the eyes of other 
rebel organizations and thus less preferable for partnerships. 
254 There are few other methods of leader entry that are not explicitly analyzed here. Figure A3 shows 
the distribution of different leader entry routes.  
255 The political knowledge of rebel leaders has a positive but insignificant impact on the likelihood of 
formal rebel cooperation.  
256 FORGE provides data for the founding year of each rebel organization, and this facilitates the 
measurement of organizational age. Thirteen rebel organizations in FORGE were coded as being 
founded a few years later than their first year of inflicting at least 25 battle-deaths. For example, the 
People’s Armed Forces in Chad was founded in 1978, but its first fighting-related casualties (25 or more) 
had occurred the year before. To avoid negative organizational ages in my sample data, I recode these 
13 cases to substitute each of their founding years with their respective first years of fighting. 
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are in line with previous works suggesting that cooperation is more likely to occur 

among violent organizations that fall under similar age brackets (Blair et al., 2022a). 

Since the data sample involves cases of cross–conflict rebel dyads, it is possible 

that any two dyad members have opposing rebel campaign objectives, which in turn 

may undermine the likelihood of cooperation between them. To account for this 

possibility, I control for CONFLICT ISSUE MISMATCH, which is measured as a 

dummy variable with ‘1’ indicating a mismatch in conflict goals between rebel dyad 

members and ‘0’ otherwise.257 I also include additional country-level control variables 

such as MILITARY PERSONNEL (in millions and log-transformed)258, ETHNIC 

FRACTIONALIZATION259, and TERRAIN RUGGEDNESS.260 The data for all these 

three variables are extracted using the peacescienceR package in R (Miller, 2022). I 

measure this variable using the terrain ruggedness index calculated by Nunn and Puga 

(2012). Furthermore, I also include a POST-COLD WAR dummy to account for the 

differences in rebel cooperation trends before and after the year 1990. The regression 

results from the inclusion of these additional conflict-, and country-based factors are 

shown in Models 12–16 in Table B8.  

I control for SHARED ETHNICITY along with SHARED IDEOLOGY to 

consider the distinct effects they have on rebel cooperation (Balcells et al., 2022). Rebel 

dyad members that emerge from the same ethnic communities are coded as ‘1’, and ‘0’ 

 
257 I conceptualize a rebel organization’s conflict goal as the main conflict issue facing that organization, 
which according to the UCDP database is referred to as incompatibility.  
258 Scholars show that the presence of strong government military (i.e., large armed forces size) deters 
rebel cooperation (Asal et al., 2016).  
259 Ethnic fractionalization measures the degree of polarization of a state’s ethnic and religious groups. 
It tests for the possibility that ethnically diverse countries are more conflict prone.  
260 Difficult terrains make it harder for governments to project power thereby lowering the need for 
cooperation for rebel organizations (Balcells et al., 2022, p. 9).  
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otherwise. I code this variable using data from the ACD2EPR dataset (Wucherpfennig 

et al., 2012). Model 17 in Table B9 demonstrates the effects of these two variables on 

rebel cooperation type.  

Next, I account for the differences in prewar resource endowments at the 

organizational level (see Model 18 in Table B10) using data from the FORGE dataset 

(Braithwaite and Cunningham, 2020). Building on Braithwaite and Cunningham 

(2023), I distinguish rebel parent types along two broad dimensions: COMMUNITY 

TIES, and MILITARY EXPERTISE.261 At the rebel dyad level, COMMUNITY TIES 

and is coded as ‘1’ when both dyad members have prewar community expertise, and 

‘0’ otherwise. Similarly, MILITARY EXPERTISE is coded as ‘1’ when both dyad 

members have prewar military expertise, and ‘0’ otherwise.262  

The presence of political institutions within each rebel dyad member and rebel’s 

access to territory are two other factors that are considered. Models 19 and 20 in Table 

B11 show that POLITICAL WING and TERRITORIAL CONTROL do not have 

statistically significant impact on the likelihood of both formal and informal ties.  

Lastly, I test for the robustness of my results using alternative measurement 

approaches of military and political experiences of rebel leaders. In the current analysis, 

 
261 Community ties is measured at an aggregate level and this variable itself comprises multiple sub-
categories including political party, non-party political movement, trade unions, student group, and 
religious organization. Military expertise is also an aggregate-level variable comprising multiple sub-
dimensions such as rebel groups, terrorist groups, foreign fighters, government’s current or former armed 
forces. Each of these two aggregate-level variables (community ties and military expertise) are coded as 
‘1’ when any of their sub-category switches are turned on. For more on the measurement of these two 
variables at the individual rebel group level, see Braithwaite and Cunningham (2023, p. 13). 
262 Each rebel organization can emerge with both community and military expertise. In other words, 
these two categories are not mutually exclusive). In my sample, about 15% of the rebel dyad-year 
observations have prewar community ties. Both dyad members in these observations have prewar 
expertise in community ties. Only 11 observations in the sample are coded with prewar military 
expertise. That is, there are 11 cases where both rebel organizations in a dyad have prior military 
expertise.    
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military experience of rebel leaders is primarily associated with state military. To 

account for the past involvement of rebel leaders in non-state militaries (i.e., other rebel 

groups), I expand the scope of the military background variable to include armed non-

state experience. Similarly, I also expand the political experience variable to code for 

the existence of political party affiliations of rebel leaders prior to assuming power.263 

Models 21 and 22 in Table B12 indicate the loss of statistical significance for both the 

leader experience variables when measured using alternative approaches.264  

Conclusion 

In this study, I examine the impact of rebel leader origins on the type of rebel 

cooperation occurrence. Using a reputation–based framework, I argue that rebel leaders 

who possess military and/or political backgrounds are better equipped in attracting 

rebel partners during wartime. Specifically, I expect that leaders with military 

experience are more likely to engage in both formal and informal ties, compared to 

having no cooperation at all. Furthermore, politically experienced rebel leaders who 

are bolstered by their positive constituency reputation are thus more likely to take part 

in formal ties. However, this experience matters less so for primarily military–focused 

informal ties.  

The results from multinomial logistic regression indicate only partial support 

for the above hypotheses. Rebel leader’s prewar military experience has a positive and 

 
263 This is based on the measurement approach used in previous rebel leader studies (Doctor, 2021; 
2020). Since the political affiliations variable taken from ROLE database does not distinguish between 
the participation of rebel leaders in political parties from participation in non-violent movements or 
political associations, I do not include it in the main analysis to code for political experience of rebel 
leaders.  
264 Both military and political experience variables are coded using a more inclusive set of categories.  
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statistically significant effect on the occurrence of informal rebel cooperation. Contrary 

to my expectations, the results show that having a military background can 

disincentivize the occurrence of formal cooperation, although this effect is statistically 

indistinguishable at the conventional levels (i.e., 95% confidence levels). While the 

political experience of rebel leaders has a positive and statistically significant effect on 

the occurrence of formal rebel cooperation, its impact on informal ties is not 

statistically significant.  

Rebel ties tend to pose significant security risks to the governments. One of the 

most frequently used government tactics to reduce such threats is leader decapitation. 

The targeting of top–level leaders using air strikes and drone attacks is shown to be 

effective in disrupting rebel and terrorist alliance networks (Blair et al., 2022b). 

However, such aggressive counterinsurgency measures are often met with serious 

criticism due to their high civilian casualties. It is crucial that governments look for 

alternative ways to address the security concerns of rebel collaboration that do not place 

such high risk toward civilian lives. Policymakers can utilize peaceful rapprochement 

techniques to engage with the leaders of either one of the allied rebel organizations. By 

offering concessions to rebel leaders, it is possible for the government to prevent the 

emergence of new rebel ties or limit ongoing rebel partnerships from deepening further. 

For example, Myanmar’s “reward wedging” (Izumikawa, 2013)265 strategies have been 

widely used by the state army to split up ethnic rebel coalitions. The prewar attributes 

of rebel leaders along with their selection mechanisms (Cunningham and Sawyer, 

2019) are among a few approaches that governments can rely on to identify and invite 

 
265 Also, referred to as “selective accommodation” by other scholars (Crawford, 2011) 



 

 

118 
 

potential rebel leaders for talks. Overall, rebel leaders can act as key focal points for 

government intervention into rebel cooperative ties.  

Moving forward, it is critical that both conflict scholars and policymakers 

recognize the need to disaggregate rebel relationships as opposed to lumping all of 

them together into one category. Through this study, it is evident that rebels have 

distinct strategic motivations for involving in different types of partnerships; but 

whether these partnerships meaningfully translate into improved rebel performance, is 

a question left for future research. The current study focuses on two specific socializing 

experiences (e.g., military and/or political service) of rebel leaders to understand their 

organization’s wartime preferential attachment patterns. Future leader–oriented studies 

should also consider other relevant ascriptive characteristics (Krcmaric et al., 2020) 

such as ethnicity and religion266 that are likely to condition rebel leader behavior. The 

interplay between individual rebel leaders and their sub–commanders, and how it 

shapes organizational decision–making (e.g., cooperation) is an area that is ripe for 

further exploration.267  

There are plans to expand the project in multiple directions. For the next 

iteration, I plan to rerun the analysis to examine whether the impact of prior leader 

attributes on rebel cooperation type is conditional on the rebel leader’s time in power. 

It is possible that prewar leader experiences would matter relatively more in the nascent 

stages of leader tenure when there is considerable uncertainty regarding leader 

preferences and their reputation. Both military and political experience measures are 

 
266 That is, the ethnic or religious communities that rebel leaders emerge from.  
267 Saunders (2017, p. 140) makes a similar point in the case of state leaders and their advisors.  
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parsed into their different subcategories. Although the currently analysis does include 

the disaggregated leader experience categories, I mainly analyze these sub-categories 

from an exploratory point of view but does not delve deeper into the causal mechanisms 

of each of these leadership experience subcategories. For future works, I would like to 

delve deeper into understanding how different military–based (e.g., state military 

service, training abroad, combat, military career etc.) and political-based (e.g., political 

party, political career etc.) experiences drive rebel cooperation decisions differently.  
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Part III: Militant Alliances and the Severity of Terrorist 
Violence: A Portfolio-Based Approach 
 
Most studies show that alliances enhance the violent capabilities of militant 
organizations. However, one key underlying assumption behind these findings is that 
all alliances are equally beneficial to militant organizations, which is not always the 
case. Militant alliances take diverse forms and shapes depending on the specific issue-
areas of cooperation, levels of cooperation, and direction of resource flows between 
alliance member organizations. Alliance characteristics vary both within and across 
militant organizations cross-nationally. This accordingly can shape the ability of 
militant organizations to undermine government interests by engaging in terrorism. In 
this study, I examine if and how the diversity and directionality of alliance ties 
influence the severity of militant violence. I argue that militant organizations with 
diverse alliance portfolios are more likely to perpetrate highly lethal terrorist attacks. 
Furthermore, I also demonstrate that militant organizations that provide most of the 
support to each of their alliance partners (i.e., act as patron) tend to be less able to 
conduct lethal terrorism that results in greater number of fatalities. To test these 
hypotheses, I run a Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial regression model (1970–2012) by 
combining data from the Militant Group Alliances and Rivalries (MGAR) and 
Extended Data on Terrorist Groups (EDTG) datasets (1970–2016). The findings only 
show support to the directionality hypothesis but not the diversity hypothesis. 
Specifically, the proportion of alliances in which a militant organization acts as the 
patron has a negative and statistically significant effect on the lethality of militant 
violence. Overall, the results highlight the need for taking a disaggregated approach in 
studying the impact of militant alliances. From a counterterrorism standpoint, there are 
some clear policy implications as well. Not all militant alliances are similarly 
structured, and this can alter the level of security risks that they pose to the government. 
Being linked to a greater number of alliance partners does not automatically indicate 
higher threat levels. Along with the number of alliances, the variety of alliance 
characteristics, specifically the supplier and recipient status of militant alliance 
members, are also equally important to consider, if not more.  
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Introduction 

In June 2012, the head of the United States military’s Africa Command, General Carter 

Ham, expressed his concerns about the emerging security threats in Africa, especially 

due to the increasing coordination between three dominant Islamist militant groups 

operating in the region (Lerman, 2012).268 These include the Nigeria-based Boko 

Haram, Al-Qa’ida in the Lands of the Islamic Maghreb (AQLIM), which is Al-Qaida’s 

local affiliate in North Africa269, and Al-Shabaab based in Somalia. Specific evidence 

suggests that both AQLIM and Al-Shabaab provided Boko Haram with resource 

support.270 In 2011, several fighters from Boko Haram were trained at Al-Shabaab’s 

training camps in Somalia (Al-Shabaab, BAAD Database).271 Additionally, Boko 

Haram also received support from AQLIM in that same year (Onuoha, 2014).272 

AQLIM’s support to Boko Haram extended across multiple domains ranging from 

training, funding, and other logistical resources. Al-Shabaab, however, provided 

limited support in training.  

Overall, the above case study illustrates how militant organizations often 

receive support from a diverse set of alliance partners. While some alliances involve 

multi-dimensional support, others have a limited exchange of resources. This observed 

diversity in alliance partners is not just unique to the case of Boko Haram but is seen 

 
268Accessed here:  
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2012-06-25/african-terrorist-groups-starting-to-cooperate-u-
s-says  
269 AQLIM/AQIM primarily operates in Mali, Niger, and Algeria.  
270Accessed here:  
https://www.voanews.com/a/boko-haram-seen-linked-to-other-african-terror-groups--
136260858/150015.html  
271 Accessed here: https://start.umd.edu/baad/narratives/al-shabaab  
272 For more on this, see: 
 https://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/SR348-Why_do_Youth_Join_Boko_Haram.pdf  

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2012-06-25/african-terrorist-groups-starting-to-cooperate-u-s-says
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2012-06-25/african-terrorist-groups-starting-to-cooperate-u-s-says
https://www.voanews.com/a/boko-haram-seen-linked-to-other-african-terror-groups--136260858/150015.html
https://www.voanews.com/a/boko-haram-seen-linked-to-other-african-terror-groups--136260858/150015.html
https://start.umd.edu/baad/narratives/al-shabaab
https://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/SR348-Why_do_Youth_Join_Boko_Haram.pdf
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across other non-state actors globally. Militant organizations273 do not always ally with 

just one militant partner. To maintain a continuous flow of resources through alliances, 

militant organizations prefer to diversify their alliance portfolios.274 Based on data from 

the Militant Alliances and Rivalries (MGAR) dataset, Figure 3.1 shows that militant 

organizations are increasingly engaging in multiple simultaneous alliances, especially 

from 1965 onwards.  

 

Figure 3.1: Distribution of the Percentage of Active VNSOs with Multiple Alliances Each 
Year 

 
273 In this study, I use militant organizations interchangeably with other labels such as non-state actors, 
violent non-state groups, violent non-state actors, armed non-state organizations, or armed non-state 
groups. 
274 Building on the concept of risk diversification in the context of business firms and state actors, 
militant organizations also engage in multiple alliances to minimize the risk of partner defection, which 
is quite high among militant organizations (Bapat and Bond, 2012).  
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Militant organizations perceive alliances as a mechanism through which they 

can bolster their resource capabilities, increase bargaining leverage, and improve their 

power status among the pool of several other militant entities. Their enhanced resource 

bases should enable militant organizations to conduct lethal terrorist attacks with the 

expectation of imposing higher strategic costs on the government. Scholars show that 

having multiple alliance partners will amplify these performance benefits for militant 

organizations (Phillips, 2014; Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008). One key underlying 

assumption that these studies make is that when militant organizations have multiple 

alliance partners in their portfolios, they receive equal set of benefits from each of their 

alliances. However, alliances vary quite a bit in terms of their relationship strength and 

longevity. Some alliances involve deeper levels of cooperation with a variety of 

resource exchanges while others tend to function on ad-hoc basis with limited 

cooperation. This heterogeneity within militant alliances can have implications on the 

nature of benefits that militant organizations receive.  

In this study, I examine the effects of militant alliances on the lethality of 

violence that militant organizations perpetrate. Building on the organizational behavior 

and interstate alliances literature, I argue that the structure and composition of alliance 

portfolios play a key role in shaping the ability of militant actors to use severe forms 

of violence. Specifically, I argue that when militant organizations have diverse set of 

alliances within their alliance portfolios, they are better positioned in receiving a variety 

of material benefits that they can further use towards their violent activities. In contrast, 

having homogenous alliance portfolios comprising of similar type of alliances can be 

relatively less beneficial to militants at an aggregate level. As a result, I show that 
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militant organizations with higher levels of alliance portfolio diversity tend to inflict 

greater number of attack fatalities. Furthermore, I also explore another portfolio feature 

that pertains to the direction of resource flows between militant partners. I argue that 

when a militant organization provides most of the resource support to its partners within 

its alliance portfolio, such unbalanced or “patron” (Blair et al., 2022a) relationships 

undermine the organization’s violent capabilities.  

I statistically examine the above hypotheses using a Zero-Inflated Negative 

Binomial (ZINB) regression model (1970–2016). The two primary sources of data in 

this study are the Extended Data on Terrorist Groups (EDTG) dataset (Hou et al., 2020) 

and the Militant Group Alliances and Rivalries (MGAR) dataset (Blair et al., 2022a). I 

first create a new quantitative index that can accurately measure the concept of alliance 

portfolio diversity in the context of militant alliances.275 The results demonstrate that 

the impact of alliance portfolio diversity on militant violence is statistically 

insignificant. The proportion of patron ties within militant alliance portfolios is 

negatively and statistically significantly associated with the lethality of militant 

violence. The evidence demonstrates that disaggregating organizational ties by their 

support type and direction, rather than lumping all of them together, can help in 

painting a more accurate picture about the benefits attached to armed group alliances.  

This study is divided into five parts. First, I briefly review the existing literature 

on militant alliances and violence and identify gaps that are still left unexplored. 

Second, I present my theoretical argument about the effects of alliance diversity and 

 
275 Interstate alliance scholars have used measures such as Tau-b (Kendall, 1955) and S-Score (Signarino 
and Ritter, 1999) to proxy the alliance portfolio (dis)similarity between state actors in the international 
system. However, to my knowledge, there are no existing quantitative measures that capture the portfolio 
attributes among non-state actor alliances.  
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directionality on the lethality of militant violence. Accordingly, I lay out my two 

different hypotheses. Third, I discuss the research design strategy to test my key 

hypotheses. I then present the findings from Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial 

regression analysis and conclude with some steps for future research.  

 

Literature Review 

Militant organizations are increasingly perpetrating lethal forms of terrorism (Hoffman, 

1993). Despite the potential reputational damage in the eyes of their domestic and 

international audiences due to frequent civilian targeting (Tokdemir and Akcinaroglu, 

2016), some militant organizations still rely on these tactics. Their inclination to use 

lethal tactics is partly attributed to the strategic gains that militants expect to make in 

the form of government concessions (Thomas, 2014), although others question the 

effectiveness of terrorism as a strategy (Abrahms, 2007). In addition to the strategic 

rationale behind militants intensifying violence, there are also other organizational 

attributes that explain when militant organizations resort to severe forms of terrorism.  

Organizational ideology is one such factor that influences the likelihood of 

militants using lethal tactics.276 Religiously motivated militant organizations are less 

constrained in using lethal forms of violence (Levy, 2023) such as suicide terrorism 

(Thomas, 2021; Mroszczyk, 2019). Additionally, organizational age (Asal and 

Rethemeyer, 2008), group origins (Robinson and Malone, 2024) organizational rivalry 

(Nemeth, 2014) and internal command structure (Heger et al., 2012) are few other 

 
276 Piazza (2009), on the contrary, argues that rather than looking at the overarching ideological 
categories, the variation in terrorist casualties is better explained by focusing instead on goal-structures.  
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factors that shape the willingness of militant organizations to perpetrate terrorism more 

frequently and with higher severity levels. Most militant organizations, while willing 

to use lethal tactics, are not always strong enough to do so.  

The ability of militant organizations to perpetrate lethal forms of violence is 

conditioned by their organizational size (Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008), presence of 

external state support (Stein and Cantin, 2021), territorial control (Ishiyama and 

Widmeier, 2013), and use of criminal tactics (Piazza and Piazza, 2020).277 External 

support from other armed non-state actors is another potential source that can help 

militant organizations to overcome some of their resource deficits. Resource support 

through alliances enable militant organizations to improve their survival chances 

(Phillips, 2015), increase their lethality of violence (Horowitz and Potter, 2014; Asal 

and Rethemeyer, 2008)278, obtain bargaining leverage in civil wars (Akcinaroglu, 

2012), and establishing dominance over rebel campaigns (Christia, 2012). 

Furthermore, alliances also benefit militant organizations in the form of diffusion of 

innovative tactics such as suicide terrorism (Horowitz, 2010) which is linked to higher 

fatality rates. Overall, militant organizations leverage their inter-group ties in 

advancing their long-term political strategy as well as their short-term survival and 

violent goals.  

To account for the multiplicity of alliance partners that individual organizations 

have, portfolio-based approaches are widely used by scholars in the business domain 

 
277 Although Piazza and Piazza (2020) discuss about the resource benefits to explain terrorist group 
survival, similar logic applies to the intensity of terrorist violence.  
278 Asal and Rethemeyer (2008) show that terrorist groups with a greater number of alliances tend to 
perpetrate higher levels of violence. Horowitz and Potter (2014), on the other hand, argue that along with 
the total count of alliances, the depth of individual alliances is also equally important, if not more in 
explaining terrorist group lethality.  
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(Jiang et al., 2010; Koka and Prescott, 2002) and social movement studies (Van Dyke 

and McCammon, 2010). International relations scholars have also used the portfolio 

approach to explore themes mainly related to interstate alliances (Kuo, 2020; Narang 

and LeVeck, 2019; LeVeck and Narang, 2017a; Grant, 2013; Conybeare, 1994a; 

1994b; 1992).279 In the portfolio-based approach, the focus is on the complete280 profile 

of relationships that an actor has (Conybeare, 1992). Having a “birds-eye” view of all 

the alliances that an organization has is helpful to examine the similarities and 

dissimilarities among its multiple alliances. A clear assessment of the portfolio 

composition and the expected benefits from portfolio members is useful for 

organizations to device more efficient strategies, which in turn enhances organizational 

performance.281 Similar dynamics could be applied in the context of militant alliance 

portfolios and how they impact the performance of militant organizations on the 

ground. 

Given the possibility that militant organizations could have multiple 

simultaneous alliances, there is a need to disaggregate the features of individual 

alliances in studying their relationship to performance outcomes such as lethality. 

Exploring in detail the heterogeneity across individual alliances can improve our 

understanding of how inter-organizational ties contribute to the effectiveness of 

militant activities. Using a portfolio-based approach is helpful in capturing this alliance 

 
279 In addition to portfolio framework, scholars have also used other to study the dynamics of alliances 
at the system level. These include network analysis techniques (Cranmer et al., 2012; Warren, 2010) and 
K-adic framework (Fordham and Poast, 2016).  
280 By complete, I assume the relationships between same type of actors (i.e., non-state–non-state). Other 
combinations of alliances (i.e., state–non-state) are outside the scope of this research.  
281 This is similar to the study of state-based wartime coalitions and their impact on dispute outcomes by 
IR scholars (Wolford, 2015; Cappella and Grauer, 2020). 
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variation. The section below will elaborate further on the concepts of alliance diversity 

and directionality and how they influence the lethality of militant violence.  

Theory of Militant Alliance Portfolios and Severity of Violence 

Diversity of Militant Alliances 

Militant alliance partners can cooperate across a variety of issue-areas ranging 

from operational, and financial to training support. Some alliances involve deeper 

levels of partnership while others function on an ad-hoc basis with quick exchange of 

resources to meet short-term needs. Based on the value they provide, militant 

organizations decide with whom, what type, and how long they prefer to cooperate, 

thereby resulting in strategically designed alliance portfolios.282 I argue that the varying 

structure and composition of militant alliance portfolios can shape the severity of 

violence that individual militant organizations perpetrate.283  

Through alliances, militants can obtain important resource benefits. These 

benefits are one of the primary motivating factors for militant organizations to consider 

expanding their alliance portfolios284 and have multiple simultaneous alliances (Blair 

and Potter, 2023).285 It builds on the logic that the greater the number of alliances 

partners that a militant organization has, the more resource benefits it can gain access 

 
282 This is under the assumption that militant organizations are rational actors.  
283 While I specifically focus on lethality, violent behavior can take several characteristics such as the 
location, choice of weapon, attack quality, civilian targeting or indiscriminate nature, frequency, 
lethality, and shock value. 
284 Receiving entire support through one alliance, although relatively cheaper, can also be quite risky for 
militant organizations. The investment made in building a strong relationship with only one alliance can 
go to waste if it breaks down or if the partner defects, which is commonly observed in armed non-state 
actors. When such multi-domain alliances break, militant organizations would need to restart the entire 
process of alliance building, which can be quite challenging.  
285 Blair and Potter (2023) discuss the idea of large alliance networks in the context of Al Qaeda and 
ISIS.  
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to (Phillips, 2014; Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008). Militants employ this strategy mainly 

to diversify the risk of partner abandonment and to widen their resource supplier pools. 

Using the financial stocks as an analogy, organizations that invest in a wide array of 

alliance partners286, tend to face lower risks of partner defections287, which as a result 

can increase the overall returns from alliance portfolios (Markovitz, 1959). While the 

risks of partner abandonment can decrease in the presence of multiple alliances, they 

also involve steep coordination costs to manage these multiple partners. Militant 

organizations, as a result, face a strategic dilemma in deciding between portfolio 

expansion along with offsetting alliance management costs.  

In response to this strategic dilemma, militant organizations carefully design 

their alliance portfolios (Mattes, 2012a)288 by selecting alliance partners who they 

perceive as adding tactical and strategic value to their operations. The optimization of 

alliance portfolios (Christia, 2012) can help militant organizations to increase the 

operational effectiveness of their violent campaigns against government actors. From 

a variety of tactics that militant organizations have at their disposal (Horowitz et al., 

2018; Cunningham et al., 2017), they prefer to use indiscriminate tactics such as 

terrorism289 mainly to impose high strategic costs on the governments (Kydd and 

Walter, 2006).290 I argue that the resource gains that militants make from creating 

 
286 This is equivalent to the concept of stock assets.  
287 This is equivalent to the concept of stock meltdown.  
288 Although Mattes’s argument about alliance design is in the context of interstate alliances at the dyad 
level, it still applies to the study of organizational alliances in general.  
289 This is not to say that terrorism always involves high casualties. In fact, terrorist organizations such 
as the Earth Liberation Front (ELF) and Animal Liberation Front (ALF) in most cases refrain from 
inflicting civilian casualties (Ackerman, 2003).  
290 Imposing high strategic costs on the government can force government actors into offering bargaining 
concessions to militant organizations (Thomas, 2014). However, this is not to say that terrorism always 
works.  In fact, some scholars dispute the effectiveness of terrorism as a political strategy (Abrahms, 
2006). 
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diverse alliance portfolios can in turn bolster the violent capabilities of militant 

organizations.  

The perpetration of lethal terrorist attacks, right from the planning to the 

execution stage, is conditioned by the availability of a variety of resources in the form 

of weapons, finances, human resources291, attack planning292 and training.293 The 

procurement of certain types of weapons is another key aspect for militant groups to 

engage in severe violence (Boyle, 2022). Financial reserves are necessary in funding 

for lethal attacks and paying recruit salaries (Shapiro and Siegel, 2007). Training 

provides recruits with much needed tactical expertise and mental toughness to execute 

attack plans without any errors. The combination of a variety of resources together 

enables militant organizations to more effectively perpetrate highly lethal attacks.294 

However, militants do not usually possess all these resources295 at the same time nor 

do they have an unlimited supply of resources for them to execute high impact violent 

strategies. Militant organizations can compensate for their resource deficiencies 

through alliances with other militants. They gain access to a variety of resources 

through alliances ranging from operational, financial, and logistical, to training support 

(Blair et al., 2022a).  

 
291 In the context of armed groups, this equates to individual soldiers or recruits.  
292 This is a broad concept ranging from gathering combat and target intelligence (Gill et al., 2020), 
evaluating risk to designing a sequence of events leading up to the attack day 
293 This is not an exhaustive list. Territorial access is another resource that enables training and 
operational planning to continue without falling under the government radar. There could also be other 
unobserved resources that are hard to quantify such as civilian social networks and leadership expertise.  
294 Shortage or absence of resources can result in the failure of attack plans (Dolnik, 2003).  
295 At least the most essential ones like financial reserves, recruit quality, high quality weapons among a 
few.  
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Some militant alliances are stronger296 involving support across multiple issue-

areas and having deeper levels of cooperation. Such alliances, although more stable, 

can also involve quite steep coordination costs297 towards alliance management. Other 

alliance types involve fewer areas of support and usually function on an ad hoc basis.298 

But these alliances also include lower maintenance costs and thus are relatively easier 

to manage. In order to reap high returns in the form of violent capabilities, I argue that 

militant organizations would need to strike a balance between having stronger and 

long-term alliances (higher coordination costs) along with relatively weaker and short-

term alliances (less coordination costs). Such diversified alliance portfolios can help 

ensure both the continuity of resource bases (from a long-term standpoint) and for 

meeting immediate resource needs299 (from a short-term standpoint). These diverse 

alliance portfolios benefit militant organizations in enhancing their violent capabilities.  

Building on research from organization behavior, I argue that having diverse 

alliance portfolios can aid militant organizations in bolstering their violent capabilities 

along with promoting tactical innovation.300 Militant organizations tend to have lower 

returns when they bring additional alliance partners that are of similar type as the ones 

that already exist in the alliance portfolio. Additionally, these partner redundancies 

 
296 Durability is another dimension to capture the strength of militant alliances (Blair et al., 2022b).  
297 These could vary as the partnership evolves.  
298 That is, these alliances form whenever there is an immediate need for militant organizations to fill in. 
I am not including few other alliance types that do not involve any material exchanges. For example, 
some groups only provide mere verbal support to other groups without any formal provision of material 
resources. These “pledging” cases are outside the scope of this study. 
299 These immediate resource needs are usually directed towards activities to ensure group survival.    
300 Diversification of alliance portfolios can improve the survival chances of firms and stimulate tactical 
creativity among those firms (Cui and O’Connor, 2012; Jiang et al., 2010; Page, 2008). Organization 
behavior scholars typically measure alliance portfolio diversity along two dimensions: partner diversity 
and tie diversity (Bruyaka n.d.). Tie diversity can be further sub-categorized along the functionality and 
depth of individual alliances within a portfolio. 
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could also amplify concerns among existing alliance partners about losing their “special 

status” tag in the portfolio and thereby result in less partner support (Grant, 2013).301 

This highlights the need for striking an optimal balance in the size and composition of 

alliance portfolios (Bruyaka and Durand, 2012, p. 9). Overall, having diverse alliance 

portfolios can promote both the willingness and capacity of militant organizations to 

conduct lethal forms of violence. This accordingly leads to my first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: As the diversity in militant alliance portfolios increases, the 
greater the lethality of terrorist attacks that militant organizations perpetrate, on average 
and holding all else equal.  
 

Directionality of Militant Alliances 

The direction in which support predominantly flows between militant alliance 

members can influence to what extent do militant organizations benefit through their 

alliances. When organizations receive material support from their militant partners, 

they are more willing and capable to engage in lethal forms of violence (Horowitz and 

Potter, 2014; Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008). One of the underlying assumptions in this 

argument is that a militant organization is the primary beneficiary of support (or at least 

an equal sharing partner with reciprocal exchange of resources) in each of its individual 

alliances. However, certain alliances involve militant organizations oversupplying 

resources to their militant partners. I argue that such unbalanced or patron 

 
301 Grant (2013) discusses about the double-edged sword of managing the size of alliance portfolios in 
the context of state actors. Expansion of alliance portfolios is done to diversify risk of partner 
abandonment. But expansion can also lead to existing partner’s lack of involvement due to their 
perception of being undervalued in the portfolio. Grant shows that state’s efforts to manage the problem 
of alliance abandonment may actually serve to exacerbate it. Other scholars have also hinted about this 
intra-portfolio competition dynamics (Khanna et al., 1998).  
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relationships302 where one alliance member provides the majority of benefits can 

severely strain303 the resource bases of militant organizations acting as the primary 

alliance suppliers. Using a principal-agent framework (Kiewiet and McCubbins, 1991), 

I show that the resource shortage problems tend to amplify for militant organizations 

when they comprise a higher proportion of patron-type alliances within their alliance 

portfolios, which can further dampen their violent capabilities.  

Principal-agent framework has been widely used in the study of relationships 

involving external state patrons and their rebel group clients in civil conflicts (Salehyan 

et al., 2011; Salehyan, 2010). According to Bercovitch (1991, p. 5), “Patron-client 

relations involve a special type of interaction between two states of manifestly unequal 

resources linked together through joint interests or effective bonds to provide mutual 

services or common goals.” Patrons provide material support304 to their clients in the 

form of military or financial aid, weapons supply, or even troop commitments (McKoy 

and Miller, 2012, p. 907). In return, their rebel clients concede some degree of control 

over their aims and strategies to their state patrons. Clients serve the interests of their 

state patrons by acting as regional proxies and confronting or destabilizing their 

patron’s rivals, which is a commonly tactic among state sponsors such as India and Iran 

(Marshall, 2019, p. 558). In doing so, state patrons expect to reduce some of their 

conflict-specific costs. Rebels, on the other hand, gain access to a variety of resource 

streams (San-Acka, 2016). 

 
302 Scholars refer to these unequal or unbalanced militant ties as “patron” ties (Blair et al., 2022a). Other 
scholars have widely discussed the concept of patrons in the foreign state sponsorship (Salehyan et al., 
2014) and interstate alliance (Yarhi-Milo et al., 2016) literatures.   
303 Although these patron ties are hugely beneficial for the recipients of that support. 
304 This includes military or financial aid, weapons supply, or even troop commitments.  
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In addition to state patrons, armed non-state actors also serve as patrons to other 

non-state clients (Moghadam and Wyss, 2020). According to the UCDP External State 

Support data (Meier et al., 2023), about 13% of rebel groups are externally supported 

by non-state actors.305 Building on the insights from state–rebel patronage networks, 

militant organizations who seek to establish authority within their operational areas and 

on the international stage, prefer to support other militant actors (usually local-based 

and relatively weaker) by providing them with a variety of material resources. In return, 

they expect their militant clients to carry out activities that are favorable to the patron’s 

interests.306 These could include militant clients conducting violent activities on behalf 

of their non-state patrons. For example, the local surrogates of ISIS and Al-Qaeda in 

Africa frequently engage in intensified violent campaigns to destabilize the 

multinational coalitions operating in this region. Armed non-state patrons can also gain 

access into the domestic conflicts through their local surrogates, which can be useful 

for their movement expansion plans and stake claim over resources and influence the 

domestic politics within those regions.  

Most militant organizations can assess the value they see in their alliance 

partners.307 While some partners provide direct material benefits, others serve their 

long-term strategic interests. Non-state actors support their militant clients with the 

 
305 These include both violent and non-violent non-state groups as external sponsors. The statistic is 
based on data for which external sponsor information is available in UCDP and not missing.  
306 Of course, this is conditional on the assumption that the militant support recipient, or client, does 
not have multiple militant patrons competing to win over the support of recipient group, which is not 
always the case (Karlén et al., 2021). When there is no single patron capable of dictating or directing 
recipient actions, the recipient will have more flexibility in acting on its own in such cases (Salehyan et 
al., 2014).  
307 That said, it’s difficult for armed groups to know ex ante if their selected militant client would be 
competent or reliable thereby leading to the risks of adverse selection and agency slack (Salehyan, 2010). 
Non-state patrons, like state patrons, also experience a real risk of client defection, especially in cases 
where there is no clear centralized leadership within clients (Popovic, 2017) 
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expectation that their clients would be equipped with the necessary material resources 

to respond to counterterrorism pressures and get their violent campaign back on track. 

With a steady flow of resources boosting the violent capabilities, militant clients are 

better prepared in launching high profile attacks and intensifying violence. As a result, 

many violent events are not formally attributed to non-state patrons despite their active 

involvement in supporting the violence perpetrators (clients) during the attack planning 

phase. There are several examples to show this violence delegation logic. For instance, 

the Japanese Red Army members carried out attacks on behalf of the Palestinian Front 

for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) (Horowitz and Potter, 2014, p. 207). However, 

patron-client relationships are not without challenges. The availability of multiple 

patrons can undermine the control that non-state patrons have on their clients and give 

more agency to the militant clients to act independently (Salehyan et al., 2014).  

The disproportionate supply of resources by any one militant alliance member 

can create organizational pressures from within. When militant organizations (patrons) 

go to great lengths in supporting their alliance partners, it can force them to re-direct 

some of their internal resources that were originally meant for their own internal 

organizational management purposes, towards alliance activities. As a result, the day-

to-day organizational tasks can inadvertently slow down due to the re-allocation of 

assets such as recruits and other resources towards alliance activities. As a result, this 

can alienate a few dissatisfied sub-factions and thereby undermine the organization’s 

ability to collectively mobilize its recruits. The overall lack of internal cohesion can 

derail militant organization’s plans to conduct large-scale attacks. This accordingly 

leads to my second hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 2: As the proportion of patron ties that a militant organization has 
within its alliance portfolio increases, the organization’s ability to perpetrate severe 
forms of violence decreases, on average and holding all else equal.  

 
In the section below, I explain in more detail about the construction of my 

observation sample followed by the measurement strategy to capture the theoretical 

concepts of portfolio diversity and directionality for militant organizations.  

 

Research Design 

Unit of Analysis 

Given the focus on explaining the lethality of militant group violence, the study 

uses militant group-year as the unit of analysis. To construct the final data sample for 

the study, I combine two data sources: Militant Group Alliances and Rivalries (MGAR) 

dataset (Blair et al., 2022a)308 and Extended Data on Terrorist Groups (EDTG) (Hou et 

al., 2020). The sections below will discuss each of these data sources in detail.  

Dependent Variable 

The main outcome variable in this study is the LETHALITY OF MILITANT 

VIOLENCE. It measures the count309 of non-terrorist deaths from attacks perpetrated 

by each militant organization in any given year. In line with other lethality studies (Hou 

et al., 2020; Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008), I use the count of non-terrorist deaths over 

 
308 For more on the MGAR dataset, see: https://www.nspcbatten.org/mgar/  
309 The count of non-terrorist deaths is predominantly coded as integer values except for a few 
observations that have decimal values. This non-integer fatality count in EDTG is partly due to the 
separation of September 11 attacks into two distinct events and splitting death counts. This is part of the 
coding scheme used by Global Terrorism Database (GTD) (LaFree and Dugan, 2007) and followed by 
EDTG. In line with Phillips (2017), I round these decimal values to their nearest integer to be able to run 
a count regression model discussed in the later section. Since these non-integer values rarely occur in 
the dataset (~ 0.11%), rounding them to their nearest integer does not substantively alter the data.  

https://www.nspcbatten.org/mgar/
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total death count as the outcome variable.310 To retrieve data on militant violence, I 

primarily rely on the Extended Data on Terrorist Groups (EDTG) (Hou et al., 2020) 

spanning over the period of 1970–2016. Figure 3.2 below shows the distribution of the 

lethality variable based on EDTG data. The line chart on the right side shows that the 

number of deaths per terrorist attack has on average increased over time until its peak 

in 2001. The histogram on the left side of Figure 3.2 indicates that violence lethality 

has a highly right skewed distribution (skewed towards zero) with a large percentage 

of observations having no fatalities. These excessive zeros in the data could be due to 

two different data generating processes occurring: 1) Since terrorist attacks are rare 

events, the number of fatalities for most of these non-terrorist event observations are 

automatically coded as zeros; 2) Even when groups perpetrate terrorist attacks, some 

groups intentionally try to avoid inflicting any civilian fatalities311 mainly due to the 

serious political repercussions it can have on those groups.  

 
310 That said, I run the model again in robustness check with the total death count (both terrorist and non-
terrorist deaths) included. The results mostly remain the same.  
311 That is, non-terrorist deaths. 
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Figure 3.2: Histogram of Terrorist Attack Lethality on the left-side (left)312; Line 
Chart of Deaths per Terrorist Attack (right) 

 

Independent Variables 

Overview of MGAR dataset 

The two main independent variables in the study are ALLIANCE PORTFOLIO 

DIVERSITY and PROPORTION OF PATRON TIES.313 They are measured at the 

militant group level and are time varying. To create the year wise ALLIANCE 

PORTFOLIO DIVERSITY (APD) and PROPORTION OF PARTRON TIES scores 

for each militant organization, I use data from the Militant Group Alliances and 

 
312 The histogram only shows attack lethality with 1000 deaths as the upper limit. However, the 
maximum number of deaths inflicted in EDTG data is 6235. Observations with the number of deaths 
above 1000 are not displayed here for the purpose of visual clarity.  
313 Although militant groups could have alliances with other types of actors such as state and non-
violent non-state groups, I am restricting my analysis to only alliances among militant groups that 
include violent non-state, factions, and splinters. 



 

 

139 
 

Rivalries (MGAR) dataset (Blair et al., 2022a).314 MGAR is a global dataset that traces 

a variety of relationships315 between militant organizations.316 This dataset captures a 

range of attributes such as the scope, depth, direction, and duration of militant 

relationships.317  

The MGAR dataset is originally structured in a militant dyad–year format.318 

To create my two portfolio measures, I convert the MGAR dataset from dyadic (group-

–group–year) to monadic (group–year) format. After transformation, the number of 

observations in the MGAR group-year data is 26766.319 My sample includes violent 

non-state organizations from the MGAR dataset that were active between 1899 to 2016. 

However, there are no militant alliances until 1950. There are 2601 unique militant 

organizations in the sample.320 Figure C1 in the appendix shows the distribution of 

cases by alliance partner count, or portfolio size. Most group-year observations in my 

 
314 For more on the MGAR dataset, see: https://www.nspcbatten.org/mgar/  
315 Various relationships are captured in MGAR ranging from alliances to rivalries.  
316 MGAR comprises a range of actor types (describe each actor type) although I focus primarily on three 
specific actor types: violent non-state actor, faction, and splinter. While a militant group could involve 
partners of different actor types, I focus only on other armed non-state groups as potential alliance 
partners. Future research could examine if alliance portfolio comprising partners of different actor types 
have different behavioral patterns or the same. 
317 Although militant groups could have alliances with other types of actors such as state and non-violent 
non-state groups, I am restricting my analysis to only alliances among militant groups that include violent 
non-state, factions, and splinters. 
318 The total number of observations in the dyadic sample after dropping missing alliance values is 
5714042. There are 172 observations where the alliance variable is coded as missing. The unusually 
large sample size in MGAR arises because they include all possible combinations of actor pairings that 
transcend state borders. Out of the total observations, there are only 5239 alliance-based observations, a 
negligible 0.092% of the sample. However, given the highly clandestine nature of alliances among non-
state actors and the high volume of groups studied in MGAR, the number of alliance cases here is not 
entirely surprising. In fact, this is one of the most comprehensive lists available so far compared to any 
other dataset that codes for violent non-state actor alliances. 
319 This only considers the following types of relationships: allies, associates, supporters, hosts.  
320 I only consider actors coded as violent non-state actors, factions, and splinters. The MGAR dataset 
includes 8 different types of actors in total. These include violent non-state actors, factions, and splinters, 
states, diaspora, non-violent social movements, political parties, and criminal organizations. For more 
on this, see the MGAR codebook here: 
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/h8j39ilyamz2bi8/AAC2iY8rLvwBYmH6oRqjuc7Sa/MGAR%20Codeb
ook.pdf?dl=0) 

https://www.nspcbatten.org/mgar/
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sample do not have an alliance event. But among those that do have, there are more 

groups with single alliance partners in any given year than multi-alliance partners.  

Alliance Portfolio Diversity 

Militant organizations in each year have a variety of militant partners in their 

alliance portfolios ranging from allies, to associates, supporters, and hosts.321 The data 

for this measure comes from the ‘reltype’ attribute in MGAR dataset.322 Using data 

from MGAR, I calculate the number of allies, associates, supporters, and hosts that 

each militant organization has in any given year. Figure C3 in appendix shows the 

distribution of observations in each of the four categories of alliance type.  

For each militant organization in any given year, I then calculate the diversity 

in alliance portfolios using the Blau’s (1977) heterogeneity index, which is a commonly 

used measure of alliance diversity (Wuyts and Dutta, 2014; Bruyaka and Durand, 

2012). I measure alliance portfolio diversity using the following equation: 

APDscope, t = 1 - S(pk, t)2,  

where k Î {1, 2, 3, 4} and these three categories directly correspond to the count 

of alliance partners in each of the four alliance categories {Allies, Associates, 

Supporters, Hosts} and t indicates the year of observation going from 1950 to 2016. 

 
321 Militant relationships are ordered as: allies > associates > supporters > hosts > fans. But this study 
does not take ‘Fans’ category into account since there is no material resource component involved in 
them. Allies type relation involve high levels of cooperation involving a combination of resources 
ranging from material, logistical, financial, and personnel support with formal statements of support 
expressed frequently. Associates type relation involve moderate to high levels of support across multiple 
domains as mentioned above. Supporters type relation involve low levels of support with no shared 
membership included and groups acting independently. Hosts type relation involves provision of 
territorial support and safe havens. Fans type relation is the lowest form of cooperation and do not 
involve any material support between alliance members. For more details on the coding process of each 
of these relationship type categories, please see MGAR codebook here: https://nspcbatten.org/mgar/  
322 MGAR measures reltype as the type of relationship between militant groups. I consider the depth of 
militant alliances as being equivalent to the relationship type.  

https://nspcbatten.org/mgar/
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And pk represents the proportion of alliance partners that a militant group has in the kth 

alliance type category relative to its total number of active alliances in any given year.  

Following Bruyaka and Durand (2012), I code the APD scores as 0 for those 

group-year cases where a militant group does not have any alliance. The APD scores 

are always non-negative and are bound within the closed interval of [0, 1]. The higher 

the APD scores, the more diverse are the militant group’s alliance portfolio. Here, ‘0’ 

indicates that there is no diversity in alliance portfolios (least diverse portfolio) or that 

there are no alliances. Most diverse alliance portfolios are coded as ‘1’. 

Proportion of Patron Ties 

Next, I also compute the PROPORTION OF PATRON TIES for each militant 

group using MGAR data. MGAR codes whether either one of the militant alliance 

members acts as the primary provider of support, also known as patron, to the other 

member in that relationship. I then calculate the number of alliances (if any) in which 

a militant organization acts as the patron. To extract the count of patron ties at the 

individual militant group level, I transform the MGAR data from dyad-year to group-

year format. I then standardize this measure relative to the size of militant alliance 

portfolios thereby resulting in a year wise proportion of patron ties that each militant 

organization has. PROPORTION OF PATRON TIES is measured as an interval type 

ranging from 0 to 1. Here, ‘0’ indicates that militant organization does not comprise 

any patron ties in its alliance portfolio (or that there are no alliances at all) and ‘1’ 

indicates that all the alliance partners of a militant organization are of patron type.   
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The calculated militant alliance features from MGAR are then merged with 

their respective militant groups as listed in the EDTG dataset.323 APD ranges from 0 to 

0.75 with a mean value of 0.0661. The proportion of patron ties ranges from 0 to 1 with 

a mean value of 0.0681. Figure 3.3 below shows the histograms for alliance portfolio 

diversity and proportion of patron ties. Both these variables have highly right-skewed 

distributions, so I take the logged versions (plus 1) of these two variables in the 

statistical model.324  

 

Figure 3.3: Histograms of Alliance Portfolio Diversity (left) and Proportion of Patron 
Ties (right)  

 

 
323 I manually matched the names of groups in EDTG with those in MGAR. Out of the total 760 terrorist 
groups listed in EDTG, 665 of them were also included in MGAR.  
324 To account for zero values in log transformations.  
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Control Variables 

I consider several organization-, and country-level control variables that may have an 

impact on the lethality of militant violence. Using data from MGAR, I first control for 

the ALLIANCE PORTFOLIO SIZE, which measures the total number of militant 

alliances325 that each militant organization has in its portfolio in any given year. Larger 

alliance portfolios are shown to increase violence severity (Asal and Rethemeyer, 

2008). This variable ranges from 0 to 27. Given its skewed distribution as shown in 

Figure C2 in the appendix, I take the log of this variable.  

At the organization-level, I control for the IDEOLOGY of militant 

organizations using data from EDTG. Ideology is shown to influence the willingness326 

of militant organizations to use violence (Levy, 2023) and shape their alignment 

patterns with other militants (Gade et al., 2019). I specify religious, leftist, and 

nationalist ideology dummies in the statistical model with right-wing included as the 

reference category. Third, I control for the militant organization’s PEAK SIZE (logged) 

using EDTG data.327  Larger militant organizations are shown as being more capable 

in carrying out deadly terrorist attacks (Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008). AGE of militant 

organizations influences their inclination to use innovative and lethal tactics such as 

suicide terrorism (Horowitz, 2010). Militant organizations also seek alliances 

 
325 Here, I primarily focus on alliances that form between militant organizations, which include the 
following actor types in my study sample: violent non-state actors, factions, and splinters.  
326 When militant organizations perpetrate indiscriminate killings, they may face serious repercussions 
in the form of increased counterterrorism pressures, and reputation damage. Ideology is one 
distinguishing factor that militant organizations use an excuse to get away with such lethal acts 
(Horowitz and Potter, 2014, p. 212). Religiously motivated groups are even more likely to conduct high 
casualty attacks (Jurgensmeyer, 2000; Hoffman, 1998).  
327 Peak size measures the largest size a militant group has achieved. For most groups, there is a single 
peak size value. But time-varying information is used whenever there is an indication of change in peak 
size. I use the peak size variable instead of the year wise variable in EDTG due to the high levels of 
missingness in the latter.  
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depending on the stage of their organizational life cycle. AGE is measured as a count 

variable that indicates the number of years that a militant organization was active since 

its founding year, the data for which is available through EDTG. Militant’s use of 

SUICIDE TACTICS is linked to their higher casualty rates (Phillips, 2017). Using data 

from EDTG, I code this as a dummy to indicate whether militant organizations have 

employed suicide attacks in their tactical portfolio each year. STATE SPONSORSHIP 

is another factor that is shown to increase militant capabilities and lower their 

dependence on civilian resources. This in turn translates into more frequent and lethal 

forms of violence (Robinson and Malone, 2024; Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008). It is 

measured as a dummy to indicate the presence of state support to a militant 

organization.  

In addition to the organizational attributes, I also account for the country 

environments in which militant organizations operate. The data for most of the country-

specific attributes comes from the EDTG data discussed above. When militant 

organizations operate across multiple base countries, I consider the average values of 

each country-level characteristic across these base countries.328 I first control for the 

regime type using the POLITY scores from Polity IV data (Marshall and Jaggers, 

2016). The use of terrorism as a political messaging strategy suggests that terrorism 

could be reactive to type of regimes that militants operate in (Wilson and Piazza, 2013). 

In line with other lethality studies (Horowitz and Potter, 2014; Asal and Rethemeyer, 

2008), the full POLITY scale is considered that ranges from -10 (autocracy) to 10 

(democracy). GOVERNMENT REPRESSION account for the possibility that highly 

 
328 I follow Hou et al. (2020) in coding attributes at the country-level using the averaging method.  
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repressive environments undermine militant alliance formation (Horowitz and Potter, 

2014). Repression also conditions the behavior of terrorist groups both domestically 

and abroad. I measure GOVERNMENT REPRESSION as an interval type (0–1) using 

data from the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) v.13. database.329 I control for the 

NUMBER OF MILITANT GROUPS to consider the outbidding logic, which shows 

that the number of competing militant organizations that operate within the same base 

country drives militant violence patterns (Robinson and Malone, 2024; Young and 

Dugan, 2014). I then include POPULATION (in millions, logged) with the expectation 

that populous countries are prone to terrorist activities (Chenoweth, 2010) and create 

wider audience pools for militant groups to target (Coggins, 2015). Next, I control for 

GDP PER CAPITA (in million 2010 USD, logged) to consider state capacity, which is 

shown to influence both alliance formation and terrorist activities.330 The data for 

POPULATION and GDP PER CAPITA comes from the EDTG dataset. Both these 

variables are log-transformed to account for their skewed distributions.  

Estimation Strategy  

The study uses a Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial Regression given that the outcome 

variable, non-terrorist deaths, is measured as a count type. The count of non-terrorist 

deaths has a high proportion of zeros (see Figure 3.2), and its variance is greater than 

its mean. Thus, ZINB is a suitable technique to model this count outcome variable. This 

 
329 The physical violence index (v2x_clphy) from V-Dem is an interval variable coded from low to high 
(0-1). It measures the degree to which physical integrity is respected in each country-year. V-Dem 
defines physical integrity as freedom from political killings and torture by the government (Coppedge et 
al., 2023, p. 297).  
330 Strong incumbent governments tend to deter militant alliances (Asal et al., 2016) but can also motivate 
militants to seek alliances when facing such strong government actors (Balcells et al., 2022).   
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technique is often used in the study of armed group lethality (Phillips, 2017; Ottmann, 

2017) and number of terrorist attacks (Wilson and Piazza, 2013). The positive and 

statistically significant Vuong test statistic also confirms that zero-inflated model is 

preferable over standard negative binomial model.331 The independent variables 

included in the first stage logit inflation model are the same as those in the second stage 

count model.332 The main model in Table 2 displays both the first stage (logit) and 

second stage (count) models. For robustness checks, I also run a Negative Binomial 

Regression and Ordinary Least Squares regression models, the results of which are 

included in the appendix section. 

Results 

Table C1 shows the summary statistics of the variables. The data sample comprises 665 

militant organizations333 that operate across 114 countries from 1970-2016. Table 2 

reports the estimates from the Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial (ZINB) regression 

model. The panel on the left side of Table 3.1 reports the negative binomial regression 

coefficients. The panel on the right side of Table 3.1 shows the coefficients of the 

binary inflation stage of the ZINB.  

 Turning to the results of ZINB in Table 3.1, proportion of patron ties has a 

negative and statistically significant impact on the number of fatalities inflicted by 

militant groups, thereby providing support to my second hypothesis. This confirms my 

 
331 The raw calculated Vuong test statistic is 7.352 and it is statistically significant at the 0.01 level.  
332 Except for suicide tactic variable, which is included only in count model since it is shown to impact 
the lethality of violence.  
333 The original EDTG data comprises 760 groups. After merging with MGAR data, information is 
available for 665 groups in EDTG.  
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argument that when militant organizations comprise a greater share of alliances in 

which they are the primary providers of support, it is more likely on average to dent 

the militant group’s lethal capabilities. I find no support for my first hypothesis which 

states that militant organizations reap benefits in the form of improved violent 

capabilities as their alliance portfolios become more diverse. In fact, the negative 

coefficient estimate indicates a decrease in lethal capabilities with increase in alliance 

diversity. However, it is hard to confirm this contradictory effect given the statistically 

insignificant estimate.  

Figure 3.4 displays the predicted count of non-terrorist related deaths by each 

of the two independent variables. These effects plots are based on estimates from 

Model 1 are created using commands from the ‘marginaleffects’ package in R (Arel-

Bundock et al., forthcoming). Confidence intervals are shown at the 0.95 level. The left 

side in Figure 3.4 plots the predicted number of fatalities plotted over the full range of 

patron ties proportion, holding all other variables at their mean values. The predicted 

count plot shows that as the proportion of patron ties in a militant alliance portfolio 

increases from 0 to 1, the predicted number of non-terrorist deaths decreases from 12 

to 5 fatalities. 

Next, turning to the control variables, the results show that alliance portfolio 

size is positively and statistically significantly associated with the number of fatalities. 

This is in line with the existing work suggesting that greater number of alliance 

connections tend to increase the lethality of terrorism (Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008). 

Looking at the group-level controls, the use of suicide tactics is shown to increase group 

lethality. The effect is also statistically significant. The age of militant organizations is 
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negatively and statistically significantly related to lethality. Contrary to existing works 

(Horowitz and Potter, 2014; Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008), this finding suggests that 

militant organizations tend to be more aggressive during the early stages of their life 

cycles. As they mature in age, they are more willing to perpetrate highly severe attacks 

with the expectation that it would bring them to the limelight. However, I plan to 

include a squared age term in future iterations of this study to test whether this 

unconstrained and aggressive approach of young militant groups wanes off after a few 

years being on the battlefield. By that point, they are expected to gain more exposure 

to the political consequences of using such lethal tactics and how it may be detrimental 

to their political success especially those that are seeking to establish their political 

credibility. State sponsor has a positive and statistically significant effect on lethality 

thereby reaffirming the external support and improvement in capabilities argument. 

The positive effect of group size on lethality is in line with existing works (Asal and 

Rethemeyer, 2008). Religious and leftist militant groups are shown to be associated 

with higher fatalities.  

At the country level, operating in a high government threat environment is 

shown to increase the lethality of violence. This finding is surprising because operating 

in environments with strong government monitoring should make it challenging for 

militants to carry out such lethal attacks. One possible explanation is that when groups 

operate in high threat conditions, their limited alliance opportunities could force them 

to innovate tactically and use high profile attacks resulting in greater number of 

fatalities. However, further statistical work is needed to explore this possibility. The 

number of militant groups in a country is shown to decrease the lethality of militant 
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violence, which contrasts with the outbidding logic (Nemeth, 2014). However, this 

finding adds weight to the mixed evidence that other scholars indicate about the 

outbidding logic of violence (Findley and Young, 2012). GDP per capita and polity 

score are not statistically significant. Lastly, population has a statistically significant 

and positive impact on lethality, which confirms the argument that highly populated 

countries tend to create more target opportunities for militants (Chenoweth, 2010) to 

perpetrate lethal attacks.  

 

Table 3.1: Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial Regression: Militant Alliances and 
Lethality of Violence, 1970-2016 

  Model 1 

  Count Model 

Number of deaths 

Binary Model 

Prob. of zero deaths  

Portfolio Variables     

     Alliance Portfolio Diversity (log) -0.502 (0.590) -1.719 (0.830)* 

     Proportion of Patron Ties (log) -1.169 (0.429)** 0.259 (0.642) 

     Alliance Portfolio Size 0.444 (0.169)** -0.989 (0.217)*** 

Group-Level Controls     

     Suicide Tactic 2.647 (0.236)***   

     Group Age -0.037 (0.006)*** -0.018 (0.008)* 

     State Sponsorship 0.566 (0.135)*** -0.442 (0.161)** 

     Religious 1.526 (0.628)* -1.262 (0.612)* 
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Table 3.1: Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial Regression: Militant Alliances and 
Lethality of Violence, 1970-2016 

  Model 1 

  Count Model 

Number of deaths 

Binary Model 

Prob. of zero deaths  

     Nationalist 0.958 (0.634) -0.497 (0.574) 

     Leftist 2.250 (0.641)*** -0.678 (0.570) 

     Peak Size (log) 0.327 (0.041)*** -0.254 (0.049)*** 

Country-Level Controls     

     Polity 0.030 (0.017)· -0.089 (0.024)*** 

     Government Repression 1.523 (0.371)*** -0.220 (0.464) 

     Number of Militant Groups -0.027 (0.006)*** -0.013 (0.008)· 

     GDPPC (log) -0.081 (0.066) -0.030 (0.073) 

     Population (Millions, log) 0.304 (0.065)*** 0.244 (0.083)** 

AIC 10664.708 10664.708 

Log Likelihood -5300.354 -5300.354 

Num. obs. 3372 3372 

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; ·p < 0.1; Militant group-year is the unit of 
analysis. Robust standard errors are in paratheses. 
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Figure 3.4: Predicted Number of Fatalities from Terrorist Attacks by Proportion of 
Patron Ties (left) and Alliance Portfolio Diversity (right) 

 

Robustness Checks 

I conduct several robustness checks that are included in the appendix section. The key 

findings in the analysis are robust to the use of alternative modelling strategy, inclusion 

of additional control variables, and alternative measurement of key explanatory 

variables.  

In the main regression model, I measure lethality in terms of the non-terrorists’ 

deaths only. Instead, I use other ways to capture lethality using TOTAL NUMBER OF 

DEATHS, TOTAL NUMBER OF CASUALTIES, and NON-TERRORIST 

CASUALTIES (Table C2). Casualties capture both the number of deaths and injuries. 

I measure the impact of alliances on the FREQUENCY OF ATTACKS instead of 

lethality using negative binomial regression (Table C3). SHARE OF 
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TRANSNATIONAL ATTACKS is another way to indicate the intensity of violence 

rather than the total attack count (domestic and transnational). I also include the 

diversity in terrorist attacks instead of lethality to explore the quality of attacks rather 

than the attack quantity. Data for all the terrorist violence comes from the Extended 

Data on Terrorist Groups (EDTG) (Hou et al., 2020). I use an Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS) regression to model both the transnational attack share and attack diversity as 

outcomes since they are of interval type. The results with transnational attacks and 

attack diversity as separate outcomes are shown in Table C3. The primary focus of this 

study is evaluating performance related benefits of militant alliances. I primarily 

theorize and operationalize militant performance in terms of its violent capabilities. 

However, performance is a very broad concept with several indicators used to capture 

it. One of these include group survival. I measure the impact of alliance portfolios on 

the risk of militant group termination using a logistic regression model in line with 

other terrorist group survival studies (Phillips, 2014). The results are shown in Table 

C5.  

Next, I use alternate modeling strategies such as negative binomial and ordinary 

least squares instead of using a zero-inflated negative binomial regression. Table C4 

shows the results of negative binomial regression with non-terrorist deaths as the 

outcome. In line with Ottmann (2017), I measure the outcome of non-terrorist deaths 

as a logged version (plus 1), and I model this logged outcome using an ordinary least 

squares regression. The results are shown in Table C10.  

I include several additional controls in the lethality model. At the country-level, 

I account for ETHNIC FRACTIONALIZATION and two other year-based dummy 
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variables to capture temporal effects. RELIGIOUS ERA is coded as dummy to indicate 

years post-1998. In line with Phillips (2017), this variable accounts for the possibility 

of violence being more lethal in religious era. SEPTEMBER 11 dummy addresses 

potential outlier effects of the high casualty terrorist attacks that occurred in United 

States on September 11th, 2001 (Piazza, 2009). Table C6 displays the results with these 

three variables included. I also control for COLD WAR and CIVIL CONFLICT to 

consider the geopolitical events and their influence on militant group behavior. For 

years through 1990, COLD WAR dummy takes ‘1’ and ‘0’ otherwise. CIVIL 

CONFLICT measures if any of the base countries (when groups operate across multiple 

bases) have an ongoing intrastate armed conflict meeting the annual 25 battle-deaths 

threshold according to the Uppsala Conflict Data Project (UCDP) (Gleditsch et al., 

2002). I use peacescienceR package (Miller, 2022) to extract this variable at the base 

country level. I also control for militant groups that have SPLINTER origins, which 

scholars demonstrate impacts the frequency of the violence they perpetrate (Robinson 

and Malone, 2024).334 The data for both STATE SPONSORSHIP and SPLINTER 

variables come from the Armed Groups Dataset (AGD) (Malone, 2022). Table C7 

shows the results with cold war and civil conflict variables included.  

At the group-level, I control for LEADERSHIP DECAPITATION, 

POLITICAL WING, TERRITORIAL AIMS, AL-QAEDA/ISIS AFFILIATE, and 

SPLINTER. Leader decapitation is shown to affect both violence (Phillips, 2015) and 

militant alliances (Blair et al., 2022b). The presence of political wing can increase the 

reputation of militant groups and attract more alliance partners while at the same time 

 
334 I include this variable in the logit inflated model. 
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it can be useful for militant groups to manipulate the narrative in their favor when 

engaging in violence. Being part of large alliance networks such as Al Qaeda or ISIS 

can provide access to lethal capabilities (Piazza, 2009). The data for both leadership 

decapitation and territorial aims comes from EDTG. I use Armed Groups Dataset 

(AGD) (Malone, 2022) to code for the presence of political wing. I use Militant 

Alliances and Rivalries (MGAR) data to code information about militant groups being 

part of either Al Qaeda or ISIS alliance networks. Lastly, I use an alternate 

measurement of one of my key independent variables. Instead of measuring portfolio 

diversity in terms of the variety of alliance partners, I measure the variety of issue areas 

or support streams that a militant organization has access to as part of its alliance 

portfolio. I calculate the NUMBER OF ALLIANCE DOMAINS to capture the concept 

of diversity in support. The results are shown in Table C8.  

Conclusion 

This study demonstrates the variety of alliances that militant organizations possess 

within their portfolios. In the order of their strength (decreasing order), militant ties 

range from allies, to associates, supporters, and hosts. Additionally, militant alliances 

also vary depending on the direction of resource flows between alliance members. At 

the portfolio level, these two characteristics, I argue, influence the performance-related 

benefits that militant organizations acquire through their alliances. I show that militant 

organizations that have diverse alliance portfolios tend to perpetrate greater number of 

attack fatalities compared to those with less diverse (homogenous) alliance portfolios, 

on average. Also, when militant organizations are involved in alliances where they 
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provide the majority of support to their partners, I demonstrate that such unbalanced 

ties can hamper militant organization’s performance on the ground.  

The results from my Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial regression only show 

support to the alliance directionality hypothesis. This confirms that having a greater 

number of alliances that involve a greater share of resource contributions from militant 

organizations (than their partners) is more likely to have a detrimental effect on the 

severity of violence that these patron organizations perpetrate. On the other hand, the 

portfolio diversity factor does not seem to have a statistically significant impact on the 

lethality of militant violence.  

Overall, this research suggests that the expansion of militant alliance portfolios 

is strategically motivated. Militant organizations optimize their alliance portfolios in 

the expectation to maximize their benefits. While this study demonstrates the negative 

externalities for militant organizations involved in unbalanced or “patron” type 

alliances, further research is needed to pin down on what motivates militant 

organizations to form many such unfavorable ties in the first place. The focus of this 

study is to evaluate the impact of alliance heterogeneity on militant violence. While it 

discusses in detail about the benefits of portfolio diversification, it does not delve deep 

into the challenges associated with it. In the future iterations of this study, I will explore 

about the costs and benefits of alliance portfolio diversification. Given the potential 

costs of building diverse portfolios, it is possible that diversification has diminishing 

returns after it reaches a certain threshold. Accordingly, I plan to include a squared term 

in my regression to test of the non-linear effects. This would allow me to explore the 
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conditions under which militant organizations prefer to diversify their alliance 

portfolios.  

There are several directions in which I plan to extend this study. In addition to 

the lethality of violence, I plan on analyzing other performance indicators such as group 

survival. As other scholars demonstrate, having a greater number of alliances benefit 

terrorist groups in surviving longer (Phillips, 2014). Is it possible that some alliance 

ties are more influential than others in enhancing terrorist group survival capabilities? 

To extend this logic further especially in the context of varying alliance ties, future 

research would need to statistically examine the impact of alliance portfolio diversity 

and directionality on the likelihood of terrorist group termination and the type of 

termination.  

In this study, I construct alliance portfolio diversity measure primarily along 

the depth and scope of alliances335 In addition to these features, alliances could also 

vary based on the partner attributes of individual alliance members such as the militant 

group ideology, size, and base country of operation. Alliance partner diversity is 

another interesting feature to capture, which would allow us to understand their 

distinction from alliance portfolio diversity.  

Future research could also explore whether portfolio dynamics vary based on 

different actor categories. In my analysis here, I only consider alliances among violent 

non-state actors although it is possible for them to have other types of alliance partners 

ranging from criminal organizations, and state actors, to non-violent social movements. 

An illustrative case study can help clearly demonstrate the logic of alliance portfolios 

 
335 Equivalent to the issue-area or functionality of cooperation.  
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of militant organizations. I plan to use one highly networked organization such as Al 

Qaeda and one medium or small militant organization such as Abu Sayyuf Group 

(ASG) to account for size. Lastly, I would like to juxtapose the concept of alliance 

portfolio diversity with alliance portfolio volatility336 (Christia, 2012), which is another 

similar portfolio measure that demonstrates the durability of alliances among militant 

groups operating in civil wars. Since most militant alliances tend to be short-lived, it 

would be helpful to assess if the diversification of militant alliance portfolios is 

primarily a strategy seen among militant organizations that usually have more durable 

militant alliances.  

Overall, this study shows that armed non-state actors engage in a variety of 

alliances and this alliance heterogeneity can have importance consequences in 

understanding how armed groups perform on the battlefield. The findings suggest that 

both the quality and quantity of alliances matter in shaping group performance. 

Additionally, this study also has some important policy implications. When 

formulating counterterrorism strategies to dismantle non-state opposition networks, 

governments should consider the fact that militant organizations favor some alliances 

more than others. Thus, devising counterterrorism policies that target certain high-

valued alliance partners should impose greater costs to militant organizations than 

targeting other relatively less-valued partners within their alliance portfolios.   

 
336 Alliance Portfolio Volatility (APV) measures the total number of shifts in alliances that a rebel group 
experiences over the entire duration of conflict. The author demonstrates the validity of this measure by 
examining alliance switching behavior in the conflict cases of Afghanistan and Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
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Conclusion 
 
 
Rebel and other armed non-state groups rarely operate in a vacuum. In the presence of 

multiple armed opposition actors, they tend to have an interdependent decision-making 

process that shapes the behavior of armed groups during periods of war or high 

government pressures. Existing scholarship has increasingly focused on the patterns of 

armed group interactions. This dissertation builds on and improves this literature by 

examining the conditions under which armed groups cooperate, and in what form. I 

also examine the impact of these cooperative ties on armed group performance.   

Parts I and II study how rebel leaders shape the dynamics of inter-rebel 

cooperation in multiparty civil conflicts. Specifically, I focus on the occurrence and 

type of rebel cooperation as the two main outcomes. I argue that leaders take up a 

crucial role in clearly trying to convey their organization’s value to other potential rebel 

partners during the alliance bargaining phase. Rebel leaders leverage their wartime 

leadership experiences in demonstrating organizational stability along with their group 

management skills and conflict knowledge. The empirical evidence provides support 

to my leadership experience argument thereby confirming that leaders who have 

overseen rebel organizations for longer periods are more likely to engage in rebel 

cooperation. In Part II, I then examined how certain prewar experiences of rebel leaders 

improve the effectiveness of their wartime strategies, which in turn reflect on the type 

of rebel cooperation that these leaders involve their organizations in. I find that rebel 

organizations that are led by leaders with prior military experience are more likely to 

engage in informal cooperation than those without such experience. The findings also 
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show that politically experienced rebel leaders have a greater likelihood of involvement 

in formal rebel ties compared to those without prior political knowledge.  

In Part III, I examine the effects of militant alliances on the lethality of violence 

that militant groups337 perpetrate. I argue that militant organizations involving diverse 

alliance portfolios with a variety of alliances tend to be more likely to receive greater 

material benefits, which can be directed towards their violent activities. I also identify 

another alliance feature that captures the direction of support between alliance 

members. I argue that when a militant organization provides most of the resource 

support to its partners within its alliance portfolio, these alliances can drain the 

organization’s resources. Having more of these unbalanced alliances within a militant 

organization’s alliance portfolio can potentially undermine that organization’s ability 

to conduct lethal attacks. In line with my hypothesis, I find that militant organizations 

with a higher proportion of alliances in which they are the primary support providers 

tend to perpetrate attacks that result in lesser number of fatalities. On the other hand, 

alliance portfolio diversity does not seem to have a statistically meaningful impact on 

the lethality of militant violence.   

Overall, these findings highlight the importance of leaders in driving the 

cooperation behavior of armed non-state groups. The range of experiences that armed 

group leaders acquire through their time in power and from prewar activities can serve 

as useful signals in attracting prospective alliance partners. It is possible that the 

reputation benefits of having prewar experiences could matter more for early-stage and 

non-founding leaders than founders and those leaders with longer-tenures. The benefits 

 
337 These include cases of both rebel and other smaller terrorist organizations.  
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of involvement in prior activities can go beyond just attracting prospective partners 

during wartime. Existing group members who possess these prewar experiences could 

also leverage them in bolstering their candidatures for future leadership positions. 

Additionally, these leader characteristics can also open a potential entry point for 

governments to intervene. When facing nascent armed group leaders, governments 

could be better off in offering them concessions rather than investing in costly leader 

decapitation strategies.  

When evaluating the effectiveness of alliances, these findings suggest the need 

for looking inward into the varying types of alliances and how each alliance partner is 

associated with a unique set of performance-related benefits. These findings also 

suggest a few policy implications that can be relevant to the counterterrorism space. 

Not all alliances are similarly designed, and this can alter the level of security risks that 

alliances pose to governments. Some alliance partners could be more beneficial to 

armed groups than others in terms of enhancing the group’s violent capabilities. Armed 

groups that have large alliance portfolios do not automatically translate into heightened 

threat levels for the governments to counter. Both the quality and quantity of alliances 

are equally important in boosting armed group performance.  

This dissertation opens a myriad of research avenues to explore further. Armed 

group leaders operate across varying command structures, and this could affect their 

decision-making autonomy to initiate and enforce alliance commitments. Future work 

could test the possibility of an interactive effect of leadership experience and command 

structures on the likelihood of armed group cooperation. Furthermore, armed group 

cooperation could occur in a variety of issue-areas. Most rebel alliances are loosely 
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based structures involving resource sharing in areas of finance, weapons, and territory 

among others. Beyond the military domain, groups could also coordinate their political 

positions during peace talks. For future research, scholars could explore in greater 

detail about when and how rebel groups decide to bargain collectively and whether 

such joint negotiation fronts help facilitate, or complicate, peace treaties.  

Many scholars argue that rebel groups yield important tactical benefits through 

cooperation. It is reasonable to expect rebel groups to sustain their alliances for longer 

periods in order to continue receiving these benefits. Yet only few inter-rebel alliances 

endure while most others fall apart soon. For example, in 1982, four left-wing rebel 

groups joined hands to form the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (URNG).338 

URNG had successfully negotiated a peace settlement in 1996. In addition to steady 

outside support from Cuba, the stability of the armed umbrella organization enabled 

URNG’s member rebel groups to both fight and bargain as a unified front. On the 

contrary, highly volatile armed group relationships in Syria have undermined the peace 

efforts. For instance, Jabhat Fateh al-Sham (JFS) and Ahrar al-Sham (AS) formed a 

coalition known as Jaish al-Fateh in 2015. While originally meant to counter the 

government forces, this coalition soon fell apart due to internal differences. These 

contrasting examples suggest that the stability of rebel alliances can impact the 

processes of conflict and peace. Future studies can examine why some rebel alliances 

tend to be more durable while many others struggle to continue even for a year.   

 
338 The URNG comprised of four different rebel groups: the Guerilla Army of the Poor (EGP), the 
Revolutionary Army of the Poor (ORPA), the Rebel Armed Forces (FAR), and the Guatemalan Labor 
Party (PGT).  
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Appendices 
 

Chapter I appendix 

 

 

A1: Coefficient estimates (95% CI) of logistic regression in model 2.  
(Cubic polynomials are not displayed here but are included in the model.) 

 

A2: Logistic Regression of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 
(Additional controls included) 

 Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 
 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 (State Sponsor) (Ethnic Frac.)  (Age)  

Rebel Leader Experience (Years) 0.170*** 0.232*** 0.167*** 
 (0.082) (0.069) (0.047) 

Centralized Rebel Command (0/1) 0.286 0.086 0.134 
 (0.631) (0.482) (0.458) 

Shared Ideology 0.537* 0.447* 0.428* 
 (0.200) (0.324) (0.294) 
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Number of Common State Sponsors 0.183   
 (0.196)   

Power Symmetry 0.137 0.331+ 0.277 
 (0.414) (0.215) (0.250) 

Splinter -0.838+ -1.110* -0.918* 
 (0.538) (0.290) (0.397) 

Age (Group 1)   0.019* 
   (0.010) 

Age (Group 2)   0.044*** 
   (0.012) 

Age Difference   -0.009 
   (0.014) 

Number of Rebel Groups -0.106 -0.088 -0.062 
 (0.120) (0.099) (0.084) 

Democracy -0.099 -0.315 -0.312 
 (1.996) (1.186) (1.327) 

Population -0.127 0.143 -0.216+ 
 (0.253) (0.191) (0.132) 

GDPPC -2.178 -2.333+ -2.214+ 
 (2.381) (2.203) (1.307) 

Military Personnel -0.194 -0.163 -0.135 
 (0.234) (0.154) (0.134) 

Government Repression 0.756 0.376 0.172 
 (1.790) (0.997) (1.227) 

Terrain Ruggedness -0.336+ -0.148 -0.307* 
 (0.238) (0.182) (0.213) 

Post-Cold War -0.038 0.280 0.122 
 (0.279) (0.212) (0.246) 

Ethnic Fractionalization  -2.187***  
  (0.874)  

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1)  0.158 0.571** 0.501* 
 (0.216) (0.317) (0.264) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) 1.070*** 0.746*** 0.792*** 
 (0.368) (0.328) (0.337) 

Conflict Issue Mismatch -0.707* -0.528* -0.791** 
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 (0.495) (0.280) (0.315) 

Conflict Duration (Group 1) 0.089*** 0.037** 0.047** 
 (0.025) (0.014) (0.015) 

Conflict Duration (Group 2)  0.036 0.016 0.009 
 (0.067) (0.034) (0.026) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation -1.454*** -0.820*** -0.785*** 
 (0.486) (0.077) (0.091) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^2 0.265*** 0.057*** 0.051*** 
 (0.135) (0.017) (0.019) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^3  -0.014*** -0.001** -0.001** 
 (0.008) (0.001) (0.001) 

Constant 3.337 4.243 3.639 
 (6.188) (5.127) (3.186) 

Observations 803 1005 1168 
Log Likelihood -359.261 -472.489 -525.156 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 764.522 990.977 1100.312 
Note: +p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; Robust standard errors clustered by country are in 
paratheses.  
 

 
 

A3: Logistic Regression of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence (1989-2011) 
(rebel rivalry control included) 

 Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 
 Model 6 

Rebel Leader Experience (Years) 0.103* 
 (0.053) 

Centralized Rebel Command (0/1) 0.531 
 (0.645) 

Rebel Rivalry -1.126 
 (0.823) 

Shared Ideology 0.032 
 (0.290) 

Power Symmetry 0.286 
 (0.421) 
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Splinter -1.367 
 (1.504) 

Number of Rebel Groups -0.207* 
 (0.136) 

Democracy 0.078 
 (1.395) 

Population -0.354* 
 (0.212) 

GDPPC -2.855+ 
 (1.945) 

Military Personnel 0.467* 
 (0.254) 

Government Repression 0.656 
 (1.654) 

Terrain Ruggedness -0.280 
 (0.291) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) -0.183 
 (0.487) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) 0.869* 
 (0.356) 

Conflict Issue Mismatch -1.118** 
 (0.435) 

Conflict Duration (Group 1) 0.087*** 
 (0.042) 

Conflict Duration (Group 2) 0.110*** 
 (0.017) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation -0.618*** 
 (0.090) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^2 0.048** 
 (0.011) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^3 -0.001+ 
 (0.000) 

Constant 7.035+ 
 (4.947) 
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Observations 562 
Log Likelihood -248.906 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 541.812 
Note: +p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; Robust standard errors clustered by country are in 
parentheses. I do not include common state sponsor count because of the high degree of missingness 
in this variable.   
 

 
A4: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation Type  

 Rebel Cooperation Occurrence  
 Model 7 
 Formal Cooperation     Informal Cooperation 

Rebel Leader Experience (Years) 0.251*** 0.116** 
 (0.040) (0.038) 

Centralized Rebel Command (/1) -0.539** 0.517** 
 (0.184) (0.195) 

Shared Ideology 0.222 0.816** 
 (0.227) (0.273) 

Power Symmetry 0.263 0.267 
 (0.197) (0.227) 

Splinter -1.063** -0.386+ 
 (0.363) (0.226) 

Number of Rebel Groups 0.095 -0.326*** 
 (0.066) (0.070) 

Democracy -5.541*** 2.360*** 
 (0.118) (0.222) 

Population 0.173 -0.384** 
 (0.144) (0.118) 

GDPPC 2.069*** -4.698*** 
 (0.242) (0.234) 

Military Personnel -0.423** 0.317* 
 (0.134) (0.146) 

Government Repression 2.628*** -0.211 
 (0.131) (0.234) 

Terrain Ruggedness -0.379* -0.209 
 (0.176) (0.181) 
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Post-Cold War -0.336 0.917*** 
 (0.256) (0.269) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) 0.099 0.812** 
 (0.230) (0.270) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 2) 0.506* 0.948*** 
 (0.235) (0.285) 

Conflict Issue Mismatch -1.511*** -0.044 
 (0.367) (0.285) 

Conflict Duration (Group 1) 0.064*** 0.059*** 
 (0.015) (0.016) 

Conflict Duration (Group 2) 0.020 0.071*** 
 (0.025) (0.021) 

Time Since Previous Rebel 
Cooperation -0.821*** -1.203*** 

 (0.107) (0.202) 
Time Since Previous Rebel 
Cooperation^2 0.057*** 0.164*** 

 (0.013) (0.047) 
Time Since Previous Rebel 
Cooperation^3 -0.001** -0.007** 

 (0.0004) (0.003) 
Constant -6.133*** 8.850*** 

 (0.100) (0.105) 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,497.717 1,497.717 
Note: +p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; Robust standard errors clustered by country are in 
paratheses. I do not include common state sponsor count because of the high degree of missingness in 
this variable.   
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A5: Distribution of Command Centralization with Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 

 

A6: Distribution of the number of rebel leaders in each rebel group by their times in 
power.339 

 
339 To create this histogram, I remove observations with leader transitions for the purpose of visual 
clarity. I code leadership experience as 0 years during transition years because of the difficulty in 
identifying a single/unique rebel leader for that group. Accordingly, this inflates the count of unique 
rebel leaders with 0 years of leadership experience 
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A7: Logistic Regression of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 
(substituting leader experience with leader transition variable) 

 Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 
 Model 8 Model 9 

Rebel Leader Transition (0/1) -0.025 -0.101 
 (0.175) (0.288) 

Centralized Rebel Command (0/1) 0.199 0.366 
 (0.543) (0.642) 

Shared Ideology 0.515** 0.559* 
 (0.273) (0.176) 

Number of Common State Sponsors  0.254* 
  (0.181) 

Power Symmetry 0.350* 0.210 
 (0.239) (0.381) 

Splinter -0.761+ -0.767 
 (0.303) (0.431) 

Number of Rebel Groups -0.065 -0.084 
 (0.098) (0.119) 

Democracy 0.177 0.295 
 (1.323) (2.042) 

Population -0.064 -0.014 
 (0.145) (0.215) 

GDPPC -0.678 -1.812 
 (1.641) (1.991) 

Military Personnel -0.109 -0.247 
 (0.168) (0.237) 

Government Repression -0.097 0.097 
 (1.226) (1.803) 

Terrain Ruggedness -0.176 -0.328+ 
 (0.229) (0.254) 

Post-Cold War 0.220 -0.045 
 (0.292) (0.292) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) 0.532** 0.207 
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 (0.320) (0.228) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) 0.763*** 0.993*** 
 (0.320) (0.342) 

Conflict Issue Mismatch -0.964*** -0.999** 
 (0.255) (0.444) 

Conflict Duration (Group 1) 0.070*** 0.103*** 
 (0.011) (0.021) 

Conflict Duration (Group 2) 0.083*** 0.092*** 
 (0.014) (0.036) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation -0.735*** -1.422*** 
 (0.070) (0.512) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^2 0.049*** 0.270*** 
 (0.012) (0.146) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^3 -0.001** -0.015*** 
 (0.000) (0.009) 

Constant 0.198 2.028 
 (3.924) (5.213) 

Observations 1203 815 
Log Likelihood -573.220 -376.049 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1190.440 798.097 
Note: +p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; Robust standard errors clustered by country are in 
paratheses. 

 
 

A8: Logistic Regression of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence (1989-2011)  
(substituting conflict intensity with rebel battle-deaths for each group) 

 Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 
 Model 10 

Rebel Leader Experience (Years) 0.102* 
 (0.052) 

Centralized Rebel Command (0/1) 0.632 
 (0.613) 

Shared Ideology 0.075 
 (0.272) 

Power Symmetry 0.259 
 (0.415) 
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Splinter -1.783* 
 (1.393) 

Number of Rebel Groups -0.185* 
 (0.135) 

Democracy -0.486 
 (1.454) 

Population -0.311+ 
 (0.217) 

GDPPC -2.575 
 (1.956) 

Military Personnel 0.424+ 
 (0.302) 

Government Repression 0.668 
 (1.570) 

Terrain Ruggedness -0.366+ 
 (0.271) 

Rebel Battle-Deaths (Group 1) -0.013 
 (0.079) 

Rebel Battle-Deaths (Group 2) 0.101+ 
 (0.073) 

Conflict Issue Mismatch -1.013** 
 (0.437) 

Conflict Duration (Group 1) 0.080*** 
 (0.040) 

Conflict Duration (Group 2) 0.105*** 
 (0.015) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation -0.652*** 
 (0.093) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^2 0.051** 
 (0.011) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^3 -0.001+ 
 (0.000) 

Constant 6.191 
 (5.034) 
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Observations 561 
Log Likelihood -250.725 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 543.449 
Note: +p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; Robust standard errors clustered by country are in 
paratheses. I do not include common state sponsor count because of the high degree of missingness in 
this variable.  

 
 
 

A9: Logistic Regression of Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 
(controlling for common state sponsor dummy instead of sponsor count) 

 Rebel Cooperation Occurrence 
 Model 11 

Rebel Leader Experience (Years) 0.172*** 
 (0.040) 

Centralized Rebel Command (0/1) 0.280 
 (0.494) 

Shared Ideology 0.559* 
 (0.245) 

Common State Sponsors (0/1) 0.371 
 (0.285) 

Power Symmetry 0.139 
 (0.216) 

Splinter -0.827+ 
 (0.481) 

Number of Rebel Groups -0.109 
 (0.068) 

Democracy 0.189 
 (1.517) 

Population -0.179 
 (0.170) 

GDPPC -2.081 
 (1.506) 

Military Personnel -0.141 
 (0.177) 

Government Repression 0.786 
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 (1.274) 

Terrain Ruggedness -0.348+ 
 (0.182) 

Post-Cold War 0.001 
 (0.277) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) 0.170 
 (0.255) 

High Conflict Intensity (Group 1) 1.095*** 
 (0.265) 

Conflict Issue Mismatch -0.765* 
 (0.340) 

Conflict Duration (Group 1) 0.087*** 
 (0.020) 

Conflict Duration (Group 2) 0.039 
 (0.029) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation -1.446*** 
 (0.212) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^2 0.261*** 
 (0.059) 

Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation^3 -0.014*** 
 (0.004) 

Constant 3.310 
 (3.506) 

Observations 803 
Log Likelihood -359.727 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 765.455 

Note: +p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; Robust standard errors clustered by country are in 
paratheses. 
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Chapter II appendix 

Table B1: Summary Statistics 

Statistic N Mean St. 
Dev. Min Max 

Formal Rebel Cooperation 1,772 0.142 0.349 0 1 
Informal Rebel Cooperation 1,772 0.108 0.310 0 1 
Rebel Cooperation (Any) 1,772 0.249 0.433 0 1 
Rebel Leader Prewar Political Experience 
(Any) 1,253 0.033 0.178 0 1 

Rebel Leader Prewar Military Experience 
(Any) 901 0.233 0.423 0 1 

Rebel Leader Prewar Government 
Experience 1,375 0.025 0.155 0 1 

Rebel Leader Prewar Political Occupation 1,301 0.007 0.083 0 1 
Rebel Leader Prewar Political Affiliations 1,098 0.444 0.497 0 1 
Rebel Leader Prewar State Military 
Experience 1,305 0.025 0.157 0 1 

Rebel Leader Prewar Combat Experience 1,084 0.113 0.317 0 1 
Rebel Leader Prewar Military Experience 
Abroad 1,120 0.066 0.249 0 1 

Rebel Leader Prewar Military Occupation 1,360 0.007 0.081 0 1 
Rebel Leader Prewar Nonstate Armed 
Group Experience 1,211 0.189 0.392 0 1 

Rebel Leader Tenure (Years) 1,381 2.735 3.352 0 18 
Founding Rebel Leader 1,357 0.190 0.393 0 1 
Rebel Leader Seized Power 1,121 0.112 0.316 0 1 
Leader Age (Rebel A) 1,181 52.923 12.744 13.000 115.000 
Leader Age (Rebel B) 1,136 49.923 17.112 13.000 120.000 
Rebel Organization Age (Rebel A) 1,796 15.919 13.441 0 64 
Rebel Organization Age (Rebel B) 1,726 12.787 11.389 0 76 
Rebel Organization Age Difference 1,649 10.834 10.887 0 63 
Rebel Parent Type (Community Ties) 1,789 0.158 0.364 0 1 
Rebel Parent Type (Military Expertise) 1,744 0.412 0.492 0 1 
Centralized Rebel Command 1,742 0.901 0.298 0 1 
Shared Ideology 1,667 0.609 0.488 0 1 
Number of Common State Sponsors 1,134 1.261 1.121 0 6 
Power Symmetry 1,756 0.595 0.491 0 1 
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Splinter 1,893 0.035 0.183 0 1 
Rebel Political Wing 1,811 0.236 0.425 0 1 
Rebel Territorial Control 1,811 0.294 0.456 0 1 
Number of Rebel Groups 1,893 5.073 2.187 2 10 
Democracy Index 1,880 0.298 0.271 0.048 0.793 
Population (Millions) 1,880 200.598 375.885 2.407 1,236.687 
GDPPC (Millions) 1,880 7.604 0.927 6.168 10.457 
Military Personnel (Millions) 1,868 0.357 0.450 0.002 3.400 
Government Repression 1,893 0.320 0.267 0.020 0.892 
Ruggedness Index 1,876 1.610 0.675 0.147 5.301 
Post-Cold War 1,893 0.434 0.496 0 1 
Conflict Issue Mismatch 1,893 0.260 0.439 0 1 
Conflict Duration (Years) 1,893 2.716 4.201 0 27 
High Conflict Intensity 1,893 0.086 0.280 0 1 
Time Since Previous Rebel Cooperation 1,772 2.678 3.964 0 30 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure B1: Histogram of Rebel Leader Age 
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Figure B2: Distribution of Rebel Leaders by their Type of Prior Experiences 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure B3: Distribution of Rebel Leaders by their Entry Method 
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Figure B5: Average Marginal Effects of Leader Military (Top-panel) and Political 
Experience (Bottom-panel) on Rebel Cooperation Type  
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Table B2: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 
Type (Main Model) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal 

Main 
Explanatory 
Variables 

      

Leader 
Military 

Experience 

-0.501 
(0.244)* 

0.980 
(0.225)*** 

-0.397 
(0.388) 

0.757 
(0.331)* 

  

State Military 
Service 

    -0.286 
(1.454) 

-0.748 
(1.066) 

Combat 
Experience 

    -0.801 
(0.470)· 

-0.423 
(0.595) 

Military 
Training 
Abroad 

    0.987 
(0.749) 

1.198 
(0.532)* 

Military 
Career 

    -9.384 
(0.000)*** 

-10.295 
(0.000)*** 

Leader 
Political 

Experience 

0.804 
(0.402)* 

0.174 
(0.530) 

1.740 
(0.705)* 

-0.258 
(0.655) 

  

Political 
Office 

    4.077 
(1.083)*** 

0.349 
(0.755) 

Political 
Career 

    -0.555 
(1.236) 

-7.742 
(0.000)*** 

Leader-Level 
Controls 
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Table B2: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 
Type (Main Model) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal 

Rebel Leader 
Tenure 
(Years) 

  0.356 
(0.075)*** 

0.196 
(0.067)** 

0.367 
(0.075)*** 

0.282 
(0.073)*** 

Founding 
Leader 

  0.166 
(0.288) 

-0.268 
(0.359) 

-0.036 
(0.300) 

-0.399 
(0.381) 

Dyad-Level 
Controls 

      

Shared 
Ideology 

  0.569 
(0.317)· 

0.910 
(0.389)* 

0.302 
(0.325) 

0.723 
(0.424)· 

Power 
Symmetry 

  0.777 
(0.286)** 

-0.199 
(0.318) 

0.648 
(0.290)* 

-0.439 
(0.338) 

Splinter   -1.508 
(0.642)* 

-1.108 
(0.690) 

-1.418 
(0.661)* 

-0.440 
(0.782) 

Centralized 
Rebel 

Command 
  -0.293 

(0.938) 
0.416 

(0.852) 
0.050 

(0.922) 
0.647 

(0.860) 

Conflict-
Level 
Controls 

      

High Conflict 
Intensity 

  0.827 
(0.329)* 

0.447 
(0.583) 

0.644 
(0.329)· 

0.052 
(0.591) 

Conflict 
Duration 

  -0.048 
(0.079) 

0.085 
(0.080) 

-0.057 
(0.080) 

-0.042 
(0.086) 
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Table B2: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 
Type (Main Model) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal 

Country-
Level 
Controls 

      

Government 
Repression 

  -3.328 
(2.819) 

0.450 
(1.684) 

-5.642 
(0.658)*** 

0.728 
(1.792) 

Number of 
Rebel Groups 

  0.182 
(0.118) 

-0.153 
(0.105) 

0.235 
(0.120)· 

-0.187 
(0.114) 

Democracy   -4.293 
(3.438) 

3.945 
(2.058)· 

-7.235 
(0.712)*** 

3.166 
(2.264) 

Population 
(Millions) 

  -0.248 
(0.229) 

0.002 
(0.147) 

-0.212 
(0.236) 

-0.048 
(0.155) 

GDPPC   -13.609 
(1.361)*** 

-6.434 
(0.842)*** 

-15.313 
(0.563)*** 

-3.146 
(0.913)*** 

Cubic Time 
Polynomials Yes Yes Yes 

Regional 
Dummies Yes Yes Yes 

Clustered-
Standard 

Errors 
(Country) 

Yes Yes Yes 

Reference 
Category 

(DV) 
No Cooperation No Cooperation No Cooperation 

AIC 1372.090 859.436 829.999 



 

 

181 
 

Table B2: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 
Type (Main Model) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal 

BIC 1400.153 1077.405 1083.401 

Log 
Likelihood -680.045 -381.718 -359.000 

Num. obs. 794 693 682 

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; ·p < 0.1 

 
Table B3: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 

Type (Baseline Model with Leader Experience Subcategories) 
 Rebel Cooperation Type 
 Model 4 
 Formal Informal 

Political Office 1.579** 1.277* 
 (0.487) (0.609) 

Political Career -1.086 -15.189*** 
 (1.130) (0.00000) 

State Military Service -1.097 0.308 
 (1.109) (0.908) 

Combat Experience -0.178 -0.668 
 (0.286) (0.445) 

Military Training Abroad -0.592 1.578*** 
 (0.511) (0.350) 

Military Career -11.117 -20.401*** 
 (430.600) (0.00000) 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 1310.468 1310.468 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table B4: Ordered Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 
Strength 

 Rebel Cooperation Strength 
 Model 5 Model 6 

Rebel Leader Political Experience 0.836  
 (0.435)  

Political Office  1.343* 
  (0.522) 

Political Career  -0.594 
  (1.177) 

Rebel Leader Military Experience -0.156  
 (0.230)  

State Military Service  -0.104 
  (0.812) 

Combat Experience  -0.411 
  (0.351) 

Military Training Abroad  0.553 
  (0.419) 

Military Career  -14.593*** 
  (0.00000) 

Rebel Leader Tenure (Years) 0.199*** 0.231*** 
 (0.046) (0.048) 

Founding Leader 0.102 -0.082 
 (0.219) (0.229) 

Shared Ideology 0.573* 0.375 
 (0.233) (0.243) 

Power Symmetry 0.527* 0.405 
 (0.209) (0.216) 

Splinter -1.192* -1.317** 
 (0.470) (0.507) 

Centralized Rebel Command 0.253 0.330 
 (0.614) (0.628) 

High Conflict Intensity 0.760** 0.563* 
 (0.279) (0.279) 

Conflict Duration 0.059 0.052 
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 (0.049) (0.052) 

Government Repression -0.850 -2.474 
 (1.450) (1.694) 

Number of Rebel Groups 0.120 0.076 
 (0.073) (0.083) 

Democracy -0.680 -3.032 
 (1.756) (2.093) 

Population (Millions) -0.258* -0.240 
 (0.115) (0.123) 

GDPPC -7.010*** -5.803*** 
 (0.696) (0.841) 

No Cooperation | Informal -14.682*** -14.348*** 
 (0.263) (0.238) 

Informal | Formal -13.669*** -13.503*** 
 (0.278) (0.252) 

Observations 693 682 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 
 
Table B5: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 

Type (Controlling for State Sponsorship Presence) 
 Rebel Cooperation Type 
 Model 7 
 Formal Informal 

Rebel Leader Political Experience 5.521*** -0.168 
 (1.504) (0.900) 

Rebel Leader Military Experience -0.236 1.301** 
 (0.439) (0.463) 

Rebel Leader Tenure (Years) 0.412*** 0.194* 
 (0.094) (0.085) 

Founding Leader 0.017 -0.838 
 (0.316) (0.480) 

Common State Sponsorship (Count) 0.140 -0.054 
 (0.189) (0.181) 

Shared Ideology 0.441 0.926 
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 (0.354) (0.584) 

Power Symmetry 0.475 -0.247 
 (0.310) (0.439) 

Splinter -1.357* -1.510 
 (0.668) (0.988) 

Centralized Rebel Command -0.373 7.789*** 
 (1.072) (0.162) 

High Conflict Intensity 0.765* -0.070 
 (0.350) (0.718) 

Conflict Duration -0.126 0.062 
 (0.098) (0.109) 

Government Repression -9.171** 1.031 
 (2.897) (2.052) 

Number of Rebel Groups 0.258 -0.018 
 (0.138) (0.152) 

Democracy -9.768* 3.692 
 (4.027) (2.705) 

Population (Millions) -0.077 -0.026 
 (0.356) (0.191) 

GDPPC -24.262*** -0.014 
 (1.534) (1.022) 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 676.805 676.805 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 
 
 
Table B6: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 

Type (Controlling for Leader Age and Entry Method through Power Seize 
 Rebel Cooperation Type 
 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 
 Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal 

Rebel Leader 
Political 
Experience 

1.479 -0.212 1.770* -0.288 1.542* -0.322 

 (0.786) (0.686) (0.710) (0.663) (0.785) (0.694) 
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Rebel Leader 
Military 
Experience 

-0.624 0.834* -0.499 0.668* -0.669 0.482 

 (0.427) (0.386) (0.394) (0.329) (0.439) (0.393) 

Rebel Leader 
Tenure (Years) 0.385*** 0.160* 0.386*** 0.208** 0.420*** 0.220** 

 (0.081) (0.076) (0.078) (0.069) (0.086) (0.079) 

Founding Leader 0.197 -0.023     
 (0.315) (0.411)     

Leader Age 
(Rebel A) -0.005 -0.029   -0.010 -0.034* 

 (0.016) (0.016)   (0.016) (0.016) 
Leader Age 
(Rebel B) 0.013 0.012   0.012 0.019 

 (0.011) (0.014)   (0.011) (0.014) 
Leader Seized 
Power 

  -0.510 -0.766 -0.561 -16.318*** 
   (0.632) (0.586) (0.746) (0.00000) 

Shared Ideology 0.637 0.583 0.611* 0.934* 0.619 0.504 
 (0.330) (0.463) (0.312) (0.402) (0.323) (0.471) 

Power Symmetry 0.995** -0.128 0.966*** 0.015 1.128*** 0.090 
 (0.326) (0.366) (0.292) (0.335) (0.332) (0.365) 

Splinter -1.634* -0.784 -1.683** -1.091 -1.843** -0.751 
 (0.715) (0.737) (0.644) (0.700) (0.711) (0.743) 

Centralized Rebel 
Command -0.075 0.769 -0.335 0.605 -0.119 1.070 

 (1.028) (0.894) (0.946) (0.844) (1.019) (0.881) 

High Conflict 
Intensity 0.857* 0.704 0.814* 0.499 0.809* 0.547 

 (0.337) (0.617) (0.329) (0.591) (0.335) (0.612) 

Conflict Duration -0.093 0.092 -0.074 0.087 -0.120 0.045 
 (0.084) (0.087) (0.080) (0.080) (0.086) (0.088) 

Government 
Repression -5.398 -0.207 -3.674 0.048 -5.449 -0.450 

 (2.962) (1.931) (2.630) (1.690) (2.916) (1.940) 
Number of Rebel 
Groups 0.184 -0.243* 0.174 -0.176 0.203 -0.201 
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 (0.127) (0.120) (0.120) (0.109) (0.129) (0.120) 

Democracy -7.185 3.366 -4.864 3.800 -7.089 3.846 
 (3.691) (2.364) (3.223) (2.067) (3.646) (2.406) 

Population 
(Millions) -0.152 -0.047 -0.247 0.015 -0.167 0.007 

 (0.254) (0.172) (0.230) (0.147) (0.256) (0.174) 
GDPPC -13.977*** -4.346*** -13.831*** -7.524*** -14.592*** -6.671*** 

 (1.752) (1.153) (1.308) (0.833) (1.714) (1.175) 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 762.073 762.073 835.801 835.801 743.944 743.944 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 
 

Table B7: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 
Type (Controlling for Organizational Ages & Age Difference) 

 Rebel Cooperation Type 
 Model 11 
 Formal Informal 

Rebel Leader Political Experience 1.941** -0.163 
 (0.751) (0.659) 

Rebel Leader Military Experience -0.110 0.833* 
 (0.419) (0.351) 

Rebel Leader Tenure (Years) 0.362*** 0.185** 
 (0.077) (0.071) 

Founding Leader 0.025 -0.192 
 (0.311) (0.372) 

Rebel Age (Group A) 0.040 0.009 
 (0.031) (0.021) 

Rebel Age (Group B) 0.033 0.022 
 (0.028) (0.021) 

Age Difference (Group) -0.068* -0.005 
 (0.032) (0.022) 

Shared Ideology 0.416 0.813 
 (0.328) (0.417) 

Power Symmetry 0.760* -0.232 
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 (0.298) (0.335) 

Splinter -1.692* -1.050 
 (0.660) (0.702) 

Centralized Rebel Command -0.461 0.391 
 (1.060) (0.849) 

High Conflict Intensity 0.870** 0.488 
 (0.336) (0.589) 

Conflict Duration -0.115 0.066 
 (0.080) (0.081) 

Government Repression -2.938 0.478 
 (2.997) (1.708) 

Number of Rebel Groups 0.200 -0.158 
 (0.122) (0.106) 

Democracy -4.697 3.620 
 (3.635) (2.116) 

Population (Millions) -0.265 -0.002 
 (0.245) (0.153) 

GDPPC -15.662*** -6.673*** 
 (1.394) (0.856) 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 860.954 860.954 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
  
 

Table B9: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel Cooperation 
Type (Controlling for Both Shared Ethnicity and Shared Ideology) 

 Rebel Cooperation Type 
 Model 17 
 Formal Informal 

Rebel Leader Political Experience 2.667* -0.433 
 (1.089) (0.786) 

Rebel Leader Military Experience -0.820 1.290** 
 (0.479) (0.435) 

Rebel Leader Tenure (Years) 0.536*** 0.268** 
 (0.110) (0.094) 
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Founding Leader 0.006 -1.150* 
 (0.323) (0.484) 

Shared Ideology 0.725* -0.688 
 (0.356) (0.495) 

Shared Ethnicity 0.296 0.763 
 (0.348) (0.511) 

Power Symmetry 0.943** -0.651 
 (0.339) (0.397) 

Splinter -1.642* -1.348 
 (0.721) (0.808) 

Centralized Rebel Command 0.305 0.785 
 (1.045) (0.892) 

High Conflict Intensity 0.792* 0.358 
 (0.354) (0.626) 

Conflict Duration -0.248* 0.074 
 (0.113) (0.099) 

Government Repression 2.046 2.793 
 (3.819) (1.899) 

Number of Rebel Groups 0.281* -0.057 
 (0.140) (0.123) 

Democracy 2.868 6.411** 
 (4.434) (2.329) 

Population (Millions) -0.034 0.342 
 (0.323) (0.199) 

GDPPC -21.839*** -5.470*** 
 (1.706) (1.178) 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 706.093 706.093 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 
 

Table B10: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel 
Cooperation Type (Controlling for Rebel Group Origins) 

 Rebel Cooperation Type 
 Model 18 
 Formal Informal 
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Rebel Leader Political Experience 1.624* -0.508 
 (0.738) (0.668) 

Rebel Leader Military Experience -0.424 0.845* 
 (0.395) (0.339) 

Rebel Leader Tenure (Years) 0.364*** 0.194** 
 (0.076) (0.069) 

Founding Leader 0.615 -0.205 
 (0.351) (0.365) 

Shared Ideology 0.523 0.796* 
 (0.322) (0.405) 

Power Symmetry 0.938** -0.183 
 (0.295) (0.318) 

Splinter -1.421* -1.330 
 (0.656) (0.713) 

Centralized Rebel Command 0.256 0.406 
 (0.999) (0.871) 

Rebel Parent Type (Community Ties) 1.317** -0.594 
 (0.428) (0.512) 

Rebel Parent Type (Military Expertise) -0.485 -0.777* 
 (0.363) (0.375) 

High Conflict Intensity 1.159** 0.565 
 (0.355) (0.592) 

Conflict Duration -0.057 0.080 
 (0.079) (0.080) 

Government Repression -4.930 0.692 
 (2.728) (1.674) 

Number of Rebel Groups 0.112 -0.202 
 (0.126) (0.108) 

Democracy -5.322 4.150* 
 (3.387) (2.057) 

Population (Millions) -0.208 0.011 
 (0.239) (0.149) 

GDPPC -16.074*** -6.680*** 
 (1.371) (0.812) 
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Akaike Inf. Crit. 849.904 849.904 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table B11: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel 
Cooperation Type (Controlling for Rebel Political Wing and Rebel Territorial 

Control) 
 Rebel Cooperation Type 
 Model 19 Model 20 
 Formal Informal Formal Informal 

Rebel Leader Political 
Experience 1.733* -0.302 1.798* -0.325 

 (0.707) (0.660) (0.721) (0.660) 
Rebel Leader Military 
Experience -0.404 0.739* -0.248 0.762* 

 (0.389) (0.333) (0.403) (0.332) 
Rebel Leader Tenure (Years) 0.354*** 0.198** 0.359*** 0.183** 

 (0.076) (0.068) (0.076) (0.067) 

Founding Leader 0.167 -0.303 0.160 -0.307 
 (0.288) (0.362) (0.289) (0.361) 

Shared Ideology 0.568 0.933* 0.578 0.772 
 (0.317) (0.392) (0.318) (0.396) 

Power Symmetry 0.833* -0.182 0.999** -0.206 
 (0.382) (0.320) (0.352) (0.321) 

Splinter -1.567* -1.145 -1.738* -1.107 
 (0.705) (0.695) (0.683) (0.704) 

Centralized Rebel Command -0.271 0.447 -0.251 0.578 
 (0.953) (0.853) (0.943) (0.875) 

Rebel Political Wing -0.106 -0.259   
 (0.400) (0.376)   

Rebel Territorial Control   -0.407 0.504 
   (0.379) (0.394) 

High Conflict Intensity 0.820* 0.426 0.807* 0.410 
 (0.329) (0.586) (0.330) (0.589) 

Conflict Duration -0.045 0.086 -0.050 0.088 
 (0.079) (0.080) (0.080) (0.079) 

Government Repression -3.411 0.607 -3.540 0.423 
 (2.864) (1.688) (2.851) (1.700) 

Number of Rebel Groups 0.192 -0.153 0.243 -0.177 
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 (0.124) (0.106) (0.129) (0.107) 

Democracy -4.454 3.960 -4.838 4.305* 
 (3.527) (2.052) (3.533) (2.112) 

Population (Millions) -0.240 0.027 -0.263 -0.008 
 (0.230) (0.150) (0.232) (0.149) 

GDPPC -13.520*** -6.342*** -13.924*** -6.127*** 
 (1.354) (0.861) (1.375) (0.860) 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 862.934 862.934 860.090 860.090 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 
 
 

Table B12: Multinomial Logistic Regression: Determinants of Rebel 
Cooperation Type (Including Political Affiliation and Non-State Armed Group 

Experience) 
 Rebel Cooperation Type 
 Model 21 Model 22 
 Formal Informal Formal Informal 

Rebel Leader Political 
Experience -0.388 0.441   

 (0.311) (0.339)   

Rebel Leader Military 
Experience -0.160 0.549   

 (0.321) (0.351)   

Political Affiliation   -0.868* 0.391 
   (0.406) (0.373) 

Political Office   5.072*** -0.373 
   (1.301) (0.841) 

Political Career   -0.762 -7.303*** 
   (1.296) (0.0005) 

State Military Service   -0.546 -0.763 
   (1.593) (1.119) 

Combat Experience   -1.404** -0.519 
   (0.543) (0.688) 

Military Training Abroad   0.909 1.114 
   (0.853) (0.574) 
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Military Career   -8.202*** -10.807*** 
   (0.0004) (0.00003) 

Non-State Armed Group 
Experience 

  0.089 0.227 
   (0.398) (0.472) 

Rebel Leader Tenure (Years) 0.380*** 0.155* 0.444*** 0.256** 
 (0.072) (0.071) (0.085) (0.081) 

Founding Leader 0.051 -0.366 0.228 -0.467 
 (0.309) (0.369) (0.368) (0.401) 

Shared Ideology 0.138 0.806* 0.439 0.555 
 (0.291) (0.390) (0.337) (0.436) 

Power Symmetry 0.905** -0.377 1.190*** -0.488 
 (0.284) (0.329) (0.340) (0.358) 

Splinter -1.719* -0.686 -2.245** -0.506 
 (0.676) (0.737) (0.738) (0.876) 

Centralized Rebel Command -1.047 0.329 0.152 0.654 
 (0.929) (0.850) (1.008) (0.912) 

High Conflict Intensity 0.630 0.369 0.735* 0.102 
 (0.331) (0.601) (0.340) (0.606) 

Conflict Duration -0.076 0.069 -0.118 -0.064 
 (0.073) (0.081) (0.087) (0.092) 

Government Repression -5.480*** -1.274** -7.869*** 0.212 
 (0.502) (0.409) (0.703) (1.986) 

Number of Rebel Groups 0.157 -0.142 0.306* -0.118 
 (0.110) (0.110) (0.134) (0.122) 

Democracy -6.430*** 1.620*** -9.992*** 2.836 
 (0.551) (0.434) (0.735) (2.500) 

Population (Millions) -0.533* 0.101 -0.267 -0.026 
 (0.214) (0.155) (0.267) (0.167) 

GDPPC -7.717*** -4.431*** -18.321*** -4.283*** 
 (0.524) (0.467) (0.625) (1.008) 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 859.128 859.128 775.913 775.913 
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Chapter III appendix 

 
Table C1: Summary Statistics 

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max 

Total Number of Terrorist 
Attacks 9,182 5.177 35.437 0 1,132 

Total Number of Non-Terrorist 
Deaths 8,926 12.793 140.905 0 6,235 

Total Number of Non-Terrorist 
Casualties 8,795 32.301 328.807 0 13,789 

Alliance Portfolio Size 7,103 0.841 1.930 0 27 
Proportion of Patron Ties 7,103 0.068 0.219 0.000 1.000 
Alliance Portfolio Diversity 7,103 0.066 0.170 0.000 0.750 
Number of Allies 7,103 0.231 0.657 0 7 
Number of Associates 7,103 0.347 1.047 0 17 
Number of Supporters 7,103 0.261 0.729 0 7 
Number of Hosts 7,103 0.003 0.053 0 1 
Number of Alliance Issue-Areas 7,103 1.284 1.957 0 5 
Operational Support 7,103 0.301 0.459 0 1 
Material Support 7,103 0.262 0.440 0 1 
Territorial Support 7,103 0.239 0.427 0 1 
Training Support 7,103 0.276 0.447 0 1 
Financial Support 7,103 0.205 0.404 0 1 
Al-Qaeda or ISIS Affiliate 7,103 0.024 0.155 0 1 
Group Age 9,285 12.763 10.866 1 47 
Peak Group Size 6,772 1,625.309 3,217.646 10 10,000 
Number of Bases 9,285 1.393 0.986 1 10 
Leftist 9,132 0.243 0.429 0 1 
Nationalist 9,132 0.468 0.499 0 1 
Religious 9,132 0.260 0.439 0 1 
Rightist 9,132 0.029 0.168 0 1 
Splinter 9,285 0.169 0.375 0 1 
State Sponsorship 9,285 0.296 0.456 0 1 
Political Wing 9,285 0.348 0.476 0 1 
Separatist Aim 9,285 0.248 0.432 0 1 
Ethnic Fractionalization 9,218 0.451 0.222 0.012 0.902 
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Polity Score 9,028 3.632 6.017 -10.000 10.000 
Government Repression 9,256 0.477 0.288 0.010 0.986 
Population (Millions) 9,258 2,365.690 60,020.700 0.072 1,828,002.000 
GDPPC 8,755 8,363.027 11,873.140 163.623 75,793.630 
Ongoing Civil Conflict 9,285 0.595 0.491 0 1 
Number of Militant Groups 9,285 14.986 16.552 1.000 67.000 
Cold War 9,285 0.275 0.447 0 1 
Religious Era 9,285 0.593 0.491 0 1 
September 11 9,285 0.023 0.149 0 1 
 
 

 

 

Figure C1: Distribution of cases by Alliance Count  
(Source: MGAR dataset) 
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Figure C2: Histogram of Alliance Portfolio Size 

 

 

Figure C3: Distribution of Militant Alliances by Relationship Type  
(Source: MGAR) 
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Figure C4: Distribution of Militant Alliances by Issue-Area  
(Source: MGAR dataset) 

 
 

Table C2: Zero Inflated Negative Binomial Regression of Militant Alliances and 
Violence Lethality (Alternate Measures of Violence Lethality) 

 Total Deaths Non-Terrorist 
Casualties Total Casualties 

 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Number of Alliance 
Domains -0.349 -0.935 -1.121* 

 (0.581) (0.533) (0.530) 
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Proportion of Patron Ties 
(log) -1.193** -1.039** -1.129** 

 (0.420) (0.378) (0.374) 
Alliance Portfolio Size (log) 0.451** 0.594*** 0.635*** 

 (0.166) (0.144) (0.143) 

Suicide Tactic 2.830*** 2.123*** 2.319*** 
 (0.230) (0.195) (0.198) 

Group Age -0.034*** -0.022*** -0.021*** 
 (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) 

State Sponsorship 0.519*** 0.507*** 0.488*** 
 (0.128) (0.125) (0.121) 

Religious 1.862*** 1.677** 1.659*** 
 (0.541) (0.534) (0.495) 

Nationalist 1.278* 0.681 0.686 
 (0.552) (0.535) (0.496) 

Leftist 2.512*** 1.291* 1.276* 
 (0.562) (0.552) (0.514) 

Peak Size (log) 0.320*** 0.356*** 0.360*** 
 (0.040) (0.033) (0.033) 

Polity 0.031* 0.052** 0.044** 
 (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) 

Government Repression 1.393*** 1.566*** 1.314*** 
 (0.358) (0.364) (0.346) 

Number of Militant Groups -0.026*** -0.016** -0.016** 
 (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) 

GDPPC -0.115 0.187** 0.159** 
 (0.061) (0.058) (0.055) 

Population (Millions) 0.263*** 0.262*** 0.266*** 
 (0.059) (0.058) (0.054) 

Observations 3,456 3,336 3,433 
Log Likelihood -5,825.901 -6,667.725 -7,240.005 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; The second-stage model of the ZINB is shown.  
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Table C3: Negative Binomial Regression and OLS Regression of Militant 
Alliances and Violence Lethality (with Attack Count, Transnational Terrorism, 

and Attack Diversity) 

 Attack Frequency 
Share of 

Transnational 
Attacks 

Attack Diversity  

 Negative 
Binomial 

OLS OLS 
   
 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Number of Alliance 
Domains 0.747 0.012 0.143*** 

 (0.407) (0.039) (0.034) 

Proportion of Patron 
Ties (log) -0.872** -0.006 -0.052* 

 (0.280) (0.026) (0.023) 

Alliance Portfolio 
Size (log) 0.523*** 0.021* 0.031*** 

 (0.106) (0.010) (0.009) 

Suicide Tactic 2.263*** 0.083*** 0.254*** 
 (0.179) (0.018) (0.015) 

Group Age -0.006 -0.002*** 0.001 
 (0.004) (0.0004) (0.0003) 

State Sponsorship 0.249** 0.027** 0.027*** 
 (0.094) (0.009) (0.008) 

Religious 1.415*** -0.011 0.047* 
 (0.281) (0.025) (0.021) 

Nationalist 0.892** 0.009 0.038 
 (0.276) (0.024) (0.021) 

Leftist 2.204*** 0.015 0.113*** 
 (0.274) (0.024) (0.021) 

Peak Size (log) 0.307*** -0.004 0.022*** 
 (0.023) (0.002) (0.002) 

Polity 0.104*** 0.003** 0.007*** 
 (0.012) (0.001) (0.001) 

Government 
Repression 1.532*** -0.034 0.034 

 (0.272) (0.026) (0.022) 
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Number of Militant 
Groups -0.006 -0.002*** -0.0003 

 (0.004) (0.0004) (0.0003) 
GDPPC 0.220*** -0.010* -0.003 

 (0.044) (0.004) (0.004) 

Population 
(Millions) -0.011 -0.017*** -0.003 

 (0.034) (0.003) (0.003) 

Observations 3,464 3,449 3,464 
R2  0.051 0.215 
Adjusted R2  0.046 0.212 
Log Likelihood -6,211.914   

theta 0.196*** (0.007)   

Akaike Inf. Crit. 12,455.830   

Residual Std. Error  0.226 (df = 3433) 0.195 (df = 3448) 

F Statistic  12.188*** (df = 15; 
3433) 

62.975*** (df = 15; 
3448) 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 

 

Table C4: Negative Binomial Regression of Militant Alliances and Violence 
Lethality 

 Non-Terrorist Deaths 
 Model 8 

Number of Alliance Domains -0.963 
 (0.594) 

Proportion of Patron Ties (log) -2.006*** 
 (0.406) 

Alliance Portfolio Size (log) 1.108*** 
 (0.154) 

Suicide Tactic 2.831*** 
 (0.264) 

Group Age -0.022*** 
 (0.006) 

State Sponsorship 0.809*** 
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 (0.136) 

Religious 2.288*** 
 (0.431) 

Nationalist 1.011* 
 (0.425) 

Leftist 2.246*** 
 (0.422) 

Peak Size (log) 0.486*** 
 (0.034) 

Polity 0.061*** 
 (0.017) 

Government Repression 1.502*** 
 (0.397) 

Number of Militant Groups -0.016** 
 (0.006) 

GDPPC -0.127* 
 (0.064) 

Population (Millions) 0.147** 
 (0.051) 

Observations 3,372 
Log Likelihood -5,413.441 
theta 0.091*** (0.004) 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 10,858.880 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 

 

Table C5: Logistic Regression: Determinants of Militant Group Termination 

 Group Termination 
 Model 9 

Number of Alliance Domains -2.005 
 (1.389) 

Proportion of Patron Ties (log) 1.196 
 (0.678) 
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Alliance Portfolio Size (log) -0.466 
 (0.300) 

Group Age 0.350 
 (0.511) 

State Sponsorship -0.038*** 
 (0.010) 

Religious 0.115 
 (0.239) 

Nationalist -1.063* 
 (0.448) 

Leftist -0.619 
 (0.412) 

Peak Size (log) -0.569 
 (0.387) 

Kidnapping -0.256*** 
 (0.061) 

Number of Operational Bases 0.294 
 (0.326) 

Polity -0.002 
 (0.029) 

Government Repression 0.332 
 (0.632) 

Number of Militant Groups -0.024* 
 (0.011) 

GDPPC 0.046 
 (0.091) 

Population (Millions) -0.096 
 (0.078) 

Observations 3,464 
Log Likelihood -491.044 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,016.087 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table C6: Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial Regression of Militant Alliances 
and Violence Lethality (With Ethnicity, Religious Era, September 11 Controls 

Included) 

 Non-Terrorist Deaths 
 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 

Number of Alliance Domains -0.777 -0.553 -0.444 
 (0.481) (0.587) (0.588) 

Proportion of Patron Ties (log) -0.759* -1.178** -1.135** 
 (0.365) (0.424) (0.427) 

Alliance Portfolio Size (log) 0.488*** 0.446** 0.432* 
 (0.141) (0.167) (0.168) 

Suicide Tactic 1.766*** 2.562*** 2.640*** 
 (0.163) (0.233) (0.235) 

Group Age -0.032*** -0.035*** -0.037*** 
 (0.005) (0.007) (0.006) 

State Sponsorship 0.466*** 0.534*** 0.540*** 
 (0.113) (0.136) (0.136) 

Religious 1.936*** 1.591** 1.763** 
 (0.543) (0.613) (0.650) 

Nationalist 1.176* 0.936 1.191 
 (0.549) (0.620) (0.656) 

Leftist 2.088*** 2.156*** 2.471*** 
 (0.552) (0.633) (0.662) 

Peak Size (log) 0.365*** 0.333*** 0.326*** 
 (0.033) (0.041) (0.041) 

Polity 0.037** 0.030 0.035* 
 (0.014) (0.017) (0.017) 

Government Repression 1.976*** 1.534*** 1.547*** 
 (0.310) (0.376) (0.370) 

Number of Militant Groups -0.014** -0.025*** -0.028*** 
 (0.005) (0.007) (0.006) 

GDPPC -0.016 -0.090 -0.085 
 (0.061) (0.065) (0.066) 

Population (Millions) 0.166** 0.286*** 0.300*** 
 (0.055) (0.066) (0.065) 
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Ethnic Fractionalization 0.457   
 (0.335)   

Religious Era  -0.144  
  (0.188)  

September 11 Attacks   0.410 
   (0.320) 

Observations 3,342 3,372 3,372 
Log Likelihood -5,164.298 -5,295.775 -5,299.427 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; The second-stage model of the ZINB is shown. 
 

 

Table C7: Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial Regression of Militant Alliances 
and Violence Lethality (With Cold War and Civil Conflict Included) 

 Non-Terrorist Deaths 
 Model 13 Model 14 

Number of Alliance Domains -0.527 -0.529 
 (0.591) (0.578) 

Proportion of Patron Ties (log) -1.167** -1.225** 
 (0.429) (0.423) 

Alliance Portfolio Size (log) 0.444** 0.459** 
 (0.169) (0.167) 

Suicide Tactic 2.645*** 2.627*** 
 (0.236) (0.227) 

Group Age -0.036*** -0.037*** 
 (0.006) (0.006) 

State Sponsorship 0.570*** 0.612*** 
 (0.136) (0.140) 

Religious 1.502* 1.463* 
 (0.630) (0.631) 

Nationalist 0.914 0.896 
 (0.636) (0.637) 

Leftist 2.188*** 2.195*** 
 (0.645) (0.644) 
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Peak Size (log) 0.328*** 0.332*** 
 (0.041) (0.040) 

Polity 0.029 0.033 
 (0.017) (0.017) 

Government Repression 1.488*** 1.575*** 
 (0.373) (0.363) 

Number of Militant Groups -0.027*** -0.028*** 
 (0.006) (0.006) 

GDPPC -0.082 -0.086 
 (0.065) (0.065) 

Population (Millions) 0.305*** 0.316*** 
 (0.066) (0.064) 

Cold War 0.280  
 (0.390)  

Civil Conflict  -0.133 
  (0.154) 

Observations 3,372 3,372 
Log Likelihood -5,299.880 -5,292.212 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; The second-stage model of the ZINB is shown. 
 

 

Table C8: Zero Inflated Negative Binomial Regression of Militant Alliances and 
Violence Lethality (With Territorial goals, Leader Decapitation, Political Wing, 

AQ/ISIS, and Splinter Included) 

 Non-Terrorist Deaths 
 Model 15 Model 16 Model 17 Model 18 Model 19 

Number of Alliance 
Domains 0.001 -0.339 -0.756 -0.642 -0.433 

 (0.601) (0.551) (0.632) (0.593) (0.598) 
Proportion of Patron 
Ties (log) -1.323** -1.760*** -1.164** -1.199** -1.161** 

 (0.427) (0.429) (0.427) (0.427) (0.431) 
Alliance Portfolio 
Size (log) 0.414* 0.511** 0.502** 0.451** 0.412* 
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 (0.168) (0.164) (0.175) (0.169) (0.174) 

Suicide Tactic 2.738*** 2.491*** 2.539*** 2.518*** 2.689*** 
 (0.227) (0.210) (0.242) (0.237) (0.242) 

Group Age -0.033*** -0.040*** -0.036*** -0.033*** -0.036*** 
 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

State Sponsorship 0.648*** 0.345* 0.466** 0.575*** 0.629*** 
 (0.139) (0.135) (0.179) (0.135) (0.154) 

Religious 1.281* 1.964** 1.594** 1.515* 1.510* 
 (0.649) (0.650) (0.619) (0.626) (0.630) 

Nationalist 1.159 1.704** 0.977 0.886 0.937 
 (0.651) (0.655) (0.624) (0.629) (0.636) 

Leftist 2.116** 2.994*** 2.210*** 2.145*** 2.246*** 
 (0.652) (0.666) (0.637) (0.634) (0.642) 

Peak Size (log) 0.295*** 0.405*** 0.340*** 0.341*** 0.321*** 
 (0.042) (0.040) (0.042) (0.042) (0.043) 

Polity 0.018 0.007 0.029 0.027 0.030 
 (0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Government 
Repression 1.426*** 2.175*** 1.617*** 1.498*** 1.446*** 

 (0.366) (0.366) (0.369) (0.372) (0.385) 

Number of Militant 
Groups -0.020** -0.022*** -0.025*** -0.023*** -0.027*** 

 (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

GDPPC -0.060 -0.074 -0.082 -0.068 -0.086 
 (0.067) (0.070) (0.065) (0.066) (0.067) 

Population 
(Millions) 0.328*** 0.252*** 0.281*** 0.270*** 0.297*** 

 (0.064) (0.057) (0.067) (0.066) (0.066) 
Territorial Goals -0.702**     

 (0.219)     

Leader Decapitation  -0.126    
  (0.248)    

Political Wing   0.133   
   (0.200)   

AQ or ISIS Affiliate    0.108  
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    (0.270)  

Splinter     -0.151 
     (0.177) 

Observations 3,372 2,441 3,372 3,372 3,372 
Log Likelihood -5,294.940 -4,533.166 -5,296.172 -5,287.240 -5,299.878 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; The second-stage model of the ZINB is shown. 
 

 

Table C9: Zero Inflated Negative Binomial Regression of Militant Alliances and 
Violence Lethality 

 Non-Terrorist Deaths 
 Model 20 

Number of Alliance Domains -0.079 
 (0.050) 

Proportion of Patron Ties (log) -0.872* 
 (0.413) 

Alliance Portfolio Size (log) 0.475*** 
 (0.144) 

Suicide Tactic 2.708*** 
 (0.226) 

Group Age -0.037*** 
 (0.006) 

State Sponsorship 0.597*** 
 (0.138) 

Religious 1.596* 
 (0.633) 

Nationalist 1.008 
 (0.639) 

Leftist 2.292*** 
 (0.644) 

Peak Size (log) 0.315*** 
 (0.039) 

Polity 0.034* 



 

 

208 
 

 (0.017) 

Government Repression 1.505*** 
 (0.368) 

Number of Militant Groups -0.028*** 
 (0.006) 

GDPPC -0.082 
 (0.067) 

Population (Millions) 0.313*** 
 (0.064) 

Observations 3,372 
Log Likelihood -5,295.967 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; The second-stage model of the ZINB is shown. 
 

 

Table C10: Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial Regression of Militant Alliances 
and Violence Lethality 

 Non-Terrorist Deaths (logged) 
 Model 21 

Number of Alliance Domains 0.439* 
 (0.197) 

Proportion of Patron Ties (log) -0.389** 
 (0.132) 

Alliance Portfolio Size (log) 0.232*** 
 (0.051) 

Suicide Tactic 2.920*** 
 (0.089) 

Group Age -0.001 
 (0.002) 

State Sponsorship 0.238*** 
 (0.045) 

Religious 0.290* 
 (0.126) 

Nationalist 0.073 
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 (0.123) 

Leftist 0.521*** 
 (0.123) 

Peak Size (log) 0.137*** 
 (0.011) 

Polity 0.032*** 
 (0.006) 

Government Repression 0.407** 
 (0.131) 

Number of Militant Groups -0.002 
 (0.002) 

GDPPC -0.028 
 (0.021) 

Population (Millions) 0.016 
 (0.016) 

Observations 3,372 
R2 0.386 
Adjusted R2 0.383 
Residual Std. Error 1.123 (df = 3356) 
F Statistic 140.509*** (df = 15; 3356) 

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; The second-stage model of the ZINB is shown. 
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