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Ch. 3: Explaining Variation in the Provision of Services by Rebel Groups
Introduction


In chapter one, I argued that two variables help explain the variation in the provision of services by rebel groups: 1. The degree to which the state penetrated into society prior to the outbreak of conflict; and 2. whether the group’s agenda is to take power at the center or to promote a regionally defined goal (up to and including secessionism). I also argued that groups with a unified political command are more capable of developing effective governance structures than groups that have multiple and competing leadership poles. In this chapter, I test these propositions against a sample of fifteen randomly selected cases in order to assess their applicability to questions of rebel governance more generally.


I proceed in the following manner. Section 1 describes the cases, selection process and methodology. Section 2 specifies the observable implications of my hypotheses and discusses the different measures that I use for each of the variables. While determining whether or not a group has a regional or ethnic focus and whether the command is unified or divided are fairly straightforward processes (despite some important qualifications I address below), measuring state penetration using objective measures is notoriously difficult. This is because no single variable captures state penetration succinctly—instead, it can only be discerned by relying on certain theoretical propositions about the nature of the state, and objective measures that capture this. I examine different approaches and explain the utility of each before presenting my preferred method. Section 3 explains the approach I used for measuring the effectiveness of rebel governance and provides assessments of each of my cases. And section 4 provides the results of the small-N analysis, and discusses the significance of my results.

1. The Cases

The cases below were selected from the "Armed Conflict List 1946-2001" published by the Centre for the Study of Civil War (CSCW) at the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO) in 2004.
 The list is more comprehensive than similar lists as it includes conflicts based on a much lower threshold of 25 battle deaths compared to the 1000 battle deaths necessary for inclusion in the Correlates of War data set. CSCW identifies 226 conflicts in this period both inter- and intra-state. Focusing on intra-state conflicts for the period of 1980-2002, I included only conflicts categorized as "Intermediate" or "War", removing conflicts in which less than 25 people had been killed. I then updated the list to determine new end dates. Consistent with my arguments in Chapter 1, I removed all conflicts that existed for less than 5 years on the assumption that any less time is insufficient to see the development of a group’s civil administration. Finally, I researched each of these cases to determine whether or not the rebel group involved operated in areas outside the control of the state. If two groups were fighting the same government at the same time, I coded them as distinct whenever they operated in different territories within the state's borders. This left 36 groups that met all of my criteria presented.  Using a random number generator, I numbered each of the 36 cases and chose the top 15 for the sample presented below. 

	Table 1: Cases

	Country
	Rebel Group
	Years

	Angola  
	National Union for the Total Independence of Angola  (UNITA) 
	1975-1995, 1998-2001

	Burma  
	Communist Party of Burma  (CPB)
	1968-1988

	Colombia
	Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC)
	1980-2006

	Democratic Republic of Congo
	Movement for the Liberation of Congo (MLC)
	1999-2004

	El Salvador
	Farabundo Martí National Liberation Front (FMLN)
	1981-1991

	Indonesia 
	Free Aceh Movement (GAM)
	1999-2005

	Iraq  
	Kurdish Democratic Party of Iraq  (KDP) 
	1976-1993

	Liberia  
	National Patriotic Forces of Liberia (NPFL)
	1990-1995

	Mozambique  
	Mozambican National Resistance (RENAMO)
	1976-1992

	Nepal  
	Communist Party of Nepal- Maoist (CPN-M)
	2001-2006

	Peru
	Shining Path (SP)
	1981-1994

	Philippines  
	Moro National Liberation Front  (MNLF)
	1972-1988

	Somalia
	Somali Patriotic Movement (SPM)
	1987-1996

	Sri Lanka
	Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE)
	1985-2006

	Sudan
	Sudan People's Liberation Movement (SPLM)
	1983-2002


The cases above vary along a number of dimensions. Several are ongoing conflicts that have lasted decades (Colombia and Sri Lanka) while others barely met the five-year threshold  (DR Congo and Liberia). Some of the conflicts were Cold War proxy wars with the groups overtly siding with the United States or the Soviet Union (Angola, Burma, El Salvador, and Mozambique), while at least one (DR Congo) was triggered by the end of the Cold War and the concomitant loss of support for an American proxy ruler (Joseph Mobutu). The ideological origins of the conflicts also vary with leftists groups (Burma, Colombia, Nepal and Peru) as well as anti-Marxist fighters (Angola and Mozambique). Several groups sought to capture power at the center of the country, while others focused on fighting on behalf of a specific ethnic or regional group within a portion of the territory. And several groups have a religious dimension, including Islamists (Indonesia, Philippines and Somalia) and other religious traditions such as Animism, Christianity and Hinduism (Sri Lanka and Sudan). The above cases also represent significant geographic variation as demonstrated by the table below.

	Table 2: Geographic Location of Cases

	Africa (6)
	South America and the Caribbean (3)
	South Asia (2)
	South East Asia (3)
	West Asia/ Middle East (1)

	Angola, DR Congo, Liberia, Mozambique, Somalia, Sudan
	Colombia, El Salvador, Peru
	Nepal, Sri Lanka
	Burma, Indonesia, Philippines 
	Iraq


In the next section I specify objective measures of the variables under consideration. 

2. The Hypotheses and Measures

I) State penetration


Hypothesis 1 addresses the relationship between the rebel leadership and the population present in the area the rebels are operating in. I argue that rebels will respond to the demands made by civilians. The question is why are certain populations more likely to make demands on the rebel leadership? In my view, a population’s response to the political authority is a learned behavior that will carry over even after the outbreak of conflict. Thus, civilians accustomed to making demands on their political authority prior to the conflict are more likely to make demands on a rebel leadership than civilians that had little interaction with the state’s political institutions. This provides us with the basis for hypothesis 1:

H1: If a group emerges in a state with minimal penetration into society, it is less likely to develop an effective civil administration than one that emerges in a state that penetrated deeply into society.
While there is no universally accepted methodology for measuring state penetration cross-nationally, I present several approaches and analyze their usefulness. In my view, state penetration is a combination of both the ability of the state to exercise effective control over its territory (empirical sovereignty) and the actual acceptance by the population of the state’s legitimacy (hegemony). Thus, physical penetration can be measured by examining the infrastructural capacity of the state while hegemony can be measured by discerning the willingness of the population to support the institutions of the state. Since no dataset exists that ranks countries along these dimensions, I have to rely on proxy measures that provide approximations of state penetration for my cases.

A few appealing approaches (due to their basic simplicity and intuitiveness) to measuring state penetration have important flaws. For example, correlating an increase in the size of the state with a decrease in state penetration (Herbst 2000) was dismissed as several large states have high degrees of state penetration, such as the United States. Size does not hold even when comparing low-income countries. India’s bureaucratic apparatus penetrates deeply into much of the country contrasting with tiny Nepal where much of the countryside remains essentially detached from any connection to the state apparatus. The proportion of difficult terrain as measured by mountain or forest cover that presumably would correlate with low state penetration (Fearon and Laitin 2003) was also ruled out due to cases such as Rwanda with its extensive state apparatus despite its geographical landscape. 


Other measures offer some explanatory power, but only after making several important qualifications. For example, income levels (as measured by GDP per capita) are useful for measuring state penetration as poorer countries generally do have a lower degree of state penetration than richer ones. This measure holds true especially at the extremes, thus the wealthy countries of North America and Western Europe are all characterized by high degrees of state penetration while extremely poor countries (less than $200 per capita) tend to have low degrees of state penetration. However, between the extremes, states that rely on natural resource rents have been shown to avoid this general pattern, characterized instead by unequal development across the territory. In addition, GDP per capita does not account for cases with high state penetration but low per capita GDP such as Sri Lanka with a per capita GDP (for the five year period prior to outbreak of conflict) of only $282.


Table 1 in Appendix 1 presents the GDP per capita values for each of my cases. With all my figures, I use the five-year average when possible in order to take into account related events that may have occurred immediately prior to the conflict qualifying as a civil war in PRIO’s classification. As Michael Ross (2004: 4) notes, “…since civil wars do not officially “begin” until they have crossed some threshold of violence, they might be preceded by years of low-level hostilities…” that have substantive impacts on the political and economic situation. In the case of GDP, a five-year average is necessary to avoid the figure being artificially weighted by stochastic events that may have triggered the outbreak of conflict, for example, by rapidly decreasing GDP. Of my 15 cases, only two countries meet the criteria of being extremely poor with GDP per capita below $200: the Democratic Republic of Congo ($168) and Somalia ($123). None of the conflicts are in countries with high-income levels, though six of the conflicts were in countries with per capita GDP close to or above $500 per person prior to the outbreak of conflict (Angola, Colombia, El Salvador, Indonesia, Iraq and Peru). 

Another problem with GDP per capita is that it tells us nothing about civilian support for the legitimacy of the state, a key factor for my arguments about rebel governance. For example, states that derive much of their wealth from natural or strategic rents may have a high GDP per capita while only deriving a small portion of GDP from the population. One approach suggested to distinguish state penetration beyond just income levels, is to look at the portion of  GDP derived primarily from rents drawn from natural resources. Analysts have noted that states that derive significant revenue from natural resource rents (rentier states) are characterized by a lower degree of state penetration (Mkandawire 2002; Moore 2004). Calculating the portion of government revenues derived from mineral rents is a difficult task, but several authors have attempted to do this, most notably, the World Bank.
 However, the data set is characterized by a large amount of missing data, and only seven of my fifteen cases actually register (values are in Appendix 1, Table 2). 


Another, more accessible approach for measuring the relative rentier-ness of the state is suggested by Thandika Mkandawire (1995). Mkandawire’s approach is to assess the share of total revenue derived from both taxes (on income, profits and capital gains) and non-tax revenue using figures drawn from the IMF’s Government Finance Statistics. According to this approach, states that cross a 55% threshold should then be classified as rentier. I used this approach to calculate per year values for the five-year period prior to the outbreak of conflict and then calculated the five-year average. I was able to develop figures for eleven of my fifteen cases (presented in Table 3 in Appendix 1), except for Angola and Mozambique, which only came into existence in 1976. The GFS did not have data for Iraq, and Burma went to war prior to the IMF’s collection of data began in 1973.


Measuring the dependence of the state on rents does offer some explanatory power about the relative acceptance of the state by the population. However, none of the above approaches for measuring state measuring state penetration shed light on the empirical ability of the state to control its territory. Furthermore, none of the above approaches provide a convincing measure along which to classify the degree of state penetration. Despite their shortcomings, the above measures do provide a picture into the nature of the pre-conflict state/society relationship in each of my cases. 

In order to provide a more direct measure of state penetration, I decided to use separate measures of hegemony and empirical sovereignty. First, in order to measure hegemony, I calculate the share of state revenue derived from taxes on personal income, which offers a more complete picture of the relationship between the state and the population. This approach also shows the relative dependence of the state on the population. The logic behind this approach is the opposite of the rentier mechanism as it argues that the larger the portion of state revenue derived from personal taxation, the greater the degree of accountability the state will have to its population (Bates and Lien 1985). Stated more succinctly, the more the population puts into the state, the more they will take out of it. 

Sociologists and historians have long argued that the modern state as a political form was only possible as governments became more reliant on the population for financial salience, and thus progressively expanded the taxation apparatus (Tilly 1990). According to the literature, the more a state has to rely on personal income taxes to finance its operation, the more it will seek to ameliorate the demands of the citizenry. In this view, taxes are payments by the citizenry to the state for services such as security (through the establishment of a police force and legal system), infrastructure (roads, power, etc.), and even more complex public goods (education, healthcare, etc.). Taxation is also a good measure of citizen’s trust in government. Citizens do not pay taxes only out of fear of the state, but also out of a collective sense of duty. John Scholz has shown that the rate of tax compliance is not only a function of enforcement by the tax agency, but also a result of the citizenry’s trust in political institutions that govern the country (Scholz 1998). 

Table 3 provides the results of the fiscal measure of the state’s relationship to its population. Using the IMF’s numbers, I calculate the average share of total revenue derived from personal income tax for the five-year period prior to the outbreak of conflict.  Angola and Mozambique’s conflicts began immediately at the creation of each state and therefore taxation figures are unavailable. Burma’s conflict began before the IMF began gathering data, and Iraq’s figures were unavailable.

	Table 3: Taxation

	Country (conflict yr)
	Income Tax/ Total Revenue

	Liberia (1990)
	0.28405837

	Indonesia (1999)
	0.26987

	Colombia (1980)
	0.12688118

	El Salvador (1981)
	0.08439535

	Philippines (1972)
	0.08304548

	DR Congo (1996)
	0.07677

	Nepal (1991)
	0.0693675

	Somalia (1987)
	0.06209466

	Sudan (1983)
	0.03932263

	Sri Lanka (1983)
	0.03645969

	Peru (1981)
	0.02703451

	Angola (1975)
	NA

	Burma (1968)
	NA

	Iraq (1976)
	NA

	Mozambique (1976)
	NA



In order to measure empirical sovereignty, I follow Herbst (2000: 161) who argues that roads tell us much about the state’s “ability to broadcast power.” Using data gathered by the International Road Federation, I look at each country’s road density, which is the total length of road construction in kilometers as a fraction of the total square kilometers of the entire country’s territory. Although, this measure does not take into consideration population dispersion into account, it does serve as a useful measure for understanding a government’s ability to project power across its territory. The figures below are for the year closest to the outbreak of conflict. Since road density increases only slowly over time, and is not likely to fluctuate widely year-to-year, I use the single year figure alone without averaging the five-year period. Only Burma and Sudan did not have figures available.

	Table 4: Road Density

	Country (conflict yr)
	Kms of Road/Sq. Kms of Land (Road Density)

	Burma (1968)
	0

	Sudan (1983)
	0

	Iraq (1974)
	0.03

	Nepal (1978)
	0.03

	Somalia (1983)
	0.03

	Peru (1972)
	0.04

	Mozambique (1974)
	0.05

	Angola (1974)
	0.06

	DR Congo (1997)
	0.07

	Colombia (1980)
	0.07

	Liberia (1987)
	0.08

	Indonesia (1984)
	0.19

	Sri Lanka (1978)
	0.48

	Philippines (1979)
	0.49

	El Salvador (1989)
	0.6



The scatterplot below plots all fifteen cases on two measures, namely road density and taxation, providing a relative sense of the degree of state penetration for each case. As can be seen from the graph below, my cases represent the spectrum—from states with minimal state penetration to states with fairly high penetration. Although we might expect some degree of concurrence between the two measures, this is not necessarily the case as one (road density) directly measures the physical penetration of the state while the other (taxation) measures the fiscal penetration of the state. 

Figure 1: Scatterplot of 15 cases
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I then divided the scatterplot into four quadrants at .15 for road density and .1 for taxation. This gave me the following table. Quadrant 3 represents those cases with the lowest degree of state penetration. Quadrants 1 and 4 represent some degree of state penetration and quadrant 2 represents the highest degree of state penetration.

	Table 5: State penetration

	Q1: Medium

El Salvador 

Philippines 

Sri Lanka 


	Q2: High

Indonesia

	Q3: Low

DR Congo 

Sudan

Somalia

Peru        

Nepal
	Burma*       

Iraq**

Angola

Mozambique


	Q4: Medium

Liberia

Colombia

	*Although data was not available for Burma, I relied on secondary sources to categorize it here

**Like Burma, data was not available, but relying on secondary sources, I categorize Iraq here


The main problem with measuring state penetration in this way is that my measures do not distinguish variation within territories, but rather provide a generalized picture of the entire state. For example, a state may incorporate a specific portion of its territory in an unequal fashion, though this internal variation is likely to be masked by the general figures. Furthermore, this variation can also become the basis of the grievances that lead to the insurgency in the first place. Of my cases, Indonesia and the Philippines are most likely to be affected by this phenomenon. In the following chapters, I am able to avoid this dilemma through my detailed case studies of the DR Congo, Sri Lanka and Sudan. In them, I am able to trace the historical relationship between the state and the territory from which the rebel group emerges, providing a more accurate portrayal of the state’s ability to penetrate into society throughout its territory.

II) Regionalism and Secessionism


Hypothesis 2 deals with the motivation of the rebel leadership. Rebel leaders have the option of framing the struggle as either national or regional in scope. Both national and regionally focused groups can make targeted appeals to their supporters along ethnic or broader regional lines, but groups that view victory in primarily regional terms are more likely to take serious the task of establishing governance structures. Demonstrating their ability to improve the quality of governance vis-à-vis the recognized political authority is essential for these groups as they attempt to prove to their followers their ability to outperform the state on governance questions. Furthermore, the ideal outcome for regionally focused groups, whether secession or just increased autonomy, would leave the recognized state authority still in power, and a constant comparison point for the performance of the new rebel constructed political order. This provides us with the basis for hypothesis 2.
H2: If the group is ethno-nationalist or secessionist, it is more likely to develop governance structures capable of proving their effectiveness in governing the population.

While identifying regionally defined groups—whether advocating ethno-nationalism or even secessionism—is an easier task than measuring state penetration, there are some important qualifications that need to be made regarding this measure as well. Many groups openly proclaim their ethno-nationalist credentials as well as their secessionist (or irredentist) agenda such as the LTTE in Sri Lanka; various Kurdish movements in Iran, Iraq and Turkey; the Kashmir and Khalistan nationalist struggles in India; or the Oromo Liberation Front in Ethiopia, for example. Other groups openly profess their intentions to take power at the center and do not in any way advocate a regionally or ethnically defined agenda such as the RCD in Congo; the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia; or the Communist Party of Nepal-Maoist. Despite this difference in agendas, both center-seeking groups and regionally or ethnically focused groups can claim territory away from the center. It is my contention that they will differ in how they actually treat these territories, with groups professing a secessionist or ethno-nationalist agenda more likely to develop effective governance structures compared to groups focused on capturing power in the center.


If all groups followed their stated goals, it would be fairly easy to classify each group as center-seeking or not, however, the choice of how to define a group is itself a strategic one, and groups may claim to be one or the other in order to make their agenda more appealing or even just palatable to various constituencies. For example, the SPLM/A in Sudan openly claimed to be a center-seeking movement with an agenda of taking power in Khartoum. Their participation in alliances with other anti-government groups in Sudan such as the Sudan Alliance Forces (SAF) seem to bear out this claim. However, in the vast portion of the South that the group controlled during the conflict, both civilians and members of the group openly profess their interest in carving out a separate state in the South (see Ch. 5 for a full discussion). In fact, a referendum on secession was a key incentive necessary for the SPLM/A to agree to a comprehensive peace agreement with the Government of Sudan. 

How then should we deal with these in-between cases where the group’s stated goals may not be inline with their actual behavior? It is important to emphasize that the leadership of most rebel groups are highly aware of the complex political calculus that constantly shifts the environment in which they operate, and that they are likely to contradict their stated agendas if this can bring them either short-term or long-term advantages. Furthermore, regionally or ethnically defined groups can adapt their goals in accord with the realities of the battlefield. There is no fundamental contradiction against even minority ethno-nationalist groups seeking and winning power at the center as demonstrated by the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) in Rwanda or the Tigray People’s Liberation Front (TPLF) in Ethiopia. 


Ultimately, any approach for classifying in-between cases can be legitimately challenged, thus it is imperative to stick with a basic rule that can divide the cases consistently. For the purpose of this project, I choose to classify groups based not only on their stated objective, but also their military capacity and agenda. This only applies to cases where there is no clear way of identifying a movement as a secessionist or ethno-nationalist one. Groups that actually make genuine military efforts to take power at the center are classified as center-seeking groups while other groups that may profess their interest in taking power at the center while focusing their entire fire power at carving out a specific territory will be classified as ethno-nationalist or secessionist, depending on the circumstances. Two cases fall into this ambiguous category. First, despite its proclamations to the contrary, I classify the SPLA as a secessionist group since it never had the ability to take power in Khartoum. Instead, the group always focused its military efforts on gaining and controlling a piece of territory in the South of the country contiguous with the lands previously occupied by ethnic groups from which it recruited the vast majority of its fighters and supporters. And second, despite having a strong ethnic base in Southern Somalia, I classify the SPM as a center-seeking group due its ability to launch attacks across the entire territory. 
Table 6 classifies all 15 groups as either center-seeking or secessionist/ethno-nationalist. 

	Table 6: Agenda

	Center-Seeking
	Secessionist/ Ethno-nationalist

	Angola 

Burma

Colombia 

DR Congo 

El Salvador

Liberia

Mozambique

Nepal

Peru

Somalia
	Indonesia

Iraq

Philippines

Sri Lanka

Sudan




III. Political Command
Finally, the third hypothesis that I want to test is related to the actual structure of the leadership. A unified leadership structure is almost always the result of a group recognizing early on a singular personality as the supreme leader and placing him (or in rare cases such as Alice Lakwana in Uganda, her) at the head of an autocratic command. It can also result from a group with a unified command subjugating competing factions to its authority. A divided leadership can result from at least two situations. First, a competing faction can emerge from within the group and demand a voice in leadership. Second, many groups are actually coalitions of multiple independent groups that merge to form an umbrella organization. Such groups are also likely to have divided leaderships as former leaders are forced to work together, despite their prior independence. 

I argue that groups with a unified leadership are more likely to be able to pursue a coherent political program than groups with a divided leadership. Groups with a highly disciplined leadership are more likely to outperform expectations about their group’s behavior than groups where the leadership is contested. When the leadership is divided, questions about governance tend to be subsumed by political disputes between the elites of the movement. This provides us the basis for hypothesis 3. 
H3: If a group is able to form a unified political authority either through subjugating competing factions or incorporating them into a single command, then they are more likely to be capable of developing effective governance structures than groups that retain multiple and competing poles of power.


Throughout this project, the rebel leadership is viewed as the primary agent that determines the nature of the relationship with civilians as they respond to demands made by various actors. Their ability to do this is determined by the relative strength of the leadership as it attempts to pursue either military or political goals. While having a unified command does not tell us about the priorities of the rebel leadership, it does provide insight into the ability of the leadership to pursue their own agenda. In order to label groups as unified or divided I had to rely on secondary sources that provide histories of particular rebel groups. Table 7 presents each of my cases divided into two categories. Most of the groups were easily classifiable into one of the two categories. However, three cases (KDP, LTTE, and SP) were somewhat ambiguous as they all faced challenges to their control from factions or other rebel groups. I chose to classify the LTTE and SP as having a unified command because the groups that challenged their rule (the Karuna faction and Movimiento Revolucionario Túpac Amaru, respectively) operated in distinct territories, leaving both groups in control of their own territory. On the other hand, I classify the KDP as having a divided command because their territorial control was directly challenged by the presence of the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK).

	Table 7: Command Structure

	Unified Command
	Coalition or Divided Command

	Angola (UNITA)

Colombia (FARC)

DR Congo (MLC)

Mozambique (RENAMO)

Nepal (CPN-M)

Peru (SP)

Sri Lanka (LTTE)

Somalia (SPM)

Liberia (NPFL)
	Burma (CPB)

El Salvador (FMLN)

Indonesia (GAM)

Iraq (KDP)

Philippines (MNLF)

Sudan (SPLM/A)




3. Assessing Rebel Governance 


The next task is to identify an effective measure of rebel governmental performance. In the detailed case studies that follow this chapter, I was able to draw on personal interviews with civilians, rebel and governmental bureaucrats, NGO and international agency workers and others directly knowledgeable of and affected by conditions in ongoing war zones. Combined with information gleaned from secondary sources, I was able to put together a picture of service provision (or the lack thereof) by rebel groups in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Sri Lanka and Sudan. However, for the broader sample, it was not possible to personally visit all fifteen cases in order to assess the provision of services by the rebel group. 


While I did look for a pre-existing dataset that could shed light on the effectiveness of rebel civil administrations, institutions that likely would be interested in compiling information on service provision by rebels such as the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) tend to shy away from this subject due to fears that they may unintentionally legitimize rebel organizations (Zahar 2001). While a few aid groups openly work with rebels to reach populations outside the control of state authorities (Norwegian People’s Aid in Sudan, for example), many others prefer to keep their engagements with rebel organizations more discreet, as they fear being viewed as abetting groups labeled as ‘terrorists,’ especially in this post-9/11 era. In the words of Adam Barbolet of International Alert, “My impression is that nobody: not national governments, mulilaterals, bilaterals, INGOs and so on, want to be seen to be legitimizing rebel groups by collecting data on their service delivery” (email interview 8/2/2006).  

Currently, Nelson Kasfir is in the process of putting together mini-case studies that will detail rebel civil administrations globally, but this project is still some time from completion. I did look at other datasets that could potentially proxy the effectiveness of rebel governance, such as data on Internally Displaced People (IDPs) collected by various centers. However, these datasets do not disaggregate the cause of the forced migration. Thus, while it is plausible that an increase in the numbers of IDPs reflect inadequate service provision by rebel organizations, it is more likely that an increase in the flow of IDPs is related to the level of active fighting. Knowledgeable sources suggested proxying service provision with a decrease in the number of people affected by specific diseases or infant mortality rates, for example, but admitted that these shifts were more likely the result of poor data collection rather than health programs initiated by rebel groups (Interview with Barbolet)


Faced with these challenges, the best option is to rely on secondary sources produced by knowledgeable journalists, academics, country experts and NGO workers writing on various rebel groups. For each of my cases, a team of three undergraduate researchers
 helped me to examine numerous accounts, both contemporary and historical, about the provision of services by rebel leaders. In classifying the groups, I looked at three specific areas:

1. Establishment of a police force and legal system for adjudicating disputes.

2. Establishment of a service provision structure that provides basic health and education to the population.

3. Establishment of a mechanism for the provision of civilian feedback to the political authority. 

Based on the above criteria, I can define what an effective, partially effective and non-effective civil administration require. Although important for the case studies, I determined that a civilian feedback mechanism was never a necessary condition for an effective civil administration, and hence, I only focus on the first two. 

	Effective
	Required
	1 and 2

	Partially Effective
	Required
	1 or 2

	Non-effective
	Required
	Neither 1 nor 2


Table 8 presents the classification of my fifteen cases in regards to the rebel group’s provision of services. As explained earlier, I had to rely on knowledgeable sources drawn primarily from academic books, but also NGO reports, newspapers, and personal interviews to make these assessments. Appendix two provides a brief descriptive paragraph that details each rebel group’s service provision, legal structure, and command based on information gathered by my research team and I. (APPENDIX 2 IS STILL IN PROCESS)

	Table 8: Cases

	Country
	Rebel Group
	Legal
	Services
	Feedback
	Outcome

	Angola  
	National Union for the Total Independence of Angola  (UNITA) 
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Effective

	Burma  
	Communist Party of Burma  (CPB)
	No
	No
	No
	Non-effective

	Colombia
	Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC)
	Yes
	No
	No
	Partially-effective

	Democratic Republic of Congo    
	Movement for the Liberation of Congo (MLC)
	No
	No
	Yes
	Non-effective

	El Salvador
	Farabundo Martí National Liberation Front (FMLN)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Partially effective

	Indonesia 
	Free Aceh Movement (GAM)  
	Yes
	No
	No
	Partially effective

	Iraq  
	Kurdish Democratic Party of Iraq  (KDP) 
	No
	Yes
	No
	Partially effective

	Liberia  
	National Patriotic Forces of Liberia (NPFL)  
	No
	No
	No
	Non-effective

	Mozambique  
	Mozambican National Resistance (RENAMO)  
	No
	No
	No
	Non-effective

	Nepal  
	Communist Party of Nepal- Maoist (CPN-M) 
	Yes
	No
	No
	Partially effective

	Peru
	Shining Path (SP)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Effective

	Philippines  
	Moro National Liberation Front  (MNLF)
	Yes
	No
	No
	Partially effective

	Somalia
	Somali Patriotic Movement (SPM)
	No
	No
	No
	Non-effective

	Sri Lanka  
	Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE)  
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Effective

	Sudan
	Sudan People's Liberation Movement (SPLM)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Partially effective


4. Results from case studies 

The preceding sections have presented data regarding three variables that I argue affect the provision of services by rebel groups, two—state penetration and agenda—are relevant at the onset of the conflict and provide us with information about the nature of the population that the rebel leadership will interact with, as well as the agenda that they intend to pursue. Once the fighting commences, the structure of the leadership (unified or divided), can tell us about the ability of the leadership to construct a governance structure. I also developed a framework for assessing the relative effectiveness of each rebel group’s civil administration based on two criteria. First, the group’s ability to control their territory by both establishing mechanisms for resolving disputes as well as a force capable of policing the territory. And second, the ability of the group to provide basic health and educational facilities to civilians living within their territory. The question remains how accurate is the framework in describing the behavior of the rebel leadership for each of my cases? Table 9 presents the 15 cases with their results. 

	Table 9: Results

	Rebel Group
	Penetration
	Center-Seeking
	Command
	Outcome

	National Union for the Total Independence of Angola  (UNITA) 
	Low
	Yes
	Unified
	Efffective

	Communist Party of Burma  (CPB)
	Low
	Yes
	Divided
	Non- effective

	Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC)
	Medium
	Yes
	Unified
	Partially effective

	Movement for the Liberation of Congo (MLC)
	Low
	Yes
	Unified
	Non-effective

	Farabundo Martí National Liberation Front (FMLN)
	Medium
	Yes
	Divided
	Partially effective

	Free Aceh Movement (GAM)  
	High
	No
	Divided
	Partially effective

	Kurdish Democratic Party of Iraq  (KDP) 
	Low
	No
	Divided
	Partially effective

	National Patriotic Forces of Liberia (NPFL)  
	Medium
	Yes
	Unified
	Non-effective

	Mozambican National Resistance (RENAMO)  
	Low
	Yes
	Unified
	Non-effective

	Communist Party of Nepal- Maoist (CPN-M) 
	Low
	Yes
	Unified
	Partially effective

	Shining Path (SL)
	Low
	Yes
	Unified
	Effective

	Moro National Liberation Front  (MNLF)
	Medium
	No
	Divided
	Partially effective

	Somali Patriotic Movement (SPM)
	Low
	Yes
	Unified
	Non-effective

	Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE)  
	Medium
	No
	Unified
	Effective

	Sudan People's Liberation Movement (SPLM)
	Low
	No
	Divided
	Partially effective



Of the five groups deemed non-effective in governance—CPB (Burma), MLC (Congo), NPFL (Liberia), RENAMO (Mozambique), and SPM (Somalia)—only one (NPFL) was categorized as not having low state penetration. All five are categorized as center-seeking groups. Thus, there is significant support amongst these cases for the framework. The fact that Liberia is categorized as having a medium degree of state penetration may have more to do with problems with the IMF taxation data, as the country leads my list of cases at close to 30%, despite other estimates that imply that the Liberian state received the majority of revenues from rents on timber. 

Of the seven groups deemed to have partially effective governance structures—FARC (Colombia), FMLN (El Salvador), GAM (Indonesia), KDP (Iraq), CPN-M (Nepal), MNLF (Philippines) and SPLM (Sudan)—all except one of the groups emerged as either secessionist struggles (GAM, KDP, MNLF, SPLM) or in countries with medium or high state penetration (FARC, FMLN). Again, these cases fit well into the framework established. Only the CPN-M in Nepal outperformed my expectations for a center-seeking group operating in an area of low state-penetration. 

Finally, of the three groups deemed to have effective governance—UNITA (Angola), Shining Path (Peru) and LTTE (Sri Lanka)—only the LTTE follows my arguments exactly as it is a secessionist group that emerged in a state with high penetration. Directly contrary to my expectations, both the Shining Path and UNITA emerged as center-seeking groups in states with low penetration, but were still able to develop effective governance structures. What explains this variation? The presence of a unified command is a common factor for all three groups deemed to have effective governance. In fact, of the three groups (UNITA, SP, and CPN-M), that seem to have outperformed my expectations (center-seeking groups in states with low penetration) all three were led by a disciplined and united command structure. At the same time, the two groups (GAM and MNLF) that underperformed (secessionist groups in states with medium or high penetration) were led by fractious leaderships, lending support to my argument that the command of the group has significant leeway in determining the relations between civilians and rebels after the fighting begins. 

It is tempting to hypothesize that left leaning groups may be better in developing governmental structures due to their emphasis on peasant relations, however the results from my analysis challenge any easy conclusions. Although two of the three most effective groups (CPN-M and SP) do have a leftist orientation, UNITA was an explicitly anti-left organization, lending credence to my emphasis on the ability of the command structure to function in a disciplined and unified fashion. Furthermore, groups like the Communist Party of Burma were non-effective in providing governance despite their leftist orientation. 

Conclusion


This chapter has attempted to generalize my initial findings about the variation in the provision of services to a broader, random sample of cases. Fully eleven of the fifteen cases fall into the pattern that the framework predicts, i.e., that groups that emerge as secessionist movements in countries with a high degree of state penetration are most likely to develop effective governance structures. In the remaining four cases that either outperformed or underperformed my expectations, the command variable does seem to help explain the outcome. The importance of the command is a significant finding in its own right as it demonstrates the ability of the leadership to fundamentally determine the nature of the relationship with civilians. Although the international community may have little say in determining whether a group has a secessionist agenda or if the pre-conflict state penetrated deeply into society, they can and do have influence over the behavior of the rebel leadership. As the case studies in the following chapters demonstrate, the behavior of the international community is integral in determining the strategies pursued by rebel elites in regards to the establishment of a civil administration.
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Appendix 1: Alternate measures of state penetration

	Table 1: GDP Per Capita

	Country (conflict yr)
	Current US$

	Burma (1968)
	?

	Somalia (1987)
	123

	DR Congo (1996)
	168

	Philippines (1972)
	196

	Nepal (1991)
	211

	Sri Lanka (1983)
	282

	Mozambique (1976)
	390

	Liberia (1990)
	402

	Sudan (1983)
	428

	Iraq (1976)
	471

	Angola (1975)
	531

	El Salvador (1981)
	729

	Peru (1981)
	836

	Indonesia (1999)
	877

	Colombia (1980)
	1033


	Table 2: Natural resource rents as a share of GDP

	Country (conflict yr)
	

	Angola (1975)
	

	Burma (1968)
	

	Liberia (1990)
	

	Mozambique (1976)
	

	Nepal (1991)
	

	Somalia (1987)
	

	Sri Lanka (1983)
	

	Sudan (1983)
	

	El Salvador (1981)
	0.04

	DR Congo (1996)
	1.79

	Philippines (1972)
	2.56

	Colombia (1980)
	5.41

	Indonesia (1999)
	6.37

	Peru (1981)
	11.89

	Iraq (1976)
	47.08


	Table 3: Rentier-ness

	Country (conflict yr)
	 

	Angola (1975)
	NA

	Burma (1968)
	NA

	Iraq (1976)
	NA

	Mozambique (1976)
	NA

	Sri Lanka (1983)
	21.6

	Philippines (1972)
	23.1

	El Salvador (1981)
	23.7

	Somalia (1987)
	25.6

	Peru (1981)
	25.7

	DR Congo (1996)

	25.9

	Nepal (1991)
	28.3

	Sudan (1983)
	30

	Colombia (1980)
	37.8

	Liberia (1990)
	40.2

	Indonesia (1999)
	58.9


� The latest version is available at the PRIO website: http://new.prio.no/CSCW-Datasets/Data-on-Armed-Conflict/UppsalaPRIO-Armed-Conflicts-Dataset/


� I am grateful to Mick Moore for passing along this data. The method for calculating the data is provided in (Hamilton and Clemens 1999).


� Jiamee Chau, Kyndra Johnson and Justin Boorska of the University of California, Santa Barbara. I am grateful to Varun Soni for arranging their assistance for my project. 


� Despite the low value for the DR Congo, it is important to remember that 1991 marked a year of tremendous transformation for the country as the Mobutu regime lost support from its Cold War patron, the United States. An examination of the 5-year period from 1987 to 1991 is telling as the value for this period increases to 37.7.
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Mineral Rents

		Country		-2		-1		Conflict Year		1		2		5 yr Average		% of GDP

		Angola		1973		1974		1975		1976		1977

		Rents		507212693.499879		379429925.571484		406602579.974007		462447972.208583		415613992.47868		434261432.746527		12.4460987663

		GDP		3793654562.05317		4250696502.53283		3130848224.72916		2994865507.28314		3275620028.07674		3489136964.93501

		Burma		1966		1967		1968		1969		1970

		Rents										15371241.386904				0.5420297315

		GDP										2835866834

		Colombia		1978		1979		1980		1981		1982

		Rents		1660881001.01397		2415515737.98271		2532874716.17761		2507990234.26791		2352051471.13521		2293862632.11548		6.0488615531

		GDP		27563452307.7173		33126194852.8907		39590300240.9634		43140829181.1558		46190327256.0156		37922220767.7486

		DR Congo		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998

		Rents		93408771.1509762		122363734.459687		93542878.116689		46580085.9727096		45642287.0047004		80307551.3409523		1.3665876723

		GDP		5806874383.69843		5637434654.04159		5771255875.83162		5949076308.79222		6217868575.44099		5876501959.56097

		El Salvador		1979		1980		1981		1982		1983

		Rents		45956252.9547123		50954217.652847		54799680.5449127		49188231.5451034		39020992.0335959		47983874.9462343		1.3243799528

		GDP		3442800000		3566800000		3458800000		3586400000		4060800000		3623120000

		Indonesia		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992

		Rents		18194617149.1042		17425378635.9844		2026044917.05288		3633868599.44519		2828997869.75196		8821781434.26772		7.7119760982

		GDP		88787227889.4328		101455365663.389		114426131060.48		128168875067.777		139115770114.188		114390673959.053

		Iraq		1974		1975		1976		1977		1978

		Rents		864880483.638666		1099029580		1176439784		12922453256		3632576182		3939075857.12773		49.1172604583

		GDP		5155982134.63676		6466748177.89699		8213184850.11534		8924728531.52473		11338048907.7037		8019738520.37551

		Liberia		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992

		Rents

		GDP		1308000000		786300000		384400000		348000000		223500000		610040000

		Mozambique		1974		1975		1976		1977		1978

		Rents		17999765.5204331		18132660.7455471		11584796.1748582		4449838.81181434		5673400.9341725		11568092.4373651

		GDP		4245811114.53776		4395948477.5394		4003160632.92142		3728172542.83282		3849666765.75356		4044551906.71699

		Nepal		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Rents

		GDP		5012297092.1784		5337849745.56207		5474197540.33563		5410263112.45342		5859843943.7338		5418890286.85266

		Peru		1979		1980		1981		1982		1983

		Rents

		GDP		12583229212.8682		16739977208.9941		20447604523.0325		20801367089.7607		16142496654.3892		17342934937.8089

		Philippines		1970		1971		1972		1973		1974

		Rents

		GDP		6690829643.31659		7408918056.87845		8017268825.20547		10083206498.161		13781190727.2952		9196282750.17134

		Somalia		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989

		Rents

		GDP		836055629.000793		836352968.871803		905081024.545566		937059710.726603		972616336.275538		897433133.88406

		Sri Lanka		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987

		Rents

		GDP		5101212679.57381		5832223199.56818		5848191339.87141		6197245573.55313		6457021179.8739		5887178794.48808

		Sudan		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985

		Rents

		GDP		10562963202.7729		8351517386.28541		7890461538.46154		9708615384.61539		7390110784.65547		8780733659.35814





All Rents

				Country										Conflict Year		5year Average		% of GDP

		1		Angola		1971		1972		1973		1974		1975

				Bilateral aid

				Natural resource rents		133,260,316		193,882,060		507,212,693		379,429,926		406,602,580		324,077,515		9.3689093295

				GDP		3015133843.56492		3105037313.1225		3793654562.05317		4250696502.53283		3130848224.72916		3,459,074,089

				GDP per capita		485		489		584		639		460		531

		2		Burma		1964		1965		1966		1967		1968

				Bilateral aid		17900000		74300000		19500000		20500000		13500000		29,140,000

				Natural resource rents												0		0

				GDP												0

		3		Colombia		1976		1977		1978		1979		1980

				Bilateral aid		135400000		61400000		142500000		48300000		47700000		87,060,000

				Natural resource rents		909,959,827		902,839,325		1,660,881,001		2,415,515,738		2,532,874,716		1,684,414,122		6.2579186255

				GDP		18177960793.2795		23080694940.0191		27563452307.7173		33126194852.8907		39590300240.9634		28,307,720,627

				GDP per capita		700		868		1,014		1,191		1,392		1,033

		4		DR Congo		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991						Earlier start date: decline in prices of goods?

				Bilateral aid		99800000		89500000		94300000		72200000		49200000		81,000,000

				Natural resource rents		852,210,325		964,167,592		739,693,946		472,074,262		251,784,412		655,986,107		8.3793481365

				GDP		7661607869.83275		8854241855.54112		9022911272.08367		9349625465.1672		9087952477.54975		8,795,267,788

				GDP per capita (1992-1996)		202		253		133		125		125		168

		5		El Salvador		1977		1978		1979		1980		1981

				Bilateral aid		22400000		26300000		25300000		130900000		277500000		96,480,000

				Natural resource rents		39,125,444		44,603,335		45,956,253		50,954,218		54,799,681		47,087,786		4.373866257

				GDP		2866800000		3076800000		3442800000		3566800000		3458800000		3,282,400,000

				GDP per capita		662		695		762		778		746		729

		6		Indonesia		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990

				Bilateral aid		187700000		201300000		102000000		100900000		75600000		133,500,000

				Natural resource rents		8,785,268,673		7,261,485,399		9,405,629,740		13,077,819,673		12,830,010,598		10,272,042,816		11.2941814187

				GDP		80,060,971,806		75,929,754,266		88,787,227,889		101,455,365,663		114,426,131,060		92,131,890,137

				GDP per capita		471		439		504		566		628		522

		7		Iraq		1972		1973		1974		1975		1976

				Bilateral aid

				Natural resource rents		2,251,619,565		7,935,331,456		8,648,804,836		10,990,295,803		11,764,397,840		8,318,089,900		77.8846026762

				GDP		4,372,393,889.00		5,388,046,631		11,618,819,330		13,851,358,262		18,169,473,910		10,680,018,404

				GDP per capita		319.00		387		445		540		663		471

		8		Liberia		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990

				Bilateral aid		97900000		65300000		30100000		44900000		22100000		52,060,000

				Natural resource rents												0		5.9461794458

				GDP		926,101,772		972,799,731		1,307,999,638		786,299,782		384,399,894		875,520,163

				GDP per capita		423		444		600		364		180		402

		9		Mozambique		1972		1973		1974		1975		1976

				Bilateral aid				0						33800000		33,800,000

				Natural resource rents		4,413,611		8,690,096		17,999,766		18,132,661		11,584,796		12,164,186		1.1630099075

				GDP		3,380,873,228		3,981,081,296		4,163,211,134		4,310,427,655		3,925,281,287		3,952,174,920

				GDP per capita		351		404		412		416		369		390

		10		Nepal		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				Bilateral aid		22400000		34300000		22800000		23600000		43700000		29,360,000		3.6656600907

				Natural resource rents		162,125,239		153,529,081		156,521,612		153,263,449		152,236,783		155,535,233

				GDP		4,835,634,892		4,559,930,414		5,012,297,092		5,337,849,746		5,474,197,540		5,043,981,937

				GDP per capita		212		195		210		218		219		211

		11		Peru		1977		1978		1979		1980		1981

				Bilateral aid		86100000		152600000		168900000		115500000		156900000		136,000,000

				Natural resource rents		847,431,978		965,246,437		2,591,928,060		3,600,517,381		2,840,841,277		2,169,193,027		17.0988949016

				GDP		13,541,184,032		12,203,977,373		10,476,573,218		13,381,160,984		17,804,765,536		13,481,532,229

				GDP per capita		717		599		745		966		1,151		836

		12		Philippines		1968		1969		1970		1971		1972

				Bilateral aid		216600000		168600000		209000000		222200000		329800000		229,240,000

				Natural resource rents						287,639,154		302,284,404		420,828,656		202,150,443		9.7524555906

				GDP						6,690,829,643		7,408,918,057		8,017,268,825		4,423,403,305

				GDP per capita						183		197		207		196

		13		Somalia		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987

				Bilateral aid		167000000		184000000		181500000		135400000		92900000		152,160,000		7.039372217

				Natural resource rents												0

				GDP		2,225,092,491		3,109,765,692		2,210,593,026		1,649,736,111		1,612,594,632		2,161,556,390

				GDP per capita		105		114		129		129		138		123

		14		Sri Lanka		1979		1980		1981		1982		1983

				Bilateral aid		110900000		122900000		131600000		126800000		133900000		125,220,000

				Natural resource rents		65,826,496		69,655,755		71,267,400		68,217,369		61,073,894		67,208,183		4.4013358268

				GDP		3,456,715,988		4,161,586,914		4,422,278,089		4,718,408,598		5,101,212,680		4,372,040,454

				GDP per capita		230		273		286		300		320		282

		15		Sudan		1979		1980		1981		1982		1983

				Bilateral aid		95200000		248200000		263100000		439700000		350500000		279,340,000		3.1659473359

				Natural resource rents		120,526		70,797		57,820		94,641		168,275		102,412

				GDP		8,338,368,951		8,989,200,018		10,562,963,203		8,351,517,386		7,890,461,538		8,826,502,219

				GDP per capita		431		450		512		391		358		428





Collier Rents

		Country (conflict yr)		Natural Resource Rents/GDP

		Angola (1975)		0

		Burma (1968)		0

		Liberia (1990)		0

		Mozambique (1976)		0

		Nepal (1991)		0

		Somalia (1987)		0

		Sri Lanka (1983)		0

		Sudan (1983)		0

		El Salvador (1981)		0.04

		Philippines (1972)		2.56

		Colombia (1980)		5.41

		DR Congo (1991)		8.1

		DR Congo (1996)		1.79

		Indonesia  (1999)		6.37

		Peru (1981)		11.89

		Iraq (1976)		47.08

		Angola (1975)

		Burma (1968)

		Colombia (1980)

		DR Congo (1991)

		El Salvador (1981)

		Indonesia  (1990)

		Iraq (1976)

		Liberia (1990)

		Mozambique (1976)

		Nepal (1991)

		Peru (1981)

		Philippines (1972)

		Somalia (1987)

		Sri Lanka (1983)

		Sudan (1983)

		Angola (1975)

		Burma (1968)

		Colombia (1980)

		DR Congo (1991)

		El Salvador (1981)

		Indonesia  (1990)

		Iraq (1976)

		Liberia (1990)

		Mozambique (1976)

		Nepal (1991)

		Peru (1981)

		Philippines (1972)

		Somalia (1987)

		Sri Lanka (1983)

		Sudan (1983)

		Angola (1975)

		Burma (1968)

		Colombia (1980)

		DR Congo (1991)

		El Salvador (1981)

		Indonesia  (1990)

		Iraq (1976)

		Liberia (1990)

		Mozambique (1976)

		Nepal (1991)

		Peru (1981)

		Philippines (1972)

		Somalia (1987)

		Sri Lanka (1983)

		Sudan (1983)





Rentier

		Year		Country		Tax on Inc, profits, cap.gains		Non-tax revenue		Total Revenue		Rentier		Individual Taxes		Personal Income Tax/ Total Revenue		Personal Income Tax/Total Tax		5 year average of Rentier		5 year ave of PIT/TR		5 year ave of PIT/TT		5 year ave of PIT/GDP		GDP		PIT/GDP

		1981		Botswana		100.64		62.88		275.27		0.5940349475		208.73

		1982		Botswana		96.52		120.58		340.39		0.6377978201		217.9

		1983		Botswana		137.42		200.84		507.97		0.6659054669		305.44

		1981		Burkina Faso		8257		5730		45809		0.3053330132		43327

		1982		Burkina Faso		8600		6121		54170		0.2717555843		46977

		1983		Burkina Faso		9283		4438		57763		0.2375396015		47117

		1981		Cameroon		88.59		35.22		314.54		0.3936224328		279.32

		1982		Cameroon		151.85		40.24		390.44		0.4919834033		348.97

		1983		Cameroon		360.6		20.94		612.27		0.6231564506		587.64

		1971		Angola								0																3015133843.56492

		1972		Angola								0																3105037313.1225

		1973		Angola								0																3793654562.05317

		1974		Angola								0																4250696502.53283

		1975		Angola								0																3130848224.72916

						Millions of Kyats

		1973		Burma		416		345		1453		0.523743978

		1974		Burma		473		438		1934		0.4710444674

		1975		Burma		591		308		2172		0.4139042357

		1976		Burma		141		859		3277		0.3051571559

		1977		Burma		224		1167		4266		0.3260665729

						Millions of Pesos

		1976		Colombia		20464		3392		61743		0.3863757835		9618		0.1557747437		0.4699960907		37.7856553663		0.1268811806		44.2280664608		0.0147893044		532,270		0.0180697766

		1977		Colombia		23938		6024		82281		0.3641423901		11251		0.1367387368		0.4700058484										716,029		0.0157130507

		1978		Colombia		30396		8002		106420		0.3608156362		14286		0.1342416839		0.4699960521										909,487		0.0157077561

		1979		Colombia		37229		16346		137397		0.3899284555		13810		0.100511656		0.3709473797										1,188,817		0.0116165903

		1980		Colombia		47101		26328		189240		0.3880205031		20275		0.1071390826		0.4304579521										1,579,130		0.0128393482

						Billiions of Zaires

		1987		DR Congo		24		12		88		0.4090909091		11		0.125		0.4583333333		37.6977562432		0.1993067957		66.8904668228		0.0183952185		861		0.012775842

		1988		DR Congo		58		6		162		0.3950617284		38		0.2345679012		0.6551724138										1657		0.0229330115

		1989		DR Congo		113		20		394		0.3375634518		88		0.2233502538		0.7787610619										3441		0.0255739611

		1990		DR Congo		180		46		678		0.3333333333		108		0.1592920354		0.6										6277		0.0172056715

		1991		DR Congo		2105		786		7054		0.4098383896		1794		0.2543237879		0.8522565321										133011		0.0134876063

		1990		DR Congo		0.06				0.22		0.2727272727		0.035		0.1590909091		0.5833333333												0

		1991		DR Congo		0.7				2.29		0.3056768559		0.6		0.2620087336		0.8571428571												0

		1992		DR Congo		10.43				56		0.18625		4.91		0.0876785714		0.4707574305		25.7847890056		0.0767650313								0

		1993		DR Congo		281.73				1104.33		0.2551139605		57.51		0.0520768249		0.2041316154

		1994		DR Congo		34130				208382		0.1637857397		19544		0.0937892908		0.5726340463

		1995		DR Congo		700000				2120000		0.3301886792		169000		0.0797169811		0.2414285714

		1996		DR Congo		5552000				15688000		0.3539010709		1107000		0.070563488		0.1993876081

						Millions of Colones

		1977		El Salvador		168		37.3		1173.9		0.1748871284		81.8		0.0696822557		0.4869047619		23.7387148943		0.0843953533		44.5077609265		0.0111248102		7167		0.0114134226

		1978		El Salvador		205.3		37.5		1009.9		0.2404198435		92.2		0.0912961679		0.4490988797										7692		0.0119864795

		1979		El Salvador		190.1		41.5		1188.7		0.1948346934		75		0.0630941365		0.3945291952										8607		0.0087138376

		1980		El Salvador		235.1		45.3		1015.7		0.2760657675		115.8		0.1140100423		0.492556359										8917		0.0129864304

		1981		El Salvador		226.2		100		1084.7		0.300728312		91		0.0838941643		0.4022988506										8647		0.0105238811

						Billions of Rupiah

		1995		Indonesia		37076				70992		0.5222560288		21012		0.2959770115		0.5667278024		58.8649763437		0.2698691382		46.6826815984		0.0436906575		454,514		0.0462295991

		1996		Indonesia		45368				82478		0.5500618347		25496		0.3091248575		0.5619820138										532,568		0.0478736988

		1997		Indonesia		64947				109873.7		0.5911059699		34388		0.3129775369		0.529477882										627,695		0.0547845689

		1998		Indonesia		97313				152813.7		0.6368080872		52955		0.3465330661		0.5441718989										955,754		0.0554065167

		1999		Indonesia		118164				183765		0.6430168966		15571		0.0847332191		0.1317744829										1,099,732		0.0141589042

		1972		Iraq								0						0										6,523,112,783.00

		1973		Iraq								0						0										7,425,985,885

		1974		Iraq								0						0										16,207,968,930

		1975		Iraq								0						0										18,976,250,900

		1976		Iraq								0						0										24,869,324,750

						Millions of Dollars

		1986		Liberia		71.7		7.7		180.7		0.4394023243		57.9		0.3204205866		0.8075313808		40.1623257328		0.2840583728		79.0932893713		0.0489233572		1,060		0.0546123373

		1987		Liberia		61.5		8		180.6		0.3848283499		50.8		0.2812846069		0.8260162602										1,086		0.046772857

		1988		Liberia		72.1		8.9		212.8		0.3806390977		53.3		0.2504699248		0.7392510402										1,174		0.0453848774

		1989		Liberia								0						0

		1990		Liberia								0						0

		1972		Mozambique								0						0										93,278,862,420

		1973		Mozambique								0						0										99,533,237,280

		1974		Mozambique								0						0										107,878,276,400

		1975		Mozambique								0						0										112,328,572,400

		1976		Mozambique								0						0										121,011,876,300

						Millions of Rupees

		1987		Nepal		447		1386		5780		0.3171280277		315		0.0544982699		0.7046979866		28.3151928537		0.0693675045		71.2483424745		0.0067605149		59246		0.0053168146

		1988		Nepal		596		1358		7140		0.2736694678		382		0.0535014006		0.6409395973										68973		0.0055383991

		1989		Nepal		880		1214		7540		0.2777188329		641		0.0850132626		0.7284090909										77740		0.0082454335

		1990		Nepal		943		1498		8767		0.2784304779		712		0.0812136421		0.7550371156										91008		0.007823488

		1991		Nepal		975		1672		9847		0.2688128364		715		0.0726109475		0.7333333333										103948		0.0068784392

						Millions of Intis

		1977		Peru		25.31		15.74		162.41		0.2527553722		6.11		0.0376208362		0.2414065587		25.7278369628		0.0270345107		17.1356700875		0.0049131206		967		0.0063185109

		1978		Peru		34.3		20.51		282.87		0.1937639198		8.88		0.0313925125		0.2588921283										1,540		0.0057662338

		1979		Peru		100.7		43.57		543.31		0.2655390109		12.12		0.0223077065		0.1203574975										2,828		0.0042857143

		1980		Peru		267.94		70.52		1007.41		0.3359704589		16.42		0.0162992228		0.0612823767										4,835		0.0033960703

		1981		Peru		237.01		121.5		1504.05		0.2383630863		41.44		0.0275522755		0.1748449433										8,635		0.0047990735

						Millions of Pesos

		1968		Philippines								0						0		23.1145653425		0.0830454807		59.9792099792		0.0107822252

		1969		Philippines								0						0

		1970		Philippines								0						0										39,505

		1971		Philippines								0						0										47,652

		1972		Philippines		962		644		6948		0.2311456534		577		0.0830454807		0.5997920998										53,514		0.0107822252

						Millions of Shillings

		1974		Somalia		38.4		101.1		565.7		0.2465971363		32		0.056567085		0.8333333333		25.6419319061		0.062094664		89.4604550908		0.0084998967		3,604		0.0088790233

		1975		Somalia		45.2		126.1		623.8		0.2746072459		40.8		0.0654055787		0.9026548673										4,765		0.0085624344

		1976		Somalia		54		136.6		669.6		0.2846475508		47.4		0.0707885305		0.8777777778										5,485		0.0086417502

		1977		Somalia		59.1		173.8		828.8		0.2810086873		55.8		0.0673262548		0.9441624365										6,880		0.0081104651

		1978		Somalia		74.2		188.9		1347.6		0.1952359751		67.9		0.0503858712		0.9150943396										8,175		0.0083058104

						Millions of Rupees

		1979		Sri Lanka		1357		798		12158		0.1772495476		387		0.0318308932		0.2851879145		21.5924898333		0.036459688		25.7691348487		0.007048801		52,387		0.0073873289

		1980		Sri Lanka		2086		707		13444		0.2077506694		378		0.028116632		0.1812080537										66,527		0.0056819036

		1981		Sri Lanka		2029		816		15269		0.1863252341		570		0.037330539		0.2809265648										85,005		0.0067054879

		1982		Sri Lanka		2923		1140		16850		0.2411275964		808		0.0479525223		0.2764283271										99,238		0.0081420424

		1983		Sri Lanka		3366		3056		24037		0.267171444		891		0.0370678537		0.2647058824										121,601		0.0073272424

						Millions of Pounds

		1977		Sudan		41.7		33		326.7		0.2286501377		10.8		0.0330578512		0.2589928058		29.9493315518		0.0393226273		29.5410003376		0.052717783		261		0.0413793103

		1978		Sudan		47.8		55.8		403.5		0.2567534077		10.8		0.0267657993		0.2259414226										307		0.0351791531

		1979		Sudan		55.3		139.1		547.2		0.3552631579		13		0.0237573099		0.2350813743										358		0.0363128492

		1980		Sudan		79.3		89.5		558.6		0.3021840315		31.6		0.0565699964		0.3984867591										449		0.0703786192

		1982		Sudan		132.2		165.5		839.5		0.3546158428		47.4		0.0564621799		0.3585476551										590		0.0803389831





All Data

		Country (conflict yr)		GDP Per Capita		Natural Resource Rents/GDP		Natural and Strategic Rents/GDP		Personal and Corporate Tax/GDP		Rentier		Personal Income Tax/GDP		Personal Income Tax/Total Revenue		Personal Income Tax/Total Tax		Kms of Road/Sq. Kms of Land (Road Density)

		Angola (1975)		531		0		9.36		0		0						0		0.03

		Burma (1968)		0		0		0		0		0						0		0

		Colombia (1980)		1033		5.41		6.26		12.4		37.8		0.014789		0.12688118		44.2		0.07

		DR Congo (1991)		168		8.1		8.38		14.49		37.7		0.018395		0.076765031		66.9		.06 (1979)

		El Salvador (1981)		729		0.04		4.37		13.21		23.7		0.011125		0.08439535		44.5		.60 (1989)

		Indonesia  (1990)		522		10.37		11.29		15.38		56.8		0.007389		0.269869138		7.8		.11 (1987)

		Iraq (1976)		471		47.08		0		0		0						0		.03 (1974)

		Liberia (1990)		402		0		5.95 (SR only)		18.66		40.2		0.048923		0.28405837		79.1		.08 (1987)

		Mozambique (1976)		390		0		1.16		10.77		0						0		.04 (1974)

		Nepal (1991)		211		0		3.67		7		28.3		0.006761		0.0693675		71.2		.03 (1978)

		Peru (1981)		836		11.89		17.1		15.03		25.7		0.004913		0.02703451		17.1		.04 (1972)

		Philippines (1972)		196		2.56		9.75		8.09		23.1		0.010782		0.08304548		60		.49 (1979)

		Somalia (1987)		123		0		7.04		0		25.6		0.0085		0.06209466		89.5		.03 (1987)

		Sri Lanka (1983)		282		0		4.4		18.08		21.6		0.007049		0.03645969		25.8		.48 (1978)

		Sudan (1983)		428		0		3.17		10.27		30		0.052718		0.03932263		29.5		.00 (1963)

												31.8636363636						48.6909090909

		Rank

		1		Colombia		El Salvador		Mozambique		Liberia		Sri Lanka		Sudan		Liberia				El Salvador

		2		Peru		Philippines		Sudan		Sri Lanka		Philippines		Liberia		Indonesia				Philippines

		3		El Salvador		Colombia		Nepal		Indonesia		El Salvador		DR Congo		Colombia				Sri Lanka

		4		Angola		DR Congo		El Salvador		Peru		Somalia		Colombia		El Salvador				Indonesia

		5		Indonesia		Indonesia		Sri Lanka		DR Congo		Peru		El Salvador		Philippines				Liberia

		6		Iraq		Peru		Liberia		El Salvador		Nepal		Philippines		DR Congo				Colombia

		7		Sudan		Iraq		Colombia		Colombia		Sudan		Somalia		Nepal				DR Congo

		8		Liberia				Somalia		Mozambique		DR Congo		Indonesia		Somalia				Mozambique (tie .04)

		9		Mozambique				DR Congo		Sudan		Colombia		Sri Lanka		Sudan				Peru (tie .04)

		10		Sri Lanka				Angola		Philippines		Liberia		Nepal		Sri Lanka				Angola (tie .03)

		11		Nepal				Philippines		Nepal		Indonesia		Peru		Peru				Iraq (tie .03)

		12		Philippines				Indonesia												Nepal (tie .03)

		13		DR Congo				Peru												Somalia (tie .03)

		14		Somalia																Sudan

		15

		Sri Lanka NRR 4yrs

		Liberia PCT 3yrs

		Mozambique PCT 2yrs

		Philippines PCT 1 yr





Tables

		Table 3				5 year average (GDP per capita, current prices, US$ (UN estimates) [code 19510]

		Country (conflict yr)		GDP Per Capita

		Burma (1968)		0

		Somalia (1987)		123

		DR Congo (1996)		168

		Philippines (1972)		196

		Nepal (1991)		211

		Sri Lanka (1983)		282

		Mozambique (1976)		390

		Liberia (1990)		402

		Sudan (1983)		428

		Iraq (1976)		471

		Angola (1975)		531

		El Salvador (1981)		729

		Peru (1981)		836

		Indonesia  (1999)		877

		Colombia (1980)		1033

		Table 4

		Country (conflict yr)		Natural Resource Rents/GDP

		Angola (1975)		0

		Burma (1968)		0

		Liberia (1990)		0

		Mozambique (1976)		0

		Nepal (1991)		0

		Somalia (1987)		0

		Sri Lanka (1983)		0

		Sudan (1983)		0

		El Salvador (1981)		0.04

		DR Congo (1991)		1.79

		Philippines (1972)		2.56

		Colombia (1980)		5.41

		Indonesia  (1999)		6.37

		Peru (1981)		11.89

		Iraq (1976)		47.08

		Table 5

		Country (conflict yr)		Rentier

		Angola (1975)		0

		Burma (1968)		0

		Iraq (1976)		0

		Mozambique (1976)		0

		Sri Lanka (1983)		21.6

		Philippines (1972)		23.1

		El Salvador (1981)		23.7

		Somalia (1987)		25.6

		Peru (1981)		25.7

		DR Congo (1996)		25.8

		Nepal (1991)		28.3

		Sudan (1983)		30

		Colombia (1980)		37.8

		Liberia (1990)		40.2

		Indonesia  (1999)		58.9

		Table 6

		Country (conflict yr)		Income Tax/ Total Revenue

		Liberia (1990)		0.28405837

		Indonesia  (1999)		0.269869138

		Colombia (1980)		0.12688118

		El Salvador (1981)		0.08439535

		Philippines (1972)		0.08304548

		DR Congo (1996)		0.07677

		Nepal (1991)		0.0693675

		Somalia (1987)		0.06209466

		Sudan (1983)		0.03932263

		Sri Lanka (1983)		0.03645969

		Peru (1981)		0.02703451

		Angola (1975)

		Burma (1968)

		Iraq (1976)

		Mozambique (1976)

		Table 7

		Country (conflict yr)		Kms of Road/Sq. Kms of Land (Road Density)

		Burma (1968)		0

		Sudan (1983)		0

		Iraq (1974)		0.03

		Nepal (1978)		0.03

		Somalia (1983)		0.03

		Peru (1972)		0.04

		Mozambique (1974)		0.05

		Angola (1974)		0.06

		DR Congo (1997)		0.07

		Colombia (1980)		0.07

		Liberia (1987)		0.08

		Indonesia  (1984)		0.19

		Sri Lanka (1978)		0.48

		Philippines (1979)		0.49

		El Salvador (1989)		0.6

		Scatter Plot		Taxation		Roads

		Angola		0		0.06

		Burma		0		0

		Colombia		0.12688118		0.07

		DR Congo		0.07677		0.07

		El Salvador		0.08439535		0.6

		Indonesia		0.2698691		0.19

		Iraq		0		0.03

		Liberia		0.28405837		0.08

		Mozambique		0		0.05

		Nepal		0.0693675		0.03

		Peru		0.02703451		0.04

		Philippines		0.08304548		0.49

		Somalia		0.06209466		0.03

		Sri Lanka		0.03645969		0.48

		Sudan		0.03932263		0
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