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Introduction

Over the last sixty years states involved in international disputes and civil wars have frequently empowered insurgent groups to fight their adversaries. Some of these delegations
 lasted for decades generating regional conflicts and instability over and again. For instance, since 1986 an undeclared war between Sudan and Uganda has been carried out through their proxies, Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) in Uganda and Sudanese People’s Liberation Army (SPLA) alike, often spilling over into Zaire. The Khartoum-Kampala proxy wars have generated many refugees, impoverished the border areas of the two countries and almost led to interstate war in 1993.   Other delegations of conflict to insurgents last shorter but nevertheless produce mixed consequences. After one decade of support, India had renounced Tamil Tigers in the 1990s that immediately fought back by killing the former Indian Prime Minister in 1991 and the President in 1993. Yet India’s pullout from the Sri Lankan civil war likewise contributed to the demise of the rebels and the end of the conflict in 2009. The duration of rebel sponsorship can, therefore, have a tremendous impact on regional stability. 

As these two rough-cut examples show, sponsorship of rebels is costly. Rebel cross-border activities often spill over into neighboring states causing a full-blown international war. President Mobutu’s support for UNITA against Angolan government and for Hutu militias versus the Rwanda government spiraled into the First African War (1997-1999) which took more than six million lives and created a massive flow of refugees. In addition, recent studies show that support to rebels can exacerbate civil war (Regan 2000; Findley and Teo 2006) or significantly increase the probability of interstate war (Trumbore 2003; Schultz 2010). Enduring patronage of domestic insurgents creates a permissive condition for persistent civil wars and interstate conflicts (Gleditsch, Salehyan and Schultz 2008). Therefore, asking about the duration of rebel patronage and the reasons for its termination is vital. In line with this problem, this project poses the following questions: what explains the duration of delegation of conflict to rebels? Why some delegations of conflict to rebels last longer than others? When is the delegation to rebels likely to end?    

The existing literature has hitherto not tackled this important topic. Despite the intense focus on war, the scholarship remains largely ignorant of the role of rebel delegation in international conflicts and civil wars.
 Liberals mostly focus on the institutional properties of states, including leadership incentives, political regime type and elite preferences that facilitate/hamper the initiation and escalation of conflicts (e.g. Bremer 1992; Rummel 1995; Fearon, 1994; Maoz 1997; Russett 1993; Peceny and Butler 2002; Peceny, Beer, and Sanchez-Terry 2002; Lai and Slater 2006; Pickering and Kisangani 2010). Realists seek to find a cause of interstate conflict in the structure of the international system and the distribution of military capabilities among great powers (Waltz 1979; Walt 1987; Copeland 2001; Mearsheimer 2001). Bargaining theories have analyzed strategic interactions among state dyads and the factors contributing to bargaining breakdown (Fearon 1994; Powell 2002). The steps-to-war model argues that territorial disputes between states lead to power politics and the escalation of conflict (Vasquez 1993; Vasquez and Senese 2008). Thus, these approaches are statist and solely rest on within-state, extra-state or state-to-state linkages overlooking the fact that states utilize other strategies of warfare.

Recent studies, on the other hand, devote more attention to “proxy wars” (e.g. Prunier 2004; Swami 2004) albeit in a descriptive and case-specific fashion. Scholars have raised concerns about the causes of delegation of conflict to rebels (Salehyan 2010; Trumbore 2003), and how this state strategy affects the onset or the duration of civil and international wars (Bapat 2006; Byman 2007; Salehyan 2009; Schultz 2008). However, the duration of state patronage over rebels in inter- and intra-state conflicts is unexplored. The aim of my project is to push the research into this unexplored area.

In so doing, I argue that the duration of rebel patronage is a result of a three-tiered commitment problem between the sponsor country (hereafter principal), the rebels (hereafter agent) and the home country. The home country and the agent are engaged in a mutual struggle, the principal and the rebels are linked by delegation, and the principal is in a (latent or intense) conflict with the home country as a party to delegation. In this triangular relationship, the stronger the bond (positive or negative) between the three sides, the enduring delegation is likely. These bonds rest on three causal mechanisms. Each of these mechanisms is separately sufficient to lead to the endurance or termination of the rebel patronage, although in practice multiple causes may be present. These mechanisms include: the nature of the dispute between the agent and the home country, the nature of delegation in the principal-agent relationship, and the nature of struggle between the home country and the agent. I provide an in-depth analysis of these mechanisms below.

  
The remainder of the prospectus is organized as follows. The next section outlines the scope of the project, describes the main concepts and develops the puzzle. Following this, I review the literature on international conflict and locate the limits of the current research on rebel delegation. Next, I outline my theory on the duration of rebel patronage. Finally, I present my research design.
The Delegation of Conflict to Rebels and the Principal-Agent Problem
This project encompasses insurgencies, rebellions, and civil wars within a country, as well as international conflicts in which external governments sponsor rebel organizations. In temporal terms, the study encompasses the period from 1975 to 2009.
 My unit of analysis is dyads comprised of a patron (government) and a client (rebel organization). Rebel organization is interchangeably used to denote a rebel, insurgent or terrorist group. Insurgencies, rebellions and civil wars are understood as forms of organized political violence in which a legal body, the government, is engaged in an armed conflict with the opposing group, the rebels. Non-violent protests, internal coup d’états, and communal violence between societal actors are excluded from the scope of this project.
International conflict generally denotes any incompatibility of interests between the two sovereign units, but in this project it particularly refers to threats and the use of force by states. Note, however, that I avoid drawing strict boundaries between intrastate and interstate conflicts since many civil wars spatially overlap with interstate wars (Gleditsch and Salehyan 2006). This empirical coincidence suggests that state sponsorship of rebels may be driven by similar logic and mechanisms regardless of the mode of conflict. In particular, both civil and international wars may involve a critical link between the external governments and rebels, which is labeled delegation in this study.
I define delegation as the practice of “conditional grant of authority” by which a government (“principal”) appoints a rebel organization (“agent”) to act on its behalf (Bradley and Kelley 2008). In particular, I operationalize delegation as a provision of weapons, supplies and sanctuary to the insurgents by the sponsor-government that is aimed at shaping and exerting control over insurgency through the influence of aims, strategies and tactics of the rebel organization (Salehyan 2010:501). The role of foreign governments in affecting rebel’s organization and the agenda-setting is, therefore, central to the concept.

I assume that the principal and the agent are rational actors, and that the delegation is driven by a need to reduce transaction costs.
 By forming the delegation, the government lowers its own casualties, increases the secrecy of its actions and gains the necessary expertise whereas the rebels gain capabilities to fight the home government. Naturally, the delegation bears autonomy costs for both parties: the sponsor government may lose information about the aims of the agent and its decision-making autonomy (Thatcher and Sweet 2002: 5-6), while the rebels may lose the control of its activities to the sponsor government. Hence, both principal and agent are faced with problems in establishing and managing the delegation. 
From principal’s viewpoint these problems stem from informational costs. Given that the rebels have more information and expertise than does the principal this creates asymmetric information. For instance, principal’s lack of information creates policy uncertainty, a situation in which the principal tries to compensate for the lack of control over the agent by insisting on specific tasks to be carried out. If the principal is unaware of outcomes resulting from such an approach, then this strategy may seriously damage the interests of the principal (Huber and Shipan 2000: 27). In 1997, for instance, Mobutu Sese Seko’s accommodation of Hutu militias who conducted raids into Rwandan territory provoked an invasion by Rwandese forces against Zaire. A related issue is that of adverse selection when the principal has scarce information about the competence or reliability of agents before the formation of a relationship. In this situation, the principal mistakenly opts for a rebel organization which is unable to fulfill a required task (Ibid). In April 1961 the US government supported and encouraged the invasion of Cuban exiles against the Castro regime, but the operation ended as a disaster for Washington and the rebels. Finally, the previous problem may lead to moral hazard. This problem occurs when the government is unable to determine if the rebel group is adequately carrying out the assigned tasks (Ibid: 30). In this scenario, the rebels can choose a strategy that harms the interests of their patron. In 1999 the United Jihad Council, a Kashmir separatist organization supported by Pakistan, unilaterally seized the mountain peaks of the Kargil range overlooking the highway in Indian Kashmir which pulled the Indian and Pakistani regular forces into a full-blown war.
Some of these problems may be minimized if the government forms screening mechanisms prior to the selection of the rebel group or if it ex post establishes monitoring instruments (Nielson and Tierney 2003: 246). For instance, the sponsor government can establish training camps, conduct border-patrols or hire a third-party to oversee the rebel activities. Governments can also threaten to impose sanctions on agents. Yet all these mitigating strategies, and particularly sanctions, can be costly for the principal as they consume considerable resources and diminish the credibility of principals’ threats to apply sanctions against the agent (Pollack 1997: 112). Particularly is sanctioning difficult to accomplish, as some rebellions may have multiple principals, which reduces dependence on a single sponsor. In this sense, the termination of arrangement with the single patron may be unproblematic provided that alternative patrons are available. One of examples is Hezbollah which has been receiving support from both Syria and Iran.
On the other hand, rebels likewise face a trade-off between augmenting their capabilities and preserving autonomy. Foreign support is welcome when rebels are fighting well-equipped and organized government forces. Sanctuaries on sponsor’s territory can especially help rebels overcome the capability gap (Salehyan 2009). The costs are, however, twofold. First, forming links to foreign sponsors and obtaining safe heavens may weaken the rebels’ ties with the local population. Close ties to foreign governments may backlash against the rebellion leaders as their nationals may come to view the rebels as agents of a foreign power rather than an indigenous force (Salehyan 2010: 507). Over time, social bonds between the domestic audience and the foreign-based rebels may weaken as the latter become detached from the locals’ preferences. Once the extent of domestic support is damaged the rebels may find it difficult to accomplish their goals. Second, the previous problem is exacerbated if the rebels are faced with unstable support from their principals. Strong dependence on external support increases the risk of desertion by a foreign patron. Rebels may be abandoned for domestic reasons, which is more likely if the sponsor is democracy, or due to structural changes, such as the end of the Cold War when the USSR deserted the Uyghur separatists. Abandonment creates considerable troubles for the rebels if there is no adequate replacement. In this case, not only the rebellion may fail but the organization may disintegrate altogether. For instance, after Milosevic had removed his support for Krajina Serbs in 1995, the organization was whipped out by Croatian forces.    
Although widely applied in political science and international relations, the concept of delegation used in this project is far from perfect. There are at least four oft-cited analytical shortcomings. First, certain authors argue that organizations are not simple agents of their political principals, but rather have independent preferences and can influence political outcomes in their own right. But as Mark Pollack counter-argues such claims misconstrue the concept of “agent” in principal-agent theories, in which agents are in fact expected to have independent preferences (Pollack 2006: 3). Another critique is that the agent may be granted complete transfer of political rights by the principal (Ibid: 6). In this scenario, the concept of delegation is argued to be useful in analyzing the act of delegation, but not the subsequent behavior of the agent. By transferring the authority to the agent, the principal is believed to lose its influence over the subsequent process, and the delegation ceases to exist as such. Despite its appeal, the weakness of this argument is that, aside from fragile or failed states, governments rarely transfer complete sovereign rights to any non-state actor. States can and they often do provide sanctuary to rebels, insurgents and terrorists but they never fully transfer the monopoly of force to these organizations. A third critique is that agents can have multiple principals. Delegations with more than one sponsor problematize the actual source of control over the rebels. In this sense, the concept of delegation may become diluted since one cannot easily distinguish between various influences.  Finally, institutionalists and constructivists water down the concept of delegation suggesting that in practice principals may delegate for motives other than to reduce the transaction costs. For instance, Martha Finnemore (1993) indicates that the advent and universal nature of many cultural, educational and scientific bodies within the UN was triggered by new norms stemming from the UNESCO practice. 
Given all these pitfalls why should then the concept of delegation be used in this project? How is delegation any better from less problematic concepts as intervention or alliance? A straightforward answer to these questions is that delegation offers an understanding of instances of indirect interstate conflict where the principal-agent relationship has its own dynamics affecting the goals of both actors, and where the direct use of force by the principal is not certain. Delegation allows for analytical lenses beyond simple arrangement against the third party (as in the case of alliances), and the direct involvement in the ongoing conflict (such as the case in third-party intervention). A central piece connecting these two differences is the focus on influence and control of the principal over the agent and the rebellion as a whole. Neither alliance nor intervention entails this segment which is central to the logic of delegation. On the one hand, alliances denote “a formal or informal arrangement for security cooperation between two or more sovereign states” (Walt 1987: 17 ft) aimed at a particular adversary. States form alliances to counter military power of their enemies and threats that stem from it (Waltz 1979; Walt 1987). Alliances can be also aimed at internal threats (David 1990; Levy and Barnett 1991). Delegation is also aimed against the third party, but the overall logic does not end here. Crucial motive behind delegation is the control over insurgency by the sponsor country. The principal aims to shape policy agenda of the rebels through military and financial support. By providing arms, supply and sanctuary to the rebels the principal exerts influence or control over their strategies, tactics and interests. Similarly, the concept of third-party interventions suggests that certain outside actors intervene in the ongoing conflict to influence conflict outcomes but with little control over the strategies, tactics and goals of the rebel group (Regan 2000). Rebellion is often assumed to arise due to domestic factors such as inequality or poverty (Fearon and Laitin 2003). By contrast, delegation suggests that sponsors play a crucial part in molding the preferences of the rebels and influencing insurgency as a whole.
In practice, distinguishing between delegation and the two phenomena can become blurry. Delegations share many common issues with alliances such as the commitment between the two members, the problems of abandonment and entrapment, and the problem of dependence. The logic of these issues in the principal-client relationship is special because two members are qualitatively different. Rebels frequently do not control clearly delineated territory; their capabilities are often unknown; and rebel organization can differ from state institutions. The dynamics behind alliance problems may therefore be significantly different from those underpinning delegation. On the other hand, delegation and intervention can become intertwined when the principal-agent relationship is weakened (Salehyan 2010:501). If the level of sponsor’s control over the rebels is high it becomes tricky to discern between third-party intervention and the principal-agent relationship. A possible way to go about it is to treat all cases of direct military involvement by the sponsor country as an instance of intervention. State-to-state or joint campaigns with the rebels against a home country are typical modes of interventionism. Delegation requires sponsorship but not the use of military force by the patron. Thus, scholars should not easily discard delegation in favor of alliance or intervention.  
One of recent studies empirically corroborate such a claim. Cunningham, Gleditsch, and Salehyan (2008) have collected data on state support to rebels (Non-State Actors in Civil Wars data set; NSA) demonstrating that of the 285 rebel groups presented in the data set, a majority (134) had a direct or acknowledged tie to a foreign sponsor. The dataset indicates that states often decide to empower domestic insurgent groups as a substitution or supplement to interstate conflicts. It also suggests that the delegation of conflict to insurgents is more common phenomenon than conflict scholars usually acknowledge. As a result, these trends have not gone unnoticed by conflict scholars (see e.g. Byman and Kreps 2010; Salehyan 2010). 

However, only certain parts of the principal-client relationship have so far been studied. Drawing on insights from legal studies, economics and political science, most scholars ask questions such as what explains the government choice of delegation as preferable strategy (Bapat 2006; Byman 2007; Byman and Kreps 2010; Salehyan 2010), how monitoring of rebels’ actions can be effective (Schultz 2010; Byman and Kreps 2010) and what challenges sponsor governments face when delegating conflict to rebels (Byman and Kreps 2010; Salehyan 2009). All these studies, therefore, take the principal-agent problems as a given and pose the puzzle accordingly: given the expected costs of the strategy, why principals delegate?
My project approaches the latter part of the principal-agent problem, i.e. after the principal has delegated power to the rebels. Instead of looking at motives for setting up a delegation, I seek to understand the duration of delegation after it is formed. Although not exhaustive, Figure 1 shows this stark difference in the delegation length. The variation in the duration of sponsorship is interesting given the abovementioned costs for all the sides in the relationship. On the one hand, the principal gains expertise and secrecy in the long-run but it receives penalty on effectiveness, monitoring of rebels and decision-making autonomy; the rebels, on the other hand, receive military and logistical help, but may become overly dependent and lose autonomy. In addition, long-term sponsorship may draw the principal into a protracted conflict with the home government since the sponsor cannot fully control the escalation of rebels’ activities. Thus, over time enduring delegation may become costly for the principal and the agent. Accordingly, my puzzle is: given the costs of the strategy, why delegations differ in length? 
	Principal
	Agent
	Home Government
	Period

	Mozambique
	African National Congress
	South Africa
	1976-1992

	Syria
	Hezbollah
	Israel
	1980s-Present

	India
	Tamil Tigers
	Sri Lanka
	1985-1990


Asking this question will contribute to both theory of intrastate and international conflict and practical problems. Inquiring into this specific part of the principal-agent relationship promises at least two benefits for conflict studies. First, the theory of delegation length can help explain why some illicit state sponsored relationships such as terrorism are stronger than others, where there are weaknesses, and how those weaknesses might be exploited. Results of this project can offer essential policy recommendations as to how the effectiveness of terrorist groups and the states that sponsor them can be undermined and terminated. Second, the explanation of the delegation length can help decrease the number and severity of intra and inter-state conflicts. Whether delegations are enduring, decades-long (e.g. Iran-Hezbollah) or short-lived (e.g. India-Tamil Tigers) is significant for the duration of regional conflicts and instability. Explaining the endurance of delegation can help break the Bermuda triangle of the host country, rebels and the home country. Once this triangle is broken one can hope to achieve peace and stability in war-torn regions of Africa and Asia.     
Conflict Studies and the Delegation to Rebels
Open aggression and encroachment into other states’ territory has become a costly affair (Zacher 2001). Since 1945 wars are less fought between national armies, and usually involve non-state actors. Cunningham, Gleditsch, and Salehyan (2008) demonstrate the frequency of rebel patronage in international disputes. The delegation of conflict to rebels is, therefore, a frequent mode of fighting an international war. 
Despite this knowledge, the existing scholarship on international wars remains predominantly statist. Scholars explain the onset, duration and termination of interstate wars based on motives of political leaders, political regime, structure of the international system, bargaining drawbacks, and territorial disputes. All of these explanations of conflict escalation rest on within-state, extra-state or state-to-state linkages. 

First, a body of international relations scholarship, namely liberal and institutionalist identifies the causes of dispute escalation in domestic processes and institutions of respective dyads. Of these, certain authors point to the preferences of leadership to use force in order to divert public attention from domestic troubles, usually through the rally-around-flag effect (e.g. Mansfield and Snyder 2005; Lai and Slater 2006). Others have looked at how elite identities and preferences lead to offensive strategies and imperialism (e.g. Van Evera 1994; Snyder 1991). The salience of institutional constraints on political regime is particularly believed to affect the onset of state-to-state war. Democracies are reluctant to fight each other due to strong institutional limitations on the use of force or shared norms (Maoz 1997; Russett 1993). Political regimes supported by small coteries are thought to frequently initiate conflicts as they face loyal audiences (Peceny, Beer, and Sanchez-Terry 2002; Peceny and Beer 2003; Peceny and Butler 2004; Bueno de Mesquita et. al. 2003). Although the list of within-state explanations presented here is incomplete it is clear that this extensive corpus of literature is narrowly focused on states as actors in the world system. However, interstate wars are not isolated events, but quite often intertwined with the instances of intrastate conflicts (Schultz, Salehyan and Gleditsch, 2008) in which non-state actors form linkages with governments and vice versa. 

Realist theories, on the other hand, find the causes of war in the anarchic nature of the international system and the distribution of capabilities among great powers. Anarchy is a permissive condition to the security dilemma which may lead to arms build-up and conflict spirals (e.g. Herz 1957; Jervis 1976; Glaser 1997). The distribution of military capabilities among great powers creates a condition of uncertainty which exacerbates fear and leads to major wars (Copeland 2001; Mearsheimer 2001). States are assumed to be primary conductors of warfare (Waltz 1979). Wars are fought only between military personnel of states’ respective governments. Thus, any escalation of disputes into war is considered to be a state-to-state affair. 

Another model which fuses the realist power politics and domestic politics to explain the intensification of conflict is the steps-to-war approach (Vasquez 1993; Vasquez and Senese 2008). This model suggests that territorial disputes and contiguity are the two most powerful indicators of conflict escalation.  In a cumulative fashion, paths to war are triggered by an issue dispute, with territorial disputes being the most war-prone. A territorial issue increases the probability of another issue. If a state with similar capabilities feels imperiled, it may resort to realpolitik (e.g. coercive policies, alliances and arms build-up). Another state will respond with the similar strategy and the vicious circle is formed. Being mutually reinforcing, these steps steadily lead to war.
The steps-to-war model is corroborated by a remarkable range of statistical evidence. Vasquz and Senese (2008) demonstrate their model can effectively explain the onset of international violence for the period between 1816 and 1945, and to some extent the post-1990 world. Recent application to Africa shows, however, that the model encounters problems in explaining ambiguous examples of international conflicts, and that the inclusion of non-state actors in the framework is necessary (Valeriano et. al. 2009).    
Another model of between-state interactions as a cause of war is presented by bargaining theories of conflict. These theories focus on strategic interactions among pairs of states and incentives to wage war given the expected costs and benefits (Fearon 1995; Powell 2002; Filson and Werner 2002; Wagner 2000). Bargaining model of war rests on state-to-state dynamics where conflict is regarded as the breakdown of bargaining and a costly lottery deciding the distribution of benefits or as the perpetuation of the bargaining process, which may be resolved through the defeat or capitulation of the opponent. Private information about capabilities and resolve, as well as problems of credible commitment to proposed settlements, is seen as the most important obstacle to peace. These models are usually understood as contests between governments. Less space is dedicated to how non-state actors may affect the bargaining between states.

One important exception in bargaining theory is the research on transnational ethnic ties as a source of international conflict (e.g. Cetinyan 2002; Saideman 2001). This research finds that states will often intervene in other country’s civil conflicts to protect their ethnic kin when ethnic groups are located across national borders. Ethnic ties may produce interstate war. This literature makes a significant contribution to the study of interstate conflict even though it is limited to ethnic groups that span borders.

Among scholars dealing with the delegation of war to state parties, the predominant focus is on the superpower–client relationship or so-called “proxy wars” (e.g. Stein 1980). Recent studies pay more attention to the instances of rebel patronage in militarized interstate disputes (e.g. Abbink 2003; Prunier 2004), but they are descriptive and confined to particular dyads (e.g. Eritrea-Ethiopia, Chad-Sudan etc.). 
One of the rare  attempts at highlighting the principal-agent problem and establishing the analytical framework was done by a group of authors who seek to bridge the gulf between international and intrastate conflicts by incorporating non-state actors into the study of war (Byman and Kreps 2010; Salehyan 2009; Salehyan 2010; Schultz 2010). These authors inquire into the patron-client relationship between state and non-state actors and how this increases the possibility of interstate war. For instance, Byman and Kreps (2010) lay out propositions regarding the conditions under which states are likely to delegate fighting to terrorist groups, and specific recommendations on how principal-agent problems of these ties may be utilized in tackling terrorism. The authors argue that ideology and domestic politics provide glue for state decision to delegate conflict to terrorist, but they do not explain the persistence of such a support or how it may be ended by the patron state.   
Kenneth Schultz (2010) examines the enforcement problem in interstate bargaining over the state support to rebels in an ongoing civil war. His model shows that interstate conflict can occur when states bargain over policies that one of them can change unilaterally and secretly. If a state M is supporting rebels fighting against a state N, the state N will try to coerce the state M into abandoning the rebels. Schultz’s model suggests that such a dispute can lead to war due to problems of monitoring and enforcement of state’s M compliance. Agreements on reducing or ending rebel support by the foreign patron are possible, and Schultz argues they will be effective when linked with substantive concessions by the targeted state (e.g. power sharing, regime change, territory) (2010:300). However, Schultz suggests that interstate agreements do not necessarily urge the patron country to terminate its sponsorship. This means that the model only estimates the effect of agreements in cases in which a state has already shown a desire to engage in the proscribed behavior (2010:301). Therefore, one still needs a better understanding of the reasons for state renouncement of the rebel patronage.
Similarly to Schultz, Idean Salehyan (2009, 2010) seeks to explain the escalation of interstate conflicts by looking into the links between states and transnational rebels. Salehyan (2009) convincingly shows that hosting rebels on one’s territory as a common means of external support is often linked to the outset of state-to-state hostilities. The home country may retaliate against the host for providing a sanctuary to the rebels. Border incidents, occasional exchange of fire and raids into hosts’ territory increase the tensions between the two states. Extensive incursions into other states’ territory create refugee spillovers. Sovereignty violations prompt the target country to mobilize troops at the border. All of these moves are likely to grow into a full-fledged war. Rebel patronage delivers violence between states. Why then states delegate conflict to rebels instead of fighting themselves? Despite certain weaknesses, Salehyan (2010) indicates that the rebel patronage is money-saving because it decreases direct casualties, domestic war weariness, and the condemnation of the international community for border transgression; the delegation of conflict to rebels grants the knowledge of terrain and legitimacy among the local population (2010:503-504). Salehyan (2010) develops broad propositions about the likelihood of rebel patronage in interstate disputes both from the patron’s perspective (the supply-side) and the rebel view (the demand-side). He likewise suggests further research topics such as the substance of principal-agent relationship (acting through rebels vs. joint operations), the type of resources and the forms of assistance to rebels, the successfulness of delegation, the choice among rebel groups and the effect of state delegation on rebel organization. All of these issues concern the organizational aspects of the principal-agent relationship, and partially refer to a wider puzzle targeted by this research – the temporal dimension of the rebel patronage.
In sum, most of the literature on interstate disputes and conflict is either statist or pays little attention to the ties between governments and non-state actors as a cause of the initiation, escalation and termination of wars. Among those authors who tackle the principal-agent problem, more space is given to causes and effects of delegation to rebels, impacts of delegation on the onset of interstate war, choices between different tactics of delegation, and the possibility of agreement on rebel patronage termination. The literature ignores the issue of the delegation temporality, i.e. why some delegations last longer than others and when the principal state is likely to cancel them. Thus, we need a theory of delegation endurance and the next section of my paper is dedicated to this endeavor.  
Argument: the Duration of Delegation to Rebels

Delegation is a type of business contract between the principal, a government, and the agent, a rebel organization. Commonsensically, if the deal brings benefits to its signatories, it is likely to endure. Both states and rebels resemble firms in that they will cancel the agreement if it imposes greater costs than gains to them. The principal and the agent are, thus, assumed to be rational actors.

The principal-agent relationship in conflict studies is, however, more complicated than a typical business contract as it also involves the home government on whose territory the rebel organization is conducting political violence. Patronage over rebels and particularly providing sanctuary in the form of bases leads the principal into conflict with the home government (Salehyan 2009). In addition to the principal-agent relationship and the agent-home country conflict, the link between the principal and the home government is formed. Hence, the relationship is in fact triangular since the exercise of delegation links the home government with the principal (Figure 2).
Figure 2: Delegation to Rebels as a Bermuda Triangle



Each of the linkages in this “Bermuda triangle” rests on certain exchanges. These exchanges can be bi-directional when two actors in a linkage demand and supply one another a service. For instance, the principal promises the agent to militarily support its activities against the home country, whereas the agent commits itself to carry on raids against the home government. On the other hand, the principal can promise to the home country to halt supporting the agent, whereas the home country can pledge to halt attacks against the rebels. Yet the interactions can also be one-directional in which one side demands other to do something which may go against its interests. For example, the home country can demand the surrender of the rebels, and the termination of delegation; the rebels can demand the home government to step down and the principal to increase its support; the principal can demand concessions from the home government and the intensification of activities from the rebels. 
Demands that are not met by supply create a negative feedback within a linkage. Demand without a supply by the home government to either of the two actors may strengthen the principal-agent axis; demand without a supply made by any side to other in the principal-agent relationship may decrease the durability of the delegation. Demands met by supply create a positive feedback within the linkage. Demand and supply by the home government directed to either of the two actors may weaken the principal-agent axis; demand and supply made by the sides in the principal-agent relationship may increase the durability of the delegation.
The delegation is strengthened and more durable when there are repeated positive feedbacks between the principal and the agent, and particularly when these are followed by negative demands by the home country. To the contrary, the delegation is unstable and eroding when the principal and agent deliver one-directional requests to one another, and especially if the home country is simultaneously sending positive feedbacks to either of the parties. Yet, not every positive or negative feedback in the triangle strengthens or weakens the delegation. Unilateral demands by the home country can be followed by an exchange of unilateral demands in the principal-agent relationship which may weaken the patronage and lead to the substitution of patrons or agents. Principal-agent relationship characterized by unilateral deliveries can get strengthened once the home country increases its demands on the principal and the agent. The central issue for the durability of delegation then concerns not only the existence of positive or negative feedbacks, but more importantly what factors increase the probability of positive and negative feedbacks that reinforce or break down the linkages within the triangle. This theory is devoted to these factors.
a) The Principal-Home Country Linkage: Rivalry as a Source of Enduring Delegation

Rivalry denotes an edgy, dispute-rich relationship between two countries that often results in war (Thompson 2001; Diehl and Goertz 2006). Rivals frequently empower rebel organizations to wage proxy wars on the territory of the other side (Salehyan 2010). They rarely engage each other in direct fight because their borders are highly militarized and well-protected against foreign invasions (Salehyan 2009). Rivals, therefore, gladly place their credibility for any acts committed against the other side into the hands of unpredictable armed groups. Rebel groups often launch arbitrary attacks on the rival’s territory causing serious incidents which may ultimately lead to war. For instance, Mobutu’s support to UNITA has prompted Angola to enter war against Zaire in 1997, together with Rwanda and Burundi. My hunch is that rivals are not only the most likely dyad to delegate to rebels but also the most likely dyad to experience enduring delegations. Thus, my hypothesis is the following:
H1: Delegation to rebels by a rival state is likely to be enduring.
b) The Principal-Agent Linkage: Ethnicity as a Source of Enduring Delegation
Scholars have recently pointed to ethnicity as a source of interstate war (e.g. Cetinyan 2002; Saideman 2001). Ethnic bargaining theories show that states are likely to intervene in other country’s internal conflicts to protect their ethnic kin spanning across national borders. Shared ethnicity may therefore create much stronger patronage linkage between the patron country and the rebels. States that sponsor rebels will tend to maintain firm commitment to their kin and even increase the risks if the balance of power disfavors their clients. Accordingly, I theorize then that ethnicity strengthens delegation. 
H2: Delegation is likely to endure if the principal and the rebels share the same ethnicity.
c) The Home Country-Agent Linkage: Territory and Power

Conflicts over territory between the rebels and the home government tend to be protracted and bloody. For example, 25% of all conflicts over territory continue for more than 11 years. In other words, conflicts over territory last longer. Territory can have a symbolic value for both sides, but often it has valuable resources. Fearon (2004) finds conflicts in which rebels are known to have exploited lootable resources (gemstones, drugs) to last substantially longer. A recent study indicates that the presence of gemstones and hydrocarbons in the conflict area increases the duration of conflict (Lujala 2010). If territory exacerbates civil war, then this may likewise make the delegation more enduring at least from the rebels’ viewpoint.
H3: If the home government and the rebels are fighting over control of territory, the delegation is likely to be durable.

Civil wars led over the control of government seem to be less protracted and to last shorter. In such a scenario either the regime is decapitated and replaced by the rebels, or the government triumphs over the rebels ending the civil war. This does not mean that the rebels will not seek for a principal, but the delegation itself is likely to be a short-term deal. Once the rebels are victorious or defeated the principal’s role vis-à-vis the rebel group is over. The patron-client relationship is broken for good. Interventions by third parties in these conflicts are generally short-lived (Regan 2000) as they serve a limited function of overthrowing the hostile government.

H4: If governing the country is the primary bone of contention between the rebels and the home government, the delegation lasts shorter.
Alternative Explanations

Possible alternative explanations can be derived from the existing research on delegation to rebels and from theories on alliance duration. Note that the former corpus offers no explicit variables that could explain the duration and termination of sponsorship given that this literature deals with the causes of formation of ties to rebels. However, reasons for the formation of delegation may affect its duration and for that reason I include variables as regime type of sponsor country, capabilities of rebels, and capabilities of sponsor state (Salehyan 2010). Similarly, alliances are qualitatively different from delegations and may be underpinned by different causal mechanisms as I noted above. Yet, I use hypotheses from Bennett (1997) that can be tested keeping in mind that one side in delegation is a non-state actor. There are four such variables: the increase or decrease in state’s capabilities, regime change, wartime alliances and war termination. I will briefly outline alternative hypotheses without going into a detailed discussion.


First, delegation may be longer provided costs and estimated casualties of direct fighting are high and tolerance for them is low. Regimes that can have high casualties and considerable material costs may find direct warfare to be both costly and risky (Salehyan 2010: 508). Such regimes are more likely to avoid these costs by supplying rebel organizations instead. Democracies can fit into this regime type because the leadership of democracies is susceptible to audience costs and desires to stay in office (Bueno de Mesquita et al 2003). The hypothesis is accordingly:
H5: If the principal is democracy, the delegation lasts longer.
Second, rebels that are faced with home country that can thwart rebel mobilization should seek foreign sponsors more often (Salehyan 2010: 509). These organizations can be expected to establish strong ties to their patrons as they badly need any support in their fighting. Therefore, the following hypothesis is made:

H6: If the agent has weak capabilities, the delegation lasts longer.
Third, strong states are thought to establish delegations to rebels more often than weaker ones as they less fear that these ties will backlash against them (Ibid, 508). As such these relationships may likewise last longer. Then, it follows that  

H7: If the principal has strong military capabilities, the delegation lasts longer.

Fourth, drawing on the security-autonomy model Bennett (1997: 853) discusses the possibility that the change in capabilities of any member of alliance can lead to alliance termination. Since one cannot look into the change in capabilities of rebels across time this hypothesis will be constructed as if the capabilities of the principal change. 

H8: If the capabilities of the principal increase or decrease over time, the delegation lasts shorter
Fifth, regime change in one of the members of alliance may lead to a shift in “states' utility functions, preferences between security and autonomy, and preferences for which elements of the status quo they wish to maintain or change” (Ibid, 854). Following the shift in internal preferences, an alliance may not be desirable anymore, and consequently the state may become eager to terminate it.

H9:  If the principal experiences a regime change, the delegation will be likely to terminate.

Sixth, certain alliances are signed only for the purpose of war fighting. As such, they end once the arrangement is fulfilled because the initial reason for their existence disappears (Ibid, 857).

H10: Delegations established during the war will be shorter.

Finally, in relation to the previous hypothesis alliances can be shorter if the war in which its members were involved is ended. This is due to the restructuring of member’s commitments in the international arena followed by power and identity shifts of victors and defeated as a consequence of the end of war (Ibid).
H11: The end of a war involving any delegation ember will tend to last shorter. 
Research Design

In this final section I address the methods to be used, measurement of concepts and case selection.
a) Mixed Method: Event History Analysis and Process-Tracing 
The project will utilize a “mixed method” approach comprised of large-N event history model and a small-N case study. In short, the research combines analysis of 134 cases of state sponsorship over rebels 1975-2009, and an in-depth study of at least two cases identified in the large sample. 
The major reason behind my decision to use mixed strategy is because “the advantages and limitations of case study methods are in many respects the converse of those of statistical methods, which is why combining the two methods has the potential to reduce limitations that afflict each one when used in isolation” (Bennett 2002: 5). Combining these methods is particularly useful for theory-testing as it simultaneously allows for identification of general trends and for process-tracing of causal patterns in country-specific cases. As argued elsewhere, the use of mixed approach helps a researcher avoid bias and better organize spurious results stemming from a separate employment of small-N and large-N analysis (Lieberman 2005: 450). 
In particular, the primary stage involving the large-N analysis assists in determining the plausibility or implausibility of the proposed explanations regarding the causes of the length and termination of delegation. Quantitative methods allow for narrowing down a set of hypotheses that can be further tested through a more in-depth study. Finally, large-N analysis promises to mitigate the case selection problem associated with the use of small-N studies (see Mahoney 2007: 128-131) providing an interval of candidates that can be randomly or non-randomly selected for the following phase.

Small-N study is useful for testing the confidence in my model because it can reveal particular causal mechanisms underpinning state-specific cases. Causal mechanism is defined as the processes and intervening variables through which an independent variable influences the outcome on the dependent variable (Mahoney 2000). Process tracing helps identify the causal chain and causal mechanism between my explanatory variables and the outcome on the dependent variable while limiting the number of potential causes (George and Bennett, 2005: 206–207).

Since my project inquiries into how long it takes until a sponsorship of rebels is ended, I choose event history analysis (elsewhere referred to as survival analysis) as a preferable method for large-N analysis. Event history is concerned with patterns and causes of change. At a minimum, it estimates the survival time (T), defined as a positive and continuous varying value, until it reaches a realization of event (e.g. delegation termination) denoted as t. On this basis, the model develops three key components: survivor function, the occurrence of an event, and the hazard rate. Survivor function denotes the probability that the duration, T, has endured beyond, or has not ended by time t. The density of the event stands for the occurrence in time of some outcome or event. Hazard rate refers to the rate at which a duration or episode ends in the period (t, t + Δt), given that the duration has not terminated prior to the beginning of this period. The core of event history analysis is, therefore, to assess both the duration spent in the initial social state and the transition to another social phase, i.e. the “event” or “failure” (Box-Steffensmeier 2004: 8). Given that I am interested in how long delegations last and when they end, event history analysis provides a useful toolkit. 
On top of that, this model is superior to traditional regression methods for two reasons. First, standard regression models do not distinguish between units that experience failure at particular time and those that do not. Consider a delegation A and B that ended in 1991 and 1995 respectively, and delegation C that since 1995 had yet to be canceled. Traditional regression models face no analytical problems in determining the difference between delegation A and B as they experienced clear termination dates. The problem is with delegation C which in regression model is treated as experiencing the termination as of 1995 although in fact it endures beyond that time point. Regression models have this problem because they include right-censored observations (data points that are above a certain value but it is unknown by how much) in the analysis considering them as having experienced the event (delegation termination) when actually they have not. Mitigating these issues in standard regression modes through e.g. truncating the sample or introducing a dummy variable may entail costs such as selection bias and inefficient estimates (Alison 1982: 64-66). The second problem with regression models is that of time-varying predictors as they regard all exogenous variables as constant (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 1997: 1417). However, certain important factors of delegation length as sponsor’s regime tenure can change over time. Regression analysis ultimately fails to account for these dynamics and a better method is required. Therefore, I turn to event history analysis which is convincingly argued elsewhere to allow corrections for censoring, heterogeneity, and duration dependence (see Tuma, Hannan and Groeneveld 1979; Alison 1982).
I specifically consider taking Weibull model which is characterized as a monotonic and proportional hazard model. Monotonic survival rate denotes a one-directional change in time which can have a flat, increasing or decreasing survival rate. This implies that Weibull model permits the hazard rate to change in time which is beneficial for my project asking why some delegations last longer than others. Proportional hazard (PH) model means that the effects of the covariates (explanatory variables) remain proportional to each other throughout the duration of the subject’s life. 
In this project I seek hazard rate for the Weibull distribution
 which can generally be presented in the following way:
h(t) = λp(λt)p−1 
t > 0, λ > 0, p > 0,
where λ is a positive scale parameter and p is the shape parameter because the hazard rate depends on its value (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004: 25). If p > 1, the hazard rate is viewed as monotonically increasing through time; if p < 1, the hazard rate is said to monotonically decline through time; when p = 1, the hazard is flat, taking a constant value λ. 

The survivor and density functions for the Weibull model are expressed respectively:

S(t) = exp−(λt)p

and

f(t) = λp(λt)p−1 exp−(λt)p
There are two ways to include variables into this model. The first way to parameterize the analysis is by creating a linear model for logarithm of survival times. This model draws on the log-linear model to provide the information regarding expected failure times. The Weibull model presented as a log-linear mode takes the form of

log(T) = β0 + β1x1 + … + βkxik + σε,
where βk are the regression coefficients, xik are time independent covariates, ε is a stochastic disturbance term with a type-1 extreme-value distribution scaled by σ, which is equivalent to 1/p. The second way to parameterize the Weibull is through the proportional model denoted as a function of a baseline hazard and of covariates:
h(t | x) = exp(α0)ptp−1 exp(α1xi1 + α2xi2 + . . . + αjxij)
where exp(α0)ptp−1 is the baseline hazard rate and α1xi1 + α2xi2 + . . . + αjxij are covariates.

Recent scholarship shows that PH models like the Weibull are limited in terms of testing the effects of variables changing across time (Box-Steffensmeier and Zorn 2003). Since my project has some of these variables as rivalry for instance, I intend to relax the PH model by using a Non-Proportional Hazard (NPH) model as a residual diagnostics. This model mitigates the abovementioned problem and it is simple. It states that
log h(t) = α(t) + (β1 +  β2t)x
where t is study time, x is a time-fixed variable and β1 and β2 are estimated coefficients for x. 
b) Measurement
The units of analysis are dyad-years from 1975 to 2009. I use as the base population of cases the most recent update to the dataset on state sponsorship named the External Support in Armed Conflict dataset (Högbladh, Harbom, Pettersson forthcoming). This dataset is advantageous to NSA dataset as it contains the duration of state sponsorship.

Dependent variable is the number of years during which the state supplies finance, arms and provides sanctuary to rebels. Instead of focusing solely on a division between “short-term” sponsorships (e.g. less than 10 years) and “long-term” delegations (e.g. more than 10 years), I might add more variations to the dependent variable. For example, the dependent variable can have at least four values such as “temporary” (1-10 years), “medium-term” (10–15 years), “long term” (15-20 years) and “protracted” (more than 20 years). Such a more nuanced treatment of the dependent variable can help analyze which causes interact to produce certain variations. The major weakness of the existing dataset, however, is that it covers only the period 1975-2009. Many delegations to rebels occurred from 1945 to 1975 or can be traced to this period. I might, therefore, use additional resources to fill this gap. One of these is the aforementioned NSA dataset which does not include the temporal dimension, but points to the pre-1975 dyads. In this case I would need to consult additional, mostly fragmented sources which will be time-consuming.


Independent variables are rivalry, ethnicity, territory and government. Rivalry is coded according to William Thompson’s (2001) dataset on “strategic rivalries” and is coded 1 for rivals. Ethnicity is included as a dichotomous variable in which common ethnicity between the patron and the rebels is coded 1 for compatibility and 0 elsewhere. Indicators are used from the “Geo-referencing of ethnic groups” (GREG) dataset which covers the spatial coverage of ethnic groups. Whether the rebels and the home government are fighting over territory or governance is coded according to NSA dataset (Cunningham, Gleditsch, and Salehyan 2008) which sorts out nicely issues over which a civil war is fought. This variable is coded 1 for territorial struggle and 2 for conflicts over governance. 

I also include six control and two dummy variables. Regime type of sponsor country and regime change is measured according to standard Polity IV data. Capabilities of rebels are operationalized based on NSA dataset compiled by Cunningham, Salehyan and Gleditsch (2008). Capabilities of the principal are measured in line with Correlates of War (COW) on national material capabilities (v. 3.02). I use the same measurement for the increase or decrease in state’s capabilities. Wartime alliances and war termination are dummy variables that are binary coded according to UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset.
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Agent (Rebels)





Home Government





Principal (External Government)








� In this project, I use delegation to denote a situation in which a government (the principal) asks a rebel organization (the agent) to perform tasks on its behalf. The principal represents a body who delegates. The agent stands for someone to whom authority is delegated. When the government asks the rebel group to carry out attacks against the third party, the government is the principal and the rebel group is the agent. 


� For notable exceptions see Bapat 2006; Byman 2005; Salehyan 2009; Byman and Kreps 2010; Salehyan 2010.


� I chose this period of time because the available dataset does not include coding for 1945-1975.  


� This assumption comes from a rich literature on delegation and principal-agent relationship in legal studies, economics, political science and international relations. In particular, I extensively draw on Huber and Shipan (2000) analysis of the transactions cost approach to delegation. An alternative view on the logic of delegation is that states delegate because they find this move legitimate either because it is in accordance with a structural norm or with their identity (Finnemore 1993). 


� I use the notation of Box-Steffensmeier and Jones (2004).
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