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Abstract

How do allegiances shift from incumbent rulers to rival authorities? Political actors, from rebel groups to state
authorities, take extreme measures to ensure the loyalty of their subjects. Those who are labeled as defectors or
‘traitors’ may be ostracized, imprisoned, tortured or killed. But the expected consequences of such punishments
remain disputed by an established body of scholarship on state repression, civil wars, and criminal behavior.
Either the labeling of people as defectors deters undesirable behavior, leading to widespread conformity with rules
set by authorities. Or it intensifies defection from political orders, as the labeled shift support to rival authorities
who support their behavior. This project relies on a mixed-methods approach to investigate popular allegiance in
the former German Democratic Republic (GDR) and the Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT), drawing on
archival research, a lab experiment, semi-structured interviews, and a computational model. Overall, groups in
conflict construe quotidian behavior as indicative for exceptional disloyalty. Labeling individuals as defectors
questions their group membership, pushing the labeled and their peers to change behavior in order to either prove
their loyalty or intensify their defection. The project contributes to our understanding of conflict by viewing
the stability of political order through the quotidian behaviors of ‘ordinary’ individuals, and the relationship
between international rivalries and domestic repression. And it introduces a novel perspective on the defiance of
authoritarian rule in the GDR, as well as on ‘collaboration’ with Israel in Palestine today.
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Labeling Defectors to Rival Authorities 1

PREFACE

Popular allegiance is a salient political issue whenever societies feel existentially threatened. In the
United States for instance, accusations of disloyalty against the political left were rampant during
the ‘Red Scare’ following the Russian Revolution of 1917, ‘McCarthyism’ with the onset of the Cold
War, and the subequent ‘Counterintelligence Program’ originally designed to repress Communism
(Cunningham 2004; O’Brian 1948). Similar ‘loyalty panics’ targeted Socialists in Switzerland during
World War II (Zimmermann 2015), Jews and Muslims during the Spanish Inquisitions (Bergemann
2017), ‘counter-revolutionaries’ during la Terreur in France (Lucas 1996), and the prosperous peasants
and bourgeoisie in the Bolshevik Soviet Union (Fitzpatrick 1996). There are vast differences between
these settings, yet in each case, minorities found their loyalty questioned, and though their labeling
appeared justified to authorities and group members alike at the time, far more people were denounced
guilty by association than were actually threatening the group.

The unjust and often deadly outcomes of such panics continues to inspire public condemnation and
critical scholarship (e.g. Berda 2017; Dragu 2017; Mueller and Stewart 2012; Roberts 2018; Stieglitz
2001). Akin to the ‘moral panics’ described by Cohen (2011), they follow a seemingly inevitable pattern
of public anxiety over political deviance, an over-estimation of the threat, and an escalating use of
repressive instruments to address it. All the while, polarization ensues to the extent that some political
authorities appease an anxious body politic while others are vilified for defending the disloyal. And when
defectors are put on ‘loyalty trials’ by one group, they are welcomed by their rivals: during the Cold War
while Communists were surveilled and tried for defection in the West, so were Western sympathizers in
the Eastern block, and political authorities on each side provided people with incentives to defect from
the other.

The three papers in this dissertation are motivated by what to me appears as a contradiction in political
projects that seek to protect communities from harm, and cause harm to the communities they seek to
protect. Abuses of state power in these projects are as apparent to distant observers as they are deemed
necessary by the decision-makers and moral entrepreneurs who apply them; and the ensuing human
rights violations are horrendous for victims yet invisible or acceptable to perpetrators at the time. And
since these conflicting perceptions occur across different international and political orders, I do not
seek to explain the variable structural and institutional determinants that make loyalty panics more or
less likely, but to understand their emergence and consequences across these conditions. My approach
therefore grants less importance to particular structures and political institutions, and more to social
organizations and prototypical group members that shape political behavior. The overarching goal is to
arrive at a “theory of the middle range” that improves our understanding of popular allegiance across
diverse settings (Merton 1968).

The scope of the the theory is at least limited to social conflict that is grounded in hostility between
groups (Simmel 1955, 37), where each group feels threatened by members who perceptibly endanger it
to the benefit of the opposing rival. At minimum, there must be attempts to enforce general rules on
all ingroup members, the violation of which threatens the well-being of the entire group, and instills a
belief that violators may be acting on behalf of an outgroup. Thus while I draw on studies of deviance
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from social norms, I am specifically concerned with deviance that threatens political projects. That is
because allegiance relates to particular norms around behavior and outgroup affiliation that are salient
only when a group is perceptibly threatened. Neither the rival group nor the threat it poses have to
‘exist’ in any sense of the term, but it has to be ‘real’ in the imagination of ingroup members. At its core,
the theory draws on the relationship between labeling and loyalty. The two concepts are not usually
combined: labeling is mainly of interest to sociologists who seek to understand how societies construe
behavior as socially deviant, and to criminologists who study how labeling individuals as deviant makes
them more or less likely to commit crimes in the future. Loyalty is arguably one of those constructs
that is more often casually invoked than explicitly researched in social sciences, with the most seminal
exception being the study of ‘Exit, Voice and Loyalty’ by Hirschman (1970). Throughout what follows, I
am interested in how people are labeled when they are perceived as disloyal to a group, and how this in
turn shapes adherence in the sense that Hirschman proposed, and in other ways that he did not propose.

To that end, each paper looks at allegiance shifts from a slightly different ontological perspective, and
drawing on very different methods and empirical data. The first paper, co-authored with Ravi Bhavnani,
introduces the overarching theoretical framework, and specifies linkages between allegiance shifts at the
micro- and expectations for loyalty at the macro-level in an agent-based computational model. The
model is then empirically contextualized, using primary and secondary data from the former German
Democratic Republic during the détente and the Occupied Palestinian Territories during the Second
Intifada. Primary data here refers to my reading of archival materials from the Stasi archives for the
East German case, and some twenty semi-structured interviews with Palestinians and Israelis that were
mostly used to develop a model consistent with real-world dynamics. This papers glosses over some
of the nuances at the individual level to make an argument about the larger forces that influence how
popular allegiance shifts between political communities. International rivalries between groups shape
loyalty expectations within groups, and while political authorities exercise some measure of control over
loyalty trials and their consequences, they are constrained by popular perceptions of what constitutes
disloyal behavior. Of note, we show that these dynamics are at play in two very different empirical
settings, which comes with the usual trade-offs between external and internal validity. This paper is
perhaps most relevant to mainstream research on international and domestic conflict, state repression,
rebellion and regime change.

The second paper presents a preliminary analysis of archival data on 319 individuals who were surveilled
for defection by the Stasi in the German Democratic Republic. I explore the determinants of individual
allegiance shifts through case studies of suspected enemy-informants, dissidents, economic ‘saboteurs’
of the economy, and ‘illegal’ emigrants. This paper takes a ‘meso-level’ view on political deviance as
constructed between official authorities and group members, and a more grounded approach to empirical
evidence on defection from groups. At the core of the argument is a more nuanced conceptualization
of loyalty as behavior, perception, and imagination. Notably, this paper provides evidence on some
of the micro-level mechanisms that are proposed in the first paper, as it discusses in more detail how
individuals are not only tried by authorities but label each other for disloyalty, and how reactions
to labeling differ even under seemingly similar conditions. Though far from an ethnographic study
of loyalty in an active conflict setting, this paper might alleviate some of the skepticism that critical
scholars would naturally develop while reading the first paper.

The third paper presents preliminary results from a laboratory experiment, where two groups enter
a modified Tullock contest with the possibility to punish other group members and defect from the
group. I explore the causal effects of two factors that may influence the effects of labeling disloyalty:
(1) communication between group members and (2) unequal abilities to demonstrate loyalty. The
study is run with participants from the pool of the Center for Experimental Social Sciences at Oxford
University, most of whom are students. This paper addresses a key methodological shortcoming of the
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first two, where the labeling of disloyalty is only observed through the accounts of others. For obvious
reasons, it is difficult to systematically observe when one person labels another as disloyal, especially in
active conflict settings. Just as problematic would be the claim that labeling in the lab is equivalent to
labeling in real-world conflicts. For instance, social identification had to be induced with communication,
the hostility between groups with a zero-sum competition, and the effects of labeling with monetary
punishment. However, to the extent that key aspects of ‘loyalty conflicts’ are introduced in the lab,
micro-level behavior which is not usually observable can be studied systematically, suggesting how
labeling could plausibly affect loyalty. As such, this paper is most interesting to political scientists and
economists interested in the identification of causal effects at the cost of ecological and external validity.

The diverse data construction projects behind each of these papers warrant some discussion. At its
outset, the research plan for this project was to devote equal time to archival research on East Germany
and interviews in Palestine, and in particular to collect sufficient data in Palestine to write a second
comparative paper on the two contexts, rather than focusing on East Germany. While travel restrictions
are always a possibility even for white foreigners in Palestine, I had not anticipated that they would
occur for a pandemic, shortly after my first fieldwork in November 2019, nor did I expect that I would
have to wait over two years before I could re-start it. By the time I returned in February 2022, some
of my contacts who had first-hand experience with the highly sensitive topic of Palestinian-Israeli
collaboration had understandably moved on to other careers or lost interest in the subject. It is worth
noting that Palestinians in particular have good reason to mistrust foreign researchers, seeing as they are
repressed in an active conflict on which much has been written that does not match their experiences.1

The evidence I could gather, even with the help of local research partners, was too little too late for
inclusion in this dissertation, but will lead to a separate publication.

In a similar vein, I was unable to use the laboratory until pandemic-related restrictions were lifted,
which was particularly problematic because the design was too different from existing studies to be
implemented without several pilot sessions. As a result, much of the data will only be collected after the
submission of this manuscript, and readers will have to content themselves with results from the pilot
sessions that were run under difficult conditions between August and September 2022. To conclude
the apologetic remarks, while the Stasi archives provide exceptional support to researchers compared
to other archives,2 they are overloaded with requests even outside the context of a pandemic, and it
was difficult to get face-time with the documents even when the partial lifting of restrictions permitted
access again. As a result, I only obtained most of the requisite data in 2022, and had to postpone my
plans for a more comprehensive statistical analysis until such a time as I can systematically code the
vast corpus of documents I managed to sample. That said, the first paper would not have been much
different with or without the pandemic, and the other two provide a fair amount of evidence on the
labeling of political deviance as disloyalty.

Overall, the project identifies the criteria that authorities use to label their subjects as defectors, the
effects that labeling has on individual shifts toward conformity or defection, and the consequences
of these shifts for political orders in East Germany during the Cold War and, to a lesser extent, in
Palestine. The following chapters present each paper as a stand-alone contribution. I then draw some of
the key findings together, and discuss the general applicability of the findings to other ‘loyalty panics’.

1As one research partner remarked when I inquired about having an open discussion regarding ‘collaboration’ among
university students: “Palestinians do not like to talk about this issue here, it is very different from, say the situation in
Vichy France after World War II, we are under occupation and have been for a very long time” (Interview on 13.11.2019).

2For instance, archivists find and provide materials based on topics or search queries; while dedicated case workers
advise and censor copies of documents for researchers.
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1. Introduction
Loyalty trials span the gamut from the trials of ‘socialists’ accused of being subversive foreign agents
(O’Brian 1948) to the persecution of ethnic minorities for alleged ties to extremists (Mueller and Stewart
2012). In the wake of the 2015 Paris attacks, emergency laws authorized raids to identify individuals
capable of causing “big harm” (Chassany 2017). Muslims were consequently harassed, physically
assaulted, and denounced for wearing headscarves, frequenting mosques, or praying in public (Faytre
2020; Onishi and Méheut 2020). The Chinese government placed millions of Uyghurs under surveillance
and detained hundreds of thousands “under suspicion of political disloyalty” to prevent separatism
(Roberts 2018, 19; Hoshur et al. 2018). And following the Taliban takeover in Afghanistan, individuals
who collaborated with the Karzai regime either fled the country or went into hiding to avoid being
identified, despite official assurances of amnesty (Gwladys et al. 2021).

From rebel rulers to nation-state governments, a recurrent motif is observed, as political actors define
loyalty expectations for their subjects, delineating deviant behavior that “departs from the normative”
and poses a threat to political order (see Raybeck 1991, 23). By doing so, political actors specify
the criteria for membership in the communities they govern (see Schlichte and Schneckener 2015,
415; Thiranagama and Kelly 2010, 2), with those labeled being subject to harassment, ostracism,
imprisonment, torture or death. In conjunction with official expectations, loyalty trials are shaped by
social perceptions of defection. And where official expectations and perceptions diverge, defectors may
receive condemnation or social support, spurring widespread conformity with or resistance to official
loyalty expectations.

Research on defection has paid scant attention to what constitutes disloyal behavior, as well as
the dynamic nature of “labeling defection”, disregarding the interplay between loyalty expectations,
perceptions, and behavior (see, for example, work by Kalyvas 2008; Schutte 2017; Sullivan 2016a).
Given that each loyalty trial defines or redefines the boundaries between behavior considered acceptable
and unacceptable, who accuses whom, who defects or conforms, and under what conditions, is key. The
challenge, in this regard, lies in reconstructing the individual experiences of the labelers and the labeled,
as well as their associated implications. Our effort to better understand the dynamics of loyalty trials is
driven by two key questions: under what conditions do loyalty trials generate conformity or defection?
And in undertaking loyalty trials, to what extent do political actors over- or under-identify threats to
their political order, prosecuting innocents (type I error) or failing to prosecute those guilty of defection
(type II error)?

We draw on existing research in criminology and conflict studies to specify the mechanisms that link
loyalty trials to defection, formalizing our theory by means of an agent-based computational model
(ABM). The model—validated by empirical evidence from two markedly different conflict settings,
the German Democratic Republic (GDR) during the leadership of Erich Honecker (1971-1989) and
the Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT) during the Second Intifada (2000-2004)—permits us to
explore sequences of interactions and identify the conditions under which different types of regimes
over- or under-identify threats to their political order. In the GDR, labeled defectors were perceived as
conformers by East Germans, resulting in cascades of defection. By contrast, loyalty trials in the OPT
were not fully under the control of the Palestinian Authority (PA) and widely perceived as justified,
leading defectors to cease collaboration with Israel.

In the following section, we review existing literature that pertains to loyalty trials from various, closely
related domains. We then specify the mechanisms that underpin loyalty trials in Section 3, formalizing
these by means of a computational model in Section 4. In Section 5 we show how our model simulates
allegiance shifts between conformity and defection, and then adjust model parameters to capture the
particularities of the GDR and the OPT. We conclude with a discussion of policy measures to safeguard
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against the polarizing effects of loyalty trials.

2. Related Work
Loyalty trials are procedures conducted by an ingroup to determine whether individuals are acting in
the service of a rival outgroup. They are common to a range of conflict settings, yet, have received
considerably little attention in studies of state repression, civil war, or rebel governance. Beginning with
the literature on state reporession, the prevailing paradigm suggests that state actors repress social and
political rights (Cope et al. 2018) with targets for repression selected on the basis de jure or de facto rules
(Tilly 2003). As such, repression may be overt or covert (Davenport 2005; Sullivan and Davenport 2018),
preventive or reactive (Dragu and Przeworski 2019), target more open or hidden forms of mobilization
(Sullivan 2016b), and serve to deter or increase future challenges (Lichbach 1987, 269). Opposition
groups, in turn, adapt their behavior in response to opportunity structures (Tarrow 1994), with research
focusing on varying expressions of “voice” or “exit” (Hirschman 1970; 1993). Sullivan’s work (2016) on
state repression in Guatemala is notable in this regard, given his coding of overt and covert behavior
perceived to constitute a political challenge. However, this literature focuses on exceptional challenges
to political order as an outcome of interest, disregarding changes in quotidian behavior that are not
intended to challenge the regime.

Scholarship on civil war also glosses over the interplay between perceived allegiance and political loyalty.
Drawing on evidence from the Greek Civil War (1943-1949), Kalyvas (2006) argues that violence by
armed groups was ‘selective’ in areas characterized by incomplete territorial control where defection
to rival authorities occurs. Whereas selective violence does not attribute “guilt by association”—the
mere presence of local agents being sufficient to cultivate this perception (Kalyvas 2006, 190)—Kalyvas
remains agnostic about the range of behaviors construed as disloyal as well as the consequences of
misidentification. And while he suggests that autocrats need not resort to selective targeting in the
absence of rivals (Kalyvas 2006, 143), we argue that even stable autocracies have rivals that engender
defection. Much of the literature that builds on Kalyvas’ seminal work has focused on the cohesion
of armed organizations (Pearlman and Cunningham 2012; Sinno 2008; Staniland 2012), including the
conditions for fighters to desert or defect to rival organizations (Albrecht and Ohl 2016; Gates 2017;
Koehler et al. 2016; McLauchlin 2010) and those that underpin the incidence of selective or indiscriminate
violence (Kalyvas 2012). Yet, this work too pays scant attention to the dynamics of loyalty trials.

Turning to scholarship on rebel governance, Arjona (2016, 174-176) finds that armed groups vying for
control of Colombian communities took popular norms into account, killing social deviants in an effort
to ‘bootstrap’ their legitimacy and that local populations, in turn, exercised agency over denunciations
to authorities (Arjona 2016). In her work on the Spanish Civil War, Balcells (2010, 301-302) notes that
local councils provided militias with lists of suspected right-wing supporters, resulting in warnings and
increased compliance by those suspected of defection. By punishing those they could justifiably label as
defectors, authorities assigned blame for governance failures to “defecting, criminal or disloyal elements
among the fighters or the population” (Schlichte and Schneckener 2015, 419). Notable, then, for its
attention to the varied nature of authority-subject relations during civil conflict, including the ability of
civilians to resist authorities (e.g. Arjona 2016; Mampilly 2011; Weinstein 2007), this literature also
stops short of considering who is labeled a threat to authority, as well as reactions on the part of those
labeled.

A handful of case studies do consider how the interplay between loyalty expectations and perceptions
determines whether people are put on loyalty trials, and if so, who: coercive models of social control
were less likely to elicit denunciations than voluntary models during the Spanish Inquisition and in
Romanov Russia (Bergemann 2017); popular perceptions drove the killing of Republican officers during
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the Spanish Civil War (McLauchlin and Parra-Pérez 2018); local populations in Afghanistan were found
less likely to denounce enemy activity to ethnic others (Lyall et al. 2015), and minority Arab Americans
with personal experiences of repression were more likely to protest in Detroit (Santoro and Azab 2015).
In Mosul, a survey experiment on post-conflict perceptions found that civilians who collaborated with
the Islamic State were more likely to be forgiven by their peers when service provision was perceived as
involuntary (Kao and Revkin 2022). Yet, these rich and variegated studies fall short of formalizing the
mechanisms that link defection to loyalty expectations and their associated consequences, what we turn
to in the section that follows.

3. The Micro-Dynamics of Loyalty Trials
We suggest that political order is co-produced by authorities who demand loyalty—personal sacrifice
meant to enhance group welfare (Levine and Moreland 2002)—and subordinates who to varying degrees
conform to loyalty expectations.1 To identify deviance from expectations, and thus more palpably
distinguish conformity from defection (Åkerström 1991, 11-16; Coser 1956) loyalty trials are held,
typically in a “zone of anomie in which legal determinations—and above all the very distinction between
public and private—are deactivated” (Agamben 2005, 50-51). The micro-dynamics of loyalty trials,
the interplay between loyalty expectations, private allegiance and perceptions, on the one hand, and
individual reactions to loyalty trials, on the other, have significant implications for political order. We
begin by discussing these dynamics below, before turning to our formal model.

To begin with, the identification or labeling of defectors has a profound implications for how the
labeled see themselves and are seen by others (see Åkerström 1991; Becker 1963; Farrington and Murray
2014). It follows that a suspicion of defection is sufficient to initiate a loyalty trial, whether unofficially
via peer-to-peer accusations or officially by means of arrest and interrogation. Those labeled may or
may not have violated loyalty expectations, and not all of those who violate expectations are labeled
(Becker 1963, 9). To distinguish between ‘true’ and ‘false’ labels, loyalty trials consider the motivation
of suspects as much as perceptions of their behavior by others: loyalty, in this regard, is effectively
co-produced by the ‘labeler’ and the ‘labeled’ (see Levine and Moreland 2002; Poulsen 2020, 9). A
label can be perceived as false on substantive grounds when defection was not intended by the labeled;
on procedural or emotional grounds when the conduct of the labeler is disrespectful; or on normative
grounds when defection is attributed to conflicting loyalties that are socially acceptable (Sherman 1993;
Sykes and Matza 1957; Tyler and Huo 2002).

Consequently, loyalty trials yield one of four outcomes shown in Table 1.1. When an individual is not
labeled, she either conforms (true conformer, cell I) or defects (secret defector, cell II). In a similar vein,
when an individual is labeled, she either conforms (false defector, cell III) or defects (true defector, cell
IV). As such, true conformers exceed loyalty expectations and are identified as loyal, and vice-versa for
true defectors. Secret defectors violate expectations but are perceived as loyal or tolerated (see Eck
et al. 2020; Scott 1985), and conversely, individuals who are perceived as disloyal but privately loyal are
falsely labeled.

Second, defector labels generally present a claim that the individual may be threatening group goals to
the benefit of a rival, thus directly challenging their status as a group member. But the reaction of the
labeled depends on the particular circumstances of the label that shape their experience. False defectors
are expected to view themselves as members of the group and attempt to convince their peers of their
innocence, at times demonstratively engaging in loyal behavior to do so. By contrast, true defectors

1Political order is here understood as “a regular, predictable, and interconnected pattern of institutional and ideological
arrangements that structures political life” (Lieberman 2002, 702).
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Table 1.1. Typology of Individual Defection

Conforming Defecting

∼ Labeled
I

“True Conformer”
“True Negative”

II
“Secret Defector”

“Type II Error”

Labeled
III

“False Defector”
“Type I Error”

IV
“True Defector”

“True Positive”

Source: Adapted from Becker 1963, 20. Note: True conformers are privately loyal but not labeled as defectors. True
defectors are both privately disloyal and labeled for behavior that falls short of loyalty expectations. The veracity of
defector labels is determined in loyalty trials.

tend to have few opportunities to demonstrate loyalty, and may even prefer to be ostracized from the
group when they no longer identify with the goals or beliefs of other members. Thus labeling need not
determine allegiance (see Becker 1963; Matza 2010), though it reduces the agency of the labeled such
that they are coerced into demonstrating loyalty or seeking acceptance by rival outgroups.

Third, defector labels directly politicize individual behavior, influencing how such behavior is perceived
by those labeled and their peers, with notable consequences for political order. The constitutive act of
labeling serves as a signal to others who exhibit similar characteristics or behavior. For the disloyal, trials
both alter the perceived risks of being labeled (see Oliver et al. 1985) and the benefits of collaboration
(see Kalyvas 2006). For those tasked with labeling, the discovery of defection (true defector, cell IV)
increases suspicion and mistrust, whereas widespread conformity (true conformer, cell I) serves to
increase trust. As such, loyalty trials can, under certain conditions, diminish challenges to political
order as well as exacerbate them (see Davenport and Inman 2012; Lichbach 1987), such as with the
over-(false defector, cell III)) Mueller and Stewart 2012; Schutte 2017) or under-identification (secret
defector, cell II) of defectors.

Fourth, private loyalty is positively increased by social and material rewards—including approval by other
members for behavior that visibly benefits the group (see Abrams et al. 2018; Hutchison et al. 2011), and
monetary payment for denouncing rival activity by authorities (e.g. Piotrowska 2020)—and negatively
via social control and sanctioning regimes (see Hechter 1987; Heckathorn 1988).2 In a similar vein,
disloyalty is either positively incentivized by rival authorities, for example through public declarations
of support and political asylum, or negatively coerced under threat of punishment, for example through
blackmailing of group members by intelligence organizations. Where the incentives provided by the
ingroup exceed those provided by the outgroup, behavior is more likely to shift towards conformity, and
vice-versa for shifts towards defection (see Kalyvas 2008, 1059).

To summarize the discussion thus far, loyalty trials both directly and indirectly shape behavior in conflict
settings: directly as a function of expectations, perceptions, and behavior; and indirectly by means of
demonstration effects, as individuals observe the trials of others and act on private knowledge about
their own behavior. The micro-dynamics of labeling has consequences then for both individual and group
allegiance: When misidentification is low, group allegiance is likely to be maintained; as misidentification
increases, allegiance is likely to shift towards conformity or defection, driven by expectation and the
use of selective incentives, such as punishment and reward. To reiterate, the micro-dynamics of loyalty

2Note that in some cases, authorities prefer that insufficiently committed group members defect, and may facilitate
their exclusion rather than reward or repeatedly punish them to elicit conformity (see Iannaccone 1992; Hirschman 1970,
60; Horz and Marbach 2022, 5-6).
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trials—the interplay between loyalty expectations, private allegiance and perceptions, on the one hand,
and individual reactions to loyalty trials, on the other—leads to socially complex outcomes that are
challenging to conceptualize and analyze in a systematic fashion. In the section that follows, we formally
specify the attributes, mechanisms and resulting behaviors.

4. Model Specification
We use an agent-based computational model to systematically explore the relationship between loyalty
expectations and perceptions on the one hand, and group conformity on the other. We begin by
specifying a general model that satisfies our theoretical discussion, and in a second step, set model
parameters to capture the particularities of loyalty trials in two contexts: the GDR and the OPT. Our
specification builds on the Riolo et al. (2001) tag-tolerance model, which is in turn motivated by Holland
(1995).

Table 1.2. Key Model Parameters

Agent-Level

iA A’s private behavior
pA A’s perceived behavior
qA A’s tolerance for deviant behavior
lA, dA A was labeled, is defecting

Group-Level

ī, p̄, q̄ Mean allegiance, allegiance perceptions, tolerance
σi,p, σq Spread in allegiance, tolerance
λ Loyalty expectations
k Reward & Punishment

Table 1.2 provides an overview of key model parameters. Each agent is defined by an i, p, q triplet ∈ [0, 1],
elements of which respectively signify private behavior, publicly perceived behavior, and tolerance for
deviant behavior.

Whereas tag values vary across agents and over time, official loyalty expectations are given by λ ∈ [0, 1].
As loyalty expectations increase, the range of outgroup interactions considered unacceptable and the
personal sacrifice required to maintain allegiance increase. When λ = 1, any indication of disloyalty is
considered defection from the group. In such cases, even the failure to demonstrate group conformity,
for example with violent attacks against nominal rivals, can lead to being labeled a defector. Conversely,
λ = 0 signifies that there are no loyalty expectations.

Incentives, provided by a mix of rewards and punishments, are given by k ∈ [−1, 1]. When k = 0,
incentives provided by the in- and outgroup are balanced, for example when a political authority taxes
literature which glorifies its rivals just as much as the rival is willing to pay for its distribution, or
when an ingroup vilifies and ostracizes regime critics but an outgroup is glorifying and welcoming the
vilified as political refugees. Conversely, when k = 1, behavior in service of the ingroup is more strongly
incentivized, whereas when k = −1, it is behavior in service of the outgroup that is incentivized more
strongly.

We provide a formal description of key model mechanisms below. To interpret the results we focus on
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group conformity, defined by the difference between private behavior and loyalty expectations:

∆λ =
N∑
A=1

iA − λ (1.1)

Additional outcomes, parameter sweeps and model specifications are provided in Appendix A.II.

4.1. Mechanism I: Loyalty Trials
We define the relationship between A’s public allegiance and perceived deviation from loyalty expectations:

δp = λ− pA (1.2)

Loyalty trials are conducted for T = 10% of agents in each iteration. An agent B has P = 3 opportunities
to randomly select some other agent A for pairwise interaction.3 The probability of selecting A over any
other agent decreases with k or pA:4

p(B → A) =
ekδp∑N
A=1 e

kδp
(1.3)

When A’s defection deviates from loyalty expectations more than B can tolerate, A is labeled a defector
by B. Conversely, A is not labeled by B if her defection is tolerable:

δp > qB → lA = 1,

δp ≤ qB → lA = 0
(1.4)

Irrespective of perceptions, A is defecting if private behavior violates loyalty expectations:

iA < λ→ dA = 1,

iA ≥ λ→ dA = 0
(1.5)

3The number of interactions and percentage of affected agents per generation is chosen arbitrarily here, as it merely affects
the time it takes for the model to converge on a given outcome without affecting the outcome itself (see Appendix A.II.2).

4The probability of being selected under k = 1 is maximized with pA = 0 and minimized with pA = 1 (perceptibly
disloyal agents are tried), while under k = −1 it is maximized with pA = 1 and minimized with pA = 0 (perceptibly loyal
agents are tried).
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A’s defector type is then determined by crossing lA, dA:

dA = 0 ∧ lA = 0→ AI : true conformer

dA = 1 ∧ lA = 0→ AII : secret defector

dA = 0 ∧ lA = 1→ AIII : false defector

dA = 1 ∧ lA = 1→ AIV : true defector

(1.6)

4.2. Mechanism II: Allegiance Shifts
We capture the direct effects of loyalty trials with updates to public and private allegiance. After every
interaction t with agent B, the public perception of A’s behavior is updated as follows:

pAt+1 = pAt − pAtδpt (1.7)

It follows that perceptions are additive and contagious—the more (less) frequently A is perceived as a
defector by some other agent, the greater (lower) the likelihood she will be perceived as a defector by
others. We define the relationship between A’s private behavior and deviance from loyalty expectations:

δi = λ− iA (1.8)

After P interactions, labeled agents change their behavior based on deviance from loyalty expectations:

iAg+1 = iAg − iAgδig (1.9)

Thus, true defectors with iA < λ decrease allegiance, and false defectors with iA > λ increase allegiance.

4.3. Mechanism III: Adaptation
We capture indirect effects of loyalty trials by updating agent characteristics. First, for every true (false)
defector, aggregate tolerance decreases (increases):

q̄g+1 = q̄g + (
N∑
A=1

AIII −
N∑
A=1

AIV )
1

N
(1.10)

When true defectors outnumber false defectors, aggregate tolerance for defection decreases, and vice-versa,
with intensity increasing as a function of labeled defectors.

We capture indirect effects of loyalty trials with updates to agent characteristics based on fitness scores,
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given by:

fA =
δ2
i

ekδi
− |pA − iA| · lA (1.11)

It follows that agent fitness increases with deviance from loyalty expectations, an effect that is moderated
by punishment and reward, and decreases with labeling, an effect that is moderated by the distance
between private and perceived behavior. We provide a more detailed discussion of fitness scores in
Appendix A.I. Table 1.3 illustrates the payoffs for each defector type assuming that expectations are
extremely high: Secret defectors receive a payoff of 0.4, given that they reap the benefits of outgroup
interaction without being labeled. True conformers receive a payoff of 0, assuming that loyalty is
valued less by ingroup authorities than is disloyalty by rival authorities. True defectors receive a
payoff close to −0.5, given that they are labeled for private disloyalty. False defectors receive a payoff
of −1, the equivalent of a ‘sucker’s’ payoff, given that they are privately loyal but perceived to be disloyal.
Fitness scores are assigned to T = 10% of agents, which are then randomly paired (with replacement)
and agents with lower fitness adopt the properties (i, p, q) of their partners. Following Riolo et al., each
agent mutates her new tags and tolerance level with probability M = 0.15.

Table 1.3. Payoffs for Defector Types

Conforming Defecting

Not labeled
I

“True Conformer”
0

II
“Secret Defector”

0.4

Labeled
III

“False Defector”
-1

IV
“True Defector”

-0.5

Note: Payoffs rounded to nearest tenth, based on extreme loyalty expectations (λ = 1), matching loyalty incentives (k = λ),
and maximum distance between A’s private and public allegiance, such that pA − iA = 1 for secret defectors, 0.9 for true
defectors, 0 for true conformers, and 1 for false defectors. As a result, AII > AI > AIV > AIII .

Each model run consists of the following steps:

1. Experimental Condition: Set initial parameter values (e.g. loyalty expectations and allegiance
perceptions)

2. Simulate dynamics of loyalty trials repeatedly:

I. Loyalty Trials : Agent B interacts with some other agent A. A is labeled a defector (conformer)
if her behavior is perceived as more (less) deviant from loyalty expectations than B can
tolerate. Agents are (not) guilty of defection if their private allegiance is (not) violating
loyalty expectations of political authorities. Crossing labels with their veracity yields the
defector types from Table 1.1.

II. Allegiance Shifts : The public perception of A’s allegiance is decreased (increased) with every
label. Labeled defectors update their private allegiance, such that false defectors tend to
increase and true defectors tend to decrease their allegiance.

5Mutation adds Gaussian noise of 0, standard deviation 0.01 to tolerance, and draws random private and public tags
from the initial distribution with iA ∼ N (µ = ī, σ = σi), pA ∼ N (µ = p̄, σ = σp). The chance to mutate is independent for
each tag and tolerance.
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III. Adaptation: The tolerance of all agents increases (decreases) based on the difference between
true and false defectors. Agents are selected for play in the next generation based on fitness—
the trade-off between benefits of disloyalty (loyalty), defector repression, and accusations of
defection—with agent tags and tolerance subject to random mutation.

3. Results: Analyze defector type prevalence and group conformity across experimental conditions.

5. Results
5.1. General Model
We begin by discussing how group conformity changes in response to loyalty expectations and behavior.
The general relationship is depicted in Figure 1.1, with each cell representing a different experimental
setting. We note that small changes in initial behavior (x-axis) and loyalty expectations (y-axis) can
lead to significant changes in group conformity (coloring of heatmap cells). Group conformity decreases
with increasing loyalty expectations, and endogenous allegiance shifts are most likely when agents are
borderline conforming. Assuming that agents are initially as loyal as perceived, the model produces two
straightforward equilibria: true conformity for ī, p̄ >> λ, and conversely, true defection for ī, p̄ << λ.
But when some agents are conforming while others are not, the dynamics of loyalty trials disrupt these
equilibria.

Figure 1.2 depicts two typical patterns of allegiance shifts by defector types over the course of model
runs. In panel (A), true conformity increases while defection decreases. Labeled defectors are rewarded
for increasing their loyalty more than secret defectors are for disloyalty, and tolerance for defection
increases as ‘Type I’ outweigh ‘Type II’ errors. Ultimately, loyalty trials subside with increasing tolerance
and group conformity. Conversely in panel (B), true defection increases while conformity decreases.
Opportunities for secret defection outweigh the benefits of compliance in response to labeling, and as
tolerance increases, ‘Type II’ outweigh ‘Type I’ errors. As in Granovetter models of political protest
(Granovetter 1978; Kuran 1989), cascades of true defection ensue. Note however that shifts toward
defection do not occur in response to labeling without opportunities for covert disloyalty, and that our
model simulates the conditions for cascades to occur, but stops short of identifying their endpoint.

These two patterns, robust to a wide range of auxiliary parameter specifications (see Appendix A.II),
result in highly polarized outcomes (see Esteban and Ray 2008; Montalvo and Reynal-Querol 2005);
conformity increases in populations that are rewarded for loyalty (pattern A), whereas defection increases
in population rewarded for disloyalty (pattern B). As these conditions are not mutually exclusive, the
dynamics of loyalty trials can result in oscillation between reward-seeking for conformity and defection.
Insofar as the intensity of these dynamics is given by the frequency of agent interaction over a time,
regimes that produce fragmented spaces of social interaction delay, rather than prevent, irreversible
allegiance shifts (e.g. Pfaff 2001). Empirically, allegiance outcomes depend on the specific combination
of loyalty expectations, defector repression, and the relationship between public and private allegiances,
which we turn to in the section below.

A key assumption in the general model is that most agents are initially conformers and perceived as such
(̄i = p̄). Empirically, conflicts deviate from this assumption: defectors may be perceived as conformers
and vice-versa. We contextualize the general model to analyze these conditions with reference to the
loyalty expectations of regimes in the GDR and the OPT, highlighting how the dynamics of loyalty
trials operate in both settings despite vast contextual differences.
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Figure 1.1. General Model: Group Conformity
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Note: Each cell shows the final group conformity for an experimental condition, averaged across simulations, given initial
loyalty expectations (λ) and allegiance (̄i, p̄). Each experimental condition is simulated S = 30 times, and each simulation
lasts G = 100 generations. Simulations are seeded with N = 1000 agents, M = 0.1 probability of agent mutation, P = 3
agent pairings per generation, T = 10% proportion of agents updating per generation, σi, σp, σq = 0.1 initial dispersion of
agent parameters, and q̄ = 0.1 initial agent tolerance. For the general model, we assume that loyalty incentives correspond
to expectations (k = λ), though we relax this assumption in applying the model to our empirical cases. Agent parameter
values are drawn from the normal distribution. Table A.4 and Table A.5 provide details on parameters and results.

5.2. Contextualizing the Model
Model contextualization comes with several challenges: it requires ontological assumptions about the
reference “group”, the situational contexts in which defector labels are applied to presumed members,
and the minimal expression of a label that constitutes an accusation of disloyalty. Moreover, defection as
it is construed by political authorities is both rare and challenging to observe: the incidence of defection
exceeds conformity only while a group fragments, and is otherwise worthwhile hiding for defectors
and authorities alike. This observational challenge is exacerbated by the relational nature of loyalty:
expectations, perceptions and tolerance for disloyal behavior are permanently in flux in ongoing conflict
setting, and their overt expression is rarely documented. Available estimates of defection are unreliable,
given that the requisite data is either classified or unverifiable. Even the most diligent government
employees are prone to misrepresent Type I and Type II errors in an effort to justify their activities,
making such data unsuitable for model contextualization (see Appendix A.III.1 for details).

Thus in place of validating the model statistically, we content ourselves with a qualitative, most-different
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Figure 1.2. Types of Allegiance Shifts
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Note: Each panel shows the LOWESS for the prevalence of the four defector types from Table 1.1 (y-axis), over G = 100
generations (x-axis) in a simulation run that is typical for one of the two observed allegiance shifts. (A) Loyalty is rewarded
(k = 1), (B) Disloyalty is rewarded (k = −1). Other parameters are set to a baseline that makes agents equally likely
to increase conformity and defection on average (see Table A.5): λ = p̄ = ī = 0.5, σi, σp, σq = 0.1, q̄ = 0.1, G = 100,
N = 1000, M = 0.1, P = 3, T = 10%.

case comparison. While a qualitative contextualization is less reliable than a quantitative enumeration,
it provides a more truthful representation of real-world dynamics in the GDR and the OPT. The
specification of the model is partially based on a review of Stasi surveillance on 319 individuals in
the GDR, as well as 20 interviews with Israelis and Palestinians in 2019 and 2022 for the OPT (see
Appendix A.III).

The GDR and OPT differ on at least three dimensions that are not endogenous to the model: the
volatility of loyalty expectations (changing more frequently in the OPT than in the GDR), the number
of political authorities who attempt to enforce different expectations at the country-level (one in the
GDR, multiple competing authorities in the OPT), and the share of defectors who were labeled officially
by state agents (GDR security agencies had more official control over defectors than those in the OPT).
Despite these differences, we argue that the mechanisms linking loyalty trials to allegiance outcomes
work similarly in both settings. For the purposes of comparison, we limit our discussion to a single
authority expecting the same level of loyalty from all ingroup members, but note that the dynamics
of loyalty trials may be applicable to smaller units of analysis with appropriate adjustments to model
parameters.

Table 1.4 illustrates how our operationalization of loyalty is designed to reflect substantive differences
between the GDR and the OPT. We associate increases in loyalty with increasingly quotidian behavior
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Table 1.4. Contextualization for GDR & OPT Settings

Parameters
Loyalty Level Disloyal Behaviors GDR (1971) OPT (2000)

Security
(0.1− 0.3)

Plan Revolution
Land Selling

Enemy-Informing

Unity
(0.4− 0.6)

Join Ingroup Opposition
Regime-Critical Protest

Refuse Authority Support p̄ λ

Well-Being
(0.7− 0.9)

Illegal Emigration λ ī
Work in Rival Area ī p̄

Personal Outgroup Contact

Note: We view each of the listed behaviors as violating a level of loyalty in the given range. Levels of loyalty are treated as
transitive, such that lower levels of loyalty imply disloyalty at higher levels. By the same token, higher levels of loyalty
expectations encompass lower levels. For each conflict setting, we set parameters based on qualitative evidence, such that
in the GDR p̄ < λ < ī and in the OPT λ < ī < p̄. Loyalty expectations reflect the minimum personal sacrifice that is
expected from all group members by a single political authority, as we do not distinguish between subgroups with different
expectations. Private and perceived loyalty parameters indicate which types of disloyalty group members would on average
not commit. The full numerical representation of parameters is given in Table A.6. This contextualization represents,
rather than pinpoints or predicts, individual behavior.

and decreasing rival activity, from defending the group’s physical security (e.g. refusing enemy-informing
to the outgroup), over maintaining its unity and status (e.g. supporting policies unfavorable to the
outgroup), to improving the socio-economic well-being and independence of its members (e.g. employment
and taxation benefiting the ingroup).6 This ordering of behaviors in terms of loyalty requires validation
in specific conflict settings. Some behaviors are not construed as disloyal in one case but are in the
other: selling land to the outgroup was not construed as disloyalty in the GDR, and neither were
revolutionary plots or emigration in the OPT. But we can categorize disloyalty by the threat it poses
to a group—its security, unity and status, and socio-economic well-being.7 We seed an initial loyalty
distribution based on existing studies, and discuss how the allegiance shifts that the model produces line
up with evidence at the micro- and macro-levels. In both settings, most group members are privately
conforming with loyalty expectations (λ < ī). But whereas in the GDR privately loyal individuals were
labeled as defectors from high loyalty expectations (λ − q̄ > p̄), perceived defection from moderate
loyalty expectations was tolerated in the OPT (λ − q̄ < p̄). In the following, we justify the specific
parameter values and discuss the results for each setting with reference to existing studies and archival
materials.

6We also assume that higher levels of loyalty subsume lower levels, such that expectations of socio-economic sacrifice
would equally construe behavior threatening the physical security or unity of the group as unacceptable.

7Each of the listed disloyal behaviors encompasses a range of activities that are perceived to indicate disloyalty, and
similar indicators may indicate different types of betrayal . For example in the OPT, homosexual and extramarital relations
are associated with enemy-informing particularly since the First Intifada (1989-1993), as Israeli intelligence is known to
blackmail this socially marginalized group of Palestinians (Be’er and Abdel-Jawad 1994; O’Conner and Simeonov 2013; see
al-Bitawi 2016, 63). By comparison in the GDR, sexual deviance was generally associated with activism benefitting the
West, as security agents construed a link between social deviance and Western ideology. But within the “greedy institution”
of the Stasi, extra-marital relations were associated with Western recruitment efforts (Krähnke et al. 2017, 172), and the
perception that sexual deviance is intolerable was reinforced by true defectors such as Werner Stiller, who spied for Western
intelligence and emigrated to the FRG with the help of his secret girlfriend (Glocke 2002; Gieseke 1999, 539).
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5.3. GDR Allegiance During the East-West Détente
In the GDR, the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party (SED) was the sole political authority to
enforce loyalty expectations during the Cold War, with a view towards countering the Federal Republic
of Germany (FRG). The control that authorities exercised over the identification of defectors was
relatively high, as the Ministry for State Security (MfS or Stasi) drew on an infamously vast surveillance
and reporting system to conduct loyalty trials, with punishments ranging from demotions and party
reprimands to imprisonment and (until 1987) death sentences (Kowalczuk 2013; Müller-Enbergs 2008;
Raschka 2001).

We focus on Erich Honecker’s tenure as general secretary of the SED between 1971 and 1989, a
period with relatively stable loyalty expectations until authorities acquiesced to mass protests and
border-crossings in the fall of 1989 (see Lohmann 1994; Opp 1994).

Parameter Settings
Loyalty Expectations: Demands for unification with the FRG and related resistance to the Soviet-
backed SED-regime had been violently repressed during the 1950s (Pollack and Rink 1997, 8; Thomson
2018), and the border fortifications and closure of the East-West Berlin crossing in 1961 stemmed the flow
of emigration to the West (Passens 2012, 114). To justify its relevance, the MfS construed internal dissent
and economic inefficiencies as defection, with its head Erich Mielke coining the term “political-ideological
diversion” to construe an affiliation between deviant individuals and Western aggression (Gieseke 2014,
48-59).

Loyalty Incentives: While a minority of privileged SED cadres received benefits for loyalty (e.g. travel
authorizations to non-socialist countries, access to Western currency and products), most East Germans
had few loyalty incentives, and there was significant protection of defectors: between 1963 and 1989 the
FRG paid the GDR to release a total of 33,755 political prisoners into its territory (Borbe 2010, 21), a
fact that was known to would-be defectors who took it as an “insurance” in case of arrest (Raschka
2001, 122).

Private Loyalty: The vast majority of East Germans were borderline conforming with high loyalty
expectations (see Pollack 1997, 307-308), notwithstanding the small minority of defectors who ‘illegally’
emigrated to the West, openly criticized the SED-party regime, or actually provided sensitive information
to Western organizations.

Perceived Loyalty: Despite the onset of détente in the late 1960s, perceptions of loyalty did not
increase (see Gieseke 2014, 59-65): East-West contact and regime-critical statements by Marxist political
circles, artists and church members were perceived as betrayal by state security (Gieseke 2003; Rink
1997), and politicized community organizations exacerbated over-identification by treating social deviants
who glorify life in the West as defectors (see Budde 2014).

Tolerance: Given the prevalence of informants, as well as authority rewards and protection granted
to informants (Piotrowska 2020), there was a high chance that perceived defection would be labeled.
From schools and work places to neighborhoods for state security personnel (Hoffmann 2012; Krähnke
et al. 2017), deviant behavior was reported to authorities, followed by investigations and interrogations,
if not formal sanctions.

Interaction: Citizens in the GDR at the time had developed a tendency to withdraw from public life
(see Pfaff 2001), suggesting that perceptions of disloyalty spread relatively slowly across the population.
By the same token, given preemptive, individual and covert targeting by the MfS, a relatively small
proportion of society learned of loyalty trials through private contacts.
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Overall by 1971, GDR authorities had high loyalty expectations for mostly conforming citizens. They
over-identified defectors, most of them privately and preemptively, but could not match incentives for
disloyalty provided by their Western rivals.

Results

Figure 1.3. GDR Allegiance

Note: (Top) Defector pattern LOWESS over generations, averaged across simulations. (Bottom) Group conformity
LOWESS for S = 30 simulations. Counterfactual runs in Appendix A.III.2 show that results do not change significantly
across levels of k: all else equal, even maximum rewards or punishments by GDR authorities could not prevent cascades of
defection. Parameter values for N = 1000 representative agents reflect relative differences between the two conflict settings,
and are drawn from the normal distribution: λ = 0.7, k = −1, ī95% = 0.8, ī4% = 0.5, ī1% = 0.2, σi = 0.05, pA = iA − 0.1,
σp = 0.1, q̄ = 0, σq = 0.01. Due to relatively infrequent public interactions regarding defectors, P = 1, T = 0.5%. Compared
to the OPT, infrequent interactions are offset by a larger number of generations, corresponding to the relatively longer
time frame: G = 1800.

Figure 1.3 shows how East German allegiance declines as defectors are increasingly labeled, following
the defection pattern in Figure 1.2: falsely labeled defection indirectly increases tolerance and secret
defection, which in turn lead to cascades of true defection in defiance of labeling. We corroborate
our argument about the mechanisms leading to this shift at the micro- and macro-levels, drawing on
individual cases from the ‘Stasi archives’ and statistics compiled by historians.

For conformers, the détente was an opportunity to engage in privately beneficial and borderline loyal
behavior. Most consequential for behavioral change were the easing of travel restrictions and recognition
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of sovereignty between East and West, and the 1975 Helsinki Accords that signaled a normalization
of relations to GDR citizens (Gieseke 1999, 539; Raschka 2001, 37-44). Particularly those with family
connections to the West submitted emigration requests, which rose by 70% between 1975 and 1976
(Eisenfeld 1999, 385), pushing an intolerant MfS to over-identify defection (Gieseke 2014, 61; Passens
2012, 167-169).

Falsely labeled defectors complied with authorities to prove their loyalty particularly in conforming
social circles (e.g. Krähnke et al. 2017, 235-252; Hoffmann 2012), but their labeling encouraged
adaptation towards defection. Examples include state employees who were pushed to cease Western
contacts or switch jobs (e.g. BArch, MfS, HA XVIII, 6320), emigration request denials that were
perceived negatively among work colleagues (e.g. BArch, MfS, HA XVIII, 37797), and church officials
who complied with the MfS but still encouraged activism perceived as disloyalty (e.g. BArch, MfS, BV
Potsdam, KD KY, Nr. 75, Bd. 1-3).

Secret defection resulted from adaptation of labeled behavior, following the regimes increase in
tolerance to avoid false labeling (see Gieseke 2014, 134). Examples include the use of ambiguous symbols
for activism that did not warrant official trials (see Gieseke 2008, 240; e.g. BArch, MfS, HA IX, Nr.
25283, Bl. 34-36; BArch, MfS, HA IX, Nr. 25609, Bl. 9-127), and the concealing of Western contacts
in response to disciplinary measures (e.g. BArch, MfS, HA XVIII, Nr. 28434). But given extensive
surveillance, secret defection was unsustainable in the long run.

True defectors were defiant of attempts to treat their behavior as disloyal, and increasingly supported
by their peers in their defection. Examples include persistent emigration requests after labeling (e.g.
BArch, MfS, HA XVIII, Nr. 38403), overt backlash against denunciations of discontent workers (e.g.
Halbrock 2015, 144-145), and overt criticism of the GDR in response to labeling. Defection was
exacerbated by the protection of defectors by the FRG, Western human rights organizations, media,
and the protestant church (Eisenfeld and Eisenfeld 1999, 97-98). In particular, the church-state rivalry
produced similar loyalty trials to those that forced a minority of GDR citizens to declare allegiance
for one nation-state over the other, with long-term consequences for secularization (Wohlrab-Sahr
et al. 2008).

5.4. OPT Allegiance During the Second Intifada
In the OPT, political authority is contested along with territorial control between Israel, the Fateh-led
PA, Hamas, and affiliated armed organizations that at times enforce loyalty expectations autonomously
(see Pearlman 2011). Palestinian loyalty expectations vary considerably with the threat the Israeli
occupation poses to national self-determination, and the social control exercised by Israeli institutions
(Albzour 2017; Handel and Dayan 2017; Nerenberg 2016; Zureik 2010), including the use of administrative
detention, blackmail, and movement restrictions to control and recruit informers (Berda 2017; Cohen
2010; Sorek 2010). The many organizations comprising the Palestinian Security Services have arguably
less formal control over the identification of defectors than the Stasi did, as evidenced by the pletora of
armed groups who at times label defectors independently (B’Tselem 2021b; Be’er and Abdel-Jawad
1994; Tartir 2015).

We discuss the Second Intifada from 2000 until the death of president Yasser Arafat in 2004, again
marked by relatively stable loyalty expectations while he was at the center of the pletora of PA security
agencies officially responsible for enforcing them (see Tartir 2015). Compared to the GDR, the fitting of
parameters to the asymmetric civil conflict in the OPT is challenging, given that loyalty expectations
were contested and private and public allegiances relatively diverse (see Nerenberg 2016, 215-248).
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Parameter Settings
Loyalty Expectations: The years after the 1993 Oslo Accords had been marked by a normalization of
collaboration with Israel. The accords constrained the ruling PA to enforce moderate loyalty expectations
in exchange for international support, including provisions to prevent the prosecution of Palestinians who
are collaborating with Israel. By the onset of the Second Intifada in 2000, the PA was accommodating
Israeli pressure to maintain moderate loyalty expectations, but political authorities did not officially
expect socio-economic loyalty (see Nerenberg 2016, 198). 8

Loyalty Incentives: The importance that Palestinians attribute to Sumud as a form of everyday
resistance (Ali 2019), and the widespread knowledge of Israeli arrest and recruitment practices given
their long history (Cohen 2008; 2010), contribute to the strong loyalty incentives that allow Palestinians
to resist the occupation, in spite of the high levels of Israeli coercion and material rewards offered to
defectors.

Private and Public Allegiances: Most Palestinians privately exceeded moderate loyalty expectations,
and their perceived allegiance exceeded private allegiance, while rare land-dealers and enemy-informants
were perceived as defectors who threaten the security of Palestinians (see Nerenberg 2016, 211). “Non-
Statutory” armed groups (NSAG) who attacked Israel were deemed defectors from moderate expectations
by the PA to preserve its international state- and peace-builder status (see Pearlman 2011, 118-122,154-
156; Tartir 2015, 3), while NSAG perceived moderate defection as loyal efforts to resist official PA
collaboration (see Nerenberg 2016, 209).

Tolerance: Fluctuations in the enforcement of moderate loyalty expectations suggest that tolerance for
such disloyalty was relatively high and heterogenous (see Human Rights Watch 2001; Kelly 2010). In
particular, the PA tolerated informants in recognition of informant’s status as victims to the Israeli
Security Agency (Shabak), whereas for some NSAG such perceived defection was not tolerable (al-Bitawi
2016; Cohen and Dudai 2005; DCI Palestine 2012; Hass 2019).9

Interaction: Compared to the GDR, defector suspicions were regularly shared and salient loyalty trials
carried out in public, as Palestinians recognized the implicit “complicity with the Israeli occupation”
in their everyday lives, and labeling constituted an expression of fear over being forced into loyalty
conflicts, particularly by the Shabak (Kelly 2010, 183-184).

Overall, the PA enforced moderate loyalty expectations on mostly conforming Palestinians, most of
whom were either perceived as loyal or tolerated. Over-identification occurred where defector perceptions
diverged between official PA and unofficial NSAG labeling, while the spread of public rumors on enemy-
collaborators was driven by a fear of precarious situations that coerce disloyal behavior (see Table A.6
for specific parameter values).

Results
Figure 1.4 shows how Palestinian allegiance increases as less defectors are labeled, following the conformity
pattern in Figure 1.2 (A): falsely labeled defectors have incentives to increase their loyalty and are
increasingly tolerated by authorities.

8This reflected the general perceptions among Palestinians that some have no choice but to work in Israel or settlements
to provide for their families, even though economic collaboration ultimately threatens Palestinian liberation (see Ophir
2020; Roy 1987).

9Informants were unofficially tolerated particularly by Fateh, unless informing led to assassinations (Abdel-Jawad 2001).
In those cases, authorities labeled enemy-informants even knowing that defection was coerced by Israeli intelligence, as
failure to do so would in turn lead to accusations of betrayal against authorities (see Nerenberg 2016, 210-211).
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Figure 1.4. OPT Allegiance

Note: (Top) Defector pattern LOWESS over generations, averaged across simulations. (Bottom) Group conformity
LOWESS for S = 30 simulations. Note that decreasing loyalty incentives could have led to cascades of defection, but our
reading of the case suggests that this was not the case empirically for the OPT overall (see Appendix A.III.2). Parameter
values for N = 1000 representative agents reflect relative differences between the two conflict settings, and are drawn from
the normal distribution: λ = 0.6, k = 1, ī59% = 0.7 with p59%A = i59%+0.1

A , i20% = 0.5 with p20%A = i20%A + 0.5, i20% = 1.0
with p20%A = i20%A − 0.5, i1% = 0.2 with p1%A = i1%A , σi = 0.1, σp = 0.2, q̄ = 0.1, σq = 0.05. Due to relatively frequent public
interactions regarding defectors, P = 3, T = 1%. Compared to the GDR, the frequency of agent interaction is offset by the
relatively shorter time frame: G = 400.

Most conformers were not actively involved in the uprising (Pearlman 2011, 163), but the vast majority
consistently supported it, and there is evidence of attitudinal shifts towards conformity, as support for
political collaboration and personal contacts with Israelis declined by over 10% (JMCC 1999; 2000; PSR
2000; 2001). Overt labeling among Palestinians was relatively rare: the allegiance shift was more due to
the shared “climate of confrontation” with Israel (Pearlman 2011, 154), and the corresponding social
incentives for loyalty.

True defection was difficult to sustain given public derogation (e.g. Nerenberg 2016, 237-238; see
Abu-Nimer 2011, 97), killings and arrests by NSAG for enemy-informing, or by the PA and Israel mostly
for overt mobilization. Between 2000 and 2004, 110 Palestinians were killed for collaboration, most
of them during the Israeli incursion of the West Bank in April 2002,10 24 sentenced to death without

10This lends credence to the notion that rival threats drive loyalty trials, an observation that holds across conflict
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sentences carried out, and over 600 detained by the end of 2001 (B’Tselem 2021a; 2021b; Human Rights
Watch 2001, 26-27,49-50). Those on trial were vilified, including by legal representatives (e.g. Williams
2001, 30-32; Human Rights Watch 2001, 45-46; al-Bitawi 2016, 35).

False defectors had little choice but to repent and try to prove their conformity. This was the case for
labeled enemy-informants, who were accused based on “rumors, suspicions, and popular denunciations”
(Human Rights Watch 2001, 23), and whose families are stigmatized even if labels turn out to be
false (e.g. Jalal 2015; Human Rights Watch 2001, 47-48; Williams 2001, 32-36), and for PA security
collaborators who were labeled for conceding to the Israel agenda (e.g. Kelly 2010, 179).

Secret defectors, whose collaboration with Israel on security issues had previously been not only
tolerated but expected by authorities, demonstrated public allegiance to redeem themselves or avoid
future labeling (e.g. Cohen 2012, 478-479; Cohen and Dudai 2005, 239-240; Pearlman 2011, 154; Berda
2017, 31-32; Kelly 2010, 179), and those few who remained hidden presumably received support from
Israel to do so (e.g. Yousef 2010, see al-Bitawi 2016).

6. Discussion
Loyalty trials occur across a range of conflict settings, despite differences in regimes, repression, and
social identification. Anchored by archival data from the GDR and secondary data from the OPT, our
analysis of loyalty trials identifies two polarized outcomes: cascades of defection in the GDR and a surge
of conformity in the OPT. In the GDR, misidentification increased defection, with disloyalty further
incentivized by Western organizations on the outside, and by the protestant church internally. In the
OPT, by contrast, increased loyalty expectations and group solidarity resulted in greater conformity.
It follows that defection and allegiance shifts were more likely in the GDR relative to the OPT, given
higher expectations and misidentification, and lower incentives for loyalty.

Beyond the particularities of the two cases, our theoretical framework has implications for political
order writ large. First, loyalty trials polarize conformers and defectors alike, a process that is largely
beyond the control of political actors. Second, increasing loyalty expectations and decreasing tolerance
in democracies runs the risk of triggering cascades of false labeling, what we identify as a Type-I error.
Research on the repression-mobilization nexus would benefit from taking loyalty expectations into
account, as they vary even among democratic regimes and may impose powerful constraints on collective
action. In a related vein, the propensity of regimes to under-identify defection negatively affects regime
legitimacy and survival. Discrepancies between expected and perceived loyalties are challenging to
measure, and point to the “quotidian struggles” that make seemingly stable regimes vulnerable (Scott
1989; Wedeen 1999, 87). Third, our account suggests that repression and external support for dissent
are effectively co-produced, going beyond recent scholarship that reduces the identification problem to
the number of informants (e.g. Steinert 2022).

While loyalty trials rarely assume center-stage in studies of social conflict, treason most commonly
ranks among the crimes considered ‘worthy’ of capital punishment (Thiranagama and Kelly 2010, 1-2).
Noteworthy, in this regard, is that loyalty expectations persist well beyond their original manifestations,
with attendant implications for social cohesion, trust, and “ethnic defection” (Kalyvas 2008; Staniland
2012). Former collaborators with the GDR regime are considered untrustworthy some 30 years after
unification with West Germany (Spiegel 1993; Zeit 2019), and PA collaboration with Israel continues to
undermine its legitimacy (Tartir 2019). Four years after the alleged 2016 coup d’etat attempt in Turkey,

settings in the OPT: today loyalty expectations regarding informing to Israel in the West Bank are low compared to the
Hamas-administered Gaza Strip, given PA collaboration with Israel and the focus of Israeli air strikes on Gaza (Murphy
2018; Salah 2019; Xinhua 2019).
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state employees were still being arrested on suspicions of affiliation with the Gulen network (Gulen 2020).
AP News claimed that Konasheher county in Xinjiang province has the highest density of prisoners per
100’000 residents in the world, linking arrests to terrorism charges (Wu and Kang 2022), a trend that
goes back at least to the 1990s (Roberts 2018). And persistent rivalries between nation-states frequently
trigger loyalty trials that are deemed unjustified by human rights organizations (e.g. Nechepurenko
2019; Shukla 2019). At the heart of these trials lies the interplay between expectations, perceptions,
and behavior, the associated perils of over- or under-estimating defection, and resulting consequences
for intra-group polarization and conflict.





PAPER 2

Does Labeling Defectors Stop Betrayal?

Evidence from the Stasi Archives∗

Mirko Reul1

1Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies, Department of Political
Science/International Relations, Geneva, Switzerland.

Abstract

How does repression affect political deviance? Governments use preventive repression
to curb deviant behavior that perceptibly threatens political order and their subjects,
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Research on conflict tends to view political deviance through the lens of the state-challenger
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surveillance on 319 suspected deviants in the GDR (1961-1989), including operation reports,
unofficial denunciations, interrogation protocols, and suspect statements. I suggest that
deviance is labeled as disloyalty based on three ‘facets’ of the concept: private behavior,
public perceptions, and social constructs of deviant identities. The labeled negotiate their
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shift allegiance between loyalty and disloyalty mostly in response to unofficial labels by their
peers. Ironically, repressing political deviance is least consequential for individual behavior
when applied to the truly disloyal.

∗I especially thank Christian Carlsen and Friedrich Rother at the German Federal Archives for their exceptional
assistance with the archival materials, as well as Christian Halbrock and David Sylvan for helpful comments and suggestions.
Translations from German and emphases in quotations are my own. This project was supported by SNF research grant
188287.
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1. Introduction
The labeling of deviance in social conflict settings changes political behavior. In 1973 East Germany,
a border guard soldier in his twenties was increasingly strained between his military service which he
began to dislike, and work on the farm of his parents-in-law. Other soldiers denounced conflicts with his
wife, pointing to his infidelity and financial debts, and his superiors reprimanded him for alcoholism on
duty. Caught between his obligation of military service and personal problems, the ‘Deviant Defector’
collected classified information on security installations at the border, with plans to emigrate to the
West to solve his financial problems and later affect the emigration of his family. Nine months later,
another talk aimed at disciplining his social deviance and a remark by his superior make him fear
that his activities had been detected. That same same evening, he crossed the border into the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG), explaining his motives in a letter to his wife.

After his desertion, the former soldier was asked to share what information he has by Western intelligence
services, and accepted their offer of financial support and unification with his family, in exchange for
a formal commitment to the organization. Seemingly deviating from his original plan, he received
additional training for two months and was instructed to return to the German Democratic Republic
(GDR), repent but deceive state security about his recruitment, and engage in industrial espionage.
However, he admitted to his recruitment under interrogation, and was sentenced to 12 years of prison
for informing to an enemy. Finally, his demeanor in prison convinced state security of his loyalty: he
was released early and reacquired his GDR citizenship (BArch, MfS, GH, 17/79).

Deviant Defector represents an exceptional class of allegiance shifts between loyalty and disloyalty,
compared to other deviants who were seen as disloyal by the Ministry for State Security (MfS, Stasi) in
the GDR: A state employee who had been fired for regime-critical remarks was later found repentant
and recruited as an informant (BArch, MfS, HA II, 38995, p. 202-215); while another preferred to
be demoted over ceasing his Western contacts in an attempt to save his marriage (BArch, MfS, HA
XVIII, 6320). Around 1980, a ‘circle’ of academics was reprimanded for their largely philosophical
attempts at reforming the Socialist political order, yet only those who defied this accusation of disloyalty
lost their academic positions (BArch, MfS, AOP, 16183/81). And in 1978, a self-declared ‘politically
neutral’ citizen spent months in interrogations, providing details to state security about his alleged
special training by Western intelligence for a plot to kidnap a senior member of the Socialist Unity
Party (SED), only to reveal to his captors how he made it all up to affect his deportation to the West
(BArch, MfS, GH, 337/79).

In each case, political actors construe quotidian behavior as disloyalty, to prevent exceptional deviance
that ostensibly threatens the group they represent. But while some of those who were labeled as disloyal
seemingly ceased deviant behavior, others refused or even intensified it. Under what conditions does the
labeling of individuals as disloyal lead to shifts between loyalty and disloyalty, as opposed to merely
confirming prior allegiance?

Some of the behaviors described above could be sorted into established categories of political deviance—
such as ‘voice’ or ‘exit’ (Hirschman 1970)—yet behavior change between these extremes is not captured,
and the accounts above are mostly missing the political motivation that is attributed to deviance by
authorities. In Section 2, I review research on political deviance across a spectrum of intrastate conflict
settings, arguing that loyalty can be understood as observed, perceived and imagined political deviance.
Section 3 describes a methodology to measure these facets of loyalty, based on archival data on 319 East
Germans who were surveilled by the Stasi after the closure of the East-West border. Section 4 applies
this approach to a sample of 15 individuals: I analyze the conditions for authorities and group members
to justifiably label deviants, and in turn how the labeled change politicized behavior. I find that labeled
individuals shift allegiance towards loyalty when their behavior was deemed unacceptable by peers with
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whom they sought to belong. Ironically, this was mostly the case for loyal suspects whose deviance was
incidental, such that their labeling was not perceived as justified. I conclude with a discussion of general
implications for the study of political deviance in conflict.

2. Labeling Political Deviance in Conflict
One lens to study political deviance in social conflict is the state-challenger model, whereby political
actors prescribe, tolerate and repress social and political rights (Cope et al. 2018; Davenport 2007), while
their challengers deviate by infraction of these rules, drawing on civil disobedience or contentious action
(McAdam et al. 2001; Tarrow 1994; Tilly 1978; 2003). The tactics used by nation-state governments are
directed at their challengers or their relatives and associates, ranging from somatic violence to nonviolent
forms of co-optation, indoctrination and infiltration of dissident networks (Hassan et al. 2022). In
turn, challenger activities in their role as resistance members constitute political deviance, from armed
struggle over petitions to robberies and political education (Davenport 2005; Sullivan and Davenport
2017). In this view, deviance is represented by individual insurgents or oppositional organizations who
violate rules set by a governing authority, and what makes it political is their intention to challenge
political order.

The questions that are addressed in this field consequently focus on motivated challenges to authority
and their repression. For challengers, this includes their willingness to mobilize (Cederman et al. 2013;
Gurr 1970; Olson 1965; Shesterinina 2016; Wood 2003), their capacity to organize collectively given
resource and information constraints (Kuran 1989; Oliver and Marwell 1988; Oliver et al. 1985), and
their institutional “bargaining power” vis-a-vis nascent rulers (Arjona 2016). In turn, the efficacy of
state repression is impacted by the availability of information given territorial control (Kalyvas 2006;
Steinert 2022; Svolik 2012), the conceivable strategies to coup-proofing security forces such that they do
not defect to rivals (Dworschak 2020; Koehler et al. 2016), the resources to co-opt and fragment political
opposition (Gandhi and Przeworski 2007; Kalyvas 2008), as well as the balancing of authoritarian
power-taking and power-sharing against the risk of rebellion (Svolik 2012). Where state and challenger
are studied in unison, they constitute independent actors who adapt their covert and overt tactics
to manage grievances and resist repression, respectively (Lichbach 1987; Ritter 2014; Sullivan and
Davenport 2018).

In treating political authorities and their challengers as distinct objects of study, the model suffers
from two shortcomings: it ignores political behavior that authorities do not label as deviant, while
taking at face-value the political motivation of behavior that is so labeled (see Kalyvas 2003); and it
can only gauge behavior change by the designated challenger’s mobilization or control over government
institutions. These pitfalls have long been recognized in interpretive case studies of resistance and
authoritarian rule. In his seminal ethnographic study of everyday resistance among Malaysian peasant
farmers, Scott (1985, 289-302) argues that their “ordinary weapons”, such as “false compliance” or
“sabotage”, escaped identification by authorities, were not collectively organized acts, stemmed from
personal motives for marginal gains rather than systemic grievances for revolutionary change, and were
directed at local superordinate classes rather than at central elites, notwithstanding an awareness for
larger political concerns.

Adding to this the role of a central government, Wedeen (1999, 67-68) shows how in Syria since the
1970s, the regime expected that its “citizens provide external evidence of their allegiance to a cult”
around president Hafez al-Asad, while Syrian’s acted “as if” they believed in their own symbolic displays
of loyalty. In this view, political deviance is represented by slowly developing “transgressions” that are
recognizably “oppositional” practices, such as joke-telling or comedy skits which ridicule the ruler, yet
are tolerated by the regime in the shared understanding that even false displays of loyalty sustain power
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relations (Wedeen 1999, 89,92). This cultural lens arguably provides a more meaningful and accurate
depiction of political deviance and its absence than the state-challenger model does most of the time
(see Davenport 2022; Jamal 2022). But while it explains the absence of violent coercion against deviants,
it does not address the ‘exceptional’ situations where state agents rely on coercion to repress deviance
that is not tolerated (see Agamben 2005).

As illustrated in Figure 2.1, I draw on three ‘facets’ of political loyalty to bridge some of the conceptual
distance between highly quotidian and exceptional manifestations of political deviance: (1) private, (2)
perceived, and (3) imagined disloyalty.

Figure 2.1. Facets of Political Loyalty
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Note: Stylized depiction of the three facets of loyalty and labeling over time. At the first observed point in time, a group
member is not disloyal (1), but (2) perceived and labeled as if they were, while (3) their ascribed identity fits that of a
typical deviant as construed by authorities. In the second observed time step the same individual is (1) privately disloyal.
But they are (2) not labeled even though they are still perceived as disloyal, due to their disloyalty being tolerated. In the
final time step, the individual is falsely perceived as loyal, even though they are privately disloyal and they match the
profile of a traitor. Overall, this case would be interpreted as an allegiance shift from loyalty to disloyalty after labeling.

First, the private facet was introduced by Hirschman (1970, 77-79) as the “special attachment to an
organization” that makes individuals more likely to ‘voice’ their grievances for the uncertain prospect
of improving an organization or political order, rather than choosing to ‘exit’ and thereby improving
their choice with relative certainty. For instance, the concept is used to explain a divide between the
disloyal population that would ‘exit’, and the sufficiently loyal population that may remain with the
group and resort to ‘voice’ instead (Hirschman 1993; Pfaff and Kim 2003). This use of the term is
akin to what some social psychologists might define as the “adherence to a social unit to which one
belongs, as well as its goals, symbols, and beliefs” (James and Cropanzano 1994, 179-180). In this social
identity approach, the intrinsic or “dispositional” motivation to make sacrifices for a group is driven by
the importance of that group for individual self-perception (James and Cropanzano 1994; Tajfel and
Turner 1986), which may then be put to the test by expectations from competing political actors and
the incentives they offer for disloyalty. As such, private loyalty is behavior that is intrinsically motivated
by social identification. But this conceptualization does not capture how behavior that is not intended
as loyalty may be socially constructed “as if” it is, or vice-versa (see Lauderdale 2015; Wedeen 1999).

Second, loyalty is perceived personal sacrifice that enhances group welfare at the expense of a rival group
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(see Zdaniuk and Levine 2001; Levine and Moreland 2002; Poulsen 2020, 9; Åkerström 1991). In this
view loyalty is relational, such that the same behavior may signify loyalty or disloyalty depending on
who is observing it. Disloyal behavior may be seen as quotidian (e.g. listening to regime-critical music)
or exceptional (e.g. sabotage), tolerable or unacceptable (e.g. due to empathy with the deviant or its
absence), and controlled officially by a state security agent or unofficially by another superordinate
group member (see Simmel 1964), such as a political party leader, military superior, employer, parent,
or teacher. And when a group member does not tolerate perceived deviance in a particular instance,
they label the suspect as disloyal. It follows that not all of those who are privately disloyal or even
perceived as such are labeled, and not all of those who are labeled are privately disloyal.

Third, in line with the labeling approach to social deviance (Becker 1963; Goode 2015), political deviance
is socially construed as a threat to the group.1 Political authorities define and propagate abstract
characterizations of deviants or ‘traitor profiles’, based on observed or imagined threats to the group,
and thereby delineate those who may be suspected of disloyalty from those who are above suspicion (see
Davenport 2005; Hewitt 2010; Thiranagama and Kelly 2010). An individual is disloyal to the extent that
their ascribed identity matches that profile. For example, deviants may be imagined as belonging to an
ethnic group (e.g. Uyghurs in contemporary China), or imagined to interact regularly with threatening
outgroups and other deviants (e.g. East Germans with regular visitors from West Germans during the
Cold War). Individuals whose ascribed identity fits such images are expected to be disloyal more than
those who do not, and may have to prove their loyalty to avoid being perceived as disloyal, even though
privately they performed no disloyal actions. By the same token, those whose ascribed identity does not
at all match a traitor profile are above suspicion, and may find it easier to accrue “deviance credit” that
precludes perceptions of disloyalty and labeling (see Abrams et al. 2018).

Finally, labels communicate an individual’s affiliation with an outgroup, from peer-to-peer accusations
and slander on a wall to official interrogations, court trials and sentences by political authorities. As for
criminal delinquency (e.g. Braithwaite 1989; Farrington and Murray 2014; Sherman 1993; Tyler and
Huo 2002), who is labeled as disloyal and under what conditions is key to understanding the effects of
the label. When authorities officially label deviants, they reaffirm their traitor profile vis-a-vis other
group members, even if they do not affect changes in private loyalty. By the same token, unofficial
labeling by ‘ordinary’ group members is tantamount to ‘participatory repression’ (see Bergemann 2017),
and conversely, not perceiving or labeling deviants constitutes a challenge to authorities. The labeled
may be glorified or vilified (Åkerström 1991), respectively elevating their social status in opposition
to authorities (see Sherman 1993; Tyler and Huo 2002), or ostracizing them from the group. They
might be shamed into repention in compliance with a label (see Braithwaite 1989), or fail to do so when
stigmatization prompts them to re-consider and renounce their group membership (see Matza 2010).
Therefore, a key factor in determining the consequences of a label pertains to the opportunities it leaves
for the accused to prove their loyalty to ingroup members. Conceptually, I distinguish between three
effects of labeling on private loyalty:

1. Shift allegiances from loyalty to disloyalty and vice-versa, e.g. when the label alters the importance
of a group for the self-perception of the labeled, or unilaterally withdraws their group membership
rights.

2. Reinforce prior behavior, e.g. when perceived loyalty merely reaffirms private loyalty.

3. No effect, e.g. when imagined disloyalty does not align with perceptions of behavior.

To summarize, private, perceived and imagined facets of loyalty are invoked to justify the official and

1See Raybeck (1991) for a related discussion of “hard” deviance that threatens social order more generally.
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unofficial labeling of political deviants. Which facets are invoked impacts the effects of the label on
private behavior, either reinforcing prior loyalties or eliciting allegiance shifts. In the next section, I
turn to the methodological challenges of measuring facets of loyalty and labeling.

3. Methods and Data
My discussion is based on a preliminary coding of records on 319 surveillance victims from the Stasi
archives between 1961 and 1989. The purposeful three-stage sample was drawn from 44km of records
at the main MfS headquarters in Berlin, and is designed to maximize files on surveillance cases where
individuals were labeled and observed afterwards. First, the database was queried to obtain a list of
cases that were either completed (archived by the Stasi) or involved a suspicion of defection. Second, I
pre-selected 453 files on GDR citizens suspected of defection based on archivist file descriptions (e.g.
excluding travel authorizations and foreigner surveillance). And third, I selected 6308 relevant pages
across individual cases for systematic coding (e.g. excluding duplicate information), based on a review
of the classified material at the archives in Berlin between 2019 and 2022. See Appendix B.I for details
on sampling and data construction procedures.

Table 2.1 presents a nominal classification of behavior that motivated the initial reporting of suspicions.
37% of individuals in the sample were surveilled for quotidian Western contacts or delinquency (matching
the Stasi’s traitor profile), but their deviance was initially not exceptional, and required disambiguation
by the state security case worker. Examples include company managers with friendly relations to
Western business partners, and adolescent soldiers who listened to Gothic music associated with Western
culture. 38% of the suspects were surveilled but not officially labeled, even though such labeling
was over-sampled. Yet, many of those who were not targeted by state officials could be unofficially
perceived and labeled by other group members. Private, perceived and imagined disloyalty change as
security operations evolve. Individuals may initially be surveilled because their family connections in
the West invoke suspicions of illegal emigration; and the informants who are subsequently prompted for
information perceive them as disloyal for regime-critical statements; but after interrogating the suspect
security agents may disagree with such perceptions, finding instead that the suspects private disloyalty
was tolerable in the first place. A central assumption in this paper is that any accusation of disloyalty
constitutes a label, and I suggest that each label may affect private loyalty as long as the labeled are
aware of the accusation.

I use a constructivist, grounded approach to the archival data (see Glaser and Strauss 1967; Sebastian
2019): rather than taking the documents that are produced by Stasi case workers at face value, I
treat them as accounts that serve to justify their behavior, given appropriate rules in the context of
the “social world” in which they and the suspects they surveil operate (see Garfinkel 1967; Livingston
1987). In a sociological study that draws on biographical interviews with 72 Stasi employees, Krähnke
et al. (2017, 211) characterized them as “intrinsically motivated and routinely disciplining each other,
[and] felt strongly connected to the organization that expected total dedication and unconditional loyalty
[from them]”. Security officials were pushed to align their self-image with the “Checkist habitus of
egalitarian Elitism” (Krähnke et al. 2017, 231). Deviance, ranging from loquacity and extramarital
relations to Western contacts of family members, was controlled by superiors and through self-discipline,
thus enabling ideological integration with the governing SED, as well as the social isolation of employees
from the rest of the population, while membership was rewarded with the status of a “comrade of the
first category”, access to prestigious positions, and material benefits (Krähnke et al. 2017, 231-235).
The social world of the MfS thus did not tolerate perceived disloyalty, and labeling within the MfS
arguably increased private loyalties more than disloyalty, notwithstanding generational conflicts between
the ‘old guard’ who embodied the Checkist mentality, and younger generations born in the 1950s and
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60s who had to be socialized and disciplined into it (Krähnke et al. 2017, 201,240-241).

Table 2.1. Sample Description

Political Deviance Labeled Not Labeled Died Sum

Enemy-Informing/Sabotage 44 31 2 77
Exit 83 40 0 123
Voice 23 10 0 33

Western Contact/Delinquency 47 38 1 86

Obs. Individuals 197 119 3 319

Note: Behavior classification based on initial state security suspicions, given in ‘opening’ reports that initiate surveillance
operations. Label counts are based on a preliminary classification of documents, not including unofficial labeling by actors
other than security officials. Three suspects died during the investigation before they were officially labeled.

.

Imagined disloyalty is consistently observable through the archives, to the extent that MfS employees
shared a traitor profile that hardly changed during the studied time period. Perhaps more than most
East Germans, state security officials observed deviants who conspired with Western supporters against
the SED regime (see Grimmer 2003; Glaeser 2011, 485), and justified their loyalty to the organization
with that threat (Krähnke et al. 2017, 234). MfS reporting of political deviance fit into the epistemic
logic that Western enemies were undermining Socialism ‘from within’, whether the deviants were aware
of their relationship to these destabilizing forces or not. The “discursive culture of Stasi (and [state]
party) prevented any systematic elaboration of critical insights”, even when it was apparent to officials
that the private loyalties of East Germans were misperceived (Glaeser 2011, 486). This practice was
aided by a standardized pseudo-scientific grammar and fixed procedural routines which the employees
were trained to follow (see Ludwig 2008; Pappert 2008).

However, one caveat of relying entirely on the Stasi headquarter archives is that reliable suspect- and
third-party accounts are underrepresented (see Halbrock 2015, 75; Richter 2015), and this limits the
extent to which their private loyalty can be observed. Yet some document types (e.g. letter copies) are
more reliable than others (e.g. informant reports), and it is usually possible to distinguish between an
MfS officials’ loyalty perception and private behavior that occurred with certainty. Notably, the Stasi
selectively reported on how the neighbors, colleagues or relatives of a suspect perceived their loyalty. A
second caveat relates to data coverage: an individual may have been surveilled once in the 1960s and
again in the 1980s, but not all in the interim; and some Stasi records were destroyed in the wake of
the revolution. For 236 of the sampled individuals, archivists in Berlin provided excerpts of the MfS
database on surveilled individuals, which I use to check for missing observations, particularly to identify
recurring disloyalty.

Grounding my analysis in the routines of the Stasi allows me to identify the context and sequencing of
labeling and loyalty. First, I sort each document into a stage of surveillance operations for which it
was produced. Stasi officials account for different activities in these stages, which influence how they
perceive and label disloyalty:

• ‘Opening’: accounts for beginning an “operative person control” or an “operative procedure”,
giving reasons to investigate a suspected deviant.

• ‘Intermediary’: accounts for continuing operations to determine the loyalty of suspects, giving
reasons to label them and recommend appropriate control measures.
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Figure 2.2. Spatial Distribution of Cases
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Note: Residence of surveilled East Germans in the sample from the Stasi Archives, aggregated to the ADM2-level (current
borders). The sample from the former main headquarters of the Stasi is heavily biased towards defection in East Berlin
(n=118), seeing as other areas such as Dresden (n=14), Magdeburg (n=12), and Leipzig (n=10) host separate archives that
correspond to the regional administrations of the MfS, which could not be feasibly included in the sampling strategy.

.

• ‘Closure’: accounts for concluding an operation, which meant that the file was archived and the
individual no longer the focus of official surveillance operations.

Second, I identify indexical expressions for labeling and loyalty in the documents (Garfinkel 1967), based
on whose loyalty is accounted for, by whom, and how. Consider the following excerpt from the closure
report on Deviant Defector case from Section 1,2 which includes the coding of:

• magenta: imagined disloyalty (individualism being stereotypical for defectors),

• orange: perceived loyalty (implicit in family rejection of defector image),

• magenta: perceived disloyalty (rejection of opportunity to make personal sacrifice), and

• red: private disloyalty (neglecting and leaving military service).

2Note that I use descriptive labels to protect the anonymity of the individuals whose original files I reviewed, such as
Deviant Defector.



32 Mirko Reul

“After his marriage to the witness on 15.5.1971 and moving in with her parents in [...],
due to financial and material considerations in his free time more and more working in the
individual livestock farming of his parents-in-law and following various hobbies, the accused,
after his reassignment as platoon leader, got into a conflict with the fulfillment of related
higher official duties. As a consequence, and due to the petit bourgeois and Western influence
by his parents-in-law he fulfilled his duties with increasing listlessness and considered, despite
his promotion to master sergeant at the end of 1971, an early discharge from the border
guard and taking up a job in agriculture.” (BArch, MfS, GH, 17/79, vol. 4, p. 332; see
Figure B.4 for the original excerpt)

First, Deviant Defector and his in-laws are matched with the traitor profile of the Stasi : the “Western
influence” ascribed to the parents-in-law indicates a proclivity to consume Western cultural goods,
and “petit bourgeois” a deviation from the ideologically preferred working class, presumably due to
their agricultural business being relatively autonomous from state-owned production (“individual”). By
comparison, the increasing work hours that Deviant Defector experienced after his promotion did not
require justification in the closure report. Rather, they presented a foregone opportunity to reap status
rewards by increasing his loyalty. As such, he fits the profile of a deviant whose disloyalty is due to
Western influences. Second, the suspect’s family and military superiors had different perceptions of
Deviant Defector ’s loyalty: the latter perceived a lack of military discipline as disloyalty, while the former
supposedly facilitated it. Though there is no explicit account of the family’s perception, their alleged
‘influence’ implies that they did not perceive a neglect of military service as disloyalty. And finally,
Deviant Defector ’s level of commitment to military service, as well as his preparation of enemy-informing
and eventually desertion indicate his private disloyalty. However, he only started preparing his desertion
after being labeled.

From a methodological viewpoint, drawing on three facets of loyalty permits a more nuanced assessment
of an account’s validity and reliability, compared to merely analyzing a single facet. As such, the
approach sacrifices external for internal validity, compared to analyses that take political deviance as
reported in aggregate statistics by political authorities at face value (e.g. Steinert 2022; see Balcells and
Sullivan 2018; Becker 2017). First, since the private loyalty of suspects is frequently uncertain, state
security officials reference perceived and imagined disloyalty to justify their actions. Perceptions are
reported retroactively, based on prior investigations and reporting, to present consistent accounts. By
the same token, other group members are associated with either the deviant suspect or the state as
a function of their defiance or compliance with attempts to control political deviants. MfS employees
invoked the traitor image that they were supposed to internalize in their reporting, and it is at times
possible to discern the acceptance of this image among other group members.

Second, the framework permits an analysis of competing accounts. Sometimes these reflect inconsistencies
between MfS reporting at different procedural stages. In the Deviant Defector case for instance, earlier
reports give more elaborate explanations for the increased pressure on the suspect’s border guard unit
to qualify disloyalty perceptions, while the official sentencing document (which post-dates the section
cited above) omits those pressures entirely to declare the suspect’s personal problems as “self-inflicted”.
But the account that is given in MfS reporting could also differ from suspect accounts, as given in a
letter or (with some loss in reliability) interrogation statement. In the case of Deviant Defector, some of
the informants who provided the requisite information may have been unreliable, as he notes in a letter
to his wife sent from West Germany:

“Believe me, that the thing that they told you [about infidelities prior to the defection], is
not true. I was dancing a lot, but I never had intimate relations with other women except



PAPER 2: Does Labeling Defectors Stop Betrayal? 33

for you. I knew they would tell you many fairy tales. The [informant] is the greatest liar
there is. I gave him back his microphones a year ago [...] Now he has lost them himself,
don’t give him a penny, there is no way for him to prove that I have his microphones.”3

(BArch, MfS, GH, 17/79, vol. 2, p. 17)

In the following section, I describe the traitor profile of the MfS and the cases I selected for analysis.
I then discuss how the interplay between imagined, perceived, and private loyalty affects official and
unofficial labeling, and in turn, how these labels impacted the private loyalty of suspects.

4. Labeling Defectors in the GDR (1961-1989)
With post-Stalinism and the closure of borders to West Germany in 1961, state security relied increasingly
on covert, preventive repression (Pfaff 2001; Pollack and Rink 1997). Their defector image was based
on the notion of Western ‘political-ideological diversion’: the receptivity of the population to political
positions that contradicted the Marxist-Leninist political order embraced by the SED party state. The
expansion of the state security apparatus was justified by framing economic and social issues as diversion
tactics by the enemy (Gieseke 2014, 51-59). Thus, a genuine political deviant was exposed to diversion
and therefore suspected of disloyalty (third facet), failed to resist its lure by forming a ‘negative-inimical
attitude’ that perceptually reduced their personal sacrifice for the GDR (second facet), and eventually
expressed that attitude in behavior that threatened the security, unity, or socio-economic well-being of
GDR citizens (first facet).

Exceptional forms of political deviance that were criminalized included regularly selling information to
Western intelligence, sabotaging state-owned company production or scientific development, participating
in collective mobilization for ‘agitation’ against the state, and emigrating to the West without government
authorization (see Raschka 2001). The need to prevent such deviance meant that security particularly
targeted those who were valuable to Western intelligence (e.g. state employees) and those who were
vulnerable to Western influence. Exposure to such influence occurred through Western contacts, media
and cultural products, including the consumption of Western television programs, newspapers, literature
and music (Rembold 2003). As a result, labeling particularly targeted church members, people who
expressed emigration intentions, and sexual deviants (e.g. homosexuals) who were marginalized in the
East (Glaeser 2011, 487-488).

The politicization of deviance in relation to Western influence meant that defector labels were, in
principle, reserved for those deviants who intended to harm the political order of the GDR in a way that
benefited its rivals. For instance, Western contacts were tolerated in the absence of ideological diversion;
obstruction at manufacturing companies was tolerated when the culprit had no discernible motivation
to sabotage the economy; and regime-criticism was tolerable while it could not be instrumentalized for
Western propaganda. Thus, even those who were perceived as harboring ‘negative-inimical attitudes’
and engaged in disloyal behavior could challenge defector labels when they construed Western contacts
as innocent, misdemeanor at work as incidental, or regime-critique as conform with state party ideology.
Even ‘illegal emigration’ could be tolerable to authorities when a defector threatened political order
more from within than they could from without (see Passens 2012). But by the same token, state
security could construe loyal suspects as defectors: regime-critical conversations or visits of Western
family were imagined to entail enemy-informing, and unsatisfying work performance could be perceived
as deliberate. It follows that the relationship between labeling and loyalty is dynamic and co-constituted
between the labeling agent and the labeled. For analytical purposes, I view it as a negotiation process

3Of course even in considering this as a suspect’s account, the suspect, too, is merely accounting for deviant behavior
prior to his defection. But he is doing so differently than the Stasi.
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between authorities and labeled suspects over the latter’s group membership that maps onto the three
procedural stages of Stasi surveillance operations:

1. Initial label: suspects engage in perceived disloyalty, authorities register an investigation for them

2. Label confrontation: authorities label and suspects react to being labeled

3. Settlement: the suspect’s loyalty or disloyalty is either unilaterally designated by authorities or
mutually accepted

In the following Section 4.1, I discuss under what conditions deviance was labeled and how labels were
received by group members. And in Section 4.2 I turn to the effects that these conditional labels had on
15 individual suspects. As shown in Table 2.2, these cases were selected to represent two negotiation
outcomes across four different behavioral categories: those who settled on remaining loyal to the GDR
in the eyes of the Stasi, and those who continued or intensified their disloyalty. Repentant Spy and
Interrupted Fugitives were both labeled for enemy-informing, but where the former was a state agent
who shifted from disloyalty to loyalty, the latter were related to a West German professor and criminally
prosecuted for more disloyal behaviors than they committed. Exits Denied were pressured to remain
in the GDR by the Stasi, while Underground Exit maintained his disloyalty and emigrated. Academic
Reformers and Persistent Activists includes multiple individuals who responded differently to being
labeled for regime-critical activities: among the former there were some who proved their loyalty, while
the latter repeatedly engaged in disloyalty. Finally, Abusive Escapist and Brother’s Keeper are both
soldiers whose social deviance the Stasi associated with potential disloyalty: one redeemed himself after
threatening to kill his wife and flee to the West, the other refused to view his brother’s illegal emigration
as disloyalty.

Table 2.2. Paired Comparison

Loyal Disloyal

Enemy-Informing
Repentant Spy

(#123, MfS HA IX 24419)
Interrupted Fugitives

(#1-#2, MfS GH 107/80)

Emigration (‘Exit’)
Exits Denied

(#136-#137, MfS HA VII 305 )
Underground Exit

(#239, MfS HA XVIII 25480)

Regime-Criticism (‘Voice’)
Academic Reformers

(#64-#68, MfS AOP 16183/81)
Persistent Activists

(#147-#148, MfS HA XX 350)

Delinquency
Abusive Escapist

(#5, MfS HA I 14995)
Brother’s Keeper

(#14, MfS HA I 14995)

Note: Behavior classification of 15 individuals based on MfS suspicions and judgement, ranging from most exceptional
(enemy-informing) to least exceptional (delinquency). All suspects were labeled, but some were ultimately found privately
loyal while others were found to be disloyal.
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4.1. Acceptable Labeling of Deviance
State security officials labeled deviance as disloyalty when (1) they could express confidence in the
perceptions of informants, (2) legally prosecute private disloyalty, and (3) they could ascribe the suspect
an identity that matches imagined disloyalty. In turn for labeled suspects and ‘label-free’ audiences
alike, labels were appropriate when the group member (1) recognized the authority of the labeler, (2)
found the modalities of the label tolerable, and (3) considered the behavior for which the label was
applied exceptional.

State Security: Confidence in Reported Perceptions
Assuming exceptional political disloyalty was not observed directly by state officials,4 case workers
usually relied on informants. The absence of disloyalty perceptions is not sufficient to clear suspects, but
their presence justifies continued operations. For instance, after an investigation in the neighborhood
of the suspect ‘Underground Exit’, it was found that “his political attitude could not be concretely
determined, as he did not express his views on this question to the tenants” (BArch, MfS, HA XVIII,
25480, p. 3). By contrast, in the opening report of the Deviant Defector case the informant’s disloyalty
perceptions are sufficiently reliable: “[...] is an unofficial informant experienced in investigative work,
who until now has always reported truthfully and objectively” (BArch, MfS, GH, 17/79, vol. 1, p. 82).5

Confidence in the disloyalty of suspects justifies the use of operative measures to ‘reclaim’ their loyalty
to the GDR. This was common for emigration cases such as that of the Exits Denied couple, whose
repeated applications for emigration presented reliable proof of negative-enemical attitudes to Stasi
officials, including “connections to enemy organizations” and “plans to use publication outlets in the
FRG” to “discriminate against [GDR] state organs”(BArch, MfS, HA VII, 305, p. 120). Operative
measures include means to disambiguate or obtain additional evidence of disloyal behavior (e.g. wiretaps,
observation, provocation of exceptional deviance), which is commonly expressed in the ‘goals’ section of
opening reports:

“The operative handling of both individuals aims to obtain [...] proof for the suspicion of
imminent punishable actions [...]; proof that both of them, in their realization of subversive
activities, are establishing contact to organizations, centers or persons in the FRG who are
fighting the GDR or who are organizing negative-inimical activities [...], or that they are
acting on instructions of such institutions [...].” (BArch, MfS, HA VII, 305, p. 101)

Trustworthy informants who reported on exceptional disloyalty thus instilled confidence in the appropri-
ateness of operations to preempt or terminate political deviance. However, given that state security

4Exceptional disloyalty that was reported through official sources was considered reliable, e.g. when other Socialist
security agencies pointed to a spy, or the People’s Police (Volkspolizei) preempted an illegal border-crossing. Nevertheless,
involvement of the People’s Police in state security affairs was regarded with suspicion or even open critique, as exemplified
by the following statement regarding the case of Exits Denied : “the criminal investigation department withdrew the
identity cards of the couple [Exits Denied] and told them that as of 19.09.1978 they would be excluded from identity- and
visa-free travel for a year. This measure was not coordinated with either the local MfS department or the department for
internal affairs [...], and led to further recidivism in the reactions of [Exits Denied]” (BArch, MfS, HA VII, 305, p. 110).

5Given the scarcity and utility of ‘reliable’ informants for the justification of operations, their supervision was at times
contested between different state security departments, which could affect how political deviance was labeled. For example
in 1982, a case worker in the department for domestic espionage (HA II) complained about the department for national
economy surveillance (HA XVIII) in a letter to his department head: “[...] noting that the HA II already received the
unofficial informant ‘P.’ [...], they [HA XVIII] assert a claim on the couple ‘R.’ [for recruitment as informants]. Apparently
for tactical reasons, the HA XVIII over-emphasizes open questions regarding substance abuse and the disorderly intimate
life [of the surveilled suspect] to prevent the conclusion of the current operational phase, and to affect a potential distancing
of the HA II from handling the operation henceforth.” (BArch, MfS, HA II, 32130, p. 70).
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had to give the appearance of adhering to criminal laws in the GDR (see Engelmann and Joestel 2016,
162-163; Booß 2018), they could not use unofficial denunciations to justify official defector labels:

“The most important evidence is unofficial and was compiled by [the] unofficial informant
[...] information was repeatedly confirmed through use of operative technologies [...]. It is
clear that the officially usable evidence is still insufficient.” (BArch, MfS, AOP, 16183/81,
vol. 1, p. 186)

State Security: Prosecuting Private Loyalty
Stasi agents resolved conflicts between perceived disloyalty and the inappropriateness to label it officially
by unofficially labeling political deviance. Operative measures against suspects drew on third-party
audiences to label them, the notion being that their peers could exert a ‘positive influence’ that leads to
demonstrations of loyalty. Such labels were unofficial because state officials did not confront the suspect,
but rather instructed collaborators at workplaces and sometimes family members to do so. The role
of the unofficial source was acknowledged by case workers, e.g. a desired behavioral change for Exits
Denied was partly attributed to “[...] targeted influencing by the informant [...] of the wife” (BArch,
MfS, HA VII, 305, p. 113-114)

In practice, victims of Stasi repression experienced these labels when they were reprimanded, demoted
or derogated by superiors, friends, or family members; but also when they were denied spots in higher
education despite a competitive background; or denied permission to travel outside the GDR (Raschka
2001, 29-30; Passens 2012, 167). These ‘disciplinary measures’ revealed to suspects that they had been
labeled, given a shared understanding that they are used to punish disloyalty. As a result they might
suspect state security involvement, but they could not obtain official confirmation for it. For example
after unofficially labeling her through disciplinary measures (BArch, MfS, HA XX, 350, p. 44-46), the
closure report for Persistent Activist notes:

“In multiple petitions to the Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry for State Security,
she objected against the alleged[sic!] inhibitions of her professional development and the
travel ban against her. This was used to have multiple discussions with her, with the goal to
discipline her and preempt politically-negative or hostile activities.” (BArch, MfS, HA XX,
350, p. 103)

Notably, labeling can involve positive incentives and ‘reintegrative measures’, including monetary aid,
improved accommodation, or promotions (on the phased combination of such measures for emigration
applicants, see Passens 2012). These measures may have addressed the grievances of the suspect, but
for state security their purpose was to elicit a demonstration of loyalty:

“Unofficially it was arranged that the parents of [Exits Denied] intensively influence their
withdrawal of the emigration requests, above all through offering financial assistance during
their visits.” (BArch, MfS, HA VII, 305, p. 110)

Unofficial labeling reduced ambiguity in loyalty perceptions, even when the suspect continued disloyalty
without changing behavior (e.g., maintained or resubmitted an emigration request). Continued political
deviance afterwards implied to the Stasi that disloyalty is ‘politically-ideologically’ motivated rather
than incidental, seeing as the suspect refuses to demonstrate loyalty in spite of social ties and material
rewards for doing so.
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To state security, legally admissible evidence was key to concluding operations on political deviants who
were not amenable to change their behavior through unofficial means. The most truthful claim to disloyal
behavior could be made through observations of exceptional deviance by state officials, particularly if
it involved Western media, humanitarian organizations, or intelligence services. Such cases received
significant attention by multiple MfS employees, as they justify the activities of the organization.6 A
confession by the suspect was followed by criminal procedures, but even when there was officially usable
information about wrongdoing, state security did not necessarily consider it appropriate to officially
label a suspect, contingent on the reaction they anticipated from other suspects and Western rivals. For
instance to contain the emigration movement, overtly “provocative demeanor” was officially criminalized
and noted in reports, but rarely officially labeled (Passens 2012, 169,183).

State security agents conducted preventive interrogations of political deviants without initiating legal
proceedings. Instrumental motivations for these interrogations included the prevention of imminent
political deviance, recruitment of suspects as unofficial collaborators, and coercion of confessions that
could be used for official prosecution (Raschka 2001, 30-35). Interrogations did not necessarily attach a
visible label to political deviants, as suspects at times attempted to avoid the stigma. An informant
reported about the reaction of a suspect to his interrogation:

“[...] he had asked me, that was the first thing he said before he told me about it, that I
should not reveal the fact of his interrogation to anybody, even my wife, as he wants to
avoid any emergence of rumors [...]” (BArch, MfS, AOP, 16183/81, vol. 5, p. 68-69)

The line between unofficial and official labeling is blurred when it comes to preventive interrogations: the
label that the interrogation attaches to the deviant, if any, carries political authority, but it is neither as
public nor as permanent as an official criminalization. The audiences that could learn of interrogations
include the same family members and colleagues that the Stasi would use to issue unofficial labels
as well. For instance, a different suspect in the Academic Reformers case reportedly found that his
colleagues were aware of the interrogations (BArch, MfS, AOP, 16183/81, vol. 5, p. 144). At minimum,
irrespective of their visibility, interrogations are a certain signal to suspects that they are risking an
official defector label, and state security used the threat of criminal prosecution where they sensed that
suspects might be afraid of incarceration. This very much depended on the support that the suspect
might receive from audiences of the label though, and the expectation that official prosecution might
invite ‘backlash’ was sufficient to deem it inappropriate:

“[...] at the time it appeared that the use of criminal prosecution against [Exits Denied] would
have been inexpedient, particularly given [her] pregnancy. Criminal prosecution against her
could have triggered an enemy smear campaign [...] The interrogation was conducted by
department IX/2 [for official investigations] following a conspiratorial police escort [...]. The
interrogation also led to the unsettling of [Exits Denied] about the still possible occurrence
of legal consequences for him and his wife” (BArch, MfS, HA VII, 305, p. 112)

Official labels lead to more widespread (though not necessarily more meaningful) stigmatization of
defectors, and persisted longer compared to preventive interrogations and purely unofficial labels.

6For instance the ‘Interrupted Fugitives’ who were caught attempting to leave the GDR could be construed as enemy-
informants and saboteurs in the process of the investigation, which was documented across 96 volumes, each comprised
of hundreds of pages. By comparison the Underground Exit investigation spanned 30 pages, as the MfS could merely
document the ‘negative-enimical attitude’ and Western contacts of the suspect, but found no evidence of exceptional
political deviance.
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Though the public was typically excluded from court trials, sentences could be publicly announced to
deter others from political disloyalty, and former political prisoners were treated as defectors by the
public even after their release (Raschka 2001, 85,124-127). Moreover, state security continued to surveil
political prisoners until they demonstrably re-integrated into society, mostly through prison reports,
mail control, and the continued use of informants:

“The prisoner expressed a desire to take residence with his wife [...]. This wish [...] is
supported by prison leadership, as the personal connection between the prisoner and his wife
during his incarceration allowed for a positive organization of the educational process. After
his release from prison, [Deviant Defector] wants to take a job in an agricultural business. In
sum it can be assessed that the educational process of the prisoner has developed positively
[...]. It can be expected that he will conform with the laws of our state in the future.”
(BArch, MfS, GH, 17/79, vol. 11, p. 37)

State Security: Volition and Closing Operations
Before they could cease attempts at affecting change in behavior, state security had to reason that a
suspect no longer intends to engage in political deviance. For a deviant to demonstrate loyalty requires
that they comply with expectations of state security officials, which generally includes admissions of
guilt, public declarations of repentance, and denunciations of other deviants.7 Repentance was formally
expressed in ‘statements’ signed by the suspect as proof of repentance and future loyalty. All suspects
in the Academic Reformers case, for instance, had to write such a statement as a public record of the
intentions behind their disloyalty, in this case for co-workers and fellow SED-party members to recognize
the wrongdoers among them (BArch, MfS, AOP, 16183/81, vol. 6).

Such symbolic demonstrations of compliance were necessary, but not sufficient to satisfy state security
agents. Their surveillance had to permit the interpretation that the suspect is ‘distancing’ from
political deviance and deviants, regularly interacting with loyal citizens, and adequately performing at
their workplace. By contrast, ‘persistent’ negative-enemical attitudes could lead to repeated labeling.
Particularly activists might be intimidated ahead of public events to preclude their mobilization, and any
contact to political deviants could lead to a re-opening of investigations, as demonstrated by Persistent
Activist :

“After her release in June 1980 it was observed that she again made contact with politically
negative circles in the capital of the GDR and interacts with them [...] These are predom-
inantly Polish citizens that live in Westberlin and belong to an anti-socialist circle with
active connections to similar circles in the Polish People’s Republic” (BArch, MfS, HA XX,
350, p. 53)

Official labels entailed the most severe sanctions, which could include imprisonment and (until 1987)
the death penalty. But the most intimidating official labels were not necessarily the most consequential
for allegiance shifts. From a labeling perspective, an observable shift from disloyalty towards loyalty
would be contingent on the suspect’s acceptance of the label’s veracity, which may be independent of,
or even inversely related to, the sanctioning modalities attached to the application of the label. This
leads to the question of how subordinate group members view the veracity of labels.

7Recruitment for unofficial informing was desirable for the MfS, not only to identify and close additional operations
in the future, but also as a demonstration of loyalty by the former suspect, and a control mechanism to the extent that
informing implied regular reporting to a case officer.
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Group Members: Authority
The appropriateness of a label depends on the labeled’s recognition of the labeler’s superordination,
given their formal roles in the context of the interaction where labeling takes place (Beetham 2002;
Simmel 1964). By default, GDR citizens are subordinate to those in positions of state power, but the
extent to which this subordination is recognized depends on the social status hierarchy between labeler
and labeled, as well as on the trust that is placed in the morality of the former (see Tyler and Huo 2002.
One can expect more subordination to high-ranking state security officials among deviants in their own
ranks than by an average citizen who has not been raised into the class of the socialist elite (see Gieseke
1999; Krähnke et al. 2017), and a junior soldier might be less confident in asserting the innocence of
their behavior to a security official than a doctor who knows they are being coveted by the state for
their expertise.

In the Stasi records, authority recognition was most frequently observed through interrogations, where
characterizations of the suspect’s authority recognition ranged from “unsettled” or “understanding
and self-critical” to “contentious” or “hateful against the MfS” (BArch, MfS, HA VII, 305, p. 165;
MfS, HA I, 14995, p. 138; MfS, GH, 16/77, vol. 4, p. 183). As reported by an informant, one of the
Academic Reformers portrayed his MfS interrogator more as a discussion partner, “selected based on the
psychological characteristics of the individuals”, and suggested that “he rarely had such a professional
discussion about the purpose of philosophy as during the interrogations, and apparently this would only
be possible in two institutions, either in illegal circles or at the Ministry for State Security” (BArch,
MfS, AOP, 16183/81, vol. 5, p. 57). Formal authority may therefore not elicit compliance or even
prompt defiance, as in this paraphrasing of an emigration request: “He guarantees peace to nobody
unless he is let go [...] leaves it to the intelligence of certain authorities which consequences should ensue
if he is forced to stay [...] ‘I am demanding immediate exit from your state, in which I have no place as
an enemy’ ” (BArch, MfS, HA XX/AKG, 6215, p. 2-3).

Group Members: Label Modality
Even if group members attributed authority to the labeler, the modalities of the label might have been
inappropriate. Modality may refer to the repertoire of ‘violence’ that is being applied (see Gutiérrez-Sańın
and Wood 2017), including overt surveillance that merely threaten subjects with a label, derogation,
denunciation, interrogation, reprimand, arrest and imprisonment. The acceptance of the labeling process
is contingent on a perceptibly ‘fair’ treatment of the labeled, which not only increases long-term trust
in authorities (see above), but also directly increases compliance in a particular instance (see Tyler
and Huo 2002; Wood 2003). In the GDR next to the inappropriateness of legal proceedings and prison
conditions, unofficial labeling could be deemed inappropriate. For example in one case, when a worker
was denounced to the People’s Police for posting “we strike for higher loans” on a board, it was the
informer who was ‘counter’-labeled as a “fink” and a member of the local party leadership “objected
strongly against the manner of the denunciation” (BStU, MfS, BV Rostock, AKG, 559, p. 76-77, cited
in Halbrock 2015, 144-145).

In other settings, suspects might public assert their acceptance of official conduct, as when an informant
claims to have heard from Academic Reformer that “the manner of the interrogation was very correct,
there are very qualified people working there who do an excellent job”. A necessary condition for such
an airy description may have been that the suspect was not worried about the negative consequences of
the label, given reassurances by audiences:

“[...] a spontaneous solidarity had developed at his workplace [...] people are offering
potential support, e.g. next to moral also material, such that they say if you need a lawyer,
we will of course collect money and you do not need to worry about that etc [...] This
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spontaneous solidarity apparently strongly impresses Academic Reformer and gives him
without doubt backing and psychological security [...]” (BArch, MfS, AOP, 16183/81, vol. 5,
p. 57-59)

Perhaps anticipating that there was little acceptance for the mistreatment of alleged deviants, security
officials tended to report that suspects were brought in for interrogations or arrested ‘without any
resistance’. In turn, motivated disloyalty was not deterred by such arrests, which could be seen as a
means to affect emigration, given that the FRG paid for the release of political prisoners into West
Germany (Raschka 2001, 121-122). This could reach the point where the inappropriateness of security
practices makes them ineffective among those who experienced repression. To account for the persistent
misleading of state security about his plans to kidnap a state official, a suspect mentioned in Section 1
wanted “to demonstrate to the investigators and later the court how quickly a man can be suspected
of criminal actions merely because he is interested in particular problems [regarding the operation of
Western intelligence]” (BArch, MfS, GH, 337/79, vol. 8, p.45).

Group Members: Normality
Finally, even a label that is procedurally inappropriate can be acceptable given that it is applied for
‘abnormal’ or exceptional behavior. When the traitor profile of authorities is shared by group members,
even the labeled might accept it. For instance, an MfS employee who got demoted because his brother
had submitted a request to emigrate found that associative label appropriate: “I was no longer a role
model. Told that to others myself [laughs]. I myself demanded it from others.” (cited in Krähnke
et al. 2017, 46).

By contrast when the traitor profile is not shared by group members, labeling may be ignored or can
lead to alienation. For example, in September 1961 an SED campaign to prevent GDR citizens from
watching Western television failed: though loyal members of the Free German Youth (FDJ ) publicly
labeled those who installed suitable antennas on their rooftops, the campaign at best increased the
concealment of reception and was abandoned (Geserick 1989, cited in Brücher 2000, 51; see Spiegel 1961).
By the same token, when security officials prompt suspects about such indicators during interrogations,
the accused could present their behavior as innocent:

“Question: Where do you get your political information?
Answer: I have great interest in world political events, and therefore inform myself through
subscription of the ‘Union’, the broadcast of the German Democratic Republic as well as
the ‘Deutschlandfunk’ [West German TV] [...] one only gets closest to the truth by following
both commentaries and forms ones own position.” (BArch, MfS, GH, 107/80, vol. 2, p. 15).

Overall, suspects accepted their label if they recognized the authority of the labeler, the way the
label was applied as appropriate, and the behavior that they were labeled for as exceptional. In turn,
third-party audiences may have applied unofficial labels when they found political deviance threatening
(exceptional), feared to be labeled in the same manner (conditional on the modality of the label), or
sought to protect the suspect from official criminalization (respecting authority). The efficacy of official
and unofficial labels is then contingent on the sequencing of political deviance and its official and
unofficial labeling. In the following, I draw on selected cases of labeled deviants to discuss how the
acceptance of labeling affected negotiations over behavioral outcomes. While their criteria to judge the
acceptance of labels differ, all participants of the labeling process attempt to have their perceptions
recognized, and settle on a shared understanding that firmly positions the labeled among sufficiently
loyal ingroups or disloyal outgroups.
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4.2. Authority-Suspect Interactions
Repentant Spy and Interrupted Fugitives
Initial suspicion. In October 1982, an unofficial informant reports to the domestic espionage depart-
ment of the MfS: an employee of the Western federal domestic intelligence agency (BfV ) in Cologne
requested that the informant delivers a message to ‘Repentant Spy’ (#123), a 58-year old employee
at the GDR’s cultural association whose main task was the recruitment of informants in the FRG.
The message asks Spy to make contact with the employee, stating that his “friends in Cologne are
expecting Spy in the FRG within two months”, that he is “teasing” the BfV a little and “has to be
brought in line a bit” (p. 17). This suggests to the MfS that the two are “acquainted”, and that
Spy was at least suspected to a recruitment attempt and is at worst about to leave the GDR for his
Western employees, prompting an operation for enemy-informing. The MfS is confident in the perceived
disloyalty of Spy, seeing as the denunciation matches MfS findings that Spy has West connections, is
vulnerable to recruitment (used to cheat on his wife with partners in the West),8 and that the BfV ’s
“great interest” in Spy is plausible given his high security clearance level (p. 18-20).

Similarly in August 1975, state security is confident that the ‘Interrupted Fugitives’ (#1, #2), respectively
working as a physicist and as a medical doctor, are political deviants about to leave the GDR with
their children: surveillance showed their exceptional attempt and failure to meet with the smuggler
that would take them across the border; they are still in contact with #2’s family of political deviants,
her parents and sister had previously left the GDR, and her father was a known regime-critic himself.
In contrast to Repentant Spy however, the couple’s exceptional deviance was observed directly. The
suspects account for their private disloyalty by another label prior to their arrest, when their daughter
got denied a position in high school despite “good grades”: “The main reason for my wife and I to move
to the FRG is the separation of my wife from her parents [...] and that our children have few education
opportunities in the GDR, seeing as they are children of the intelligentsia and [...] worker’s children
have preferred access to higher education spots, which are sparse” (vol. 2, p. 10).

Label confrontation. The MfS could not officially prove the disloyalty of Spy in the absence of
exceptional deviance: Spy did not react to state security operations that tested his private loyalty,
which involved the delivery of the message to see if he would make contact to the BfV. Though he
did not, disloyalty perceptions were maintained as he “more and more reduce his contact to people
in his area highlighting his bad health” (p. 18), which fits the traitor profile of someone planning to
emigrate illegally. The head of department approves a preventive interrogation in April 1983, where Spy
admits to his recruitment in 1979, but declares that he did not intend to be disloyal: he was afraid that
West German intelligence would reveal his Fascist past, his illegal currency exchanges during his stay in
Cologne, as well as an affair with his secretary (p. 43), and he accepted DM5, 000 for “few” information
that is “essentially public knowledge, really had no confidential character” (p. 33). Spy is repentant
about failing his “trial by fire” and “cowardly” hoping that he could “evade a dangerous enemy” rather
than coming forward voluntarily.

By contrast, the interrogation of Interrupted Fugitives was aimed at “proving to the accused” that
their political deviance was driven by rival influences (p. 154). The father of #2, a physicist like
her husband, was alleged to have connections to FRG intelligence and to have recruited #1 in 1965.
The Stasi perceived family visits as a disguise for the transmission of “significant” information about
microelectronics by #1, family gifts as payment for the “sabotaging” of the GDR’s research, and family
exchanges as a conspiracy, jointly organized by the Interrupted Fugitives. However, the account given of
Fugitive’s reaction to their arrest suggests that they viewed their exit as normal and made no effort to

8To state security, this indicates blackmail by the BfV or that Spy ’s intends to leave his wife and emigrate to the West,
though the case worker notes that “on the outside both [Spy and his wife] have a harmonic marriage”.
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demonstrate loyalty, but made no mention of enemy-informing either: #1 expects that his “children
will have better education opportunities in the FRG”, admits and defends his consumption of Western
television programs, criticizes several GDR policies, and emphasizes that they “still intend to get to the
FRG” (vol. 2. p. 11-18).9

Settlement. After Spy signed multiple declarations that he is “not an enemy”, feels “deeply rooted in
Socialism”, and is “committed to put right the damange” he had done (p. 323), the MfS decides to drop
his prosecution, and conclude the operation in July 1983. Criminal procedures would be justified, but
“the enemy might use Spy ’s imprisonment for agitation against the GDR”, and as his conduct suggests
to the MfS that he will be loyal in the future, it would be acceptable to arrange for his early retirement
(p. 46-47, 346-347).

By comparison, the Fugitives could not claim any deviance credit that would create a discrepancy
between imagined and perceived disloyalty, nor did they assert their private loyalty. In 1977 both
were sentenced to prison for attempted exit, enemy-informing and sabotage, which were presented as
intentionally motivated by their disloyal upbringing and “hatred” of the GDR (p. 133). Once they
admitted their intention to leave the GDR, their backgrounds were retrofit to paint a consistent picture
of motivated political deviance, as their personal motives were inconsistent with the traitor profile
of authorities. While state security records give little evidence of disloyalty after the imprisonment,
prison surveillance points to suspicions of secret communication (vol. 87), suggesting continued private
disloyalty.

Overall, authorities were confident in the guilt of Spy, but though he was initially perceived as disloyal
and labeled officially, the MfS believed his disloyalty to be inadvertent, which did not fit their traitor
profile. In turn, Spy accepted that his behavior was exceptional when confronted with the label, and
demonstrated his loyalty. By contrast, Fugitives did not truly engage in enemy-informing, but their
private exit intentions were aligned with the perception of disloyalty for that behavior, and their
background fit the image of the ‘spying saboteur’ so well that the MfS decided to label them for that as
well. Labeling reaffirmed the traitor profile of state security, but private loyalty was seemingly unaffected
by it.

Exits Denied and Underground Exit
Initial suspicion. The couple Exits Denied were unofficially labeled for social deviance at their work-
and living places prior to voicing their intention to exit (p. 123-127). The MfS perceives #137’s (a
preschool teacher) as loyal until the onset of her relationship with #136 (an assistant at a photographic
laboratory), attributing her “negative-inimical attitude” to “his influence” (p. 127). The couple first
appeared on the radar of the MfS in 1977 when the father of #136 denounced #137 for intending to
leave the GDR with his daughter. The initial MfS account of confidence in the denunciation is missing
from the file, but it was sufficient to warrant a preventive interrogation.

Similarly, Underground Exit was unofficially labeled for social deviance at the state-owned textile
company where he worked in 1982 (p. 60), which according to an informant was followed by “alcohol
consumption that [later] subsided and was obviously only connected to the reprimand” (p. 44). In
contrast to Exits Denied, the MfS had already surveilled him since 1977 for his ‘political underground’
activities, with indicators for perceived disloyalty including “many Western connections” and membership
in the student community of the protestant church (p. 1, 25). But despite his apparent grievances against

9In a phone conversation with a researcher in 2012, #2 stated that the allegations of enemy-informing and sabotage were
invented by the MfS, and that the imminent motivation for the exit was the daughter’s nonadmission (citation censored;
referencing the source to this statement would violate the anonymity that I must grant the Stasi victim in this case).



PAPER 2: Does Labeling Defectors Stop Betrayal? 43

the GDR, including “no motivation to work”, “negative statements about comrade Erich Honecker”,
and attendance of a “goodbye party” for prospective emigrants (p. 7), they are insufficient for the Stasi
to express confidence in their perception of disloyalty at the time: he “takes no clear political stance”
(p. 1).

Label confrontation. The seemingly imminent exceptional political deviance of Exits Denied warranted
an official, preventive interrogation by the MfS department on political underground activities (HA XX ),
during which the couple was coerced to distance themselves from crossing the border illegally. Following
confrontation with the official label, the couple did not desist but submitted an emigration request in
1977, and #137 complained to the local government council that they were “treated unfairly” by the
MfS during the interrogation (p. 120-121). #137 similarly viewed the interrogation as an unacceptable
attempt by the MfS to prevent their marriage, began to “neglect her work” and “make negative
statements” about the GDR, and lost her job after marrying #136 half a year later (p. 127).10 When
the emigration request was rejected, they submitted a letter of protest with language that is commonly
used by emigration applicants to receive approval for their exit, threatening publicity and leaving the
GDR illegally if their request is not granted (p. 107, 121-122),11 and perceiving the dismissal of #137
as an “occupational ban” (p. 106). MfS reporting attributed these behaviors to the political-ideological
diversion of the FRG, and alleged that the couple maintains West contacts with the intention to affect
their emigration. In line with this perceived disloyalty, the objective was to officially prove the couple’s
agitation against the state and illegality of their behavior, as well as identifying potential ‘political
underground activities’ and contacts (p. 128).

Similarly following unofficial labeling at work, Underground Exit submitted a request to emigrate to the
FRG in February 1983, but did so by stating his intention to marry a citizen of the FRG. In November
1983, an informant reported that Underground Exit increasingly believed in the legality of his request,12

yet still does not make negative-inimical statements in his neighborhood, while his “alcohol consumption
declined again” and his “work intensity improved significantly” (p. 44), providing no indication of
disloyalty.13

Settlement. After Exits Denied maintained their emigration requests and associated threats in repeated
official ‘talks’ with state organs for several months, the couple withdrew it in June 1978, stating that
their parent’s employment status was threatened by the MfS should they refuse to comply, and “demand”
the lifting of “alleged” occupational bans against them and their parents in exchange for dropping their
attempts to publish their story in the West (p. 109, 162). Meanwhile, the MfS established that the two
(unsuccessfully) concealed their contact to a distant relative in the FRG who only verbally supports
their emigration (p. 107-109), and found that their attempts to contact state organs and publication
outlets did not yield a supportive response (p. 115). Moreover, seeing as an informant reported that

10Notably, the MfS states that on 01.09.1977 the work contract of #137 “was terminated [...] in mutual agreement” (p.
127), but it is plausible that her superiors at work felt the need to demonstrate loyalty to the state and facilitated her
dismissal. Moreover “after a disciplinary procedure”, she was dismissed without notice from her position as a preschool
teacher in January 1978.

11Here including: “renouncing their GDR citizenship”, “sympathizing with Amnesty International”, “accusing the GDR
of violating the Helsinki Accords [invoking the freedom of movement prescriptions therein]”, threatening to “publish their
case in FRG media”, and attaching their GDR identification cards to the letter of protest (p. 106, 121-122).

12This confirmed the Stasi ’s suspicion that Underground Exit might react ‘negatively’ to the publication of the ‘Madrid
agreement’ in September 1983, whereby such emigration through marriage could be interpreted as permissible (p. 44; see
Hanisch 2012, 289).

13The increasing compliance of the suspect is disregarded in a later MfS assessment from March 1983, whereby he “has a
bad work attitude since November 1983”, which may be due to the case worker’s access to additional information. Another
possibility is that the department head who justified the approval of the exit in the same context overlooked the informant
report, to ensure consistency with later accounts of repeated misdemeanor at work, which justified the conclusion that “all
possibilities for influencing [him] have been exhausted” (p. 52).
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Exits Denied intend to re-issue their request in anticipation of increasing tolerance for legal emigration,
the security official does not believe that they actually intend to engage in exceptionally public protest
or border-crossings (p. 109-110), which is shortly thereafter confirmed by the couple’s re-issuing of
their emigration request (p. 163). Rather than prosecuting the couple, the MfS intimidates #136 by
threatening legal consequences in a separate interrogation, and instructs informants and parents to
unofficially label #137 (p. 112-114).14 In response, and possibly due to #137 giving birth to a child
in the GDR and “apparently no longer supporting all the intentions of her husband”, Exits Denied
declared that they “made a mistake” with their request (p. 167), and the MfS concludes the operation
by reinstating the two in desired occupations, providing a day care place for their child, and promising
a larger flat.15 Satisfied by informant reports about the couples repenting attitude, and the observation
that they voted in communal elections, the case worker archives the operation, noting that an informant
will gradually cease personal contact with #137 after ensuring Exits Denied ’s permanent loyalty (p.
118).

Given a lack of access to the socially deviant friend circle of Underground Exit, as well as a regression of
work performance, alcoholism, and a suspicion that he “is obviously homosexual and the ‘mariage’ is just
a pretext”, the MfS concludes in March 1984 that “there are no political-operative objections against an
emigration” (p. 46, 52).16 The department for political underground activities finds that Underground
Exit “interacts with people who deal with problems of totalitarianism”, was officially labeled during
a visit in Prague where he held the FRG passport of a friend, and has contact to other emigration
applicants at his workplace (p. 47). His superiors conclude that he presents an “unbearable burden to
the work collective” who “support the implementation of disciplinary measures”. After several more
months of disciplinary measures, Underground Exit is fired and emigrates to West Berlin in 1985 (p. 47,
60-63).

Ultimately, Underground Exit is privately disloyal, yet he did not fit the traitor profile of the MfS in the
absence of political statements or exceptional deviance. Labeling at his workplace may not have caused
his political deviance, but there is evidence that it reinforced his social deviance to the point where
he applied for emigration to the West. And by the time he was officially labeled in Prague, the MfS
had already decided to approve his emigration request, precluding the need for further investigations or
labeling due to a match with their traitor profile. By contrast, Exits Denied were similarly adamant
about leaving the GDR, but used threats of exceptional political deviance to achieve their goal, and
therefore fit the traitor profile of the MfS from the start. The labeling of the couple led to a shift towards
loyalty, but only when official labeling was complemented by unofficial labeling, and conditions in their
private lives that changed their sense of belonging to the GDR, independent of state security efforts.

Academic Reformers and Persistent Activists
Initial suspicion. A group of five Academic Reformers (#64-#68) were (aspiring) social science
scholars specializing in Marxism/Leninism when in 1974, their activities attracted the attention of the
MfS. An unofficial informant reports that two of them (#64, #65) attempted to recruit her for an

14#136 had been denounced in his neighborhood for having beaten his previous wife and doing the same with #137
(p. 125), and the MfS claimed to have used his reported “attempt to conceal his weaknesses through his oppositional
attitude—including vis-a-vis his wife” in their intimidation (p. 113).

15Notably, #136 considered changing his job since “after his colleagues heard about the withdrawal of the emigration
request, they behaved in a reserved manner to the point of making negative statements”, but could not get the (photographic
laboratory) position he desired since he failed the required security background checks.

16Seemingly unaware of this settlement five months later, his superiors at work still lament a bad performance despite
multiple talks about “disciplinary violations”, perceiving an “increasingly clear negative political attitude”, and suggesting
that his friends are encouraging Underground Exit to such behavior to achieve his exit, while implying that the marriage to
the FRG citizen would be fictitious.
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“oppositional circle”, with “revisionist” aims that include changes to the democratic participation of the
working class in Socialism, the relationship between political party and government, and its information
politics (p. 32). The case worker does not observe any private disloyalty, but in 1975 justifies an
operative procedure with perceptions of disloyalty that are presumed to conceal exceptional political
deviance. As reported by the informant, though they are members of the SED, the Academic Reformers
are pessimistic about changing it from within, and instead seek to develop, through regular seminars and
literature studies, “a thorough theoretical preparation regarding [...] state and democracy problems”, as
well as ways to “mobilize the working class” and make contact to oppositional groups in the GDR and
abroad, all the while “taking precautions [...] to avoid arrest” (p. 33-34). This perception is validated
by the Stasi ’s confidence in the informant who has “long been active for the HVA VI [department
recruiting for foreign espionage] and is considered reliable” and “is a university student [...] herself”.
Possibly due to the high confidence in the informant and the general difficulty of placing informants in
opposition movements, the case worker contents himself with narrating her reports, e.g.: “According to
the IM, the danger of the group stems from its really intelligent leader (calls himself ‘ZK’), who due to
his conviction is willing to make personal sacrifices (arrest) and due to his envisioned alliance politics
could quickly become a basin for different oppositional groups” (vol 1., p. 98).17

The ‘opening’ account for Persistent Activists is missing, but an intermediary report recalls the original
suspicion. They were similarly suspected of exceptional ‘voice’ based on an informant report from the
foreign espionage department in 1977 that they have contacts to “oppositional forces” (artists/writers)
in Poland and West Berlin. They received and propagated ‘illegal’ literature, hosted meetings of other
‘opposition figures’, and “on the initiative of #148” planned to collect signatures for a petition in protest
against the denaturalization of several writers from the GDR, though “a publication in the West was
rejected by everyone” (p. 8). The MfS gives seperate accounts of how these perceptions of #147’s and
#148’s loyalty fit their traitor profile. #148 is a ‘friend’ of #147 and had been “using his position in
the FDJ to propagate hostile views against the GDR”, and is the one with “extensive connections to
oppositional people” in Socialist countries (p. 22). #147, in turn, had been a loyal unofficial informant
from 1971 to 1977, aiding the arrest and conviction of six people, “among them a spy”. However since
1972, she had defied MfS attempts to “extract her from the ideological influence of politically-negative
people”, to the point where she rejected collaboration with the MfS since she “could not reconcile with
herself the reporting of GDR-critical people who have ‘honest intentions’ for Socialism”. Subsequently,
she had been unofficially reprimanded for her ‘undisciplined’ work as a fashion artist in 1979 (p. 3, 23).
The MfS is therefore confident in the disloyalty of Persistent Activists, and in line with their traitor
profile asserts that their contacts represent “hostile organizations who operate against the GDR”.

Label confrontation. Some of the Academic Reformers had been labeled unofficially at their workplace
before the MfS considered doing the same, and there is suggestive evidence that this reinforced private
disloyalty.18 The MfS however had problems with collecting “officially usable evidence” for political
deviance as “the most important operative results were obtained by the unofficial informant” (vol. 1, p.
186). And while some of Reformer’s activism passed the threshold of exceptional deviance (publications
abroad that were considered agitation against the state), an official label was not appropriate as the

17Based on how the case worker described the informant’s contributions relative to his own, she might have made a
better security official, seeing as she not only collected but also aligned the intelligence with the organization’s traitor
profile for him.

18The aforementioned informant reports that one of them had two articles rejected by the university magazine due to
“ideological errors. Because of that Academic Reformer demanded that the group should not be passive, but has to go
into the offensive” (vol. 1, p. 182). Similarly, #66 was reprimanded for membership in a working group that “only dealt
with revisionist literature” (vol. 1, p. 178). And a later statement by one of the reformers explains that “Slowly I became
aware of my impotence in the face of opportunism and careerism [...] as I was more and more attacked not with arguments
but suspicions, I began to formulate my views not as questions but positions. From this time dated my friendship with
members of the group.” (vol. 5, p. 216).
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MfS could not link exceptional activities to particular individuals.19 The around five security officials
who pitched in on the case eventually matched the obscure international connections of Reformer #67
to their traitor profile,20 and highlighted the magnitude of Reformers perceived disloyalty by citing
their elaborate, yet-to-be realized plans.

The MfS chose to ‘decompose’ Academic Reformers with individually tailored interrogations between
November 1977 and January 1978. #65 and #68 admitted to their “inner conflict” and the “breach of
trust” they committed particularly over their revolutionary aspirations in the circle, and demonstrated
loyalty by agreeing to report on the involvement of group members in specific activities. Interrogators
dismissed the importance of #66 and her political deviance, mostly interrogating her about her husband
#67: she is found to express similarly “critical” political positions as him, and demonstrated ignorance
about the political deviance of the group (“of course he [#67] and I have friend circles, but these are
not panel discussions”).21 By contrast, #64 and #67 accepted their labels yet defied the notion that it
be treated as disloyalty vis-a-vis MfS officials and third parties, explaining that limited publication and
discussion opportunities in the GDR were to blame for their behavior (vol. 20, p. 49-55). When asked
how to proceed after the interrogations by an informant, #64 replied that they have to “wait for the
whole theater with interrogations etc. to be over, after that there are many possibilities”, and expects
that they will no longer work academically with their political views, with plans to do company-work
for a year (vol. 5, p. 57-61).22

When Activist #147 is officially interrogated by the People’s Police for her support of Robert Havemann
(a well-known activist) during his prosecution in 1979, she and #148 intensify their disloyalty rather than
being intimidated. The security official observes that both Persistent Activists prepared for preventive
measures by the MfS following the interrogation: they concealed connections and evidence, watched for
signs of surveillance, reached out to Western organizations for help, and planned to engage with the
MfS in case they ‘make contact’ to learn what they know, before gradually distancing themselves from
the organization (again, in the case of #147). As part of these efforts, they decide to move the protest
letters to West Berlin after all, so that they can (threaten to) publish them in case of arrest (p. 9-10).
This is in line with the security agent’s traitor profile, and justified the official prosecution of Persistent
Activists for public agitation (p. 11-13).

Settlement. MfS interrogators settled the loyalties of Academic Reformers in individual interrogations.
#65 and #68 were instructed to conceal their informing about group activities vis-a-vis third parties
(vol. 5, p. 165-166), and reflected on their “political recovery” in public statements to their colleagues
and SED party members (vol. 6, p. 180-181, 184-185). This loyalty was rewarded with the ‘deletion’ of
their official SED party reprimands (vol. 27, p. 339). Seeing as #66 did not admit private disloyalty,

19Quotidian disloyalty included “posession of anti-Marxist, hostile” literature, contacts to opposition groups in Poland
(who rejected their offer to send monetary aid anonymously) and other “operatively interesting” individuals abroad (who
mainly helped obtain illegal literature), preparing ‘open letters’ for publication (publication record: one not submitted, one
rejection, but two published in the FRG), all the while devising plans to avoid detection and identify potential MfS agents
among recruits (vol. 4, p. 54; vol. 5, p. 58).

20In the absence of information about #67’s connections, they posited the existence of an ‘overarching group’ worthy of
a separate operation, though from the present files it appears that his ambitions to mobilize durable groups in the GDR
remained mostly in a conceptual stage (vol. 1, p. 96; vol. 2, p. 243; vol. 4, p. 164).

21Security officials did of course not believe in such justifications (e.g. noting that #66 was at least aware of her husband’s
political deviance). Presumably they also did not believe #67 when he previously rejected collaboration with the MfS on
the grounds that “his nerves could not handle it” (vol. 2, p. 243). In turn, political deviants merely demonstrated but did
not privately change their loyalty. For instance, when #66 was threatened by the interrogator—“her and her husband’s
apparent refusal to contribute to the resolution of the matter only delayed it in a for them unfavorable fashion”— she is
paraphrased with stating that “she and her husband had already discussed what would happen if they could no longer
follow their current careers”.

22Reformer #67 reportedly “had the impression that statements ‘meant as jokes’ were known to MfS and treated as
serious lines of questioning”, but otherwise did not reveal much about the interrogation to the informant.
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the MfS decided to archive her case without a reprimand (vol. 5, p. 119-121; vol. 27, p. 348). By
contrast, since #68 and #64 admitted their private disloyalty without repenting, they were officially
reprimanded by the SED and lost their academic positions, yet maintained their political disloyalty (vol.
4, p. 166; vol. 6, p. 171; vol. 27, p. 339).23

Despite very similar behavior, Persistent Activists were right not to expect the same leniency from
the MfS. They were both arrested shortly after the above-mentioned preparations, and sentenced to
between nine and twelve months of prison for ‘riotous assembly’ on 31.9.1979. In January 1980, the
case worker noted that #147 had been released (possibly as part of a general ‘amnesty’) and, finding
“thus far no evidence of hostile activities directed against the GDR”, closed the file (p. 38). As it turns
out though, the case worker misjudged her allegiance:24 a year later the Stasi had once more started
to check her ‘politically-negative contacts’, though they could not observe any exceptional deviance.
This intelligence failure is accounted for by her “mistrust of new acquaintances as she constantly fears
unofficial MfS informants” (p. 43), rather than any decline in private disloyalty “vis-à-vis the societal
conditions in the GDR”, which justifies the use of “disruptive measures” to discredit her vis-à-vis
her fellow activists, such as by identifying criminal in place of political deviance (p. 42-44). In turn,
Persistent Activist writes letters in protest of her professional discrimination and travel bans. After
five years of surveillance and several more preventive interrogations, in which Persistent Activist made
no statements or concessions as to her contacts and refused collaboration with the MfS, she “promises
not to engage in [exceptional] political activities” in exchange for an end to the “alleged” hindering of
her career by the MfS.25 Yet, rather than reporting that she ceased any of the political contacts that
prompted her renewed observation, the security official conceded that she made new contacts instead,
but nevertheless decided that “the main reasons for her operative control are no longer given”, justifying
the (final) closure of the file in 1986 (p. 103).

Overall, the MfS officially labeled Academic Reformers and Persistent Activist alike, yet only those
who refused to demonstrate loyalty were repeatedly punished and simultaneously least likely to shift
allegiance. While one could argue along with Hirschman (1970) that these activists had a ‘special
[private] attachment’ to Socialism or the GDR, their continued deviance was heavily influenced by
“oppositional contacts”, whom they refused to denounce and who for the most part did not denounce
them in return. Under these conditions, based on the (rarely detailed) mentions of unofficial labeling
prior to exceptional deviance in MfS reporting, it appears that such labels reinforced disloyalty. By
comparison, MfS reporting on the Academic Reformers who shifted towards loyalty makes no mention
of unofficial labeling.

Abusive Escapist and Brother’s Keeper
Initial suspicion. By 1989 emigration to the West was perhaps the most popular form of political
deviance in the GDR, including among members of the military. In July that year, one soldier was
facing a divorce from his wife, and in the presence of a People’s Police officer and another fellow solider
stated to her that “When I come home the next time, I will finish you and then I make a run over
[to the FRG]”. And during the drive to his post he states to a fellow soldier: “you better arrest me,

23#67 in particular did not reveal his obscure contacts to the MfS, and is perceived to engage in ‘voice’ in subsequent
surveillance (vol. 27, p. 341).

24The time period between incarceration, release, and closure of the file is so brief that one might suspect the case worker
of trying to rid themselves of it before Persistent Activist became active again. Notably, #148 is not discussed again in the
file, but #147 appears to have made contact with (similarly persistent) Academic Reformer #67—possibly in relation to
their shared support of well-known activist Havemann in his prosecution.

25Presumably not a difficult promise since at least from her file, Persistent Activist did not commit exceptional political
deviance since her release, and much like Academic Reformers was barely exceptionally deviant in the first place.
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otherwise I would run again”.26 As a first official measure, Abusive Escapist was temporarily placed
under arrest until a ‘preventive talk’ (p. 6-7).

And in November 1988, another soldier’s grievances are reported by an informant: Brother’s Keeper
does not want to be positioned at a border unit where the army wants to place him, would refuse to use
his weapon for humanitarian reasons, had enjoyed to “finally” watch West German television in a hotel
room his parents had rented, and shared the story of how his brother had attempted to leave the GDR
with a rubber boat. When prompted by the informant “why he didn’t partake” in the exit attempt and
whether he really “wants to stay 1.5 years in the artillery unit [that he was in at the time]”, Brother’s
Keeper replied that “it [exit] could have gone wrong” and that he “doesn’t give a fuck” about staying in
the artillery (p. 114). Initial investigations find that his brother is a ‘persistent emigration applicant’,
had been arrested for his emigration attempt, and that Brother’s Keeper is familiar with border security
measures, making his political deviance particularly problematic. The MfS quite agrees with Brother’s
Keeper that he should not have been called to the border unit, given the unofficial information about
his “political instability” (p. 116-117).

Abusive Escapist and Brother’s Keeper react differently to similar accusations of quotidian political
deviance. The former appears embedded in the military and responds to the ‘incidental’ accusation
of disloyalty with compliance, such that the MfS facilitates the resolution of his personal problems
to control him. By comparison, Brother’s Keeper denies private disloyalty (his knowledge of an exit
attempt), and defies attempts to fit his brother’s exit into a traitor profile. Both suspects have no
problems settling on loyalty and disloyalty outcomes with the MfS, respectively, seeing as their private
loyalty is already aligned with the perceptions of security officials.

Label confrontation. The “reprimanded” Abusive Escapist is compliant in his preventive talk with
the MfS, confirming the statements he made in the presence of his colleague. He explains that he has no
‘practical thoughts’ to emigrate, not having thought of life in the FRG and having no knowledge about
border security. Abusive Escapist admits that he can’t control himself under the influence of alcohol
and that he is worried to be separated from his child in case of divorce. After the talk, an informants
reports that he made similar remarks to him: the ‘exit’ statement was not genuine, and “he did not
care about anything but that his wife gives up on the thought of divorce”.

By contrast, the MfS investigates whether Brother’s Keeper knew of his brother’s political deviance
without reporting it, which would warrant legal measures, but can merely ascertain that he could have
learned through family contacts. They organize a preventive talk with the soldier, where he confirms
that his brother had been arrested for an exit attempt, but denies any knowledge of it. Moreover,
Brother’s Keeper makes explicit that he condones the “criminal offenses” of his brother, which confirms
his “political instability” to the MfS.

Settlement. The MfS made arrangements such that the brother of Abusive Escapist was used to
‘positively influence’ him, and found that “after the wife agreed to continue the marriage” they observed
no more disloyalty. They noted that he should remain under unofficial control due to his impulsiveness.
By comparison, the MfS ensured that Brother’s Keeper is moved to the builder’s company rather than
the border. Noting that he has a “strong connection to his parents” they viewed the matter as closed,
and transferred the file to another department.

26Seeing as the Stasi has no prior record on his political deviance, the “again” here presumably indicates leaving his
post to go home without authorization.
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5. Discussion
Does labeling disloyalty stop betrayal? The discussed cases from the Stasi ’s track record would suggest
that labels ‘work’ when politicized behavior is exceptional to the group to which the labeled seek to
belong, as it prompts them to demonstrate their loyalty. This is particularly the case when the political
deviance of the labeled is in fact incidental, and they do not receive support for disloyalty from fellow
group members or rival authorities. But when state security labeled individuals for behavior that was
perceived as loyal by group members, it tends to have no effect or increases disloyalty. Ironically, such
labels may even be invited by suspects in order to boost their status as a defector or receive support for
disloyalty. As a particularity of the GDR case during the 1970s and 80s, defectors were not as vilified as
they often are in conflict settings, leading to at times significant support both within the GDR and
abroad. Notably in those cases, labeling does not elicit behavior change, but still reinforces the imagined
traitor profile of authorities amongst security officials and potentially among ‘ordinary’ group members.

Some organizational dynamics that relate to the study of state repression are worth highlighting as well.
First, in line with existing theories on defector identification, reliable informants appear to decrease the
need for political arrests (Steinert 2022) and other forms of ‘indiscriminate’ labeling (see Kalyvas 2006),
but not because of the high-quality information they provide to facilitate the correct identification of
targets. At least in the GDR, informants could give security officials the impression that defectors can
be controlled through unofficial means, which do not appear in official statistics, and provided them
with reassurances to justifiably close cases without further investigation. Through unofficial labeling,
loyal informants are more effective at stopping disloyalty than state agents. But since ‘true defectors’,
perceived and privately disloyal, hardly operate in social groups where they are vilified, labeling them
at best leads them to hide their private disloyalty from the eyes of security officials in the future.

Second, MfS officials devoted far more reporting (pages) to exceptional than to quotidian disloyalty,
seeing as the latter were settled more quickly with fewer justifications. This means that in terms of
workload for the official, controlling quotidian political deviance earlier may have been preferable to
waiting for later exceptional deviance that requires more effort to control. To successfully close a case,
the official who observed quotidian political deviance had to either conclude that the suspect had no
intention or opportunity to defect (risking blame if they are wrong), or had to justify measures that
allowed for a short-term disambiguation of private loyalty. This may partially explain why traitor
profiles practically maintain themselves: once created, they allow security officials to open cases (for
imagined disloyalty) and close them quickly (for lack of perceived or private disloyalty).

Third, permanent surveillance was only considered for those exceptional political deviants who repeatedly
demonstrated their disloyalty and were the least likely to shift allegiances. Security agents may have
made the lives of defectors particularly difficult when they felt that the incorrigibly disloyal are making
it difficult for them and ‘their’ community. Finally, when officials were confident in perceptions of
disloyalty but could not officially label it, they resorted to labeling social deviance that fit their traitor
profile. This meant that marginalized social groups had both a good chance of being perceived as
defectors by informants (who disliked social deviants), and of being officially labeled by authorities.

There are a number of alternative explanations for changes in political deviance than labeling it. These
range from basic demographic characteristics (e.g. age, gender, socio-economic status) and mechanisms
to explain compliance (e.g. social influence, power relations) to changes in the international environment
(e.g. détente under new leadership from 1971 onwards) and incentive structures (e.g. the increasing
economic deterioration of the GDR relative to the FRG, decreasing ability to punish given the number
of defectors). Many of them can be integrated into the framework proposed here: a young NVA soldier
may be more likely to comply with authority than his middle-aged superior; women may be perceived
as intentionally disloyal less frequently than men seeing as their motivations are sexualized more often
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in the process; labeling suspects while providing monetary and other loyalty incentives becomes more
difficult with a stagnating economy and official tolerance for East-West contact; and a perceptibly
disloyal upbringing may make it more likely for suspects to begin a ‘defector career’. A statistical
comparison to assess the relative importance of these factors for political deviance is an avenue for future
research. The more modest goal in this paper was to show how labeling defectors affects politicized
behavior, and to demonstrate how one might interpret the requisite data to that end.
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Abstract

Does punishment increase cooperation with covenants in conflict? From regime critics to
enemy-informants, groups punish their members for disloyal behavior, at times ostracizing
them if they refuse to cooperate with loyalty expectations. That selective punishment elicits
conditional cooperation is largely supported by experimental evidence, yet observational
studies suggest that punishment is frequently indiscriminate, not perceived as justified, and
that defection persists among those ostracized. Moreover in conflict settings, the culpability
of defectors moderates the efficacy of punishment, given imperfect information about disloyal
behavior: (1) sanctions may be ineffective where disloyalty is not intended, and (2) who is
punished for defection is shaped by popular perceptions. This paper presents results from a
lab experiment with N=240 subjects to evaluate the effect of punishment on defection. In
the experiment, two groups engage in a nested Tullock contest with uncertain opportunities
to demonstrate loyalty. The control condition establishes a baseline for contributions to the
contest and defection as side-switching. Two between-subject treatment conditions introduce
(1) unequal opportunities to demonstrate loyalty, and (2) communication between group
members. Individuals are expected to shift their allegiance in response to misidentification:
inequality increases defection as participants unjustifiably accuse their peers of disloyalty,
while communication increases cooperation as groups coordinate on appropriate loyalty
expectations and punishments.
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1. Motivation
The labeling of individuals as defectors can lead to allegiance shifts. During the 1936 Arab Uprising
in Palestine, a family with friendly relations to Jews was attacked by insurgents for their refusal to
pay them in exchange for refraining from attacks on nearby Jewish vineyards, and the surviving family
members subsequently aided the British occupation (Cohen 2008, 161). By contrast, another Palestinian
who sold land to Jews “expressed his regret” at a gathering of village leaders, promising them to “abstain
from such acts in the future” (Cohen 2008, 110-112). In 1980s East Germany, the Ministry for State
Security (MfS, Stasi) denied a doctor vacation in Hungary on suspicion that she may defect to the
West, prompting her to abstain from work and ultimately pressure authorities to tolerate her emigration
(BArch, MfS, BV Potsdam, Abt. XX, Nr. 790, 32-36). By contrast, a company manager whom the MfS
accused of espionage in the 1970s reluctantly collaborated with state security, admitting culpability and
providing information on his past intelligence activities (BArch, MfS, AP 14791/72).

In each of these cases, individuals find themselves in loyalty conflicts where they are expected to
cooperate with one of two rival social groups. Political actors in each group punish deviant behavior that
not only “departs from the normative” but poses a threat to political order (Raybeck 1991, 23). And
those who are punished for perceived disloyalty either prove their allegiance by increasing cooperation, or
defect to the rival. This paper discusses preliminary results from a lab experiment on the determinants
of defection in conflict. A challenge to analyzing loyalty conflicts in the lab is that participants do not
share a social identity (see Tajfel and Turner 1986), and consequently lack loyalty expectations for each
other, have no incentive to cooperate or defect beyond strategic considerations, or punish each other
for perceived disloyalty. This paper focuses on generating the conditions of loyalty conflicts without
harming participants: under what circumstances are laboratory participants willing to punish each
other for perceived disloyalty? And given the existence of loyalty conflicts, under what conditions does
punishment lead to shifts in cooperation or defection?

Existing empirical studies focus on collective defection, as groups of people “voice” or “exit” against the
will of authorities in response to grievances with political order (Hirschman 1970), be they motivated
by interactions between the two (Hirschman 1993; Pfaff and Kim 2003), organizational characteristics
(Albrecht and Ohl 2016; Dworschak 2020; Staniland 2012), or social justice appeals (Ophir 2020) that
lead to the fragmentation of state institutions and popular dissent; or by ensuing group conflict over
relative deprivation (Gurr 1968), the exclusion of ethnic groups from state power (Cederman et al. 2013),
violent repression (Schutte 2017), and changes in territorial control (Kalyvas 2008). In particular, conflict
studies focus on the interaction between repression by political regimes, on the one hand, and contentious
mobilization against them, on the other (e.g. Della Porta 1995; Kocher et al. 2011; Lichbach 1987;
McAdam et al. 2001; Schutte 2017; Sullivan 2016b; Wickham-Crowley 1987). In the context of group
conflict (Coser 1956; Simmel 1955), shared perceptions of unjustified punishment are associated with
collective resistance against authorities (Wood 2003), while uncertainty about loyalties in asymmetric
civil conflict leads authorities to punish indiscriminately when they perceive defection (Kalyvas 2006).
Theoretical models have highlighted the importance of punishment for individual behavior (Axelrod
1986; Bhavnani 2006; Heckathorn 1990), yet empirical research falls short of tracing the individual
reactions to punishment that groups perceive as justified, seeing as related outcomes—from refusing to
contribute to group goals to actively supporting a rival—are challenging to observe systematically.

To induce loyalty conflicts, a modified Tullock contest primes participants on making personal sacrifices
to win with their ingroup against a rival outgroup (Bornstein 1992; Rapoport and Bornstein 1987;
Tullock 1980), yet equally allows them to defect for personal gain. The design is based on existing
experiments on loyalty and cooperation with groups in conflict. In social psychology, loyalty is the
willingness to forgo individual rewards in the service of group goals for the purpose of enhancing ingroup
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welfare at the expense of outgroups. The propensity of individuals to demonstrate loyalty increases
with their social identification, and perceptions of disloyalty may lead to negative reactions by ingroup
members (Levine and Moreland 2002). However, this literature stops short of investigating the behavior
of deviant group members after their social exclusion from groups (see Abrams et al. 2018; Castano
et al. 2002; Ditrich and Sassenberg 2016; Lindström and Tobler 2018; Marques and Paez 1994; Travaglino
et al. 2014; Zdaniuk and Levine 2001). Related economic games investigate social dilemma, where the
individual incentive to free-ride on the cooperation of others threatens efficient group outcomes (Olson
1965). Punishing free-riders consistently increases loyalty as cooperation while ‘anti-social’ punishment
does not, but competing groups are not considered, and individual reactions to punishment are not
theorized beyond the maximization of personal benefits (Andreoni and Gee 2012; Casari and Luini
2009; Cinyabuguma et al. 2006; Fehr and Gächter 2000; Grechenig et al. 2010; Herrmann et al. 2008;
Nikiforakis and Normann 2008; Ostrom et al. 1992). Moreover, experiments on group contests neither
allow for uncertainty regarding individual loyalties nor for defection as side-switching (Abbink et al. 2010;
De Dreu et al. 2016; Dechenaux et al. 2015; Mago et al. 2016; Sheremeta 2018), even though both
are key to explaining violence in conflict settings (e.g. Bhavnani et al. 2011; Kalyvas 2008; Liu 2022;
McLauchlin 2010; Staniland 2012). For example, Abbink et al. (2010) find that group competition
and the possibility of punishment increase cooperation, compared to competitions between individuals
without punishment, but neither study the effects of punishment on individual cooperation nor allow
participants to defect to the other group.

Assuming loyalty conflicts are induced among participants, the study focuses on the effects of punishment
on both cooperation with an ingroup, and on defection as side-switching to an outgroup. Two
experimental conditions test how these effects are moderated by common features of real-world loyalty
conflicts. First, defectors may be unequally misidentified, due in particular to the biased use of perceived
rather than actual disloyalty given imperfect information (see Kalyvas 2006, 89; Davenport 2005;
Levine and Moreland 2002; Lyall et al. 2015; McLauchlin and Parra-Pérez 2018). The effects of such
misidentification, based on a distance between observable behavior and disloyal intentions, are near
impossible to observe in real-world settings. Unequal opportunities to demonstrate loyalty are expected
to decrease cooperation with the group and increase defection to the rival. Second, loyalty expectations
and defection are socially constructed, based on shared norms about acceptable and unacceptable
behavior, and perceptions where individuals fall within that range. Even when political authorities
clearly delineate expectations for loyalty, defectors may be sanctioned by their peers outside of official
‘loyalty trials’.1 And in spite of procedurally fair official trials, defectors may be vilified or protected
based on popular perceptions.2 The design incorporates peer-based deliberation of expectations and
defector culpability by allowing for ingroup communication.

The following three sections respectively discuss the design of the group contest at the core of the study,
experimental treatments, and hypothesized effects. Section 5 presents preliminary results based on pilot
studies, and Section 6 discusses the ability of the design to induce loyalty conflicts and identify causal
effects.

1See for example the swift popular condemnation and sentencing of a Palestinian defector, who as it turned out was
coerced into collaboration with Israel on threat of imprisonment, and who may not have known that Israeli intelligence
was using him to assassinate his cousin (Williams 2001, 30-32; Human Rights Watch 2001, 45-46; al-Bitawi 2016, 35; see
Abdel-Jawad 2001).

2In contrast to the Palestinian case, consider the experience of Browe Bergdahl—a U.S. Army soldier who left his
outpost in Afghanistan without authorization in 2009, was captured by the Taliban, released in a controversial exchange
deal in 2014, and sentenced guilty of desertion in 2017 (BBC 2017). Given the loss of US soldiers in search for Bergdahl
and the release of Taliban in the prisoner exchange, politicians publicly called for Bergdahl’s punishment as a “traitor”
(Morgan 2020; Seck 2021), while affiliates of Bergdahl were threatened by those who villified him (Rosenberg 2016).
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2. Game Design and Procedures
The experiment is implemented with participants from the subject pool at the Nuffield Center for
Experimental Social Sciences (CESS) Oxford, in August (first pilot), September (second pilot), and
October 2022 (main study). For the pilot of the design presented here, a total of N = 80 subjects was
recruited to participate in a decision-making experiment that lasted approximately 2 hours (including
30 minutes for arrival and payment procedures).3 Eight participants jointly participate in each session,
with up to two sessions implemented simultaneously. On arrival, participants are asked to sign a consent
form (see Appendix C.II), seated individually in front of computers, and randomly assigned to two
groups with n = 4 players in each group. Participants interact only with members of the same group
throughout the experiment (fixed matching protocol), and are identifiable only by a constant number.
Initial instructions inform participants that they make decisions as a member of one of two ‘teams’, that
each player will make choices individually, but that their final bonus payment depends on the aggregate
choices in each team.

Figure 3.1 presents the five stages of the game that participants play repeatedly over 20 rounds, as well
as the timing of experimental treatments that modify key aspects of the game between sessions. During
Rounds 1-5, participants engage in a Tullock contest, where contributions from a personal endowment
determine the probability for winning a prize as a group. In Round 6, participants are introduced to
Stage 3, which allows them to punish each other after choosing their contributions to the group contest.
And from Round 11, they are introduced to Stage 4, where two randomly selected participants have
the opportunity to switch their contributions to the opponent. Participants then play all stages for
ten rounds. They have complete information about possible moves, payoffs and rounds in each part of
the game, but not about the distribution of randomly assigned treatments (see Appendix C.III), and
are informed that experimenters are not allowed to deceive participants. The details of each stage are
described in the following sections, and the details of each treatment in Section 3.

After Round 20, a short survey prompts participants about their experience with similar games and the
motivations behind key decisions in the game (see Appendix C.IV).4 After the survey, they privately
receive a guaranteed show-up fee and a completion bonus of respectively £5, as well as an additional
payment based on their decisions and the decisions of other participants in the game. Assuming all
participants adhere to Nash equilibrium play they would earn £34 on average (see Section 2.6), which
is slightly above the realized average earnings of £33.

2.1. Stage 1: Endowment Realization
In every round, each participant receives an endowment of experimental currency units (ECU) or
‘points’, denoted by ei. The endowment is drawn from a distribution that ranges from 20 to 100, in
increments of 20. In the control condition, the probability of receiving any individual endowment is
equal, conditional on the sum of endowments across groups being equal. In other words, players with

3N = 48 participants were recruited for the pilot study of the present design in September, and an additional N = 32
participated in the pilot of a previous design in August. The following discussion focuses on the design and results from
the latest pilot study in September.

4Screens have no time limit, but the experimenter ensures that participants do not idle significantly longer than other
participants on a given screen. Instructions are displayed on screen and additionally distributed to participants in paper
form. The experiment is implemented using oTree (Chen et al. 2016).
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Figure 3.1. Loyalty Game Flow Diagram

Stage 1: Endowment Realization

Stage 2: Contribution to Competition

Stage 3: Punishment (Rounds 6-20)

Stage 4: Side-Switching (Rounds 11-20)

Stage 5: Competition Outcome

Group Chat

Uncertainty,
Inequality

Communication

Salience

Note: Boxed text constitutes a game design stage consisting of decisions made by participants, text outside boxes indicates
experimental modifications of the core game. Design features highlighted in red deviate significantly from existing
experimental studies on cooperation and defection in general.

the same identifier in each group receive the same endowment:

ei = 60εi ECU

εi ∈ [
1

3
,
2

3
, 1, 1

1

3
, 1

2

3
]

i ∈ [1, 4]

(3.1)

Participants are informed that they may receive unequal endowments, and that the sum of endowments is
identical in every team (symmetric conflict), but they are not informed about the endowment distribution.
This ensures that participants are not deceived during the experiment, and have an equal albeit random
chance of receiving an equitable payout, but have imperfect information about other group member’s
opportunities to cooperate.

At the end of every round, unspent points are deposited in each participant’s personal fund and converted
to cash (125 ECU = 1£).
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2.2. Stage 2: Contribution
After learning their endowment, participants independently choose to purchase ci ∈ [0, ei] tokens as
a contribution to their team’s ‘competition fund’. The competition is modeled as a contest between
two groups, where players make irreversible contributions to increase the probability of winning a prize
that is shared among members of the winning group (for recent reviews see Dechenaux et al. 2015;
Sheremeta 2018). Formally, the sum of contributions in each group is denoted by CI , and follows a
perfect-substitutes function:

CI = sum(ci, ..., cn) (3.2)

Participants are informed that contributions are visible to group members (public information).

2.3. Stage 3: Punishment
This stage only takes place after Round 5, which is when the possibility of punishment is introduced.
After each participant chooses their contribution to the competition, each group member’s choice is
revealed to other group members, including the total contributions across rounds. Then, each player i
has the opportunity to assign up to ten punishment tokens to each other member j of their group:

lij ∈ [0, 10] (3.3)

Each token that a participant assigns reduces their earnings by 1 ECU (see Abbink et al. 2010; Fehr
and Gächter 2000; Ostrom et al. 1992).

Only the player j who receives the most punishment tokens is punished, with parity resolved by random
choice:

LjI =

n∑
i 6=j

lij ≥ LkI , for all k 6= j ∧ I = I (3.4)

Players then see a screen with the points that each participant received, but not from whom. It follows
that the group can identify and punish at most one participant as a defector per round. The cost of
purchased tokens is deducted from the purchasing participant regardless of who is punished.

The impact of punishment is limited to a penalty:

w = 3lij

si = LjI · w
(3.5)

Where w denotes the strength of the sanction per token assigned, and si the penalty that is applied to
the punished player’s final earnings after the outcome of the competition is determined. It follows that
sanction strength increases with assigned punishment tokens, with a cost-to-punishment ratio of 1 : 3
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(see Nikiforakis and Normann 2008).5

2.4. Stage 4: Side-Switching Choice
This stage only takes place after Round 10. With the outcome of Stage 3 revealed, two participants
are assigned the opportunity to switch their initial contribution over to the other group. Punished
participants are almost certain to receive the opportunity to switch, whereas all other participants
have an equal probability. If no participant was punished, all participants have the same probability to
receive the opportunity:

pi(Di|LjI) =


0.99, if LjI > 0

0.01, if LjI = 0
1
n , if LjI > 0 3 Lk1for all k 6= j ∧ I = I

(3.6)

Participants are informed that switching opportunities are assigned at random and independently each
round, but are not informed about the probability distribution.

Switched contributions are subtracted from the fund of the participant’s group, and added to the fund of
the rival group, such that overall contest performance is the sum of ingroup and outgroup contributions:

CI = sum(ci, ..., cn) + sum(cjdj , ..., cndn) (3.7)

Participants are informed that their side-switching choice is always private information.

2.5. Stage 5: Competition Outcome
During the first five rounds, this stage occurs after Stage 2 contributions. The outcome of the competition
is determined probabilistically with a Tullock lottery function (Tullock 1980). The probability for a
group to win linearly increases with competition funds as per Equation (3.2):

pI(CI , CJ) =

{
CI

CI+CJ
, if CI + CJ > 0

0, if CI + CJ = 0
(3.8)

Following Abbink et al. (2010), with zero contributions in both groups, neither group wins the competition
and there are no additional payoffs for any player in that round.

In Rounds 1-10, each member of the winning group receives the same, additional payoff, based on an
egalitarian distribution of a VI = 960 ECU contest prize:6

viI = 240 ECU (3.9)

5Following Abbink et al. (2010) in the unlikely event where this would result in total negative earnings at the end of the
experiment, earnings are set to zero.

6See Gunnthorsdottir and Rapoport (2006) on egalitarian versus proportional prize distributions in a nested group
competition.
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After Round 10, this stage follows Stage 4 defection choices. The probability for each group to win
increases with contributions from group members, and contributions by defectors from the rival group,
as per Equation (3.7). The outcome of the competition is determined by Equation (3.8), as during the
first ten rounds. As before, each loyal member of the winning group receive an additional payoff equal
to Equation (3.9), while loyal members of the losing group receive no additional payoff.

Each participant who switched to the winning group receives a payoff equal to:

viJ(di = 1) = 192 ECU (3.10)

The prize would make participants indifferent between staying in their team and switching, assuming
that all participants adhere to the Nash equilibrium (see Equation (3.13)).

Participants receive feedback on the outcome of the competition, the public contributions of their team
members, and their private payoffs before moving to the next round. This includes their remaining
private funds after contributions, potential competition winnings, side-switching choices, as well as costs
from purchasing penalty tokens and being penalized:

µi = ei − ci − li − si + vi (3.11)

Outgroup performance is not shown to minimize intergroup coordination.

2.6. Game Discussion
The average endowment received by participants amounts to êi = 60 ECU . Following conventional
group contests with perfect substitutes performance functions (Konrad 2009, 133-136; Katz et al. 1990;
Nitzan 1991; Sheremeta 2018), given an equal valuation and distribution of the prize and equal group
sizes (nI = nJ = n), the symmetric Nash equilibrium for the competition contribution of each player is
given by:

ci =

{
Vi
4n = 60, if ci ≥ ei,
ei, if ci < ei

(3.12)

In contrast to existing studies, the equilibrium contribution is constrained by realized endowments,
and is otherwise equal to the expected value of the endowment rather than the expected winnings
from the contest. From a rational choice perspective, participants should therefore contribute the
expected endowment to the contest, and keep any remaining endowment to themselves, conditional on
the expected contributions of group members being equal.

As discussed in previous studies (see Abbink et al. 2010; Fehr and Gächter 2000), utility-maximizing
participants are not expected to punish given that efforts toward punishment are wasted. Assuming that
all participants contribute the Nash equilibrium, the marginal benefit for a single participant to defect
is set such that they are indifferent between cooperation and defection. In other words, the conditional
winnings after shifting the Nash contribution to the outgroup are equal to the conditional winnings for
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cooperating with one’s own group:

vi(pJ |di = 1) = 240(pI |di = 0)

⇒ vi(
300

480
|di = 1) = 240(

240

480
|di = 0)

⇒ vi(di = 1) = 192 ECU

(3.13)

Limited opportunities to defect preclude coordination on defection, which is not usually possible in
settings where disloyalty is viewed negatively by most group members and political authorities. The high
probability for punished participants to have the side-switching opportunity ensures that it is possible
to compare their choice directly to participants who were not punished, without deceiving participants.

Overall, participant payoffs given Nash equilibrium play amount to:

µi = 20(60 ECU − 60 ECU + 0.5 · 240 ECU) = 2400 ECU = £24 (3.14)

Therefore, participants are expected to earn an average of £12 per hour, plus the show-up and completion
payments. Note that in one of the treatment conditions, some participants will by chance receive a
lower per-round payoff, but all participants received at minimum the expected additional £10/hour, in
line with CESS Oxford guidelines.

The design is comparable to experimental group contests with homogenous endowments (e.g. Abbink
et al. 2010; Cason et al. 2012; Sutter and Strassmair 2009). In the group contest with punishment that is
most comparable to the present design, Abbink et al. (2010) finds usage of 10% of the maximum possible
punishment points, and significant over-expenditure on the competition above the Nash equilibrium.

However where Abbink et al. apply all assigned punishment tokens, in the present study only a single
defector can be punished in a given round, such that as in loyalty conflicts, punished group members
constitute a minority that is being excluded from the group. Punishment in the present study therefore
differs from the most commonly used peer-based mechanism in public goods experiments. The constraint
provides incentives to identify defectors rather than punish randomly, and coordinate with other group
members to do so (see Andreoni and Gee 2012; DeAngelo and Gee 2018). Participants have an incentive
to assign points in order to avoid being punished themselves, but this strategy is inefficient given that
all group members have the same opportunities to punish.

The design further bears some similarities to contests where the valuation of the prize differs between
players (see Gunnthorsdottir and Rapoport 2006; Sheremeta 2009). Prize heterogeneity may be
interpreted as heterogeneity of abilities or costs of contributions, and similarly drive some players to
exert higher effort than others. But prize valuation manipulates participant’s intrinsic motivations to
exert effort without determining it: those who highly value the prize can still defect, and those with
lower prize valuation can cooperate. By contrast, heterogeneity in endowments manipulates participant’s
perceptions of other’s commitment: players who highly value the prize but have a low endowment may
be falsely perceived as defectors, and players who do not value the prize but have a high endowment
may secretly defect.

https://cess-nuffield.nuff.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/Payment-Guidelines_April-2021.pdf
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3. Experimental Design
Table 3.1 depicts the 2x2x3 factorial design of the experiment. Columns indicate the three within-subject
conditions over 20 rounds in each session, and rows indicate the between-subject conditions that are
randomly assigned to different sessions.

In the control condition described above, participants first play the group contest (C, Round 1-5), then
the group contest with punishment (CP, Round 6-10) and finally the group contest with punishment
and defection (CPD, Round 11-20), using the same group and identifier within their group. Treatments
are applied to all rounds of a session: in one treatment condition participants in each group receive
unequal endowments (Section 3.1), and in another they have the opportunity to chat (Section 3.2). The
full ‘loyalty game’ therefore combines the baseline above with unequal endowments and opportunities to
communicate via an ingroup chat.

Table 3.1. Experimental Design

Treatment
(Between-Subject)

Rounds
(Within-Subject)

Survey Participants

1-5 6-10 11-20

Control C CP CPD X 60

Endowment
Inequality

C-Ineq CP-Ineq CPD-Ineq X 60

Communication C-Comm CP-Comm CPD-Comm X 60

Endowment
Inequality

+ Communication
C-Ineq-Comm CP-Ineq-Comm CPD-Ineq-Comm X 60

Sum: 30 Sessions 240

Note: C = Group Contest (Rounds 1-5), CP = Group Contest with Punishment (Rounds 6-10), CPD = Group Contest
with Punishment and Side-Switching (Rounds 11-20). Inequality and Communication treatments are assigned at the
session level.

3.1. Treatment 1: ‘Inequality’
This condition adds a change to the distribution of endowments. In every session, exactly two participants
in each group are randomly assigned the ‘poor’ type, denoted by ri. The probability of being poor is
equal for all participants:

p(ri = Poor) =
1

2
n

ri ∈R [Poor,Rich]
(3.15)

Player types determine the probability of drawing a particular endowment. To increase the contrast
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between types while minimizing the risk of revealing them to participants,7 the probability of receiving
higher endowments decreases for poor and increases for rich players. Poor players are most likely to
receive an endowment of 20 or 40 points, whereas rich players are most likely to receive an endowment
of 80 or 100 points. Formally, Equation (3.1) is modified by:

P (εi|ri) =

{
p 1

3
ei

= 0.4, p 2
3
ei

= 0.4, p1 = 0.1, p1 1
3
ei

= 0.05, p1 2
3
ei

= 0.05, if ri = Poor

p 1
3
ei

= 0.05, p 2
3
ei

= 0.05, p1 = 0.1, p1 1
3
ei

= 0.4, p1 2
3
ei

= 0.4, if ri = Rich
(3.16)

In this condition, poorer cooperators may be perceived as disloyal even though they contributed
all available endowments to their group, and rich defectors may signal to their group that they are
cooperating.

3.2. Treatment 2: ‘Communication’
Following Cason et al. (2012), members of the same group are allowed to communicate via a public
chat. In sessions where chat is allowed, it occurs after Stage 2 and before Stage 3 (see Figure 3.1). The
opportunity to chat lasts two minutes in rounds 6 and 11, and otherwise one minute.8

The purpose of intragroup communication is threefold: to induce a stronger ingroup-outgroup boundary,
to increase expectations for individual commitment to group efforts (see Cason et al. 2012; Sutter and
Strassmair 2009), and to encourage the deliberation of loyalty among players of the same group. In
contrast to conditions without communication, participants are able to justify their contributions to the
competition fund, and a systematic analysis of chat messages will allow for a validation that participants
‘take’ the induced stimuli, in particular:

• Deliberate to identify defectors

• Accuse low contributors of defection (even if they choose not to punish them)

• Respond to suspicions of defection with defiance or counter-accusations

Since conflict resolution between groups is not relevant to this experiment, there are no opportunities for
intergroup communication that might otherwise lead to an agreement on minimal effort in both groups
(see Cason et al. 2012). Note that side-switching has no impact on communication (only contributions are
switched and only for a given round), while ingroups are able to deliberate expectations for appropriate
contributions, communication does not guarantee agreement or commitment to an agreed upon strategy.

4. Measurement and Hypotheses
The following discussion distinguishes between theoretical propositions, i.e. participant behavior that
should be induced through game design features, and hypotheses, i.e. behavior change that should
be caused by variation in treatments. Table 3.2 provides an overview of key measures. Punishment
intensity is measured by actualized penalties for at maximum one player per group in a given round, and

7This is necessary since revealing participant types would reduce uncertainty induced by heterogeneous endowments.
8This is to shorten the duration of the experiment, while still leaving sufficient time for participants to discuss how

changes to the game in rounds where they are introduced affect their decision-making.
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Table 3.2. Key Measures

Variable Notation Range

Participant

Type ri [‘Random’, ‘Poor’, ‘Rich’]
Cooperation, Cohesion cei , C

e
σI {0, 1}

Defection di|Di {0, 1}
Punished Li {0, 1}
Punishment intensity si [0, 90]
Group won competition ViI {0, 1}
Round ti [1, 20]
Group identification xi1 [1, 10]

Session

Endowment Inequality Z1 {0, 1}
Communication (Chat) Z2 {0, 1}

defection by the decision to switch contributions to the opposing team, given the opportunity to switch.
Cooperation is measured by the size of a participant’s contribution as a proportion of their endowment:

cei =
ci
ei

(3.17)

Group cohesion is simply the standard deviation of cooperation within a group, i.e. cohesion is maximized
when all group members contribute the same proportion of their endowment:

CeσI =

√∑
(cei − c̄ei )2

1

n− 1
(3.18)

Finally, whether a participant’s assigned group won irrespective of individual defection is given by:

ViI =

n∑
i

viI > 0 (3.19)

4.1. Inducing Loyalty Conflicts
First, the game should induce loyalty conflicts among participants. Moreover to the extent that there
are overlaps in design features, the relationships between punishment, cooperation and defection should
be consistent with existing experimental studies. Related experiments with Tullock contests between
groups find that cooperation, measured in monetary contributions to a group, is increased by (a) higher
prize valuation (Baik 1993; Sheremeta 2009), (b) communication and identification with groups (Cason
et al. 2012; Charness et al. 2014; Mago et al. 2016; Sheremeta and Zhang 2010; Sutter and Strassmair
2009; Zdaniuk and Levine 2001), and (c) the possibility of punishment (Abbink et al. 2010). To the
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extent that endowment heterogeneity is comparable to heterogeneity in valuation, it would be expected
that higher endowments increase cooperation, as do communication (including group identification
through communication), and punishment:

Proposition 1. Rich participants cooperate more than poor participants.

Proposition 2. Group identification increases in sessions with communication.

Proposition 3. Cooperation increases in sessions with communication.

Proposition 4. Cooperation in Part 2 is higher than in Part 1.

In typical contest experiments, cooperation has a negative connotation: the efficiency of a Tullock
contest decreases in contributions (above zero or in some cases, above one token), and it is commonly
found that expenditure exceeds the Nash equilibrium, pointing to behavioral factors that are not
captured by the vast game theoretical literature on the subject (Dechenaux et al. 2015). By contrast
in other experimental games with voluntary contribution mechanisms (VCM), such as ‘public goods’
and ‘common pool resources’ (e.g. Fehr and Gächter 2000; Henrich et al. 2006; Ostrom et al. 1992),
cooperation is a positive outcome since ‘defection’ refers to relatively low contributions (or withdrawals
in the case of a Common Pool Resource game), up the point where participants are free-riding on other
people’s effort entirely.

In real-world conflict settings, cooperation has a positive connotation to group members insofar as it
demonstrates loyalty, and those whose contributions are insufficient may be punished for their disloyalty.
But rather than being a purely intrinsic individual property (see Hirschman 1970; James and Cropanzano
1994), loyalty is socially constructed as personal sacrifice that enhances group welfare at the expense of
a rival group (Levine and Moreland 2002). In the present study, contributions represent the personal
sacrifice of group members in cooperation against a rival. Groups are expected to develop a norm
around appropriate cooperation, rather than disregarding the past cooperation of others when choosing
contributions (see Mago et al. 2016):

Proposition 5. Cohesion of cooperation increases over time.

The motivation and ability to demonstrate loyalty are private information in conflict settings. Intrinsic
motivation, based on social identification (James and Cropanzano 1994; Tajfel and Turner 1986),
cannot be discerned directly, but only approximated by observation of behavior. Loyalty in the context
of the experiment is therefore based on “epistemic actions”, which includes presuppositions about
endowments, observations of decisions and statements, and the possible appearances of these actions to
other participants (see Baltag 2002). Participants are expected to state uncertainty around the meaning
of their contributions:

Proposition 6. Participants state uncertainty about other’s true cooperation in relation to their deci-
sions.

A participant’s intended commitment may differ from perceived commitment, leading to misperceptions
of loyalty. Existing conflict studies treat misperception as an information problem, whereby authorities
falsely punish when they fail to identify disloyalty (e.g. Kalyvas 2006; Steinert 2022). Relatedly,
Grechenig et al. (2010) suggest that punishment should be constrained where information is imperfect,
as participants punish even when they know that they might unjustifiably sanction high contributors
(see Herrmann et al. 2008). Overall, it is expected that punishment is related to observed contributions:

Proposition 7. The likelihood of being punished decreases in contributions.

However, even if intentions are revealed through communication or actions, participants can misperceive
loyalty when (a) they do not trust the signal of the sender (see Farrell 1987), or (b) disagree on
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appropriate contributions. It follows that punishments which appear justified to the sanctioning agent
may or may not appear justified to the punished (see Sherman 1993; Tyler and Huo 2002). In the
present study, any punishment may be deemed subjectively unfair, as there is no a priori commitment
to a fixed strategy. It follows that ‘poor’ participants should be punished more frequently, given that
they appear consistently disloyal for lower contributions:

Proposition 8. Participants with the ‘poor’ type are more likely to be punished than those with the
‘rich’ type.

Experiments in economics consider preferences for competing groups (McCarter et al. 2013) or group
formation (Charness et al. 2014) without considering mechanisms for social exclusion as drivers of
behavior. By contrast in social psychology, ostracism from the group is studied as a function of norm
violation (Abrams et al. 2018; Castano et al. 2002; Ditrich and Sassenberg 2016; Lindström and Tobler
2018; Marques and Paez 1994; Travaglino et al. 2014; Zdaniuk and Levine 2001), however the behavior
of former ingroup members is rarely considered after their ostracism. In conflict settings, disassociation
from the group may lead to association with a rival group. For the present study to mirror this
understanding, it is expected that participants consider side-switching in terms of group loyalty:

Proposition 9. Participants frame the decision to switch their contributions in terms of (dis)loyalty.

Since Proposition 9 and Proposition 6 concern participant accounts of decisions, they are evaluated
through exploratory coding of chat messages and open survey responses rather than quantitative
estimation. The conditional average treatment effect of communication on identification with the group
(Proposition 2) is estimated with naive OLS:

x̂i1 = β0 + β1Z2 + εi (3.20)

Propositions related to cooperation outcomes (1, 3, 4, 5) are evaluated using panel regression models with
random effects for participants, controlling for communication and team identification (Proposition 2):

ĉeit = β0 + β1ri + β2Z2 + β3(ti > 6) + β4xi + εi + µit

ĈeσI = β0 + β1ti + β2Z2 + β3xi + εi + µit
(3.21)

In turn, the prevalence of punishment (Propositions 7 and 8) is evaluated with a linear estimator
proposed by Lin (2013), which centers covariates (here: participant contributions) and interacts them
with randomized treatments (here: player type) to reduce biases in OLS estimations of experimental
treatments as described in Freedman (2008):

L̂i = β0 + β1ri + β2c
e
i + β3c

e
i ri + εi (3.22)

For all estimators, standard errors are clustered at the session level.

4.2. Effects of Punishment on Defection
Following the labeling approach to social deviance (Becker 1963; Lemert 1951; Matza 2010), defiance and
procedural justice theories (Sherman 1993; 2014; Tyler and Huo 2002), it is expected that punishment
has an exclusionary effect on the punished. A participant who is punished may come to accept their role
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as a disloyal member, up until the point where they feel excluded from their group. Starting in Part 2,
the opportunity to disassociate from ones group is to lower contributions (loyalty as group support),
and starting in Part 3, participants who are punished are expected to defect to the opponent (loyalty as
group membership). On average, participants who were punished are expected to decrease cooperation
and increase defection:

H1. Punished participants decrease their cooperation in the subsequent round compared to participants
who were not punished.

H2. When given the opportunity to switch sides, punished participants are more likely to defect than
participants who were not punished.

The estimands for these hypotheses are the (conditional) average treatment effects of punishment (given
the opportunity to defect) on cooperation and defection, respectively:

ATEceit =

n,20∑
i=1,t=7

cei (Lit−1 = 1)

n
−

n,20∑
i=1,t=7

cei (Lit−1 = 0)

n

CATEdit =

n,20∑
i=1,t=11

dit(Lit = 1|Dit = 1)

n
−

n,20∑
i=1,t=11

dit(Lit = 0|Dit = 1)

n

(3.23)

Since punishment is endogenous to the game in all experimental conditions, the estimate of this
effect must control for within-subject covariates. First, the intensity of the penalty may increase
the exclusionary effect of punishment: on average, smaller penalties that have a minimal impact on
payoffs are expected to be tolerated, whereas larger penalties are expected to decrease cooperation and
increase defection. And second, winnings in prior rounds and higher competition funds are expected to
increase participant confidence that loyalty is rewarding, decreasing defection. As above, the Lin (2013)
adjustment is used to reduce bias in the OLS estimator for the treatment effect:

ĉeit = β0 + β1Lit−1 + β2sit−1 + β3ViIt−1 + β4sit−1Lit−1 + β5ViIt−1Lit−1 + εi

d̂it = β0 + β1Lit + β2si + β3ViIt + β4siLit + β5ViItLit−1 + εi
(3.24)

As an alternative estimation strategy to the Lin estimator, a panel regression model as above is
considered:

ĉeit = β0 + β1Lit−1 + β2sit−1 + β3ViIt−1 + εi + µit

d̂it = β0 + β1Lit−1 + β2sit + β3ViIt + εi + µit
(3.25)

The study is designed to test whether inequality and lack of communication about disloyalty cause
defection (Z1, Z2). First, in sessions where endowments are unequally distributed, ‘poor’ participants
are unable to demonstrate loyalty as much as other group members, more likely to be punished, and
hence more likely to defect. While this experience only applies to two participants per group, they may
be repeatedly excluded and defect as a result. Moreover, the defection of ‘poor’ participants might lead
to fragmentation in the group, particularly when they lose to the opponent, increasing defection by
those who are not punished.
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H3. Participants in groups with unequally distributed endowments are more likely to defect, compared to
participants in groups with equally distributed endowments.

Second, in sessions with communication within groups, participants are able to coordinate their
strategies with respect to cooperation, punishment and defection. They are more likely to develop a
shared expectation for appropriate contributions, less likely to misperceive each others cooperation as
disloyal, and less likely to be punished unjustifiably. Moreover, given that identification with the group
increases in the chat condition, members are less likely to want to abandon their group without being
punished:

H4. Participants who can communicate via chat are less likely to defect than those who cannot.

Finally, sessions that combine communication and endowment inequality allow participants to signal
their unequal endowment distributions, reducing punishments due to misperceptions, and attempt to
dissuade group members from choosing to defect. Some groups may fail to dissuade its members from
disloyalty, or coordinate to refrain from punishment in order to prevent defection. Conversely, they
might not trust ‘poor’ participant’s consistent signals that their endowment is low, or claim to have a
low endowment themselves. But compared to the condition with only endowment inequality, defection
is reduced by communication and the associated group identification.

H5. Participants who can communicate about unequal endowments are less likely to defect, compared to
participants in the Inequality condition without communication.

The estimands for these hypotheses correspond to a series of conditional average treatment effects and
their difference:

CATEH3 =
n∑
i=1

di(Z1 = 1|Z2 = 0)

n
−

n∑
i=1

di(Z1 = 0|Z2 = 0)

n

CATEH4 =
n∑
i=1

di(Z2 = 1|Z1 = 0)

n
−

n∑
i=1

di(Z2 = 0|Z1 = 0)

n

CATEH5 = CATEH4 − CATEH3

(3.26)

A series of OLS regressions suffices to estimate these effects without participant covariates:

d̂i = β0 + β1Z1 + β2Z2 + β3Z1Z2 (3.27)

5. Results
This section analyzes results from six comparable pilot sessions with N = 48 participants, though only
3/6 sessions correspond exactly to the design described above, and the current number of conditions and
participant types is not balanced (see Appendix C.I for details). Moreover, two sessions had the highly
unlikely outcome of one team winning 95% (Comm) and 100% (Ineq-Comm) of the time, despite initially
similar cooperation, which led to slightly aberrant behavior.9 The focus is therefore on analyzing to

9In the Comm condition, the highly unlikely outcome of one team winning 95% of the time, despite initially similar
contributions, lead the other team to believe that the game is “rigged” and coordinate on low cooperation and defection.
By the same token, the winning team eventually decided that low contributions would allow them to win the game more
efficiently, given low opponent contributions (see Cason et al. 2012; Sutter and Strassmair 2009). Even more unlikely in one
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what extent the design induces loyalty conflicts, by evaluating the propositions from Section 4.1. Given
the low number of observations I do not attempt to interpret the (non-)significance of the results, but
they are shown along with effect sizes in Appendix C.I.3.

5.1. Cooperation
Figure 3.2 shows how cooperation changes over the course of a session in different treatment conditions.10

In line with Proposition 4, there is a slight increase in cooperation with the onset of punishment (β̂ = 4%).
However in conditions with communication, participants appear less worried that they might be punished,
because they can signal endowments, justify contributions, and agree not to punish each other. This
sense of unity is reflected in the effects of communication on team attachment. Figure 3.3 (B)-(D)
illustrate how communication increases team attachment (β̂ = 3) in line with Proposition 2, yet how
counter to Propositions 3 and 5, this identification translates to slightly lower levels of cooperation
(β̂ = −1%) and cohesion (β̂ = −2%). This may be an artifact of the few Comm sessions run thus far,
where there was a tendency to coordinate on low cooperation particularly in two almost permanently
losing groups. Yet, it may also suggest that communication merely increases the willingness of group
members to conform with a perceived group consensus, which is not necessarily that cooperation is
beneficial.

The expectations for Proposition 1 are similarly reversed: Figure 3.3 (A) shows how rich participants
contribute on average less of their endowment than poor participants (β̂ = −11%). This suggests
that there is a fundamental difference between the private opportunity to demonstrate loyalty and the
motivation to do so. When the private motivation to contribute to group efforts is either known or not
questioned, group members may conform to implicit norms around appropriate effort. When loyalty is
perceived but not known, those who can demonstrate it are more easily perceived as cooperators. Rich
participants keep a larger proportion of their endowment to themselves, compared to poor participants
who must match the effort of other group members in order to be seen as cooperative.

5.2. Punishment and Defection
On average, participants punish a group member in 10% of rounds (similar to Abbink et al. 2010, 435),
with si = 21 median punishment intensity. This is plausible seeing as almost all participants understand
that punishment is inefficient and costs their peers real-world currency. Though participant responses in
the survey suggest that they punish low contributors in line with propositions 7 and 8,11 these could not
be validated with the proposed estimator: while punishment decreases in contributions and rich player
types, the effect size is extremely negligible. This is possibly due to the limited number of punishment
observations and imbalance in participant types in the sample, but also due to the dampening effect of
communication on punishment in general: poor participants were punished ∆ = 27% more frequently
than rich participants in the Ineq condition without communication (19 vs. 11 times), compared to
∆ = 16% in the Ineq-Comm condition (18 vs. 13 times).

of the three Ineq-Comm conditions, one group consistently lost despite, at some point, contributing slightly more than the
other, leading at least some participants to treat the size of their contributions as irrelevant and decreasing communication
in the chat.

10In general based on survey feedback, participants adjusted their cooperation in response to (1) strategic considerations
and learning (e.g. previous contest winnings, other team member’s contributions), (2) team agreement (in Comm), (3)
being punished, (4) endowments received, (5) experimentation (“curious about the result”), or (6) tried not to adjust and
stick to a given proportion.

11Based on survey feedback, participants punished when (1) contributions were below expected or agreed upon levels, (2)
after being punished themselves, (3) to avoid being punished by others (in NoComm conditions), or (4) never because (a)
it was costly/inefficient, (b) their team agreed not to (in Comm conditions), or (c) it was otherwise deemed ‘inappropriate’.
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Figure 3.2. Cooperation by Experimental Condition
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Figure 3.4 shows the defector count for each experimental condition, with the coloring indicating the
proportion of defectors who were punished. In the NoComm conditions, the number of punished
exceeds that of ‘strategic’ defectors who switched their contributions without being punished (β̂ = 69%).
Moreover, participants who won the competition in the previous round defect less than those who lost,
though the effect size is smaller (β̂ = −33%). This corroborates the notion that participants rely on
strategic considerations to decide whether or not to switch sides in the absence of punishment,12 and
that punishment increases defection particularly in the absence of communication (H 2).

In line with H 4 and H 5, communication decreases defection compared to control (∆ = −17.5%) and
inequality (∆ = −2.5%). Yet counter to H 3, inequality decreases rather than increases defection in
the absence of communication (∆ = −15%). These effect sizes are highly suggestive at best, seeing as
defection was relatively high in the single pilot run of the control condition (62.5%).

5.3. Social Construction of Loyalty
Chat messages and survey responses provide a less general yet more accurate picture about the extent
participants ‘took’ the treatments designed to induce loyalty conflicts. First in line with Proposition 6,

12Survey feedback suggests that participants defected when (1) team loss was anticipated (low competition fund,
previously losing), (2) after being punished, (3) the team agreed to (this overlapped with the team losing unusually often),
(4) experimentation/curiosity, and (5) never due to self-identifying as a “loyal member” and/or the team agreeing not to
(in Comm conditions). Some participants note that they were “tempted” but still remained loyal to conform with the team
consensus.
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Figure 3.3. Cooperation Propositions (1, 2, 3, 5)
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participants were uncertain about each others endowments, and used the chat to reduce that uncertainty
in Comm conditions. Most chat messages were geared towards coordinating optimal contributions, and
participants tended to be honest about declaring their endowments. But they still voiced suspicions of
disloyalty as signals about endowments were not necessarily believed, which could lead to punishment.
For example, in a group that decided to punish the lowest contributor in each round:

Player 2: “ok guess it is 3 now”
Player 2: “even though I dont trust 1 to always go all in”
Player 4: “I don’t think we should penalise 3 because they’ve gone the most in overall”
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Figure 3.4. Defection by Experimental Condition

0

10

20

30

40

Control Inequality Communication Inequality + Communication
Condition

D
ef

ec
tio

n 
(C

ou
nt

)

Punished No Yes

Note: Absolute defector counts among participants given the opportunity to defect, by treatment condition and punishment.

Player 3: “you must beleave = )))”
Player 2: “if the assignment is random, u should not have so much lower”
Player 1: “:)”
(Comm condition, 28.09.2022, Round 9).

Relatedly in the survey, participants describe how they attempted to deceive their peers about their
true cooperation:

“I tried to take points in a multiple of 20 so it didn’t look like I was taking any for myself,
once penalty points became a thing, as I felt like if I looked to be giving all my points as
competition tokens then I SHOULD be less likely to be penalised.”

“Although we agreed as a team at first to go all in I always kept a spare amount in order to
maximize my earnings while (trying) to give my team the impression that I was going all in
so that they would so our chances of winning would increase.”

Deception to avoid punishment was expected, but not deception to maintain the motivation of others to
cooperate. Communication could therefore increase cooperation irrespective of identification with the
group, as some members trick their teammates into levels of cooperation that they themselves do not
observe.
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Second in line with Proposition 9, participants understand side-switching in terms of ‘loyalty’, e.g. in
the following chat messages:

Player 2: “yeah loyalty for the team I would propose”
...
Player 4: “the other team must be choosing to switch”
Player 2: “they dont seem to have any sense of loyalty :)”
(Comm condition, 28.09.2022, Round 11,13)

Player 2: “I plan on being loyal if chosen”
Player 1: “same”
(Ineq-Comm condition, 09.09.2022, Round 11).

Similarly in response to the survey question whether and when to side-switch:

“never – loyal member”
“I didn’t switch, I felt it was better to be loyal since we were supposed to be working together.”
“never switched. we seemed to always win anyways and felt loyal to my tem”

Jointly, inequality and punishment can lead to defection, particularly when participants feel unreasonably
punished. This is evident from survey responses as to why participants defected, for instance:

”I did so increasingly as a matter of principle, being annoyed with my own team as I was
persistently being penalised regardless of how much money I invested. In the last instance, I
realised that my decision to switch was not even rationally motivated, but due to annoyance
at my team.”

Unexpectedly, uncertainty did not always evolve around opportunities to demonstrate loyalty, but can
also evolve around conflicting expectations for appropriate contributions. This happened explicitly in
one instance in an (earlier pilot) Comm condition, where a participant was ‘singled out’ for refusing
to cooperate with the group, leading to a sequence of punishment, decreasing cooperation, and group
fragmentation:

Player 3: “Played it mean this time.”
Player 4: “Feeling luckier this round [...] doesn’t mean I was being mean though”
...
Player 2: “if you receive more than 100, you should put 100, if less then at least half of that”
Player 4: “there are no moral imperatives because you got put max and everyone could put
max and still not win”
...
Player 2: “0??”
Player 4: “yes it is fair given I got penalised”
...
Player 4: “if I get penalised I will put in 0 you can bully all you like”
...
Player 4: “I wanted to make a contribution but was very clear that if I go penalised I would
put in zero”
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..
Player 4: “I got penalised every time last time so went on what I said I would do if penalised
again”
Player 2: “it seems all of us will send it to the other team :)”
(Comm condition, 12.08.).

It may be fruitful to code such sequences systematically after the main study, in order to assess the
extent to which punishment is understood as a label that leads to exclusion from the group.

6. Discussion
In terms of the experimental design, a key issue pertains to statistical power of the treatment effects.
Only half the participant pool has an opportunity to defect for ten rounds, and each of the CATE are
estimated for only half the total sample. Drawing on work by Blair et al. (2019), a simulation-based
power analysis of the design suggests that with current effect sizes, resampled to N = 240, the probability
of obtaining a statistically significant result ranges from 25% for H 3, over 37% for H 4, to 75% for
H 5. In other words, none of the estimated causal effects would reach the conventional target of 80%
of statistical power if effect sizes were to remain at current levels during the main study.13 This is
slightly worrying, but could be due to the limitations in the pilot data and the particularly experienced
participant pool at the CESS over the summer (see Appendix C.I).

The game design fares reasonably well when it comes to inducing loyalty conflicts, on top of the
competitive incentives that are usually induced with group contests. First, even when participants can
declare their endowments, they are uncertain about how much other team members are truly ‘sacrificing’.
By itself this uncertainty does not necessarily lead to punishment: participants do not consistently
attribute losses to other group members, accepting that there is a random chance that they might lose
despite acceptable contributions; and they tolerate lower contributions than their own, accepting that
there is disagreement about appropriate cooperation levels. But they punish poor participants more
than rich participants, which suggests that the Inequality treatment is taken.

Second, the Communication treatment is taken as well, given the significantly higher levels of team
attachment and coordination compared to conditions without communication. Participants associate
loyalty with staying in their team, and consider it less appropriate to defect in the Comm condition.
They do not explicitly identify and punish defectors who switch sides, which was expected given that
there are no straightforward signals to learn who had the opportunity to defect, and whether or not
they did.

Overall, the design of the game goes a long way towards inducing the necessary conditions for loyalty
trials. The laboratory context lacks important contextual factors, such as the fear and risks to defection
that the Palestinians and East Germans in the motivating examples presumably experienced. But
like those individuals, participants in the game faced trade-offs between personal and group goals,
were induced to cooperate with these goals, and punish those who failed to cooperate. We reduce
demonstrations of loyalty to monetary contributions in the lab, but note that personal sacrifices in the
real world may entail a wide range of behaviors that have nothing to do with financial resources. By
the same token, some constraints on behavior may be visible in the real world (e.g. whether somebody

13This is based on simulated data with N = 240, using the main effects of treatment conditions as the ‘true’ difference in
the probability to defect for each participant. After assigning a hypothetical side-switching decision for each participant-
round across conditions, and randomly assigning a realized treatment condition, the estimate for all possible CATE and
ATE is compared against the true outcome. The process is simulated S = 500 times. The mean number of times that the
null is rejected when it should be (p-value ≤ .05) is the power for each effect.
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is too poor to pay authorities), but the distance between loyal intentions and perceptions is similarly
difficult to establish in the real world as it is in our study. As a caveat, though side-switching was
seen as disloyalty by participants, our design did not link ingroup contributions and defection, such
that participants did not attempt to identify side-switchers among them. Introducing additional design
features that frame loyalty conflicts more explicitly in terms of side-switching is an avenue for future
research.
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FINAL REMARKS

The papers in this manuscript make complementary arguments about the relationship between the
labeling of political deviance as disloyalty, on the one hand, and the consequences for defection, on the
other. The first paper shows how labeling affects allegiance based on the same mechanisms in vastly
different context. We find that labeling deviance as disloyalty increases defection particularly when
quotidian behavior is perceived as disloyal by group members, and that tolerance for political deviance
increases conformity. And we show how loyalty trials always polarize conformers against defectors,
though the latter are minorities in most conflict settings. Of particular interest to the study of conflict
is perhaps the relationship between loyalty expectations and allegiance shifts. Governments who feel
existentially threatened are unlikely to change loyalty expectations or encourage tolerance for political
deviance even when they are internationally shamed for human rights violations. Where possible, the
practices that governments use to protect defectors from their rivals should be as transparent and
stable as the norms that ensure the sovereignty of their own rule, and decision-makers should take the
consequences for defection in their own communities into account. To reference a salient example at the
time of writing: countries who let the risk of infiltration by Russian agents and popular resentment of
the Ukrainian invasion guide restrictive visa policies not only deny opportunities for ‘exit’ to aggrieved
Russians in the country, but also promote the image that ‘being Russian’ is tantamount to disloyalty,
with the associated consequences for discrimination and defection.

The second paper shows how allegiance is co-produced between authorities and their subjects, drawing
on the notion that political deviance is labeled based on three ‘moments’ of loyalty. Where labeling
introduces conflicts between ‘images’ of what constitutes defection and perceptions of disloyalty, or
conflicts between perceptions and the ‘true’ allegiance of the labeled, allegiances are prone to shift.
In that regard, I corroborate a key mechanism from the first paper, namely that false defectors are
more likely to conform than defect, compared to true defectors whose labeling has little impact on their
political deviance. Moreover, I highlight the importance of third-moment loyalty and unofficial labeling,
which are rarely considered in mainstream conflict studies, but quite well understood in interpretive
scholarship. Authorities might ‘correctly’ label individuals as defectors, but in contrast to criminal
deviance, what constitutes defection could still be legitimately ‘false’ to the labeled (as in the GDR).
And by the same token, authorities might refrain from labeling defection that is very much considered
unacceptable to group members, as is the case among Palestinians for ‘security coordination’ with Israel
today (Albzour et al. 2019). Particularly in civil war settings, therefore, it might be preferable to enforce
official norms against defection that are in line with unofficial perceptions and increase tolerance for
political deviance, as opposed to refraining from official labeling that encourages group members to
label already marginalized social deviants.

From these two papers, labeling appears to reinforce prior disloyalty rather than causing ‘primary’
defection: given that an individual is labeled, allegiance shifts towards conformity are more common
than shifts from conformity towards defection. This is plausible both when defectors are vilified—there
are strong social incentives to conform—and when they are glorified—initial disloyalty is intrinsically
motivated. However, in line with similar concerns in criminology (see Sherman 2014), there is the
possibility that the effects of labeling are under-estimated in observational studies, seeing as unofficial
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labels that might lead to the defiance of third-moment images are rarely observed systematically.

The third paper attempts to address this concern, by studying a novel game that induces key conditions
of loyalty conflicts in the lab. Results from the pilot study give some support for the notion that
punishment leads to defection. The design induces most of the key aspects of loyalty dynamics in
conflict, though when communication is allowed, some participants identify with their group sufficiently
to resist the temptation of punishing disloyalty and defecting entirely, and at times tolerate the defection
of others in the face of endogenous conflict asymmetries. This is in line with the micro-dynamics of
labeling in real-world conflict settings: defectors are not uniformly vilified, as can be seen from Paper
2 where punishment and defection occurred mostly in the presence of a strong social norm against
disloyalty, but did not occur or affect allegiance otherwise. However, the motivation behind the paper is
to study the effects of punishment given that defection is threatening the group, and future designs
might want to test different framing conditions to analyze how they affect behavior.

Overall, this project contributes to our understanding of conflict by viewing the stability of political order
through the quotidian behaviors of ‘ordinary’ individuals beyond activists and rebels, by considering
the relationship between international rivalries and domestic repression, and advocating for a wider
understanding of political behavior as a function of loyalty expectations and labeling. It crosses
disciplinary boundaries by integrating research from conflict studies, sociology, history, and social
psychology. And it introduces a novel perspective on the defiance of authoritarian rule in the GDR,
as well as on ‘collaboration’ with Israel in Palestine today. Aside from corroborating some of the
propositions in this manuscript with additional evidence, future research might examine the applicability
of these findings to other fields of study. How does the ostracism of minorities affect their political
behavior in the community they end up with? When political parties exclude members for violating
core ideological principles, do the labeled correct their views or join a different party? Under what
conditions does the labeling of governments for violation of international norms lead to an exclusion
of its diplomats from international forums, and does such exclusion strengthen or weaken the norm
itself? As was hopefully shown here, particularly when the goal is to integrate different methodological
approaches, the lens of labeling moments of loyalty could be helpful to answering such questions.





PAPER 1 APPENDICES

Appendix

A.I. Agent Fitness
Figure A.1 illustrates how agent fitness (y-axis) varies with deviance (x-axis), loyalty expectations and
incentives (line colors represent different structural conditions), and the perceived deception of labeled
defectors (line style represents the agent’s condition). First, across all lines, disloyalty is beneficial as
personal sacrifice is reduced: agent fitness increases with deviance from loyalty expectations (δ2

i ).

Second, loyalty expectations interact with loyalty incentives. When incentives are low but loyalty
expectation are high (k = -1, λ = 1, sienna curve), the marginal benefits for disloyal behavior increase.
And when both incentives and loyalty expectation are high (k = 1, λ = 1, black curve), the marginal
increase in benefits for disloyal behavior remain low. In contrast, when expectations are low and loyalty
incentives negative, (k = -1, λ = 0, grey curve), the marginal increase in benefits for loyal behavior
remain low. Where loyalty incentives are balanced given moderate loyalty expectations (k = 0, λ = 0.5,
red curve), defection and conformity are equally beneficial.

Third, where the disparity between private and labeled behavior is large (k = 0, λ = 0.5, |i− p|lA =
0.5, dotted line), fitness is significantly lower than where the disparity is small (k = 0, λ = 0.5, |i− p|lA
= 0.1, dashed line).

A.II. General Model Robustness
The model was implemented in Python (Van Rossum and Drake Jr 1995), drawing on several packages
for processing and data visualization (Harris et al. 2020; Hunter 2007; Tange 2011; Virtanen et al. 2020;
Waskom 2021; Wes McKinney 2010). The code is available on the website of the corresponding author.

We conduct two types of robustness checks. First, we sweep the same parameters as for the general
model in Section 5.1, and analyze additional model outcomes. Second, we sweep additional parameters
and discuss how they affect the results, compared to a baseline that makes agents equally likely to
increase conformity or defection. In the baseline, initial allegiance, loyalty expectations and incentives
are set to ī = p̄ = λ = k = 0.5, while other auxiliary parameters are kept at the values used in the
general model (see Table A.4). Table A.1 gives an overview of outcomes for all parameter sweeps
compared to the baseline.

A.II.1. Type I and Type II Errors
We show how the model captures the micro-dynamics of labeling defectors. We define misidentification
as the ratio of labeled and true defectors, formally:

ρ =
AIII +AIV + 1

AII +AIV + 1
(A.1)

76
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ρ represents the trade-off between types of errors political authorities make when conducting loyalty
trials: ‘Type I’ errors when defectors are over-identified—more defectors are falsely labeled than hidden
(ρ > 1); and ‘Type II’ errors when defectors are under-identified—fewer defectors are falsely labeled
than hidden (ρ < 1). When ρ = 1, defectors are perfectly identified, such that only true conformers and
true defectors are observed.

Figure A.2 (A) shows mean identification for combinations of loyalty expectations and initial behavior.
‘Type I’-errors occur when loyal behavior initially exceeds expectations, and ‘Type II’-errors when it
does not meet expectations: defection is on average under-identified where λ > ī, p̄, and over-identified
where λ < ī, p̄. In settings where initial loyalty far exceeds expectations, there are no loyalty trials and
therefore no misidentification occurs (ρ = 1). Where behavior meets or slightly exceeds expectations,
agents shift allegiance only indirectly, in observing loyalty trials that correctly identify true defectors
and conformers. But overall, allegiance shifts rarely occur without misidentification.

ρ differs from misperceptions, which may be based on the quality of information used to label defectors,
or on biased usage of available information. Misperceptions are given by the distance between perceived
and private behavior, formally:

∆pi = p̄− ī (A.2)

Misperceptions may lead to misidentification, contingent on sufficiently high expectations and low group
tolerance. Figure A.2 (B) shows the most prevalent defector type at the end of the simulation for
each possible value of ∆pi, with all other parameters as in the baseline (λ = 0.5). Assuming loyalty
expectations are initially not met, when ∆pi > 0 secret defectors are above suspicion (black cells, bottom
right quadrant), and when ∆pi < 0 true defectors are labeled as if they engaged in severe disloyalty
(sienna cells, bottom left quadrant). False defectors almost always constitute a minority, such that true
conformers are on average the most prevalent defector type even when loyal individuals are initially
perceived as disloyal (grey cells, upper quadrants). Irrespective of misperceptions, allegiances eventually
shift toward defection when extreme loyalty exceeds moderate expectations.

A.II.2. Auxiliary Parameters
Agent Characteristics
Figure A.3 shows defector type probability by (A) mean group tolerance, (B) spread of tolerance and
(C) spread of private and public allegiance. (A) As tolerance increases, true defection decreases and
true conformity increases. Once tolerance for defection exceeds disloyal behavior, secret defection
approaches true conformity, while false defection decreases. Compared to the baseline, the probability
of labeled defection is higher when agents are either perfectly intolerant or tolerant of defection. (B)
As heterogeneity of tolerance increases, true conformity slightly increases as true defection decreases.
Maximum heterogeneity essentially makes all agents either perfectly tolerant or intolerant, which is
sufficient to trigger cascades of defection. Misidentification is not affected by the spread of tolerance
compared to the baseline. (C) Behavior heterogeneity generally increases defection, given borderline
conformity with moderate loyalty expectations. Defection slightly exceeds conformity where the spread
of behavior is equal to or smaller than the spread of tolerance (here: σi, σp ≤ σq = 0.1).

Overall, changes to tolerance and allegiance distributions lead to minor changes in model outcomes, but
only for extremely low or high values when they change who is subjected to loyalty trials. Compared to
the baseline, extreme increases in the (heterogeneity of) tolerance and initial loyalty lead to increases in
conformity, and vice-versa for defection.
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Simulation Parameters
Experimentation with the number of agents and generations shows that setting N,G = 1000 is sufficient
to converge on a given distribution of defector types. Other simulation parameters delineate spatial and
temporal aspects of model runs. Figure A.4 shows the probability of defector types given changes in (A)
agent pairings, (B) agents subjected to and affected by loyalty trials per generation, and (C) probability
of mutation.

P represents the frequency of labeling opportunities, and therewith the ability of individuals to alter
perceptions of each others loyalty. The probability of true defection tends to increase with such
opportunities, but all else equal the marginal change is minimal beyond three interactions per period.
Notably, increasing opportunities to label in each generation leads to a quicker convergence on defection,
and therefore more true defectors on average. T represents the size of the population who learn of
and are affected by loyalty trials. Given that T affects which agents are subjected to loyalty trials in
every generation, the probability of true conformity and defection fluctuates, but which type dominates
does not change beyond extreme values. True defectors are more prevalent when all agents are affected
by loyalty trials in every generation, and secret defection dominates true conformity when agents are
barely affected by loyalty trials. Finally following Riolo et al. (2001), M controls the randomness of
the evolutionary adaptation mechanism, where higher values increase the probability that agents adopt
characteristics from the initial distribution of parameters. As for other simulation parameters, mutation
changes outcomes when set to extreme values that preclude mutation or regularly re-seed the agent
distribution.

A.III. Extension Robustness
A.III.1. Source Material on Defection
We discuss the reliability and validity of the empirical materials that were used for this paper. First,
we briefly discuss the primary data from archives and interviews that was used to inform the model
specification. Second, we discuss existing empirical data on defection and justify why we do not deem it
suitable for model contextualization or validation. Qualitative evidence for model contextualization
stems from secondary sources, as discussed in Section 5.2.

Model Specification
For the GDR, primary data was collected from the Stasi Archives. Over 111 kilometers of records
were secured after the collapse of the regime, including internal instructions, reports by informers,
denunciations, interrogation protocols, and descriptions of individual activities prior and after they were
labeled. Given that these documents were not intended for publication, they are more reliable than
other accounts of defection, such as from public news reports (see Balcells and Sullivan 2018; and Horz
and Marbach 2022; Maddrell 2013; Piotrowska 2020; Steinert 2022 for recent large-N studies that draw
on the archives). As part of this study, a purposeful sample of 453 files was reviewed between February
2020 and November 2021. Time to review files in the reading rooms was limited, the use of analytical
software on original documents prohibited, and random sampling strategies would not yield a large
share of complete files on defection. Therefore, files were purposefully sampled to maximize internal
validity, based on three criteria: (1) completed surveillance cases, (2) targeting individuals, (3) who were
suspected of defection. We use some of this evidence to illustrate the effects of labeling on defection,
and more generally refined the model specification based on it.

For the OPT, primary data was collected in semi-structured interviews with 20 respondents during two
months of fieldwork in Israel and the West Bank in November 2019 and February 2022. Among the

https://www.bstu.de


Labeling Defectors to Rival Authorities 79

respondents were Palestinians targeted by Israeli security (or their parents in cases where the targets
were children), officials familiar with recruitment strategies, journalists, as well as researchers at human
rights organizations and universities. Each interview lasted between one and three hours. Interview
questions were adapted to the context of the interview and respondent backgrounds, but generally
covered the following topics:

1. Targeting of repression: who is labeled as a defector based on which criteria?

2. Source of threat perceptions: how is the criminalization of behavior legitimized by political actors?

3. Changing loyalty expectations: how and when did delineations of acceptable and unacceptable
behavior change?

4. Tolerance: under what conditions is disloyal behavior acceptable?

5. Reactions by the labeled: how do targeted individuals respond to experiences of repression in the
short- and long-term?

6. Reactions by peers: how do third parties (family members, neighbors, co-workers, superiors, rival
authorities) respond to labeling?

As with the archival data, interviews were used to inform the model specification and interpret evidence
on loyalty trials during the Second Intifada (see Table A.8 for a list of interviews).

Statistical Evidence on Defection
Table A.2 summarizes loyalty expectations and estimates for the proportion of defecting subjects in each
conflict setting. Available data is at best a poor approximation of true defection, with no indication of
other defector types. Note however that in line with our theoretical framework, the overall share of the
population that reportedly defected increases with the personal sacrifice required to demonstrate loyalty,
though it constitutes a small minority in both settings. Our model merely represents relative increases
in conformity and defection, but does not predict this ‘true’ proportion of defectors among conformers.

Table A.3 provides an overview of the sources we used to generate Table A.2. While we consider these
authors reliable secondary sources, the primary sources lack reliability and internal validity due to biases
in reporting by primary sources, coverage and coding of cases.

First, given that our conceptualization of defection includes any form of deviant behavior perceived to
threaten political order, much defection is not documented in official statistics. It is only through a
detailed examination of the materials that we can observe the criminalization of quotidian behaviors,
and at times distinguish between observed and fabricated accusations of more exceptional disloyalty
(e.g. BArch, MfS, HA IX, Nr. 25283, Bl. 34-36; MfS, HA IX, Nr. 25609, Bl. 9-127; Kelly 2010, 179).

Second, the evidence that is observable suffers from biases in government sources (see Becker 2017).
Such biases stem from attempts to charge individuals with criminal offenses when there was insufficient
evidence for political motivations or outgroup affiliation (e.g. Joester 1999, 317-318), and more generally
from misidentification of defectors (e.g. Jalal 2015; Human Rights Watch 2001, 47-48; Williams 2001,
32-36).

Third, the coverage of statistical data is insufficient to precisely contextualize our model for the chosen
periods. As shown in Table A.3, where systematically collected statistics that approximate the described
behaviors are available, they cover only selected time periods (e.g. Human Rights Watch 2001), and some
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estimates are not based on a systematic data construction methodology (e.g. Eisenfeld and Eisenfeld
1999).

Overall, our model is not suitable for top-down coding approaches of defection, as perceptions shape
whether defection is reported in the first place.

A.III.2. Counterfactuals: Reward and Punishment
In this section, we consider how changes in reward and punishment (k) affect the direction of the
observed allegiance shift in the GDR and the OPT. k represents exogenous social and material incentives
for (dis)loyalty at the group level, whether by other members or authorities.

In the GDR amongst East Germans, it was generally accepted and rewarding to maintain Western
contacts, and Western state and non-state organizations provided protection to political dissidents to
counter GDR sanctioning for affiliation with Western organizations and the church. By comparison in
the OPT during the Second Intifada, it was highly rewarding for Palestinians to distance themselves
from Israeli institutions and individuals. Israeli authorities could not protect collaborators from the
severe social punishments should their activities become known, and political actors in the West Bank
were generally willing to grant amnesty if informing had not led to the death of Palestinians. Even
where Israeli authorities commit to protecting Palestinian collaborators (e.g. via residence permits for
Israel), the bureaucratic hurdles to such protection are significant, and extremely few would consider it
rewarding (see Jalal 2015; Pulwer and Cohen 2016; Sherwood 2011).

Figure A.5 (A) and (B) show how defector type prevalence changes as a function of k in the GDR
and the OPT, respectively. All else equal in the GDR, loyalty incentives do not alter the outcome
shown in Section 5.2. That is, even where Western protection of dissidents faltered, or GDR state
security punished outgroup contact severely, cascades towards defection eventually ensue. For the OPT
however, defection increases when incentives for disloyalty outweigh those for disloyalty. Loyalty trials
only generated conformity in the OPT where it was socially rewarding, such that Palestinians who
refused collaboration were protected from reprisals.

A.IV. Supplementary Figures and Tables
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Figure A.1. Agent Fitness and Loyalty
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Table A.1. Comparative Statistics for Model Parameters

Model Parameter Change AI AII AIII AIV Allegiance ∆λ

Baseline — 479.87 184.84 113.94 221.35 8.65%

Min k k = −1 88.18 228.11 55.42 628.29 -33.43%
Max k k = 1 622.63 159.35 108.2 109.82 20.36%

Min q̄ q̄ = 0.025 245.62 209.52 93.58 451.28 -15.31%
Max q̄ q̄ = 0.9 332.24 232.04 93.66 342.06 -6.52%

Min σq σq = 0.025 232.41 223.67 90.88 -16.83% -16.83%
Max σq σq = 0.9 328.98 224.61 108.19 338.22 -5.11%

Min σi, σp σi, σp = 0.025 367.68 312.51 77.7 242.12 -6.21%
Max σi, σp σi, σp = 0.9 332.24 232.04 93.66 342.06 9.51%

Min P P = 1 434.83 242.85 111.21 211.11 5.55%
Max P P = 10 230.87 220.55 85.32 463.26 -17.61%

Min T T = 1% 481.92 488.28 13.9 15.91 -0.001%
Max T T = 100% 250.85 212.11 93.01 444.02 -14.75%

Min M M = 0 198.68 199.3 52.41 549.61 -23.61%
Max M M = 1 275.04 271.93 113.74 339.29 -9.92%

Note: The listed parameters are varied holding all other parameters constant at a baseline that makes agents indifferent
between loyalty and disloyalty. Baseline parameters are shown in Table A.4, and results correspond to Experiment 61 in
Table A.5.

Table A.2. Observable Data for GDR & OPT Settings

Loyalty
Expectation

Observable
Defection

GDR (1971-1989) OPT (2000-2004)

Low
(0.1− 0.3)

Plan Revolution 0.0003%∗† N.A.
Land Selling — 0.00009%†

Enemy-Informing 0.004%∗† 0.02%†

Moderate
(0.4− 0.6)

Political Prisoners 1.55%† 0.01%†

Protest Turnout 1.58%∗ N.A.
Refuse Authority Support N.A. N.A.

High
(0.7− 0.9)

(Attempt) Illegal Emigration 2.3%∗† —
Work in Rival Area — 3.7%∗

Personal Outgroup Contact N.A. N.A.

Sum ∼ 5.41% ∼ 3.84%

Note: Defector estimates include ∗the population at risk of being labeled and †officially labeled suspects, relative to total
population size. To arrive at these estimates, count data from the sources listed in Table A.2 was summed and divided by
the mean population across the time period. ‘—’ denotes that behavior was not observed, ‘N.A.’ that no statistic was
available. Estimates are unreliable and do not always cover the exact time period indicated. Sources are provided in
Table A.3.
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Figure A.2. Misidentification and Misperception

(A) Misidentification

(B) Misperception

Note: All parameters are at their default values given in Table A.4. (A) Heatmap cells represent average misidentification
of defectors (ρ) across generations and simulations, for the same experimental conditions as the general model. (B)
Heatmap cells represent the most prevalent defector type in the last generation, summed across simulations, for possible
combinations of private and perceived behavior.
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Figure A.3. Agent Parameters and Defector Type Prevalence
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(A) Tolerance Mean
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(B) Tolerance Spread
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(C) Behavior Spread σi = σp

Note: Showing the probability of defector types by initial (A) mean tolerance (q̄ ∈ [0.025, 0.9]), (B) tolerance spread
(σq ∈ [0.025, 0.9]), (C) spread of behavior and perceptions (σi = σp ∈ [0.025, 0.9]). Initially, λ = ī = p̄ = 0.5, all other
parameters correspond to defaults in Table A.4. To arrive at a smooth probability distribution, the prevalence of each
defector type was averaged across simulations, and values between experimental conditions were interpolated using cubic
splines.
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Figure A.4. Defector Type Prevalence by Simulation Parameter
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(A) Agent Pairings
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(C) Mutation Probability

Note: Showing the probability of defector types by (A) agent pairings (P ∈ [1, 10]), (B) agents updated per generation
(T ∈ {0.1%, 1%, 10%, ...100%}, with steps of 10%), (C) mutation probability (M ∈ [0, 1]). Initially, λ = ī = p̄ = 0.5, all
other parameters correspond to defaults in Table A.4. To arrive at a smooth probability distribution, the prevalence of
each defector type was averaged across simulations, and values between experimental conditions were interpolated using
cubic splines.
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Table A.5. General Model Results

λ p̄ = ī AI AII AIII AIV Identification ρ Allegiance ∆λ

Exp. 1 0.0 0.0 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 250.83

Exp. 2 0.1 0.0 360.09 208.37 150.58 280.96 0.97 127.32

Exp. 3 0.2 0.0 1.71 153.93 2.75 841.61 0.85 -192.63

Exp. 4 0.3 0.0 0.09 108.08 0.14 891.7 0.89 -293.28

Exp. 5 0.4 0.0 0.0 97.89 0.0 902.11 0.9 -393.79

Exp. 6 0.5 0.0 0.0 95.89 0.0 904.11 0.9 -494.2

Exp. 7 0.6 0.0 0.0 95.32 0.0 904.68 0.9 -594.55

Exp. 8 0.7 0.0 0.0 95.17 0.0 904.83 0.9 -694.85

Exp. 9 0.8 0.0 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -795.12

Exp. 10 0.9 0.0 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -895.35

Exp. 11 1.0 0.0 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -995.57

Exp. 12 0.0 0.1 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 344.66

Exp. 13 0.1 0.1 849.24 112.93 28.49 9.33 0.28 447.99

Exp. 14 0.2 0.1 82.58 238.25 48.33 630.84 0.81 -120.04

Exp. 15 0.3 0.1 1.61 128.67 2.88 866.84 0.87 -279.37

Exp. 16 0.4 0.1 0.08 101.45 0.15 898.32 0.9 -381.39

Exp. 17 0.5 0.1 0.0 96.45 0.0 903.55 0.9 -482.88

Exp. 18 0.6 0.1 0.0 95.47 0.0 904.53 0.9 -584.08

Exp. 19 0.7 0.1 0.0 95.28 0.0 904.72 0.9 -685.07

Exp. 20 0.8 0.1 0.0 95.15 0.0 904.85 0.9 -785.92

Exp. 21 0.9 0.1 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -886.68

Exp. 22 1.0 0.1 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -987.38

Exp. 23 0.0 0.2 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 443.21

Exp. 24 0.1 0.2 955.97 31.24 12.16 0.62 0.5 540.94

Exp. 25 0.2 0.2 794.42 136.55 48.85 20.19 0.45 434.58

Exp. 26 0.3 0.2 15.99 231.04 19.58 733.39 0.77 -251.3

Exp. 27 0.4 0.2 1.55 117.32 2.95 878.18 0.88 -359.3

Exp. 28 0.5 0.2 0.08 98.46 0.16 901.3 0.9 -463.84

Exp. 29 0.6 0.2 0.0 95.58 0.0 904.42 0.9 -567.07

Exp. 30 0.7 0.2 0.0 95.21 0.0 904.79 0.9 -669.58

Exp. 31 0.8 0.2 0.0 95.14 0.0 904.86 0.9 -771.67

Exp. 32 0.9 0.2 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -873.48

Exp. 33 1.0 0.2 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -975.06
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Table A.5. General Model Results

λ p̄ = ī AI AII AIII AIV Identification ρ Allegiance ∆λ

Exp. 34 0.0 0.3 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 543.05

Exp. 35 0.1 0.3 986.25 4.61 9.1 0.04 3.07 542.68

Exp. 36 0.2 0.3 944.77 31.71 22.58 0.95 0.99 524.04

Exp. 37 0.3 0.3 690.14 176.72 80.1 53.04 0.68 336.01

Exp. 38 0.4 0.3 13.88 180.06 20.19 785.87 0.83 -324.3

Exp. 39 0.5 0.3 1.5 109.62 3.0 885.87 0.89 -436.54

Exp. 40 0.6 0.3 0.08 97.22 0.16 902.54 0.9 -544.29

Exp. 41 0.7 0.3 0.0 95.36 0.0 904.64 0.9 -649.71

Exp. 42 0.8 0.3 0.0 95.17 0.0 904.83 0.9 -753.88

Exp. 43 0.9 0.3 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -857.27

Exp. 44 1.0 0.3 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -960.12

Exp. 45 0.0 0.4 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 643.04

Exp. 46 0.1 0.4 997.83 0.24 1.92 0.0 2.79 556.25

Exp. 47 0.2 0.4 978.77 4.6 16.58 0.04 5.51 527.84

Exp. 48 0.3 0.4 931.75 31.59 35.24 1.43 1.59 477.27

Exp. 49 0.4 0.4 553.14 186.85 107.41 152.61 0.88 197.12

Exp. 50 0.5 0.4 13.33 153.98 20.68 812.0 0.85 -396.54

Exp. 51 0.6 0.4 1.5 106.84 3.04 888.63 0.89 -514.02

Exp. 52 0.7 0.4 0.08 96.87 0.16 902.89 0.9 -625.14

Exp. 53 0.8 0.4 0.0 95.33 0.0 904.67 0.9 -732.65

Exp. 54 0.9 0.4 0.0 95.17 0.0 904.83 0.9 -838.22

Exp. 55 1.0 0.4 0.0 95.13 0.0 904.87 0.9 -942.77

Exp. 56 0.0 0.5 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 743.04

Exp. 57 0.1 0.5 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 643.04

Exp. 58 0.2 0.5 997.15 0.24 2.61 0.0 3.44 551.83

Exp. 59 0.3 0.5 973.46 4.56 21.91 0.07 7.5 503.94

Exp. 60 0.4 0.5 927.94 31.43 39.14 1.49 1.77 425.83

Exp. 61 0.5 0.5 479.87 184.84 113.94 221.35 0.96 86.51

Exp. 62 0.6 0.5 13.29 149.57 20.95 816.19 0.86 -469.7

Exp. 63 0.7 0.5 1.51 105.92 3.05 889.52 0.9 -592.09

Exp. 64 0.8 0.5 0.08 96.68 0.16 903.09 0.9 -706.35

Exp. 65 0.9 0.5 0.0 95.34 0.0 904.66 0.9 -815.62
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Table A.5. General Model Results

λ p̄ = ī AI AII AIII AIV Identification ρ Allegiance ∆λ

Exp. 66 1.0 0.5 0.0 95.17 0.0 904.83 0.9 -922.64

Exp. 67 0.0 0.6 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 842.89

Exp. 68 0.1 0.6 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 742.89

Exp. 69 0.2 0.6 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 642.89

Exp. 70 0.3 0.6 994.24 0.24 5.52 0.0 5.95 548.47

Exp. 71 0.4 0.6 976.6 4.58 18.76 0.05 6.43 465.15

Exp. 72 0.5 0.6 925.32 31.06 41.85 1.77 1.89 378.53

Exp. 73 0.6 0.6 165.89 213.89 71.82 548.41 0.77 -333.15

Exp. 74 0.7 0.6 13.32 147.18 21.21 818.28 0.86 -543.82

Exp. 75 0.8 0.6 1.51 105.66 3.06 889.77 0.9 -671.05

Exp. 76 0.9 0.6 0.08 96.61 0.16 903.15 0.9 -787.83

Exp. 77 1.0 0.6 0.0 95.32 0.0 904.67 0.9 -898.77

Exp. 78 0.0 0.7 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 923.17

Exp. 79 0.1 0.7 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 823.17

Exp. 80 0.2 0.7 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 723.17

Exp. 81 0.3 0.7 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 623.17

Exp. 82 0.4 0.7 996.7 0.24 3.06 0.0 3.75 523.59

Exp. 83 0.5 0.7 985.91 4.6 9.46 0.03 3.46 424.08

Exp. 84 0.6 0.7 917.15 40.24 40.45 2.17 1.78 314.15

Exp. 85 0.7 0.7 156.07 206.38 71.65 565.89 0.78 -408.28

Exp. 86 0.8 0.7 13.13 145.8 21.15 819.91 0.86 -619.09

Exp. 87 0.9 0.7 1.5 105.49 3.07 889.93 0.9 -750.18

Exp. 88 1.0 0.7 0.08 96.55 0.16 903.22 0.9 -869.56

Exp. 89 0.0 0.8 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 956.05

Exp. 90 0.1 0.8 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 856.05

Exp. 91 0.2 0.8 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 756.05

Exp. 92 0.3 0.8 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 656.05

Exp. 93 0.4 0.8 999.99 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 556.05

Exp. 94 0.5 0.8 999.29 0.24 0.47 0.0 1.31 456.05

Exp. 95 0.6 0.8 989.16 4.61 6.21 0.02 2.17 356.08

Exp. 96 0.7 0.8 872.69 56.88 38.68 31.76 1.55 199.44

Exp. 97 0.8 0.8 124.59 217.69 65.58 592.14 0.77 -504.84
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Table A.5. General Model Results

λ p̄ = ī AI AII AIII AIV Identification ρ Allegiance ∆λ

Exp. 98 0.9 0.8 12.58 147.09 20.88 819.46 0.86 -694.35

Exp. 99 1.0 0.8 1.49 106.06 3.05 889.4 0.9 -829.64

Exp. 100 0.0 0.9 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 978.07

Exp. 101 0.1 0.9 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 878.07

Exp. 102 0.2 0.9 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 778.07

Exp. 103 0.3 0.9 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 678.07

Exp. 104 0.4 0.9 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 578.07

Exp. 105 0.5 0.9 999.99 0.0 0.01 0.0 1.01 478.07

Exp. 106 0.6 0.9 999.14 0.24 0.61 0.0 1.44 378.07

Exp. 107 0.7 0.9 988.87 4.61 6.5 0.02 2.21 278.11

Exp. 108 0.8 0.9 577.19 206.91 45.12 170.77 1.05 -114.6

Exp. 109 0.9 0.9 76.11 244.53 54.16 625.19 0.75 -607.21

Exp. 110 1.0 0.9 12.1 153.66 20.59 813.65 0.86 -770.05

Exp. 111 0.0 1.0 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 992.21

Exp. 112 0.1 1.0 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 892.21

Exp. 113 0.2 1.0 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 792.21

Exp. 114 0.3 1.0 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 692.21

Exp. 115 0.4 1.0 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 592.21

Exp. 116 0.5 1.0 1000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 492.21

Exp. 117 0.6 1.0 999.99 0.0 0.01 0.0 1.01 392.21

Exp. 118 0.7 1.0 999.21 0.24 0.55 0.0 1.38 292.22

Exp. 119 0.8 1.0 987.82 5.83 6.31 0.04 2.08 191.6

Exp. 120 0.9 1.0 202.0 372.67 47.95 377.37 0.51 -470.26

Exp. 121 1.0 1.0 60.77 273.89 48.23 617.11 0.72 -686.35

Note: General model results with default parameters as defined in Table A.6. Each experimental condition is simulated
S = 30 times, and each simulation lasts G = 100 generations. Simulations are seeded with N = 1000 agents, P = 3 agent
pairings per generation, M = 0.1 probability of agent mutation, T = 10% of agents updating per generation, k = λ loyalty
incentives, σi, σq = 0.1 dispersion of agent parameters, and q̄ = 0.1 initial agent tolerance. Agent parameter values are
drawn from the normal distribution.
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Figure A.5. Loyalty Incentives and Defector Type Prevalence
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Note: Parameters other than k as per Table A.6. To arrive at a smooth probability distribution, the prevalence of each
defector type was averaged across simulations, and values between experimental conditions were interpolated using cubic
splines.
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Table A.4. Model Parameters and Outcomes

Parameter Description Values Default

Agent-Level

iA A’s private behavior Variable ∈ [0, 1] N (̄i, σi)
pA A’s perceived allegiance Variable ∈ [0, 1] N (p̄, σp)
qA A’s tolerance for disloyalty Variable ∈ [0, 1] N (q̄, σq)
lA, dA A was labeled, is defecting Variable ∈ {0, 1} (0, 0)

Group-Level

ī, p̄ Mean allegiance, perceptions Variable ∈ [0, 1] Sweep [0, 1]
q̄ Mean tolerance Variable ∈ [0, 1] 0.1
σi,p, σq Spread in allegiance, tolerance Variable ∈ [0, 1] 0.1
λ Loyalty expectations Fix ∈ [0, 1] Sweep [0, 1]
k Reward & Punishment Fix ∈ [−1, 1] λ

Simulation

N Number of agents Fix Z+ 1000
S Simulations per experiment Fix Z+ 30
G Generations per simulation Fix Z+ 100
P Agent pairings per generation Fix ∈ [1, 10] 3
T Agents updated per generation Fix ∈ [0.1%, 100%] 10%
M Probability to mutate Fix ∈ [0, 1] 0.1

Outcomes

AI−IV Defector type Variable ∈ {I, II, III, IV } —
∆λ Group conformity Variable ∈ [0, N ] —
σ̄i Cohesion Variable ∈ [0, 1] —
ρ Identification ratio Variable ∈ [0, N ] —

Note: ‘Default’ shows the initial parameter values used in the baseline (see Experiment 61 in Table A.5). ‘Variable’
parameter values change over the course of a model run (only the initial value is fixed).
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Table A.7. Extension Results

k AI AII AIII AIV Identification ρ Allegiance ∆λ

GDR

Exp. 1 -1.0 197.53 179.36 95.94 527.17 0.87 -425.81

Exp. 2 -0.9 198.69 178.52 96.11 526.68 0.88 -424.74

Exp. 3 -0.8 200.12 177.66 96.47 525.75 0.88 -423.39

Exp. 4 -0.7 201.72 177.17 96.78 524.33 0.88 -421.94

Exp. 5 -0.6 203.67 176.11 97.35 522.87 0.88 -419.92

Exp. 6 -0.5 205.17 175.53 97.64 521.66 0.88 -418.48

Exp. 7 -0.4 206.98 175.36 97.91 519.75 0.89 -416.93

Exp. 8 -0.3 209.26 175.53 98.33 516.88 0.89 -415.04

Exp. 9 -0.2 210.5 176.03 98.5 514.96 0.89 -413.9

Exp. 10 -0.1 212.68 176.19 98.68 512.44 0.89 -412.13

Exp. 11 0.0 214.8 175.98 98.78 510.44 0.89 -410.6

Exp. 12 0.1 216.99 176.25 99.03 507.73 0.89 -408.9

Exp. 13 0.2 218.59 176.36 99.02 506.02 0.89 -407.89

Exp. 14 0.3 220.34 176.81 99.14 503.7 0.9 -406.52

Exp. 15 0.4 222.35 177.31 99.06 501.28 0.9 -405.25

Exp. 16 0.5 224.14 177.5 99.09 499.26 0.9 -404.07

Exp. 17 0.6 226.05 177.98 99.03 496.93 0.9 -402.81

Exp. 18 0.7 228.42 178.62 99.01 493.95 0.9 -401.18

Exp. 19 0.8 230.65 179.19 99.03 491.14 0.9 -399.39

Exp. 20 0.9 232.28 179.56 99.06 489.09 0.9 -398.18

Exp. 21 1.0 234.34 180.65 99.32 485.69 0.9 -396.47

OPT

Exp. 1 -1.0 380.41 312.07 83.25 224.26 0.53 -133.45

Exp. 2 -0.9 386.96 306.14 84.59 222.32 0.54 -127.68

Exp. 3 -0.8 393.84 300.54 85.71 219.91 0.55 -121.88

Exp. 4 -0.7 402.07 295.45 86.87 215.61 0.56 -114.59

Exp. 5 -0.6 409.48 291.87 87.67 210.98 0.57 -108.06

Exp. 6 -0.5 413.89 289.04 88.23 208.84 0.57 -104.21

Exp. 7 -0.4 419.68 286.25 89.14 204.93 0.58 -98.56

Exp. 8 -0.3 428.51 280.99 90.38 200.13 0.59 -90.41
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Table A.7. Extension Results

k AI AII AIII AIV Identification ρ Allegiance ∆λ

Exp. 9 -0.2 434.03 278.12 90.93 196.92 0.59 -85.25

Exp. 10 -0.1 440.72 274.65 91.49 193.14 0.6 -79.07

Exp. 11 0.0 455.44 271.01 92.46 181.09 0.61 -65.17

Exp. 12 0.1 462.84 268.73 93.02 175.41 0.62 -57.88

Exp. 13 0.2 472.75 264.99 93.67 168.59 0.62 -48.33

Exp. 14 0.3 499.42 252.96 96.25 151.37 0.67 -20.29

Exp. 15 0.4 526.09 243.66 98.57 131.68 0.7 7.16

Exp. 16 0.5 545.26 234.74 99.77 120.24 0.74 26.39

Exp. 17 0.6 570.15 225.04 100.88 103.93 0.78 51.36

Exp. 18 0.7 641.09 184.01 105.59 69.31 1.03 125.8

Exp. 19 0.8 736.87 121.37 112.91 28.85 1.66 228.37

Exp. 20 0.9 785.03 86.89 116.36 11.73 2.14 280.04

Exp. 21 1.0 785.54 86.42 116.44 11.6 2.16 280.43

Note: Parameter sweep of k for Appendix A.III.2, holding other parameters constant as shown in Table A.6.
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Table A.8. List of Interviews

Date Location

03.11.2019 Ramallah
04.11.2019 Jerusalem
06.11.2019 Tel Aviv
12.11.2019 Ramallah
12.11.2019 Ramallah
13.11.2019 Birzeit
20.11.2019 Givat Haviva
26.11.2019 Jerusalem
26.11.2019 Ramallah
28.11.2019 Jerusalem
04.12.2019 U.S. (VoIP)
17.02.2022 Birzeit
20.02.2022 Ramallah
22.02.2022 Birzeit
22.02.2022 Ramallah
23.02.2022 Ramallah
25.02.2022 Ramallah
27.02.2022 Jerusalem
21.03.2022 Jerusalem (VoIP)
05.04.2022 Ramallah (VoIP)

Note: Due to the sensitivity of the subject, all research partners are kept anonymous. Not listed are informal conversations
with Palestinians and Israelis about the subject.





PAPER 2 APPENDICES

B.I. Data Construction
There are two major challenges to data construction from the ‘Stasi-Archives’: the corpus of information
is too vast for comprehensive examination, and access to it is limited due to the sensitivity of its
contents. A major part of the files that document MfS activities was secured after the collapse of the
regime, including 15,500 shredded paper bags, out of which around 500 have been reconstructed thus
far. Until recently, a dedicated institution, the Office of the Federal Commissioner for the Records of
the State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic (BStU), was solely responsible
for documenting, maintaining, and providing access to these files. Over 111 kilometers of records
are distributed across 13 locations in Eastern Germany, about 44km of which stem from ministry
headquarters in Berlin (20km of those had been archived by the Stasi).1

Due to the sensitive nature of the information the files contain, and the human rights violations
committed to obtain it, researchers must request special permission to view uncensored files, and can
only do so in reading rooms at BStU headquarters in Berlin after signing a confidentiality agreement.
After reviewing the files, censored copies of the originals may be requested. Time to review files in
the reading rooms was limited, and the use of analytical software on original documents prohibited.
Therefore, data construction took place in four steps:

1. Sampling Stage 1: query archivist file descriptions from the archive’s database

2. Sampling Stage 2: purposeful sample of files to maximize completeness of surveillance and labels

3. Sampling Stage 3: purposeful sample of file sections to request censoring of relevant pages

4. Coding: systematic coding of censored copies and construction of the dataset.

I provide a description of each step below.

B.I.1. Sampling Stage 1: Database Query
The Stasi conducted its operations across wide parts of society, from opposition activists over state-owned
enterprise employees to its own case workers. The challenge is to select a reasonable sample of relevant
files, without omitting particular social groups, indicators for loyalty, forms of labeling, or behavioral
responses to labeling. I considered two general approaches: subjective (purposeful) sampling and
statistical sampling (Kepley 1984).

Statistical sampling may be based on a random sampling strategy (e.g., selecting every n-th file),
however, random sampling is not technically support by the BStU at the time of writing. Even if it
were this would yield very little evidence on labeling or loyalty, seeing as a single file may contain a
host of documents that give no indication of either, such as lists of persons of interest, surveillance of
organizational operations rather than individuals, and MfS-internal directives. Stratifying the random

1See https://www.bstu.de/ueber-uns/bstu-in-zahlen/.
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sampling process would have required a way to group files into categories that are meaningful for the
research topic. Beyond a specific signature, the fields that one can use to filter queries include:

1. Person research (using name and date of birth)

2. MfS department

3. Location of file in BStU system

4. Duration of procedure [‘Laufzeit’]

5. Full text (description of file by archivist)

For some research questions, filtering the corpus on these criteria may reduce the number of files
sufficiently, while retaining an unbiased sample of documents. A study on the surveillance of protestant
church members in the GDR, for instance, might weight by MfS department to oversample files from
the Hauptabteilung (HA) XX, which dealt with political surveillance and repression of state institutions,
cultural organizations, media and opposition movements. But this strategy would under-represent other
sections that presumably hold relatively few files on church members, such as the HA II for domestic
espionage, possibly violating not only the first but also the second criterion for an optimal sampling
strategy. Overall, a statistical sampling strategy is not currently feasible at the Stasi archives, and not
appropriate for this project. Instead, I use a purposeful sample that systematically identifies as many
documents material for this project as possible.

I limited the scope of the study to written files concerning the surveillance of individual GDR citizens for
suspicion of disloyalty, as different from surveillance of organizations, or individuals who were surveilled
for other reasons, such as ensuring that they are sufficiently loyal to travel abroad. The relevance of a file
is further determined by its completeness: a file should at least contain the indicators for disloyalty that
arose the suspicion of the Stasi, and ideally describe the entire surveillance process until its conclusion.
Where a file indicates that an individual was labeled by a Stasi official, the file would ideally describe
the surveillance of the individual after the labeling occurred as well.

Based on these criteria, I designed a ‘full text’ search query to compile a list of documents from the
entire corpus of the archive that is accessible. I therefore construct a search query with two main
components to compile an initial list of files. The first component selects all files marked as ‘archived’.
This means that the list contains all cases that the Stasi regarded as closed, thus increasing the chances
that files detail the behavior of individuals until their loyalty or exit from the GDR is observed. The
second component searches for keywords in the file description which indicate that an individual has
been labeled. Because the process by which archivists described the contents of a file is not documented
and unlikely uniform, the pilot study in 2018 served to identify keywords that relevant files were likely
described with. The overall search query in pseudocode:

A r c h i v i e r t e r Vorgang ODER
Operat iver Vorgang UND
Abgesch los sener Vorgang UND
E t i k e t t i e r u n g :

Aufklaerung ODER
I n h a f t i e r u n g ODER
Zufuehrung ODER
Vernehmung
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[ Eng l i sh Trans la t i on ]
Archived Procedure OR

Operat ive Procedure AND
Concluded Procedure AND
L ab e l l i n g :

C l a r i f i c a t i o n OR
I n c a r c e r a t i o n OR
P o l i c e Escort OR
I n t e r r o g a t i o n

Note that the search only included files stored at MfS headquarters in Berlin. One could in principle
repeat the process for each regional office as well, thus reducing the bias towards cases in Berlin, though
the workload for all parties involved would be quite high given the large number of files that the process
ultimately yields.

B.I.2. Sampling Stage 2: Files for Review
Figure B.1 shows an overview of the Stage 2 file selection criteria. I classified all files based on its
description, and assigned a code for whether a file was deemed relevant (within the scope of the project),
i.e. mentioned either disloyal behavior (‘indicators’) or contact with state security agents (‘labeling’).
Borderline cases that referenced criminal deviance, such as “breach of exchange control regulations
(selling of gold- and silver ingots to VEB Münze)”, were highlighted for a second pass of review, but
ultimately dropped due to limitations in the number of files that can feasibly be requested by a single
researcher (see Figure B.2 for an overview of reasons for exclusion). This decision-tree is applied twice:
once based on the description of the file in the database to decide whether it warrants an access request,
and once upon reviewing the uncensored file at BStU headquarters. This process led to a reduction of
the 1248 files in the query-based sample to 453 files that were requested for review.

As shown in Figure B.3, one third of files selected for the preliminary sample originate from MfS
department HA XVIII, which was responsible for the surveillance of firms, with a focus on foreign trade,
science and technology, as well as the defense industry. Other frequently sampled departments include
HA II, HA IX, and HA XX (each around 15%). These were respectively tasked with counter-intelligence
(including within the MfS), criminal prosecutions, and the surveillance of opposition in culture, media
and churches. Another 5% of files stems from the ‘Confidential Repository’, which concern procedures
that the MfS considered particularly sensitive, such as disloyalty of Stasi officials. Most files from sections
HA XIX (transport and post surveillance) and ZKG (coordination group against emigration attempts)
were included, with many descriptions pointing to operative procedures concerning border-crossings.

B.I.3. Sampling Stage 3: Sections of Files
With access to the uncensored files at the reading room but insufficient resources to analyze them, the
goal is to identify sections that may be relevant for the purposes of this project, to request censored
copies. The density of material on a single individual ranges from a one-page report to multiple volumes
with multiple reports on stakeouts, ‘subversive’ meetings, denunciations, interrogations, and lists of
contacts.

I ensured consistency with the above Stage-2 sampling criteria, and created a database of individual
‘surveillance windows’. A window is a sequence of ‘episodes’ during which the behavior of a subject or
subjects is observed for the purposes of identifying their political loyalty. Each episode is a document
where an MfS case worker gives an account of their activities. A single document can at maximum
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be coded as a single episode, even when it includes accounts by multiple individuals (for example a
report may include denunciations by informants as attachments), or the described activities span several
months (for example, quarterly reports may repeatedly synthesize intelligence from operations that date
back several years).

Surveillance windows may mention multiple individuals, but only windows for those individuals for
whom the surveillance operation was opened and is concluded are considered. I neither coded windows
that target organizations or discuss aggregate information on networks of individuals, nor ‘open’ windows
that were not concluded (see above). However, I coded separate windows for multiple individuals who
were surveilled on suspicion of disloyalty and whose cases were closed. I also included windows that only
consisted of closure reports, if the closure report described the initial suspicion for disloyalty. Otherwise,
the file was coded as incomplete, seeing as it was possible for case workers to write ‘operative person
controls’ without actually conducting any surveillance beyond the material that was already available
on the suspect.

For each set of files on a single surveillance window, the following types of sections or ‘episodes’ are
identified for detailed coding:

1. Initial opening report or analysis: Must at least contain reasons for opening of investigation.
May include denunciations, and metadata about the subject.

2. Initial contact with label: First episode where the subject is categorized negatively for an
activity, including official labeling through preventive interrogations, as well as unofficial labeling.

3. First official contact with label: first episode where the subject is officially labeled by author-
ities (only applies if initial contact was not official).

4. Latest background report or interrogation: accounts of subject activities prior to the
surveillance (latest background interrogation takes precedence over report about interrogation).

5. Most comprehensive analytical report: accounts of subject activities during surveillance
(longest by page number takes precedence over latest report).

6. Closure report: must contain conclusions about the subjects’ allegiance or activities after an
investigation and possibly labeling.

These selection rules are based on experiences from the pilot study in 2018, as well as experiences
with the material in the first week of the primary study in 2020, which prompted a re-evaluation of
the sampling process to further reduce the material. The review of the original files was completed
after around 2.5 months at the archives in the fall of 2021. The censoring of files that were used for
systematic coding was completed by a case worker at the archives in May 2022.

Finally over the course of a year, archivists were asked to sequentially search for additional files on
the individuals that were selected for systematic coding. As requesting the files themselves would have
taken several more years and put too much workload on case workers for potentially no gain (naively
requested files would likely have duplicated information from already reviewed files), the search results
were systematically coded for information on additional surveillance windows instead. This included
information on the first and last date of surveillance mentioned, criminal prosecutions (if any), and
brief MfS notes regarding surveillance activities. A preliminary analysis of this data suggests that 5%
of sampled individuals were disloyal prior to the observed window; 11% were (still) disloyal after the
observed window (4% of those seemingly left the GDR); and 2% may have been recruited as informants
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for the Stasi prior or after the surveillance. For case studies, this data complements the information in
the sampled files. And once the systematic coding procedure is complete, it can be used to estimate
how much information on sampled individuals is missing from the data.

B.I.4. Coding
The 6308 censored pages are coded manually using MaxQDA (VERBI Software 2020), and involves
three passes of each “surveillance window”. At the time of writing, coding is completed for 10% of cases.
The first pass serves to identify metadata (episode ID, dates, MfS author etc.), as well as the authorities,
subjects and group members associated with each paragraph in each account. This includes surveilled
subjects, as well as their relationship to third parties where such relationships are made explicit, but
not relationships between third parties that are not the primary subject of surveillance.

The second pass codes (1) the accounts subjects give about their private loyalty, (2) accounts by group
members about the subject’s private and perceived loyalty (including labeling), and (3) accounts that
authorities give of their own perceptions and traitor profile, as well as their activities, including labeling.
An account is coded as a subject account if the subject can be presumed to be the original narrator
of the account, and it is not narrated through any other individual (subject or object), except for an
MfS employee. These accounts are typically found in interrogation protocols, reports that paraphrase
such interrogations, and letters or other documents written by subjects. Subcodes can be interpreted as
indicators for the labeling and private loyalty of the subject. By the same token, third party accounts
are presumed when the MfS is attaching copies of letters, informant reports or quoting them directly. Of
note, authorities give accounts of labeling by third parties, and at times of subject accounts of labeling.
When in doubt, accounts are coded as authority accounts.

For subject accounts, main codes relate to how they present their private behavior:

• present actions as compliant or innocent: “I attempted, through active professional and societal
work [...] to contribute to the solution of concrete tasks and contradictions in the Sociallist
development of the GDR. Because of my work, which was indeed in the spirit of the [SED] party
program, In was awarded a [ ] medal”

• state uncertainty or no recollection: “I do not recall that we organized any circle activities in
Leipzip”

• admit non-compliance: “In the last five years I belonged to a conspirational circle with members
of the SED, whose activities was aimed at changing the power relations of the GDR [...] For
my membership and activity in the circle I am solely responsible and am willing to accept the
consequences”

Analogous codes are used for group members reporting on the loyalty or disloyalty of subjects. In
addition, third parties have the following codes related to the labeling of subjects:

• supporting: “The father of the accused [ ] reassured them, that he will take the necessary steps in
the FRG [to arrange for their exit]

• rejecting or denying support: “They refused to receive the statement of solidarity unofficially, but
demanded an official statement to maintain their ‘legal position’ ”

• bedeviling [if the third party is making negative remarks about the subject for an activity or
about the activity itself, but not denouncing the activity to authorities in the coded segment]:
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“His parents are against his behavior but he is not letting them meddle”; “The IM was appalled
and distanced himself officially from him, telling him that he is a hypocrite who for years deceived
his comrades about his positive party-attitude. Due to his hostile attitude against our state he
also took a hostile attitude against him”

• denouncing [if the third party is reporting the subject’s activity to authorities]: “The IM [ ]
reported via phone to the undersigned and reported, that [ ] revealed his hostile activities to him
in a conversation. At the request of the IM a short-term meeting was arranged.”

I code the accounts of the MfS for their relation to perceived and imagined disloyalty, along the following
dimensions:

• Threat appearance (including loyalty conflicts): “In August of of the year 1973 the father of
the accused went ill. She received permission for a visit of multiple weeks into the FRG. This
encouraged the accused in her decision, to leave the GDR together with her family illegally.”

• Motive (political, obscure, personal): “Due to her inimical-hateful attitude against the GDR, she
subordinated herself under the systematic espionage activities of her husband.”; “the possible
influences and motives for such behaviors and statements of [ ] could not be determined”; “As
reasons [for leaving the oppositional group] Mrs. [ ] stated that it was difficult to get all the people
involved together, particularly since the wife of [ ] was working as a teacher in the countryside
and could not participate

• Activity or predicate (negative, obscure, positive): “Further enemy literature passed to IM”;
“Shortly before the implementation of the visa restrictions with the VR Polen the subject stayed
for a short time in Poland at the office of the new unions. Details about this are unknown.”;
“The [illegal] literature distributed by the group was given to the MfS voluntarily as part of the
interrogation”

• Background (negative, non-political, positive): “His political development proceeded coherently
over his active participation in the pioneer organization, the FDJ until his decision to become a
member of the SED”; “it was emphasized [in his school] that decisive political statements during
debates were lacking. [ ] showed reservations in taking responsibilities within the FDJ, because he
spent his free time with personal interests.”; “her husband is critically influenced by his parents,
seeing as his father left the SED”

Finally, I code how authorities justify their own activities, with meta-codes including the judgement,
labeling, and surveillance of subjects, as well as organizational communication strategies. For example:

• judge subject—highlight magnitude of threat potential: “it stands to reason that [ ] and [ ] are
two members of an already existing, larger group”

• judge subject—defend subject account: “it does not seem useful to implement criminal measures.
Of note, the mentioned individuals were open and objective during the interrogations, and there
are starting points for a promising re-education.”

• labeling—restrict mobility—deny travel: “due to the activities of the circle around [ ] regarding
the events in the VR Poland, a travel ban for [ ] and [ ] was implemented”

• labeling—control without reprimand—unofficial refusal to publish: “According to her own state-
ments, a crucial role played that her ‘critical questions’ were previously rejected”
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• labeling—criticize publicly: “unofficially it became known that [ ] received a disciplinary and party
reprimand due to revisionist tendencies”

• labeling—talk things out: “On 27.6.89 a preventive talk was conducted with [ ]. The measure was
taken on the basis of a verbal decision with the head of the UA in conclusion of the confirmation
by the OEI from 26.6.89. The head of division, Mj. Büchner, participated in the preventive talk”

• organizational communication—defer to higher authority: “Based on the conception confirmed by
the assistant minister—Major General Mittig—for the prevention of further enemy activities [...]
interrogations were implemented in cooperation with the HA IX”

• surveillance—investigate area of residence: “Investigations in the neighborhood in May 1976 about
the couple showed that they have a good repute”

Other codes that were assigned ‘inductively’ relate to ‘oppositional norms’ (where loyalty to the GDR
is labeled as negative), subject or third-party awareness of surveillance, opportunities to demonstrate
loyalty, .

Finally, the third pass re-classifies the existing sets of codes into categories that will be used for statistical
analysis. First, for all “negative’ codes in subject, third party and authority accounts, behavior is
classified in terms of the deviance itself (e.g. “maintain West contacts”, “watch Western television”,
“obtain illegal literature”), and constructions of disloyalty (sabotage, enemy-informing, voice, exit,
outgroup contact, other quotidian non-compliance). Second, key sets of codes are arranged visually, by
‘actor’ (subject, group member, authority) on the y-axis and time on the x-axis. Relevant sets include all
codes related to labeling, subject allegiance (loyalty, disloyalty), and object allegiance. See Figure B.5
for the ‘Deviant Defector’ example. This final step significantly reduces the density of information
coded for each case, but has the advantage that it will eventually allow for a statistical estimation of
the relationship between labeling and political deviance.

1. Inductively code MfS case worker accounts of their activities and the contents of their reports,
on the one hand, and the impact that labeling has on the subject, on the other hand (Garfinkel
1967). This data is used to explain how individuals are constructed as loyal or disloyal, and how
these constructions may be contested by the surveilled subjects.

2. Deductively code descriptions of individual activities into types of allegiance, as well as bedeviling
by their peers and official labeling by authorities.

B.II. Supplementary Figures and Tables

Table B.1. List of Archival Sources

Signature Accessed

MfS AP 14791/72 10.02.2020
MfS GH 107/80 10.02.2020
MfS HA I 14995 11.02.2020
MfS HA I 20026 12.02.2020

MfS HA IX 25845 12.02.2020
MfS HA IX/11 AK 1242/83 12.02.2020

MfS HA XVIII 16238 12.02.2020
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Table B.1. List of Archival Sources

Signature Accessed

MfS HA XVIII 38416 12.02.2020
MfS HA XVIII 39520 13.02.2020
MfS HA XVIII 39521 13.02.2020
MfS HA XVIII 24974 14.02.2020
MfS HA XVIII 25116 14.02.2020

MfS HA XX 1471 14.02.2020
MfS HA XXII 5312 14.02.2020

MfS HA XVIII 28852 17.02.2020
MfS HA XVIII 30737 17.02.2020
MfS HA XVIII 30745 17.02.2020
MfS AOP 16183/81 18.02.2020

MfS AU 5812/77 20.02.2020
MfS GH 14/65 20.02.2020
MfS GH 16/77 20.02.2020
MfS GH 2/88 20.02.2020
MfS GH 21/86 20.02.2020
MfS GH 48/78 20.02.2020
MfS GH 17/79 24.02.2020
MfS GH 19/62 24.02.2020
MfS GH 59/82 24.02.2020

MfS HA I 18698 25.02.2020
MfS HA II 24250 25.02.2020
MfS HA II 24455 25.02.2020

MfS HA XXII 18390 25.02.2020
MfS HA II 32945 26.02.2020
MfS HA II 34916 26.02.2020
MfS HA II 34917 27.02.2020
MfS HA II 35301 27.02.2020
MfS HA II 35322 27.02.2020
MfS HA II 38991 03.03.2020
MfS HA II 38994 03.03.2020
MfS HA II 38995 03.03.2020
MfS HA II 38996 03.03.2020
MfS HA I 18623 04.03.2020
MfS HA II 40418 04.03.2020
MfS HA IX 24368 04.03.2020
MfS HA IX 24419 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 24823 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25267 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25268 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25283 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25304 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25353 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25368 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25387 05.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25458 05.03.2020
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Table B.1. List of Archival Sources

Signature Accessed

MfS HA IX 25468 06.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25505 06.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25582 06.03.2020
MfS HA IX 25625 06.03.2020
MfS HA VII 305 06.03.2020
MfS HA II 39419 09.03.2020
MfS HA II 39421 09.03.2020
MfS HA VII 1779 09.03.2020

MfS HA XX/9 1934 09.03.2020
MfS HA XX/9 2125 09.03.2020

MfS HA XX 350 10.03.2020
MfS HA XX 351 10.03.2020
MfS HA XX 360 10.03.2020
MfS HA XX 4891 10.03.2020
MfS HA XX 4908 10.03.2020
MfS HA XX 15456 11.03.2020
MfS HA XX 16338 11.03.2020
MfS HA XX 16405 11.03.2020
MfS HA XX 17809 11.03.2020
MfS HA XX 20617 11.03.2020
MfS HA XX 20622 11.03.2020
MfS HA XX 20638 12.03.2020
MfS HA XX 21217 12.03.2020
MfS HA XX 21260 12.03.2020
MfS HA XX 21262 12.03.2020
MfS HA XX 21266 12.03.2020
MfS HA XX 23001 12.03.2020
MfS HA XX 23027 12.03.2020
MfS HA XIX 5159 16.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 5499 16.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6186 16.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6191 16.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6192 16.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6193 16.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6195 16.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6197 17.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6198 17.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6199 17.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6200 17.07.2020
MfS HA XIX 6201 17.07.2020

MfS HA XX/AKG 3891 17.07.2020
MfS HA XX/AKG 5767 17.07.2020
MfS HA XX/AKG 5857 17.07.2020
MfS HA XX/AKG 6215 17.07.2020

MfS HA XX 23050 05.10.2020
MfS HA XX 23053 05.10.2020
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Table B.1. List of Archival Sources

Signature Accessed

MfS HA XX 23069 05.10.2020
MfS HA XX 23071 05.10.2020
MfS HA XX 23085 05.10.2020
MfS HA XX 23090 05.10.2020
MfS HA XX 23101 05.10.2020
MfS HA XX 23132 05.10.2020
MfS HA XX 23144 05.10.2020

MfS ZKG 16371 06.10.2020
MfS ZKG 23168 06.10.2020
MfS ZKG 23603 06.10.2020
MfS ZKG 2391 06.10.2020
MfS ZKG 24125 06.10.2020
MfS ZKG 24740 06.10.2020
MfS ZKG 27462 06.10.2020

MfS HA XVIII 10584 07.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 12534 07.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 3607 07.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 5783 07.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 6121 07.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 6129 07.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 6268 07.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 6320 07.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 12537 08.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 12585 08.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 17369 08.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 19974 08.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 20378 09.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 25478 09.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 25480 09.10.2020
MfS HA XVIII 22626 29.03.2021
MfS HA XVIII 26290 29.03.2021
MfS HA XVIII 27236 31.03.2021
MfS HA XVIII 27817 31.03.2021
MfS HA XVIII 27823 31.03.2021
MfS HA XVIII 27825 31.03.2021
MfS HA XVIII 28592 31.03.2021
MfS HA XVIII 28071 01.04.2021
MfS HA XVIII 28150 01.04.2021
MfS HA XVIII 28454 07.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 29283 07.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 29656 07.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 29968 08.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 30095 08.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 30226 08.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 30773 09.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 31158 09.06.2021
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Table B.1. List of Archival Sources

Signature Accessed

MfS HA XVIII 32032 09.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 32980 09.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 33040 10.06.2021
MfS HA XVIII 35058 19.07.2021
MfS HA XVIII 35168 19.07.2021
MfS HA XVIII 36905 20.07.2021
MfS HA XVIII 37797 20.07.2021

MfS HA II 32130 21.07.2021
MfS HA XVIII 28434 21.07.2021
MfS HA XVIII 38403 21.07.2021
MfS HA XVIII 38587 21.07.2021
MfS HA XVIII 38593 21.07.2021

MfS HA XXII 598 22.07.2021
MfS HA XXII 6037 22.07.2021
MfS AIM 1151/73 23.07.2021
MfS AOP 7920/91 01.11.2021
MfS AOP 8750/65 01.11.2021
MfS AOPK 635/86 02.11.2021

MfS AOPK 13012/82 03.11.2021
MfS GH 1/75 03.11.2021
MfS GH 10/89 03.11.2021
MfS GH 11/83 03.11.2021
MfS GH 22/67 04.11.2021
MfS GH 27/69 05.11.2021
MfS GH 28/79 05.11.2021
MfS GH 44/61 08.11.2021
MfS GH 55/78 08.11.2021
MfS GH 57/80 08.11.2021
MfS GH 61/59 08.11.2021
MfS GH 337/79 09.11.2021
MfS GH 339/79 09.11.2021
MfS GH 78/81 09.11.2021
MfS GH 361/79 10.11.2021

MfS HA XIX 7355 10.11.2021
MfS HA XIX 9362 10.11.2021

MfS HA XX/AKG 6249 10.11.2021
MfS HA XX/AKG 6275 10.11.2021
MfS HA XX/AKG 6769 10.11.2021
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Figure B.1. Stage 2 and Stage 3 Sample: File Selection Decision-Tree

File Type

Unit of Analysis

Subject Control

Surveillance
Motivation

Completeness

Written 
Report

Individual
Surveillance

Implicit
GDR

Citizen

Suspicion
of Deviance

Criminal Behavior “Social Deviance”

“Inconclusive
Investigation”

Explicitly Conclusive
Investigation

Yes

No

Authority Labeling

Include: “Indicators”

Include: “Labeling”

“Recruitment” or
“Authorization”

“Not GDR Citizen”

“Not individual”

“Video” or
“Picture” or “Audio”

No

Yes

No

Not written

Group, institution, or object

Explicit BRD or other foreign citizenship

Loyalty trial to check conformity

Note: Green boxes are included, black boxes excluded from the sample.

Figure B.2. Stage 2 Sample: Justifications for Exclusion of Files
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Figure B.3. Stage 2 Sample: Relative File Counts per Section.

Note: Numbers show absolute counts of included files. MfS sections with fewer than the third quartile of file counts were
summarized in the category ‘Other’.

Figure B.4. Coding Example
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Figure B.5. ‘Deviant Defector’ Example of a Visual Aid for Database Construction





PAPER 3 APPENDICES

C.I. Robustness Checks
All data analysis is done in R (R Core Team 2018), using several packages to evaluate experimental
designs and run statistical tests (Blair et al. 2019; Blair et al. 2021; Blair et al. 2022a; Blair et al. 2022b;
Coppock 2022; Croissant and Millo 2008; Jackson 2011; Leifeld 2013; Waring et al. 2022; Wickham 2016;
Wickham et al. 2019). Most of the discussion at this stage concerns the design of the game, rather than
the experimental effects, given the scarcity of session-level data. The following sections analyze the
development of the game design through pilot studies, give an overview of alternative treatments that
were considered but ultimately dismissed, and show supplementary results tables and figures.

C.I.1. Pilot Summary
As shown in Table C.1 and Table C.2, the current pilot sample is not balanced. In order to move from a
conventional group contest to a loyalty conflict, it was necessary to gradually introduce novel design
features to understand how it affects participant behavior. This is both for reviewers who might take
issue with the deviation from established experiments, and for ethical reasons as committee members
might be worried that unknown games might lead to behavior that should not occur in the lab. Three
different versions of the ‘loyalty game’ were tested thus far:

1. Pilot v1 : Endowment Homogeneity vs. Heterogeneity
+ Defection (opportunity for all participants)
+ 15 Rounds

2. Pilot v2 : Endowment Heterogeneity (Equality vs. Inequality/1 Poor)
+ Defection (opportunity for two participants)
+ 20 Rounds

3. Pilot v2.1 : Endowment Heterogeneity (Equality vs. Inequality/2 Poor)
+ Defection (opportunity for two participants)
+ 20 Rounds
+ Scarcity

Version v1 tested the least invasive condition compared to existing contests: do participants defect
or not if everybody can switch? Predictably, participants in the chat condition figured out relatively
quickly that they can coordinate on defection and thereby beat the game. Moreover, it became clear
that the endowment heterogeneity condition created incentives for participants to state and discuss
contributions as a proportion of their endowments, yet there were few exclusionary effects given the
high variation across rounds.

Version v2 therefore dropped the endowment homogeneity condition in favor of an inequality condition,
and constrained opportunities to defect. This precluded coordination on defection, yet testing of
the Ineq-Chat condition showed that the rich participants (3/4) tended to identify and believe low
contributors that the game disadvantaged them. Seemingly content with their high endowments, rich
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participants refrained from blaming poor participants, and in one case expressed the desire to balance
out the unfair endowment distribution.

Version v2.1 therefore introduced the Scarcity condition, which significantly increased winnings relative
to endowments such that participants ‘care’ about the endogenous competition outcome more than
the exogenous wealth accumulation mechanism. Specifically in the ‘non-scarcity’ condition, the nash
equilibrium contribution is equal to competition winnings, as in previous group contest experiments that
mainly study contribution levels (ê = 100, vi = 100). By comparison in the current ‘scarcity’ condition,
the nash equilibrium contribution is equal to the endowment (ê = 60, vi = 240). In addition, the number
of poor and rich participants changed between v2.0 and v2.1 : previously, only one participant was
assigned the ‘poor’ type, whereas in the current design the group is polarized (two rich vs. two poor
participants). This change is meant to reduce the risk of participants identifying their own type (which
occurred in several pilot sessions previously), and to increase the probability for endowments to be
centered around the nash contribution on average, without deceiving participants.

Some of the decisions-making observations in the pilots may have been due to the timing of the sessions.
Shortly after the lab was re-opened (in April 2022), an experiment related to ‘Oppression’ was run, and
due to a shortage of participants it was necessary to include participants of that study. In general, almost
all participants indicated that they had previous experience with lab experiments, making strategic
coordination more likely.1 Due to technical issues and conflicting demands from different experiments
(other researcher had to run studies for their dissertations last-minute, too), it was not possible to reach
the whole participant pool consistently throughout the pilot study period. These issues are expected to
be remedied for the main study, which will begin in mid October 2022 with a new participant pool.

C.I.2. Considered Treatments
Stages 1/5: ‘Non-Scarcity’
In the current design, the mean endowment is equal to the nash equilibrium contribution that participants
should spend on the prize, conditional on all participants playing nash and the endowment constraint:
êi = ĉi. The ‘non-scarcity’ condition would instead increase participant endowments and decrease the
prize, such that êi = 100 with ei ∈ [60, 80, 100, 120, 140], vi = 100 and ĉi = 25. This reduces the pressure
for participants to invest in the competition, and increases comparability to existing group contest
experiments.

Stage 3: ‘Penalty Incentive’
The participant who assigns the most penalty tokens to the player who ends up being penalized receives a
reward, denoted by Ui. The reward is equal to the penalty of the penalized player, as per Equation (3.5):

UiI = sj(
n∑
i 6=j

lij ≥ lkj , for all k 6= j) (C.1)

In cases where multiple participants tie for the most penalty tokens assigned to the penalized player,
they split the reward equally. As before, participants are not informed who assigned penalty tokens
to whom, and they are not informed who received a reward for assigning penalty tokens. Only the

1E.g. from chat messages in the Inequality-Chat condition: “yeah I think they like to pit people against each other and
see what happens ... Yes, previous experiments in this lab had star participants who were always rich”
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participants who receive a reward see the points they receive (and with how many other participants
they had to split the reward).

Stage 3: ‘Stigmatization’
The stigmatization of the penalized participant is increased by labeling them as disloyal. As before,
whichever participant is penalized as per Equation (3.4) receives a material penalty that is deducted
from per-period payoffs. In addition, the participant is socially penalized: in group statistics tables and
in the chat, the ‘disloyal’ label appears next to their identifier. The label persists until another player
is penalized. With this mechanism, labeled participants are expected to be suspected of defection in
future periods. Moreover, participants who are labeled have an additional incentive to identify others as
defectors.

Stages 3/4: ‘Identification’
This condition is applied jointly with the opportunity to defect. Players may receive perfect information
about the behavior of other group members: they see the defection choice of a punished participant
from the previous round while the results are displayed.

After Round 10 in addition to introducing the possibility of defection, participants are informed that
their defection may be revealed if they are punished. In Round 11 as before, they receive endowments,
choose their contributions, potentially deliberate each others contributions in the chat, and assign
punishment points. If a participant is punished in Round 11, other group members will see that they
cooperated in Round 10. As before, they have the opportunity to defect before viewing the competition
results. From Round 12, group members will see whether participants who are punished cooperated or
defected in the previous round.

Participants are expected to reduce defection for fear of being identified, but increase punishment to
identify defectors compared to conditions without identification.

C.I.3. Supplementary Figures and Tables
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Table C.1. Design Development

Game
Version

Treatment
(Between-Subject)

Rounds
(Within-Subject)

Participants

1-5 6-10 11-20

v1
Uncertainty Contest + Punish + Side-Switch∗ 16

x Communication Contest + Punish + Side-Switch∗ 16

v2
Uncertainty Contest + Punish + Side-Switch 8

x Inequality x Communication Contest + Punish + Side-Switch 16

v2.1
Uncertainty x Salience Contest + Punish + Side-Switch 8

x Communication Contest + Punish + Side-Switch 8
x Communication x Inequality Contest + Punish + Side-Switch 8

Sum 10 1440 80

Note: ∗In the first iteration all participants were allowed to side-switch and the session only lasted 15 rounds. From v2,
only two participants are allowed to side-switch per round, and sessions lasted for 20 rounds.
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Figure C.1. Cooperation by Group/Session
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Information Sheet for LE-0075 
     
Welcome! You are about to participate in a decision-making experiment as part of a team. The 
experiment is being conducted by Dr. Noah Bacine (CESS Oxford) and Mirko Reul (Graduate 
Institute Geneva) in conjunction with the Centre for Experimental Social Sciences. In 
concordance with CESS policy, today’s study has received ethics approval from CESS’s 
independent review board. 
  
We ask that you read this form carefully prior to deciding whether to participate in the upcoming 
laboratory session. Only individuals who complete this form will be allowed to participate. If you 
decide you do not want to participate, you may withdraw your participation at any time without 
providing a reason and without penalty by closing your browser. If you come to the session but 
choose to leave prior to the completion of the study, you will still receive £5 for coming to the 
session. 
  
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to examine how people make decisions as individuals 
and within groups under various monetary incentives. The results of this study are intended to 
be used in aggregate for academic publications. 
  
What Happens During the Study: The study requires you to sit in front of a computer terminal 
and make a series of decisions that may affect your final earnings and the final earnings of 
others. As part of the experiment, you may be asked to chat with other participants via an 
anonymous chat (please keep in mind that using offensive and/or inflammatory language could 
result in your exclusion from the study). Additionally, you may be asked to evaluate the 
decisions of others in your group, and others may be asked to evaluate your decisions. After the 
main part of your experiment, you will be asked to answer some survey questions about your 
personal characteristics, opinions, and experience during the session. At the conclusion of the 
study, participants will be asked to leave the laboratory one at a time to receive their payment in 
private. The entire study is expected to take approximately 2.0 hours.   
    
Participation: The study is expected to take up to 2.0 hours. You always have the option of 
stopping your participation, and you may leave at any time without providing a reason and 
without penalty. If your behaviour is disruptive, you may be asked to leave. 
  
Potential Risks: Participation in today’s study poses minimal risk. None of the risks are greater 
than those encountered in daily life. 
  
COVID-19 Considerations: Although COVID-19 has created additional concerns, we have 

,
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done our best to minimize these risks as much as possible).To reduce the possible risks 
associated with COVID-19:  We encourage all participants to wear a face covering & 
sanitize their hands prior to entering the laboratory.  We also ask that you help us ensure 
everyone’s safety by not coming to the laboratory if you are experiencing any of the symptoms 
associated with the COVID-19 virus (for a list of common symptoms, please visit Symptoms of 
coronavirus (COVID-19) - NHS (www.nhs.uk)). In the event that we learn of a potential 
exposure that may have occurred during a laboratory session, we will inform all individuals who 
participated in the session immediately.    
If you have any additional questions or concerns regarding our precautions against potential 
exposure to COVID-19, please contact cess-lab@nuffield.ox.ac.uk.       
  
Benefits: Beyond the monetary compensation you will receive for your participation today, you 
are aiding the understanding of social behaviour. 
  
Compensation: You will receive a minimum of £5 for coming to the lab on the day of the 
session before the scheduled start time. This amount will be given to you independent of your 
decision to participate in the session. Additionally, you will receive a bonus of £5 if you decide to 
participate and stay for the entirety of the session. Further, during the session you will have the 
opportunity to earn experimental tokens, which will be converted into cash at the end of the 
session, using an exchange rate of 125 tokens = £1. The amount you earn will depend on your 
decisions, the decisions of other participants, and luck. You will be paid in private and in cash at 
the end of the experiment. Although we cannot tell you exactly how much you will earn for your 
participation in the session, CESS participants historically earn an additional £10 per hour spent 
in the lab.  
  
Data Protection & Privacy: During the experiment, you will only be identified using your unique 
subject ID (the same one you used to sign this form). You will not learn who your team 
members or your opponents are, neither during nor after the laboratory session. Likewise, 
neither your team members nor your opponents will learn about your identity.    
The only place where your personal information appears is on the registration sheet for the 
session and the receipt that you will sign at the conclusion of the study. No personal information 
about you provided by you during this research will be disclosed to others without your written 
permission, except:     if necessary to protect your rights or welfare (for example, if you are 
injured and need emergency care); or if required by law.    
    
The information collected during the study will be kept private. In concordance with the Data 
Protection Act of 1998 & 2018, the University of Oxford is the data controller. Responsible 
members of the University of Oxford and funders may be given access to data for monitoring 
and/or audit of the study to ensure we are complying with guidelines or as otherwise required by 
law. The original data will be made anonymous and then stored on CESS’s secure server that is 
only accessible by members of CESS. No one other than members of CESS or responsible 
members of the University of Oxford will have access to your personal information. The data will 
be stored in electronic form, password protected. All identifying information will be stored in a 
locked secure location. A copy of the anonymized data will be provided to the investigators 
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listed at the top of this form. The data that we collect from you may be transferred to, and stored 
and processed at, a destination outside the United Kingdom. By submitting your personal data, 
you agree to this transfer, storing, and processing. Your anonymity will be maintained in all 
publications or presentations resulting from this study.   
    
Additional Information: If you are interested in receiving additional information about the results 
of the study, please contact noah.bacine@nuffield.ox.ac.uk or cess-lab@nuffield.ox.ac.uk. 
  
Concerns: If you have any questions or concerns about any aspect of the project, you can 
contact the primary investigator (mirko.reul@graduateinstitute.ch) or CESS (cess-
lab@nuffield.ox.ac.uk), who will do their best to answer your query. The researcher(s) should 
acknowledge reception of your concern within 10 working days and give you an indication of 
how they intend to address it. If you fail to receive a response, are dissatisfied with the response 
you receive, or desire to report an aspect of how the study is being conducted, please contact 
the relevant Chair of Research Ethics Committee at the University of Oxford: 
  
 Chair, Social Sciences & Humanities Inter-Divisional Research Ethics Committee; 
 Email: ethics@socsci.ox.ac.uk 
 Address: Research Services, University of Oxford, Wellington Square, Oxford OX1 2JD 
 
 The Chair will seek to resolve the matter in a reasonably expeditious manner. 
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Please confirm the following by marking each box and entering your Unique ID to signify 
that you have read, understood, and agreed to all of the information provided in this 
form. Note: Failure to complete this form correctly in advance of the study may result in 
your exclusion from the session as the ID you provide will be used to check that you 
have been properly consented prior to being allowed entry. 

� I confirm that I have read and understood the information for the above study. I have had 
the opportunity to consider the information provided, ask questions, and have had these 
answered satisfactorily.  

� I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time, 
without giving any reason and without any adverse consequences.  

� I understand that research data collected during the study may be looked at by 
designated individuals from the University of Oxford and CESS where it is relevant to my 
taking part in this study. I give permission for these individuals to access my data.  

� I understand this project has been reviewed by, and received ethics approval through 
the CESS Ethics Review Committee.  

� I understand who will have access to the personal data provided, how the data will be 
stored, and will happen to the data at the end of the project.  

� I understand how this research will be written up and published.  

� I understand how to raise a concern or make a complaint.  

� I understand the risks associated with my participation and am still interested in being 
part of the study.  

� I agree to not attend a session if I am experiencing any of the symptoms associated with 
the COVID-19 virus.  

� I agree to take part in the study.  
 
By entering my unique ID below, I confirm that I have read and agreed to all of the information 
presented above:   
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
Date (DD/MM/YYYY) 
________________________________________________________________ 

122 Mirko Reul



Instructions 

Guide:  homogenous  endowment  only,  heterogenous  endowment,  chat  only,
priming only, penalty incentive only, scarcity only, non scarcity only

Intro

Welcome! You are about to take part in a decision-making experiment as part of
a  team.  The  other  individuals  in  this  room  are  also  participating  in  the
experiment.  From  now  until  the  end  of  the  study,  please  do  not  talk  or
communicate  with  anyone  other  than  one  of  the  experimenters  (unless
otherwise specified). We ask that you turn your phone off for the duration of
today’s session. At various points during today’s study, you will likely have to
wait while others make decisions. When this happens, we ask that you please
wait patiently for the experiment to continue. 

Today’s study takes place over multiple parts. We will provide a description of
how each part differs as we progress through the study.  

In addition to the £5 you are guaranteed for coming to today’s session, and the
£5  you  are  guaranteed  for  completing  today’s  experiment,  you  can  earn
considerably more depending on your  decisions,  the decisions of  others,  and
luck. Please pay close attention to the instructions we provide as your decisions
will determine your payoffs and the payoffs of others in this room. You will be
paid in private and in cash at the end of the experiment. 

During the experiment, you will have the chance to earn points, which will be
converted into cash at the end of today’s session using an exchange rate of 125
points = £1. We will round the sum of your points up to the nearest pound. Thus,
the more points  you earn,  the more cash you will  receive at the end of  the
session. 

If you have a question at any point during today’s study, please raise your hand
and an experimenter will come to your station to assist you. 

Part 1 Instructions

Each participant in today’s session has been randomly assigned to a team with
three other participants in this room. You will stay with the same team for the
duration of today’s study. During this part of the study, your team will be playing
against one of the other teams and that team will be the opponent of your team.
Please note that none of the participants in today’s session will learn the identity
of their teammates or opponents during or after today’s session. 

This part of the experiment consists of 5 rounds. In each round, your team and
your opponents will compete for a prize, as will now be explained:

At the start of each round, you will receive 100 points from us which you can use
to spend on the competition. 

At the start of each round, you will be given points which you can use to spend
on the competition. The number of points you receive each round is randomly
determined by the computer.  The amount you can receive ranges from 20 to

,
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100, in increments of 20. Thus, you can receive 20, 40, 60, 80, or 100 points to
start with in any round. The amount you can receive ranges from 60 to 140, in
increments of 20. Thus, you can receive 60, 80, 100, 120, or 140 points to start
with in any round.  The points that you and all other participants receive are
randomized each round, and the total number of points that your team receives
may  differ  between  rounds.  However,  the  total  number  of  points  your  team
receives in a round will be equal to the total number of points received by the
opposing team in that round. Put differently, each individual team member may
receive different points, but competing teams will have the same total amount of
points to spend on the competition.

You can then use these points to purchase ‘competition tokens’ for your team.
Each competition token costs you 1 point, and you can choose to spend some,
none or all of your points on competition tokens. Any points you choose not to
invest in competition tokens will simply be added to your point balance and are
yours  to  keep.  Likewise,  your  teammates  and  your  opponents  will  have  the
chance to buy tokens in exactly the same way. 

After each participant has chosen how many competition tokens to buy, you will
have an opportunity to review the number of competition tokens purchased by
you and your teammates in that round as well  as the total  from all  previous
rounds.  You  will  not  receive  any  information  about  the  competition  tokens
purchased by your opponents. 

After  you  and  your  teammates  have  had  a  chance  to  review  each  other’s
decisions, you will have the opportunity to discuss with your teammates via a
chat box. In the chat box, each member of a group can write messages that all
members  of  the  group  see.  You  may  use  the  chat  to  discuss  any  of  your
decisions in previous or current rounds, including each other’s competition token
purchases. We ask that you refrain from using any inappropriate language. The
opportunity to chat lasts for 2 minutes in the first round of each part and for 1
minute in each round afterwards.

Then, the computer will determine whether you or your opponents win the prize
as follows:

The computer sums the number of competition tokens purchased by each team
which form that group’s ‘competition fund’. Then the computer runs a raffle in
which each team gets a number of tickets equal to the number of tokens in their
competition fund. The computer then selects one of those tickets at random and
the team that owns that ticket wins the prize. 

Thus, the probability of your team winning can also be expressed as:

Probability of winning =
YourTeam' sCompetitionFund

(YourTeam' sCompetitionFund+Opponent ' sCompeitionFund )

This also means that your team’s chances of winning the prize increases with the
number  of  competition  tokens  bought  by  your  team.  Conversely,  the  more
tokens your opponents buy, the higher the probability you lose. 

If  one  of  the  teams  doesn’t  buy  any  competition  tokens,  the  other  team
automatically  wins  the  prize.  If  neither  team  purchases  competition  tokens,
neither team wins the prize. 
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Each member of the team who wins the prize receives an additional  240 100
points to keep. Members of the losing team end the round with the number of
points they didn’t spend on competition tokens. Members of the winning team
end the  round with  the  number  of  points  they  didn't spend on  competition
tokens plus 240 100 points.

After the winner of the prize is determined, you will have a chance to review a
summary  of  the  round  including  your  decision,  the  contributions  of  your
teammates (but not your opponents), and your final earnings for the round prior
to the start  of  the next  round.  You will  also receive a summary of  the total
competition tokens purchased by each of your teammates across all rounds. 

At the end of each round, the points that you kept and any prize you received
will be added to your point total. When the next round begins, you will receive a
new set of points which you can use to spend on competition tokens (you will not
be able to use points from previous rounds to spend on competition tokens).

Part 2 Instructions

In the second part of the experiment, you will remain in the same team as in Part
1 and will continue to compete for a prize against the same opponents over 5
rounds. Unless mentioned otherwise below, the prize competition will occur in
the same fashion as in Part 1. However, relative to Part 1, there will now be an
additional  stage  which  occurs  after  each  participant  has  chosen  how  many
competition tokens to purchase but before the winner of the prize is determined:

Once everyone on your team has made their competition token decisions and
has had a chance to review their  team members’  choices,  you will  have the
opportunity to  apply up to 10 penalty  tokens to each of  them. Each penalty
token you apply to one of your teammates will reduce your final earnings for that
round by 1 point. 

The  participant  who receives  the  most  penalty  tokens  on  your  team will  be
penalized.  Their  final  earnings for  the round will  be reduced by  3  times the
number of penalty tokens they received in that round, and they will be labelled
as disloyal  until  another member of  the team is penalized. In the event that
multiple  team  members  are  tied  for  the  most  penalty  tokens  received,  the
computer will randomly select one to be penalized.

The  participant  on  your  team  who  assigns  the  most  penalty  tokens  to  the
penalized team member will  receive the points  that  the penalized teammate
loses (i.e. 3x the received points). In the event that multiple team members are
tied for the most penalty tokens assigned to the team member who is penalized,
the points will be split equally amongst them.  

For  example,  if  you  were  to  receive  a  total  of  10  penalty  tokens  from your
teammates in a round, and that was the most anyone on your team received,
then your final earnings for that round would be reduced by 30 points, while the
team  member(s)  who  assigned  the  most  penalty  tokens  to  you  would  be
awarded 30 points.
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You will still have the opportunity to chat during this part. The chat will occur
after everyone has made their competition token decision but before the penalty
token stage. You are free to discuss any of your decisions in previous or current
rounds, including each other's competition token purchases and assignment of
penalty tokens.

After each participant has chosen how many, if any, penalty tokens they wish to
assign, the total number of penalty tokens each team member received (but not
which team member assigned them) and which team member was penalized will
be  revealed.  Further,  the  disloyalty  label  will  appear  next  to  the  penalized
participant on all screens until another player is labelled. 

Afterwards, the winner of the prize is determined as in Part 1 and then each
participant has a chance to review a summary of the round (as well as the total
competition tokens purchased by each of your teammates thus far) before the
next round begins.  

Part 3 Instructions

In the third part of the experiment, you will remain in the same team as in Part 2
and will continue to compete for a prize against the same opponents over 10
rounds. Unless mentioned otherwise below, the prize competition will occur in
the same fashion as in Part 2. However, relative to Part 2, there will now be an
additional  stage  which  occurs  after  the  penalty  token  stage  but  before  the
winner of the prize is determined: 

After  you  have  reviewed  your  teammate’s  contributions,  made  your  penalty
token decisions, and the outcome of the penalty token stage has been revealed,
two members of your team, selected at random by the computer, will have the
opportunity to revisit their competition token purchase. During this stage, the
two  randomly  selected  team  members  will  have  the  opportunity  to  choose
whether they would like to keep their competition tokens in your team’s fund or
if they would prefer to switch them to your opponents in that round instead.

If they choose to keep their tokens in your team’s competition fund, then the
prize will be awarded in same manner as in the previous parts of the experiment.
However, if they choose to switch, the competition tokens they contributed to
your  team’s  competition  fund  will  be  removed  and  applied  to  the  opposing
team’s competition fund instead. In this case, they will not receive a reward if
your team wins the prize, but will  receive a reward of  192  80 points if  the
opposing team wins instead. 

The two team members who were not randomly selected to revisit their choice
must keep their competition tokens in your team’s competition fund.

While two members of your team have the opportunity to switch to the other
team, so too do two members of the opposing team (selected at random); each
randomly selected participant has the option to apply their competition tokens to
the opposing team rather than their  own if  that’s what they prefer (this also
means that two members of each team must keep their contribution with their
team). 
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You will not learn whether you have the opportunity to switch your contribution
until  after  the  penalty  token  assignment  stage  has  been  completed.  The
participants who have the option to switch their contribution decision in each
team  may  be  the  same  or  different  in  each  round.   Whether  you  had  the
opportunity to switch in the previous round will have no impact on the possibility
of  you having the opportunity  to  switch in the following round.  But  in  every
round, your team and the opposing team each have two participants with the
opportunity to switch.

You will still have the opportunity to chat during this part. The chat will occur
after everyone has made their competition token decision but before the penalty
token stage. You are free to discuss any of your decisions in previous or current
rounds,  including  each  other's  competition  token  purchases,  assignment  of
penalty tokens, and switching to the opponent.

After each participant who has the opportunity to do so has made their switching
decision,  the  winner  of  the  prize  is  determined  as  in  Part  2  and  then  each
participant has a chance to review a summary of the round as well as the total
competition tokens purchased by each team member thus far before the next
round begins.  Which team members had the opportunity  to  switch and their
decision to  contribute to your  team or  to  switch  will  not be visible  to  other
participants.

As before, participants only observe their own contribution decision, the number
of competition tokens purchased by their teammates (but not which team’s fund
they were applied to), whether they were penalized, and if they earned a reward
from the group competition.
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Survey Questions (1/2) – Experiment

Please answer the following questions truthfully. 
Your answers do not affect your final payout in any way.

1. What do you think the purpose of this experiment is? _____

2. Please tell us how you made your decisions over the course of today’s session:

◦ How did you choose the number of competition tokens you purchased in each 
round? _____

◦ After round five, participants had the ability to apply penalty tokens to other team
members. When, if ever, did you feel it was appropriate to penalize other team 
members? _____

◦ After round ten, participants had the ability to “switch” to the opponent. When, if 
ever, did you feel it was appropriate to switch? _____

3.  Please describe your feelings during the experiment: _____

4. Which of parts of game did you find difficult to understand? Please select the ones 
that you found difficult to understand, and do not select the ones that you fully 
understood after reading the instructions.
 Points received in each round
 Purchasing competition tokens
 Applying penalty tokens to other team members
 Switching to the opponent
 Competition outcomes

5.   Is there anything else you would like to tell us? _____

[SUBMIT AND CONTINUE TO PAGE 2]

Survey Questions (2/2) – Background

Please answer the following questions truthfully. Your answers do not affect your final 
payout in any way (*fields are mandatory).

6. *Please indicate your age group:
◦ 19 or younger
◦ 20-29
◦ 30-39
◦ 40-49
◦ 50-59
◦ 60-69
◦ 70 or older
◦ Prefer not to say

7. *How would you describe your gender?
◦ Woman
◦ Man
◦ Non-binary / third gender

,
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◦ Not listed: _____
◦ Prefer not to say

8. *Are you a student? 
◦ Yes
◦ No

9. If you are or ever were a university student, in which department do/did you 
primarily study? 
◦ __________

10.*Which of the following categories best describes your current economic situation?
◦ Lower class
◦ Lower - middle class
◦ Middle class
◦ Middle - upper class
◦ Upper class
◦ Don’t know
◦ Prefer not to say 

11. In political matters, people talk of “the left” and “the right”. How would you place 
your views on this scale?
Please use a scale from 1 to 10 where 1 means 'left' and 10 means 'right'.

▪ 1 (Left) ... 10 (Right)

12.  [GSS Risk] 
In general, how do you see yourself; are you generally a person who is fully 
prepared to take risks or do you try to avoid taking risks?
Please use a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means you are 'completely unwilling to take
risks' and 5 means you are 'very willing to take risks'.
 1...5

13. [GSS Trust] Do you think most people would try to take advantage of you if they got 
the chance, or do you think most people can be trusted?
◦ Would take advantage of you
◦ Would try to be fair
◦ Depends
◦ Don’t know

14. [DOSPERT subset items indicating willingness to deviate from a covenant] For each
of the following statements, please indicate the likelihood that you would engage in 
the described activity or behavior if you were to find yourself in that situation: Please
use a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 means 'extremely unlikely' and 7 means 'extremely
likely'.
 Admitting that your tastes are different from those of a friend.
 Disagreeing with an authority figure on a major issue.
 Revealing a friend's secret to someone else.
 Speaking your mind about an unpopular issue in a meeting at work.

15. [Group Attachment] How closely attached did you feel to your own team throughout 
the experiment?
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Please use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means 'not at all attached' and 10 means 
'very attached'. 
◦ 1 (Not at all attached) ... 10 (Very attached)

16.  [Social Identification] How did you feel about your team during the experiment?  
Please use a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 means 'very much disagree' and 7 means 
'very much agree'. 

▪ I enjoyed working with my team
▪ I would like to work with this team in the future
▪ I identify as a member of this team
▪ I see myself as a member of this team
▪ I am glad to belong to this team
▪ I feel strong ties with other members of this team
▪ I feel very different from other members of this team

17.  Have you ever participated in any economics or psychology experimental studies 
before?
◦ Yes
◦ No

18.How familiar are you with 'social deduction games'?.
 Please use a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means 'not at all familiar' and 5 means 
'very familiar'.
 A social deduction game is any game where one set of players has to identify 
another set of players, who in turn must try to remain hidden. Examples include 
'Ultimate Werewolf', 'Mafia', 'Spyfall', and 'Among Us'. 
◦ 1 (Not at all familiar) ... 5 (Very familiar)

19.Please check this box to give permission to CESS to contact you about a short 
follow-up interview connected to this research project: [  ]
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