A Global Forecasting Model of Political Instability

Jack A. Goldstone, George Mason University
jgoldsto@gmu.edu

Robert H. Bates, Harvard University
rbates@latte.harvard.edu

Ted Robert Gurr, University of Maryland, CollegePa
trgurr@aol.com

Michael Lustik, Science Applications Internatio@rporation (SAIC)
michael.b.lustik@saic.com

Monty G. Marshall, George Mason University
mmarsha5@gmu.edu

Jay Ulfelder, Science Applications International@wation (SAIC)
jay_ulfelder@stanfordalumni.org

Mark Woodward, Arizona State University
Mark.Woodward@asu.edu

Paper prepared for presentation at the Annual Mgeti the American Political Science
Association, Washington, DC, September 1-4, 20@py@ght of the American Political

Science Association. The research described irptper was funded by the U.S. Central
Intelligence Agency’s Directorate of Intelligendedugh a contract with Science Applications
International Corporation (SAIC). The views expegbf this paper are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent the alffie@ws of the U.S. government, the
intelligence community, or the CIA. Dr. Goldston&srk on this paper was also supported by a

Peace and Security Writing Grant from the MacArthaundation.



ABSTRACT

Prior studies of civil conflict using panel stud@mseconometric models have provided
inconsistent results. This paper presents thdtsesiua new study, using case-control methods,
to identify risk factors for political instabilitijwvo years prior to event onset. The models we
derive are surprisingly simple, and yet are ableléntify states that will or will not experience
political instability two years hence with over 8@¥curacy in the historical data across several
random samples. Using global data from 1955 tB20@ examine a wide range of political
upheavals and demonstrate that regime type is dvdmingly the dominant factor behind
revolutions, ethnic wars, and adverse regime chardewever, the effect of regime type is not a
simple function of the degree of democracy or aatog. Rather, certain kinds of autocracies
and democracies are much more vulnerable thansyttiepending on the patterns of executive

recruitment and political participation under thosgimes.



1. INTRODUCTION

In the interest of time, we cannot review heredkeellent and outstanding recent work
on civil conflict by Bates et al. (2002), ColliencaHoeffler (1998, 2001, 2002), Elbadawi and
Sambanis (2000, 2003), Fearon and Laitin (2003)aR&and Norton (2005), and many others.
Suffice to say that while there are major debatiélsinvthis literature, dominant theme involve
the role of state weakness in the onset of civiflet, and the argument that different kinds of
conflict have different causal character. Theral$® an assertion, originally by Collier and
Hoeffler (1998), that internal wars may be motidateore by opportunity (or ‘greed’) than
grievance, and thus substantially affected by taglability of lootable resources, such as
diamonds or other high-value minerals. This warkhte a major difference between the causes
of conflicts in Africa and less resource-rich areagch as Eastern Europe or Latin America.

Our results challenge or modify all of these tenatsl, in our view, are based on a

method that gives sounder results.

2. DATA AND METHODS
The Data

This paper presents the findings of research aedwy the Political Instability Task
Force (formerly known as the State Failure Taskc&pra panel of scholars and methodologists
who have collaborated since 1994 to collect andiyaealata on political regimes and conflict
around the world. All data used by the Task Force were drawn frgenosources (e.g. the U.S.

Census Bureau, the World Bank, the U.N. and otingifes agencies) or developed by Task

! The research described in this paper was funded by th&€en®al Intelligence Agency’s Directorate of
Intelligence through a contract with Science Applicationsrhrdtional Corporation (SAIC). The views expressed in
this paper are solely those of the authors and do notszitgsepresent the official views of the U.S. government
the intelligence community, or the CIA. Dr. Goldstone'skvon this paper was also supported by a Peace and
Security Writing Grant from the MacArthur Foundation.



Force members themselves, and the Task Force dbesgage in any classified work nor make
use of any classified data.

The first step in the Task Force’s research progras the development of a
comprehensive list of all “major political instabjlevents” from 1955 onward. Reflecting the
diverse concerns of the project’s sponsors, thisricludes four types of severe political crises:
Revolutionary Wars, Ethnic Wars, Adverse Regimer@lea, and Genocides and Politicides.

As the list of historical events was developetats presented to various regional experts to
ensure that no important events were omitted, battl identified events were indeed credible
as major instability events. Consequently, wedwelithis is the most complete listing of all
kinds of major political instability events in thperiod. The resulting “problem set” includes 111
adverse regime changes, 74 ethnic wars, 62 regohrty wars, and 40 genocides/politicides
occurring during the period 1955-2003.

The dependent variable in our global analysisesaiset of an episode of political
instability comprised of one or more of these ese@f course, such events often overlapped or
followed each other in quick succession in the saoumtry. For purposes of statistical analysis,
whenever two or more events in the same countryroed without an intervening period of at
least five years of stability (defined as five yeaiith no new event onsedad no continuing
events) those events were ‘consolidated’ into glsiepisode of instability with a single onset

date, which was taken to mark the shift from aqubof stability to instability. Thus, for

2 In addition to the authors of this paper, other leadimgributors to the work of the SFTF have included Robe
Chen, Geoff Dabelko, Daniel Esty, Barbara Harff, Colin Kdtdyc Levy, Tom Parris, Pamelo Surko, and Alan
Unger. In addition, many more scholars and governméintadé have contributed to the examination of particular
topics and regions.

% Revolutionary Wars and Ethnic Wars involve at least 120fe-related deaths due to conflict between organized
challengers and government authorities; Adverse Regime Chamvgései abrupt turns from a more democratic
system to one that is more authoritarian (operationalizeddagp of six or more points on the Polity scale),
revolutionary changes in political elites, or total or netattocollapses of central state authority; Genocides and
Politicides involve government targeting of specific comatun political groups for destruction, with no precise
death thresholds.



example, a country might have suffered an anti-adeat coup that was followed within three
years by an outbreak of ethnic violence that camihfor a dozen years. In our global analysis,
all of this upheaval would be treated as a singlscgle of instability lasting 15 years, which
included both an adverse regime change and arcetlami Applying these rules to our list of
historical events, we identify 141 episodes ofabgity worldwide during the period 1955-2003.

As Figure 1 shows, the instability events we idgntiere distributed fairly evenly over
time, although there was a slight peak in new ewvasets in the late 1960s/early 1970s, and a
decline in the years after 2000. It is too eanlyell whether this latter is a statistical artifac a
reflection of real changes resulting from the efithe Cold War. It may also be the case that
some low-level conflicts that are currently beldwe threshold of 1,000 total deaths as of 2003
may yet become instability events, which would &althe total in the last decade.

[Figure 1 about here.]

Figure 2 shows that, as would be expected, the omsttible region during this period
was sub-Saharan Africa, with 49 episodes of inBtabiepresenting 34.8% of the global total.
This was followed by the Near East and South Asih 82 (22.7%) episodes, Latin America
and the Caribbean with 19 (13.5%), and East Asih &8 (12.8%). We can also differentiate
between Europe with 15 (10.6%) episodes and the&wnsoviet Union with eight (5.7%)
episodes, although Europe and FSU together produoee events than Latin America or East
Asia?’

[Figure 2 about here.]

* The most recent update to the Task Force’s list, whichdaddernal wars in Guinea (2001-2002), Saudi Arabia
(2004-), Thailand (2004-), and Yemen (2004-), suggesthismperiod of relative quiescence may not last.

® Due to statutory restrictions on the Task Force’s U.Seoment sponsors, the United States is excluded from our
data and analysis.



To compile candidate independent variables, thé& Tasce invited experts in several
distinct areas—economics and trade, politics aatd stonflict, demographic and social issues,
and environment and natural resources—to suggesbles that were both likely to affect
vulnerability to political stability and for whicthhere was reasonable global data. Unfortunately,
these conditions were difficult to meet, and oftle® data that was most desirable from the
viewpoint of its impact on stability—such as ineliyaunemployment, or urban pollution—
simply were not available for periods prior to ##70s, or for most countries of the developing
world. Nevertheless, we compiled an initial li§7& independent variables drawn from across
these areas, including rates of growth, trade d@amographic and ethnic data, political
characteristics, geographic characteristics, anayrothers.

Over the last decade, the Task Force has accurdwdate for more than 1,000
variables—political, economic, demographic, gedpual, social, and environmental—including
items such as the longevity and character of |esdulerdensity of roads, trade openness, income,
population size and characteristics, regime typd,an and on. These variables have been
repeatedly examined for their correlation and am@afyower in a host of multivariate models.
Obviously, we cannot list all of our negative résiiere. However, suffice it to say that we have
tested literally hundreds of independent variabdesl, in many instances, their interactions and

rates of change) and found that they add littleamvalue to the models presented below.

Data Analysis Methods
The Political Instability Task Force has emplogedide range of methodological
techniques to identify factors associated withrtble of political instability, including logistic

regression, neural networks, Markov processeseaadt history models. The work of the Task



Force has been guided throughout by two distinttélated goals: 1) to identify factors
consistently associated with the onset of politinatability, and 2) to develop models that can
accurately assess the relative vulnerability ointoes worldwide to the onset of instability. Our
choice of methods was driven by these goals.

The analytic problem we faced involved studyingextely rare events; on average, out
of roughly 150 countries in the world with poputats larger than 500,000, there were only two
or three new instability onset events in any giyear. Alternatively, one could note that out of
approximately 7,500 country-years in our time-sphabservation, only 141 (1.88%) of those
included our event of interest, the onset of instghn a previously stable country.

Bearing this in mind, our analysis has relied niestvily on the case-control method, a
technigue common in epidemiological analysis df fectors for diseases that occur rarely and
in diverse populations, such as cancer. Accortbrtyis technique, subjects who are victims of
a given disease are matched with a randomly drawntfol” set of disease-free individuals, and
the two populations are then examined togetheddntify factors consistently associated with a
higher risk of the illness (Rothman 1986; for sugjgmns of its applications in political science,
see King and Zeng 2001a).

In similar fashion, the Task Force matched itsdishistorical episodes of instability
onset by country-year with several control setsoafntry-years selected at random from among
countries that were free of any instability evdotsat least a seven-year period — two years prior
to and four years following the year of that coyntear observation. The instability cases and
matched control sets were then subjected to a ttondi logistic regression analysis to identify
factors consistently associated with a higher oisikistability onset. To ensure that observations

on countries experiencing instability onset wereaumtaminated by changes associated with the



instability itself, and to enhance the utility &6 models for forecasting, the cases of instability
onset were profiled using data drawn fromo years prior to the onset of instability, and the data
for the matched control cases was similarly dranemftwo years prior to the matching year.
Thus for example, since Benin experienced an ok@stlof democracy in 1963, data was drawn
on conditions in that country in 1961. Three ottmuntries in sub-Saharan Africa were then
drawn at random from among those that were fresspébility from 1961 through 1967, and
data on conditions in those countries in 1961 waaioed. After following this procedure for
all cases of instability, the pooled data was stibpto conditional logistic analysis. Moreover,
the process of randomly drawing control cases anfbpning the analysis was performed two
additional times to test for consistency of resattsss the random control s&ts.

Since controls were matched by year and regiongigtabution of control cases and
instability cases across time was the sanéis design also ensured that the control setthad
same proportion of cases from Latin America, Easgt®outh Asia, Europe, sub-Saharan Africa,

and the North Africa/Middle East region as theahiity set®

® The Task Force also looked at data from one year beferentet of crisis events, and five years before.
Identification of crisis events from data one year befosebwas only slightly higher (3% more cases accurately
identified). Identification from data five years prior wamgsavhat worse (10% fewer cases accurately identified) as
this of course misses changes in data in the four yearsgtioe crisis. Still, the same causal pattern emerges with
all three lag specifications. Also, it is important to rtbeg when we say we look at d&te years prior to a crisis
onset, we do not mean only using data from that specific yRather, we mean using all information available up

to two years prior to the crisis, such as for examplegdsim the rate of inflation or economic growth over the
previous three to five years.

" The same country can appear in both the control sethamdster of instability cases, and in both categories more
than once, if it has experienced several separate instabgityss\or long stretches of stability. To ensure that
subsequent episodes of instability were indeed distincteaed not merely the continuation of a prior crisis,
second (or third) events in a given country had to be geecby at least five stable years. In addition, to enkate t
control cases reflected conditions in truly stable statesg@umytry-year used as a source of data for the control set
had to be preceded by at least two instability-free yearsadlowéd by at least four instability-free years. This
ensured that no countries were chosen as controls thaithadjust emerged from, or were about to descend into, a
crisis.

8 For matching purposes, the FSU states were grouped witip& as was Canada (the alternative would to group
Canada with Latin America; but in terms of heritage and seocimomic conditions, it seemed more appropriate to
group Canada with Europe. Australia and New Zealand, howeveajned grouped with East and South Asia.)



Because some countries in which conflicts were vfesbwere newly emerging
countries, and the origins of their crises layotoaial conditions prior to their independence, we
found we could not reliably connect such conflict€onditions two years prior to event onset.
Even in cases where instability clearly began déienal independence, the country-year
structure of most social science data sets doealloat us to reliably observe conditions prior to
the onset of many crises in newly independent c@st Thus we only included in our samples
for model estimation those cases of instabilityebnghere it was possible to measure conditions
in that same independent country two years prithéconset of conflict. Similarly, because we
did not collect data for years prior to 1955, we dot have data regarding conditions prior to
onset for conflicts that were either ongoing ordregust after our observation period. So events
that were evident after 1955, but whose onset oedun 1956 or earlier, were excluded from
our analysis. We thus excluded a total of 24 afamnsolidated episodes on the grounds that we
could not obtain data that was clearly antecedetite event onset, either because the country
was not independent or because the episode obilitstdoegan before our period of
observatiort?

In addition, we should note that for many nationd aime periods, we must rely on
estimated, smoothed, or interpolated data. Th& Fasce has invested heavily in screening
data, cross-checking data from various sourcessabgcting data to expert review, in order to
obtain the most complete and reliable country-ygizaa that it is possible to obtain.
Acknowledging these issues, we have tried to ifientbdels that are parsimonious, robust, and

highly significant.

° A sensitivity analysis using samples including and edinlyithese new-country cases suggests that this decision
has little effect on the mix of variables and magnitudeoefficients in our models.

10 Regrettably, these exclusions include a number of casesaifhjstorical interest, including the Cuban
Revolution (start date 1956), and the Algerian Revatu¢tcolonial event).



3. EARLY SURPRISES

The Task Force has tested literally hundreds aéistes to see if they have any association with
vulnerability to political instability. Becauseetlonset of instability is a complex process with
diverse causal pathways, we originally expectetinbaimple model would have much success
in identifying the factors associated with the drefesuch crises. Rather, we expected that we
would need to develop widely different models teritify the factors associated with instability
onset for different regions, and for different ksnaf events. Moreover, we assumed these
models would have to be complex, relying on mamgpendent variables, reflecting both their
levels and rates of change, and their interactioraried combinations.

It was to our considerable surprise that these&spions turned out to be wrong. The
Task Force’s analysis has identified some diffeesracross regions and types of instability, but
these differences have generally proved minor.nEwere surprising, we have found that
relatively simple models, involving just a handfdilvariables and no complex interactions,
accurately classify 80% or more of the instabitifysets and stable countries in the historical
data. This is perhaps the most significant gerfarding of the Task Force’s research: relatively
simple models can identify the factors associatitld &broad range of political violence and
instability events around the world.

This result is surprising, in part, because couatrg area experts have plausibly and
often convincingly identified a host of factorskasy drivers of instability in specific historical
cases—factors such as sudden jumps in inflatioresstve government debts, poor economic
performance, excessive military spending, or etheterogeneity. None of these factors,

however, seems to underlie political stability mstability across the board. In fact, we believe



the origins of political crises can best be unaegtby turning the problem on its head, asking
what factors are necessary for a state to sustbility despite the various problems—
economic, political, social—it might encounter (@stione 2001). The parsimony and generality
of the Task Force models seems best explaineddwyrasg they are identifying factors
associated with stability or resilience; absenséhfactors a host of particular incidents or
conditions can trigger violent political crises.€@might take this as a generalization of Tolstoy’s
homily about families to nations: All stable natsoresemble one another; each unstable nation
is unstable in its own way.

The Task Force initially used two main analytic huets: stepwise regression (in which
variables were added sequentially to base modaledadf they added any net explanatory power
in the logistic regression model) and neural nekvaoralysis (in which a cluster of independent
variables was used as the basis for training nwaleiinction algorithms over multiple
iterations, to find the best functional form foegrcting instability onsets). We had expected
that the stepwise regression would merely helptiffepromising independent variables, but that
the neural network analysis (which can develop nmohe complex non-linear and interactive
model specifications) would be the prime methodbiaitding useful models of actual instability
conditions. During the first three years of ouwjpct, we therefore invested heavily in testing a
large number of neural network models—a computirigrisive task at the time—with diverse
clusters of independent variables, certain thatwuuld yield our main payoff.

We were wrong. Despite our best efforts (and iciemable expense!), the neural
networks never yielded better predictions of ingitglonsets than our simpler regression

models. To give but one example, we found earlyhah lower-income countries showed a

" The original is fromAnna Karennina: “All happy families resemble one another; each unhappy familphappy
in its own way.”



higher risk of instability. This is one of the bestablished results in the conflict literaturk, o
course, so we sought to improve on it. We not emég substituting such other standard of
living indicators as infant mortality, calories @umed per capita, nutritional status, percent
living in poverty, life expectancy, and others feal per capita income, we also tried using a
basket of quality-of-life indicators in a neural ded that we hoped would provide a far more
sophisticated and accurate specification of hownme affected instability. Yet no model, no
matter how complex, performed significantly bettean models that simply used infant
mortality (logged and normalized) as a single iathc of standard of living.

While we then settled on conditional logistic reggion as our preferred method of data
analysis, we continued to test models with nondirend interactive specifications. In some
cases, these analyses bore fruit. For examptestimg for the impact of armed conflict in
neighboring countries on instability onset, we foanlarge quadratic effect, and further
investigation has allowed us to reduce this taresttold effect? In most cases, however,
expected non-linearities and interactions couldosotound. For example, many authors have
argued that having an exceptionally large fractibgouth under age 30 in the population (a
‘youth bulge’) increase the odds of political instdéy. And indeed, in many of our early model
runs, ‘youth bulge’ was a significant factor ragsithe odds of instability onset. However, when
we better specified our measure of regime chatiatitear (more on that below), the impact of
youth bulge then became insignificant in multivegienodels that also included our best

measures of regime type. To try to ‘bring backs tlactor, we tested models that specified

2 Our latest global model shows that countries with founore neighboring countries experiencing armed civil or
ethnic conflict are several times as likely to suffer a crisggebas those with three or fewer.



extreme and non-linear effects for youth bulge, iateractions between youth bulge and regime
type. None gave any significant results for yobitige or related variablés.

Much the same was true for a large number of atiftapendent variables that we were
certain would have substantial impact—urbanizatstort-term rates of economic growth (one
to five years), government debt, population sia#ation rates, etc. Again, the ontology of
conflict onset appears to be as we stated aboeetai@ general conditions, which are simple and
few and rest mainly on regime characteristics,drgetermine the vulnerability or resilience of
a regime. Once these vulnerability or resilierax@drs are well-specified in a model, additional
variables — which may have had a causal impagtecic countries at certain times — dat
show a general and consistent cross-national impadtthus lack statistical significance. We
now tend to believe that inflation, over-urbaniaatishort-term economic reversals, youth
bulges and other such factors only act to revealdbel of pre-existing vulnerability or
resilience by actualizing ‘potential’ instabilitigdt is already present and largely determined by
other factors. If there are strong simple (e.gvannate) correlations between such factors and
instability, it seems likely that this is becauseitries that are vulnerable or lack resilience are
in effect, poorly governed. And in countries thed poorly governed, it is more likely that there
will arise bouts of high inflation, or sharp ecoriomeversals, or that people will rely more on
family support (and hence high birth rates anddarguth bulges, or that migration to cities will
reach dangerous or difficult levels. In other wsyrhe burden of a decade of difficult work has
begun to convince us that the functional indicatdrsoming political instability are simple

rather than complex, and center on the charadterist regimes and their resilience to

13 There was one exception: for the onset of ethnic war§indigouth bulge has re-emerged as a significant factor.
But it remains insignificant when included in the globasob-Saharan Africa models discussed in this paper, as
well as separate models of revolutionary war and interaalwore generally.



challenges, rather than on any detailed or elabdisiing of such challenges and their
intermediate effects.

We said that this realization was the fruit of jmgears of slow progress and difficult
challenges. These challenges arose, in part, becau task was somewhat different from that
which has framed most cross-national researchlitigab science. In most such research, the
goal has been to identify statistically significaatsal factors, or, in practice, to demonstrate
independent variables that have a statisticallgiBeant impact across countries and across time.
The explanatory power of the models in which sughicant factors appeared was not of great
consequence. It was presumed that the effectaratbtes that could not be measured, or of
individual country-level effects, or of random ega@ue to happenstance events or unsystematic
measurement errors, would naturally reduce motled finodest levels. It was therefore enough
to show that a particular independent variable sigsificant and robust to test a theory
regarding that variable, even if the overall mdued only modest success in explaining overall
variation.

For our purposes, however, hypothesis testing dvoat be enough. Instead, our
government sponsors wanted a model that, whenegbicurrent data, would accurately
distinguish countries that were relatively vulnéeato instability from those that were not. In
other words, leaving half the variance unexplaiwedld not be acceptable.

Our initial models barely passed this test. After first year of work with both neural
network and regression models, we found that naembhow rich, complex, or theoretically
well-grounded our models, they were no more thasttvirds accurate in classifying countries
as ‘likely’ or ‘unlikely’ to experience an instaliyf onset two years after the date of data

observations. (By two-thirds accurate, we mearakzjng Type | and Type Il errors so that we



correctly classified two-thirds of the countrieattlexperienced instability as likely to do so, and
correctly classified two-thirds of the countrieattkdid not experience instability as unlikely.)
This was a substantial improvement over the 50t g that a coin flip might offer on any
given country, but it seemed hardly a worthwhil@iovement on what was expected of a
trained country analyst using his or her judgmerperience, and qualitative sources.

Even a second year of work barely pushed our acgunuch closer to the 70% mark.
Rather, we spent most of the next two years sakimg could increase the accuracy of our
model (which started as a simply global model paphll countries and all kinds of instability)
by skilful disaggregation. That is, we thoughtttharhaps comparing apples with apples—
looking only at ethnic wars, or certain regions—¥aoproduce stronger results. We also
engaged in extensive data-cleaning and acquiditiamprove our materials. However, we
found (with consistency that was both daunting anticing) that regardless of how we varied
our models or narrowed our focus, the accuracy ireeddlocked’ in the range of 65 to 70
percent. And, even more intriguing and frustratingtead of models focusing on specific
regions or different kinds of conflict allowing tes profitably introduce new variables, we found

that the same core set of independent variableeteto consistently dominate our results.

3.HOMING IN ON REGIME CHARACTERISTICS

We finally were able to make greater progress lip¥iong a suggestion of Gary King and
Langche Zeng (2001b). In critiquing our early wahey nonetheless observed how difficult it
was for them, despite their best efforts, to imgrapon the explanatory power of our models,

and noted that only variables regarding regimeityus¢emed to have any real impact. This



confirmed our own interpretation of our resultsg éd us to refocus our efforts on improving
upon the most common ways to present regime tygayaality in comparative analysis.

Political scientists often rely on the Polity I\tdset, developed and maintained by
Monty Marshall, Keith Jaggers, and Ted Gurr to tdgrcountries as democracies or autocracies
(2003). Polity characterizes regimes along thieeedsions: the degree of openness and
electoral competitiveness in the recruitment ofdhief executive (Executive Recruitment); the
degree of institutional constraints on the autlgasitthat chief executive (Executive
Constraints); and the degree to which political petition is unrestricted, institutionalized, and
cooperative rather than repressed or factionaliRetitical Competition)* The variables used
to measure these dimensions and their componenfsegiuently summarized in a 21-point scale
ranging from fully autocratic (-10) to fully demeadic (+10). In recent years, a number of
analysis have suggested that risks of conflictinathbility are highest not among democracies
or autocracies, but in the intermediate regiontefPolity scale, among regimes that have been

variously labeled “partial democracies,” “anocratier “illiberal democracies.” Regimes in this
“gray zone” (Carothers 2002) show some democraidcacteristics, such as elections or
competitive parties, but these are mixed with auatibic characteristics, such as an absence of
constraints on executive authority or limits on pluditical participation of certain groups.
Snyder and Mansfield (1995) found that such regiafesn relied on bellicose nationalism to
gain popular support and were thus more likelygodme embroiled in international wars, while

Zakaria (2003) warned that populist, elected regithat fail to respect civil liberties pose a

significant and lasting threat to freedom.

14 Competition is ‘factionalized’ when the major political pastare not open to all and focused on particular
policies, but identify themselves with particular ethnicgielis, or regional communities and pursue only goals for
advancing that community.



In line with others’ research on partial or illisédemocracy (or “anocracies”), we found
that such regimes were indeed exceptionally proradl types of instability. In the years from
1955 to 2001, only 14.6% of all country-years repreged cases of partial democracy, yet more
than one-third of all instability onsets (33.9%Yidg that period occurred in partial democratic
regimes (Policy scores 0-7). Nonetheless, evarrporating this three-fold regime type-
classification was not sufficient to improve thedicasting accuracy of our work. Models that
included this division of regime types, plus incompleis other factors still failed to give much
more than 70% accuracy in classifying historicalesaof instability across the globe (Goldstone
et al. 2000).

This behavior of partial democracies formed a sigamt clue to the conditions of
instability onset, but it was only a beginning. &fall, only one-third of instability onsets
occurred in countries with Polity scores of 0-7p#thirds still occurred in democracies and
autocracies. Thus it was clear that simply locainregime on the linear Polity IV scale did not
fully capture the key characteristics making foinenability or resilience. In addition, critics of
the Polity scale had noted that the linear —101® scale should not be treated as a simple
cardinal, or even ordinal measure, due in no spaatl to the fact that this index combines a
number of underlying scales that have categoniattier than ordinal, features (Gleditsch and
Ward 1997, Vreeland 2003).

In the most recent phase of our analysis, we thexeksolved to set aside the Polity
scale and rely instead the underlying componenabkes. Guided by a combination of
inductive analysis, deductive reasoning, and oansgr’s interest in democratization, we
discovered that a categorical classification ofmeg based on a two-dimensional scheme

suggested by Dahl's (1971) conceptualization ofaahy. Specifically, we now use Polity’s



measures of executive recruitment (EXREC) and tmepetitiveness of political participation
(PARCOMP, one of two component variables used testract the broader measure of Political
Competition, POLCOMP) to characterize regimes iysmiat have proven to be theoretically
richer and statistically more powerftl.

Figure 3 illustrates the four-part categorizatibattresulted. The dark orange cells
representull autocracies—regimes that combine an absence of effective statien with
repressed or suppressed participation (e.g., Nkotha, China, Cuba, Saudi Arabia, and Sudan).
In the opposite corner afell democracies, which combine fully free and fair elections with
open and well-institutionalized participation (ea&l of Western Europe, Costa Rica, and
Mongolia). Two forms of “hybrid” regimes occupy thenceptual space in between those
illiberal and liberal extremes. The light blue sakpresenpartial democracies—regimes in
which top government officials are chosen througimpetitive elections and political
participation is not effectively controlled by tteosfficials, but that still fall short of full
democracy on one or the other of those dimensieugs, (Albania, Brazil, Ghana, and Turkey).
On the opposite side of a democracy/autocracy eiai@ the cases we lalpattial autocracies
(light orange cells), which either allow hold cortipee elections or allow substantial political
participation outside the government’s control, hoit both (e.g., Cambodia, Jordan, Togo, and
Yemen).

[Figure 3 about here.]

Our research shows that vulnerability to politicestability tracks these broad

categorizations in now-familiar ways. Unsurprigingve find that the risk of instability is

lowest in full autocracies and full democracie$ientthings being equal. By contrast, hybrid

15 See Ulfelder and Lustik (2005) for models that treat mmre back and forth between the democratic and
autocratic sides of this ledger—in other words, transstim and from democracy—as the dependent variable.



regimes—partial autocracies and partial democraege substantially more vulnerable to crisis
than their more “coherent” counterparts.

The real surprise came from the predictive powsoaated with the addition of a single
element of this scheme. By distinguishing partethdcracies according to the presence or
absence ofactionalism in political participation, we found we could stdorstially improve the fit
of our models. As measured by Polity, factionalsrours when political competition is
dominated by ethnic or other parochial groups tegtilarly compete for political influence in
order to promote particularist agendas and favougmembers to the detriment of common,
secular, or cross-cutting agendas. Factionaligiecdyly occurs in new democracies, where
party systems are weak and political participatsomore likely to flow through networks rooted
in traditional identities or other parochial intst® but it can emerge in established democracies
as well. Factionalism is also the most common fofiparticipation in autocracies that do not
repress political competition, either by designmnaapacity. Recent examples include Bolivia
and Ecuador, where the mobilization of indigenowsements has produced stand-offs over the
appropriate uses of mineral wealth; Venezuela, &/petarization along class lines has produced
mass protest and a failed coup in recent yearsBandladesh, where personalist rivalries have
dominated national politics since a return to deraog in 1991.

The link between factionalism and instability nspund unsurprising, so much so that
one might wonder whether factionalism itself is giyrnpart and parcel of the instability that
ensues. Our analysis suggests that it is noty @vdut half of countries coded with factionalism
develop instability in our data; thus knowing a tvy is factional in its political competition
still gives you no better than a 50-50 guess alistability status two years hence. It is only

when factionalism is combined with a relativelythigvel of open competition for office



(executive recruitment scores 6-8 on the 8-poiatedchat extremely high vulnerability to
instability results, and even then, factionalisnesiaot inevitably lead to instability.

Models that use our four-part regime categorizasiod further distinguish among patrtial
democracies according to the presence or abseraetiminalism have consistently produced
postdictive accuracy rates of 80% or better. lrihoy far the worst situation in terms of risks
of instability were for a political landscape tltaimbined deeply polarized or factionalized
competition with open contestation. The combimatba winner-take-all, parochial approach to
politics with opportunities to compete for contablcentral state authority represents a power
keg for political crisis’ It is perhaps ironic that policies aimed at sgieg democracy tend to
focus on the first two elements—ensuring open amdpetitive elections and limiting executive
authority—when our research suggests ithigthow these elements are combined with the
character of political participation that substantially determines how resistant regimes areto

political instability.

5. OTHER RISK FACTORS: ECONOMICS, DEMOGRAPHY OR POLITICS?

In the voluminous literature on internal instalilihumerous hypotheses regarding the causes of
various kinds of instability have been put forwattihas been argued that rapid economic
growth inoculates regimes against pressures farggaand that rapid economic growth triggers

instability. Both arguments have also been madardéng a lack of economic growth, that is,

18 This point should also be evident from the real-worldwplas cited above, none of which has yet experienced an
event that qualifies as political instability according to @efinitions.

" The framers of the American constitution were perhaps neestlyl concerned about this characteristic of a
political system when developing that document. Theigefsir Congress—with a proportionately represented
House and a regionally, not proportionally representedt®e—was developed mainly to curb factionalism by
making broad coalitions necessary to pass legislation rriidue to conform to the ideal of equal representation for
all. In addition, the Founders were deeply concernedinstitutionalizing political activity, calling for

exceptionally frequent elections (every two years for the Hawsay four years for President) and rigorously
guarding the rights of assembly and free speech. Of goewven that design did not inoculate the system against
factionalism, as is evident from the American Civil War.



economic stagnation has been presented by somarsatha source of stability, but by others as
a source of instability. Short-term economice&sisr major depressions, however, are generally
assumed to increase the odds political instabildgmographic factors—including a country’s
population size, it population density, its agdrdsition (the ‘youth bulge’), its level or rate of
urbanization, and its ethnic composition (e.g. de@f fractionalization, or presence of certain-
sized minorities)—have also been alleged as drieknsstability. Physical characteristics of a
country — the fraction of its area covered by maun# or forest, the extent of arable land per
population (or per population in agriculture) — ddurther been alleged to be relevant to
stability. And of course a host of political fardpsuch as regime type, government spending,
government debt, and corruption, to name only g #aw often argued to be crucial to stability.

With so many promising hypothesized causes of lni#iaand some very clear-cut and
opposing hypotheses (such as regarding economidtigyto test, we expected to find strong
results regarding most of these factors. The stityng and consistent finding that we achieved
regarding most of these factors, however, is athagane, According to our research, most
economic, demographic, geographic, and politicabbdes donot have consistent and
statistically significant effects on the risk obtability onset.

What did matter? The results of our global analgdiinstability onset—based on 117
onsets of instability and three randomly drawn oargets, each with 351 stability cases, for a
total N of 1,170—are shown in Table 1. As we hsail, to our surprise, a quite simple model
without interaction terms and with few nonlinea#iis consistently over 80% accurate in
distinguishing countries that experienced instgbilvo years hence from those that remained

stable.



The model essentially has only four independenabées: regime type, infant mortality
(logged and normalized to the global mean in tree wé& observation), a “bad neighborhood”
indicator flagging cases with four or more bordgratates embroiled in armed civil or ethnic
conflict, and the presence or absence of stateisdimination. All of these variables are
statistically significant at the p < .05 level (amsbally <.01); all have a substantial impact an th
odds of instability onset (odds ratios of at leaSt and more commonly 3 or even higher); and
all have consistent effects across multiple randamples. (After studying literally thousands of
alternative models, we can say that achievinghalsé¢ qualities is no mean feat). By contrast,
when one adds any of the above-named economic,gtapitac, geographic, or political
variables to these models, the results for thosablas are non-significant, inconsistent, dodittl
to improve model fit, or all three.

In short, the combination of accuracy, efficienagg simplicity of this model is not what
we expected or aimed at. Rather, we were drivéhdse results by our data and design. Put
another way, the model is simple not because we weimaginative, did not work long enough,
or resisted complications. Quite the reversentbdel is simple because it has resisted years of
efforts to make it more complex.

As described in the preceding section, the modslus that the most stable regimes are
full autocracies. Even full democracies, othengfsiequal, have odds of instability three to five
times higher. The same is true of partial demaesawithout factionalism (odds ratio 5-6),
while partial autocracies are a bit more unstabdiel$ ratio for instability 6-9). However, the
most striking results are for partial democraci@ factionalism. This regime type shows odds
ratios for instability ranging from 36 to 60 acrake control sample sets, roughly an order of

magnitude larger than the other regime types.



While regime type may appear to dominate our rsstlie effects of other variables are
not small. In particular, the odds of instabilitycountries at the #5percentile in global infant
mortality are four to seven times higher than inrides at the Z%percentile. Although the
odds of instability are not significantly affecteg conflict in one, two, or even three
neighboring countries, the odds of instability julmpa factor of 14 to 22 when a country is
surrounded by four or more neighbors with their amternal conflicts. Finally, countries with
state-led discrimination—indicated by a score 6" the index of economic or political
discrimination for at least one communal groupkeatby the Minorities at Risk (MAR)
Project—are more than twice as likely to suffeioatbreak of instability as countries without
such discriminatior’® In short, the variables that remain in our mddale large, not

incremental effects.

6. ARE THINGSDIFFERENT IN AFRICA?

Even though our global model takes region and emindevelopment into account, it might be
argued that we are still missing something impdrtdrnat is, the global model could simply be
picking up on some hidden ways in which rich anchderatic countries in Europe and North
America are far more stable than poorer and les®dgatic countries, for example in sub-
Saharan Africa. Thus the global model might predieasonable inferences about the stability
of, say, Canada compared to Ethiopia; but it migghof little value in explaining, or guiding us

in ameliorating, political violence among pooreuntries themselves. In short, our global results

18 We were surprised to find that state-led discriminatimh $uch a robust effect in our global model, even when w
did not take the size of the aggrieved group into acctuifct, we experimented with other MAR-based measures
that took advantage of information about group size amidbotésl concentration or focused on political rather than
economic discrimination, but none of these alternatives prasednsistently powerful as the simple yes/no version
we adopted. This variable is probably picking up in largé grathe risk of ethnic war, as suggested by the results
we obtain when we focus exclusively on that type ofipitity; see Gurr, Woodward, and Marshall (2005).



might be obtaining its classificatory power by tawl the relatively easy chore of distinguishing
apples from oranges.

Fortunately, it is easy to test this notion; weiymeed to repeat the analytic exercise by
focusing only on countriesithin a given region, and performing the case-contralyais to see
how well it distinguishes between cases of stahdrtd instability. The region with the most
episodes of instability since 1955 was sub-SahAfaoa. Fortunately, despite the high level of
instability in this region, there are also manynsaeriods in which particular countries
remained free of instability for periods of sevaags or more. There is thus ample scope for
developing a case-control model that asks how csnvithin sub-Saharan Africa that are on
the verge of political instability differ frorather countriesin the same year within sub-Saharan
Africa that are experiencing stable periods. In a sehiseis what we really want to know for a
forecasting model of instability—not why Cote d’lv®@in 2000 was more vulnerable to
instability at the time than Canada, France, oadaput why Cote d’lvoire in 2000 was more
vulnerable than Senegal, South Africa, or Mozambiqu

Following this logic, the Task Force set out toelep a separate model to identify the
correlates of near-term instability from 1955 t®@2Q@vithin sub-Saharan Africa. During this
period, there were 49 consolidated instability egés, almost half of the total in the global
model. These 49 episodes included 47 instancadwarse regime change, 28 instances of
ethnic war, 19 instances of revolutionary war, aédyenocides or politicides. These
proportions are almost identical to those in thabgl data; the main difference is that more of
the global events included only one or two kindasfability, while the African cases almost all
were complex events that included several overtappr coincident kinds of instability.

However, because we had to exclude from analysietinstability episodes that began before



or in the first two year of a new country’s indedence, we could only utilize 39 consolidated
instability episodes in our analysis.

In pursuing this analysis, the Task Force did map$y start with the global model and
see if it applied to Africa. Rather, we undert@ogeparate, parallel exercise to see if we could
develop a better explanation of instability in Afiusing factors that theorists had suggested
were germane to that region. We tested many cordigpns of variables to capture ethnic and
religious diversity and proportions, colonial histoenvironmental conditions, dependence on
mineral or agricultural resources, urbanizatiorg sfyucture, leadership characteristics, and
various interactions and non-linear forms of themgables. We also examined a wide range of
trade and financial data, include trade partnesstapenness to international trade, and
corruption indices?

Table 2 displays the odds ratios derived from tindglel, using only cases of instability
and control sets drawn from within this region.cBese there are far fewer cases, we accepted a
lower threshold of statistical significance (p 4@instead of .05). What is striking nevertheless
is that, even within this potentially exceptionalipof the world, the same factors that dominated
the global model stand out, and do so even mooediy.

[Table 2 about here.]

To be sure, the model differs in some details. aBse most African countries have high
levels of infant mortality, this factor is no longaatistically significant in differentiating amgn
stable and unstable cases. If we take infant ditgrtes an index of economic development, then
while differences between rich and poor countriesena factor in the global model of

instability, the more modest differences in develept within sub-Saharan Africa apparently

19 As was true of our global analysis, our ability td tegotheses related to many of these factors was impaired by
the scarcity or poor quality of relevant data.



play no significant role in shifting the relativdas of instability in that region. Instead, seVera
other variables appear that were not significarihéglobal model.

First is trade openness (the total value of impplts exports divided by GDP).
Countries with lower trade openness (at th8 g&rcentile in the global distribution) had roughly
two to three times higher odds of near-term in$itglihan countries with higher openness to
trade (those at the ?®ercentile). State-led discrimination reappelams with a larger impact.
The odds ratio between states with and without megonomic or political discrimination
ranges from three to forty across the three cosetd. The large range suggests the presence of
outliers in control set B2, but the variable rensastatistically significant across all three cohtro
sets. Colonial heritage makes a notable differemsgability, with countries that were not
formerly French colonies having odds of instabitityighly four to thirteen times greater than
former French possessioffs.

Two other factors proved significant as well: leadgears in office and a country’s
religious composition. Dominant individual leadarsluding many ‘presidents for life,” have
played a major role in the durability of Africargimes since World War 1. We thus expected
that a leader who had established his hold (ardrina, it was only “his” hold) on office was
likely to provide a more stable regime than leadédrs were either new to office, or aging
leaders who were more likely to vacate office so@ve tested this argument with a categorical
version of a variable that counts a chief exectdigamulative years in office and found that
new leaders (less than five years in office) amdrénched” leaders (those more than fourteen

years in office) indeed faced higher odds of insitglihan their peers who had been in office

2 This most likely reflects the fact that France has beendae involved than other former colonial powers in
maintaining economic and political order in its prior doreaincluding supporting the West African Franc,
providing generous support to post-colonial rulersl, @en intervening militarily to maintain unpopular rsland
head off rebellions.



from 5-14 years. The odds of near-term instabibtyshort-term leaders were two to fifteen
times higher, and those for entrenched leaders svette twelve times higher.

Finally, we did find one effect of group composition instability. Countries that had a
dominant religious majority (over two-thirds of thepulation identified with the main religious
group) weramore likely to experience instability than countriesshich the population was
more evenly divided among different religious greuCountries with a dominant religious
majority faced relative odds of instability five twelve times greater than those that were more
evenly divided’

All of that said, regime type once again showedsthengest effects. With fewer cases
and thus smaller samples, we did not find significkfferences among all five regime types;
instead, it was simply the case that full auto@severe most stable, partial democracies with
factionalism were the most unstable, and all otbgimes fell in the same middling range of
instability. In particular, these other regimesl loalds of instability that were six to nine times
higher than those of full autocracies. Here, havgethe impact of partial democracies with
factionalism shoots right off the scale becausauindataevery African country that mixed
partial democracy with factionalism suffered instability.?*

Other factors were still quite important, as odat#os in the range of six to ten or higher
demonstrate. Nonetheless, it is striking that eémehis more difficult “apples vs. apples” test —

seeking to identify the proximate conditions oftaislity solely among countries in sub-Saharan

L In most of the African cases where a single religiousgommprised at least 65% of the population, that majority
group was Sunni Muslim. In fact, when we swapped thesntirariable with one indicating that Sunnis comprise at
least 65% of the population, the statistical results weteally identical, both for the individual variable and foet
model as a whole. We chose to use the more generic versianfinal model because of uncertainty about the
causal process giving rise to this correlation.

22 Because this pattern is so complete, the odds ratios assawuititékis variable in the sub-Saharan Africa model
cannot be compared directly to the others. The only exceptiothis pattern are a handful of cases where an
episode of factional democracy was ongoing at year-end 2008 podsibility remains that they will escape this
trap.



Africa — we obtain results very similar to our ghblmodel. That is, a relatively simple model
(six variables, with no interactions) has remarkadatcuracy in distinguishing cases of instability
from stable cases. Indeed, the postdictive acgwathis model is striking: 87 to 92 percent of
cases are correctly classified when we choose patat that balances model sensitivity and
specificity. This iggreater accuracy than the global model, and a sharp tefataf the notion
that the accuracy of the global model rested ongagy’ distinctions between rich and poor
nations. Moreover, just as in the global moded, tiost powerful independent variable by far is
regime type, and in particular the type of regirharacterized as partial democracy with
factionalism. Indeed, in Africa, such a regimegygmost invariably leads to near-term

instability.

7. NEW POLICIESAND OLD WISDOM
A century and a half ago, the French social an&dliestis de Tocqueville warned that the most
dangerous time for autocracies arose when thaysttsout on the path to reform. The above
results regarding partial autocracies and pargatatcracies with factionalism would seem to
offer resounding proof of Tocqueville’'s wisdom.d&ed, as President Jimmy Carter learned to
his regret in Iran and Nicaragua, simply urgingshatictators to loosen up their regime is more
likely to unleash violent political crises thangave the way for a smooth transition to full
democracy. If full democracy is to be achievedrmans of gradual transition from autocracy,
then it seems clear that the path of choice woalthbough partial democraoply if that can be
done while avoiding factionalism.

Of course, our focus on factionalism echoes theiwgs of James Madison, who argued

that factionalism was the greatest threat to alskpuModern statistical analysis of data two



hundred years later shows how remarkable werenkights into the dynamics of political
systems. Factionalism with democracy appears$e pdhreat to stability an order of magnitude
greater than any other single factor, be it econppulitical, or demographfc.

It is interesting that full autocracies are thestgtiable regimes, and indeed a harsh and
ruthless dictatorship (such as those led by Saddlassein or Kim Jong IlI) can prove highly
stable. Yet, as dictators age, or as populatioo& gicher and more anxious to share in political
power, autocracies often slip into allowing sométigal competition, ostensibly to appease
regime opponents. Unless steps are truly takeartbatrong partial or full democracy, the
result is sometimes the opposite of appeasemetuigracies with some political competition
create the promise without the reality of shariogver, and this awkward combination can
unleash factional divisions and encourage radesponses. Such regimes therefore show a high
risk of violent political crises. Indeed, the dmgnost common path by which factionalized
democracies arose was as part of a transition &natwcracy to partial democracy.

Reflecting on these results, it seems clear thapalicies designed to bring stability to
world affairs by spreading democracy must look melysimply identifying the spread of
competitive elections with greater stability. ledefor some kinds of regimes, the reverse is
dramatically the case. Consequently, careful atierghould be given to the pathway taken from
autocracy to democracy, with an emphasis on awpittia “high-risk” regime types, if such

policies are not to produce unexpected, undesaed highly dangerous results. In future

2 We also wish to note that, while ethnic and revolutionaagsvand violent coups are brutal enough, the world has
seen a dreadful eruption of genocides in the last few dec@iesof the most striking findings of the Task Force
and its compilation of instability events is that genocidlesot strike out of the blue; instead, they nearlagbwv
occur in the context of an ongoing episode of instakitigrff 2003). From Hitler's putsch against the Weimar
democracy, to the ethnic and revolutionary wars and state colldagexcurred in Rwanda, Bosnia, and
Cambodia, political instability has provided the condsiamder which racial or other group hatreds have been
fanned to genocidal pitch. Thus one way to reduce thefiikure genocides is to reduce the risks of other $orm
of instability.



research, we hope to shed more light on institatioonfigurations and other strategies that
might serve to reduce the risk of factionalism—#mngs instability—in nascent democracies.

While our analysis spotlights patterns of politiaathority as the critical factor in
assessing vulnerability to instability, it alsopeeto put the impact of other factors in
comparative perspective. We think the results aoegraging. Although it is certainly true that
increasing levels of economic development and ezigagt in international trade are associated
with substantial effects in reducing the risks imient crises, dramatic progress in these regards
IS not a requirement for increasing stability irbtwlent regions, even in sub-Saharan Africa, as
simply reducing the number of highly vulnerableinegs (e.g. factionalized partial democracies)
seems likely to have a greater impact, regardlessanomic change.

At the same time, it should be evident that onenoaamerely plant the seeds of
democracy and assume they will take root and f#buriEven if the basic institutions of strong
full democracy are established, care must be tHiarchief executives do not steal back
excessive power, or that political parties andtelat processes become corrupted or ineffective,
or that the electorate and elites become so pelatizat political cooperation on shared goals
becomes impossible. The risks of such a slide fidhto factionalized democracy are not
merely a matter of the loss of some democraticadtar. Instead, they are more realistically
viewed as a massive increase in the risks of palitatastrophe, including civil war, genocide,
and ethnic slaughter.

At the end of the day, it appears that old wisdsmérhaps the best guide to new policies
aimed at spreading democracy. For America’s fougéathers, it was not a maximal
democratic character in terms of direct populatigigation in elections and majority rule that

they sought to instill, but a system of checks laldnces to filter popular electoral choice



through intermediate bodies and constrain elediesf executives, and a system of civil rights
and electoral procedures to guarantee frequerttighly institutionalized political competition.
For de Tocqueville, the moments most to be feare\those when an autocracy takes
significant steps to reform itself, introducing t@rand formal democratic procedures, yet
without truly opening up access and choice, andtirg institutions to assure broad and
meaningful political competition. It was precisslych partial reforms that led to the violent
overthrow of monarchies in France and Russia, @de recently, that helped to spark internal
wars in places such as Congo-Brazzaville and Coteice.

The key elements of stable democracy are to confbllyeopen access to political office with
fully institutionalized and functional political agpetition. It is these conditions, not electioss a
such, and certainly not a mythic and utopian notibfdemocracy,” that should guide policy-
makers seeking greater stability in the world. Véh@ese conditions obtain, even amidst
seemingly inhospitable conditions for stabilityd@mocracy, as in sub-Saharan Africa, the
relative odds of ethnic wars, revolutions, and gétes have been dramatically lower. Where
these conditions are absent, even if conditiorecohomic development and trade seem
favorable, the relative odds of near-term insthibspecially for factionalized partial

democratic regimes, loom exceedingly large.
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Table 1. Global Model of Vulnerability to Onset of I nstability, 1955-2003

Control Set 1 Control Set 2 Control Set 3
P- Odds P- Odds P-
Variable Greater Risk L esser Risk OddsRatio  Value Ratio Value Ratio Value
Full democracy 3.92 0.04 5.05 <0.01 2.67 0.15
Partial democracy with factionalism 60.84 <0.01 38.56 <0.01 36.91 <0.01
Regime Type* Partial democracy w/o factionalism Full autocracy 5.85 <0.01 6.92 <0.01 6.22 <0.01
Partial autocracy 7.71 <0.01 9.51 <0.01 6.37 <0.01
In transition (Polity = -88) 10.05 <0.01 11.42 0.01 188E5 0.99
Infant mortality** Higher Lower 3.89 <0.01 7.14 < 6.59 <0.01
Four or more bordering states with y ¢ No 17.16 <001 1413 <001 2201  <0.01
major civil or ethnic conflict
State-led discrimination Yes No 1.89 0.03 2.10 0.01 1.93 0.03
Model summary statistics
number of problems 117 117 117
number of controls 351 351 351
% instability onsets classified correctly 82.1 82.1 80.3
% controls classified correctly 81.5 81.5 81.8
cut point 0.23 0.25 0.24

* Odds ratios for regime type are relative to ultocracy (POLPACMP < 3 and POLEXREC < 6);
Code: 1) Full democracy (POLPACMP =5 and POLEXRES);
2) Partial democracy with factionali§lPPROLPACMP = 3 and POLEXREC > 5);
3) Partial democracy without factioeali (POLPACMP =0, 4, or 5; POLEXREC > 5; and nok di@mocracy);
4) Partial autocracy (POLPACMP >= 3 &@LEXREC < 6) or (POLPACMP = (1 or 2) and POLEXRE= 6).

**Qdds ratios are based on risk of country at fihcentile to country at 25th percentile.



Table 2. Mode of Vulnerability to Onset of I nstability in Sub-Saharan Africa, 1955-2003

Control Set 1 Control Set 2 Control Set 3
Odds P- Odds P- Odds P-
Variable Greater Risk Lesser Risk Ratio Value Ratio Value Ratio Value
Full democracy,
Partial
democracy 8.71 0.02 6.67 0.05 9.21 0.03
without
Regime Type* factionalism, or  Full autocracy
Partial autocracy
Partial
democracy with 863E7 <0.01 61E9 <0.01 71E9 <0.01
factionalism
Trade Openness** Lower Higher 1.84 0.16 3.01 0.08 3.09 0.07
State-Led Discrimination Yes No 3.22 0.10 39.97 0.02 9.28 0.02
Colonial Heritage Not French French 3.67 0.12 7.18 0.04 12.76 0.02
. 0-4 years 1.74 0.53 15.53 0.06 4.36 0.14
Leader's Tenure >= 15 years >-14 years 6.57 0.05 1225 007 _ 11.89 _ 0.03
% of Population in Largest Religious Group >=65% <65% 8.16 0.03 5.07 0.06 12.57 0.03
Model summary statistics
number of problems 39 39 39
number of controls 117 117 117
% instability onsets classified correctly 87.2 89.7 94.9
% controls classified correctly 87.2 89.7 92.3
cut point 0.22 0.29 0.3

* Odds ratios for regime type are relative to fultocracy (POLPACMP < 3 and POLEXREC < 6);

Code: 1) Full democracy (POLPACMP =5 and POLEXRES);

2) Partial democracy with factionali§PROLPACMP = 3 and POLEXREC > 5);
3) Partial democracy without factiosali(POLPACMP =0, 4, or 5; POLEXREC > 5; and not i@mocracy);
4) Partial autocracy (POLPACMP >= 3 &@LEXREC < 6) or (POLPACMP = (1 or 2) and POLEXRE= 6).

** Odds ratios are based on risk of country at Z&gicentile to country at 75th percentile.



Figure 1. Incidence and Prevalence of Palitical I nstability Worldwide, 1955-2003
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Figure 2. Episodes of Instability by Region, 1955-2003
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Figure 3. Characterizing Political Regimesfor Analysisof Vulnerability to Instability
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democracy. Based on Executive Recruitment (EXRE@d)@ompetitiveness of Political Participation (PARGP)
variables in the Polity data set.




