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Abstract

This paper documents a substantial positive effect on conflict onset of post-

conflict elections that shift power over the state from one ethnic group to an-

other. The paper argues that commitment problems arising from the presidency

shifting between ethnic groups increase the risk of a new onset in countries that

have recently experienced conflict. This proposition is tested using a two-way

fixed effects model on an original, global dataset of the ethnicities of incoming

and incumbent presidents between 1975 and 2010. The result is a robust and

substantial increase in conflict risk in the period immediately following a change

in the ethnic group holding presidency. The effect is greatest for elections held

in the aftermath of war and it gradually decreases over time.

KEYWORDS: Civil war, intrastate conflict, commitment problem, ethnic con-

flict, post-conflict elections, two-way fixed effects
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Introduction

Huntington’s third wave has brought at least some aspects of democracy to most corners of

the globe (Huntington 1993). Heavily promoted by American and European pressure, most

of the poorest countries in the world now regularly hold elections for government (Collier

2010). In countries emerging from civil war, elections have been touted as an essential

peacebuilding tool, and both the Bush and Clinton administrations favoured early post-

conflict elections (Brancati and Snyder 2012). This enthusiasm among policy-makers for

early elections stands in stark contrast to the pessimistic view that dominates the emerging

literature on post-conflict elections.

Several studies find electoral violence to be a popular strategy in such elections (Machado,

Scartascini, and Tommasi 2011; Steele 2011; Straus 2011; Wilkinson 2006), and analyses of

conflict recurrence conclude that early post-conflict elections is positively associated with

the probability of war returning (Brancati and Snyder 2012; Collier, Hoeffler, and Söderbom

2008; Flores and Nooruddin 2012).1 However, the reason why elections would be particularly

dangerous in post-conflict societies remains underexplored. Further, the literature on post-

conflict elections and recurrence has so far been dominated by cross-sectional or pooled

analyses, impeding causal interpretation of results.

This paper attempts to fill these gaps by constructing a new time-series-cross-sectional

(TSCS) dataset of election power shifts and by providing a theoretical explanation of post-

election conflict based on an established bargaining model. I theorize that elections can

disturb the power balance by shifting control over the state, and thus they can lead to

commitment problems. As the costs of fighting are likely at their lowest right after war,

1For recent exceptions to this general consensus see e.g. Cheibub and Hays (2017) or Matanock (2017).
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commitment problems will be the most prone to cause new conflicts if they arise shortly

after an old conflict has ended.

I test this argument by constructing a dataset of the ethnicities of all presidents in a global

sample of countries between 1975 and 2010 and use these data to identify elections that

change which ethnic group holds office. These ethnic shifts are interacted with the time

elapsed since the last conflict to investigate whether elections that shift the power balance

are more likely to reignite fighting in the aftermath of war. As the shifts in power are

discrete and vary over time, it allows me to employ a two-way fixed effects design and

estimate changes in the probability of conflict onset right before and right after shifts.

While no panacea for endogeneity, causal interpretation of coefficients rests on much weaker

assumptions in such a setup than in the predominantly cross-sectional or pooled designs

found in the literature on post-conflict elections.

The empirical models provide consistent evidence for a substantial and immediate positive

effect on conflict onset of ethnic shifts in political power. Further, they show that shifts are

most likely to result in new onsets in countries that have recently seen conflict.

The paper contributes to the recent literature on post-conflict elections by developing a

mechanism for the connection between early elections and conflict recurrence and by testing

it in a two-way fixed effects design where identification rests on relatively weak assump-

tions. It also relates to the established debate on the connection between ethnicity and civil

war, where the long-standing consensus that ethnic divisions are basically unrelated to war

(see e.g. Collier and Hoeffler (2004) and Fearon and Laitin (2003)) has been challenged

by a number of studies examining ethnic divisions in conjunction with access to political

power (Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch 2011; Cederman, Wimmer, and Min 2010;
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Wimmer, Cederman, and Min 2009; Wucherpfennig et al. 2012; Wucherpfennig, Hunziker,

and Cederman 2016). While having a much more specific scope, this paper avoids some

of the challenges that the newer literature on ethnicty and conflict faces regarding largely

time-invariant explanatory variables, frequent reliance on a subset of conflicts labelled as

ethnic, and selection criteria based on the political relevance of ethnic groups (Birnir et al.

2014).

The paper proceeds as follows: I start by briefly discussing recent advances in the literature

on post-conflict elections and the literature on the connection between conflict and ethnic

divisions. I then extend the bargaining model of Fearon (1995) to produce a hypothesis of

how post-conflict elections can affect recurrence by shifting power over the state between

ethnic groups. Next, I describe how these shifts are operationalized and coded, where-

upon I couple them with data on conflict onset from UCDP/PRIO to test the hypothesis.

The final section discusses the implications of the results and suggests avenues for future

research.

Elections and armed sore losers

At some level it seems obvious why elections shortly after conflict could lead to renewed

violence: Because they can involve people with guns losing power to their enemies.

The 1993 election in Burundi provides a good example of this dynamic. Following the

approval of a new constitution after three decades of shifting Tutsi military regimes, Burundi

held its first multi-party election in the summer of 1993. The election pitted the incumbent

Tutsi president, Pierre Buyoya, against the Hutu opposition leader, Melchior Ndadaye.

Representing the Hutu majority, Ndadaye won a decisive victory with about 66% of the
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votes versus Buyoya’s 33%. Though Ndadaye took a cautious and conciliatory approach to

government, he was overthrown and reportedly bayonetted to death in a coup by the Tutsi

military on October 21st, less than four months after being sworn in as president.

The coup launched the prime minister, Sylvie Kinigi, a female Tutsi, into the office of the

president and sparked widespread violence in the country that soon erupted into a full-scale

civil war between Hutus and Tutsis. The conflict was to last for 12 years and resulted in the

death of more than 300,000 Burundians; about 5% of the country’s 1993 population. An

estimated 50,000 to 100,000 people were killed in the first year of the conflict alone.2

The concept of the armed sore loser can be traced in different arguments in the cross-

sectional literature on post-conflict elections. Brancati and Snyder construct a dataset of

the timing of all post-conflict elections in the world since WWII and show that early elections

are positively associated with recurrence (Brancati and Snyder 2012; Brancati and Snyder

2011). They discuss a number of explanations for this association, one of which is sore losers

refusing to accept results peacefully.

Collier, Hoeffler, and Söderbom (2008) find that post-conflict elections are associated with

a shift in the risk of recurrence. The election year itself exhibits a decreased probability

of recurrence, while the following year exhibits an increased probability. They ascribe this

result to parties focusing on competing at the polls rather than on the battlefield in election

years, whereas once the elections are over with, the losers tend to return to fighting.

Flores and Nooruddin (2012) report similar findings to Brancati and Snyder. They show that

in new post-conflict democracies, elections held less than two years after the end of fighting

are associated with increased risk of recurrence. Taking their outset in work by Walter

2Other pertinent examples can be found in the post-conflict elections in Angola and Cambodia in 1992 and
1993 and the post-revolution election in Egypt in 2012.
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(Walter 1997, 1999), one of the explanations they discuss is that post-conflict elections may

present combatants with a commitment problem in which the winners of the election cannot

commit to not exploiting their newfound power over the state. This can cause the loser to

prefer fighting when institutions are not yet strong enough to constrain abuse.

For election-driven commitment problems to be causing the observed correlation between

post-conflict elections and recurrence, the elections must change the future power balance

between the competing groups. Therefore, without data on the outcome of the elections,

Flores and Nooruddin are unable to detect whether this mechanism is in fact at work. One

of the ways this paper adds to the study of post-conflict elections is by examining not just

whether and when elections occur, but also whether they shift the power balance.

To identify groups, I use variation in ethnicity. In principle, the mechanism advanced in

this paper could apply to groups demarcated by other characteristics such as geographical

boundaries, class, or party membership, but I focus on ethnicity as it has been argued to be

particularly relevant to conflict due to both intra-ethnic cohesion helping to solve collective

action problems of fighting (Tajfel et al. 1971; Hardin 1997) and due to the stickiness of

ethnic differences facilitating selective distribution of goods (Fearon 1999, Laitin and Van

Der Veen 2012, Wucherpfennig et al. 2012).

Ethnic groups and conflict

The study of ethnic groups has a long history in the conflict literature (see e.g. Horowitz

(1985), Huntington (1997), Posen (1993), Williams (1994)), but much of the current debate

has sprung from the seminal papers by Collier and Hoeffler and Fearon and Laitin (Collier

and Hoeffler 2004; Fearon and Laitin 2003). Despite the large body of work arguing that
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ethnically divided societies should be conflict-prone, both of these studies found essentially

no connection between ethnic divisions and intrastate war, and studies with similar designs

have since repeated their findings (Hegre and Sambanis 2006). This was puzzling given that

ethnic fractionalization had consistently been shown to have a robust, negative relationship

with economic performance – a relationship that was often thought to derive from the

adverse economic effects of ethnic strife (Alesina and Ferrara 2005; Alesina and Perotti

1996; Easterly and Levine 1997).

In the last couple of years highly influential research by Cederman and colleagues based on

the Ethnic Power Relations database (EPR) has emerged to challenge the consensus on the

irrelevance of ethnic divisions for intrastate conflict (Cederman, Min, and Wimmer 2009).

In both country-level and group-level formats the EPR has been used to show that conflict

is associated with ethnic groups being excluded from power (Cederman, Wimmer, and

Min 2010; Wimmer, Cederman, and Min 2009; Wucherpfennig, Hunziker, and Cederman

2016), with unequal distribution of economic resources between ethnic groups (Cederman,

Weidmann, and Gleditsch 2011), with politicization of ethnic relations (Wucherpfennig et

al. 2012), and with lingustic rather than religious cleavages (Borman, Cederman, and Vogt

2015).

At a basic level, this paper follows the EPR in viewing ethnic divisions and conflict in

conjunction with access to political power: The number and size distribution of ethnic

groups alone might not matter much for conflict (as per Fearon and Laitin (2003) and

Collier and Hoeffler (2004)), but it likely matters if one group suddenly loses control over

the state to another.
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As a measure of the access to political power of different ethnic groups, the data constructed

for this study are much more narrow and specific than the EPR, since I simply code the

ethnicities of elected and incumbent presidents, whereas the EPR includes a wide range of

idiosyncratic and context-specific factors. I concentrate on changes from elections generally

to get at the mechanism tying post-conflict elections to conflict recurrence and on presiden-

tial elections specifically because they are more unambiguously coded than parliamentary

elections and still do a good job of predicting political dominance (this is especially so in

many of the countries most susceptible to conflict (Fearon, Kasara, and Laitin 2007)).

While less sophisticated than the EPR measures, this operationalization of access to political

power is simpler and arguably more transparent. The focus on discrete power shifting events

with far greater variation over time also has the considerable advantage of facilitating the

use of within-unit models, where changes in conflict risk are compared to a country’s own

average risk instead of the risk of other, likely very dissimilar countries.3 Further, the

discreteness of changes in presidency enables comparison of deviations from average conflict

risk before and after each ethnic shift, thus making it possible to investigate whether changes

in risk follow or precede shifts.

Finally, defining the independent variable narrowly around elections enables both more pre-

cise testing of the proposed mechanism and more practically useful predictions. Estimating

an increased conflict risk in the first years after a post-conflict election has shifted presi-

dency from one ethnic group to another would arguably be more informative for policy than

3In the online appendix I show that the vast majority of variation in the EPR variables is between units,
and that their core estimates become indistinguishable from zero when fixed effects at the level of the unit
of the analysis are added.

It is important to note that this does not imply that these influential studies are uninformative or uninter-
esting – merely that their estimates are vulnerable to unit-specific, time-invariant omitted variables.
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pointing to a generally increased risk at all points in time in countries with high levels of

ethnic fractionalization or major ethnic groups excluded from power.

Breaking down the bargain

To develop the theoretical mechanism I rely on the widely used bargaining model from

Fearon (1995). The model involves two groups, A and B, bargaining over some resource,

X. In each period t the two have the choice of either fighting or accepting a bargain xt.

If they fight, A wins with probability pt ∈ [0, 1], B wins with probability 1 − pt, and both

incur a positive cost of fighting, cA or cB .

The first major contribution of the Fearon model was to show that fighting will never be the

equilibrium as long as pt remains constant. An anarchic system is not a sufficient condition

for war to occur, as fighting is a costly way of obtaining an expected outcome that could be

reached through costless bargaining.

However, a commitment problem that can lead to war arises once pt is allowed to change

over time. Fearon demonstrates in a two-period setting that if the capabilities of one group

increase in the second period and no third party can enforce bargains, the rising group

cannot commit itself in the first period to not extracting a better deal in the second period;

once it has gained in strength. If the declining group’s cost of war is sufficiently low, this

will lead it to prefer fighting in the first period rather than facing a less favourable bargain

from a more powerful opponent in the second period.

This commitment problem has seen several applications in the literature (see e.g. Walter

(1997, 1999, 2002) or Powell (2006)). Here, it provides the framework for thinking about

presidential elections.
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The main idea is to split each group’s capabilities into those it derives from control over

the state and those it has regardless of control over the state and then let elections act as a

shock to the distribution of control.

Define τstate ∈ [0,∞) as the capabilities of the state, τA ∈ [0,∞) as the capabilities of group

A, and τB ∈ [0,∞) as the capabilities of group B. Then define πt ∈ [0, 1] as the degree of

control A has over the state in period t and 1−πt as the control B has. Denote the difference

between A’s and B’s capabilities by γt = τA + πtτstate − (τB + (1 − πt)τstate). Let pt be a

monotonically increasing function of γt such that it goes towards 1 as A’s capabilities and

its control over the state increase and towards 0 as B’s capabilities and its control over the

state increase.

Suppose that a group’s control over the state is in part determined by whether or not it holds

presidency, such that πt moves towards 1 by some amount if A’s candidate becomes presi-

dent, and towards 0 if B’s candidate becomes president. This shows how elections shifting

the presidency from one ethnic group to another can lead to commitment problems.

If B holds presidency up to period t∗ when its candidate loses the election to A’s candidate,

π will increase, making pt>t∗ increase relative to pt∗ and thus initiating a commitment

problem completely analogous to the one shown by Fearon.4 If A’s upcoming increase in

power is too large relative to B’s cost of war, then A’s inability to commit itself to not

increasing its demands in the future makes preventive war in t∗ rational for B.5

4The proof is also identical to the one given in Fearon (1995).
5This conceptualization of elections as a source of change in the power distribution between two ethnic
groups is parallel to the way majority consolidation is used in Fearon (1994) and Fearon (1998). It is
also consistent with Roessler (2011), who argues that new leaders will often purge their administration
and military of members of other ethnic groups in order to decrease the risk of being victims of a coup.
Following Roessler’s argument, elections that shifts the presidency between groups can make the losing
group expect to have much of its power over the state taken away in the future, and this can initiate the
above commitment problem.

Note that the degree to which π and therefore p is actually determined by control over the presidency
will vary across contexts depending on the formal and informal power of the president’s office. But it is
expected that, ceteris paribus, an ethnic group will have more control over the state if the president is a
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Whether a power shift gives rise to conflict or not depends on the loser’s cost of war. ci

measures not only the direct costs of fighting relative to its possible gains, but also the

opportunity costs of fighting. If the members of a group are very productive in peacetime,

the costs of war for a fixed level of casualties and potential gains will be higher than if they

are not, because the group then loses more income from going to war.

This leads to the prediction that the risk of conflict will increase after an election that

switches the presidency from one group to another, and that this increase will be smaller

the more productive the members of the losing group are.

I argue that low opportunity costs of war are what primarily distinguish post-conflict elec-

tions from regular elections and what makes the former so dangerous. Ceteris paribus, the

more time that has elapsed since a country has seen conflict the more the population – and

therefore also the members of the losing group – has had a chance to divert their efforts from

preparing for war towards peaceful production. When a civil war ends, former combatants

often have no jobs and many know no other trade than fighting, so the foregone earnings

of renewed conflict are relatively low. As time passes without conflict recurring, however,

people become more willing and able to invest in physical and human capital and therefore

begin to be more productive in peacetime enterprise. In other words, aside from during

conflict itself, the marginal productivity of labor and thus the opportunity costs of fighting

are expected to be at their lowest in the immediate post-conflict period. In addition, the

direct costs of fighting will likely also be decreased in the aftermath of war since arms are

member of it, than if the president is a member of a different ethnic group. Indeed, representation in the
presidency is also a key component in EPR’s coding of a group’s access to power (Wimmer, Cederman,
and Min 2009).
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often easier to acquire, people may be desensitized to violence, and the legitimacy of the

state may be diminished.6

Lowered costs of war in post-conflict periods is consistent with earlier work in the litera-

ture (see e.g. Collier, Hoeffler, and Söderbom (2008)), and together with the commitment

problem they provide an explanation for the association between conflict recurrence and

early post-conflict elections: Elections can shift power between groups and this is most

likely to lead to renewed conflict in post-conflict environments where fighting is relatively

cheap.

Note that this approach to costs does not imply that the length of a peace spell affects pt

– the groups could maintain the same ratio of capabilities up to t∗ and the theory would

still predict that the longer the peace spell had lasted the larger a power shift it would take

to cause conflict. Also, note that there is nothing inherently ”ethnic” about the groups in

this mechanism. As mentioned above, the empirical models focus on shifts between ethnic

groups due to the arguments of Tajfel et al. (1971), Fearon (1999), Wucherpfennig et al.

(2012), and others, but future empirical applications could fruitfully investigate alternative

group demarcators.

6One could also reasonably make a case for the opposite relationship, according to which the costs of
fighting would be highest in the immediate post-conflict period due to ”war fatigue”. This would, however,
be harder to square with the observed over-incidence of new onsets in the aftermath of war.
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With the costs of fighting increasing with peace spell, one arrives at the main hypothesis

tested in this paper:

Hypothesis

An election that shifts the presidency from one ethnic group to another will increase the

probability of conflict onset in the following years. This effect will be greater the shorter

the preceding spell of peace has been.

Before testing this hypothesis, an important limitation of the commitment problem story of

post-conflict elections bears mentioning. Like in Fearon’s original model, the power shifts

from elections are treated as exogenous. In reality, however, the occurrence of a power

shifting election may be endogenous to expected results.7

If one or both of the groups are capable of preventing the election from being held, they can

only end up in a conflict-inducing commitment problem if they cannot accurately predict

election results. Should a group know that it is going to win the upcoming election and that

this will cause a commitment problem that will in turn cause the loser to prefer fighting, it

will want to prevent the election from taking place. Similarly, if a group knows it is going

to lose the upcoming election it will have no reason to postpone conflict until after election

day.

Given the lack of reliable polls in many post-conflict settings, serious miscalculations of elec-

tion results do not seem implausible.8 Regardless, endogeneity of elections to expected re-

7For bargaining models with endogenous power shifts see Debs and Monteiro (2014).
8An example of an apparent miscalculation of popularity can be found in Mozambican rebel leader Alfonso
Dhalakama, who disarmed his forces before the 1994 post-conflict election and publicly declared that he
”had already won”. He later attempted a boycott as the polls turned against him, but was forced to accept
a loss and a place in the opposition, since his military capabilities had been severely weakened by the
disarmament process.
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sults will likely work to attenuate the coefficients on the shift-variables below, since elections

expected to create the most severe commitment problems will be the ones pre-empted.

Data and research design

Using the 180 countries and 36 years (1975-2010) covered by the Database of Political In-

stitutions (DPI) (Beck et al. 2001), I construct full, yearly time series for each country

and stack these into a TSCS dataset with 6368 country years and 502 presidential elec-

tions.

The dependent variable, intrastate conflict onset, comes from the UCDP/PRIO Armed

Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002; Themnér and Wallensteen 2013), while economic

variables are taken from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators (World Bank

2013), and data on democracy from the Polity IV project (Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr

2012). Classification of oil exporting and newly created states are based on Fearon and

Laitin (2003). Summary statistics are presented in the online appendix.

The main independent variable is a dummy that scores a one in the first five years after

an election that changes which ethnic group controls the presidency and a zero in all other

years. To see if changes in the probability of conflict onset precede rather than follow ethnic

shifts, I include another dummy that is zero in all years except for election years with a

shift and the four years preceding them. These variables are referred to as post-shift and

pre-shift respectively.

Coding the changes in control requires coding the ethnicity of every president in the sample.

I begin by identifying the incoming and the incumbent presidents in each of the elections in

the DPI using the Archigos database (Goemans, Gleditsch, and Chiozza 2009) along with
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various historical sources.9 With the incoming and incumbent presidents identified, I go on

to code their ethnicity.

Ethnicity is no straightforward concept to operationalize and to my knowledge no universally

applicable coding scheme exists. Fearon discusses the difficulties of coming up with such a

scheme and concludes that the best analytical distinction between ethnic groups is the one

used by members and non-members of these groups themselves:

”So it is natural and perhaps necessary that the ”right list” of ethnic groups for a coun-

try depends on what people in the country identify as the most socially relevant ethnic

groupings.”

(Fearon 2003, 198).

As a survey of the presidents themselves – many of whom are dead – is not feasible, I

rely on the accounts from their biographical authors. While this approach is suboptimal

to a survey and subject to the idiosyncrasies of these authors’ subjective coding schemes,

controversies about biographical material usually concern actions and motivations of the

person being described and rarely the description of their personal characteristics. Further,

to ameliorate any particularities of a single author, all codings are cross-referenced with

independent sources.

The coding procedure used here differs from the EPR in that it deliberately does not take

into account whether a president’s ethnicity is believed to be politically relevant or not.

9The dataset is based on the 1975-2010 period covered by the DPI instead of the longer period covered
by Archigos for two reasons: First, the 1975-2010 time frame provides a manageable scope for the coding
task. Second, the DPI includes information on the party of each president, which is essential for distin-
guishing between the effects of shifts between ethnic groups and shifts between political parties. The lack
of information on parties is also why I go for the DPI over the more expansive NELDA database.

A matched list of all the leaders that appear in both my dataset and the Archigos database is available
upon request.
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This is done to alleviate potential simultaneity issues from conflict ethnicitizing politics.

Much constructivist thinking and qualitative evidence suggest that conflict often works to

politicize ethnic identities (see e.g. Brass (1997); Fearon and Laitin (2000); Tambiah (1986,

1996)). If ethnic identities tend to be more politicized in conflict-prone environments, only

focusing on ethnic groups considered politically relevant would cause an upward bias in

the coefficient on ethnic shifts since they would be detected more frequently where conflict

propensity was high (Binir et al. 2014).

This conservative approach to coding ethnicity leads to some noise in the measure as it

picks up a small number of ethnic shifts that do not appear to represent any actual power

transition between ethnic groups (e.g. a few people of Arab descent have been elected

president in Latin American countries). Thus the estimated coefficients on the shift dummies

are expected to be further biased towards zero.

The biographical material is located in online databases like Encyclopedia Britannica and

Keesing’s World News Archive and coded and cross-referenced according to the rules in the

coding manual (see online appendix). After coding the perceived ethnicity of each of the

406 unique incoming and incumbent presidents in the sample, I assign a shift in cases where

the ethnicity of the incoming president does not match that of the incumbent. For the main

version of this variable I find 63 of such instances (see the online appendix for a full list of

ethnic shifts).

As controls, I reconstruct all the time-varying variables used in Fearon and Laitin (2003)

from updated data.10 I deviate from their coding procedures only with regards to the dummy

for wars occurring in the previous country year, prior war. It was argued above that the

10These are: Polity2, anocracy and instability (both based on Polity2), GDP per capita (log), population
(log), oil exporter, and new state. To maximize the number of data points available, I interpolate missing
values of oil exports (see online appendix). The time-constant variables from Fearon and Laitin are not
reconstructed as they are captured by country fixed effects.
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costs of fighting would be rising with the length of peace spell and that the lower these

costs were, the greater the conflict-inducing effect of a shift would be. I therefore exclude

the prior war dummy in favor of using the UCDP/PRIO conflict termination data (Kreutz

2010) to create a continuous variable measuring the number of years elapsed since the last

conflict (starting at zero in 1945 for all countries), and interact both the pre- and post-shift

dummies with this variable. Results are robust to including a dummy for ongoing conflict

as well (see online appendix). I supplement this peace spell variable with an alternative

operationalization of the costs of fighting consisting of a dummy that is simply equal to one

in the first five years after the end of a conflict episode and zero everywhere else.11 Finally,

in the appendix I replace the peace spell variables with GDP per capita, since the costs of

fighting have also been argued to be rising with development level. This yields similar, but

much less significant estimates.

I estimate variations of the following equation:

Onsetit = β0 + β1PostShiftit + β2PreShiftit + β3PostShiftit∗

PostConflictit + β4PreShiftit ∗ PostConflictit + β5PostConflictit+

δXit + ai + ut + vit

(1)

Where Onset is a dummy for intrastate conflict onset, PostShift is a dummy marking the

first five years after an ethnic shift, PreShift is a dummy marking the shift year and the

four years preceding it, and PostConflict is either a continuous variable measuring time

elapsed since the end of the last conflict (or 1945), or a dummy that scores a one in the first

five years following a conflict. X is a vector of controls from Fearon and Laitin, and δ is

11To prevent zeroes from mechanically predicting onsets, the peace year counter is reset to zero the first
year after a conflict onset and remains zero for the duration of the conflict. When relevant, the five-year
post-conflict dummy is also reset to zero the first year after a conflict onset.
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a vector of coefficients. The three remaining terms represent unobserved variables affecting

Onset. a is time-invariant and is removed by country-level fixed effects, u is unit-invariant

and is removed by year fixed effects, and v represents unobserved determinants of Onset

that vary across both country and time.

With country- and year-level fixed effects and a binary stimulus variable, the first derivative

with respect to post-shift, β1 + β3PostConflict, yields the average ”double difference”

between countries with shifts and countries without. The first part of this double difference

comes from the countries that have a shift and is given by the average within-country

difference between each of the five years after a shift and all years outside the pre- to post-

shift period. The second part is given by the average within-country difference between

the same periods, but in the countries without a shift. The double difference is simply the

difference between these two differences. β2 + β4PostConflict has the same interpretation

only for the period just before shifts.

This double differencing does away with bias in comparisons between shifting and non-

shifting countries that result from time-invariant differences between the two groups as well

as biases from comparisons over time in the shifting countries that would result from general

time trends in the probability of onset. However, causal interpretation of the estimate of β1

still makes the assumption that selection into power shifting elections is independent of v –

unobserved country- and time-specific factors that affect conflict onset.

In most models equation (1) is estimated with OLS, which with a binary dependent variable

yields the linear probability model (LPM). The results remain when using conditional logit,

but, following Beck (2011), I focus on the LPM’s because conditional logits disregard all

observations without variation on the dependent variable and thus ignore any countries that
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might have power shifting elections without also having conflict. The heteroscedasticity

induced by using the LPM along with the serial correlation induced by the panel structure

of the data is corrected for by clustering standard errors on country.12

Results

Estimates of equation (1) are reported in Table 1. Column (1) contains the dummies for

pre- and post-shift along with year- and country-level fixed effects, and column (2) adds

the interaction with the continuous peace spell counter. Column (3) includes the full vector

of controls. Columns (4) and (5) repeat columns (2) and (3) but with the peace spell

counter swapped for the five-year post-conflict dummy. Columns (6) and (7) exclude the

dummies for ethnic shifts and instead include similar pre- and post-shift dummies around

all presidential election, irrespective of whether they lead to an ethnic shift or not. Finally,

column (8) repeats column (3) as a conditional logit model.

Table 1 about here

12For a defense of LPM’s, see Angrist and Pischke (2008) and Mood (2010). For a debate on conditional
logits with social science TSCS data see Green, Kim, and Yoon (2001) and Beck and Katz (2001).
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Table 1: The Effect on Conflict Onset of a Shift in the Ethnic Group Holding Presidency

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Post-Shift 0.06*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.04** 0.05** 1.94***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.43)

Pre-Shift 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.34
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.47)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.46***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.11)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.43
(0.01) (0.01) (0.30)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.12
(0.01) (0.01) (0.23)

First 5 Years Post Conflict 0.02 0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Post-Shift * First 5 Years Post Conflict 0.13** 0.13**
(0.06) (0.06)

Pre-Shift * First 5 Years Post Conflict 0.04 0.04
(0.06) (0.06)

First 5 Years Post Any Election 0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.02)

First 5 Years Pre Any Election -0.01 -0.02
(0.01) (0.02)

First 5 Years Post Any Election * Peace Spell -0.00
(0.00)

First 5 Years Pre Any Election * Peace Spell 0.00
(0.00)

Controls No No Yes No Yes No No Yes

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.12
Countries 173 173 157 173 157 173 173 74
Observations 5746 5746 4827 5746 4827 5746 5746 2365

Standard errors clustered on country in parentheses.

Model (1) to (7) are LPM’s with fixed effects on country

Model (8) is a conditional logit model with country as the grouping variable

The R-square reported for (8) is McFadden’s pseudo R-square

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01
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The first model estimates that the average change in the probability of conflict onset in

the first five years following an ethnic shift is about six percentage points larger than the

average change in the same period in countries without an ethnic shift. The unconditional

probability of an onset in the group of countries that have shifts is about 0.044, and using

that as a baseline, the coefficient implies that the probability of having at least one onset in

the five-year post-period is increased by about 21 percentage points.13 Since the coefficient

on pre-shift is indistinguishable from zero, the model also reveals that before shifts, countries

with shifts and countries without do in fact follow parallel paths in their risk of conflict.

Prima facie, this corroborates the central identifying assumption of parallel trends absent

stimulus. Put differently, it shows that ethnic shifts generally do not follow increases in

conflict risk trends, but precede them.14

Adding the interaction with the continuous peace spell doubles the coefficient on the post-

shift dummy and further decreases its p-value. The negative and highly significant interac-

tion term is in accordance with the prediction of the theoretical mechanism, as it indicates

that when the costs of war rise, power shifts become less likely to lead to conflict. If an elec-

tion is held the first year after a conflict ends and it results in a new president of a different

ethnicity than the incumbent, Model (2) estimates that the increase in the probability of

having at least one onset in the following five-year period is about 35 percentage points. If

ten years has elapsed since the last conflict, however, the estimated increase is down to 29

13The probability of having at least one onset in any five-year period in which the probability of an onset
in each year is 0.044 is 1− (1− 0.044)5 = 0.20. The estimated increase in onset probability is about .056,
yielding a probability of at least one onset in the post-shift period equal to 1−(1−(0.044+0.056))5 = 0.41.
Note that since the 0.056 percentage points is really an estimate of the double difference between the
treatment and the control group, this interpretation implicitly assumes that the onset probability in the
non-shifting countries does not change in the five-year period. This is consistent with the insignificant
pre-shift coefficients.

14The difference between the two coefficients is significant at the 0.05 level.
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percentage points, and after 20 years it is almost back to the 21 percentage points estimated

by the model without the interaction.

Below, I plot β̂1 + β̂3PostConflict from model (2) for different values of peace spell.

Figure 1 about here
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Figure 1: The Effect on Conflict Onset of an Ethnic Shift  (model (2))
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The effect of power shifts displays a clear, diminishing trend as the costs of war increase,

and the effect starts becoming difficult to distinguish from zero after about 30 to 40 years

of peace.15

The fact that the coefficient on pre-shift remains highly insignificant and that its interaction

with peace spell turns out highly insignificant as well, indicates that shifting countries that

have recently seen conflict are not particularly prone to relapse until a shift actually occurs.

Thus the effect of power shifts in countries with low costs of war seems not to be caused by

them experiencing a preexisting trend in the probability of conflict onset that is related to

power shifts.

The addition of the control variables in column (3) leaves the coefficients on the shift vari-

ables and their interactions unchanged. All the controls have the same signs as in the fixed

effect models of Fearon and Laitin (2003), with the exception of logged GDP per capita

being positive, but insignificant here (estimates not shown). The differences in GDP per

capita can likely be ascribed to the different operationalizations of the outcome variable and

the different time periods being used.

Columns (4) and (5) employ the alternative operationalization of the costs of fighting and

show essentially the same results as (2) and (3). With or without controls, these models

estimate that an ethnic shift occurring in the first year after a conflict – such that the first

four years of the shift dummy overlap with the last four years of the five-year post-conflict

dummy – increases the probability of at least one onset in the first five post-election years

by 41 percentage points.

15Note that the positive coefficient on the peace spell counter in the table is due to its construction. The
counter can reach a local maximum either by hitting the end of the time series or by having a conflict
onset occur. Because the counter resets to zero in the year following an onset, years with onset will always
have some of a country’s largest values on the timing variable and this causes the positive correlation.
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Column (6) shows that this finding is not driven by periods following presidential elections

being more conflict-prone in general, and the insignificant interaction terms in column (7)

show that this also holds for post-conflict elections. Table 1 thus provides an additional

insight for the literature: Once country- and time-specific omitted variables are accounted

for, post-conflict presidential elections generally do not result in renewed conflict – only

when they shift the power balance.16

Finally, the conditional logit model in column (8) replicates the main findings of the LPM’s.

The coefficient on post-shift is large and significant while the one on pre-shift is neither.

The interaction with peace spell loses much of its significance (though the sign remains

negative), but this is to be expected since the countries that do not see conflict and thus

have the longest spells of peace are dropped.

In sum, the models estimate that ethnic shifts in the control of presidency have a strongly

significant and very substantial, positive effect on the risk of conflict onset. This effect is

strongest in the aftermath of a previous conflict and decreases as time passes.

16In the appendix I show that this remains the case when regular elections and elections with power shifts
are included in the same models.
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Checking the timing

Before testing the robustness of these results, another avenue for falsifying the hypothesis

can be explored. The proposed mechanism predicts that fighting as a consequence of a

power shift will occur before the shift is realized, so the estimated increase in conflict risk

should primarily stem from the first part of the post-phase. I therefore split the pre- and

post-phase into ten separate dummies (as above, the five pre-phases include the shift year

itself), interact each one with peace spell, and rerun the LPM’s. The coefficients on the

disaggregated phase dummies from model (2) are graphed below (results for all models

available in online appendix).

Figure 2 about here
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Figure 2: The Disaggregated Effect of an Ethnic Shift (model (2))
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The results from the disaggregated dummies are highly consistent with the logic of the

commitment problem, as the positive coefficient on the post-phase appears to be driven

primarily by its first and second year.

The coefficient on the first year is significant on its own and large in substantive terms. It

predicts that an ethnic shift that occurs in the first year after a conflict will increase the

difference in conflict risk by 17 percentage points in the first year following the election.

Again, the interaction with peace spell is negative and significant, meaning that the esti-

mated risk increase from a shift decreases over time. The coefficient on the second year

is also significant, although slightly smaller, predicting a 13 percentage point increase in

the second year after a shift. It’s interaction with peace spell is negative and significant as

well.17 Taken together, the five post-shift dummies estimate an increase in the probability

of having at least one onset in the five-year period of about 33 percentage points; very close

to the 35 percentage points estimated by model (2). Not interacting the shift-dummies with

peace spell cuts the coefficients in half, but otherwise yields similar results.

The disaggregated dummies not only back the commitment problem story, but also facilitate

practicable prediction, as they indicate that the two years immediately following a post-

conflict election that shifts power over the state from one ethnic group to another are

especially prone to see renewed conflict.18

17The coefficients on the first and second post-years are significantly different from the election year coeffi-
cient at the 0.1 level, while the other years are not.

18Note that the insignificant pre-shift phases are not necessarily inconsistent with some groups pre-empting
elections that they expect to lose. Such pre-empted elections likely never occur and thus cannot show up
as ethnic shifts in the data.
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Robustness tests

These findings are subjected to a host of robustness tests, some of which are mentioned

above. To conserve space, results are located in the online appendix. Here I note conclusions

from only the most critical.

First, results may be driven by only a few cases. I therefore run the model in column

(3) of Table 1 repeatedly with one country removed at a time. Regardless of the country

dropped, the coefficient on post-shift barely changes, and removing the three most influential

countries simultaneously (Niger, Iran, and the Philippines) still leaves it large and strongly

significant.

Second, elections with ethnic shifts may co-occur with election irregularities, which could

explain the increased conflict propensity. I use the database on free and fair elections from

Bishop and Hoeffler (2016) to create five-year pre- and post-shift dummies around elections

that the authors code as neither free nor fair. These are then included either on their own,

interacted with peace spell, or alongside the shift dummies. The free and fair dummies are

uncorrelated with onset in the sample and their inclusion does not alter the results.

Third, ethnic shifts often co-occur with party shifts, which again could be the true source of

the increased conflict. I therefore run models with five-year dummies measuring time before

and after presidential elections where office switched from one party to another.19 Neither

controlling for these dummies on their own or interacting them with peace spell affects the

coefficient on post-shift.

Other robustness tests include limiting the pre- and post-dummies to only including ethnics

shifts that also involve party shifts, limiting the sample to only countries with executive elec-

19For independent candidates I code as a shift any election in which presidency went from a party to an
independent, from an independent to a party, or from one independent to another.
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tions or to countries having conflict at some point, either excluding all African countries or

using only African countries, controlling for all the main EPR variables, lagging all controls,

using alternative operationalizations of instability, using a separate dummy for just the year

of presidential elections with shifts, using more stringent criteria for new onsets in terms

of deaths and time elapsed since the last conflict, including regional time trends, logging

peace spell, removing individual influential country years, and running models with multi-

ple imputations of all missing observations in the variables for GDP per capita, population,

polity2, oil exporter, and onset.

Using the 1000-deaths onset criterion decreases the coefficient on post-shift and drives up

the p-value to 0.1, while excluding the African continent increases the p-value to between

0.07 and 0.09. None of the other tests make the the coefficient on post-shift drop below 0.10

or make the p-value increase beyond 0.01.

Conclusion

This paper has demonstrated that an election causing a shift in the power balance between

ethnic groups has a substantial and immediate positive impact on the risk of conflict on-

set, and that this impact is greatest when a country has recently emerged from another

conflict.

This was shown by extending Fearon’s bargaining model to predict that an election shifting

the presidency from one ethnic group to another would initiate a commitment problem,

and that this commitment problem would lead to war if the loser’s costs of fighting were

sufficiently low. It was argued that this would tend to be the case in the aftermath of a

previous war due to lowered costs of fighting.
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This hypothesis was tested using a two-way fixed effects model on an original, global dataset

of the ethnicities of incoming and incumbent presidents between 1975 and 2010. The models

estimated that if a president of a different ethnicity than the incumbent was elected in a

country in the first year after a conflict had ended, the probability that the country would

have at least one new conflict onset in the following five years was increased by about

35 percentage points. This effect diminished as the spell of peace lengthened, and if a

president of a different ethnicity was elected twenty years after a conflict, the probability

of having at least one onset in the next five years would only increase by 22 percentage

points. After about 30 to 40 years the change started to become indistinguishable from

zero. Consistent with the commitment problem story of post-conflict elections, the effect of

shifts in presidency was then shown to stem primarily from the first two years following the

election.

This substantial positive effect seemed not to be a continuation of an increased risk preced-

ing changes in the ethnic group holding presidency, nor was it sensitive to outlying cases,

inclusion of elections in general or elections with a losing incumbent, alternative coding of

key variables, model choice, imputation, or a number of other robustness tests.

The implications of these results are threefold: First, the mechanism tested here provides

insights for the emerging literature on post-conflict elections. While several studies conclude

that early post-conflict elections are associated with conflict recurrence, the reason for this

has hitherto remained a matter of speculation. By showing how post-elections that shift

the power balance between ethnic groups increase the probability of conflict recurrence, this

paper gives an explanation for the association based on an established theory of bargain-

ing failure. It also tests this mechanism in a within-country design where identification
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rests on weaker assumptions than in the cross-sectional and pooled designs dominating the

literature.

Second, the results provide within-country backing of the general conclusion of the EPR

studies: Loss of political power can drive ethnic groups to start conflicts. By doing so for

elections specifically, the paper ties the long-standing debate on ethnic conflict to the more

recent one on post-conflict elections and recurrence.

Third, under a causal interpretation, the results have consequences for policy-making in

post-conflict societies. Since the end of the Cold War, early elections has been the go-to

method for distributing power after conflict and has been championed by both the UN and

several US administrations (Brancati and Snyder 2011; Farer, Rich, and Newman 2004).

Indeed, close to 40% of all peace agreements made since 1989 have contained provisions for

national elections (Harbom, Högbladh, and Wallensteen 2006).

The large and immediate increase in the risk of war following post-conflict elections where

power shifts from one ethnic group to another should be sobering for advocates of early

elections. If the incumbent ethnic group stands to lose a presidential election, policy-makers

may want to reconsider pushing for elections soon after the dust has settled.

This analysis also highlights several avenues for future research. The dynamics of preventive

war remain largely unspecified, and questions regarding the type of conflict occurring and

the circumstances under which the losing group is successful in reverting the election results

should be explored, as well as the influence of the type of termination of the previous

conflict. Further, the reasons for incumbents miscalculating their popularity and holding

elections that they end up losing warrants attention. Also, it would be informative to

look into whether different power sharing mechanisms and other limits on the potential of
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voters to abruptly shift power could mitigate the effects found above. Such a mitigation

would be consistent with the results of Brancati and Snyder (2012) and others. Finally, the

mechanism connecting post-conflict elections to conflict recurrence proposed here could be

studied in the context of parliamentary as well as presidential elections. One might expect

parliamentary elections to be less prone to lead to conflict, since they can shift power in

smaller amounts than the binary outcomes of presidential elections.
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Harbom, L., S. Högbladh, and P. Wallensteen (2006). Armed conflict and peace agreements.

Journal of Peace Research 43 (5), 617–631.

Hardin, R. (1997). One for all: The logic of group conflict. Princeton, NJ: Princeton

University Press.

Hegre, H. and N. Sambanis (2006). Sensitivity analysis of empirical results on civil war

onset. Journal of Conflict Resolution 50 (4), 508–535.

Horowitz, D. L. (1985). Ethnic groups in conflict. University of California Press.

Huntington, S. P. (1993). The third wave: Democratization in the late twentieth century.

Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma press.

Huntington, S. P. (1997). The class of civilizations and the remaking of world order. New

York: Simon & Schuster.

38



Kreutz, J. (2010). How and when armed conflicts end: Introducing the UCDP conflict

termination dataset. Journal of Peace Research 47 (2), 243–250.

Laitin, David D., V. d. D. A. M. (2012). Ethnicity and pork: A virtual test of causal

mechanisms. In K. Chandra (Ed.), Constructivist Theories of Ethnic Politics, pp. Chapter

7. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Machado, F., C. Scartascini, and M. Tommasi (2011). Political institutions and street

protests in latin america. Journal of Conflict Resolution 55 (3), 340–365.

Marshall, M. G., K. Jaggers, and T. R. Gurr (2012). Polity IV: Regime Authority Charac-

teristics and Transitions Datasets. Vienna, VA: Center for Systemic Peace.

Matanock, A. M. (2017). Bullets for ballots: Electoral participation provisions and enduring

peace after civil conflict. International Security 41 (4), 93–132.

Mood, C. (2010). Logistic regression: Why we cannot do what we think we can do, and

what we can do about it. European Sociological Review 26 (1), 67–82.

Posen, B. R. (1993). The security dilemma and ethnic conflict. Survival 35 (1), 27–47.

Powell, R. (2006). War as a commitment problem. International organization 60 (01),

169–203.

Roessler, P. (2011). The enemy within: Personal rule, coups, and civil war in africa. World

Politics 63 (02), 300–346.

Steele, A. (2011). Electing displacement: Political cleansing in Apartadó, colombia. Journal
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Manual for coding the ethnicity of presidents

The coding manual adopts the general principle that an imprecise or uncertain coding of a

given data point is better than no coding at all. Random error in the coding of ethnicity will

lead to bias towards zero in the coefficients of the ethnic shift dummies, and any systematic

error will, of course, lead to bias in the direction of the error. However, like listwise deletion of

missing data, opting not to code a president’s ethnicity due to uncertainty will, under all but

the most implausible of assumptions, always lead to both inefficiency and bias. Accordingly,

there is nothing conservative about leaving out a data point due to uncertainty about its

coding (for more on this point see e.g. King et al (2001)).

For this reason, the coding manual is structured as a list of steps ordered ascendingly by the

degree of uncertainty in the information they employ to determine a president’s ethnicity.

The first step uses only the most certain information available – the explicit description of a

president’s ethnicity by biographical authors – the second step uses the second most certain

information available – the explicit description of the ethnicity of the president’s parents

by biographical authors – and so on until the last step, which simply applies the majority

ethnicity in the president’s country of birth.

The coding went through these steps one at a time for each incumbent and incoming presi-

dent in the 180 countries in Keefer (2002) until sufficient information to code their ethnicity

was found or the last step was reached. For the overwhelming majority of presidents in this

sample, ethnicity could be coded using only the first and most certain step.

The steps are as follows:

1. Locate information explicitly about the president’s ethnicity. Start by locating a

biographical article about the president on Encyclopedia Britannica or Wikipedia
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(preferably Britannica) along with general articles on Keesing’s World News Archive,

and move on to a broader Google search if no such article exists or if the articles do

not contain the relevant information. In the articles, look for sections or paragraphs

discussing the ”race”, ”ethnicity”, ”origin”, ”heritage”, ”tribe”, ”home country” etc.

of the president and use these to determine his or her ethnicity. If explicit information

about the president’s ethnicity is found, attempt to validate it by using independent

sources. If the information is validated, state this as the ethnicity of the president. If

no validation is obtained, attempt to verify that the source is reliable by examining its

own sources, its origin, and any funding information available. If no information about

the president’s personal ethnicity is found or if the source(s) are deemed unreliable

proceed to 2). Otherwise, proceed to 7).

2. Locate information about the ethnicity of the president’s parents. For both parents,

go through the steps detailed in 1). If reliable information about the ethnicity of both

parents is available, and these ethnicities are different, the ethnicity of the father is

stated as the ethnicity of the president and the ethnicity of the mother is stated as an

alternative coding. If no information about the ethnicity of the president’s parents is

found or if the source(s) are deemed unreliable proceed to 3). Otherwise, proceed to

7).

3. Locate information about the president’s religion. Use the articles gathered in 1) to

find information about the president’s religion, and attempt to validate this informa-

tion using the same approach as in 1). If reliable information about the president’s

religion is found, go on to locate information about the role of this religion in the

country of the president using Encyclopedia Britannica, Wikipedia, and Keesing’s. If

this information is also deemed reliable, determine whether the religion is associated
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with a particular ethnicity in this country. If yes, state this ethnicity as the ethnicity

of the president. If the religion is not associated with a particular ethnicity, no such

information is found, or the source(s) are deemed unreliable proceed to 4). Otherwise,

proceed to 7).

4. Locate information about the president’s region of birth. Use the articles gathered in

1) to find information about the president’s region of birth, and attempt to validate

this information using the same approach as in 1). If reliable information about the

president’s region of birth is found, go on to locate information about this region using

Encyclopedia Britannica, Wikipedia, and Keesing’s. If this information is also deemed

reliable, determine whether there is an ethnic group that is in a clear majority in this

region. If yes, state this as the ethnicity of the president. If no group is in a clear

majority in the region, no such information is found, or the source(s) are deemed

unreliable proceed to 5). Otherwise, proceed to 7).

5. Locate information about the president’s political party. Use Keefer (2002) to deter-

mine which (if any) political party the president was a member of at the time of the

election. Search Encyclopedia Britannica, Keesing’s, and Wikipedia to find out if this

party is associated with a particular ethnicity, and, in case it is, attempt to validate

this information using the same approach as in 1). If the party is associated with a

particular ethnicity and this information is deemed reliable, state this as the ethnicity

of the president. If the party is not associated with a particular ethnicity, no such

information is found, or the source(s) are deemed unreliable proceed to 6). Otherwise,

proceed to 7).
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6. Code the ethnicity of the president as being equal to the largest ethnic group in the

country in which the president is born, using the ethnic groups coded by Alesina et

al (2003) and Fearon (2003). If the two datasets disagree, locate information about

the ethnic composition of the country on Encyclopedia Britannica, Keesing’s, and

Wikipedia, and, if this information is deemed reliable, use that to arbitrate between

the two. Proceed to 7).

7. Code a shift if the ethnicity of the incoming president differs from that of the incum-

bent. To inspect if seemingly different ethnic groups are truly different, gather further

information on each group from Encyclopedia Britannica, Keesing’s, and Wikipedia.

If the articles mention that the ethnicities are considered to be very similar and over-

lapping, code the ethnicities as being equal to one another. If the articles make no

such statements, code the ethnicities as being different from one another. Once again,

attempt to validate the sources as described in 1). Always code the groups as distinct

if they are coded as such in both Alesina et al (2003) and Fearon (2003).

Coding Mestizos

While probably noisy, coding whether ethnic groups are different from each other is in

most cases feasible. However, the distinction between mestizos and whites in Latin Amer-

ica is particular hard to draw. Mestizo means ”mixed” and though its precise meaning

varies slightly from country to country, it generally refers to a person of part European

and part Native American decent. Unlike in the United States where racial policies in the

past generally encouraged segregation, Latin American countries exhibited high degrees of

miscegenation, since even small amounts of European ancestry could lead to substantial
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upwards social mobility. This, coupled with the fact that ethnicity in Latin American has

historically been tremendously fluid and largely a function of wealth and social standing,

makes the lines between whites and mestizos extremely blurry, and it is often very difficult

to pin down whether someone is mestizo or white. It may even vary over time for the same

person (See e.g Fearon, Kasara, and Laitin (2007); Schaefer (2008); Sundberg (2008)). I

therefore opt to code mestizos and whites as belonging to the same ethnic group. However,

the conclusions are robust to coding the two as different groups and even to excluding the

entire South American continent (see below).

Constructing the Oil Exporter Dummy

To measure whether a country is an oil exporter or not, I apply the coding rule from Fearon

and Laitin to the newest export data from the World Bank and accordingly code country

years as oil exporting if fuel exports make up more than a third of total exports. Missing

observations before 1999 are then filled in with Fearon and Laitin’s oil exporter dummy,

and remaining gaps in the time series of fuel exports are linearly interpolated with the rule

of one third applied again. Finally, when series end before 2010, I fill in these gaps with the

fuel export value from the last year in which the World Bank has data.

As a robustness check, I create two alternative versions of this dummy and run the main

models with them instead (see below). For the first version, I again use the World Bank

data to create the dummy with the rule of one third, but I then fill in missing values using

only the original dummy from Fearon and Laitin. For the other version, I use no data

from Fearon and Laitin. I instead just interpolate missing values in the World Bank data

wherever possible and fill the remaining with zeroes.
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Replicating EPR studies

Tables 1 and 2 show the within- and between-unit variation of the main EPR variables.

Table 1: Between- versus within-unit variation of main EPR variables (full samples)

Country-level Variables

Pooled Sd Between-unit Sd Avg(Within-unit Sd) % Units w/o
Variation

No. of Excl. Groups 5.98 5.04 0.62 51%

Frac. of Total Pop. Excl. 0.23 0.18 0.06 48%

Group-level Variables

Group Excluded 0.50 0.43 0.15 65%

Group Downgraded 0.25 0.15 0.09 76%

Group Inequality 0.43 0.44 0.01 58%

The calculations are based on all data from the most recent version of the EPR, EPR 3. The inequality measure is taken

from the replication data for Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch (2011).

Table 2: Between- versus within-unit variation of main EPR variables (restricted samples)

Country-level Variables

Pooled Sd Between-unit Sd Avg(Within-unit Sd) % Units w/o
Variation

No. of Excl. Groups 6.28 5.29 0.58 59%

Frac. of Total Pop. Excl. 0.23 0.19 0.06 55%

Group-level Variables

Group Excluded 0.47 0.44 0.07 84%

Group Downgraded 0.27 0.21 0.08 79%

Group Inequality 0.43 0.44 0.00 76%

The calculations are based on the most recent version of the EPR, EPR 3. The inequality measure

is taken from the replication data for Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch (2011).

The samples are limited to those used by the three studies being replicated below

The main EPR variables all vary over time. However, both at the country and the group

level the vast majority of the variation is between units. At the country level the between-

unit variation is between 3 and 8 times larger than the within-unit variation, and at the
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group level the between-unit variation is between 2 and 44 times larger. There are generally

also more groups than countries that have no variation at all; 40-50 % of countries have

some variation, whereas only about 20-40 % of groups do.

As a consequence of this, correlations from pooled cross-section regression – which all of

EPR studies mentioned in the paper rely on – are mainly driven by between-unit variation

and as such are vulnerable to bias from unit-specific omitted variables. Below, I replicate

and add fixed effects at the level of the unit of analysis to the core models of the three EPR

papers that use pooled cross-section regressions to tie the exclusion of ethnic groups to civil

war onset.
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Table 3: Replicating Main Results of Wimmer, Cederman, and Min (2009)

Original Replication w. FE’s︷ ︸︸ ︷ ︷ ︸︸ ︷
WCM, tab.

2, col 1
WCM, tab.

2, col 2
Col 1 as LPM

w. FE’s

Col 1 as
clogit

Col 2 as LPM
w. FE’s

Col 2 as
clogit

Excluded population 0.19*** 0.13** 0.00 0.08 -0.00 0.03
(0.05) (0.06) (0.01) (0.21) (0.01) (0.18)

Center segmentation 0.09*** 0.06+ 0.00 0.08 -0.00 -0.00
(0.03) (0.04) (0.01) (0.18) (0.01) (0.15)

Imperial past 0.21 0.46+ 0.17* 3.95 0.17** 3.89
(0.26) (0.29) (0.09) (2.91) (0.09) (2.94)

GDP per capita -0.12*** -0.11*** -0.00 -0.06 -0.00 -0.07
(0.03) (0.03) (0.00) (0.10) (0.00) (0.10)

Population size 0.16*** 0.14*** -0.00 -0.75 -0.01 -1.13
(0.06) (0.05) (0.02) (1.34) (0.02) (1.24)

Ongoing war -0.98*** -0.97*** -0.06*** -1.31*** -0.06*** -1.28***
(0.36) (0.37) (0.02) (0.38) (0.02) (0.39)

Linguistic fractionalization 0.63*
(0.32)

Mountainous terrain 0.12**
(0.06)

Political instability 0.35* 0.02* 0.41**
(0.18) (0.01) (0.21)

Anocracy 0.43*** 0.02*** 0.63***
(0.16) (0.01) (0.23)

Oil production per capita 0.02*** 0.00+ 0.07
(0.01) (0.00) (0.05)

Time Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.07
Observations 6938 6865 6938 4313 6865 4247

Standard errors in parentheses

Models (1) and (2) are logits with standard errors clustered on country

Models (3) and (5) are LPM’s with fixed effects at the country level and standard errors clustered on country

Models (4) and (6) are conditional logit models with country as the grouping variable and standard errors clustered on country

”Time Controls” consist of a variable for year, a variable for peace years, and three peace year splines

The R-square reported for (3) and (5) are within R-squares and for (1), (2), (4), and (6) they are McFadden’s pseudo R-squares

Columns (5) and (6) omit linguistic fractionalization and mountainous terrain since they have no within-country variation

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 4: Replicating Main Results of Cederman, Wimmer, and Min (2010)

Original Replication w. FE’s︷ ︸︸ ︷ ︷ ︸︸ ︷
CWM, tab.

2, col 1
CWM, tab.

2, col 2
Col 1 as LPM

w. FE’s

Col 1 as
clogit

Col 2 as LPM
w. FE’s

Col 2 as
clogit

Excluded 1.21*** 0.01+ 1.63*
(0.27) (0.01) (0.86)

Downgraded 1.64*** 1.76*** 0.03*** 1.35*** 0.03*** 1.64***
(0.39) (0.39) (0.01) (0.48) (0.01) (0.62)

Log (Group Size) 0.29*** 0.30*** 0.01 1.24 0.00 0.06
(0.08) (0.08) (0.01) (0.99) (0.01) (0.98)

Past Conflict 0.85*** 0.63*** -0.07*** -4.83*** -0.07*** -5.51***
(0.17) (0.24) (0.01) (1.21) (0.01) (1.32)

Log (gdp per Capita), Lagged -0.37*** -0.33*** 0.00 -0.54 0.00 -0.47
(0.10) (0.09) (0.00) (0.69) (0.00) (0.76)

Log (Population), Lagged -0.00 0.02 0.02*** 6.32*** 0.02*** 7.09***
(0.10) (0.09) (0.01) (1.37) (0.01) (1.53)

Junior Partner 0.32 0.00 -0.14
(0.41) (0.01) (0.84)

Only Local Power 0.83+ 0.01 -1.25
(0.54) (0.01) (1.60)

Powerless 1.20*** 0.01 0.91
(0.46) (0.01) (1.55)

Discriminated 1.67*** 0.02* 3.57*
(0.43) (0.01) (1.84)

Separatist 3.25*** 0.08** 5.92
(0.68) (0.04) (4.51)

Group Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Time Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.09 0.11 0.02 0.33 0.03 0.37
Observations 24445 24445 24445 3670 24445 3670

Standard errors in parentheses

Models (1) and (2) are logits with standard errors clustered on country

Models (3) and (5) are LPM’s with fixed effects at the group level and standard errors clustered on group

Models (4) and (6) are conditional logit models with country as the grouping variable and standard errors clustered on group

”Time Controls” consist of a variable for years since last onset and three peace year splines

The R-square reported for (3) and (5) are within R-squares and for (1), (2), (4), and (6) they are McFadden’s pseudo R-squares

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 5: Replicating Main Results of Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch (2011)

Original Replication w. FE’s︷ ︸︸ ︷ ︷ ︸︸ ︷
CWG, tab.

2, col 1
CWG, tab.

2, col 2
Col 1 as LPM

w. FE’s

Col 1 as
clogit

Col 2 as LPM
w. FE’s

Col 2 as
clogit

Inequality 0.67*** 1.75*** -0.65 2.63 -0.94 -48.33
(0.24) (0.25) (0.56) (58.36) (0.72) (59.56)

Power Balance 3.42 3.08 0.02 -7.28 0.56 3.36
(2.43) (2.61) (0.27) (11.18) (0.42) (11.34)

Power Balance (sq.) -4.35 -4.88 0.00 9.65 -0.61+ -2.56
(3.04) (3.58) (0.32) (11.65) (0.41) (10.78)

GDP per Capita (log) -0.45** -0.84*** 0.02 0.80 -0.00 -1.86*
(0.18) (0.23) (0.01) (1.07) (0.02) (0.99)

No. excluded groups -0.01 -0.04** 0.01 0.72** -0.00 0.41*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.36) (0.01) (0.24)

Group Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Time Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.05 0.21 0.06 0.28
Observations 6438 3967 6438 440 3967 335

Standard errors in parentheses

Models (1) and (2) are rare events logits with standard errors clustered on country

Models (3) and (5) are LPM’s with fixed effects at the group level and standard errors clustered on group

Models (4) and (6) are conditional logit models with group as the grouping variable and standard errors clustered on group

”Time Controls” consist of a variable for year, a variable for peace years, and three peace year splines

The R-square reported for (3) and (5) are within R-squares and for (4) and (6) they are McFadden’s pseudo R-squares

Columns (1) and (2) have no R-squares, since the original model by CWM uses King and Zeng’s relogit package, which does not produce R-squares

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Once fixed effects at the level of the unit of analysis are added, the estimates of interest

in Wimmer, Cederman, and Min (2009) and Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch (2011)

become indistinguishable from zero. The results in Cederman, Wimmer, and Min (2010)

hold up quite well; with fixed effects at the group level, p-values remain between 0.06 and

0.1 for ethnic exclusion and below 0.01 for downgrading. However, these models do not

predict intrastate conflicts in general, but only the subset labelled as ethnic conflict (see

e.g. Fearon and Laitin (2003) for a critique of this). Further, the results pertain solely to

rebellions, not wars in general, as the authors exclude groups that either dominate or have

monopoly over the state (about 11% of group-years). As shown below, none of the EPR

variables predict general conflict in the within-country models used in this paper.

It is worth noting at this point that the EPR scholars take the challenge of omitted variables

very seriously, and in a recent paper Wucherpfennig, Hunziker, and Cederman (2016) use

an innovative interaction term instrument to attempt to get around the endogeneity of

political inclusion. For a selected sample of former British and French colonies they exploit

the interaction between colonial origin and distance from the coast to estimate a substantial

negative local average treatment effect of inclusion on post-colonial conflict participation at

the group level.
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Summary Statistics

Table 6: Summary Statistics (all cases)

N Mean Std. Deviation Min Max
Conflict Onset 5746 0.04 0.20 0.0 1.0

Post Shift 6368 0.04 0.20 0.0 1.0

Pre Shift 6368 0.05 0.21 0.0 1.0

Time Since Conflict (decades) 6368 2.90 2.08 0.0 6.4

Anocracy 6368 0.20 0.40 0.0 1.0

Instability 6368 0.10 0.30 0.0 1.0

GDP per Capita 5390 5893 9007 55 61375

Polity2 5370 1.13 7.37 -10.0 10.0

Population (log) 6190 15.66 1.76 11.4 21.0

Oil Exporter 5805 0.17 0.37 0.0 1.0

New State 6368 0.01 0.09 0.0 1.0

Year 6368 1992 10 1975 2010
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Table 7: Summary Statistics (countries without ethnic shifts)

N Mean Std. Deviation Min Max
Conflict Onset 4538 0.04 0.19 0.0 1.0

Post Shift 5144 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0

Pre Shift 5144 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.0

Time Since Conflict (decades) 5144 3.04 2.07 0.0 6.4

Anocracy 5144 0.19 0.39 0.0 1.0

Instability 5144 0.08 0.27 0.0 1.0

GDP per Capita 4233 6936 9523 83 61375

Polity2 4162 1.23 7.58 -10.0 10.0

Population (log) 5002 15.52 1.84 11.4 21.0

Oil Exporter 4597 0.16 0.36 0.0 1.0

New State 5144 0.01 0.10 0.0 1.0

Year 5144 1992 10 1975 2010



Table 8: Summary Statistics (countries with ethnic shifts)

N Mean Std. Deviation Min Max
Conflict Onset 1208 0.04 0.20 0.0 1.0

Post Shift 1224 0.23 0.42 0.0 1.0

Pre Shift 1224 0.25 0.43 0.0 1.0

Time Since Conflict (decades) 1224 2.28 1.98 0.0 6.4

Anocracy 1224 0.27 0.44 0.0 1.0

Instability 1224 0.19 0.39 0.0 1.0

GDP per Capita 1157 2079 5260 55 38711

Polity2 1208 0.79 6.59 -10.0 10.0

Population (log) 1188 16.25 1.25 13.3 19.5

Oil Exporter 1208 0.20 0.40 0.0 1.0

New State 1224 0.00 0.06 0.0 1.0

Year 1224 1993 10 1975 2010
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Robustness Tests

Table 9: Outlier Analysis

Most
Influential
Single Obs.
Excluded

Most
Influential
Single Obs.
Excluded

Niger
Excluded

The
Philippines
Excluded

Iran
Excluded

All Three
Excluded

Post-Shift 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.09*** 0.06***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)

Pre-Shift 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.01**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Anocracy 0.03** 0.03** 0.03*** 0.03** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Instability 0.02** 0.02** 0.02** 0.03** 0.02**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Polity2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) 0.03+ 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

New State 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Observations 5745 4826 4792 4791 4791 4720

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01
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Table 10: Alternative Onset Criteria

Two Years
Peace Spell
Required

Five Years
Peace Spell
Required

Eight Years
Peace Spell
Required

Twenty
Years Peace

Spell
Required

1000 Deaths
Required

Post-Shift 0.08*** 0.04*** 0.04** 0.03* 0.03+
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Pre-Shift -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.02+ -0.01**
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.01***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.01* -0.01+ -0.01+ -0.00
(0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00
(0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Anocracy 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.02*** 0.01*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Instability 0.02* 0.01+ 0.01 0.01* 0.01*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Polity2 0.00 0.00** 0.00** 0.00** -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) 0.03+ 0.02 0.02+ 0.03* -0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

New State 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.05
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.02
Observations 4827 4827 4827 4827 4827

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 11: Controlling for Other Political Shifts

Any Election Any Election Any Election
Any Party

Shift
Any Party

Shift

No Within-
party
Shifts

No Within-
party
Shifts

Post-Shift 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.12***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Pre-Shift 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.03***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Five Years Post Any Election 0.00 -0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)

Five Years Pre Any Election -0.02 -0.02+ -0.03+
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Post any Election * Peace Spell -0.00 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Pre any Election * Peace Spell 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Five Years Post any Party Shift -0.00 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Five Years Pre any Party Shift -0.01 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Post any Party Shift * Peace Spell 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Pre any Party Shift * Peace Spell 0.00 0.01
(0.00) (0.00)

Post-shift w/o within-party shifts 0.12*** 0.12***
(0.03) (0.03)

Pre-shift w/o within-party shifts 0.02 0.02
(0.02) (0.02)

Post w/o within party * Peace Spell -0.03*** -0.03***
(0.01) (0.01)

Pre w/o within party * Peace Spell -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes No Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Observations 5746 4827 4827 5746 4827 5746 4827

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 12: Africa

Only Africa Only Africa
Excluding

Africa
Excluding

Africa

Post-Shift 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.09* 0.10*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)

Pre-Shift 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.01*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02** -0.02** -0.02* -0.02*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Anocracy 0.02 0.02+
(0.02) (0.02)

Instability 0.02 0.02*
(0.02) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.00 0.02
(0.02) (0.02)

Polity2 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) -0.02 0.04
(0.08) (0.03)

Oil Exporter -0.02 0.02
(0.04) (0.03)

New State -0.14* 0.04
(0.08) (0.05)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04
Observations 1801 1636 3945 3191

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 13: South America

Only South
America

Only South
America

Excluding
South

America

Excluding
South

America

Post-Shift 0.00 0.00 0.14*** 0.14***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Pre-Shift -0.04* -0.03 0.03 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.03** 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.03*** -0.03***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Anocracy 0.02 0.03**
(0.04) (0.01)

Instability 0.02 0.02**
(0.02) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.03 0.01
(0.05) (0.02)

Polity2 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) 0.11 0.03
(0.08) (0.02)

Oil Exporter 0.00 0.00
(0.02) (0.03)

New State 0.00 0.02
(.) (0.05)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.14 0.16 0.03 0.03
Observations 432 419 5314 4408

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 14: Adding EPR-variables

Excluded
Groups

Excluded
Population

Downgraded
Int.

Excluded
Groups

Int.
Excluded

Population

Int.
Downgraded

Post-Shift 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.11***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Pre-Shift 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.01***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Anocracy 0.03** 0.03** 0.03** 0.03** 0.03** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Instability 0.03** 0.02** 0.02** 0.03** 0.03** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Polity2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)

New State 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Number of Excluded Groups -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Size of Excluded Population -0.05 -0.02
(0.04) (0.04)

Downgraded 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.02)

No. excl. groups * Peace Spell 0.00
(0.00)

Size of excl. pop. * Peace Spell -0.02
(0.02)

Downgraded * Peace Spell 0.00
(0.00)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Observations 4424 4424 3839 4424 4424 3839

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 15: Clogits

Clogit Clogit Clogit Clogit

Post-Shift 1.24*** 1.87*** 1.88*** 1.84***
(0.33) (0.40) (0.39) (0.42)

Pre-Shift 0.07 0.27 0.29 0.30
(0.34) (0.50) (0.48) (0.49)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.51*** 0.52*** 0.47***
(0.10) (0.10) (0.11)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.40+ -0.45+ -0.36
(0.28) (0.29) (0.29)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.14 -0.14 -0.12
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22)

Anocracy 0.35
(0.25)

Instability 0.62***
(0.19)

Polity2 -0.01
(0.03)

New State -0.13
(0.52)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.08
(0.47)

Population (log) 0.69
(1.16)

Oil Exporter 0.22
(0.68)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared 0.07 0.10 0.12 0.11
Observations 2800 2800 2732 2394

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

The R-squares reported are McFadden’s pseudo R-squares

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 16: Separate Dummies for Each Year in the Pre- and Post-phases

10 Years
Split

10 Years
Split

10 Years
Split

10 Years
Split

10 Years
Split

21 Years
Split

10 Years Pre -0.04
(0.04)

9 Years Pre -0.08***
(0.02)

8 Years Pre 0.08
(0.07)

7 Years Pre -0.10***
(0.03)

6 Years Pre -0.06***
(0.02)

5 Years Pre 0.10+
(0.06)

4 Years Pre 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
(0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

3 Years Pre 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.02
(0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

2 Years Pre 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

1 Years Pre -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.00 -0.00 -0.02
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Shift Year -0.02 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.03
(0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)

1 Years Post 0.09* 0.17** 0.16** 0.17** 0.16** 0.15**
(0.04) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

2 Years Post 0.06* 0.13** 0.13** 0.13** 0.13** 0.11*
(0.03) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

3 Years Post 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.02
(0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

4 Years Post 0.03 0.09+ 0.09+ 0.09+ 0.09+ 0.08
(0.03) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

5 Years Post 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07
(0.03) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

6 Years Post -0.03
(0.03)

7 Years Post 0.02
(0.05)

8 Years Post 0.01
(0.05)

9 Years Post -0.05***
(0.01)

10 Years Post 0.08
(0.07)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Controls No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interactions with Peace Spell No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Observations 5746 5746 5369 5072 4827 4827

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

Coefficients for peace spell and interaction terms not shown

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 17: Limiting the Sample to Countries Holding Executive Elections at Some Point

Only
Exec.

Only
Exec.

Only
Exec.

Only
Exec.

Only
Exec.

Only
Exec.

(clogit)

Post-Shift 0.06*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 2.01***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.50)

Pre-Shift 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.47
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.47)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.55***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.14)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.03*** -0.03*** -0.43+
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.30)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 -0.15
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.22)

Anocracy 0.03** 0.02* 0.36
(0.01) (0.01) (0.30)

Instability 0.03*** 0.03** 0.65***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.23)

Polity2 -0.00 -0.00 -0.02
(0.00) (0.00) (0.04)

New State 0.09* 0.06 -0.05
(0.05) (0.06) (0.78)

GDP per Capita (log) -0.00 0.00 -0.05
(0.02) (0.02) (0.51)

Population (log) 0.08** 0.06* 0.81
(0.03) (0.03) (1.44)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.01 0.11
(0.03) (0.03) (0.72)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.14
Observations 3484 3484 3411 3170 3147 1805

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

The R-square reported for (6) is McFadden’s pseudo R-squared

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 18: Limiting the Sample to Countries Having Conflict at Some Point

Only
Conf.

Only
Conf.

Only
Conf.

Only
Conf.

Only
Conf.

Only
Conf.

(clogit)

Post-Shift 0.11*** 0.14*** 0.14*** 0.14*** 0.14*** 1.94***
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.43)

Pre-Shift 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.34
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.47)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.46***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.11)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.43
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.30)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.12
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.23)

Anocracy 0.03+ 0.03** 0.50*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.27)

Instability 0.04*** 0.03** 0.52***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.20)

Polity2 0.00 0.00 0.01
(0.00) (0.00) (0.03)

New State 0.09 0.04 -0.74
(0.08) (0.10) (0.72)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.02 0.03 0.50
(0.03) (0.03) (0.48)

Population (log) 0.06 0.03 0.41
(0.07) (0.06) (1.20)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.02 0.26
(0.05) (0.05) (0.80)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.12
Observations 2800 2800 2732 2483 2445 2365

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

The R-square reported for (6) is McFadden’s pseudo R-squared

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 19: Controlling for Peace Spell Instead of Interacting Shifts with It

Control for
Peace Spell

Control for
Peace Spell

Control for
Peace Spell

Control for
Peace Spell

Control for
Peace Spell

(clogit)

Post-Shift 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 1.58***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.48)

Pre-Shift 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.21
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.42)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.40***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.11)

Anocracy 0.02** 0.03** 0.45*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.26)

Instability 0.03*** 0.02** 0.53***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.20)

Polity2 -0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.03)

New State 0.05 0.03 -0.60
(0.04) (0.05) (0.73)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.00 0.01 0.50
(0.01) (0.01) (0.47)

Population (log) 0.03+ 0.02 0.53
(0.02) (0.02) (1.18)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.01 0.23
(0.02) (0.02) (0.78)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.12
Observations 5746 5369 5072 4827 2365

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

The R-square reported for (6) is McFadden’s pseudo R-squared

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 20: Logged Peace Spell and Lagged Ongoing Conflict (with interaction)

Logged Peace Spell Logged Peace Spell
Control for Lagged
Ongoing Conflict

Control for Lagged
Ongoing Conflict

Excluding Obs. w.
Ongoing Conflict

Excluding Obs. w.
Ongoing Conflict

Post-Shift 0.13*** 0.12*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.16*** 0.17***
(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)

Pre-Shift 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (0.05)

Peace Spell (log) 0.03*** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.00)

Post-Shift * Peace Spell (log) -0.03** -0.03*
(0.01) (0.01)

Pre-Shift * Peace Spell (log) -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Anocracy 0.03** 0.03*** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Instability 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.04***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.01 0.02 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Polity2 0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) 0.01 0.02 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.01 -0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02)

New State 0.03 0.03 0.02
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.01** 0.01** 0.01*** 0.01***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.03*** -0.04***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Lagged Ongoing Conflict -0.09*** -0.08***
(0.02) (0.02)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.04
Observations 5746 4827 5599 4724 4792 4033

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 21: Logged Peace Spell and Lagged Ongoing Conflict (w/o interaction)

Logged Peace Spell Logged Peace Spell
Control for Lagged
Ongoing Conflict

Control for Lagged
Ongoing Conflict

Excluding Obs. w.
Ongoing Conflict

Excluding Obs. w.
Ongoing Conflict

Post-Shift 0.06*** 0.07*** 0.06*** 0.07*** 0.06** 0.07***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)

Pre-Shift 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Peace Spell (log) 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.00)

Anocracy 0.03** 0.03*** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Instability 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.04***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.01 0.02+ 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Polity2 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) 0.00 -0.00 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.02 0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02)

New State 0.03 0.04 0.03
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04)

Lagged Ongoing Conflict -0.10*** -0.09***
(0.02) (0.02)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03
Observations 5746 4827 5599 4724 4792 4033

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 22: Elections that Are Not Free and Fair

Not Free and
Fair (no int.)

Not Free and
Fair (int.)

Not Free
and Fair

Not Free
and Fair

Not Free
and Fair

Five Years Post Not FF -0.00 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Five Years Pre Not FF -0.00 -0.03* -0.00 -0.01 -0.02
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)

Post Not FF * Peace Spell 0.01* 0.01 0.01+
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Pre Not FF * Peace Spell 0.01*** 0.01 0.01
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Post-Shift 0.06*** 0.11*** 0.12***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Pre-Shift 0.01 0.02 0.02
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.00)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.03*** -0.03***
(0.01) (0.01)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01)

Anocracy 0.03**
(0.01)

Instability 0.02**
(0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.01
(0.02)

Polity2 0.00
(0.00)

Population (log) 0.03
(0.02)

Oil Exporter 0.01
(0.02)

New State 0.03
(0.05)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.03
Observations 5746 5746 5746 5746 4827

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



Table 23: Miscellaneous Robustness Tests (part I)

Alt.
Instability I

Alt.
Instability II

Separate
Shift Years

Regional
Time Trends

Multiple
Imputation

Post-Shift 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.10***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Pre-Shift 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.01***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Anocracy 0.02** 0.03** 0.03** 0.03** 0.02**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.01**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Polity2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

New State 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.09+
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Instability 0.03*** 0.02** 0.02** 0.03*** 0.03***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Shift Year -0.01
(0.04)

Shift Year * Peace Spell -0.00
(0.01)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Regional Time Trends No No No Yes No
R-Squared (within) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 .
Observations 4827 4827 4827 4665 6368

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

Alt. instability I codes transitions and interregna as instabilities

Alt. instability II codes occupation years as missing

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01

In column (5) I assume an underlying multivariate normal distribution and create ten imputations of each missing

observation using Stata’s default MCMC procedure. All variables from model (3) of Table 1 in the paper, including

country and year dummies, are used in the imputation. I impute 1019 values in GDP per capita, 1010 in polity2, 248 in

population, 575 in oil exporter, and 640 in onset.



Table 24: Miscellaneous Robustness Tests (part II)

Lagging all
Controls

Mestizos and
Whites

Different

Alt. Oil
Exporter I

Alt. Oil
Exporter II

Dev. Level
Proxy for

Opp. Costs

Post-Shift 0.11*** 0.08*** 0.12*** 0.11*** 0.12
(0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.11)

Pre-Shift 0.01 0.03* 0.02 0.01 -0.05
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.11)

Peace Spell (in decades) 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.02***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Post-shift * Peace Spell -0.02*** -0.01** -0.02*** -0.02***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Pre-shift * Peace Spell -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Post-shift * GDP per Capita (log) -0.01
(0.02)

Pre-shift * GDP per Capita (log) 0.01
(0.02)

Anocracy 0.02* 0.03** 0.02** 0.03** 0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Instability 0.00 0.02** 0.03*** 0.02** 0.02**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

GDP per Capita (log) 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)

Polity2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Population (log) 0.03 0.03 0.03+ 0.03 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Oil Exporter 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

New State 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-Squared (within) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Observations 4675 4827 4594 4827 4827

Standard errors in parentheses

Standard errors clustered on country.

Alt. oil exporter I only fills missing cells in WB oil data with dummy from F & L

Alt. oil exporter II uses no data from F & L, but either interpolates or fills missing cells with zeroes

+ p<.15, * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01



List of Changes in the Ethnic Group Holding Presidency

Country Election
Year

Name of Incoming
President

Name of Incumbent
President

Ethnicity of In-
coming President

Ethnicity of
Incumbent Presi-
dent

Party of Incom-
ing President

Party of Incum-
bent President

Algeria 1995 Liamine Zeroual Ali Kafi Shawia Arab Ind. Ind.
Algeria 1999 Abdelaziz Bouteflika Liamine Zeroual Arab Shawia FLN Ind.
Argentina 1989 Carlos Saul Menem Raul Alfonsin Arab European PJ UCR
Argentina 1999 Fernando de la Rua Carlos Saul Menem European Arab ATJE PJ
Benin 1991 Nicephore Soglo Mathieu Kerekou Fon Somba Ind. PRPB
Benin 1996 Mathieu Kerekou Nicephore Soglo Somba Fon Ind. Ind.
Benin 2006 Yayi Boni Mathieu Kerekou Yoruba Somba Ind. Ind.
Bolivia 1979 Hernan Siles Zuazo David Padilla White local Quechua Ind. Ind.
Bolivia 1989 Jaime Paz Zamora Vı́ctor Paz Es-

tenssoro
Quechua White local MIR MNRH

Bolivia 1997 Hugo Banzer Suarez Gonzalo Sanchez de
Lozada

White local Quechua ADN MNR

Bolivia 2002 Gonzalo Sanchez de
Lozada

Jorge Quiroga
Ramirez

Quechua Mestizo MNR ADN

Bolivia 2005 Juan Evo Morales
Ayma

Enrique Rodriguez Mestizo Quechua MAS MNR

Burundi 1993 Melchior Ndadaye Pierre Buyoya Hutu Tutsi FRODEBU UPRONA
Cent. Af. Rep. 1993 Ange Felix Patasse Andre Kolingba Sara Yakoma MLPC Ind.
Colombia 1978 Julio Cesar Turbay

Ayala
Alfonso Lopez
Michelsen

Arab Mestizo PL PL

Colombia 1982 Belisario Betancur Julio Cesar Turbay
Ayala

Mestizo Arab PCC PL

Congo 1992 Pascal Lissouba Denis Sassou-
Nguesso

Banzabi Mbochi UPADS PCT

Dom. Rep. 1986 Joaquin Balaguer Salvador Jorge
Blanco

White local Arab PRSC PRD

Ecuador 1992 Sixto Duran Ballen Rodrigo Borja US American White local PUR ID
Ecuador 1996 Abdala Bucaram Sixto Duran Ballen Arab US American PRE PUR
Ecuador 1998 Jamil Mahuad Alarcon Fabian Arab Mestizo DP DP
El Salvador 2004 Elias Antonio Tony

Saca Gonzalez
Francisco Flores Palestinian Mestizo ARENA ARENA

El Salvador 2009 Mauricio Funes Elias Antonio Tony
Saca Gonzalez

Mestizo Palestinian FMLN ARENA

Gabon 2009 Ali Bongo Ondimba Rose Francine Ro-
gombe

Bateke Other Gabon
(Galwa)

PDG PDG

Ghana 1979 Hilla Limann Jerry John Rawlings Wala Ewe PNP Ind.
Ghana 2000 John Agyekum Ku-

fuor
Jerry John Rawlings Akan Ewe NPP NDC

Guatemala 1990 Jorge Antonio Ser-
rano Elias

Vinicio Cerezo Lebanese Mestizo PDCG PDCG

Guinea-Bissau 2005 Joao Bernardo Nino
Vieira

Henrique Pereira
Rosa

Papel Balanta Ind. NA

Honduras 1997 Carlos Roberto
Flores Facusse

Carlos Roberto
Reina Idiaquez

Palestinian Mestizo PL PL

Honduras 2001 Ricardo Rodolfo
Maduro Joest

Carlos Roberto
Flores Facusse

Mestizo Palestinian PN PL

Iran 1989 Akbar Hashemi
Rafsanjani

Ali Khamenei Persian Azerbaijani IRP Ind.

Kenya 2002 Mwai Kibaki Daniel arap Moi Kikuyu Kalenjin NARC Kanu
Liberia 1997 Charles G. Taylor Ruth Sando Fahn-

bulleh Perry
Americo-Liberian Mandingo, Vai NPP Ind.
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Country Election
Year

Name of Incoming
President

Name of Incumbent
President

Ethnicity of In-
coming President

Ethnicity of
Incumbent Presi-
dent

Party of Incom-
ing President

Party of Incum-
bent President

Liberia 2005 Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf Charles Gyude
Bryant

Gola Grebo (Kru) UP NA

Madagascar 1993 Albert Zafy Didier Ratsiraka Tsimihety Betsimisaraka CSDDM AREMA
Madagascar 1996 Didier Ratsiraka Norbert Ratsiraho-

nana
Betsimisaraka Merina AREMA CSDDM

Madagascar 2001 Marc Ravalomanana Didier Ratsiraka Merina Betsimisaraka AVI AREMA
Malawi 1994 Bakili Muluzi Hastings Banda Yao Chewa UDF MCP
Malawi 2004 Bingu wa Mutharika Bakili Muluzi Lomwe Yao UDF UDF
Mali 1992 Alpha Oumar

Konare
Amadou Toumani
Toure

Mande Fulani Adema Ind.

Mali 2002 Amadou Toumani
Toure

Alpha Oumar
Konare

Fulani Mande Ind. Adema

Mozambique 2004 Armando Guebuza Joaquim Chissano Makau Tsonga Frelimo Frelimo
Niger 1993 Mahamane Ousmane Ali Saibou Hausa Djerma CDS-R MNSD
Niger 1999 Mamadou Tandja Daouda Wanke Fulani Hausa MNSD Ind.
Nigeria 1979 Shehu Shagari Olusegun Obasanjo Fulani Yoruba NPN Ind.
Nigeria 1999 Olusegun Obasanjo Abdulsalami

Abubakar
Yoruba Hausa PDP Ind.

Nigeria 2007 Umaru Musa
Yar’Adua

Olusegun Obasanjo Fulani Yoruba PDP PDP

Peru 1990 Alberto Keinya
Fujimori

Alan Garcia Perez Japanese Mestizo Change 90 APRA

Peru 2001 Alejandro Toledo
Manrique

Alberto Keinya
Fujimori

Quechua Japanese PP Change 90

Peru 2006 Alan Garcia Perez Alejandro Toledo
Manrique

Mestizo Quechua PAP PP

Philippines 1992 Fidel V. Ramos Corazon Aquino Ilocano Kapampangan Lakas N Unido
Philippines 1998 Joseph Estrada Fidel V. Ramos Tagalog Ilocano LaMMP Lakas N
Senegal 2000 Abdoulaye Wade Abdou Diouf Fulani Serer PDS PS
Sierra Leone 1996 Ahmad Tejan Kab-

bah
Julius Maada Wonie
Bio

Mandinka Mende SLPP Ind.

Sierra Leone 2007 Ernest Bai Koroma Ahmad Tejan Kab-
bah

Temne Mandinka APC SLPP

Taiwan 2000 Chen Shui-bian Lee Teng-hui Han Chinese
(Hoklo)

Han Chinese
(Hakka)

DPP KMT

Taiwan 2008 Ma Ying-jeou Chen Shui-bian Han Chinese
(Hakka)

Han Chinese
(Hoklo)

KMT DPP

Tanzania 1985 Ali Hassan Mwinyi Julius Nyerere Zanzibar Zanaki CCM CCM
Tanzania 1995 Benjamin Mkapa Ali Hassan Mwinyi Makau Zanzibar CCM CCM
Tanzania 2005 Jakaya Kikwete Benjamin Mkapa Kwere Makau CCM CCM
Ukraine 2010 Viktor Yanukovych Viktor Yushchenko Belarusian Ukrainian Party of Re-

gions
Our Ukraine

USA 2008 Barack Obama George W. Bush African-American White local Democrats Republicans
Zambia 2001 Levy Mwanawasa Frederick Chiluba Lenje Bemba MMD MMD
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