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ABSTRACT

WHEN ETHNIC EXCLUSION IS GOOD POLITICS: ETHNIC EXCLUSION, ARMED
CONFLICT, AND LEADERSHIP TENURE IN SMALL-COALITION SYSTEMS

By

Hyun Jin Choi

Why do some leaders deliberately foster ethnic hatred and exclusion even though such a policy
increases the risk of ethnic conflict? Contrary to common belief, I find that ethnic exclusion is
good politics (but not good policy) for non-democratic leaders with small winning coalitions,
despite its positive impact on the risk of ethnic conflict. To explain this mechanism, I modify
the selectorate theory of Bueno de Mesquita, et al. (2003) by explicitly accounting for the role of
ethnic ties in the formation of the incumbent’s coalition. Four hypotheses are deduced from my
theory for explaining ethnic exclusion and leader survival. H1 maintains that, in small-coalition
systems, leaders who employ ethnic exclusion are more likely to survive longer in office than
those who do not employ it. H2 predicts that, if small-coalition leaders do not pursue an
exclusive ethnic policy, they are more likely to be removed from office in an irregular manner.
H3 suggests that small-coalition leaders are less likely to lose power during civil war if they
employ ethnic exclusion. Lastly, if ethnic exclusion really is good politics for small-coalition
leaders, H4 predicts, there should be higher levels of ethnic exclusion in small-coalition systems
than in large-coalition systems.

These hypotheses are empirically tested and supported by Cox’s proportional hazard
regressions using data on the tenures of 982 leaders from 1946 to 2004. My results show that in
small-coalition systems: (1) the hazard of deposition for leaders who implement a strong
exclusion policy is about 80% lower than that of leaders who do not promote ethnic exclusion; (2)

the risk of irregular turnover among leaders who employ ethnic exclusion is only about 1.3% of



the risk for those who do not employ such a policy; and (3) the risk of irregular removal from
office virtually disappears even in times of civil war if a leader employs a strong exclusion
policy. Case studies of Iraq, Burundi, and Rwanda further corroborate causal claims made by
the exclusion theory. In all three cases, major ethnic groups had been excluded from
participation in the incumbent’s coalition until a small group of ethnic elites monopolizes key
positions in the army and government. The cases of Burundi and Rwanda further demonstrate
how small-coalition systems face large-scale violence when inclusive ethnic policy is

3

implemented after years of exclusive rule. Overall, my findings lead to an “unwelcome”
conclusion: ethnic exclusion is good politics in small-coalition systems even if it could increase
the risk of ethnic conflict. This conclusion suggests that the crucial element in the prevention

and resolution of ethnic conflict is the development of policies that can address leaders’

incentives for ethnic exclusion.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Puzzle
When British rule ended in 1961, Sierra Leone’s dstie politics was largely dominated by the
Mende people, then the largest ethnic group commgri36 percent of the population. The ruling
Sierra Leone People’s Party (SLPP) led by Sir Milthlargai was widely perceived as
promoting Mende interests with many of the impartpositions in civil service filled with
Mendes (Allen, 1968, p. 309; Horowitz, 2000, p. #7#owever, the election of Siaka Stevens,
an ethnic Limba, as prime minister effected a dradtange in the composition of the governing
coalition. After assuming office in 1968, Stevdmsgan to eliminate his ethnic rivals from
political power. First he purged Mende officerstire army and eliminated the SLPP from
electoral competition; then he removed even the rneeathe second largest ethnic group that
had allied with him during his rise to powefrom key positions in the government, the party,
and the army and filled these positions with membar the Limba community. By 1971,
Stevens ended up ruling with the active suppottimibas that comprise less than 10 percent of
the population. Although a group of soldiers andlians, mostly Mende and Temne, plotted a
coup d’'état in 1974 (Cox, 1976, pp. 227-228), Steviead survived in power for 18 years until
he peacefully retired from office in November 1985.

Similar tendencies are observed in Michel MicomlerBurundi (1966-1976), Idi
Amin’s Uganda (1972-1979), Hafez al-Assad’s Syfi@71-2000), and Saddam Hussein’s Iraq
(1979-2003). In each case, a leader continueddlu@e his ethnic rivals from state power until

only one or a small number of ethnic minorities eata dominate a much larger population.



Members of excluded ethnic groups attempted coup<lzellions against the state, but they
were easily thwarted by dedicated soldiers whorielm the same ethnic group as the leader.

Despite abounding ethnic grievances and internbiamy threats to their regimes, these leaders

had survived relatively long in officle.We might naturally expect that leaders who promote
integration and unity among ethnic groups and thas lower risks of ethnic rebellion are more
likely to survive longer in office than those whacé violent oppositions within their countries.
These examples, however, suggest that the oppmsitd in fact be true. Why is this so? Why
do some leaders deliberately foster ethnic hatneldexclusion even to the point of excluding the
majority of the population? Why do they contineedo so even though such a policy may
increase the risk of ethnic conflict? Also, whew ainder what conditions will ethnic exclusion
(or inclusion) be good politics for leaders, andewhwvill it turn self-defeating?

In this dissertation, | develop a systemic modeleigplain the puzzling relationship
between ethnic exclusion and leader survival. nisader the relevance of well-known selectorate
theory (Bueno de Mesquita, Smith, Siverson, & Marr@003) in exploring the underlying logic
of this relationship. The selectorate theory @ohat (1) political survival is a primary concern
for all leaders, and (2) leaders attempt to attiais goal by allocating various mixes of private
and public goods to members of their winning caalit Employing these basic concepts, |
develop a theory of ethnic exclusion (hereaftetedathe exclusion theory). The principal
characteristic of the exclusion theory is its enghaon the role of ethnic ties as a key
determinant of membership in the leader’s coalition

My analysis yields four major findings. When thexming coalition is small: (1) ethnic

groups outside of the leader’'s coalitiame more likely to be subjected to formal political

! Idi Amin survived only 7 years in office, but he svaverthrown not by domestic opposition
but by invasion of a foreign power.



exclusior%; (2) leaders who promote ethnic exclusion are nlikety to survive longer in office
than those who do not promote such a policy; (8Jlées are more likely to be removed from
office in an irregular manner when they fail to e ethnic exclusion; and (4) political
benefits from ethnic exclusion are large enougbftset the risk of being involved in domestic
armed conflicts. Overall, my findings suggest thttnic exclusion igood politicsfor small-
coalition leaders even if it could increase th& o§civil war. The argument does not purport to
suggest that ethnic exclusion is also good polftcthe country and bringing peace. In fact, the
practice of good governance without discriminatadnany kind has been an important part in
reducing both the onset and recurrence of conflt#gre & Nygard, 2012). However, the
exclusion model does specify the conditions unddéiclv the promotion of such “good
governance” can be less effective or even harmhdt just for the leader, but for the citizenry
as a whole.

This dissertation is divided into four main chapterin the first chapter, | construct a
theory that explains how institutions for selectiagders create different incentives for leaders
to employ ethnic exclusion. Here | summarize tekecorate theory and then extend it by
explicitly accounting for the role of ethnic tias the formation of the leader’s coalition before
deducing hypotheses about ethnic exclusion ancetesutvival. The second chapter formally
describes the exclusion model with an agent-bassatpatational model (ABM). | use ABM to
study the origin and evolution of ethnic exclusinrsmall-coalition systems, and to understand
how random external shocks, such as major poliiodl economic crises, and “mistaken” ethnic

policy choices made by leaders affect the lengtleadflership tenure. In chapters 3 and 4, the

| define ethnic exclusion as “intentional and taegé exclusion of elites from particular ethnic
categories from state power including key positionthe ruling party, the army, and the central
government.



hypotheses generated in the first two chapterpuatréo empirical tests, using data on the tenures
of 982 leaders from 1946 to 2004 and four illugtdagéxamples that are chosen to illuminate the
workings of the exclusion theory. In conclusiosummarize the key findings of the preceding
chapters and discuss the policy implications ofstiuely.

The rest of this introductory chapter will reviehetliterature on ethnic exclusion and

conflict and describe how my dissertation contrsub existing debates on these topics.

1.2 Literature Review

Ethnic exclusion and inequality play a central rolehe contemporary civil war literature. In
his research on ethnic minorities, Gurr (1993, 20@@gued that a group’s collective
disadvantages vis-a-vis other social groups ar@datdsources of rebellion that act through
grievances and group mobilization. Adopting thaaapt of horizontal inequalitiesdefined as
“inequalities in economic, social or political dimsons or cultural status between culturally
defined groups=Stewart (2008, p. 3) argued that both economicaltgerprivileged and
politically excluded groups are likely to be moiesi#y mobilized for participation in rebellion.
Similarly, based on geo-referenced survey data elfave and socioeconomic inequalities in 22
Sub-Saharan African countries, @stby, Nordas, amd R009) found that regional inequalities
in terms of education and household assets aréysbgiassociated with civil war onset.

More recently, Cederman and his colleagues (Cederrddmmer, & Min, 2010)
distinguished three categories of ethnic groupgdas the new Ethnic Power Relations (EPR)
data set: (1) those who hold full control of goveent without sharing power with other groups;
(2) those who hold dominant control in a power-sitaigovernment; and (3) those who are

excluded from the executive power. They found #vatluded groups (category 3) are about



three times more likely to challenge the state tise groups included in the executive branch
(categories 1 and 2), and this effect is more pmooed when excluded groups have recently
experienced a “downgrade” in their power statuy. eBtending the empirical scope of research
on horizontal inequalities and violent conflict,deeman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch (2011) also
found that ethnic groups that are wealthy or paerraore likely to experience civil war than
those groups with average wealth in highly unegoaleties.

In line with the above studies, a number of scllaoposed the removal of ethnic
exclusion and inequality as a way to prevent fuitivel wars. After estimating an empirical
model of civil war incidence in 161 countries beénel960 and 1999, Elbadawi and Sambanis
(2000) claim that civil wars in ethnically diversecieties are due to the failure of inter-group

cooperation. Based on this finding, they conclilrci

Taking the view that civil wars are the extremeeca$ non-cooperation among social
groups, this paper has argued that, under the aghdlitions, Africa’s ethnic diversity
would actually enhance development efforts by priimgo positive inter-group
interactions. A pre-condition for this is the ‘appriate’ political framework which
focuses on participation, inclusion and consenslilslihg among social and especially

ethnic groups (Elbadawi & Sambanis, 2000, pp. 266)2

To contain conflict in the future, Gurr (2000) alsalls for democratic governance
directed at reducing discrimination, recognizingfumal pluralism, and promoting power sharing
and political inclusion for minority groups. Nogrthat there is a positive association between

the political exclusion of powerful ethnic groupsdathe onset of ethno-nationalist conflicts,



Vogt (2007, p. 3) suggests that policymakers neetnsure that all relevant ethnic groups are
included within the coalition of power and thatraofe or less) equal distribution of the state’s
benefits and costs among the whole population aviged.” In a similar vein, Hegre and
Nygard (2012) find evidence that countries charamtd by low quality governance have a
higher risk of conflict recurrence. Thus, they gest that any reform that improves governance
in terms of less corruption, better bureaucra@esl, less repression and political exclusion may
reduce the risk of conflict.

While the scholarship discussed above identifiesoioad condition—political exclusion
(or inclusion)—under which we can expect ethnicflicin(or ethnic peace), other scholars have
attempted to explain why some ethnic groups becsubgect to political exclusion in the first
place. Several studies focused on the relatiowdsst ethnic exclusion and competition for
political goods. Bates (1983) argues that ethnisia useful means of attaining the benefits of
modernity. According to Bates, ethnicity servedtasbasis of political coalitions in Africa by
enabling group members to secure goods and seifvarasthe modern sector and by excluding
others from these benefits. In other words, ethniorovides “a form of minimum winning
coalition (Riker, 1962), large enough to secureefiesrin the competition for spoils but also
small enough to maximize the per capita value e$¢hbenefits (Bates, 1983, p. 165).”

Fearon (1999) also suggests that ethnic exclusianare likely to occur in pork-based
politics—the rationale being that when pork is sguie, winners of the election have strong
incentives to take the maximum share of the spoyislimiting the size of their coalition.
Ethnicity serves this purpose, he argues, because hard to modify and convenient for
excluding losers. Similarly, Caselli and Colem&0Qd6) formally demonstrate that political

coalitions can be formed along ethnic lines in mihlly heterogeneous societies. Once the



winning coalition is formed, they note, membergsted losing coalition will attempt to infiltrate
the winning one in order to participate in the aditton of political goods. For this reason,
members of the wining coalition have a strong itieento use ethnic identity—race in
particular—as a *“visual marker” to exclude non-mensb from the winning coalition.
Somewhat relatedly, Chandra (2004) suggests tlmaticepolitical parties are more likely to
succeed in “patronage democracies.” Based onttitly ©f ethnic politics in India, she shows
that voters tend to support a party that represitsnterests of their own ethnic group to the

exclusion of others when this party has a favoraideory of allocating jobs and services to co-

ethnics and has a reasonable chance of Win3ning.

Taken together, the studies discussed above shatwlihethnic exclusion increases the
likelihood of civil conflict; (2) ethnic inclusiosan decreases the likelihood of civil conflict; and
(3) ethnic groups are more likely to be subjectptitical exclusion in pork-ridden political
systems. However, these studies remain silenhemtivations and constraints that influence
leaders’ choices regarding ethnic exclusion. Ilfgees of ethnic exclusion are simply a means to
benefit members of specific ethnic groups, why éaders care about the welfare of her co-
ethnics instead of her own wellbeing (or persomditipal success), let alone the welfare of the
broader public? Moreover, why do some leaderddrdiely foster ethnic exclusion even if such
a policy increases the risk of domestic armed ojtipos which may put her tenure in danger?
This dissertation attempts to fill this gap in ursfanding the strategic incentives faced by

leaders who choose to employ ethnic exclusion rdbiaan integration.

Taking a more historical view of ethnic exclusiaNjmmer (2002, p. 5) shows that ethnic
conflicts and racism are integral parts of politicendernization because “modern institutions of
inclusion (citizenship, democracy, welfare) aretayscally tied to ethnic and national forms of
exclusion.”



1.3 My Contributions

Recently, an attempt to explain the strategic Idgpbind ethnic exclusion has been made by
Roessler (2011). Based on original data on thei@ti of coup leaders and insurgents in sub-
Saharan Africa, he argues that in Africa a poli€yethnic exclusion reduces the risk of coup
d’état at the cost of increasing the risk of raball Roessler (2011, p. 302) describes this

relationship in the following way:

[E]thnic exclusion and subsequent group rebellie #e outcome of strategic
interactions between elites incorporated in the traéngovernment, especially
coconspirators, who collaborated to seize the $tat®rce but find it difficult to sustain
cooperation due to mutual fears that they may Istedufrom power in the future. To
resolve this commitment problem, African rulersdeio exclude their coconspirators
from the central government, though at the coshofeasing the risk of civil war with

their former allies.

In line with Roessler (2011), | analyze the relatiisk of coups and rebellions associated with
ethnic exclusion. Yet, in examining how domestistitutions shape the politics of exclusion,
my analysis departs from previous scholarship ur fmportant ways.

First, | consider leaders and domestic institigian the centerpiece for understanding the
logic of ethnic exclusion. By modifying the sele@te theory (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003)
in a way that accounts for the role of ethnicityrendirectly, | examine how selection institutions
influence the probability that leaders will remampower and show that different institutions

create different incentives for leaders to adophiet exclusion as their survival strategy. This



approach not only subsumes existing explanatioasan pork-based politics, but goes beyond
them to derive novel implications for the relatibmsbetween ethnic exclusion and leadership
tenure—that is, ethnic exclusion can be good politics l&aders despite its positive impact on
the risk of armed conflict.

Second, while the literature on ethnic conflictdees on the impact of ethnic exclusion
and inequality on conflict onset, the literatureathnic politics tends to focus on the underlying
causes of discrimination and ethnic salience. Tdissertation brings together these two
literatures, which rarely speak to each other,glyzing both ethnic politics and conflict within
a coherent theoretical framework. It proposes, ttlasystems with small winning coalitions,
promoting ethnic exclusion can enhance the proibaliat leaders will survive in office despite
the increased risk of civil war, while failure to do can put them at risk of being deposed in an
irregular mannefr-such as coup, revolt, and assassinatidaspite the reduced risk of civil war.
The exclusion model thus highlights more nuancetions of ethnic exclusion and the
interconnections between domestic institutions atithic conflict in a manner not easily
addressed by previous conflict literature.

Third, | use ABM to specify micro-level mechanisrtigat link ethnic exclusion to
leadership tenure. The flexibility provided by ABM well suited for analyzing systems of
“boundedly rational agents” who are able to makstakies, learn and adapt their behavior based
on past experience (Miller & Page, 2007, pp. 81-83¢nce, ABM allows me to demonstrate the
evolution of ethnic exclusion in systems with diffet sizes of winning coalition, and to
understand how random external shocks and mistak@mc policies interact with domestic

institutions in determining the fate of leaders.



Fourth, the explanation | provide calls into quastsome of the policy recommendations
that are designed to eliminate ethnic-based discation and oppression. This dissertation
suggests that a fundamental problem of small-goalgystems is that there are no easy ways to
simultaneously promote good governance and leadensival. In fact, reforms to improve
governance could return the country to violence argability if policymakers ignore the
political incentives of leaders and thus fail tadarstand the risks associated with these reforms.
This does not mean to rationalize the continuatérdiscrimination,but advise caution and

preventive measures before attempting to abolishieexclusion in small-coalition systems.
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CHAPTER 2

A SELECTORATE THEORY OF ETHNIC EXCLUSION

This chapter provides the theoretical foundatiohghe argumentghat | will make in this
dissertation. | start with a summary of the saeate theory (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003),
from which | borrow a number of key concepts ansuagptions. Building on the selectorate
theory, | develop a model that shows why ethniclieston can be good politics in small-
coalition systems. This chapter concludes withdéevation of four testable hypotheses on the

likelihood of ethnic exclusion and leader survival.

2.1 Summary of Selectorate Theory

In The Logic of Political SurvivaBueno de Mesquita and his colleagues (2003) asshat all
leaders have political survival as their primaryalgo In order to stay in power, leaders must
maintain the support of their winning coalition psoviding a mix of private and public goods.
Public goods, such as national defense and higlsystgms, are those which cannot be withheld
from anyone without withholding them for everyondence, public goods benefit all members
of the society if they are provided. On the oth@nd, private goods, such as jobs in state-owned
companies and luxuries for the ruling class, arthlroval in consumption and excludable.
Hence, leaders can restrict access to private gmodsembers of their winning coalition. The
smaller the winning coalition, they suggest, theyéa the share of private goods received by
each coalition member and hence the greater thee \adl private goods to retain the support of
their coalitions. Therefore, leaders in small-daal systems are more likely to rely on private

goods, rather than public goods, to reward theyr Jtgoporters. When the winning coalition is
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large, on the other hand, leaders have to diluth e@aember’'s share of private goods due to
budget constraints. This decreases the valueiwdtprgoods and makes public goods a more
effective way to reward coalition members. Therefan large-coalition systems, leaders tend to
shift the mix toward public goods.

In addition, Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) supdlest leaders with small winning
coalitions are more likely to stay longer in offittean their large-coalition counterparts due to
the following reasons. First, the provision ofvatie goods is central to small-coalition systems;
hence small-coalition leaders can attract supppipriomising their supporters private benefits.
Second, in small-coalition systems, members ofrtbembent’s coalition know that they have a
low probability of being included in the winning adion if the new leader comes to power.
This makes the incumbent’s supporters loyal torthegsent leader for fear of losing access to
future private benefits. In contrast, supporterdarge-coalition systems have a low risk of
exclusion in future coalitions because new leadglitscontinue to provide them with high levels
of public goods. This makes defection to the @maler less risky in large-coalition systems.

Third, when an individual decides whether to supplbe challenger or not, she must
consider the probability of being excluded from thallenger’s new winning coalition after the
challenger comes to power. Such a probabilityeases as the size of the winning coalition
decreases. So, in small-coalition systems, théectgger cannot credibly convince her potential
supporters that they will receive private goodsthe future, and therefore finds it harder to
garner support. This commitment problem facedHhey dhallenger provides a huge advantage
for the incumbent leader in small-coalition systenf®or all these reasons, leaders with small

winning coalitions tend to be long-lived in offiegen if they promote bad public policy. In their
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words, “good policy is bad politics and bad polisygood politics for small-coalition leaders

(Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003, p. 325).”

2.2 Concepts and Assumptions

In this dissertation, | extend the selectorate mhéxy explicitly accounting for the role of ethnic

ties in the formation of the leader’s coalitiono @o so, | borrow ideas from Chandra (2006),
Caselli and Coleman (2006) and Fearon (1999) toenfi@lr assumptions that | use in building
the exclusion theory. In this section, | providetadled explanations of assumptions and

definitions of related concepts.

2.2.1 Coalition ldentity

| assume that every leader chooses to form hisitiomalon the basis of specific identity.
Identities can be broadly divided into two differeiypes: ethnic identities and non-ethnic
identities. In line with Chandra (2006), | defie#nic identity as a subtype of identity categories
whose membership is determined based on descesd-ladsibutes. Descent-based attributes
can be acquired genetically (e.g., skin color, eyler, and height), through culture and family
history (e.g., language, accent, religion, last @amnd parents’ place of birth), or through
government action (e.g., ethnicity printed on idtgrdard) (Chandra, 2006, p. 400). On the other
hand, non-descent-based attributes include thogeirad through personal history (e.g., age,
education, and income), or through one’s voluntehpices (e.g., political ideology, party
membership). Of course, this is not a hard anddesinction, and in reality there is an area of
overlap between the two types of identity. Forregke, a Labor Party membership in North

Korea is not really a voluntary choice, but ong@stige inherited from parents. There is also
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Figure 2.1 Changing Cost of Ethnic and Non-ethnic Identities

evidence that even political ideology is geneticatnsmitted by biological parents (Alford,
Funk, & Hibbing, 2005). Nevertheless, for the sakeconceptual clarity, | will distinguish
between ethnic and non-ethnic identities in thé eéthis chapter.

Another key property that distinguishes ethnic tdgrirom non-ethnic one is the cost of
changing identity (hereafter denoted@s As a general rule, ethnic identities have higGe
than non-ethnic identities (Chandra, 2006, pp. 418- Fearon, 1999, pp. 16-17). Simply put, it
is more difficult to change one’s ethnic identityah non-ethnic identity. For example, if a
liberal ideology is used to determine who can lodughed in the leader’s coalition, a conservative
who wishes to become a coalition member can eabidynge his identity by simply declaring
himself a liberal or by supporting a liberal paél party. However, it would be extremely costly,
if not impossible, to change one’s skin color ié tboalition is formed among individuals with
particular racial characteristics. This argumestiliustrated in Figure 2.1, which shows a
hypothetical dimension in which all types of idéies can be ordered according to their value of
C. Ethnic identities are generally located on tightrside of the line, and non-ethnic identities

on the left.
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It is important to note that ethnic identities,defined here, are not necessarily equal to
nominal ethnic categoriessuch as Shia Muslim, Sunni Muslim, Hutu, Tutsi, &uatean—that

are commonly used in calculating the ethno-linguistactionalization (ELF) index (Roeder,

2001).4 For instance, the ELF value of South Korea ie0aose Korea is considered by many
as a homogenous society consisting of a singleiegmoup and single language. However,
ethno-regionalism has been a key factor in Southe&wo politics. Voters have been clearly
divided between the southeasteifopiignam and southwesternHpnan) provinces of South
Korea in almost every national election since 19Bktween 1968 and 1999, father’s place of
birth (BonjoR had been printed on the national identity candl, iahad been widely believed that
Honampeople were discriminated by tif@ngnamgovernment, and vice versa. Hence, based
on the above definition of ethnicity, | regafbnamandYongnamas ethnic identities because
one must bélonam(or Yongnanif his father wasHonam(or Yongnam

A similar example is found in Rwanda. It is ofteonsidered that Rwanda is composed
of two major ethnic groups: Hutu and Tutsi. Howe\eetween 1962 and 1994, there had been
significant regional divisions within the Hutu pdation, in which northerners and southerners
were opposed to one another to the point wheregnoep massacred members of the other
group. In this case, | consider both northern Hartd southern Hutu as ethnic identities (or sub-
ethnic identities (Scarritt & Mozaffar, 1999) withithe Hutu ethnic group) because they are
based on descent-based attributéise place of birth and ancestral origin. Generalb-ethnic
identities are associated with higher value€dthus are more difficult to change) than ethnic
identities at the higher level. It should be mdiféicult to change both the place of birth and the

origin of ancestors than to change only one.

4 The ELF index is interpreted as the probabilityt thao randomly selected individuals within a
country will not belong to the same ethnic group.

15



Theoretically, the role of “coalition identity” imy model can be compared to the role of
“affinity” in the selectorate theory (Bueno de Measggq et al., 2003, pp. 60-65), in which “the
incumbent chooses a coalition of those selectors fvhom she expects the highest affinity” (p.
62). The selectorate theory regards affinity asiak idiosyncratic tastes” that play only
secondary roles in the decision making processamidrs and members of the selectorate (Bueno
de Mesquita et al., 2003, p. 61). They write, “Bue purpose of the selectorate theory, affinities
need not be large. Indeed in the mathematical maffmities are only used to break ties when
all other considerations are identical’” (Bueno deshuita et al., 2003, p. 61). My concept of
coalition identity can be understood as an expansfaaffinity, with an emphasis on the nature
of different types of affinity. By explicitly comering the changing costs associated with
different kinds of coalition identity-with ethnic identities generally associated witlyhar
changing costs-| am able to show that coalition identity not ophays a significant role in the
decisions of leaders and selectors, but is alsotg@ivn determining which leaders survive in
office. | defer the explanation of this relatioishuntil 1 present the basic framework of the

theory in Section 2.3.

2.2.2 Leader’s Choice of Coalition Identity

Second, | assume that the leader chooses a spamdition identity that she thinks best ensures
her political survival. There are a multitude a$tbrical examples where leaders choose their
own ethnic identity to form their winning coalitisn Saddam Hussein created his coalition on
the basis of “Sunni Arab north-west,” which cormsgs to his own ethno-regional identity

(Tripp, 2007, p. 219). Before Idi Amin came to pown 1971, members of the Lango and

Acholi ethnic groups dominated the government ardary in Uganda. However, Amin was a
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Kakwa, and once in power he filled his coalitiorttwiKakwa officers to the exclusion of Langis
and Acholis (Horowitz, 2000, pp. 487-492). Sinijaduvénal Habyarimana, a Hutu, came from
the northwest province of Rwanda, and his coaliti@s largely dominated by the Hutu north-
west (Straus, 2006, p. 23). In Zambia, leadelged linguistic identities in national elections
and tribal identities in local elections (Posnél042). Of course, not every leader uses ethnicity
as their coalition identity. For instance, pobiiccoalitions in advanced industrialized
democracies tend to form along non-ethnic lines©sgcpolitical ideology (Wagner & Kritzinger,
2012), party identity (Richardson, 1991), or soeamnomic status (Simmons, 1967). Regardless
of whether they are ethnic or non-ethnic, my maskdumes that every coalition identity is a

deliberate choice made by the leader.

2.2.3 Selectorate’s Choice

Third, | assume that selectors who are outsidelghder’s coalition are not able to enter the
coalition unless they change their identity to ¢me chosen by the leader. For example, if the
Tutsi minority comprises the winning coalition imBnda, members of the Hutu majority must
change their ethnic identity to Tutsi before tryit@ enter the coalition. For this reason,
becoming a coalition member entails a cost to theke are initially excluded from the
incumbent’s coalition. This distinguishes my agmio from Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003), in
which selectors choose between the incumbent andhallenger by comparing the benefits they
expect to receive from both sides (Bueno de Meaqglital., 2003, pp. 85-86). In my model,
selectors assess not only the benefits, but aklsadists ofjoining rival coalitions. Especially,
selectors attempt to enter the coalitiband only ifthe cost of changing their identity is less than

the expected benefit of public and private goodeiked by each coalition member (Caselli &
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Coleman, 2006, p. 1; Fearon, 1999, pp. 16-17).réffbee, it is not surprising in my model that a

selector supports the challenger even if the in@mhprovides a larger amount of benefits.

2.2.4 Coalition Size

Lastly, | treat the size of the winning coalitiow) as conceptually different from the “actual”
number of supporters in the leader’s coalition.eBude Mesquita et al. (2003, p. 51) defines the
winning coalition as a “subset of the selectordtsufficient size such that the subset’s support
endows the leadership with political power over tbmainder of the selectorate as well as over
the disenfranchised members of the society.” heowords, the size of the winning coalition is
the minimum number of supporters in the selectdtesea leader needs to stay in power (Bueno
de Mesquita et al., 2003, p. 90; Riker, 1962), iaman be understood as one of the institutional
characteristics of country. For instance, in miiogral democracies with simple majority voting,
W is typically about half of the selectorate; whiteautocratic systems with rigged elections, W
can be much less than one-tenth of the selectorate.

However, | emphasize that the actual number of suegs in the leader’s coalition is not
necessarily equal to W. Simply put, it can be ¢argr smaller than W. | call the coalition
“‘downsized” if the actual size of the leader’s @oah is small in large-W systems. On the other
hand, it is “oversized” if the actual coalition siis large in small-W systems. Domestic politics
has seen many instances of this type of mistakeyevieaders have failed to form a minimum
winning coalition (Riker, 1962). Consider, for tasce, Abd al-Karim Qasim who ruled Iraqi
between 1958 and 1963. During his years in offiGg was a small-W system where political
power resided exclusively in the army (Andrews &dRan, 1969, p. 73). However, Qasim had

an integrative vision for an Iraq, and thus trieddpresent all Iraqis by including civilians with
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diverse ethnic and ideological backgrounds in twgegnment (Tripp, 2007, pp. 146-1457)|n
the next section, | offer reasons why failure tospe an exclusive ethnic policy produces an

oversized coalition in small-W systems, which imtaontributes to violent leadership turnover.

2.3 The Exclusion Model
In the previous section, | introduced the key cpte@nd assumptions that are needed to extend
the selectorate theory. Here, | put these comgen&gether to explain how selection
institutions encourage certain ethnic policies gnohish leaders who fail to respond to the
encouragement. In large-W systems, the demandn@nbership in the leader’s coalition is
generally low due to the low amount of private goatlocated to each coalition member. The
tragedy of large-coalition leaders lies in the fhett in order to survive, they must be engaged in
intense competition over who include more suppsritetheir coalition, despite the low demand
for its membership. Thus, it is rational for themdecrease the cost of changing identity, so that
more people are allowed to join their coalitionhisTcan be done by forming a coalition based
on non-ethnic identities such as ideological bsliel is also straightforward to see why large-
coalition leaders do not want to exclude anyonenfjoining their coalition based on ethnicity.
Doing so increases the hazard of losing office bywang the challenger to include these
excluded people in his coalition without needingattract them away from the incumbent’'s
coalition. Therefore, forming an exclusive coalitibased on ethnic identity is political suicide
in large-W systems.

In small-W systems, the demand for coalition mersibigeris generally high due to the

high amount of private goods provided to each toalimember. The tragedy of small-coalition

> A more detailed history of Iraq in this period Wik discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.1.
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leaders is that in order to survive, they must @xela large number of selectors from their
coalition, even though these people want to bectiree coalition partners. Since survival in
office depends upon the provision of private bdrefio key supporters, leaders in small-W
systems have a strong incentive to limit the sep(event the expansion) of their coalition by
preventing the entry of outsiders. Forming a ¢mali based on ethnic identity serves this
purpose well. If the coalition is formed by theder’s ethnic group, members of ethnic out-
groups are not able to enter the coalition unlesg thange their ethnic identity. This strategy is
most effective when the leader chooses an etheittity associated with hig8. That is, when
the ethnic identity of the leader’'s coalition ighiy distinguishable from all other types, it
reduces the transaction costs of enforcing coalitm@mbership because it helps identify who is
real and who is disguising his identity, making tdoalition less subject to infiltration by ethnic
others (Caselli & Coleman, 2006).

The theory also explains why small-coalition leadéo not want to pursue an inclusive
ethnic policy by forming their coalition based amnrethnic identity. Doing so increases the risk
of losing office by producing an oversized coahtioWhen the leader’s coalition is organized
along non-ethnic lines in small-W systems, the sizthe coalition will rapidly expand as large
numbers of selectors will try to enter the coatitio order to participate in the distribution of
private goods. Now, with additional members, th@imbent is forced to reduce the rewards she
provides to each coalition member, thereby diminglpoth the welfare and loyalty of existing
coalition members. Thus, to protect their privdegxisting members of the leader’s coalition
may attempt to replace their current leader wheir thrivilege is eroding. In addition, if the
challenger has not reduced the private benefitsnig@d to his coalition, members of the

incumbent’s coalitior-both existing and neware more likely to defect to the challenger when
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they expect to receive a larger amount of bendfis the challenger than from the current
leader, a situation highly unlikely in small-W systs without an oversized coalition. For these
reasons, forming an inclusive coalition based on-@ihnic identity increases the risk of losing
office in small-W systems.

Other than preventing the expansion of the coaljtiethnicity” provides additional
benefits to small-coalition leaders. First, etheoalition is favored in small-W systems because
the leader finds it more effective to distributenbits on the basis of bloc identity. Rather than
distributing private goods to every individual lretwinning coalition, it is more cost effective to
buy support among a few important individuals wha deliver a bloc of votes through patron-
client relationships (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 300p. 63-64). Ethnicity can provide an
attractive basis for a bloc of votes. Membershef éthnic group are likely to support the same
candidate as their group leader because they ly &aow who will be the beneficiaries of
private goods once a candidate endorsed by tlegetecomes to power (Chandra, 2004).

Secondly, coalition formation based on ethniciter@ase the loyalty of coalition
members to the incumbent leader. Bueno de Mesqtigh (2003, pp. 65-68) suggests that the
loyalty norm is generated by the risk of exclusimmm a successful challenger's future winning
coalition. When political coalitions are organiz&@dng ethnic lines, access to private benefits is
also structured along ethnic lines. Suppose tieketare two rival ethnic groups, A and B, in a
fictitious small-W system where the incumbent do@ihi represents group A and the challenger’s
coalition represents group B. In these circumstanmembers of group A would fear that, if the
incumbent is deposed and the challenger entersepfthe probability would be high that
members of group B would exclude them from accesprivate goods. Such a high risk of

exclusion from the challenger’s coalition drivesgp A’s loyalty to the incumbent leader.
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Figure 2.2 Supply and Demand for Coalition Membership. Vkeis represents the amount of
private goods per coalition member (P). The x-aeigresents the size of the incumbent’s
coalition (W). For interpretation of the refereade color in this and all other figures, the reade

is referred to the electronic version of this dits#&on.
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Figure 2.2 (cont'd)
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The risk of exclusion may not only be related teittaccess to private goods but also to their
physical survival in an ethnically divided societyzor example, when Michel Micombero, a
Tutsi, came to power in Burundi, he acted ruthiessleliminate Hutus who held high positions
in the military and government under the previoagime. Similarly, Juvénal Habyarimana
executed key figures, mostly southern Hutus, framprevious regime after he seized power in
Rwanda. All of these are theoretical reasons fedigting that leaders are likely to form an
ethnically exclusive coalition in small-W systems.

The causal mechanism of the exclusion model ishycafly depicted in Figure 2.2. The
supply curve, labele® in Figure 2.2A, shows how the size of the leadedalition changes as

the amount of private goods received by each d¢oalinember changes. The supply curve is
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downward sloping, as suggested by the selectoledery; the larger the coalition, the less
leaders are able to provide private goods to tbealition members. On the other hand, the
demand curve, labeldd, shows how the size of the coalition demandeditizeas depends on
the amount of private goods provided to each doalimember. The demand curve is upward
sloping. That is, holding other things equal, moteens will want to join the coalition as the
level of private benefits goes up.

Let's suppose a leader in a small-W system (W = ,Who initially provides a large
amount of private goods to coalition members—sdly,iPFigure 2.2B. This leader has an
incentive to form a minimum winning coalition ozei W1, while citizens want a larger coalition
of size W2—a situation in which the coalition demed exceeds the coalition supplied. What
would happen if the leader’'s coalition is basedamnidentity withC = 0? The imbalance
between the supply and demand for coalition menhigersould create downward pressure for
the amount of private goods (per coalition membsergitizens outside the coalition tried to enter
the coalition and the leader did not block theitrgn Eventually, the leader’s coalition would
expand until its size reaches W3, resulting in e@rsized coalition. This outcome makes both
the leader and the existing coalition members wofteas the leader is less likely to survive in
office with an oversized coalition and existing litbt@n members receive a smaller amount of
private goods, P3.

Alternatively, as shown in Figure 2.2C, the sanagléx can maintain her coalition size at
W1 by excluding a group of people E (or Wi/1) from entry into her coalition. The leader can
do this by requiring that any individual who is @aition member to have a particular set of
ethnic identities such as skin color and languagg doing so, she can not only prevent entry by

new members but continue to provide a large amotiptivate benefits to key supporters. This
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is exactly how many dictators practice ethnic esido to maintain their small coalition.

Graphically, such an exclusive policy increasescthst of changing identity for those outside the
coalition, thereby shifting the demand curve fré@to D’. As a result, the system clears at a
higher amount of private goods P1 and a smallelitmyasize W1. This outcome makes both
the leader and coalition members better off, asehder is more likely to remain in office with a
minimum-sized coalition and coalition members comdi to enjoy a large amount of private

goods.

2.3.1 Ethnic Exclusion and Leadership Tenure

Having specified my causal mechanisms, | now mavéoolook at the observable implications
of the exclusion model. The first set of hypotlsesencerns the relationship between ethnic
exclusion and leadership tenure. Although we migdpect that leaders who promote ethnic
integration deserve a long tenure in office, myotigesuggests that the opposite may be true in
small coalition systems. When W is small, leadeh® pursue an exclusionary ethnic policy
would have longer terms in office because it prévewersized coalition. When small-coalition
leaders do not promote ethnic exclusion, however, dize of their coalition will expand (as
shown by the right-pointing arrow in Figure 2.2B)his will not only reduce the rewards
provided to coalition members but also weakensr tlogialty to the incumbent. Given that
political competition in small-W systems is basedtie ability to provide private goods, such an

inclusive policy makes defection to the challengere likely. Therefore, | hypothesize that

H1: Leaders who promote ethnic exclusion are morgiko stay longer in office than

those who do not promote ethnic exclusion in sialystems.

25



In addition, | expect that leaders are more likelye replaced in an irregular manner if
they do not employ ethnic exclusion in small-W eyss. As indicated by the downward-
pointing arrow in Figure 2.2B, the expansion of ltma in small-W systems decreases the
welfare of existing members in the leader’s caoatditi Thus, in order to return their welfare to the
previous higher level, dissatisfied members ofl&dagler’'s coalition may attempt to displace the
incumbent in an irregular manner. They can caty@oup d’état, revolt, or assassination as a
means to achieve this end (Bueno de Mesquita,e2@03, p. 397). Moreover, this process can
be especially violent when inclusive ethnic polisyreceded by a long period of exclusive rule.
The longer the ruling elite profits from the smedlalition system, the less likely they relinquish
their privilege without a fight. This makes thenon®a determined to use violence as a means to
assert power when their power and privilege arelgetreatened. Through a coup or other
means of irregular turnover, they eventually waninsstall a new leader who can advance their

interests in a smaller coalition. From this argatnéderive the following hypothesis:

H2: Leaders who do not promote ethnic exclusion aoeenikely to be removed from
office in an irregular manner than those who pramethnic exclusion in small-W

systems.

Both H1 andH2 suggest that ethnic exclusion is good politics leaders in small-W
systems because it enhances their prospects faingm in office. However, according to
recent literature on civil wars (Cederman et @&1@ Wimmer, Cederman, & Min, 2009), ethnic

exclusion also increases the likelihood of civilrviey sharpening the grievances of excluded
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ethnic groups. This finding raises a critical digas is ethnic exclusion good politics for small-
coalition leaders even if it increases the proligbdf facing armed conflict? Based on the
exclusion theory, | argue that ethnic exclusiogasd politics even under the worst case scenatrio,
where the leader is involved in civil war, due ke tloyalty of the military to the incumbent
leader. In small-coalition systems, the key poasiin the military are often filled by members
of the leader’s ethnic group. Bashar al-Assadfitlasl almost all key positions in the Syrian
army and security services with members of the Alwninority. Under Saddam Hussein,
members of the Sunni north-west held a near-moropolkey posts in the Republican Guard
and regular armed forces. The commanders of #reaSieone’s army were all Limba under the
Stevens regime. Because these individuals in th&ary are so closely tied with the incumbent
in terms of ethnicity, their ethnic identity sigaadotential disloyalty to the challenger’s future
coalition, which makes them face high risk of purigihe current leader is overthrown and the
rival group comes to power (McLauchlin, 2010). Mais reason, the loyalty of the military is
especially high when the small-coalition leader By an “ethnic preference policy” in the
armed forces (McLauchlin, 2010). Since victoryessential for their access to private goods,
they also fight hard in the face of rebellion, nmgkthe incumbent more likely to win the conflict.

| summarize this reasoning in my third hypothesis:

H3: During civil war, leaders who promote ethnic exstbn are less likely to lose power

than those who do not promote ethnic exclusionmalsW systems.

2.3.2 Coalition Size and the Likelihood of Ethni&xclusion
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The next set of hypotheses proposes a negativeoredhip between the size of the winning
coalition and the likelihood of ethnic exclusioff.the causal mechanisms operate as the model
suggests-that is, if ethnic exclusion is good politics in @iV systems-there should be a
statistically significant tendency that leadersspr higher levels of ethnic exclusion in small-W
systems. Another prediction that naturally follolwem this tendency is that ethnic groups
outside of the leader’s coalition have a highek n§ being subjected to political exclusion in
small-coalition systems. | submit these preditiomseparate tests by dividirg into two sub-

hypotheses:

H4a: Leaders are more likely to engage in higher kwélethnic exclusion in small-W
systems than in large-W systems.
H4b: Ethnic groups that are not in the incumbent'slitoa are more likely to be

subjected to formal political exclusion in smallgstems than in large-W systems.

2.4 Chapter Conclusion

In this chapter, | have outlined a theory of how #ize of the winning coalition creates different
incentives for ethnic exclusion. While large-ctiah leaders are encouraged to employ an
inclusive strategy towards out-group members, sowlition leaders are incentivized to pursue
an ethnically exclusive strategy. Theoreticallyextend the selectorate theory of Bueno de
Mesquita et al. (2003) by accounting for the rdiesthinic ties in the leader’s coalition. When

the winning coalition is large, leaders chooseadtonf an inclusive coalition based on non-ethnic

identity; otherwise they will face undersized ctbah with a higher risk of losing office. When
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the winning coalition is small, leaders want tonfoen exclusive coalition based on ethnic
identity; otherwise they will produce oversize ¢tiah with a greater risk of removal from office

in an irregular manner. Therefore, leaders wholempthnic exclusion are less likely to lose
office in small-W systems than those who do notnpte such a policy. | argue that this
relationship holds even in times of civil war cadi$g exclusionary ethnic policies. The overall
implication of the exclusion theory is that ethexclusion is good politics in small-W systems
even if it brings about civil war.

The exclusion theory left me with four testable biygeses regarding how the size of the
winning coalition is related to ethnic exclusiondaleader survival. Before | subject these
hypotheses to empirical tests in Chapters 4-5]llfaimally describe the exclusion theory in the
form of agent-based computational model in ChapteAlthough the exclusion model outlined
in this chapter fully focuses on the behavior af thcumbent in the absence of any disturbing
factors, the computation model will involve a s#igat interaction between the incumbent and
the challenger within an artificial environment tladlows mistakes, random noises, and external

shocks.

29



CHAPTER 3

A COMPUTATIONAL MODEL OF ETHNIC EXCLUSION

This chapter will build upon the theoretical frantelw established in the previous chapter, and
from it will present how computational modelinguithinates the role of leaders in the exclusion
of ethnic groups and how this exclusion can be \ailudionary outcome. While the theory
outlined in chapter 2 confines its focus to theumbent leader, the computational model
introduced in this chapter accounts for both theumbent and the challenger competing for
political office. | choose to describe my argumenthe form of an agent-based model (ABM),
which provides the following advantages.

First, ABM is appropriate for modeling “changes” time size of the leader’s coalition.
The size of the incumbent’s coalition can be bro#lewn into three broad categories. The first
is simply an “appropriate (or minimum)” size thairiesponds to the size of the minimum
winning coalition. The second is “undersized” @@h, which occurs when a leader forms a
small coalition in large-W systems. In this casl®ee is most likely to be punished by voters in
regular elections. The third category is “overdizeoalition, which occurs when a leader
chooses to form a large coalition in small-W systenn this case, an oversized coalition may
bring about a violent leadership turnover that dduhve been avoided if the leader’s coalition
had been small. The formal mathematical approacrksvbest for the first category. For
instance, Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) use foeimmal model to prove that the leader prefers
the “minimal winning coalition (p. 90)” since shenéver benefits from adding additional
members to her coalition” (p. 123). The core of thgory, however, concerns oversized

coalition. When a leader has an oversized coalitiosmall-W systems, | argue, she does not
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adopt prudent ethnic policies and chooses to basedalition on non-ethnic identity. ABM is
well suited to modeling dynamic systems with ovazdi coalition. Specifically, the flexibility
provided by the ABM approach allows me to undemdthow boundedly rational behavior of
leaders results in either shrinkage or expansiaghefeader’s coalition and how these outcomes
contribute to peaceful or violent turnover of |eesdhp.

Second, with ABM, | can demonstrate the “evoluti@mf’ethnic exclusion in small-W
systems. Rather than assuming perfect rationahty static equilibrium, | assume a scenario
where leaders occasionally make mistakes, leam frast mistakes or successes, and adapt their
behavior in ways that promote their survival. ¢ kis assumption to show that ethnic exclusion
does not result from a single leader’s policy chpiout evolves from multiple generations of
leaders in small-W systems. With a variety of etiohary algorithms available, computational
methods provide a convenient tool for studying ¢velutionary process of ethnic exclusion.
Lastly, | can use ABM to investigate the robustneksthe causal relationship proposed by the
exclusion theory. Especially, it can test whettlex expected effects of ethnic exclusion on
leader survival are due to general causal mechanafnthe theory or to chance, mistakes, or

random external shocks. | turn next to a speciboeof my computational framework.

3.1 The Model

The model contains three agent types—selectorsjnthenbent leader (L), and a challenger
(C)—with simple attributes and behavioral rulesalot¢o their environment. The model
landscape consists of a 100 x 100 torus with eatbhprepresenting an individual selector
(therefore, a total of 10,000 selectors). L anar€randomly placed on one of the patches at the

beginning of each model run. The positions of digents are not geographical locations, but
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represent selectors’ relation to L o&he closer the selector’s location is to L or & gneater
the proximity between them in social identity spa€®r instance, if a selector is located on the
same patch with L (or C), she shares the sameitgenth L (or C). If her location is far from L
(or C), her identity is highly distinguished fronsl{or C’s). The attributes of the agents are as

follows.

3.1.1 Incumbent Attributes
The incumbent leader is defined by five distindtilatites: a budgdb; a coalition identitye; the
size of the disenfranchised populatidina memoryt; and a probability of mistake. A budget

(b) ranges from 1 to 20,000 and denotes the totaluaiaf financial resources available to the

leader during a given time stnganging from O to 1, a coalition identitg) (denotes a key
identity that establishes the criteria for detefimgnwhat constitutes a leader’s coalition. It
approaches 1 (or 0) as the leader’s winning coalits organized along the lines of ethnic (or
non-ethnic) identity. So the higher the valueepthe higher the cost of changing identity; and
therefore the harder it becomes for selectors deitdie leader’s coalition to become a coalition
member, and vice versa.

The size of the disenfranchised) (represents the proportion of the population ikat
disenfranchised by the leader, and ranges from D) tddembers of the disenfranchised group
have neither a say in the selection of leaders,amoppportunity to become a member of a

winning coalition of L or C. This model assumeattthe leader disenfranchises her citizens in

© The choice ob in this range is arbitrary at the outset of thwdation. In my model, the

initial value ofb does not affect the simulation results as lontpashallenger has the same
level of (prospective) budgebd{) with the incumbent. Bub can be affected by external shocks
during simulation, creating a situation in whicle ihcumbent and the challenger have different
levels of budget size.
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the order of who is farthest from her position dentity space. For example, if the leader
decides to disenfranchise only one citizen, thisqe should be chosen among the selectors who
have the longest distance to L on the model lanmscal aken togetheg andd determine the
degree of ethnic exclusion employed by the leadbe-fdrmer representing exclusion from the
leader’s coalition (hereafter called exclusion tyge and the latter, exclusion from the polity
(exclusion type 2). In addition, leaders are dedirby a memory of previous leaders’ ethnic
policies and lengths of tenure during the lagienerations. Lastly, | include a parameter to
reflect the possibility that a leader mistakenlysféo imitate successful ethnic policies adopted

by her predecessors with probability

3.1.2 Challenger Attributes

The challenger is characterized by two attributsgprospective budgét and coalition identity
e*. A prospective budgebt) denotes the total amount of budget in the hamdiseochallenger
once he comes to power, with a range between R@80. A coalition identityg*) is a key
identity that constitutes a challenger’s winningldmon and has the same propertiegaghat is,
the higher the value oé*, the higher the difficulty in changing one’s idiént Since the
challenger has not assumed office yet, she, umtikgencumbent leader, has no legal power to

disenfranchise any citizens.

3.1.3 Selector Attributes
Each selector is endowed with an ideological pesfeer. The random variable follows a

normal distribution with mean 1 and standard dewmat, , which is a model parameter that is

fixed at the beginning of the simulation. | assutinat selectors with ideological preferences
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below 1 (the leftists) are more likely to favor hange in the status quo and thus are more
favorably inclined toward the challenger, while skowith ideologies above 1 (the rightists) are

inclined toward the incumbent.

3.1.4 Global Parameters

Other than these attributes of the agents, thiseinloals four global parameters: the size of the
minimum winning coalitiorw, the price of public goods the frequency and strength (denoted
and s) of economic crisis and political scandal, a thodd for entering a coalition, and a
discount factov. Ranging from O to lw denotes the minimum proportion of supporters & th
selectorate that a leader needs to stay in powerliberal democratic systems with simple
majority rule, the value ok is typically about 0.5. However, in autocracigmss number can be
much less than half. For example, the size ofmi@mum winning coalition in North Korea
consists of a tiny proportion of the population wdre members of Kim Jung-un’s royal family
and top commanders of the military loyal to KimheTpricep ranges from 1 to 1,000 to denote
the cost of producing a unit of public goods. Néhis model assumes that a leader’s budget (
and selectors’ ideologies)(are affected by two types of external shock—eaunccrisis and
political scandal, respectively—that occur withrak@ability f and strengtls, both with a range

of 0-1. | assume that external shocks decreassuheval prospects of the incumbent leader

either by reducing his budget or by making seleckess favorable toward hi?n.ln addition to

! Previous research suggests that a decrease inremogi@wth, especially during the economic
crisis, is commonly associated with an increagéeénrisk of removal from office (Bueno De
Mesquita & Smith, 2010; Debs & Goemans, 2010; Gowna008) or governmental collapse
(Alesina, Ozler, Roubini, & Swagel, 1996). A numbéleaders have also been removed from
office due to political scandal, which is major regation or abuse of power leading to severe
political consequences. These leaders includaenstance, Syngman Rhee of South Korea
(1948-1960), Richard Nixon of the United States6@9974), Yasuhiro Nakasone of Japan
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Table 3.1 Model Parameters

Agent-Level Parameters

Incumbent Attributes

Budget

Coalition Identity

Size of the Disenfranchised
Memory

Probability of Mistake

3~ oo0oC

Challenger Attributes

b* Budget
e Coalition Identity

Selector Attributes
r Ideological Preference

Global Parameters

Minimum Winning Coalition Size
Price of Public Goods
Frequency of External Shocks
Strength of External Shocks
Coalition Threshold

Discount Factor

SR o R

be[1,20000]
ec[0,1]
de[0,1]
te[0,20]
me[0,1]

b* e[1,20000]
e ec[0,1]

r~N[1, c?]

wel[0,1]
pe[1,1000]
fe[O,1]
se[0,1]
te[0,1]
0e[0,1]

these parameters, a coalition threshofthd a discount factay, both of which range from 0 to 1,

are defined globally and common to all selectoid.of these global parameters are fixed at the

outset of a model run. Table 3.1 summarizes mpalelmeters and value ranges.

(1982-1987), Chuan Leekpai of Thailand (1992-19987-2001), and Christian Wulff of

Germany (2010-2012).



A: Leader, Challenger, Select B: Minimum Winning Coalition

Selectors
Leader

Challenger

C: OversizedncumbeniCoalition D: IncumbentRemovei

Figure 3.1 Screenshots of thSimulation Process. In 3.1C and 3,1blue-colored patches
represent the incumbest’'supportres, while r-colored patches represent the challe’s
supporters.

3.2 Sequence of Play

At the beginning of the simulatiorboth the incumbent and the challenger are created
randomly located on the twdimensionalttorus composed of 10,000 patches, each represe
an individual selectofsee Figure 3.14 Once theinitial conditions are set, thsimulation

proceeds through tHellowing successive ste:
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1. The incumbent decides to disenfranchise a grougizafd among selectors in the order of
who is farthest from his location in identity spa@nd then simultaneously both the
incumbent and the challenger announce their coalitdentities ¢ ande?*).

2. Both the incumbent and the challenger pick theinimum winning coalitions of sizes x

10,0060—denotedW, and Wz —from selectors in the order of who is closest teirth

locations in identity space (see Figure 3.1B).

3. The incumbent proposes a plan fqr public andg, private goods from a fixed buddet
while the challenger proposes provisions »gf public and gc private goods from his

prospective budget*.

4. All selectors (except those who are disenfranchisedultaneously choose to support either
the incumbent or the challenger, or to remain iredejent.

5. The incumbent is removed and the challenger becdhesiew leader if and only if the

following two conditions hold: (1) the incumbenttaims less tharw supporters in his

coalition; and (2) the challenger has more supp®itean the incumbent (see Figure 3.JB.D).

If the challenger becomes the new incumbent leaddure picks a new challenger and the
simulation returns to step 1. Otherwise, the inlbent remains in power and a new round
begins at step 3 where the incumbent and the clyateupdate their policy provisions based

on the number of supporters in their coalitions.

8 The same deposition rule is used by Bueno de Misgual. (2003, p. 81)
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e .. 9
Now, | move on to the specification of decisiorertdr each player.

3.2.1 Incumbent’s Policy Choice
| assume that selectors who are included in thenrent’'s coalition receive payoffs from two

different sources—the incumbent-provided public dpd) and private goodsgl)—and have
the following specific utility functionU(x, g) =vx +\/§. The incumbent’s strategy is, given a

budgetary constraint, to find the best possiblevigion of public and private goods in order to

maximize the welfare of her coalition members:

Incumbent rulemax, g U (x_, 9.)

subject to the budget constraint that |W_ | - g +p - X_, where|W,_ | refers to the actual size
of the incumbent’s coalition. The value |0 | is equal to the size of the minimum winning

coalition v x 10,000) in the first round of simulation. letincumbent survives the first round,

|W_ | will be the actual number of supporters in theumbent’s coalitionn each subsequent

round.

3.2.2 Challenger’s Policy Choice
The challenger’s strategy, like the incumbent’dpigind the spending policy that maximizes the
welfare of his coalition members within the limif bis prospective budget. Therefore, the

challenger’s optimal policy choice is

o | apply insights and formulas from the selectorat&lel (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003, pp.
106-120) in specifying decision rule for each glay
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Challenger rulemax,c qcU (¢, dc)

subject to the budget constraint thé&t= |We | - gc + p - Xc, where|We | is actual number of
supporters in the challenger’s coalition. The eadfi|\W¢ | is updated in the same way as in the

incumbent case.

3.2.3 Selectors’ Choice

All members of the selectorate know how many public private goods are offered by the

incumbent and the challenger. They also know wdretiey are chosen by the incumbent and/or
the challenger to be part of their minimum winnicwglitions as well as their distance from L

and C in social identity space. Having this infation, each selector calculates her utility from

joining each side’s coalition and enters the o piovides her with greater utility.

Specifically, the expected reward to a selectomfijoining the incumbent’s coalition in

the current and future rounds is given by= % U (xT_, gT_), wheres is a common discount

factor that takes the value between 0 and 1,(a(ﬁdg*|_) are optimal policy provisions of the

incumbent in each round. However, when a selaezmulates the expected reward from joining
the challenger's coalition, she must consider tmebability of being excluded from the
challenger’s long-term coalition after the challengomes to power. The selectorate theory
defines the probability that a selector is included successor coalition as {S), whereSis the
size of the enfranchised population (or the setat®) and is defined as @ d) in this model

(Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003, pp. 65-68). Hetlve expected reward from joining the
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challenger’s coalition iszczﬁ (VEVU(XE;, gE)+(1——V;)U(§C)). The benefit from joining the

incumbent’s or challenger’s coalition is then cédteid according to the following formula.
BL=(Z.-1)/(ZL+Zc) and Bc=Zc /(Z +Zc)

As such, | assume that selectors with ideologicafguences rj below 1 (or above 1)

underestimate (or overestimate) the benefit praliole the incumbent’s coalition. BotB and
Bc are normalized to lie between 0 and 1 by dividgd Z, +Z¢).

Entering a coalition also entails a cost to tho$® \@re not chosen by L or C as their
minimum coalition members. Those individuals h&wvehange their identities before entering
the coalition. Therefore, for a selector who has affered coalition membership, the cast

joining either the incumbent’s or challenger’s aanh is given by
CL:DL'e and CC:DC'e*

where D and D¢ indicate the normalized distance of a selectamftbe locations of L and C

in identity space, respectively, and take valudsvéen O and 1. Coalition identities §nde*)

determine how costly it is for a selector far fréime location of L (or C) to enter his coalition.
The key intuition behind these equations is stitdagivard. The cost of changing identity is
higher when coalitions are organized along thesliokethnic identity. The selector’s overall

utility from joining either the incumbent’s or cleger’s coalition is then given by
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UL:BL_CL and UC:BC_CC

Therefore, the selector’s simple behavioral rule is

Selector rule: ifU — Uc> 7 (whereU > 0), then enter the incumbent’s coalitionU: —U_

> 7 (whereU¢c > 0), then enter the challenger’s coalition; elsamain independent.

3.2.4 External Shocks

In addition to the basic rules described above, mmdel also assumes that the incumbent budget
(b) and selectors’ ideologies)(can be affected by random external shocks. Giwahsurprises
are inevitable in systems of humans, ABM is patéidy useful in analyzing the effects of
unpredictable events on leadership tenure, whiehnat easily addressed by other traditional
modeling methods. In this model, | assume that tiypes of external shock—economic crisis
and political scandal—create chances for the inamhibo be removed from office either by
decreasing the incumbent’s resources or by shifselgctors’ ideologies to the left. When

external shocks occur, they affécandr according to the following sets of equations:

(1) The Impact of economic crisis drat timet
b =(@1-p)o+p-Rh1-V

Vi =p-g

(2) The impact of political scandal orat timet
p=0-p) +pTi1-&

& =@-h1
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where0 < p < 1andg is a random number greater than or equal to Ostrigtly less thars

with probability f, or O with probability (1- f ) in each round of play. As such, the current
values of budget and ideologies are part of thagimal and previous values plus a random
shock weighted by coefficiept How fast the effect of previous shocks decaysedds on the
value ofp. Since 0 9 < 1, all shocks will eventually dissipate overéirmndb andr will revert

to their original values.

3.2.5 Evolutionary Algorithm

The evolutionary algorithm used in this model igtanon-based learning of ethnic exclusion
(Alkemade, 2004; Page, 1999, p. 37). This algorith based on the assumption that a current
leader learns from previous leaders’ experiencesder to acquire knowledge of different types
of ethnic policy. Specifically, the learning meaoism allows a leader to formulate her ethnic

policy in the following way:

1. After assuming office, a new incumbent observesvipts leaders’ ethnic policies—
coalition identity €) and the scale of disenfranchisemetijt{as well as their lengths of
tenure during the lastgenerations.

2. Then, she imitates the most successful stratdbg one that brought the longest

tenure—with probability (1— m), or simply chooses a strategy randomly with pbaliig m.

This is a process of learning whereby succesgfalegjies are imitated by following leaders, and,

occasionally, new strategies are introduced byaandxploration or mistake. When a leader
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Table 3.2 Input Assumptions for Model Runs

W size  Exclusion parameters Noise parameters

Model

2
Variant € d m f S Or

Simulation with Evolutionary Algorithm

1 0.05 — — 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
2 0.05 — — 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
3 0.1 — — 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
4 0.1 — — 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
5 0.25 — — 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
6 0.25 — — 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
7 0.3 — — 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
8 0.3 — — 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
9 0.45 — — 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
10 0.45 — — 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
11 0.5 — — 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
12 0.5 — — 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
Simulation without Evolutionary Algorithm
13 0.05 Random 0.25 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1
14 0.05 Random 0.25 N/A 0.2 0.3 0.2
15 0.1 Random 0.25 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1
16 0.1 Random 0.25 N/A 0.2 0.3 0.2
17 0.15 Random 0.25 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1
18 0.15 Random 0.25 N/A 0.2 0.3 0.2
19 0.4 Random 0.1 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1
20 0.4 Random 0.1 N/A 0.2 0.3 0.2
21 0.45 Random 0.1 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1
22 0.45 Random 0.1 N/A 0.2 0.3 0.2
23 0.5 Random 0.1 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1
24 0.5 Random 0.1 N/A 0.2 0.3 0.2
25 0.5 0.1 0.1 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1
26 0.5 0.9 0.1 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1
27 0.1 1.0-0.1 0.25 N/A 0.1 0.1 0.1

Note: In all model variants, the following paramstevere held constant: incumbent budget (b =
10,000); memory (t = 10); challenger budget (b*Gs0D0); challenger coalition identity (e* =
random number between 0 and 0.2); price of puldadg (p = 500); coalition threshold= 0.1);
and discount factow(= 0.9).

chooses a random strategy with probabitityit can be either harmful or beneficial to leader

survival. The process of evolution is facilitatby this “randomness,” which allows various
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strategies to be rejected or imitated over time.addition, | assume that the “first generation”
leader, who has no predecessors, always chawseB8.1andd < 0.1. Hence, the goal of this
evolutionary algorithm is to show how ethnic-basedlusion evolves out of self-interested
interactions between three types of agent althonghdiscrimination was present at the

beginning of simulation.

3.3 Experiments and Analysis

| run 27 distinct model variants in NetLogo (v. £)0to examine the effects of coalition identity
(e) and the scale of disenfranchisemed}—{taken together to denote the level of ethnic
exclusion—on leadership turnover in different sizdsminimum winning coalition. While
exclusion parameterge ndd) are programmed to evolve during the simulatiomanants 1-12,
they are fixed at the outset of a model run inaratg 13-26. For replicability of the simulation

results, Table 3.2 provides input assumptions lfanadel variants.

3.3.1 Evolution of Ethnic Exclusion
This section focuses on variants 1-12. | run eaclant for a period of 80 generations of leaders

to examine how ethnic exclusion (type 1 and typewR)lve over time in small-, medium- and

large-coalition systems under slightly noisy € 0.1,f = 0.1,s = O.1,ar2 = 0.1) or highly noisy

(m=0.2=0.2,5=0.3, Grz = 0.2) conditions. Each variant is run 10 timé$hwnique random

seeds to generate a total of 120 independent nmads! Figure 3.2 compares the evolution of
coalition identity (exclusion type 1) for threeféifent sizes of minimum winning coalition. The
vertical axis shows the mean values of coalitioentdy (), while the horizontal axis is the

number of generations. In small-coalition systevith 0.05<w < 0.1, ethnic exclusion (type 1)
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Figure 3.2 Evolution of Ethnic Exclusion Type 1, by The bandwidth for lowess curves is 0.5.
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Figure 3.3 Evolution of Ethnic Exclusion Type 2, by, The bandwidth for lowess curves is 0.5.
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gradually evolves until the value of coalition idénreaches about 0.75. When small-coalition
leaders are allowed to imitate the successful egras of their predecessors, they learn and
implement more exclusive strategies through trrad arror and, eventually, establish winning
coalitions along the lines of identity with a highanging cost. This holds true even if ethnic
exclusion is absent in the first generation of &ad On the other hand, in large-coalition
systems with 0.45 w < 0.5, mean values of coalition identity hardly dmwwae 0.2 during 80
generations, suggesting that leaders favor coaditased on individual identities that are easy to
change. | also observe evolutionary process iteBys with medium-sized winning coalitions
(0.25<w<0.3), but its trajectory is not as upward as the im small winning coalitions.

Figure 3.3 illustrates the different evolution@ynamics of type 2 exclusion for small-,
medium- and large-coalition systems. The vertieadis shows the mean values of
disenfranchisement scald)( The horizontal axis is the number of generaio@onsistent with
theoretical expectations, leaders with small wigniocoalitions tend to exclude a larger
proportion of selectors from the polity than thosgh large coalitions. When the winning
coalition is small (0.05 w < 0.1), leaders will end up disenfranchising aboditp@rcent of
selectors after round 20. On the other hand, whertoalition is large (0.48w < 0.5), only 15
percent of selectors, on average, are disenfraed g leaders.

But, the question remains as to why the evolutibtype 2 exclusion is less noticeable
than type 1 in small-coalition systems. The selete theory provides an answer. Wlhestarts
off small, increases in the size of the disenfrgsedh enhances a leader’s survival in office by
preventing those disenfranchised from participatimghe challenger’s coalition. Beyond a
certain point (0.3 in this experiment), howevertHer increases id may put a leader at a higher

risk of losing office. This happens because tleciases i also increase the probability that a
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selector is included in the successor winning ¢oali orw / S. The higher the probability of
being included in a successor coalition, the lask a selector is taking by supporting the
challenger. For this reason, excluding too marlgcsers from the polity weakens coalition

members’ loyalty to the incumbent leader, and toeecincreases the hazard of losing office.

3.3.2 Leadership Tenure

In order to examine how the survival of leaderdedd according to ethnic exclusion and
coalition size, 1 now run a model without the evmoary mechanism, repeating the simulation
1000 times for each variant (from 13 to 24) to gateea total of 12,000 leaders with random
values of coalition identitye]. | focus on the effects of coalition identitg) (on leadership
tenure by holding the scale of disenfranchiseméneither at 0.25 (for variants 13-18) or at 0.1
(for variants 19-24), which are the most plausimdues ford given my previous experiments
using evolutionary algorithm.

Figure 3.4 shows the proportion of leaders who igarat a particular time in office,
estimated by the Kaplan—Meier method. In smallitoa systems withw < 0.15 (Figure 3.4A),
leaders who organize coalitions along ethnic lifegs 0.7) find it easier to survive than leaders
who build their coalitions based on non-ethnic ittess (< 0.4). 82 percent of leaders wih>
0.7 survive in office beyond the first round, whii@ percent of leaders with< 0.4 survive their
first round. By the end of round fifty, 52 percaitleaders witre> 0.7 are still in office, while
only 33 percent of leaders with< 0.4 remain. The log-rank test of the differencesuirvival
rates between these two groups is statisticallgisognt at the 0.01 level. In large-coalition
systems withw > 0.4 (Figure 3.4B), however, coalition building mdpethnic lines poses a threat

to leaders’ survival, although its effect is notsé®ng as in small-coalition systems. The median
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Figure 3.4 Survival of Leaders by Ethnic Exclusion

49



survival times for leaders with ethnic and non-ehwining coalitions are 9 rounds and 11
rounds, respectively. The difference in survivdesais also statistically significant at the 0.01
level. Consistent with my theoretical predictiotisgse results suggest that ethnic exclusion is
good politics for small-coalition leaders althoughge-sized coalition can turn the same policy

into bad politics.

3.3.3 Political Mistakes

How does a political system punish leaders who @amplement an appropriate ethnic policy?
In order to examine the consequences of mistak@ricepolicy, | illustrate two scenarios where
a leader employs ethnic exclusion in large-W systemfails to employ it in small-W systems.
In variant 25, a leader organizes a coalition bas®chon-ethnic identitye(= 0.1) in large-W
systems\W = 0.5). As shown in Figure 3.5A, four externabsks have threatened her survival
during 100 rounds of the simulation. Out of thekecks, only the second one (Shock #2) was
big enough to remove her from office. On the othand, in variant 26, the incumbent’s
coalition is based on ethnic identiy £ 0.9) in large-W systemsv(= 0.5). As shown in Figure
3.5B, this policy results in an undersized coatiticn which the number of supporters in the
leader’s coalition remains below the minimum wirginoalition of 5,000 selectors. Three
external shocks have occurred during this simulatend all of them led to the removal of
leaders. This result suggests that leaders who &r undersized coalition by promoting ethnic
exclusion are less immune to external shocks thaset who do not promote it in large-W
systems. This happens because selectors who aheded from the incumbent’s coalition
quickly switched their support to the challengermkig it possible that even a small-scale

external shock could remove the incumbent fronceffi
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Figure 3.5 Number of Supporters in Large-W Systems=0.5). Parameter settings are based
on variants 25 (Figure 3.5A) and 26 (Figure 3.5B).
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Model variant 27 represents a scenario in whichmallscoalition leader decides to
abolish ethnic exclusion at one point in time dgrimer tenure. Figure 3.6 shows the results
when | decrease coalition identitg) ©f the incumbent in small-W systems with= 0.1. | hold
the incumbent’s coalition identity at 1.0 for thesf 28 rounds. Then, | gradually decrease it to
0.1 between rounds 29 and 60. Figure 3.6A platsviblfare for members of the incumbent’s
coalition. It shows that the rewards received aghecoalition member diminish over time after
the incumbent begins to reduce ethnic exclusiordéarease her coalition identity) at round 28.
Figure 3.6Bshows the number of supporters in the winning toak—both the leader’s and the
challenger's—in each round of play. Even though the numberugpsrters in the leader’s
coalition tends to increase for someriod of time after round 28, there is a share msthe size
of the challenger’s coalition beginning in round 55

Why is this so? When strong exclusion is preserhe beginning of the simulation, a
gradual decrease i@ produces an oversized coalition because selewthoswere previously
excluded from the incumbent’s coalition will try &nter the coalition in order to share the
benefits of private goods. Beyond a turning péiound 53 in Figure 3.6B), however, further
decreases ir begin to decrease the number of supporters itetiger’s coalition as the amount
of private goods received by coalition members iomats to decrease. Combined with the
promise of future payoffs from the challenger anebieened loyalty toward the incumbent, a
period of oversized coalition is followed by a saddutburst of opposition to the incumbent in
round 55. As predicted by the exclusion theoris #xample shows that the abolition of ethnic
exclusion in small-W systems place leaders at admigisk of irregular removal from power.
Faced with decreasing welfare, dissatisfied membérhe leader's coalition may attempt to

enhance their welfare by displacing the incumberti irregular manner through coup d’état or
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Figure 3.6 Political Liberalization (at = 28) in Small-W Systemsv(= 0.1). Parameter settings
are based on variant 27.
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assassination. Bueno de Mesquita et al. (200397) state, “[ijn a coup, they can displace the
incumbent with someone from their own ranks in tiope that the newly installed leader will
promote their interests.” This leader could alsorédmoved by popular uprising (or an outburst
of opposition as shown in Figure 3.6B), as exenguliby the recent removal of long-time Arab

dictators, Muammar Gadhafi and Hosni Mubarak.

3.4 Chapter Conclusion
In this chapter, | developed a computational mddekexplore how the size of the winning
coalition influences the motivation for ethnic exaibn and leader survival. The following
results are obtained from the simulation. Firine exclusion is an evolutionary outcome of
political competition. Leaders in small-W systeans likely to establish an ethnically exclusive
regime through multiple generations of trial antber Second, leaders in small-W systems are
more likely to survive in office when they implemesthnic exclusion. Third, a large-coalition
leader who employs ethnic exclusion jeopardizeddraire by producing an undersized coalition,
which makes the incumbent more vulnerable to eateshocks. Fourth, a small-coalition leader
who renounces ethnic exclusion faces a higher oiskrregular turnover by producing an
oversized coalition, which might give rise to anlaust of opposition to the incumbent leader.
Having simulated hypothetical effects of ethniclagmon and turnover dynamics with a
computational model, the next chapter (Chapter 4) twst whether ethnic exclusion, as
demonstrated by the model, is indeed associatddanvibnger tenure in small-W systems using
empirical data on leadership tenure. In Chaptémbll demonstrate the evolutionary process of
ethnic exclusion in three historical cases, togetivgh an illustration of how political

liberalization in small-W systems was followed by @utburst of violence in two small African
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countries—Burundi and Rwandain the early 1990s.

55



CHAPTER 4

EMPIRICAL ASSESSMENT I: STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

In Chapter 2, | argued that, in small-W systemsnietexclusion can enhance the probability that
leaders will remain in office despite its positiiapact on the risk of armed conflict, while

failure to implement it can put them at higher reflkbeing deposed in a violent manner. In this
chapter, | present an empirical test of this argumeThis chapter is composed of two broad
parts. In the first part, | test the determinaotsleadership turnover and find that ethnic
exclusion is good politics in small-coalition syste even in times of civil war. In the second
part, | examine the determinants of ethnic exclusiod show that leaders really do implement
higher levels of ethnic exclusion in small-W syssem now turn to an empirical assessment of

ethnic exclusion and leader survival.

4.1 Ethnic Exclusion, Coalition Size, and LeadeBurvival

In this section, | test how the size of the winntwalition and ethnic exclusion affect leader
survival based on new measures of selection itistits (W and S) and ethnic exclusion.
Consistent with the theoretical prediction, | fitight ethnic exclusion has a significant effect on
the risk of removal from office. A strong exclusipolicy decreases the risk of losing office in
small-W systems, while the same policy increasesritk of deposition in large-W systems.
Leaders without promoting ethnic exclusion are phed by violence in small-coalition systems,
while leaders with exclusion policy are punisheddbgction in large-coalition systems. | also
find that civil war increases the risk of an irreguremoval from office, but its effect is

conditioned by the level of ethnic exclusion emgdyy the leader.
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4.1.1 Research Design |
| test the determinants of leadership tenure areyular turnoverH1, H2, H3) using Cox's
semi-parametric proportional hazards models, waiddér-years as the unit of analysis. The
dependent variable is the length of time leadersigei in office before he left office (in a
particular manner), and is taken from the Archiglada on leaders (Goemans, Gleditsch, &
Chiozza, 2008). This data set provides informaten the time and mannetregular or
irregular—of leaders’ entry into office as well as their depee in 188 countries from 1875 to
2004. In order to relax the proportional hazardsuaption, | include an interaction term
between the natural logarithm of survival time andependent variables that fail to pass the
proportional hazards test based on the analysScbhbenfeld residuals (Box-Steffensmeier &
Jones, 2004, pp. 131-133). In addition, | accdontunobserved country-specific factors by
including country-level frailty terms that are as®d to follow a gamma distribution with mean
1 and unknown variancé.

The first main independent variable is the sizéhefwinning coalition\(V). Previously,

a 5-point measure of W (hereafter denotetlVasg) was developed by Bueno de Mesquita et al.
(2003). One disadvantage of usM{pg is that it is hard to separate the effects of @hiithe

effects of regime type because this measure igrumted based on a subset of indicators used in
Polity IV democracy index (Monty G. Marshall & Jagg, 2011). Given that the size of the
winning coalition is not by itself equivalent togime type, a failure to control for regime type
can induce omitted relevant variable bias (Clark8t&ne, 2008). Recognizing this limitation of

W, ps, | develop a new measure of W (hereafter denoseizr) based on the EPR data set

(Cederman et al., 2010).
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The EPR data set provides information about whéttiner political elites that claim to
represent an ethnic group” are participating indtage’s executive branch in all countries from
1946 to 2005 (Cederman et al., 2010, p. 100). idhaating groups are further divided into four
subtypes: monopoly (14%), dominant (15%), seniotnga in power-sharing regime (25%), and
junior partner in power-sharing regime (46%). @a bther hand, non-participating groups are
divided into regional autonomy (30%), separatistoaamy (3%), powerless (42%), and
discriminated (25%). It is important to note tigabups participating in the executive branch do
not necessarily employ exclusionary ethnic poliarete EPR data set. More than 70 percent of
participating groups are involved in power-shar@mgngements with other ethnic groups. Even
among “dominant” ethnic groups, 64 percent areemgfaged in intentional or targeted exclusion
of other ethnic groups. For instance, although ité4i in the USA are coded as “dominant”
between 1966 and 2005, they did not employ anyusiah policy. Likewise, only 25 percent of
non-participating groups in the data are subjetbegolitical discrimination. Therefore, in the
EPR data, participating in the executive branchsdoet mean promoting exclusive rule.
Similarly, not participating in the executive doext mean becoming the target of exclusive rule.

Having noted that, | move on to discussing how beuge W based on the EPR data. |
argue that the proportion of ethnic groups paréitim in the executive branch is a useful
indicator of W. In many societies, political cd@ns are organized along ethnic lines and
ethnicity provides a basis for the distribution paflitical goods (Bates, 1983; Chandra, 2004,
Fearon, 1999; Ferree, 2004; Heger & Salehyan, 2B@rowitz, 2000). In addition, it is the
executive branch that actually distributes moghefpolitical goods-private benefits and public
goods—to coalition members (Bueno de Mesquita et al.. 32@p. 163-164). For this reason, |

argue that ethnic groups participating in the ekeelwranch—including the presidency, the
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cabinet, the army, and key posts in the administigiCederman et al., 2010, p. 99provide a
useful proxy for ethnic groups included in the wirghcoalition.

Thus, | use the proportion of ethnic group(s) jggptting in the executive branch, which
varies from 0 to 1, as an indicator of W. Alsoyyag from 0O to 1, the indicator of the size of the
selectorate (S) is 1 minus the proportion of diegrated ethnic group(s). The way | measure W

and S is graphically displayed in Figure 4.1. Tin advantage of using a new measure of W
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is that this is not based on the Polity IV compdegeuanlike the one used in Bueno de Mesquita
et al. (2003). This allows me to separate theceffef W from the effects of regime type by

including the Polity IV democracy score as a cdntariable. However, the use Wgpg is

based on the assumption that the winning coaliioorganized along ethnic lines in every

country. For this reason, when | U8gpg, | restrict my analysis to countries where padilig

. 10 . o .
relevant ethnic groups are presentln practice, it is not easy to measure the exaet af the

winning coalition, nor do | believe th&Vgpg is always superior to other measures of W.
Therefore, rather than resting my analysis solelYMgpgr, | will examine whether my results
are consistent wheW, pg is used in my statistical model.

The second major independent variable is ethnidusian. | estimate the degree of
ethnic exclusion as a composite indéxclusionbased on four indicators: 1) exclusion from
central government; 2) exclusion from national pgv&} exclusion from political participation;
and 4) exclusionary ideology of the ruling eliteéor each of these indicators, | use the variables
MONOPOLYandDISCPOR taken from the EPR data (Cederman et al., 2BARCOMPfrom
the POLITY IV data (Monty G. Marshall & Jaggers,120, andELCELITI from the Political
Instability Task Force (PITF) data (Monty G. Maah& Cole, 2011). Specifically, | assign
Exclusionone point ifMONOPOLYis equal to 1, meaning that elite members whontle
represent a particular ethnic group have monopolygr in central government at the exclusion

of other ethnic groups. Whé&iSCPOPR—the percentage of discriminated populatias larger

10 | follow the criteria used by Cederman et al. (20ibCclassifying an ethnic group as
politically relevant. An ethnic group is considegolitical relevant “if at least one political
organization claims to represent it in nationaltpzd or if its members are subjected to state-led
political discrimination (Cederman et al., 20109p).”
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than 0.01, another point is assignedBxclusion A DISCPOPlarger than 0.01 means that
ethnic group members that account for more tharertegmt of the country's population “are
subjected to active, intentional, and targetedraignation, with the intent of excluding them
from both regional and national power (Cedermamlgt2010, p. 101).” | assigBxclusion
another point IPARCOMP—the competitiveness of political participatieins not equal to code

4 or 5, so that participation is either repressegpressed, or factional competition between rival
ethnic groups, and there are no secular politicalugs regularly competing for political
influence at the national level (Monty G. Marsh&lDaggers, 2011, pp. 26-27). Finally, | add
one more point to the index @&xclusionwhen ELCELITI—the ideological character of the
ruling elites—is equal to 1, meaning that governing elites holdlwsionary ideology, which

they use to discriminate, oppress, or eliminatei@dar categories of peopleExclusionis then
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a five-point ordinal scale; that is, leaders oftegss with higher values are likely to have a
higher degree of ethnic exclusion. | normalEeclusionto a number between 0 andb¥
dividing it by 4 for the ease of comparing its effevith that of other independent variables.
Figure 4.2 is a frequency distribution Bkclusionscores. About 16 percent of leaders
(875 leader-years) have no exclusion policy of kimg (Exclusiorr0), while about 5 percent
(274 leader-years) have the strongest form of etbrclusion Exclusiors1). A score of 0.25
represents the modal level of exclusion to whichp&rcent of leaders (2,032 leader-years)

belong. In addition, the Pearson correlation coeffits of Exclusionvs. Wegpr, W pg, and

Regime Typeare -0.15, -0.33, and -0.44, respectively, sugugsthat my index of ethnic
exclusion is not simply reflective of small-coaliti systems or authoritarian states.

Next, | investigate the effects of civil war on deasship tenure by including a
dichotomous variabl€ivil War that equals 1 if a leader is engaged in civil W&t reaches a
threshold of 25 battle-related deaths within a giwear based on the UCDP/PRIO Armed
Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch, Wallensteen, Erikss®oljenberg, & Strand, 2002). | also check to
see whether my results are different if | incluaeadternative measure of civil wa&ivil War
(COW)with a higher threshold of 1,000 battle deaths ywar based on the Correlates of War
(COW) data set (Singer & Small, 2006).

| add both leader-level and country-level contratiables. At the leader-level, I include
the leader'shge and the manner dntry into office, both taken from Goemans et al. (200B)
expect a positive coefficient ohge since old leaders are more likely to experiendgcdity in
promising future benefits to coalition members tlganng leaders (Bueno De Mesquita & Smith,
2010, p. 943). The manner Bhtry is coded as O if a leader came to power througkgalar

process, or as 1 if through an irregular proceses, eikample, as a result of coup d'état.
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Especially, 1 am interested in examining how thenne of entry affects the hazard of losing
office in a specific manner. To control for coynlevel characteristics, | use four control

variables: GDRGrowth, GDR>¢, Population andRegime Type Growth, which is taken from

Debs and Goemans (2010), is measured by dividiegcthrent year's GDP by the previous
year’'s GDP, and has been found to be a highly fsgmit predictor of leadership tenure, with an
increase in GDP growth decreasing the risk of déipas(Bueno De Mesquita & Smith, 2010;
Debs & Goemans, 2010; Goemans, 2008). | also dieckihe natural log of gross domestic

product per capita GDR>c) and logged countryPopulation as indicators of socioeconomic

development and demographic conditions. Both eké¢hvariables are taken from Debs and
Goemans (2010). Lastly, I rely on the Polity IVtaldo measurd&Rkegime TypgMonty G.
Marshall & Jaggers, 2011). The Polity score rarfgesm -10 indicating countries that are full
autocracies to 10 indicating countries that aré d@mocracies. | includ®egime Typdo
separate the effects of W from the effects of deamcand expect its positive influence on the

hazard of losing office.

4.1.2 Nonparametric Analysis

Before performing regression analyses to test tbpgsed hypotheses, it appears relevant to let
the data “speak” for themselves by making no assiomg about the functional form of the
survivor function for the leaders’ data. Figure 4lots the Kaplan-Meier estimates of the
survivor function for leaders from small-W and lef@/ systems. A system is considered to be a

large-coalition system iWgpgr > 0.75 and a small-coalition system Wgpgr < 0.75. As

predicted by the selectorate theory (Bueno de M&sgt al., 2003), the curve representing the

survival function of small-coalition leaders isestch time above the one representing the
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survival function of large-coalition leaders. AldlB percent of leaders from small-coalition

systems remain in office by the end of ten yeatser@as only 12 percent of leaders do so in
large-coalition systems. In addition, the log-rda&t rejects the null hypothesis of the equality
of the two survival functions fg-square=16.92,p=0.000).

Next, | split the sample into two separate gredp® exclusion and exclusion. “No
exclusion” group consists of leaders wihclusiorr0 and “exclusion” group includes leaders
with Exclusior0.75/1.0. Figure 4.4 compares the survival curekesmall-W and large-W
leaders within each group. If ethnic exclusion ot influence the leader’s survival, the
survival curves in the exclusion and no exclusioougs should display similar patterns. Figure
4.4A shows the survival curves for the exclusioougr. Again, consistent with the selectorate

theory (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003), small-Ad&rs have a significantly lower risk of
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leaving office than large-W leaders in the exclasgpoup. By the end of their second year, 65
percent of leaders in small-W systems and 43 pemieleaders in large-W systems remain in
office. By the end of their fifteen years, 12 marcof small-coalition leaders are still in office,

while only 6 percent of large-coalition leaders aam The difference between the two survival
curves is statistically significant at the 0.01dke{chi-square=15.03,p=0.000).

On the other hand, Figure 4.4B compares the suraWdeaders in the no exclusion
group. Unlike what the selectorate theory predittdo not find any evidence that small-
coalition leaders survive longer than large-caatitieaders in this group. The log-rank test fails
to reject the null hypothesis of the equality o tiwo survival functions at the 0.05 levehic
square=0.43,p=0.512). Overall, the results of nonparametriclysia suggest that leaders in
small-W systems have an incumbency advantage bearlarge-W counterparts only when they
employ ethnic exclusion. When leaders do not ptenahnic exclusion in small-W systems,
they no longer have such an advantage. Thesenfiadare generally consistent with my
prediction that leaders who employ ethnic exclusao@ more likely to survive in office than
those who do not employ it in small-W systems.thia next section, | test whether these results

are robust to the inclusion of other relevant festyy performing a regression analysis.

4.1.3 Regression Analysis I: Leader Survival

Table 4.1 presents the results of fitting six Cegression models to the data on leaders. Model
1 is a baseline specification that replicates thdimgs of Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) and
consists of coalition size, selectorate size, amd €ontrol variables. As predicted by the
selectorate theory, the estimated hazard of losffige among large-coalition leadefd/41) is

82.2% higher than that of small-coalition lead&&Q). This effect is statistically significant at
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Table 4.1 Ethnic Exclusion, Coalition Size, and Leader Stal

Cox Proportional Hazard Regression

M @ 3 Q) () )
) w Civil War Regular Trregular
VARIABLES Baseline (L.DS) (COIP) Tﬂfnowr T%;ioper
Coalition size (W) 0.600%+* -0.389 -0.366 -0.372 -0.065 -1.239%*
(0.194) (0.306) (0.284) (0.306) (0.396) (0.582)
Exclusion S1.592%%k ] 715w ] 498Kk -0.952 437 G¥xx
(0.577) (0.342) (0.577) (0.768) (1.088)
W * Exclusion 2.115%06 203100 20050k 1,920k 4989k
(0.700) (0.533) (0.699) (0.910) (1.379)
Selectorate size (S) -0.467* 21,0070 0.7390%  _(,958%* -0.896 -2.38 3%k
(0.283) (0.424) (0.141) (0.425) (0.593) (0.730)
S * In() -0.305%*
(0.057)
Civil War 0.27G%%* (). 253%* 0.301%* 0.039 1.025%%*
(0.099) (0.100) (0.119) (0.129) (0.179)
Age 0.019%0F  0.014%FF 00210 (.01400* 0.008* 0.020%*
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.008)
GDP Growth 2,059k 2 583kKk D (3QRRE D AGGRRE D A5SRRE 3 D9k
(0.422) (0.474) (0.484) (0.485) (0.636) (0.788)
Log(GDRbe) -0.000 -0.009 0.177%%* -0.019 -0.021 -0.341%*
(0.049) (0.057) (0.062) (0.057) (0.068) (0.138)
Log(Population) -0.022 0.010 0.015 0.022 0.073 -0.179%*
(0.037) (0.040) (0.043) (0.039) (0.048) (0.090)
Entry 0.160* 0.385%** 0.157 0.400%%*  0.619%%* -0.066
(0.084) (0.103) (0.113) (0.102) (0.147) (0.169)
Entry * In(?) -0.23 1 -0.31 5%
(0.038) (0.050)
Regime Type 0.049%k* 0.050%%*  0.129%FF  _0.111%k*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.012) (0.019)
Regime Type * In(?) 0.025%%* 0.025%F  0.033%%F  (,036%F*
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.009)
Log-likelihood -6532.85  -4829.35  -4868.61  -4830.06  -3116.06  -1137.78
Theta 0.199 0.167 0.225 0.165 0.170 0.838
Observations 6,401 5,276 5,236 5,276 5,276 5,276
Number of subjects 1,218 982 981 982 982 982
Number of failures 1,090 850 855 850 552 214

Standard errors in parenthesis

*p<.l;, *p<.05; ** p<.01 (two-tailed tests)
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the 0.01 level. On the other hand, the negatiefficient for S indicates that leaders in systems
with a large selectorate find it easier to sunageanticipated by the selectorate theory, although
the effect is only marginally significanp£0.100). Therefore, the results based on new messu

of selection institutions Wgpr and Sgpr) are consistent with the selectorate theory’s main

predictions.

The control variables also provide additional ihsignto the logic of leader survival. The
positive coefficient on the age variable tells hattthe hazard of losing office is 1.9% higher for
each additional year of a leader's age. For vesalon economic performance, only GDP
growth significantly influences survival. For eyelt% increase iGrowth the hazard of losing
office is 87.2% lower. The hazard rate for leaden® entered office in an irregular manner is
17.4% higher than that for those with no such ystfter one year in office. However, this
effect gradually decreases over time as the leofttenure increases. The coefficients on

GDRs¢ andPopulationare not distinguishable from zero.

Model 2 examines the effects of ethnic exclusiod amil war on leadership tenure by
including theExclusionand Civil War variables as well as the interaction ExXclusionwith
coalition size \WV * Exclusior). This model also includeRegime Typeas a control variable in
order to separate the effects of coalition sizenfrihe effects of democracy. The negative
coefficient estimates on thexclusionvariable indicates that the practice of ethnicl@sion
significantly decreases the risk of losing offioe $mall-coalition leaders, lending supportib.

In Model 2, the hazard of deposition for leadersovgubstantially exclude ethnic out-groups
from the political processEkclusiorrl) is 79.7% lower than that of leaders who doemaploy
such a policy Exclusiorr0) in small-coalition system&\=0). In large-coalition system¥\1),

the effect of ethnic exclusion is the sum of thefticients onExclusionand its interaction with
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W. This aggregate effect is positive and statilicagnificant (p=0.048), indicating that ethnic

exclusion increases the risk of deposition by al&f16% for large-coalition leaders. These
results are consistent with the results of compartat simulation in Chapter 3 (section 3.3.2). In
addition, the presence of civil war influences kasurvival. In times of civil war, the hazard of
deposition increases by 31.8% for all leaders.

Model 3 repeats this specification, but repladgsr and Sgpr with W pgand S pg in

order to see how my results change if | use amraitiere measure of W and S. | do not find any
major differences in the effect of key independariables:Exclusion W * ExclusionandCivil

War remain consistent and significant even after usdifferent measures of selection

institution.ll In Model 4, which bases the coding of civil war the COW data, | obtain a quite
similar coefficient and significance level for tl@&vil War variable. Overall, my statistical
findings are robust to alternative measures ofcsiele institution and civil war, and suggest that
ethnic exclusion is good politics for small-coalitileaders, whereas the reverse is true for large-
coalition leaders.

In Models 1-4, the event of interest was whethernairleaders lose office; however, there
are different ways in which leaders exit office ogBnans (2008) identifies two distinct ways of
exit: a regular and an irregular way. Leasers toag office in a regular manner due to electoral
defeat, term limits, or ill health. But, they cafso be removed from office in an irregular
manner as a result of “the threat or use of forseth as a coup, revolt, or assassination

(Goemans, 2008, pp. 4-5). For this reason, in NgoBe5, | perform a competing risks analysis

1 The GDRs variable gains some of its impact and is now $icgmt at the 0.01 level in
Model 3.
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where | distinguish two different types of exin 4o doing, | can obtain a more refined estimate
of how ethnic exclusion and coalition size are asdged with a particular way of losing office.

In Model 5, the negative coefficiestimate on thé&xclusionvariable indicates that the
presence of ethnic exclusion decreases the haZafdegular” turnover for small-coalition
leaders \V=0). However, this effect is statistically insijoant. On the other hand, the effect of
ethnic exclusion on the hazard of “irregular” tuvaois large and significant in small-coalition
systems, providing support fét2. In Model 6, | find that the risk of irregularriover among
small-coalition leaders who employ ethnic exclus{&mxclusiorr1) is only about 1.3% of the
risk for those who do not employ such a poliEx¢lusionr=0). These findings suggest that while
ethnic exclusion is good politics in small-coaliti@ystems, its mechanism is driven by the
reduction in the hazard of irregular turnover.

In large-coalition system3aAE=1), the policy of ethnic exclusion increases thedrd of
deposition both in a regular and an irregular manaéhough its effect is statistically significant
only for the hazard of regular removal. In Modeltlhe estimated hazard of regular turnover
among large-coalition leaders with exclusion poliExclusiorr1) is more than 2.5 times that of
those for whontxclusior=0. As such, unlike in small-coalition systeméyngt exclusion is bad
politics for large-coalition leaders and its medkanis driven by the increase in the hazard of

regular turnover. The control variables providedidnal insights. LargeilGDR>¢ and

Population decrease the hazard of irregular removal fromceffiwhile an irregular entry to
office (Entry=1) increases the hazard of regular removal. titiaxh, the impact of civil war is
much higher for the risk of irregular turnover Inats less of a relationship to the risk of regular
turnover. That is, the outbreak of civil war doed significantly increases the risk of regular

removal from power but strongly increases the oiskregular removal from power. These
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Figure 4.5 Ethnic Exclusion, Civil War, and Predicted Haz&dtes, smoothed by a Gaussian
kernel density estimator. | hold all other varegbht their means.

results show that each mode of exit may be infladnigy different mechanisms and the two
approaches—the pooled and competing risks models—eault in different conclusions
regarding the effects of individual variables oadership tenure.

Coupled with these numerical results, Figure 4.6tgplthe predicted hazard rates
generated from Model 2 faV = 0.1. This figure provides compelling evidenbatta variable
measuring ethnic exclusion has a powerful effecth@nhazard of losing office in small-coalition
systems. Holding all other variables at their mealues, small-coalition leaders who employ
ethnic exclusionExclusiorrl) in times of peacedjvil War=0) face the lowest hazard of losing
office. This leader has a lower risk of depositiban small-coalition leaders who do not employ

the same policyExclusiorr0) in times of peace&djvil War=0). On the other hand, leaders with
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Figure 4.6 Predicted Hazard Rates during Civil War, smoothgda Gaussian kernel density
estimator. | hold all other variables at their meaBhaded areas represent 95% confidence
intervals.

72



small winning coalitions face the highest risk a#pdsition if they do not employ ethnic
exclusion Exclusiorr0) in times of war Civil War=1). However, the risk of deposition would
drop significantly if this leader adopted ethnicclession Exclusio1l) even during civil war
(Civil War=1). Overall, in small-coalition systems, both reth“inclusion” and civil war
increase the hazard of losing office, althoughetfiect of the former is much larger than that of
the latter—that is, ethnic inclusion is riskier theivil war for small-coalition leaders. These
results suggest that ethnic exclusion is good ipsliior small-coalition leaders even if it could
increase the risk of civil war.

As a way to focus on the relationship between etbrclusion and civil war in small-W
systems\(V=0.1), | plot the difference that these two vareghbhave on the predicted hazard rates,
holding other variables at their mean values. FEgu6 displays the hazard rates associated with
different values of thd&xclusionvariable Exclusior0 or Exclusiors1) in times of civil war
(Civil War=1) with 95 percent confidence intervals. In Fgur.6A, it is notable that small-
coalition leaders without exclusion policy are abéutimes more likely to be removed from
office during civil war as compared with those wih@mote exclusion along ethnic lines, thus
supportingH3. The effect of ethnic exclusion is especially npwonced for the hazard of
irregular turnover. In Figure 4.6B, small-coalititeaders wittExclusior=0 are about 40 times
more likely to be removed from office in an irreguimanner during civil war than those with
Exclusiorr1l. Surprisingly, in small-coalition systems, thgk of irregular turnover virtually

disappears even in times of civil war if a leadas kb strong exclusion policy.

4.2 Coalition Size and Ethnic Exclusion
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In this section, | test whether leaders in the mgatld behave as predicted by the exclusion
model. In other words, if ethnic exclusion rea#lygood politics for leaders in small-W systems,
| should find higher levels of ethnic exclusionsimall-W systems than in large-W systems. For
the same reason, | also expect that minority etignotips are more likely to be subjected to

political exclusion in small-W systems.

4.2.1 Research Design Il

In order to test the determinants of ethnic exdusmplemented in the statel4a), | estimate
ordered logit regression models using country-yearshe unit of analysis. The dependent
variable is a five-point index (from O to 4) of atb exclusion Exclusior), which is obtained in
the same way as described in section 4.1.1. lumtdor unobserved country-specific factors by
including random intercepts at the country levéb test whether ethnic minorities face a higher
risk of violence in small-W systemsi4b), | estimate logistic regression models using grou
years as the unit of analysis. The Minorities #kRMAR) data set (Birnir & Gurr, 2009) is
appropriate for testing this hypothesis becauséeittifies a total of 283 politically-active and
mobilized minority ethnic groups in all countrigem 1940 to 2003. Ethnic groups included in
the MAR data set can either suffer or benefit fr@ystematic discriminatory treatment vis-a-vis
other groups in a society,” and thus relevant ® ¢husal process to be tested (Birnir & Gurr,
2009). The dichotomous dependent variable equélshe POLDIS variable in the MAR data
set is coded “Exclusion/Repressive policy” wheree tgroup’s political participation is
substantially restricted by public policies in campon to other ethnic groups (Birnir & Gurr,
2009). In order to account for unobserved courdnd group-specific factors, | use three-level

logistic regression with a random intercept forfregmup and country. The explanatory variable
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in both analyses is the size of the winning caalit)V), which is measured in the same way as in
section 4.1.1.

| use the following control variables. The firsbuntry-level control variable is the
amount of natural resource rents. | expect thatdes are less likely to exclude members of
ethnic out-groups when rents from natural resouatlesv them to pay off the larger coalition. |
choose an annu&il Production(in barrels)as a reasonable proxy for resource rents. The data
for this variable are taken from Wimmer and Min@) This variable is measured for all oil

producing countries for the years 1946-2005. Thgt rcountry-level control variabl@ast

Conflict country Which is taken from the PITF data (Monty G. M & Cole, 2011), is the

number of times a country has previously been esdjag ethnic conflict. | expect a positive
effect for this variable since we can assume teatlérs of the country with a past history of
rebellion are more likely to engage in exclusionpojitics against rival ethnic groups. Other

controls— GDR>¢, Population and Regime Type-are the same country-level variables as

described in section 4.1.1f.

In order to control for group-level characteristiege use six control variablesGroup
Sizeis the natural log of group size as estimated iogiBand Gurr (2009), which is expected to
have a positive effect, because large ethnic gréepd to have more salient ethnic identities

(Posner, 2004) and mobilization potential (GurQ3) and thus are more likely to be the target

of political discrimination. The next group-levebntrol variablePast Conflictgroyp is the

number of times an ethnic group has previously l@gaged in ethnic conflict, and is taken

12 . o . . .
I include GDRs>¢ as an indicator of socioeconomic development ape@ a negative effect

on ethnic exclusion. | also inclué®pulationsince large populations are generally associated
with a higher probability of conflict between etbmgroups (Fearon & Laitin, 2003; Weidmann,
2009).
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Table 4.2 The Determinants of Ethnic Exclusion (at the Gophevel)

Ordered Logit Logit
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 i‘;’;‘ig Model4
Fixed part:
Coalition size (W) S3. 747k -3.224%k -3.97 8%k -4.865%**
(0.320) (0.340) (0.203) (0.700)
Log(Oil Production) -0.123%%% -0.11 8% -0.090%*+* -0.23 4%
(0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.036)
Past Conflict ¢ounery 0.97 7k 0.74 1%+ 0.710¢ 1.269%%*
(0.101) (0.110) (0.104) (0.180)
Log(GDRsc) -0.564*** -0.560%* -0.51 5% -0.796%+*
(0.111) (0.121) (0.111) (0.240)
Log(Population) -0.830#** 0.108 -0.767%r* -0.759%kx
(0.140) (0.151) (0.141) (0.285)
Regime Type -0.314%%* -0.202%%*
(0.011) (0.017)
Constant 1 -19.916%%* -11.557%¢* -18.492%%* 6.562%*
(1.410) (1.540) (1.414) (3.132)
Constant 2 -15.123%k* -5.79 3% -13.496%¢*
(1.392) (1.518) (1.390)
Constant 3 -11.876%%* -1.981 -10.116%%6*
(1.383) (1.514) (1.380)
Constant 4 -8.532%%x 2.162 -6.58 1%
(1.374) (1.519) (1.373)
Random part:

[Country] 21.020 20.519 18.974 127.83
Log likelihood -3569.37 -3050.28 -3430.26 -735.99
Observations 4,409 4,409 4,409 4,409
Number of countties 126 126 126 126

Standard errors in parenthesis
*p<.l;, *p<.05; ** p<.01 (two-tailed tests)

from Cederman et al. (2010). | expect a posititece for this variable since we can assume that
ethnic groups with a past history of rebellion arere likely to be excluded from state power.
Finally, | test how patterns of settlement are asded with the probability of ethnic exclusion

by classifying ethnic groups into four broad sttt types—-Concentratedin one region,

76



Majority in one regionMinority in one region, and widelRispersed—-as coded by Birnir and
Gurr (2009).13 Previous studies suggest that the spatial digtobuof ethnic groups has a
significant effect on conflict onset (Melander, 200 oft, 2003; Weidmann, 2009) and violence
against civilians during ethnic war (Bhavnani & Gh2012). | test whether settlement patterns

are also related to the risk of ethnic exclusion.
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Pr(E=4)

Figure 4.7. The Effect of W on the Level of Ethnic Exclusiohhold all other variables at their
means.

4.2.2 Regression Analysis II: Ethnic Exclusion ithe State
Table 4.2 shows the results of the regression aizalyThe results in Model 1 provide strong

support forH4a. The coefficient folWV is negative and highly significant at the 0.0lelev

13 : .
| useDispersedas a reference category in all models.
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Figure 4.8 The Probability of High-level ExclusionEkclusior»3) by W. | hold all other
variables at their means. Shaded areas repres@&ntOnfidence intervals.

indicating that the probability of the highest Ieeé ethnic exclusionExclusior=4) in large-W
systems\(V=1) is only about 30% of that employed in small-ygtems (W=0), holding all other
variables constant at their means. In Model Z) hdt detect any major difference in the effects

of W even after controlling for the effects of demogracin Model 3, | replac&\Vgpr with
W, psg in order to test whether my models are sensitivdifferent ways of measuring W. The
use ofW pg makes no substantive difference for my resulthe Toefficient forW is still

negative and significant in Model 3 and its effiscslightly stronger than those in Models 1 and
2. Figure 4.7 provides a graphic depiction of ltbessize of the winning coalition influences the
level of exclusion policy implemented in the stafehe plot, which is based on Model 2, shows

that small-coalition systems are more likely to édndmgher levels of ethnic exclusion than large-
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coalition systems, lending support kla. Consider the probability of the highest level of
exclusion Exclusiorr4), which is indicated by black solid line. YAt=0, the probability is about
0.1. AsW increases, the predicted probability decreas@0® atWw=0.5 and 0.025 at=1. On
the other hand, the probability of no exclusi&xdlusior0), which is indicated by red dash-dot
line, begins at 0.075 &/~=0 and ends at 0.18 ¥=1. In Model 4, | dichotomize my dependent
variable Exclusior) into low- and high-level of exclusion. The depemdegariable is now
defined as 1 iExclusion> 3, and 0 otherwise. Figure 4.8 shows the relatignbetweeW and
the probability of “high” exclusion based on thegikiic regression in Model 4. Consistent with
H4a, a change iWW from O to 1 decreases the probability of high-leseclusion by 15%,
holding all other variables at their means.

Regarding the control variables, the coefficient@l Productionremains negative and
statistically significant across all four regressipas predicted, and suggests that leaders tend to
employ a weaker form of ethnic exclusion in resewnich countries. This finding is somewhat
counterintuitive given that resource abundance b&en commonly associated with negative
political outcomes such as corruption (Leite & Wheahn, 1999), dictatorship (Jensen &

Wantchekon, 2004), and civil war (Collier & Hoeffl€004; Ross, 2004). In additioBDR>¢
is significant across all four models, decreashmglevel of ethnic exclusion. The coefficient for

Past Conflictcountry @lso has the expected positive sign, indicatireg tountries that have

previously been engaged in ethnic conflict are mideely to have higher levels of ethnic
exclusion. Less robust is my control for the coyistpopulation. Populationis negative and
significant in Models 1 and 3, but loses significarand changes its sign when | control for the

effects of regime type in Model 2.
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Table 4.3 The Determinants of Ethnic Exclusion (at the Grhaevel)

Random-intercept Logistic Regression

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Eﬁ’fﬂ;
Fixed part:
Coalition size (W) -3.199%%* -2.826%** -1.189% 1.265%%*
(0.296) (0.307) (0.700) (0.160)
W * Difference -3.938**
(1.533)
Difference 2.516
(1.764)
Log(Oil Production) ~0.065%%* ~0.056%** ~0.083%** ~0.052%%%
(0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.009)
Log(Group Size) ~1.351%k% -1.320%%* 1.068%** -1 181%k%
(0.258) (0.253) (0.257) (0.243)
Past Conflict o0, 0.364%%* 0.349%%* 0.312%%* 0.308%%*
(0.069) (0.071) (0.076) (0.068)
Concentrated -1.459 1.646% 1.653* -1.145
(0.942) (0.944) (0.950) (0.906)
Majority 1.754% -1.904* -1.983* -1.537
(1.057) (1.063) (1.071) (1.023)
Minority 2.120% _2.354%% 2.307* ~1.966*
(1.179) (1.179) (1.215) (1.144)
Log(GDRsc), lagged L0.27 4% ~0.252%x -0.224%% -0.182%*
(0.084) (0.089) (0.097) (0.085)
Log(Population) 0.395 0.640%* 0.684%* 0.130
(0.267) (0.265) (0.274) (0.257)
Regime Type 0,111k -0.108%**
(0.008) (0.009)
Constant 17.057%%* 14.017%%* 9.154%%% 14.784%%%
(1.990) (2.016) (2.382) (1.923)
Random part.

[Country] 3.060 2.859 2.702 3.225
[Group] 3.896 3.951 3.969 3.721
Log likelihood -3648.37 -3473.19 -3222.02 -3686.27
Observations 11,680 11,497 10,650 11,680

Number of groups 294 294 286 294

Standard errors in parenthesis
*p<.l;, *p<.05; ** p<.01 (two-tailed tests)
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4.2.3 Regression Analysis IlI: Ethnic Exclusion oMinorities

The logistic regressions in Table 4.3 assess h@awsitke of the winning coalition affects the
probability of political exclusion against ethnimogps. In Model 1, the negative coefficient of -
3.199 onW indicates that as the size of the winning coalitiets larger, ethnic groups are less
likely to be subjected to formal political exclusjahus supportingd4b. The control variables
provide additional insight into the logic of exdlms. As expected, the coefficient f@il
Productionis both negative and statistically significantggesting that ethnic groups tend to

face a lower risk of political exclusion in resoemgch countries. Botsroup Sizeand GDRs¢
have negative and statistically significant influaea on the probability of ethnic exclusion. In

addition, the impact oPast Conflictgroyp is positive and significant, suggesting that ethni

groups that had previously been engaged in cordliet more likely to be excluded from the
political process. The negative coefficients oa Wariables for spatial distribution indicate that
widely dispersed groups are most vulnerable totipali exclusion, but these effects are only
marginally significant. The coefficient fétopulationfails to reach statistical significance at the
0.1 level.

In order to separate the effects of coalition $inen the effects of regime type, | include
the Regime Typeontrol variable in Model 2. The addition of thiariable does not alter my
main results. Model 3 contains ethnic differenogex (ETHDIFXX) in MAR data set and its
interaction withW. Ranging from 0 to 11, ethnic difference indexaswes the extent to which
a given ethnic minority group is different from tleminant group in terms of language, religion,
customs, and race (Birnir & Gurr, 2009). | namis thdex ‘Differencé and divide it by 11 so
that it varies between 0 and 1. According to mgotly, the more “distinguishable” an ethnic

group is from the dominant group, the more diffiduls to disguise one’s identity to infiltrate
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Probability of ethnic exclusion

Figure 4.9 The Effect of W on the Risk of Ethnic Exclusiohhold all other variables either at
their meansGroup Size GDRx¢, Population andPast Conflictgroyp) or at zero Concentrated
Majority, andMinority). Shaded areas represent 95% confidence intervals

into the leader’s coalition. Hence, such a graumore likely to become the target of political
exclusion in small-coalition systems. Indeed, tliswhat | find. The large and negative
coefficient of -3.938 for the interaction &% and Differenceindicates that the effect W is
much stronger when ethnic groups have distinctadtaristics that distinguish them from the
dominant group.

Model 4 is a robustness check of my primary findingn order to test whether my model

is sensitive to the way | measure W, | replace asuee of W withW pg, while otherwise

keeping the specification of Model 1 unchanged.e Tésults from Model 4 demonstrate the
robustness of my main hypothesi#4p). My results hold in predicting political exclosi of

ethnic groups with an alternative measure of doalisize. The variables of theoretical interest
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(W and Oil Production) retain their effects and significance, as does Gnoup Size Past

Conflict groupand GDRs¢ variables. Figure 4.9, which is generated frond®®, displays the

predicted probability of ethnic exclusion assodateith ethnic groups as a function o,
holding all other variables either at their meansitozero. This figure clearly demonstrates the
effect of wining coalition, with higher probabil of ethnic exclusion in smaller coalition
systems. Minority ethnic groups in small-W systdins0.2) are about three times more likely

to be subjected to political exclusion as compavitd those in large-W system¥/0.8).

4.3 Chapter Conclusion

Empirical tests of the proposed hypotheses usitg ola leaders and ethnic groups suggest that
there is indeed a powerful connection betweeniteecf the winning coalition, ethnic exclusion,
and leader survival. Specifically, | find thatsmall-W systems: (1) leaders who employ ethnic
exclusion are more likely to survive in office th#mose who do not promote exclusionary
politics; (2) leaders are less likely to be remowedan irregular manner when they promote
ethnic exclusion; and (3) political benefits froir@c exclusion are large enough to offset the
risk of civil wars. Therefore, in small-W systen4) leaders are more likely to engage in strong
exclusion policy; and (2) ethnic minorities are mdikely to be subjected to formal political
exclusion. Overall, my statistical analysis comfir this “unwelcome” conclusion: ethnic
exclusion is good politics in small coalition syste even if it could increase the risk of ethnic
conflict. On the other hand, ethnic exclusion & kpolitics in large-coalition systems since
leaders who employ exclusion policy are more likedybe punished by voters in regular
elections. These results proved robust even asffearating the effects of W from the effects of

democracy, and after using alternative measuréd ahd civil war. In the next chapter, | will
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provide brief case histories that are chosen tmihate and illustrate the workings of the

exclusion theory.
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CHAPTER 5

EMPIRICAL ASSESSMENT II: ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

The exclusion model offered in Chapter 2 attemptsxplain why leaders with small winning
coalitions tend to establish ethnically exclusiwdity and why they do so in spite of the risk of
armed rebellion. | tried there to provide five bypeses, which are strongly supported by both
computational and statistical evidence provide€vapters 3 and 4. Nevertheless, whether my
theory is useful depends on how well it explains dictual behavior of small-coalition leaders.
Do they act as the exclusion model predicts? Hteioto answer to this question, Chapter 5
examines the ethnic policies of leaders in threallsomalition systems: Iraq from the time of the
First Republic in 1958 until the fall of Saddam Heis in 2003; Rwanda from its independence
from Belgium in 1962 to the outbreak of genocide 1i®94; and Burundi from the 1962
independence to the beginning of civil war in 199B.choose to examine the behavior of
multiple leaders in each country’s history rath@ar focusing on a single leader because doing
so helps show that an exclusive polity governea lsynall group of people with particular ethnic
backgrounds is not an outcome of one leader’s ehbiat, as computational simulation suggests,
an evolutionary process over multiple generatidrisaxders.

Iraq (1958-2003) is a straightforward case thavipes strong support for the exclusion
model. During this period, major ethnic rival¢he Kurds and Shia Muslimswere excluded
from important positions in the Iragi governmemtdahe country had become more and more a
narrowly defined regime which ended up being cdl@doby a small proportion of Sunni
Muslims, especially those affiliated with Saddamsbtin’s family. Surviving a defeat in the

Gulf War, economic sanctions, revolts, and assasisim attempts, Hussein remained in office
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for 24 years until he was finally deposed not byndstic challenges but by external powers in
2003. Developments after 1962 in Burundi and Rwasidplay similar evolutionary trajectories
to Iragq. However, these two cases are distingdighem the Iragi case in that one of their
leaders—Pierre Buyoya in Burundi and Juvénal Habyarimand&Rwanda—attempted to end
ethnic exclusion after a long practice of excluswie, thus showing how small-coalition leaders
are punished when they fail to employ ethnic exolus Rwanda is further distinguished from
Irag and Burundi in that its leaders did not beldaagminority ethnic groups. The exclusion
model predicts that leaders in small-coalition eyst will end up ruling with the active support
of a small group of co-ethnics, in combination wviltle systemic exclusion of the ethnic majority.
But, the problem in post-colonial Rwanda appearbeidhe opposite: it was the Hutu majority
(constituting about 85 percent of the populatiomtthad been in power until the Rwandan
Patriotic Front (RPF) victory in 1994. Hence, iy theory is to be persuasive, | must show that
1) a similar evolutionary (or narrowing) processl ltaken place in Rwanda even if the Hutu
majority was believed to be in control of politiggdwer; and 2) Rwandan leader(s) became to
rule with a small segment of the Hutu populationttie exclusion of Tutsis and many other
Hutus. In the next section, | begin with an assesg of Iraqi ethnic policies between the First

Republic and the outbreak of the second Irag War.

5.1 Iraq (1958-2003)

After General Abd al-Karim Qasim, a Sunni Arab, eatn power in a 1958 coup d’état, Iraq
became a military dictatorship where the winningltmn was composed of a small group of
military elites who participated in a coup, incladgi Qasim, Colonel Abd al-Salam Arif, and

twelve other young army officers who called themsslthe Free Officers (Andrews & Ra'anan,
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1969, p. 73). Sunnis played a dominant role iniasconspiracy. Of these fourteen members,
twelve were Sunnis, although Sunnis comprise aBOupercent of the Iragi population, while
only two were Shiites, though about 60 percentefltaqi population is Shiite, with no Kurdish
officers (Andrews & Ra'anan, 1969, p. 71).

Even though the Iragi government under Qasim wasngiglly a Sunni regime, Qasim
did not actively discriminate against the Shia &uwld populations. During his early years in

office, Qasim had an integrative vision in which fepresents all Iraqis, and diverse Muslim

communities work together for the Iraqgi state (PpriR007, p. 146}.4 Qasim created a three-
man Council of Sovereignty as a symbolic head efdtate to represent Irag’s three main ethnic
groups: Shia Muslims, Sunni Muslims and Kurds. fist cabinet contained a few of the Free
Officers including Arif as minister of the interidbut otherwise included civilians with diverse
ideological and ethnic backgrounds (Hurewitz, 1969155; Tripp, 2007, p. 147). In addition,
Qasim did not obey the structural imperative of m@alition systems by spending
considerably more resources on public goods thiaer @mall-coalition leaders. He allocated oill
revenues to fund internal reform projects suchhasconstruction of new roads, canals, schools,
and houses for poor people around Baghdad (And&Wws'anan, 1969, p. 74; Tripp, 2007, p.
161). During his rule, for example, the numbestfdents tripled and Baghdad and some other
cities were transformed into more modern and hgadthces.

Although Qasim’s rule led to a number of positiViaeges that benefitted all members of
Iragi society, he was unable to win over the suppbmembers in his winning coalition. Some
of the Free Officers were disappointed by theirslud profits and political role under the Qasim

regime. Moreover, members of the Iraqi officerpowere deeply divided between pan-Arab

14 This is partly explained by his family backgroun@asim’s father was a Sunni Muslim while
his mother was a Kurdish descent and Shia Muslim.
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nationalists and communists. Pan-Arab nationalistee supported by Qasim’s political rival
Arif (a Sunni Arab), and his military faction, whilQasim sought the support of the communists
(Andrews & Ra'anan, 1969, pp. 75-76). In Octold#9 a group of disgruntled pan-Arab Free
Officers attempted an unsuccessful coup, in whieh22-year old Saddam Hussein participated.
This event was followed by an extensive purge of-peab sympathizers in the armed forces as
well as large public demonstrations in support abih. Despite Qasim’s repressive measures,
Arif's supporters were not discouraged and starbebluild up their support base throughout the
country. They staged another military coup in @by 1963. Fierce fighting continued around
the Ministry of Defense for two days until QasimsmMarced to surrender to the rebel forces.
Qasim and his followers were executed after a shtal on February 9, and Colonel Arif
became the new president of Iraq.

The new government was also a military dictatorshkih a small winning coalition
composed of military elites. However, unlike hisegecessor, Arif was well aware of the
importance of patronage network in the armed forcé@dter removing military officers who
were suspected of opposing him, Arif consolidatex gower in the military by utilizing his
personal and ethnic networks. He appointed hithbroAbd Al-Rahman Arif, to Chief of Staff,
and created the Republican Guard as an elite @irtheolragi army. The Commander of the
Republican Guard, Colonel Said Slaibi, was a netatif Arif, and most of the Guard members
were recruited from Sunni Muslim tribe of “Al-Juniay (Marashi & Salama, 2008, p. 97).
Better trained, armed and paid than the regulayatine main mission of this unit was to protect
the regime against future coup attempts (Tripp,72@0 169).

Being confident about his control of the armed ésrcArif decided to start the gradual

withdrawal of the military from politics. In Septder 1965, he appointed a civilian, Abd al-
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Rahman al-Bazzaz, as deputy prime minister to baildrger winning coalition participated by
civilians. Faced with the impending loss of powad privileges, several leading officers in the
military and the prime minster at that time laurttlaecoup against Arif while he was attending
Arab summit in Morocco. The coup was quickly siggsed by the Republican Guard and, upon
his return, Arif appointed al-Bazzaz as new primagter. As the first civilian prime minister
since the overthrow of the monarchy in 1958, al#dazheld a liberal view that the leadership of
the Iragi government could return to civilians ahdt the military should return to its primary
mission of national defense. A number of domestiorms were implemented during his
premiership. A National Council of the Revolutionp€ommand (NCRC) was abolished and the
legislative power of NCRC was transferred to a newteated cabinet. Al-Bazzaz also
encouraged private enterprise and constructivecism against him, and promised to legalize
political parties and hold elections. (Tripp, 20@7,177). Especially, he promoted a policy of
ethnic integration with the Kurdish population. rlexample, his twelve-point agreement in June
1966 waghe most extensive concessions to the Kurdduding an amnesty to the Kurd rebels,
constitutional recognition of the Kurdish identitgcognition of Kurdish as an official language,
and representation of Kurds in all branches ofetkecutive (Ghareeb & Dougherty, 2004, p. Ixii;
Tripp, 2007, p. 181).

Arif's tenure came to an end when he was killed imelicopter crash in April 1966. His
older brother, Abd Al-Rahman Arif, succeeded thesmency, and Al-Bazzaz was reappointed
as prime minister in the new cabinet. However,dfieer corps remained dissatisfied with the
new government. They opposed al-Bazzaz's proposguaction in the defense budget (Tripp,
2007, p. 179) and inclusive policies toward the d&ur Disappointed with their decreasing

privileges under the Arif government, a number ehiser officers including the head of the

89



Republican Guard launched a bloodless coup agtiesgovernment in July 1968. Arif was
exiled to Turkey while al-Bazzaz was arrested atalised of conspiracy against the state. One
of the coup leaders, General Ahmed Hassan al-Bas,appointed the new president of Iragq on
July 17.

Al-Bakr consolidated his power by appointing hinigaglime minister and his cousin,
Saddam Hussein, as deputy chairman of the RevolrygCommand Council (RCC), the second
most powerful position in Iraq. Al-Bakr and Hussewvere as quick as Arif to sense the
importance of ethnic networks in the armed forclest their “exclusion” was far more
comprehensive than that of previous leaders. Tdog government led by Al-Bakr and Hussein
was a small-coalition system that favored a sneghgent of the Sunni minority, especially those
from their home region of Takrit as well as othieesn the Sunni lands of the north-west (Tripp,
2007, p. 191). The commanding positions in theyaamd the Republican Guaredncluding
Minister of Defense, Chief of Staff, and Commandethe Air Force—came to be occupied by
privileged officers from Takrit, and other memb&a@m the Sunni north-west staffed many key
positions in the state’s central administration #dredsecurity services (Marashi & Salama, 2008,
p. 144).

Throughout the 1970s, Hussein strengthened his piowtbe party and the state through
security services, eventually becoming de-factddeaf Iraq. On 16 July 1979, the aging Al-
Bakr was forced to step down from his positionjoiddly for health reasons, and within a few
hours the 42-year-old Saddam became Iraq’s newdargs Hussein’s rule depended on ethnic
loyalties and exclusion. Like Al-Bakr, Hussein apped clan members of the Sunni north-west
to key government positions, the tenure of whicpesels exclusively on their unconditional

loyalty to the leader (Balaghi, 2006, p. 73). Tdfécer corps and intelligence networks were
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also filled with members of his clan and immeditmily for the purpose of preventing any
coup attempts. Consisting of only 500,000 out gioaulation of nearly 26 millionW=0.02)
(Tripp, 2007, p. 259), these coalition members addam Hussein enjoyed privileged access to
valuable state resources and opportunities. Fandgesources were more widely distributed in
central Baghdad and Takrit regions (Balaghi, 200698), and even the black market and
smuggled goods were used as private benefits tal Eypporters (Bueno de Mesquita et al.,
2003, p. 202). They relied upon Hussein for alltludir privileges and even survival, and if
Hussein fell in a coup, they would lose everythinGharles Tripp (2007, p. 216) describes

Hussein’s coalition in the following way,

As an engine of power, accumulating resources,ogep patronage and maintaining
control over its inhabitants, it was centered amristrictive circles of Saddam Hussein’s
associates, linked to him either through bonds inEkip and regional background or
through a history of personal trust. These meméaf the inner circle of the Iragi regime,
having been put to the test on numerous occasianiagdthe preceding fifteen years,
when they could have sided with other clansmergratteological tendencies in the party
or with restless and opportunistic military offiser Instead, they had followed Saddam
Hussein. This made them tiAdl al-Thiga[“the trusted”] in whom ... Saddam Hussein
could have confidence. His cause had become thrdshey were so closely identified

with him that their political fate would be linkéd his.

The exclusionary political system of Hussein ledstdfering of vast numbers of those

excluded, exacerbating grievances among Shia Masémd Kurds, who together constitute
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about 70 percent of the Iragi population. Discnated in their access to private goods and
excluded from state power, these ethnic groupssomeally took up arms against the regime of
Saddam Hussein. However, they made little impacHassein’s leadership. For instance, in
March 1991, Shia Muslims in southern Iraq launcla@darmed struggle against the Sunni-
dominated regime. However, support for the rebelivas confined to southern cities and towns,
and the Republican Guard units crushed the relbe¢$owithin a couple of weeks, killing some
30,000 Shiites and displacing more than 70,000 lpe@alaghi, 2006, p. 90; Tripp, 2007, p.
246). Soon thereafter, the Kurdish rebels innibeth initiated conflict against Saddam. In 1988,
Saddam used chemical weapons against the Kurdisgkdver 100,000 Kurd civilians. This
time again, the rebellion was ruthlessly represbgdthe Republican Guard, and massive
numbers of Kurds fled Irag. In 1998, the U.S. Qesg passed the Iraq Liberation Act and
authorized President Bill Clinton to spend up t® $8illion to assist qualified Iragi opposition
groups, mostly Shia and Kurdish ("lraq LiberatiootA 1998). However, this still could not
weaken Saddam’s hold on power. There were alsonzbar of assassination attempts against
Hussein made by disgruntled Shia groups (Tripp,72@0 238), although they were ineffective
and poorly organized in comparison to military ceupgainst previous regimes. In sum,
combined with ethnic solidarity, the loyalty of thepublican Guard and intelligenservice
controlled by Saddam’s inner circle provided litigportunity for those who planned to
overthrow the Hussein regime. After staying in powor 24 years, Hussein was finally
overthrown not by a coup or civil war but by a fatlale invasion of the country by American

forces in 2003.

5.2 Burundi (1962-1993)
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The two major ethnic groups in Burundi are the Hand the Tutsi. Although the Tutsi
constituted only about 14 percent of Burundi’s gdapan and the Hutu nearly 85 percent, the
Tutsi maintained the privileged status under thigiBa colonial regime. The Belgian authority
replaced all Hutu chiefdoms with Tutsis, and “Tui&s evolving to become synonymous with
power and high status ... and Hutu to become synongmath subordination and exclusion”
(Eller, 1999, p. 213). When Burundi gained indefmmice in 1962, it became a constitutional
monarchy under the Tutsi King Mwambutsa IV. Aftedependence, however, the Hutu
Revolution (1959-1961) in neighboring Rwanda spdrkenew phase of conflict between the
two ethnic groups in Burundi. In Rwanda, Tutsisrevesubject to mass murder by Hutu
politicians after political power was transferrgdrh the Tutsi minority to the Hutu majority.
King Mwambutsa feared that Burundian Tutsis wouléeinthe same fate. Therefore he
appointed Tutsis in key military and police posisowhile at the same time making concessions
to the Hutu by co-opting emergent Hutu elites it® bureaucracy and by allowing them to gain
status and prestige (Weinstein & Schrire, 197@,4). Tutsis perceived this situation as a threat
to their survival and to “the privileges and powieat Tutsi had been able to accumulate and
establish for themselves, as a result of prefekmteatment under Belgian ... colonial rule”
(Weinstein & Schrire, 1976, p. 15). The first pamentary elections were held in May 1965,
with the Hutu winning an overwhelming victory. Hewver, King Mwambutsa refused to
recognize the result of the election, and instggubented a Tutsi as Prime Minster. In response,
a group of Hutu officers attempted an unsuccessfidit against the King, which was followed
by the purge of a large number of Hutu intelletumhd politicians by Tutsi hardliners. In fear
of losing more privileges and power after the 1@8®nts, the Tutsi-controlled army led by

Captain Michel Micombero overthrew the monarchiimvember 1966 and declared a republic
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with Micombero as its first president.

President Micombere-a young Tutsi born in Bururi provineeabolished parliament and
ruled the country through the seventeen-memberoNalti Revolutionary Council (NRC),
effectively creating a small-coalition system. @istent with the exclusion model, the
Micombero’s dictatorial regime was based on thatipal exclusion of Hutus. He eliminated
Hutus from the military and high positions in theénanistration, with a number of Hutu officers
being executed for treason. The Hutus respondetistwimination by launching a rebellion
against Tutsi rule in April 1972, although it wasutally suppressed by the Tutsi-dominated
army, resulting in the deaths of about 200,000 Blutdpproximately a quarter of Hutu students
disappeared during 1972 and 1973. And, almodtatl officials and administrators either fled
or were killed during this period (Weinstein, 19p753).

With the Hutu under control, fissures quickly opgng inside the Tutsi elite. The most
important was a regional rivalry between Tutsisnfrthe southern province of Bururi, one of
Burundi’'s 15 provinces, and those from other progs1 Consistent with computational
simulation in Chapter 3 (Section 3.3.1), the Buiandegime evolved to a system with a smaller
winning coalition of BururiTutsis who comprise well under 10 percent of Burisnplopulation
(W<0.1). Although non-Bururi Tutsis benefited fromwer more than Hutus, they were largely
excluded from important positiorsncluding the presidency, key ministers, and army
commanders-as well as from education opportunities (Nkurunzzagaruko, 2002, p. 19).
Tutsis from central provinces were also suspectquotting a coup against Micombero, leading
to the arrest and execution of several non-BurumtsiTpoliticians and army officers in 1971
(Weinstein, 1977, p. 53; Weinstein & Schrire, 19@p, 26-27). Micombero had been in office

for 10 years until he was overthrown by Deputy ClieStaff Jean-Baptiste Bagaza, a distant
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relative, in a bloodless coup of November 1976wds reported that Micombero was not able to
control events during his later years in office daechronic alcoholism and paranoia (Bartrop,
2012, p. 210; Weinstein, 1977, p. 55), and the ceap carried out to restore Bururi Tutsis’

control over the government.

The dominance of Bururi Tutsis had been more seauder President Bagaza, who
stayed in power until 1987. Its main manifestaticas through the economic benefits provided
to Bururi Tutsis by the central government. llhasihg the concentration of economic benefits
in Bururi province, Ngaruko and Nkurunziza (2009, @2-43) note that Bururi has received
significantly more public servicesin terms of overall school enrollment, populaticghital
ratio, teachers per classroom, illiteracy rate, pedcapita income-than other provinces while
paying significantly less taxes. Hutus residingBuaruri province were excluded from these
benefits except for positive external effects oblpuinfrastructure (Ngaruko & Nkurunziza,
2005, p. 43).

The Bururi Tutsi’'s hold on power, however, beganetode in the late 1980s. Under
pressure from the international donor communitgsitent Pierre Buyoya, a Bururi Tutsi who
seized power through a bloodless coup in Septed®@r, decided to end ethnic exclusion that
had been in effect since the 1960s. Buyoya apgoiktutus to key political posts, legalized
multiparty politics, and agreed to hold presiddrasad legislative elections in June 1993. Both
elections were won by Hutu-dominated parties, arelchlor Ndadaye became Burundi’s first
Hutu president in July. The exclusion model predibat a leader who attempts to end ethnic
exclusion in small coalition systems would be regtb¥rom office in an irregular (or violent)
manner by existing (and now less loyal) coalitioennibers who try to recover their share of

private goods. This is similar to development8urundi following the 1993 elections. Bururi
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Tutsis viewed the advent of Hutu domination as @l pe their survival and to every privilege
they had enjoyed under previous governments. Simpicion was confirmed when President
Ndadaye replaced large numbers of Tutsi officehsleeth Hutus after his election (Ngaruko &

Nkurunziza, 2005, p. 45). In the words of Ngaraka Nkurunziza (2005, p. 44),

Such changes were particularly threatening becthessystem had been enforced for so
many years with so much determination; there washmo lose. Indeed, Burundi's
history shows that when the change of leadershgs dwt threaten the interests of the
dominating group, it is peaceful. Between 1966 489@7, for instance, three Tutsi
military presidents from Rutovu in Bururi provincgucceeded each other through
bloodless palace coups. This contrasts sharply thi¢ bloodbath that resulted from the

victory of a non-Bururi Hutu in the June 1993 denatic elections.

The ruling Bururi Tutsi had little intention of gng up their power without a fight. As
predicted by the theory, the Bururi Tutsi-dominadéechy assassinated Ndadaye on October 1993.
This event was followed by violent reprisals agaimstsi civilians throughout the country,
resulting in the deaths of about 50,000 civiliamgstly Tutsis, in the first week following the
assassination. Buyoya came back to power throughitary coup in July 1996. But, a Burundi
had fallen into a civil war between the Tutsi-doated army and Hutu rebel groups. Between
1993 and 2005, approximately 200,000 people wdledkin ethnic violence. These events are
clear examples of violent leadership turnover mwake of ethnic inclusion preceded by a long
period of exclusive rule. For Bururi Tutsis, itsvaetter to fight now, while they still have some

advantages, than to risk waiting until their holdmower may be significantly weak. For those
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excluded, it was better to start a war because fawthe first time, they had a good chance to

come to power.

5.3 Rwanda (1962-1994)

The population of Rwanda consists of three ethmaigs: the Hutu (85%), the Tutsi (14%), and
the Twa (1%). In pre-colonial times, Hutus andslaispoke the same language, had the same
religion, lived in the same villages, and oftenemmarried. However, it was under Belgian
colonial rule (1914-1962) that a divide betweentthe ethnic groups was solidified. The Tutsis
enjoyed a privileged status in the Belgian admiatgin, which ruled Rwanda indirectly through
the Tutsi minority at the expense of the majorityttd The Belgian colonizers believed that
Tutsis were genetically superior to Hutus who weeeceived as short, stocky, and wide-nosed.
On the other hand, Tutsis were perceived as tddgaat, and thin-nosed with “superior”
Caucasian ancestry (Straus, 2006, pp. 20-21)hdrl®30s, ethnic identity cards were issued to
all Rwandans, so that a Hutu could not become ai.T@&uch a discriminatory treatment created
deep resentments and grievances among the Huhesre$ult of this tension was the 1959 Hutu
Revolution that led to the overthrow of the Tutsomarchy and to the establishment of Hutu-
dominated government. On 1 July 1962, Rwanda waetiendependence from Belgium and
Grégoire Kayibanda, a Hutu, became the first Pegdidf the Rwandan Republic.

The young republic was a single party, small-camalit system where the ruling
Parmehutu partypccupied all the seats in the National Assemblyke Lmost other leaders in
small-coalition systems, President Kayibanda wasleeted in 1965 with 99 percent of the vote
in a rigged election where he was the sole caneliddhe Kayibanda regime was characterized

by ethnic exclusion and widespread violence agdhesfTutsis. Under Kayibanda, the majority
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Hutu established its firm control over all aspesftthe Rwanda state: the central government, the
single party, and the military. On the other hathe, minority Tutsi was increasingly excluded
from any meaningful participation in politics. Beten 1962 and 1964, there were a series of
anti-Tutsi pogroms. In February and March 196@8raup of Tutsi exiles, who fled Rwanda for

neighboring countries during the Hutu Revolutioagan to attack Rwanda, killing a handful of

Hutu policemen and government soldié?s.ln response, Kayibanda chose to target the i®bel’
base of support in the Tutsi population (Strau®62@p. 186-187). During this period, 10,000
to 15,000 Tutsis were killed, and many others fle@anda. Another round of anti-Tutsi
violence followed in 1973 when several Tutsi goveemt officials were executed and large
numbers of Tutsi students were expelled from usities and secondary schools.

With the Tutsi eliminated from military contentiothe Hutu began to be divided along
regional lines. The Hutu who make up 85 percenthefpopulation was clearly an oversized
winning coalition. Since it was impossible to pid®s private goods to such a large winning
coalition, Kayibanda favored southern Hutus in tistribution of posts in the civilian
government (Jones, 2001, p. 25; Newbury, 1992 9@, Straus, 2006, p. 190), which created
resentment among northern Hutus. Despite thisonadgifavoritism, there was no “systemic”
exclusion of northern Hutus within the regime. Ugb there was unrest among northern Hutus
who dominated the Rwanda army, Kayibanda did nagguortherners from the military (Enloe,
1980, p. 46; Newbury, 1992, pp. 197-198; Strau®62@. 191). It was this northern component
of the officer corps that ultimately toppled Kayilaa from power. On 5 July 1973, a group of
military officers, mostly northern Hutus, led by i@&eal Juvénal Habyarimana seized power in a

coup d'état. The new authority executed key figuirem the previous regime and placed

15 The Hutus called the Tutsi rebelayenzi or “cockroaches” because they attacked at night.
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Kayibanda under house arrest until he died in {$i&us, 2006, p. 191).

After assuming power, President Habyarimana estaddi a single party dictatorship
under the exclusive rule of the MRND (National Relpan Movement for Democracy and
Development) party. As predicted by the theoryingt exclusion was reinforced under the
small-coalition system of Habyarimana. A systenetbiic quota was introduced to limit Tutsis’
access to post-primary education and employmegbuernment sector. The winning coalition
of Habyarimana was largely composed of Northern uslutespecially those from the
northwestern province of Rwanda (Straus, 2006,3p. 2Jsing discriminatory appointments to
public office, excluding not only Tutsis but alsaitds from other provinces, northwestern Hutus
have monopolized control over key positions indgbgernment, in the army, and in state-owned
corporations (Straus, 2006, p. 23). At the ebteel, the inner circle of the Habyarimana regime
was dominated by members of his clan and immedadly, a group known askazuor “little
house” (Jones, 2001, pp. 26-27). For instancePtiesidential Guard, an elite unit in the army,
was filled with clan members loyal to Habyarimanaorder to protect his regime against future
coup attempts.

That said, the evolution of ethnic exclusion in Rda diminished the significance of
overarching ethnic categories, such as the HutuTamsl, and demanded more narrowly defined
identity. If one was a Hutu, it made a criticaffeience whether he was a southern Hutu or a

northwestern Hutu. On the ethnic categories inil@aBruce Jones (2001, p. 26) states,

Whereas the standard picture of the Rwandan redepected it as a Hutu regime, this

failed to capture the reality of pre-genocide Rwamgbolitics. Even though the vast

majority of those who held power in Rwanda befdre genocide were Hutu, they were
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Hutu of particular clans-especially from the Bushiru region. As in pre-coéd times,
the clan was a powerful factor in Rwandan politidel The Habyarimana regime was in
fact a clan-based northern Hutu regime that wasridighatory against Hutus from

southern Rwanda as against Tutsis.

For this reason, | argue that the “ancient hatradtel is not appropriate for explaining ethnic
politics in pre-genocidal Rwanda. Rwandan politias not simply an ethnic contest between
the two ethnic groups, but an ethno-regional rivalr which both southern Hutus and Tutsis
were excluded from state power by northwestern slutu consolidate the latter’s privilege
within the leader’s coalition. Furthermore, thei@nt hatred model cannot capture the ways in
which Rwandan leaders changed the meaning and sdagténic categories in order to secure
their political survival.

A major change in Rwanda began with end of the edd in the early 1990s. Under
pressure from Western aid donors, President Habgaa announced in July 1990 his intention
to end the single party system. Immediately tHeggaHabyarimana and his party began to be
challenged by various Hutu opposition parties freouthern Rwanda. Another major change
was the invasion of the country by the Rwandani&atrFront (RPF) in October 1990. The
RPF rebels were primarily descendants of Tutsieexitho had fled Rwanda in the 1960s. The
size of the winning coalition expanded in April 2%hen Habyarimana agreed to form a
coalition government with opposition parties. Aabtion government then reached a peace
agreement with the RPF rebels in August 1993. Knaw the Arusha Accord, the agreement
aimed to establish a broad-based transitional gowent with significant Tutsi representation;

the RPF was given a third of the cabinet positid@spercent of the regular army, and 50 percent
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of the officer corpsl.6

Rwanda’s ruling elites-Habyarimana’'s inner circle and its allies from the
northwest—perceived these changes as a threat to their Imgabwer as well as to the privileges
they had enjoyed under Habyarimana. Theoreticglgaking, these changes meant a rapid
expansion of the winning coalition that will dimshi their share of private benefits significantly.
The more they will lose from the new system, theartbey are willing to fight for the current
system (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003, p. 370dnsGtent with the theory’s prediction, the
ruling elites in Rwanda adopted hardline stancesciiose to keep their power through irregular
means, ultimately laying the groundwork for the 49%enocide. They created and trained a
youth militia known asnterahamwe spread anti-Tutsi propaganda from a radio stateoml
developed “death lists” of moderate Hutus. Wheiydaimana was killed in April 1994, the
hardliners, who once dominated key positions in tHabyarimana government, were

coordinating the genocide that claimed at least@DIives.

5.4 Chapter Conclusion

The preceding three case$raq, Burundi, and Rwandasupport my claim that leaders in small-
coalition systems tend to strengthen exclusionalitips against ethnic “others” over time. In
each case, major ethnic rivaléhe Kurds and Shia Muslims in Iraq, Hutus in Bunyrahd
Tutsis in Rwanda-were excluded from participation in central goveemta Then, another
round of power struggle begins among former etlaflies. Eventually, the regime becomes
dependent on the active support of a small groupotifical elites who share the same ethno-

regional backgrounds with the leader. Moreovee, ¢hses of Burundi and Rwanda also show

16 The full text of the Arusha Accords (1993) can levdloaded from
http://www.incore.ulst.ac.uk/services/cds/agreesgualf/rwanl.pdf
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that political survival can be threatened by aerafit to end ethnic exclusion in small-coalition
systems. The outcomes of such “mistaken” ethnicya@ould be especially dangerous (not
only to the leader, but also to the country itself)en the abrogation of ethnic exclusion was
preceded by a long period of exclusive rule. Hosveas we will see in the next chapter, these
findings should be interpreted with great cauti@specially, they should not be interpreted as a
recommendation for ethnic exclusion as a way taendomestic stability and regime survival.
Overall, the behavior of leaders and their survimalfailure) in the above cases provide
strong support for my theory. Although there ieny of room for further case studies and data
collection in future research, | believe that tlesults presented in this and previous chapters
(Chapters 3 and 4) are of high theoretical immpa#aas well as of policy relevance. In the next
chapter, | will summarize the key findings of thissertation and discuss their implications for

the peacemaking efforts of international community.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This dissertation started with a simple questiony\do some leaders deliberately employ ethnic
exclusion even though it increases the risk of ietbanflict? The political exclusion of ethnic
groups and the resulting “grievances” have beeogmized as one of the most important causes
of civil war (Cederman et al., 2011; Cederman gt2010; Gurr, 1993, 2000; Horowitz, 2000).
However, leaders’ incentives for ethnic exclusi@vér been largely forgotten or ignored in the
existing literature on ethnic conflicts and in maatyempts to implement policies designed to
resolve ethnic grievances. The central purpostiefdissertation is to emphasize the crucial
role of leaders in explaining ethnic exclusion aralence. To this end, | introduced a theory of
ethnic exclusion by modifying the selectorate tlyeof Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003).
Contrary to common belief, my theory suggests #tlamhic exclusion is good politics for leaders
with small winning coalitions because it enhandesrtprospects for remaining in office, despite
its positive impact on the risk of ethnic conflicin the remainder of this concluding chapter, |
will summarize the theoretical and empirical fingknof the previous chapters and discuss their

broader theoretical and policy implications.

6.1 Summation of the Argument

My theory builds upon the key assumptions and aesgumof the selectorate theory (Bueno de
Mesquita et al., 2003); namely, (1) all leadersehpulitical survival as their primary objective;
(2) leaders maintain the support of their coalitoynproviding a mix of private and public goods
to coalition members; and (3) small-coalition leadare expected to survive longer than large-

coalition leaders due to the high loyalty to theumbent in small-coalition systems. Yet, in
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examining how notions of ethnicity affect leaderseal, my analysis extends and differs from
the selectorate theory in four notable respects.

First, | assume that every leader chooses to fagmcbalition on the basis of coalition
identity that she thinks best ensures her politstalival. Second, every coalition identity is
associated with a different cost of changing idgniC). As a general rule; is higher when
coalition identity is based on ethnic attributesuch as skin color, religion and languagéan
when it is based on non-ethnic oresuch as party affiliation and ideological preferenc
(Chandra, 2006; Fearon, 1999). Third, individualsside of the leader’s coalition may attempt
to enter the coalition by changing their identitydut, they do saf and only ifthe cost of
chaining their identity is less than the expecteshdfit of private goods received by each
coalition member (Caselli & Coleman, 2006; Fearb®99). Fourth, the size of the winning
coalition is not necessarily equal to the “actualimber of supporters in the incumbent’s
coalition. The coalition is (1) “minimum-sized” the actual size of the incumbent’s coalition
corresponds to the size of the minimum winning itioal; (2) “undersized” if the actual coalition
size is small in large-W systems; or (3) “oversiziéthe actual size is large in small-W systems.

An extension of the selectorate theory based omabme assumptions provides novel
implications for the relationship between ethnicclagion and leader survival. In large-W
systems, the demand for coalition membership is dow to the low amount of private goods
provided to each coalition member. Since leadeithis system have to include large numbers
of supporters in their coalition, it is rational them to form an inclusive coalition based on non-
ethnic identity; otherwise they will generate ursieed coalition with a high risk of removal
from office. In small-W systems, the demand foaldmn membership is high due to the high

amount of private goods allocated to each coalitember. Since survival in office depends
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upon the provision of private benefits to key supgrs, leaders in this system have a strong
incentive to limit the size of their coalition bgpriing an exclusive coalition based on ethnic
identity; otherwise they will face an oversized laaan with a greater risk of losing office in an
irregular manner. This makes ethnic exclusion gpotitics for leaders in small-coalition
systems.

Four hypotheses were deduced from my theory folagpg ethnic exclusion and leader
survival. H1 maintains that, in small-coalition systems, leadéns employ ethnic exclusion are
more likely to survive longer in office than thos#ao do not employ it. This is because ethnic
exclusion prevents oversized coalition in small48tems. H2 maintains that, if small-coalition
leaders do not pursue an exclusive ethnic pollogy are more likely to be removed from office
in an irregular manner. In this case, dissatisfregmbers of the leader’s coalition may attempt
to displace the incumbent through coup d’état tieeowiolent means in order to advance their
interests in a smaller coalitiorH3 suggests that, during civil war, leaders who prarethnic
exclusion are less likely to lose power in smallsy¢tems because the loyalty of the military to
the incumbent is especially high in such a systétd.predicts that, if ethnic exclusion really is
good politics in small-W systems, there should lgghér levels of ethnic exclusion in small-W
systems than in large-W systems.

These hypotheses were then empirically tested apgosted by Cox’s proportional
hazard regressions using data on the tenures oe@82rs from 1946 to 2004. My results show
that in small-coalition systems: (fh)e hazard of deposition for leaders who implenzestrong
exclusion policy is about 80% lower than that afders who do not promote exclusion; (2) the
risk of irregular turnover among leaders who emptynic exclusion is only about 1.3% of the

risk for those who do not employ such a policy; &jdthe risk of irregular removal from office
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virtually disappears even in times of civil warafleader employs a strong exclusion policy.
Case studies of Iraqg, Burundi, and Rwanda furtt@mroborate causal claims made by the
exclusion theory. In all three cases, major etignazips had been excluded from participation in
the leader’s coalition until a small group of etheiites monopolizes key positions in the army
and government. The cases of Burundi and Rwarsdashlow how the occurrence of oversized
coalition in small-W systems leads to large-scatdemce when ethnic inclusion is attempted
after years of exclusive rule. Overall, my findénigad to an “unwelcome” conclusion: ethnic
exclusion is good politics in small-coalition sysi® even if it could increase the risk of ethnic

conflict.

6.2 Implications and Conclusion

The theory of ethnic exclusion bridges the gap betwthe role of political institutions in
leadership survival and the politics of ethnicitp. common with the selectorate theory, | believe
that institutions for selecting leaders play a wantole in influencing leadership survival,
namely, leaders in small-W systems have a greatembency advantage than those in large-W
systems. | also believe, however, that the typeaaiition identity and the resulting ethnic
policy play a major role in shaping leaders’ sualiand manner of exit. More importantly, |
believe that such ethnic variables interact with size of the winning coalition; that is, when
leaders fail to promote ethnic exclusion in smallsystems, oversized coalition is likely, and
when they promote ethnic exclusion in large-W systeundersized coalition is likely. While
the impact of selection institutions upon leadgyshirvival is filtered through leaders’ stance on
ethnicity, | argue, leaders often jeopardize tl@n survival by making errors in their choice of
ethnic policy. The marriage between political itagions and ethnic politics within a coherent

theoretical framework suggests a number of thezalkesind policy implications.
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6.2.1 Theoretical Implications

First, my theory can be expanded to research orflicoonset and escalation. In recent
statistical research on ethnic conflicts, many &uisdfocused on the opportunity for rebellion as
a primary determinant of conflict onset (Collier [doeffler, 2004; Fearon & Laitin, 2003,
Melander, 2009; Toft, 2003; Weidmann, 2009). Thsisglies made a notable contribution to
identifying and understanding the economic or gaphic conditions that make insurgency a
more feasible option for excluded ethnic groupsowever, they do not explicitly explain what
motivates ethnic groups to initiate conflict in thest place. A theory of ethnic exclusion can
provide an explanation for the underlying causestbhic grievances. Leaders in small-W
systems utilize ethnic exclusion as a way to pr@ntbeir personal political success. Doing so
generates grievances among excluded ethnic groypsdeeasing political and economic
inequalities between them and members of the inemtdcoalition. The smaller the size of the
winning coalition, the higher the degree of griesesit will generate, since excluded groups are
expected to have fewer political goods and higbeels of taxation in small-W systems.

After all, motivation matters, but opportunity alstatters. While the exclusion theory
can tell us when excluded ethnic groups hold hiylels of grievance, it is the opportunity
mechanism that tells us how effectively these gsoupll mobilize manpower to initiate a
conflict. For example, previous studies find thageographic concentration facilitates group
mobilization by alleviating collective action prephs (Laitin, 2004; Toft, 2003; Weidmann,
2009). They argue that concentrated ethic grouisbe& more likely to mobilize against the
state when they are motivated to do so. On therdtand, geographically dispersed groups will

be less effective in coordinating their actions @mas in resolving collective action problems.
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Therefore, | expect that excluded and highly ma&daethnic groups can engage in different
forms of violence: while concentrated groups arearlikely to initiate full-fledged civil wars,
dispersed groups are more likely to carry on teeinggle in the form of low-intensity violence
such as scattered riots, terrorism, and violentaretmations.

Second, although my theory deals mostly with treaimbent leader, it can also be used
to understand the behavior of insurgent leaderpeéially, when lootable resoureesuch as
gold, diamonds and drugsare available to the rebel group, the insurgerddea@an distribute
them as private rewards to a small group of essesupporters. In this case, the internal politics
of rebel organizations should reflect, in part, Haesic logic of the exclusion theory. Consider
Foday Sankoh who was the leader of the Revolutjohhnited Front (RUF) of Sierra Leone
during its 11-year-long civil war between 1991 a&@D2. Sankoh used access to diamond
resources as a private benefit to his loyal suppet the expense of local populations. Sankoh
is known particularly for his brutality against legin countrymen, including loot, murder, child
conscription, rape, amputations of limbs, and fdriador in the diamond fields (Dobbins, 2005,
p. 133). Rebel leaders of this kind resemble swwlition leaders practicing ethnic
discrimination; in this sense, my theory may prevekplanations for why some rebel leaders are
more likely to survive a long-running war when trast harshly against local populations rather
than seeking their support.

A third theoretical implication has to do with th@e leaders in shaping ethnic cleavages.
In the literature on ethnic identity and violene&nicity is often assumed to be fixed by history
and deeply held values of an ethnic group (Isab@89; Smith, 1986; Van den Berghe, 1981).
According to this “primordial” view, ethnic violeeaesults from antagonisms and hostilities that

are unchaining characteristics of rival ethnic geauHowever, a history of ethnic conflict is rife
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with examples where members of specific ethnic gsaarget their co-ethnic rivals. During the
Rwandan genocide, some 10,000-30,000 moderate hidtes killed by their Hutu neighbors
(Prunier, 1995, p. 265). President Nimeiri broke Addis Ababa Agreement and plunged Sudan
back into civil war in 1983 for fear of his own real Muslims in the north rather than rebels in
the south (Fearon & Laitin, 2000, pp. 866-86%)milarly, a study of Northern Ireland conflict
by Kennedy-Pipe (1997, pp. 53, 63) shows that wimenlerate Catholics pursued the peace
process with Protestants and British authority,icgald Catholics in the Provisional Irish
Republican Army (IRA) attempted to spoil this presedy provoking British troops to shoot
ordinary citizens in the hope that they can gaswport from moderate Catholics, and thus
strengthen their hold on power and social privileg&hese examples suggest that the boundary
of ethnic identity is not fixed, but rather is mud#tyered and changing over time.

The theory of ethnic exclusion is in line with thestrumentalist” view that ethnicity is
socially constructed by elites for instrumentalgnges (Esman, 1994, pp. 10-11). In addition,
following Chandra and Wilkinson (2008), | draw atthction between “nominal” and “activated”
ethnic identities, where the former “are thoseviiich we possess the attributes of membership
while [the latter] are that subset of our nominalegories in which we profess membership or
are assigned membership by others” (p. 517). Raliaa simply arguing that ethnic identities
are socially constructed, my theory specifies waed under what conditions a particular ethnic
category is “activated” by political leaders. Sifieally, the theory suggests that ethnicity is
activated (and thus become politically salient) wheaders in small-coalition systems form an
exclusive coalition along ethnic lines. When a kiwma@alition leader is a member of a large
ethnic group A, for instance, she is likely to aate a smaller ethnic identity B, which is a subset

of A, by excluding members not belonging to B frber coalition. In all three cases examined
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in Chapter 5, leaders activated sub-ethnic cleassatfee Sunni north-west in Iraq, tigururi
Tutsi in Burundi, and the northwestern Hutu in Rdarwithin the nominal ethnic identity.
These cleavages, not the nominal ones, corresmoathihic groups that are actually engaged in

the politics of exclusion that is likely to gener&thnic grievances.

6.2.2 Policy Implications
Scholars and policy makers have supported theati&aclusive coalition” as a way to manage
conflict in ethnically divided societies. IRolitics in West Africafor instance, Lewis (1965)
proposed a coalition government in which all thganparties participate in decision-making.
In such a system, he writes, “it is necessary taigat away from the idea that somebody is to
prevail over somebody else; from politics as a zenm game. Words like ‘winning’ and ‘losing’
have to be banished from the political vocabulara @lural society” (Lewis, 1965, p. 67). In
Democracy in Plural Societiegijphart (1977) introduced another model of irste coalition,
called consociational democracy. The key charmtierof consociationalism is that “the
political leaders of all significant segments of ghiural society cooperate in a grand coalition to
govern the country” (Lijphart, 1977, p. 25). Otleements of consociationalism include (1) the
mutual veto that protects minority interests; (B)pgortionality in the allocation of government
jobs and political goods; and (3) segmental autgnamhereby minorities rule themselves
(Lijphart, 1977, p. 25).

More recently, the World Bank (2011) supports tiheai of “inclusive-enough coalition”
as one of the basic principles for violence preleeniand peaceful resolution of conflicts.
Defined as the governing coalition encompassin@deo segments of societyncluding local

governments, private businesses, civil society muargs, and opposition partiesghis strategy

110



aims at restoring confidence needed to create ragedi momentum for political reform (World
Bank., 2011, p. xvii). With regard to the charaist&cs of inclusive-enough coalition, the report

(World Bank., 2011, pp. 12-13) says,

Coalitions are “inclusive-enough” when they includbe parties necessary for
implementing the initial stages of confidence-bmigd and institutional transformation.
They need not be “all-inclusive.” Inclusive-enougbalitions work in two ways: (1) at a
broad level, by building national support for changnd bringing in the relevant
stakeholders, through collaboration between theegowent and other sectors of
society—as well as with regional neighbors, donordnvestors, and (2) at a local level,

by promoting outreach to community leaders to idgiptriorities and deliver programs.

Forming an inclusive coalition may be a good polioy the country. Indeed, previous
studies provide evidence that the presence of shaucoalition leads to democratic transition
(Linder & Bachtiger, 2005), democratic consolidati@Reynolds, 1999), and conflict resolution
in Africa (Sisk & Reynolds, 1998). The exclusidredry, however, suggests that such a policy is
not necessarily good politics, at least for thedé&ga The promotion of inclusive coalition in
small-W systems gives rise to oversized coalitimaking the leader vulnerable to a violent
turnover of power. Especially, when members of etfenic group have enjoyed exclusive
privileges for a long period of time before thislipp is implemented, they are unlikely to
relinquish their privileges without a bloody fighthis was the pattern of behavior that led to the
Rwandan genocide and Burundi civil war in the ed®@0s. The above recommendations for

inclusive coalition have not taken an adequate @tcof this dangerous trade-off that may arise
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in the course of policy implementation.

What can be learned from the research present#usrdissertation, and what policies
should be considered in the future? The theomstlofic exclusion suggests that there is no easy
way to simultaneously promote ethnic inclusion &atlers’ survival in small-coalition systems.
To be sure, a successful transition from an exetugiward an inclusive coalition will reduce the
risk of ethnic conflict. However, this transitiehould be accompanied by institutional reforms
to increase the size of the minimum winning coatiti My theory makes a clear distinction
between the institutional size of the winning coat (W), and the actual size of the incumbent’s
coalition. To the extent that the incumbent’s taal is larger than W, efforts toward an
inclusive coalition generate violent outcomes inalrooalition systems. Hence, only after
leaders have undertaken significant institutioefbmms toward a large W can they safely form
an ethnically inclusive coalition to escape thaous cycle of exclusion and violence.

Secondly, intervention by the international comnythrough organizations such as the
United Nations and African Union can facilitate eapeful transition to a larger and more
inclusive coalition by taking defensive measuregtotect the incumbent during a transition
period. The expansion of coalition in small-W gyst decreases the welfare of existing
coalition members. My empirical findings show thisced with the erosion of welfare, they
could choose to remove their current leader bydornternational actors can reduce this risk by
providing an effective protection against any agi&srat unconstitutional changes of government.
The recent approval of tougher anti-coup measuyehd African Union is therefore a positive
development (Voice of America, 2010). Lastly, effomust be made to reassure hardliners in
the incumbent’'s coalition that the transition towvaan inclusive coalition is not aimed at

excluding them, but rather at promoting a stabktesy that provides all citizens with peace and
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prosperity.

To conclude, policy makers must be acutely awam the formation of inclusive
coalition could become another source of violena# iastability in small-W systems, especially
when such a measure is implemented after yearstbbatarian rule based on ethnic exclusion.
Those who lack a clear understanding of this gesatity are likely to find that their efforts to

build an inclusive coalition will end in violence.

113



BIBLIOGRAPHY

114



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alesina, A., Ozler, S., Roubini, N., & Swagel, R996). Political Instability and Economic
Growth.Journal of Economic Growth(2), 189-211.

Alford, J. R., Funk, C. L., & Hibbing, J. R. (2005\re Political Orientations Genetically
Transmitted’American Political Science Review,(09), 153-167.

Alkemade, F. (2004)Evolutionary Agent-Based Economi¢Bh.D.), Eindhoven University of
Technology, Eindhoven, Netherlands.

Allen, C. (1968). Sierra Leone Politics since InelegienceAfrican Affairs, 67269), 305-329.

Andrews, W. G., & Ra'anan, U. (1963).e Politics of the Coup D'état. Five Case StudieNew
York,: Van Nostrand Reinhold Co.

Balaghi, S. (2006)Saddam Hussein : A Biography/estport, Conn.: Greenwood Press.

Bartrop, P. R. (2012)A Biographical Encyclopedia of Contemporary Geneciflanta Barbara,
Calif.: ABC-CLIO.

Bates, R. H. (1983). Modernization, Ethnic Compatit and the Rationality of Politics in
Contemporary Africa. In D. S. Rothchild & V. A. Olmsola (Eds.)State versus ethnic
claims : African policy dilemma®p. X, 356 p.). Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press.

Bhavnani, R., & Choi, H. J. (2012). Modeling Civiiolence in Afghanistan: Ethnic Geography,
Control, and CollaboratiolComplexity, 1{6), 42-51.

Birnir, J., & Gurr, T. R. (2009). Minorities at Risk Dataset Retrieved from:
http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/mar/

Box-Steffensmeier, J. M., & Jones, B. S. (20@ent History Modeling: A Guide for Social
ScientistsCambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press.

Bueno De Mesquita, B., & Smith, A. (2010). Leadein®val, Revolutions, and the Nature of
Government Financé&merican Journal of Political Science, (84, 936-950.

Bueno de Mesquita, B., Smith, A., Siverson, R. B.Morrow, J. D. (2003).The Logic of
Political Survival Cambridge, Mass. ; London: MIT Press.

115



Caselli, F., & Coleman, W. J. (2006). On the Theair{£thnic ConflictCEP discussion paper no
732 Retrieved fronhttp://cep.Ise.ac.uk/pubs/download/dp0732.pdf

Cederman, L.-E., Weidmann, N. B., & Gleditsch, K. (8011). Horizontal Inequalities and
Ethnonationalist Civil War: A Global ComparisaAmerican Political Science Review,
10503), 478-495.

Cederman, L.-E., Wimmer, A., & Min, B. (2010). Wb Ethnic Groups Rebel? New Data and
Analysis.World Politics, 6201), 87-119. doi: doi:10.1017/S0043887109990219

Chandra, K. (2004)Why Ethnic Parties Succeed: Patronage and Ethniaddeunts in India
Cambridge, UK ; New York: Cambridge University Fres

Chandra, K. (2006). What is Ethnic Identity and Bde Matter?Annual Review of Political
Science, @), 397-424.

Chandra, K., & Wilkinson, S. (2008). Measuring tBd#fect of “Ethnicity”. Comparative
Political Studies, 4M-5), 515-563.

Clarke, K. A., & Stone, R. W. (2008). Democracy dhd Logic of Political SurvivalAmerican
Political Science Review, 1(I3), 387-392.

Collier, P., & Hoeffler, A. (2004). Greed and Graace in Civil WarOxford Economic Papers,
56(4), 563-595.

Cox, T. S. (1976).Civil-military relations in Sierra Leone Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press.

Debs, A., & Goemans, H. E. (2010). Regime Type, Fage of Leaders, and Wakmerican
Political Science Review, 1(B8B), 430-445.

Dobbins, J. (2005)The UN's Role in Nation-Building: From the Congolitaq. Santa Monica,
CA: RAND Corporation.

Elbadawi, E., & Sambanis, N. (2000). Why Are Thé&e Many Civil Wars in Africa?
Understanding and Preventing Violent Conflidurnal of African Economies(®), 244-
269.

Eller, J. D. (1999)From Culture to Ethnicity to Conflict: An Anthromalical Perspective on
International Ethnic ConflictAnn Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Enloe, C. H. (1980).Police, Military, and Ethnicity: Foundations of $aPower New
Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Books.

116



Esman, M. J. (1994FEthnic Politics Ithaca etc.: Cornell University Press.

Fearon, J. D. (1999YVhy Ethnic Politics and "Pork™ Tends To Go Togetiaper presented at
the MacArthur Foundation-sponsored conference dmiEtPolitics and Democratic
Stability, Chicago, IL.

Fearon, J. D., & Laitin, D. D. (2000). Violence atiae Social Construction of Ethnic Identity.
International Organization, 504), 845-877.

Fearon, J. D., & Laitin, D. D. (2003). Ethnicityysurgency, and Civil WarAmerican Political
Science Review, @11), 75-90. doi: doi:10.1017/S0003055403000534

Ferree, K. E. (2004)he Micro-foundations of Ethnic Voting: Evidencenfr South AfricaCape
Town :: Institute for Democracy in South Africa.

Ghareeb, E., & Dougherty, B. (2004)istorical Dictionary of Iraq Lanham, Md.: Scarecrow
Press.

Gleditsch, N. P., Wallensteen, P., Eriksson, Mlleédberg, M., & Strand, H. (2002). Armed
Conflict 1946-2001: A New Dataselurnal of Peace Research,(3) 615-637.

Goemans, H. E. (2008). Which Way Out? The Manne&r @onsequences of Losing Office.
Journal of Conflict Resolution

Goemans, H. E., Gleditsch, K. S., & Chiozza, G.O@0ARCHIGOS: A Data Set on Leaders
1875-2004 Retrieved from: http://www.prio.no/CSCW/Research-and-
Publications/Publication/?0id=57558

Gurr, T. R. (1993). Why Minorities Rebel: A Globahalysis of Communal Mobilization and
Conflict since 1945International Political Science Review, (24, 161-201.

Gurr, T. R. (2000)Peoples versus States: Minorities at Risk in thev Kentury Washington,
D.C.: United States Institute of Peace Press.

Heger, L., & Salehyan, I. (2007). Ruthless RuléZ®alition Size and the Severity of Civil
Conflict. International Studies Quarterly, §4), 385-403.

Hegre, H., & Nygard, H. M. (2012fsovernance and Conflict Relapdeaper presented at the
International Studies Association Annual Conventi®an Diego, CA.

Horowitz, D. L. (2000).Ethnic groups in conflic{2nd ed.). Berkeley: University of California
Press.

117



Hurewitz, J. C. (1969Middle East Politics: The Military DimensioMNew York,: Published for
the Council on Foreign Relations.

Iraq Liberation Act, H.R.4655, 105th Congress (199998) (1998).

Isaacs, H. R. (1989)dols of the Tribe: Group Identity and Political &hge ([Reprint] ed.).
Cambridge, Mass. etc.: Harvard University Press.

Jensen, N., & Wantchekon, L. (2004). Resource Weahd Political Regimes in Africa.
Comparative Political Studies, 87), 816-841.

Jones, B. D. (2001 Peacemaking in Rwanda: The Dynamics of FailBeulder, CO: Lynne
Rienner Publishers.

Kennedy-Pipe, C. (1997T.he Origins of the Present Troubles in Northerranel. London etc.:
Longman.

Laitin, D. D. (2004). Ethnic Unmixing and Civil W&Becurity Studies, 18), 350-365.

Leite, C., & Weidmann, J. (1999). Does Mother Nat@orrupt? Natural Resources, Corruption,
and Economic GrowthIMF Working Paper No. 99/85 Retrieved from SSRN:
http://ssrn.com/abstract=2599@8http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.259928

Lewis, W. A. (1965)Politics in West AfricaLondon: Allen & Unwin.

Lijphart, A. (1977).Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exptan. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Linder, W., & Bachtiger, A. (2005). What Drives Dearatisation in Asia and AfricaRuropean
Journal of Political Research, 4@), 861-880.

Marashi, I., & Salama, S. (2008)raq's Armed Forces: An Analytical HistoryLondon:
Routledge.

Marshall, M. G., & Cole, B. R. (2011¥lobal Report 2011: Conflict, Governance, and State
Fragility. Retrieved from: http://globalpolicy.gmu.edu/political-instabilitas$k-force-
home/pitf-phase-v-findings-through-2004/

Marshall, M. G., & Jaggers, K. (2011olity IV Dataset and Users' Manual: Political Regg
Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2010 Retrieved from:
http://www.systemicpeace.org/inscr/p4manualv2010.pd

118



McLauchlin, T. (2010). Loyalty Strategies and Mily Defection in RebellionComparative
Politics, 443), 333-350.

Melander, E. (2009). The Geography of Fear: Redi&tianic Diversity, the Security Dilemma
and Ethnic WarEuropean Journal of International Relations,(1j 95-124.

Miller, J. H., & Page, S. E. (2007)Complex Adaptive Systems: An Introduction to
Computational Models of Social Liferinceton: Princeton University Press.

Newbury, C. (1992). Rwanda: Recent Debates overe@@ance and Rural Development. In G.
Hyden & M. Bratton (Eds.)Governance and Politics in Africgpp. 193-219). Boulder,
Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Ngaruko, F., & Nkurunziza, J. D. (2005). Civil Wand Its Duration in Burundi. In P. Collier &
N. Sambanis (Eds.Ynderstanding Civil War: Evidence and Analy§il. 1, pp. 35-61).
Washington DC: The World Bank.

Nkurunziza, J. D., & Ngaruko, F. (2002). Explaini@gowth in Burundi: 1960-2000.he Center
for the Study of African Economies Working PapeieSePaper 1621-68.

@stby, G., Nordas, R., & Rad, J. K. (2009). Regidnaqualities and Civil Conflict in Sub-
Saharan Africalnternational Studies Quarterly, §3), 301-324.

Page, S. E. (1999). Computational Models from X.t€omplexity, §1), 35-41.

Posner, D. N. (2004). The Political Salience oftnall Difference: Why Chewas and Tumbukas
Are Allies in Zambia and Adversaries in Malawimerican Political Science Review,
98(04), 529-545.

Prunier, G. r. (1995)The Rwanda Crisis: History of a Genociddew York: Columbia
University Press.

Reynolds, A. (1999)Electoral Systems and Democratization in Southenca® Oxford etc.:
Oxford University Press.

Richardson, B. M. (1991). European Party Loyaltevisited.The American Political Science
Review, 88), 751-775.

Riker, W. H. (1962)The Theory of Political CoalitiondNew Haven,: Yale University Press.

Roeder, P. G. (2001). Ethnolinguistic Fractiondlaa (ELF) Indices, 1961 and 1985, from
http://weber.ucsd.edu/~proeder/elf.ntm

119



Roessler, P. (2011). The Enemy Within: PersonaeR@bups, and Civil War in AfricaVorld
Politics, 6302), 300-346.

Ross, M. L. (2004). What Do We Know about NaturasBurces and Civil Wardournal of
Peace Research, @), 337-356.

Scarritt, J. R., & Mozaffar, S. (1999). The Spezation of Ethnic Cleavages and Ethnopolitical
Groups for the Analysis of Democratic Competition Contemporary Africa.
Nationalism and Ethnic Politics(5), 82-117.

Simmons, J. W. (1967). Voting Behaviour and Socioitomic Characteristics: The Middlesex
East Federal Election, 196bhe Canadian Journal of Economics and PoliticaleBce /
Revue canadienne d'Economique et de Science pelitg§3), 389-400.

Singer, J. D., & Small, M. (2006 orrelates of War Project: International and CiWWar Data,
1816-1992 : Retrieved from:
http://dx.doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR09905.v1

Sisk, T. D., & Reynolds, A. (1998lections and Conflict Management in Afrid&ashington,
DC: United States Institute of Peace Press.

Smith, A. D. (1986)The Ethnic Origins of Nation©xford: Basil Blackwell.

Stewart, F. (2008). Horizontal Inequalities and flion An Introduction and Some Hypotheses.
In F. Stewart (Ed.)Horizontal Inequalities and Conflict: Understandi@roup Violence
in Multiethnic Societieg¢pp. 364 S.). Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Straus, S. (2006)The Order of Genocide: Race, Power, and War in Riaafthaca: Cornell
University Press.

Toft, M. D. (2003).The Geography of Ethnic Violence: Identity, Intéseand the Indivisibility
of Territory. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Tripp, C. (2007)A History of Iraq(3rd ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Van den Berghe, P. L. (1981he Ethnic PhenomenoNew York: Elsevier.

Vogt, M. (2007).Ethnic Exclusion and Ethno-Nationalist Conflictsow the Struggle over
Access to the State Can Escalateic phil 1 Univ Zeurich, 2008 - Ref Lars-Erik
Cederman), Zeurich.

120



Voice of America. (2010). AU Summit Approves Tough®nti-Coup Measures Retrieved
October 2, 2012, fronmhttp://www.voanews.com/content/au-summit-approvessher-
anti-coup-measures-83263502/153002.html

Wagner, M., & Kritzinger, S. (2012). Ideological rdénsions and Vote Choice: Age Group
Differences in AustriaElectoral Studies, 32), 285-296.

Weidmann, N. B. (2009). Geography as Motivation a@dgportunity. Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 5@1), 526-543.

Weinstein, W. (1977). The Burundi Couldrica Report, 2Q01), 52-56.

Weinstein, W., & Schrire, R. A. (197&olitical Conflict and Ethnic Strategies: A Case@®t of
Burundi Syracuse, N.Y.: Maxwell School of Citizenship andblic Affairs, Syracuse
University.

Wimmer, A. (2002). Nationalist Exclusion and Ethnic Conflict: Shadow$ Modernity
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wimmer, A., Cederman, L.-E., & Min, B. (2009). EtbnPolitics and Armed Conflict: A
Configurational Analysis of a New Global Data SAmerican Sociological Review,
74(2), 316-337.

Wimmer, A., & Min, B. (2006). From Empire to Natigtate: Explaining Wars in the Modern
World, 1816—2001American Sociological Review, (B), 867-897.

World Bank. (2011)World Development Report 2011: Conflict, Securatgd Development
Washington, DC: World Bank.

121





