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Introduction

As stated by Hobbes, without political order

“there is no place for industry, because the fruit thereof is uncertain; and consequently no nurture of the earth; no navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be imported by sea; no commodious buildings …; no knowledge … no arts; no letters .. and what is worse of all, continual fear, and danger of violent death….”(Hobbes 1961), p. 368.

To the contemporary ear, Hobbes enumeration echoes the goals of the development programs mounted by Third World governments.

Nowhere is development so deeply desired than in Africa and nowhere does political order more forcefully check its attainment.  At the end of the Cold War – 1989-1991—Africa contained 30% of the world’s nations.  Roughly 10% of the world’s population resided in the continent and roughly 5% of the globe’s economic product originated from it.  If marked by the toppling of the Berlin wall in 1989, however, the end of the Cold War found 46% of the world’s civil wars raging in Africa; if by the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, the number rises to 53%.  Taking civil wars as a criterion, then, Africa over-supplies state failure.

Paralleling the political performance of Africa’s states runs the growth performance of Africa’s economies.  As demonstrated in Table 1, growth in Africa has long averaged the lowest of any region of the world.  In a recent study, the World Bank concludes that civil wars reduced national growth rates by 2.2 percentage points below what they would have attained had there been peace.  Given the average performance of Africa’s economies, the onset of a civil war is thus sufficient to render growth rates negative.  

Table 1 Near Here
Using a cross section of data from 31 Africa countries from 1960-1986, A. K. Fosu (Fosu 2003) traces the channel through which political instability yields changes in aggregate output.  The channel, he finds, runs through investment.  As reported by van de Walle (Walle 2001), given disorder, not only do investors fail to invest; they disinvest, with as much as 40% of Africa’s financial capital residing offshore (Walle 2001).  It is as if Africans held too much capital, given the level of risk, and have therefore reconfigured their portfolios by moving a major portion of their holdings abroad.

Development is the creation of the possibility for the good life and political order provides its political foundation.  To probe the underpinnings of development, this chapter therefore explores the roots of political disorder and does so by focusing on Africa.

Background

In addressing the sources of disorder, the concept of the state -- and thus the work of Max Weber – provide a natural point of departure.  Reports from contemporary Africa provide an empirical anchor.
According to Weber, the essential property of politics – the feature that distinguishes it from economic, cultural or social life – is “physical force” (Weber 1921).  The state is “a human community that successfully claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory” (Ibid.).  Two features of this definition command attention: the element of coercion and the state’s claim to a monopoly of it.

Many who study the advanced industrial nations find Weber’s emphasis on physical force largely irrelevant to the study of politics.  They focus instead on civic participation – voting or lobbying or running for office – and on the civilian branches of government.  But for students of Africa, Weber’s position rings true and Africanists therefore place greater emphasis upon the instruments of violence and their use in politics.  

Consider, for example, the prominence of the military.  Using a sample of 1196 observations drawn from 46 African countries over a 26 year period (1970-1995) (see Table 2), in over a third, the armed forces provided the Head of State (see Table 3).  While civilians have increasingly replaced military officers as heads of state, one need only course down the Eastern portion of the African continent to appreciate the centrality of the military in Africa’s politics: the presidents of Eritrea, Ethiopia, Uganda, Rwanda -- the so-called “new generation” of African leaders –- commanded the military organizations and thereby seized power.  The presidents of Burundi, Zimbabwe, Mozambique and, turning North, Namibia, did so as well.
Table 2 and Table 3 Near Here

While some might dismiss this pattern as distinctive of Africa, idiosyncratic and therefore not of general significance, a glance at the history that informed Weber’s vision of politics should provoke reappraisal.  In Medieval Europe, the Angevines and Lancasters placed generations of warriors on the throne of England and the Merovingians and Capetians on the that of France.  Throughout the Medieval and Early Modern Period, in Tilly’s inimitable phrasing, “war made the state and the state made war”(Tilly 1975), p. 42.  A glance at contemporary realities provides further evidence of the validity of Weber’s insight: even though themselves not fighters, all heads of state stand astride a coercive apparatus: the police, the courts, the bureaucracy, and the military.  As chief executives, they can cause people to be seized, detained, or sent to die in war.

Weber emphasizes not only the importance of force; he also suggests that a political community becomes a state when it can successfully claim a monopoly over it.  This argument too will inform the analysis.  It implies that the existence of private groups who take up arms provides an appropriate indicator of political disorder.  The political histories of the 46 nations in the sample over the sample period (1970-1995) yield reports of private militaries in 20% of the country-year observations in the first half of the 1970s and in over 30% in the first half of the 1990s.
  By this criterion, roughly one quarter of the yields evidence of political disorder.

One last property of the state is of immediate relevance to this essay: its role in providing security (e.g. (Hobbes 1947)).  The evidence suggests that rather than providing a source of security, to a greater degree than in other parts of the world, the state in Africa instead threatens the lives and property of its residents.  Consider for example the judgment of private investors.  The International Country Risk Guide publishes investor ratings of governments throughout the world that judge on a scale from 1 to 10, with 10 being the most likely and 1 the least their likelihood of repudiating debt or of confiscating private investments.  For both categories, the average ratings of governments in Africa was significantly lower (at the 0.5 level) than those of governments from other regions (Tables 5 and 6).

Freedom House provides comparable measures for governments’ defense of political rights and civil liberties.  The Freedom House indices form seven point scales (where 1 is high and 7 low).  As seen in Tables 6and 7, African states join those from North Africa and the Middle East at the lower end of these ratings.  Save for those from North Africa and the Middle East, the mean ratings are significantly lower for governments from Africa (at the 0.0 level) than for those from other regions.

Tables 5 - 7 Near Here

Students of Africa, such as Jean-Francois Bayart (Bayart 1993), speak of “the politics of the belly,” while others, like Reno (Reno 2000), speak of the “shadow state”: that network of economic, sociological, and political inter-relations that harness the power of the state for private purposes.  As Ayittey (Ayittey 1998), declares, the “instinct” of  “Africa’s self-appointed leaders … is to … loot the national treasury, and brutally squelch all dissent” (p. 13).  These characterizations underscore the import of the numerical ratings: Africa’s governments often undermine rather than defend the security of their citizens.
The Logic of Political Order

This interplay between theories of the state and observations from Africa informs both the language and logic of this analysis.  Heads of state as “specialists in violence.”  By assumption, however, they do not possess a monopoly over violence: citizens can take up arms, if inclined to do so.  Political order remains problematic: it is achieved when governments refrain from predation and protect their citizens’ property rights and when citizens refrain from the use of arms.  Given this framework, three basic questions structure the enquiry into the sources of order:

1) Under what conditions would specialists in violence choose to employ force to defend their citizens rather than to prey upon them?

2) And under which conditions will citizens choose to disarm, leaving the government to protect their life and property?

And because neither political order nor the “Weberian state” are givens: 
3)
When will these choices prevail as an equilibrium?
Having shaped the agenda of this essay, the theory of the state gives way to the theory of games.  The equilibrium of a game between a specialist in violence and private citizens suggests conditions under which political order can prevail.  And evidence of political disorder from Africa provides a test of the argument.
The Model

To uncover sources of order, consider three players: G, a specialist in violence, and two citizens, i ( {1, 2}.  G is a specialist in violence.  He is not endowed with a monopoly over it, however; the citizens too have access to arms and G can achieve a monopoly of physical force only when the citizens set theirs aside.  
To be more specific, each citizen possesses a given amount of resources, denoted by Ti (as in time), that she can allocate between work (wi), military preparedness (mi), and leisure (li).  That is,

i ( {1, 2} chooses wi, mi , li  ≥ 0 s.t. wi + mi + mi 
[image: image1.wmf]£

 Ti.

The resources devoted to work, wi , are productive; they result in an output of F(wi) for player i. 
  Those devoted to military activity are unproductive.  Rather then creating wealth, force merely redistributes it – or provides a defense against its redistribution.
After allocating their resources, each citizen observes the decision of the other; each then (sequentially) decides whether or not to attempt to raid the others’ possessions.  To capture this decision, define ri  where ri = 1 if player i raids and ri = 0 if she does not.  The amount the one can gain from raiding depends not only on the quantity of the other’s assets but also on the relative strength of the players: if player i attacks and player –i defends, M (mi, m-i) is the share of player –i 's wealth that player i is able to expropriate if she allocates mi units of effort to perfecting her military capabilities and the other player, –i, allocates m-i units.
 

The citizens derive their utility from income and from leisure, U(Ii , li ).  They can increase their incomes by working or by employing their military capabilities to raid.  Their incomes can thus be written:
I1 = F(w1) + r1(F(w2)M(m1, m2) -k) -r2[F(w1) + r1(F(w2)M(m1, m2) -k)]M(m2, m1)

where k  is the fixed cost of raiding.  

G seeks to maximize his utility, which, like that of the citizens, derives from income and leisure.  As a specialist in violence, however, G does not need earn his income from laboring a farm or factory but from the use of force.  He can increase his income by engaging in predation and seizing wealth or earn it by collecting fees for the provision of a valued service: the provision of security for those who seek to relax or to create wealth.
Three assumptions underlie the military balance between G and private citizens. Given that private agents are themselves capable of violence, (i) when G preys upon the economic output of a player i, G succeeds in capturing her wealth only in a probability, denoted by qi. (ii) G engages in predatory activity only if the expected revenues from its use of violence exceeds its costs of military activity, denoted by CG, where CG > 0. (iii) And G can dispossess only one agent per period.

G's income therefore can be written: 

IG (•) {[ piqii (F(wi )riF(wi )M (mi , mi )riF(wi )M(mi , mi ))(1 tii)] 

[ ti(F(wi ) riF( wi )M(mi ,mi ) riF(wi )M (mi , mi ))]} CG (pi pi )

for i=1,2.

Should G engage in predation, then his income is depicted in the first bracketed expression.  The revenue he seizes from i equals the probability of successful predation, qi, multiplied by player i's income from work and raiding, net the amount i has paid in taxes.  Should G choose to secure his income from taxes, then his income is captured by the second bracketed term, which registers the amount of taxes paid by each private agent who has chosen to do so. Note that – as indicated by the last term of the equation-- if G decides to prey upon the wealth of either agent, that is, if pi + p-i > 0, then G has to bear the cost of the predatory activity, CG(pi + p-i) i > 0.

The model is thus peopled by a specialist in violence and two citizens, each seeking to maximize her utility and each endowed with the capacity to consume leisure or to secure income, if necessary by force.  Within this framework, the foundations of political order reside in the conditions for an equilibrium in which the specialist chooses to refrain from predation and instead to provide security and in which the citizens refrain from taking up arms and instead engage in leisure and production.
To locate such an equilibrium, cast the interaction between G and the citizens as a repeated game; in such a setting, prospective losses help to define the equilibrium. The principal threat of interest in this game is that of disorder.  In a state of disorder, G engages in predation: rather than earning his income from safeguarding the possessions of others, he instead seizes them.  The citizens, for their part, stop paying taxes and rearm, either so as to raid or to defend themselves against raids by others.  Because the citizens re-allocate resources from leisure and production to military activities, welfare declines.  Living in disorder, people are insecure and poor.  The equilibrium of this subgame we call the State Failure (SF) equilibrium.  It is the possibility of a reversion to the payoffs of the State Failure (SF) equilibrium that constitutes the threat that promotes – or fails to promote – the decision to adhere to the choices that yield political order.
Figure 1 Near Here
Political Order as an Equilibrium

More precisely, the equilibrium conditions require that:

Each private agent chooses wi , mi , li  optimally (given the strategies of other players); refuses to raid; and pays taxes to G, if the other agent has not raided or if G has refrained from seizing the wealth of a private agent.  Otherwise, the private agents refuse to pay taxes and revert to self defense.  

G refrains from predating as long as neither private agent raids or fails to pay taxes.  If either agent raids or fails to pay taxes, G then becomes predatory and seizes the wealth of the private agents.
 
Under what conditions can political order be sustained in equilibrium?  For a strategy to be an equilibrium strategy, no player should be able to gain from deviating after any history, when deviation results in a reversion to the State Failure (SF) equilibrium.  That is:

I.  No private agent should be able to gain by raiding or refusing to pay taxes.  

II. Nor should an agent be able to gain by altering the allocation of her resources between work, leisure and military preparation.

III. G’s threat to predate must be credible. 
IV. And G must find it optimal not to predate if the economic agents adhere to their strategies.  

While reflecting upon these conditions, focus upon G.  Consider both the incentives that prevail in equilibrium and upon those that arise should a deviation occur (return to Figure 1).
G’s incentives to adhere to the equilibrium choice of strategies derive from the revenues he can secure from taxation.  To induce G to refrain from predation, the tax level, τ, needs to be high enough that G finds it optimal, given the private agents’ strategies, to refrain from confiscating the agents’ wealth if they pay taxes.  But it must also be sufficiently low that private agents prefer to purchase the services of G rather than to incur the costs of providing their own security.  

The tax level must also be sufficiently low that G’s threat to predate if taxes are not fully paid remains credible.  Should taxes not be fully paid, G must choose between punishing and thereby triggering a reversion to the State Failure equilibrium or continuing to play the strategies that define political order.  If a receipt of a portion of the revenues accrued when there is political order exceeds the payoffs under the State Failure equilibrium, G’s threat to punish will not be credible.  For that reason as well, taxes must not be too high. 

The level of revenues that sustains political order, the model suggests, is therefore bounded both from above and below.

Adherence to the equilibrium path also depends upon G’s payoffs under the State Failure (SF) equilibrium.  Should the government have access to sources of income other than the payments it receives from its citizens, it may not fear the loss of tax payments that would result were it to trigger state failure.  Also important is G’s discount rate.  Should the government place a low value on the losses that would accrue from state failure, then it would little fear the consequences that would follow an opportunistic deviation from the equilibrium path.  Or should the government consider its future on the equilibrium path to be uncertain or the imperative of present action so powerful that it can pay scant regard for future consequences, then the threat of the low payoffs that accrue when in state failure would be insufficient to compel it to adhere to its choice of strategies.

The equilibrium conditions thus imply three empirical propositions:

1. That the likelihood of disorder should be related to the level of public revenues.

2. That insofar as governments become more myopic when they face higher levels of risk, the level of political disorder should rise when their political fortunes become less certain. 

3. And that governments in economies in which governments can easily confiscate valuable resources should experience higher levels of disorder than would governments in other economies.


Empirical Testing
In pondering these implications, return to African materials.

In the 1970s, Africa entered a period of economic decline.  The oil price rises of 1973 and 1978 sparked a recession in the global economy, and the demand for Africa’s exports shrank.  Taxes on trade provide the bulk of public revenues in Africa; and with the decline in exports, government incomes atrophied.  In an effort to reduce the impact of the fall in export earnings, governments borrowed from abroad.  A subsequent spike in the interest rate exacerbated the costs of repayment.  With reduced incomes and increased obligations, the revenues available to Africa’s governments declined.
Africa’s economic decline eroded its industrial base.  Governments that had launched new industries now retrenched, closing plants, canceling projects, and postponing development projects.  The result was a return to economies narrowly based on the export of primary products.  Precious metals, gem stones, timber, and oil – the relative value of these commodities rose as national economies contracted.  As reported by Collier, Elliott, et al. (2003) in their study of civil wars, “Countries with low, stagnant … per capita incomes … remain … dependent on primary commodities for their exports face dangerously high levels of conflict” (p. 53).

Lastly, virtually all of Africa’s governments came to independence under civilian governments that had achieved power in competitive elections.  As seen in Table 3, however, by the 1970s, in 33% of the country-year observations, the military governed; as seen in Table 8, non-competitive political systems – no-party or single-party systems – prevailed in three-quarters.  In the later 1980s, however, the pattern abruptly altered.  The Third Wave of democratization that toppled communist governments in Eastern Europe also toppled authoritarian regimes in Africa (Bratton and van de Walle 1997).  Authoritarian governments now confronted a higher level of political risk: to retain power, they now had to compete for it.
Table 8 Near Here
These features of the recent history of Africa -- the decline in state revenues, the increased importance of natural resources in its economies and the rise of political competition– map suggestively onto the list of factors whose values determine when the choices defining political order can be sustained in equilibrium.  
To be noted is that this discussion strongly echoes the work of other scholars.  Collier and Hoeffler (Collier and Hanke 1998; Collier and Hoeffler 1998), Birdahl and Malone (Berdal and Malone 2000), and Reno (Reno 2000) emphasize the central role that natural resources have played in Africa’s political conflicts and stressed the role of “greed” rather than “grievance” in the breakdown of states.  And Eboe Hutchful (among others) stresses the problematic nature of the benefits of democratic reform in Africa: “Ironically, struggles for democracy have sometimes stimulated militarization,” he writes,” particularly where the conflict poses the prospect of drastic reconfiguring (sic) of political power…”((Hutchful 2000), p. 220).
  
The link between resource rents and violence has also been noted by students of other regions and features in the literatures on the “resource curse” (e.g. (Ross 2003)) and the “rentier state” (e.g.(Chaudry 1994)). Chua (Chua 2003), Zakaria (Zakaria 1997) and Mansfield and Snyder (Mansfield and Snyder 1995) have highlighted the costs, rather than the benefits, of democratization in other portions of the world.  The logic that underlies our analysis, then, resonates not only with the literature on Africa but also more broadly.
Estimation
The analysis thus yields propositions about the relationship between political order and three additional variables: government revenues, resource rents and political competition.  If the logic of the argument is valid, then it should yield coefficients of the proper sign, magnitude, and statistical significance.
Variables

The formation of private militias provides a measure of political order.  The question asked of the data was: “For a given country in a given year: were there reports of a private military organization?”
  If the answer is “yes,” then the dependent variable takes the value 1; if “no,” the value 0.
Dividing the central government’s revenue for a given year by the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) yields a measure of public revenues.  Price data and production figures collected from commercial sources and population data from the World Bank yield for each year the per capita value of the country’s production of petroleum.  Lastly, published sources indicate for each year
 whether the head of state presided over a no-party, one-party or competitive party system.  They thereby also provide a measure of the level of political competition faced by the head of state and thus a proxy for the discount rate.  Table 9 provides a list and description of the variables and the sources from which they were gathered.
Table 9 Near Here
The dependent variable is qualitative.  Because it is bounded from above by 1 and from below by 0, the errors from a linear model can not be identically distributed.  The logistic rather than the normal distribution therefore links changes in the variables to changes in the likelihood of political disorder.
Political disorder in one country readily spills over into another; and the presence of military groups in one year can increase the likelihood of their presence in the next.  , Including a measure of the total number of domestic military groups, civil wars, and international conflicts in neighboring countries helps to control for interdependence between state level observations.  Entering the number of “peace years” as a variable in the equation and introducing several (three) splines helps to control for the interdependence between the annual observations (Beck, Katz et al. 1998).  Robust estimation provides a further check against the impact of interdependence within and between cross-sections upon the standard errors.

Perhaps the greatest problem arises from the high level of missingness, however.
  Resorting to case-wise deletion – that is, to dropping observations which lack data for key variables – would decrease the efficiency and increase the potential for bias in the estimates; reducing the number of cases relative to the depth of the panel would introduce additional bias.  We therefore employ the methods developed by Rubin ((Rubin 1996), (Schafer 1997)) to impute point estimates of the missing values and to calculate their distributions.

The estimates derive from both a pooled sample and from models that include fixed effects.  It is simply difficult to believe that the expected level of insecurity in, say. Botswana is the same as that in, say, Sudan, even when controlling for the impact of the variables specified by the theory.  

Results

Table 9 contains definitions of the variables, reports their means and standard deviations and the sources from which they were taken.  

Tables 10-13 present estimates of the core model.  Tables 10-11 present data from the pooled sample; Tables 12-13, estimates that control for country-specific effects.  In all instances, the country specific coefficients, taken as a group, are significant.  Tables 11 and 12 contain estimates that control for potential endogeneity bias in the coefficient for government revenues; political security could, after all, be both a cause as well as a consequence of low government revenues.
  

Tables 10-13 Near Here

Tables 14-17 repeat these estimates while including the classic set of modernization variables – INCOME, LITERACY and URBANIZATION; measures of shocks – short term GROWTH, DROUGHT, and national ELECTIONS; and the level of conflict among NEIGHBORS as well as the percentage of the nations population that belong to ethnic groups that CROSS national boundaries.  For present purposes, adding these variables provides a check for the robustness of the theoretical variables.  In the second equation in each table, the variable MODERNIZATION replaces the measures of income, literacy, and urbanization.  Based on a factor score generated from an unrotated principal components analysis of those three variables, it provides a summary measure of the level of social and economic development and a check against estimating misleading coefficients as a result of colinearity.  In all of the fixed effects estimates, the country dummies remain jointly significant, even when these controls are entered into the equation.

Tables 14-17 Near Here

Recall that the reasoning advanced suggests that the magnitude of government revenues should bear a negative relationship with the likelihood of civic re-armament, but that when “too high,” the relationship should reverse: excessive taxation should undermine the political contract between private citizens and the state.  In all instances the signs of the coefficients are as expected.  While the standard errors of the coefficients estimated from the pooled sample impart confidence in the argument, those for the coefficients estimated in models that include fixed effects do not.  Levels, not differences, bear significant relationships with the likelihood of the formation of private militias.  Note that the coefficients for the estimated level of government revenues is greater than that of the “raw” variable, suggesting that government revenues do indeed respond negatively to increased levels of political threat.  When the conventional control variables are entered into the model, the instrumented value of the revenue measure becomes statistically significant in estimates derived from the pooled sample (see Table 15).  

By the logic of our argument, governments that are certain of positive economic prospects even in the midst of political disorder will be tempted to behave in ways that increase insecurity, thus increasing the likelihood of popular re-armament.  The sign and significance of the coefficient on PETROLEUM lends mixed support to our reasoning, with the coefficient being significant in the fixed effects models but not in estimates drawn from the pooled sample.  When controls are introduced, however, the coefficient on PETROLEUM exhibits the proper sign and attains statistical significance even when estimated in pooled samples.

It should be noted that this finding cannot be replicated for other measures: the value of diamond exports,
 the value of primary product exports,
 or the value of natural resource rents.
  
Lastly, recall the importance of the discount rate: insofar as executives have reason to fear future political chaos, they will behave in ways that enhance collective security.  Should they find themselves at political risk, however, and their prospects in office less certain, they will then place less weight on future losses and more readily succumb to present temptations.  

Over the course of the sample period – 1970-1995 – the greatest challenge, perhaps, to incumbent elites came from democratic reforms.  With the turn to democracy, elites that once faced no organized competition now had to face competitors for office.  The level of political insecurity rose and, by our reasoning, so too the likelihood that the government would engage in predation.  As seen in Tables 10-17, this implication is strongly supported by the data.  In virtually every specification, the coefficients on the NO-PARTY and ONE-PARTY variables are negative and significant.  As the dummy for COMPETITIVE political systems is lodged in the intercept term, the coefficients estimated from the pooled data indicate that single or no-party systems yield a higher level of political security than do competitive party systems.  For their part, the coefficients in the fixed effects models indicate that moving from a no- to single-party system to a competitive party system increases the likelihood that civic society will take up arms.

An additional feature of the data merit comment: the coefficient on ELECTIONS, one of the variables introduced to control for the impact of shocks.  The variable takes on the value 1 the year before a national election.  In this instance, we ruled out the use of lagged values for the independent variable because we would then be excluding data from precisely the cases of greatest interest: authoritarian regimes that were adopting democratic practices.  The coefficient of the variable is negative: during the run up to elections, the presence of armed groups is less frequently reported.
  

Note that when this variable is introduced into the models (Tables 14-17), the coefficients on the no- and single-party variables remain statistically significant and negative in sign; if anything, they tend increase in magnitude.  Clearly the inclusion of this measure fails to reduce the impact of political competition on the likelihood of militarization.  Clearly too the link between political reform and political insecurity cannot run through political campaigns.  Because this finding excludes a plausible alternative explanation for the relationship between competition and conflict, it enhances the credibility of our account, which runs through the impact of competition on the conduct of the incumbent regime.

Conclusion

This chapter probes the roots of political disorder.  The theory of the state and observations from contemporary Africa informed a the specification of a game theoretic model that offered insight into the conditions under which governments would use force in ways that enhance rather than weaken personal security and under which citizens would set aside arms.  The Weberian state is not a given: it results when these choices form an equilibrium.  Nor is state failure given, not even in Africa: it results when the level of public revenues falls, elites fear the loss of office, and those with power gain control over sources of revenues so abundant that they need not fear living in relative poverty should the state break down.
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� F(•) is assumed to be a twice continuously differentiable, concave function that maps from player i 's effort to her income.  


� More generally, throughout the paper we ignore the possibility that one agent eradicates the other.  We maintain this assumption because we want to consider stateless societies in which there are on-going possibly violent interactions between groups -- be they tribes, communities, lineages, or villages.   Similarly, we don’t consider a situation in which one gain military resources by raiding the other.  When 
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	�The model in Muthoo 2000 is closest to ours.  While it explores the impact of asymmetries (which we do not), it does not enable agents to invest in military capabilities (as we do) or explore such issues as deterring raids by consuming leisure or the welfare implications of endogenous state.


� Considering a similar equilibrium in which G punishes an agent who raided or failed to pay tax without reverting to the State Failure equilibrium does not change the analysis. 
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� Recall the sources in footnote 2.


� Refer to the sources in footnote 2.In coding this variable, we recorded the system in place at end of the calendar year (i.e. December 31).
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� The instruments include the lagged value of the variable, taxes on trade as a percentage of revenues, and primary products as a percentage of total exports; and the current rate of growth of the OECD countries. Entered into a fixed effects of regression, this set of instruments is significantly related to the current level of government revenues (overall R2= 0.89) but not to the presence of domestic military groups (overall R2 = 0.007).  





� Using data collected by Macartan Humphreys.
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� The value of mineral, energy and forest products as a percentage of the gross national income.  Data provided by Stephen O’Connell.


� Neither contemporary nor lagged measures of national elections bore a significant relationship to the measure of political disorder.
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