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This updated assessment differs in four significant ways from previous ones prepared for 2001 through 2008.
●   An empirically and theoretically based risk score is derived for each country.
●   Major instances of instability, either internal war or abrupt regime changes, preceded most historical episodes of genocide and politicide.  Therefore we have added the likelihood of future instability in a country as an additional risk factor. A new analysis by Joseph Hewitt (2009) identifies five factors that point to future instability: high infant mortality, high militarization, armed conflict in neighboring countries, regime inconsistency (mixed democratic and autocratic features), and low economic interdependence. The last two are similar to factors in the original genocide risk model, the other three are new.  His results are used to rank countries according to instability risks from very high to very low.  
●   The risk factors are weighted according to their relative importance.  For example in the first author’s analysis of the preconditions of historical cases, (Harff 2003, p. 66), past genocide was a more important risk factor than exclusionary ideology by a ratio of 3.5 to 2.5. Full autocracy also added a weight of 3.5 and so on (see appendix).  Each country’s risk score in the following table is the sum of the weights for the six risk factors.
●  Some risk scores are negative and thus are used to offset positive risk factors.  For example, a partial or fully democratic regime is substantially less likely to carry out genocide even if the country has other, positive risk factors.  A high level of economic interdependence and a low risk of future instability have similar inhibiting effects.  In addition, if a country has no state-led discrimination or no exclusionary ideology, we subtract those variables’ weights from the risk score.  These factors are within the control of elites and governments and their absence implies positive state action to contain genocide-inducing factors. When we make these adjustments to risk scores, some countries have lower risks than we previously thought.  Equatorial Guinea, Nigeria, and Iraq are examples of countries whose positive risk factors are to a significant degree offset by their high levels of economic connectedness. 

The highest risk countries are the usual suspects: Sudan and Burma followed by Somalia, where no authority at present has the capacity to carry out mass killings.  The future risks are nonetheless high, especially if an Islamist regime establishes control.  Risks also remain high in Zimbabwe and Rwand, and are greater than we previously estimated in Iran, Saudi Arabia, and China.  They are lower in Afghanistan, Burundi, Uganda, and Sri Lanka. Some countries have dropped from previous lists because their revised risk scores, like those of Israel (included here as an example) have dropped near or below zero: among them are Bhutan, Bosnia, Cote d’Ivoire, Lebanon, and Nepal.  Note that few of these changes are due to changes in the countries in question, but rather to the use of a new and more sensitive – and we think more accurate – procedure for assessing risks.
The appendix to the table provides technical details on the variables and procedure used.
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	Countries and 2009 Risk Index Score
	Problems and

Conflict Issues
	Risks of Future Instability

weights  +3 to -3
	Targets of State-led

Discrimination

weights

+2 to -2
	Geno/Politi- cides since 1955

weights

+3.5 to 0
	Ethnically

Polarized

Elite

weights

+2.5 to 0
	Exclusionary

Ideology

weights

+2.5 to -2.5
	Current

Regime Type

weights

+3.5 to –3.5
	2006

Trade Openness

weights

+2.5 to–2.5

	Sudan

16.5
	Ethnic/regional, economic, religious
	Medium

+ 1
	Darfuri

+ 2
	Yes:  1956-72,

1983-2001,

2003-present

+ 3.5
	Yes: Arabs dominate

+ 2.5
	Yes: Islamist

+ 2.5
	Partial

autocracy

+ 2.5
	Very low

+ 2.5

	Burma

16


	Ethnic/regional,

political
	Medium

+ 1
	Arakenese

Chin, Shan

Kachin, Karen

+ 2
	Yes: 

1978

+ 3.5
	Yes: Burmans

+ 2.5
	Yes: Burman (junta)

Nationalism

+ 2.5
	Full autocracy

+ 3.5
	Medium

low

+ 1.0

	Somalia

10.5
	Separatism; clan rivalries; Islamist/secular
	High

+ 2
	None (no effective state)

0
	Yes: 1988-91

+ 3.5
	No (no gover-

ning elite)

0
	* Islamists

yes

+ 2.5
	No effective

regime

0
	Very low

+ 2.5

	Iran

9.5
	Ethnic/regional,

Islamist-secular
	Low

- 1
	Kurds, Bahais, Turkomen

+ 2
	Yes:

1981-92

+ 3.5
	No

0
	Yes: Islamic

theocracy

+ 2.5
	Full autocracy

+ 3.5
	High

- 1

	China

8.5
	Ethnic/regional,

religious
	Very low

- 2
	Turkomen

Tibetans

Christians

+ 2
	Yes: 

1950-51, 1959, 1956-75

+ 3.5
	No

0
	Yes: Marxist

+ 2.5
	Full autocracy

+ 3.5
	High

- 1

	Zimbabwe

8.5
	Ethnic, political opposition vs. Mugabe regime
	Medium

+ 1
	Europeans

+2
	Yes: 1983-87

+3.5
	Yes: Shona dominate

+ 2.5
	No

- 2.5
	Partial autocracy

+ 2
	Very high

- 2.5 

	Rwanda

7
	Ethnic
	Medium

+ 1
	None

- 2
	Yes: 1963-65, 

1994

+ 3.5
	Yes: Tutsis

dominate

+ 2.5
	No

- 2.5
	Partial

autocracy

+ 2.0
	Very low

+ 2.5

	Saudi Arabia

6.5
	Wahabism v. Shi’ism; foreign workers
	Very low

- 3
	Shi’is

+ 2
	None

0
	Yes: Sudairi clan  dominates *

+ 2.5
	Yes: Wahabism

+ 2.5
	Autocracy

+ 3.5
	High

- 1

	Angola

5.5
	Ethnic separatism
	Very high

+ 3
	Cabindans

+ 2
	Yes: 1975-2001

+ 3.5
	No

0
	No

- 2.5
	Partial autocracy

+ 2
	Very high

- 2.5

	DR Congo 

5.5
	Autonomist tendencies; warlordism
	Very high

+ 3
	Tutsis

+ 2
	Yes: 

1964-65,

1977, 1999

+ 3.5
	No

0
	No

- 2.5
	Partial autocracy

+ 2
	Very high

- 2.5

	Egypt

5.5
	Secular/Islamist/Christian; opposition to Mubarek regime
	Medium

+ 1
	Copts, Islamists

+ 2
	None

0
	No

0
	Yes: Secular nationalism

+ 2.5
	Mixed

0
	Medium low

0 *

	Ethiopia

5.5
	Separatism; ethnic/religious cleavages
	Very high

+ 3
	None

- 2
	Yes: 1976-79

+ 3.5
	Yes:

Tigreans dominate

+ 2.5
	No

- 2.5
	Mixed regime

0
	Medium low

+ 1

	Pakistan

5.5
	Ethnic/regional,

tribal, religious
	High

+ 2
	Ahmadis, Hindus

+ 2
	Yes: 1971, 1973-77

+ 3.5
	No

0
	No

0
	Partial democracy

- 2.0
	Very low

+ 2.5

	Algeria

4.5
	Secular/Islamist

Arabs/Berbers
	Low

- 1
	None

-2.5
	Yes: 1962

+ 3.5
	Yes: Arabs dominate

+ 2.5
	Yes: Secular nationalism v. Islamist

+ 2.5
	Partial autocracy

+ 2.0
	Very high

- 2.5

	Burundi

3.5
	Ethnic
	Very high

+ 3
	None

- 2
	Yes:  1965-73

1993, 1998

+ 3.5
	Yes: Tutsis

Dominate

+ 2.5
	No

- 2.5
	Partial democracy

- 2
	Medium low

+ 1

	Equatorial Guinea

3.5
	Ethnic autonomy (mainland v. islands)
	Low

- 1
	(no current information)

0
	Yes: 1969-79

+ 3.5
	Yes

+ 2.5
	No

- 2.5
	Autocracy

+ 3.5
	Very high

- 2.5

	Sri Lanka

3.5
	Ethnic, religious
	Low

- 1
	Tamils

+ 2
	Yes:

1989-90

+ 3.5
	Yes: Sinha-

lese favored

+ 2.5
	No

- 2.5
	Partial

democracy

- 2
	Low

+ 1

	Uganda

3.5
	Ethnic/regional, autonomist
	High

+ 2
	None

- 2
	Yes: 1980-83,

1985-86

+ 3.5
	No

0
	No

- 2.5
	Mixed regime

0
	Very low

+ 2.5

	Afghanis-tan

3
	Autonomist tendencies; corruption; sectarian
	Very high

+ 3
	None

- 2
	Yes: 1978-89

+ 3.5
	None

0
	None

- 2.5
	Transitional regime

0
	Medium low

+ 1

	Nigeria

3
	Autonomy; North-South and religious cleavages
	Very high

+ 3
	Ogani, Ejaw

+ 2
	Yes: 1967-69

+ 3.5
	No

0
	No

- 2.5
	Partial

democracy

- 2
	High

- 1

	Iraq

0
	Separatism; clan and tribal rivalries; Islamist/secular
	Very high

+ 3
	None

- 2
	Yes: 1961-75,

1988-91

+ 3.5
	Yes: many bases of

contention *

+ 2.5
	No

- 2.5
	Partial democracy

- 2
	Very high

- 2.5

	Israel, West Bank and Gaza

- 1
	Palestinian nationalism; religious/secular
	Low

- 2
	Arab Israelis

+ 2
	None

0
	Yes: Jews dominate

+ 2.5
	Yes: Zionist nationalism

+ 2.5
	Full democracy

- 3.5
	High


- 1


Appendix.  This table is derived from analyses reported in Barbara Harff (2003). That study used data from all countries with internal wars and regime failures from 1955 to 2001. The presence of six risk factors, in various combinations, contributed to the subsequent occurrence of genocides or politicides during these cases. Later analyses by the US government’s Political Instability Task Force (PITF) highlighted the significance of one other factor, the presence of state-led political or economic discrimination against specific minorities. When this variable was included, the magnitude of past conflict (“upheaval”) was no longer significant.  Most data on risk factors are from the PITF , Polity, and Minorities at Risk dataset were updated by Monty G. Marshall of George Mason University for this analysis. 

Variables Used in this Analysis:
Instability scores:  Countries with instability ledger scores greater than 20 are given weights of +3; if ledger scores are 10 to 19.9 the weight is 2; if 2 to 5.9, the weight is -1; if less than 2 (i.e. highly stable countries), the weight is -2 (see Hewitt 2009).

State-led discrimination:  State policies and practices deliberately restrict the economic and/or political rights of specific minority groups. Derived from current analyses by the Minorities at Risk project at the University of Maryland, website http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/mar/  Three groups are added to those flagged by the MAR project: Copts in Egypt, Kurds in Syria, and Arab Israelis in Israel.  

Genocides and politicides since 1955:  Three cases of mass atrocities have been added to those listed in Barbara Harff’s initial genocide data set (Harff 2003, p. 60).  1) Nigeria, during the Biafran civil war of 1967-69, the federal government’s deliberate blockage of international aid that led directly the deaths of hundreds of thousands of civilians from malnutrition and disease; 2) Zimbabwe, state-sponsored killings of tens of thousands of Ndbele in the mid-1980s because of their political opposition to the regime; and 3) the systematic killings of Hutus, mostly refugees, in the eastern Congo under the cover of the Kabila-led revolutionary movement in 1996-97.

Ethnically polarized elite: This variable flags countries in which access to the political elite is intensely contested along ethnic, tribal, or other communal lines. * The positive codings for Syria (Alawites v. Sunnis), Lebanon (Christians v. Sunnis and Shi’a), Saudi Arabia (the Sudairi clan of the Saudi family), and Iraq (multiple ethnoreligious and regional groups) reflect elite conflict among groups that have diverse class clan, tribal, and ethnic as well as religious bases.  

Exclusionary ideology: The political elite holds a belief system that identifies some overriding purpose or principle that justifies efforts to restrict, persecute, or eliminate specific political, class, ethnic, or religious groups.  * Although Somalia has no effective central government, Islamist groups have imposed strict Islamic law over the growing portions of the country they control.

Current regime type:  Full autocracies (weighted 3.5 in our risk analysis) have a 2008 score of -6 or lower on the Polity scale, which ranges from -10 for full autocracies (such as North Korea and Saudi Arabia) to full democracies (such as Sweden and Canada).  Full autocracies have been most likely to perpetrate genocides and politicides; partial autocracies (scores of -5 to 1, weighted 2 here) are somewhat less at risk.  Partial democracies (weighted -2) have scores of + 2 to +6, full democracies (weighted -3.5) have scores of +7 to +10.  Countries with no effective regime (Somalia) or incoherent regimes (Polity codes of -1, 0, +1, and -77) are given weights of 0. Regimes in Iraq and Afghanistan are still in transition but are coded here as partial democracies. See the Polity IV website at http://globalpolicy.gmu.edu 

Trade openness 2006 (imports + exports as % of GNP, latest data available) signifies the extent of international engagement in a country. Risks have been highest in countries with the lowest openness scores, 45 or less, weight of +2.5.  Medium scores are 46-70 (weight of +1),   high scores are 71-100 (weight of -1) are 70 – 100.  The most highly interdependent countries, scores greater than 100, are given a weight of – 2.5.  *Egypt is a special case: although international data show it is low in trade openness, as the second-highest recipient of US aid its actions are affected by US interests and we give it a weight of 0.  

A Note on Minus and Plus Weights: We did not assign minus scores to countries that did not have past genocides because their histories cannot be changed, in contrast to active discrimination or exclusionary ideologies, both of which can be changed by government policy.  Iraq, Burundi, Rwanda, and Afghanistan are examples of countries to which we assign -2 weights on state-led discrimination; their governments are committed to reversing the discriminatory policies of previous regimes. As to elite polarization, no minus weights are assigned because the condition can rarely be actively altered in the short or medium run. 
Sources Used

Most data on risk factors for all countries, along with the above article and several previous risk analysis, will be posted on the Genocide Prevention Advisory Network’s website, http://GPANet.org, and on the George Mason University’s Global Policy Center website at http://globalpolicy.gmu.edu/genocide/  Other sources cited: 
Harff, Barbara. 2003. “No Lessons Learned from the Holocaust? Assessing Risks of Genocide and Political Mass Murder since 1955,” American Political Science Review 97, No. 1 (February): 57-73.  

Hewitt, J. Joseph. 2009. “The Peace and Conflict Instability Ledger: Ranking States on Future Risks, 2008-2010.”  Chap. 2 in J. Joseph Hewitt, Jonathan Wilkenfeld, and T. R. Gurr, Peace and Conflict 2010.  Boulder and London: Paradigm Publishers, in press.
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