Summary: Risks of Genocide and Politicide in High-Conflict and Divided Countries 2007
Country

Risk Score

Are Risks Escalating?
Highest Risk Countries: Need close monitoring and international engagement
Myanmar

   12


 0
Low-level conflict and political contention 

Sudan


   11

 
+ 
Ongoing armed conflict and genocide

Algeria

     8


+    
Increasing conflict

Pakistan

     7

 
+   
Increasing conflict and political contention

Iraq


     7

 
+  
Ongoing conflict, intense political contention
Kosovo

     7

 
+    
Conflict ended, intense political contention

Rwanda

     7

 
--   
Conflict ended, routine political contention

Bosnia


     7  


0    
Conflict ended, routine political contention 
Medium Risk Countries: Those with escalating conflict need close monitoring, engagement
Somalia

     6


++
Escalating conflict, intense political contention

Ethiopia

     6

 
+
Ongoing conflict, intense political contention

Sri Lanka

     6

 
 0    
Conflict intensifying, routine political contention

Nepal                               6                   
 0     
Conflict abating, intense political contention

Uzbekistan  

     6

  
 0   
Ongoing political contention

PRChina

     6

  
  -
Conflict abating

Burundi

     6

  
 --    
Conflict ended, routine political contention

Afghanistan
                 5

 
 + 
Escalating conflict

DR Congo

     5

  
 0
Conflict abating, intense political contention

Israel


     5

 
 0    
Ongoing conflict, routine political contention

Turkey  

     5

  
 0     
Conflict intensifying, routine political contention

Uganda

     5

 
 --   
Conflict abating

Chad


     4

 
++    
Escalating conflict, intense political contention

Cote d’Ivoire                  4

  
 0
Conflict abating, intense political contention

Angola                             4

  
  -      Conflict ended, routine political contention

Lower Risk Countries: Those with escalating conflict need close monitoring, engagement
Nigeria

     3

   
 0     
Ongoing armed conflict, routine political contention

Yemen             
     3

  
 -      
Conflict abating, routine political contention

Indonesia                        3

  
 -     
Conflict ended, routine political contention

Serbia


     3

  
 -     
Conflict ended, routine political contention 

Zimbabwe

     2


++    
Escalating conflict, intense political contention

Thailand                          2

  
 0      
Conflict intensifying, routine contention

India


     2

   
 0     
Conflict low, routine political contention

Georgia

     2

   
 0       Conflict low, routine political contention
Macedonia

     0

   
 -     
Conflict ended, routine political contention 
How Risk Scores are Calculated
The following table specifies each of the current risk conditions in 32 high-conflict and divided countries. The risk factors themselves were identified in a series of statistical analyses by the U.S. government’s Political Instability Task Force, first reported in Barbara Harff, “No Lessons Learned from the Holocaust? Assessing Risks of Genocide and Political Mass Murder since 1955,” American Political Science Review 97:1 (2003): 57-73. We thank Monty G. Marshall of George Mason University for providing updated information on short-term conflict trends, regime type, and trade openness. We weighted the risk factors as follows:
Open conflict since 1988: 
2
High or very high, continuing or escalating 
 

1
Very high, ended; high, abating; medium, continuing or abating; low, escalating 


0
Low; medium, ended; low and continuing 




Genocides and politicides since 1950:  
2
By current regime or its predecessors 

1
By discredited old regime or other parties 


Ethnically polarized elite: 
2
Yes

1
Factional competition or new power-sharing arrangements 

Exclusionary ideology:

2
Regime yes

1           Regime no, opposition yes 

Current regime type: 
2
Autocracy (Polity score lower than -5) 

1
Partial autocracy or partial democracy  (because mixed regime types are inherently unstable) 
0
Democracy (Polity score 7 or more) 

Trade openness 2004 (imports + exports as percent of GNP, indicating  international engagement):

2
Very low or low (40 or less) 

1
Medium (41-70) 
0
High or very high (70+) 

Assessments of Risk Escalation
These are judgments based on recent trends in armed conflict, and in the intensity of contention among factions of the political elite. Upheaval (war, armed conflict, fundamental political change) was a precondition of almost all genocides and politicides since 1945. The greater was upheaval, the higher the likelihood of such episodes. Intense factional contention within the elite is an indirect or accelerating condition that, in the presence of structural risk factors, increases the chances of outbreaks of genocides and politicides.

+ and  ++  
short-term (last three years) increases in risks of genocide

      0 

no short-term changes

-  and  -- 
short-term declines in risks of genocide
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Note: High risk factors are in bold and weighted 2.  Medium risk factors are in italics and weighted 1.
	Countries/

Risk Scores
	Cleavages
	Open Conflict Since 1988
	Genocides and Politi- cides since 1950
	Ethnically

Polarized 

Elite
	Exclusionary

Ideology
	Current

Regime Type
	2004

Trade Openness
	Possible Target Groups

	Myanmar

12
	Ethnic/regional,

political
	High, ongoing
	Yes: 1978
	Yes: Burmans
	Yes: Burman nationalist
	Autocracy


	Very low
	Karen; democratic opposition

	Sudan

11
	Ethnic/regional, economic, religious
	Very high,

ongoing
	Yes: 

1956-72,

1983-2001,

2003- 
	Yes: Arabs dominate
	Yes: Islamist
	Partial

autocracy
	Low
	Darfuri,

Southerners

	Algeria

8
	Secular-Islamist, ethnic
	Very high,

escalating

after lull
	Yes:

1962
	No
	Yes: secular

nationalism

vs. Islamists
	Partial democracy


	Low
	Islamists; Berbers

	Pakistan

7
	Ethnic/regional,

religious
	Medium, ongoing
	Yes:

1971,

1973-77
	No
	Regime no; 

Islamists yes
	Autocracy


	Low
	Ahmadis; Shi’i; Christians

	Iraq

7
	Ethnic/regional,

Shi’i-Sunni
	High,

continuing
	Yes:

1961-75,

1988-91
	Yes: Shia dominate
	Regime no,

Islamists yes
	Democracy


	(Medium)
	Sunnis, supporters of

US presence

	Kosovo

7
	Ethnonational
	Medium,

ended
	Yes: 

1998-99
	Yes: 

Albanians dominate
	Yes: Kosovar

nationalism
	Partial democracy
	(Medium)
	Serbs


	Rwanda

7
	Ethnic
	Very high,

ended
	Yes: 1963-64, 1994
	Yes: Tutsis

dominate
	No
	Partial autocracy


	Low
	Supporters of exiled

Hutu militants

	Bosnia

7
	Ethnonational, Muslim-Christian
	High,

ended
	Yes: 

1992-95
	Yes: ethnically divided
	Yes: Ethnic nationalism
	Partial democracy


	High
	Muslim, Serbian enclaves


	Countries/

Risk Scores
	Cleavages
	Open Conflict Since 1988
	Genocides and Politi- cides since 1950
	Ethnically

Polarized 

Elite
	Exclusionary

Ideology
	Current

Regime Type
	2004

Trade Openness
	Possible Target Groups

	Somalia

6
	Clan/regional


	Very high,

continuing
	Yes: 

1988-91
	No
	Clan leaders no, Islamists yes
	No effective

regime


	(Medium)
	Issaq in Somali-

land, clan rivals in south

	Ethiopia

6
	Ethnic/regional,

religious
	Medium, ongoing
	Yes: 

1976-79
	Yes: Tigreans

dominate
	No
	Partial democracy


	Medium
	Gambella; 

Oromo and Somali

separatists

	Sri Lanka

6


	Ethnonational
	High, escalating
	Yes:

1989-90
	No; but Sinhalese

favored
	No
	Partial democracy


	High
	Tamil separatists; Muslims

	Nepal

6
	Political
	High,

ended
	No
	Yes: Highlanders dominate
	Regime no, Maoists yes
	Transitional
	Medium
	Maoists; monarchists

	Uzbekistan

6
	Secular-Islamic
	Low-level, ongoing
	No
	Yes: Uzbeks dominate
	Yes: secular

nationalism vs. Islamists
	Autocracy


	High
	Islamists; political

opposition

	China

6
	Ethnic/regional,

Religious
	Medium, ended
	Yes: 1950-51, 1959, 1956-75
	No
	Yes: Marxist
	Autocracy
	High
	Uigher and Tibetan nationalists; Falun Gong; Christians

	Burundi

6
	Ethnic
	Very high,

ended
	Yes:
1965-73

1993, 1998
	Power-

sharing
	No
	Partial 

democracy
	Low
	Supporters of Hutu militants

	Afghanistan

5

	Ethnic/regional, economic
	Very high,

conflict

escalating
	Yes:

1978-89
	No
	No
	Partial

democracy

	(Medium)
	Supporters of Karzai regime


	Countries/

Risk Scores
	Cleavages
	Open Conflict Since 1988
	Genocides and Politi- cides since 1950
	Ethnically

Polarized 

Elite
	Exclusionary

Ideology
	Current

Regime Type
	2004

Trade Openness
	Possible Target Groups

	DR Congo

 5
	Ethnic/regional
	High, conflict

abating
	Yes: 

1964-65,

1977
	No
	No
	Partial democracy


	(Medium)
	Hutus, Tutsis of North Kivu

	Israel

5
	Ethnonational, Jewish-Muslim
	Very high, abating
	No
	Yes: Jews dominate
	Yes: Zionist nationalism
	Democracy


	High
	Palestinians; Arab Israelis

	Turkey

5
	Ethnonational
	Low,

escalating
	No
	No
	Secular nationalism
	Partial democracy


	Medium
	Kurdish nationalists

	Uganda

5
	Ethnic/regional
	High, conflict

abating
	Yes:

1972-79,

1980-86
	No
	No
	Partial autocracy


	Low
	Supporters of Lords

Resistance Army

	Chad

4

	Ethnic/regional
	Medium,

escalating
	
	Factional

competition
	No
	Partial autocracy


	High
	Supporters of Debay regime; Chadian Arabs

	Cote d’Ivoire

4
	Ethnic/regional, Christian-Muslim
	Medium,

abating
	No
	New power-sharing
	Opposition: Ivoirian identity
	Partial democracy
	High
	Muslim northerners,

immigrants from Volta

	Angola

4
	Ethnic/regional
	Very high,

ended
	Yes:

1975-2001
	No
	No
	Partial autocracy


	Very high
	Cabindan separatists; UNITA supporters

	Nigeria

3
	Ethnic/regional,

Muslim-Christian
	Low,

continuing
	Yes: 

1967-69
	No
	Regime no,

Islamists yes
	Partial

democracy


	High
	Ijaws, other Delta

peoples; Christians in North

	Yemen

3
	Regional, sectarian
	Low, continuing
	No
	No
	Regime no;

Islamists yes
	Partial autocracy


	Medium
	Zaidis (Islamists)


	Countries/

Risk Scores
	Cleavages
	Open Conflict Since 1988
	Genocides and Politi- cides since 1950
	Ethnically

Polarized 

Elite
	Exclusionary

Ideology
	Current

Regime Type
	2004

Trade Openness
	Possible Target Groups

	Indonesia

3

	Ethnic/regional,

Muslim-Christian
	Medium, ended
	Yes: 

1965-66,

1975-92
	No
	No
	Democracy


	Medium
	Papuans; Achenese;

Chinese; Christians

	Serbia

3
	Ethnic
	Medium, ended
	No
	No
	Yes: Serbian

nationalism
	Partial democracy
	High
	Non-Serbs

	Zimbabwe

2
	Ethnic/regional


	Low, escalating
	No
	No 
	No
	Partial

autocracy


	High
	Ndebele; Move-

ment for Demo-cratic Change

	Thailand

2


	Regional, Buddhist-Muslim
	Low,

escalating
	No
	No
	No
	Partial autocracy

	Very high
	Supporters of Muslim insurgents

	India

2
	Ethnic/regional,

Hindu-Christian,

Naxalite/Maoist
	Medium, continuing
	No
	No
	No
	Democracy


	Medium
	Muslims, Christians

	Georgia

2
	Ethnic/regional
	Low,

ended
	No
	Yes:

Georgians dominate
	No
	Democracy
	High
	Abkhaz, Ossetians

	Macedonia

0
	Ethnonational, Christian-Muslim
	Low, ended
	No
	No
	No
	Democracy


	High
	Albanians


Note: Colombia and Russia, included in an analysis prepared in 2004, are not listed here because they have little open conflict now and few other risk factors.  If included, each would score 2.  Countries added since 2004 are Chad, because of escalating internal and spill-over conflict from Sudan; and Bosnia, Kosovo, Serbia, Macedonia, Georgia, and Uzbekistan because of serious communal cleavages.  See Barbara Harff, “Assessing Risks of Genocide and Politicide,” pp. 57-62 in Monty G. Marshall and Ted Robert Gurr, Peace and Conflict 2005: A Global Survey of Armed Conflicts, Self-Determination Movements, and Democracy. College Park, MD: Center for International Development and Conflict Management, University of Maryland, 2005.
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