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Abstract

We show that current cross-country differences in levels of democracy in
Africa originate in most part from the nature of its independence movements.
Using various measures of political regimes (1960-2010) and historical data on
anti-colonial insurgencies (c.1900 to year of independence), we find that coun-
tries that experienced anti-colonial "rural" insurgencies tend to have autocratic
regimes, while those that experienced "urban" mass protests tend to have more
democratic institutions. We provide evidence for causality of this relationship
by using terrain ruggedness as an instrument for rural insurgency and by per-
forming a sensitivity analysis that relaxes the exclusion restriction (Conley et al
2012). Finally, we show that non-violent forms of opposition to colonial rule fa-
cilitated the emergence of democracy by generating more inclusive governments
and stronger civil societies.
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1 Introduction

Institutional development in Africa has been very unevenly distributed in recent years.
While a number of countries such as South Africa, Ghana and Benin have experienced
major democratic reforms after the end of the Cold War, others such as Cameroon,
Congo and Zimbabwe either remained autocratic or became unstable democracies
plagued with political violence. The drastic divergence in democratic trajectories be-
tween these two sets of countries is quite puzzling. Why do some countries democratize
while others do not?

Following Lipset (1959) and Przeworski (1997), social scientists have addressed the
above question by focusing on the role of income (Acemoglu et al. 2008; Benhabib
et al. 2011), education (Glaeser et al. 2007), and factor mobility (Boix 2003). These
studies provide mixed empirical evidence at best. While Glaeser et al. (2007) and Boix
(2003) find that education and factor mobility, respectively, have a positive effect on
democratization, Acemoglu et al. (2008) find that the inclusion of country fixed effects
removes the statistical association between income per capita and democracy. Indeed,
within the African context, the empirical evidence suggests that development-related
variables are uncorrelated with democratization.1

In this paper we turn our attention to political history. The conventional wisdom
is that African countries with stable democracies are those with "wise" leaders and
civil society organizations with strong democratic values (e.g., Bratton and Van de
Walle 1997; Joseph 1997). However, civil society strength and leadership style are
highly endogenous to democratization. We therefore need to further investigate the
political and historical factors that facilitate the emergence of democratic values and
practices in the first place.

We find that countries that experienced major "rural" armed rebellions against
colonial rule between 1900 and independence (e.g., Cameroon and Kenya) tend to be
either autocratic or unstable democracies, specially after the end of the Cold War.
In contrast, countries that experienced "urban" anti-colonial protests (e.g., Senegal
and Ghana) tend to have comparatively more democratic institutions. This statis-
tical association is robust to a number of potential confounding factors, including
pre-colonial, colonial, and contemporaneous controls. We also provide evidence for
causality of this relationship by using terrain ruggedness as an instrument for rural
insurgency, and by performing a novel sensitivity analysis with respect to the degree
of violation of the exclusion restriction (Conley et al. 2012).

1We have replicated the results from Acemoglu et al. (2008) restricting the sample to African
countries, and confirmed that income does not predict democracy when incorporating country fixed
effects. For brevity purposes, these results are not reported in the present article, but they can be
provided upon request.
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After establishing the relationship between the type of anti-colonial movement
and democracy, we formally test potential channels of causality. We provide evidence
suggesting that anti-colonial movements affected democracy through its immediate
impact upon civil liberties and constitutional choices. Urban mass protests led to
increased civil liberties and more open political institutions in the post-independence
period, which ultimately facilitated the consolidation of democratic reforms after the
Cold War. The reverse is true where rural armed rebellion was the dominant strategy:
failed armed rebellions resulted in weaker "democratic ingredients" that severely re-
stricted political rights; successful armed rebellions limited access to government only
to those who "fought in the bush", generating a culture of political exclusion.

Our findings are consistent with the view that events during critical historical junc-
tures can lead to divergent political development paths (Acemoglu et al. 2009:1043).
The critical juncture for democratic change in Africa is the nature of the independence
movements. This is also consistent with the view that historic events can generate
path dependency and significantly shape future institutions and norms of behavior
(Arthur 1994; Pierson 2000). Therefore, our results have important implications for
the study of political development. To the best of our knowledge, this study is the
first to highlight and identify the impact of historical events and social movements on
democratization in Africa.

The article is organized as follows. We start by presenting a brief historical back-
ground. Next, we describe our data sources, followed by an explanation of the empir-
ical strategy employed to estimate the causal effect of anti-colonial movements upon
democracy levels. We then turn to present the main empirical results, and discuss
possible channels of causality. The last section concludes.

2 Historical Background

Post-World War II (1945-1960) was a time of enormous political change in Africa.
French and British empires were about to fall, and their leaders were trying to im-
plement major institutional reforms in order to maintain political control over the
colonies. In Francophone Africa, the colonial administration initiated a process of
political liberalization that granted French citizenship to all natives (Cooper 2002),
whereas the British colonies adopted policies of gradual devolution of power to lo-
cal governments (Mamdani 1996). The African political elites responded in different
ways. Some decided to organize peaceful demonstrations to push for independence.
Others engaged in a series of bloody uprisings against the fading colonial rule.

By the end of 1959, a dozen of African countries had experienced long, protracted
rural armed rebellions. This was the case in Madagascar (1947-1948) (see García-
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Ponce and Wantchekon 2011), in Kenya with the Mau Mau uprising (1952-1960), and
in Cameroon with the Union of the Peoples of Cameroon (UPC). Similar conflicts
took place in Algeria (1956-1962), and later in Angola, Mozambique, Guinea Bissau,
and Rhodesia (Zimbabwe). There were other, less significant rural insurgencies in Mo-
rocco, Somalia, Sudan, and Chad. In total, 45% of African independence movements
relied heavily on rural violent conflict.

Despite the spread of political violence, some political elites maintained a non-
violent strategy. This was the case in Senegal and Ghana, where peaceful protests
and sporadic rioting in urban areas were at the core of mobilization processes that
eventually lead to independence. In most cases, the non-violent strategy evolved into
active participation in legislative elections, and as a result a new wave of democrati-
cally elected leaders emerged: e.g., Houphouet Boigny in Cote d’Ivoire, Lamine Gueye
in Senegal, Modibo Keita in Mali, and Sourou-Migan Apithy in Dahomey (Benin).

The forms of political dissent under colonial rule would have major political
consequences after independence.This has been described, analyzed and debated by
historians (see Cooper 1996, 2002, 2008; and Mamdani 1990, 1996). For instance,
Mamdani (1996) compares the rural independence movements in Uganda to the ur-
ban anti-apartheid movement in South Africa, and explains how they shaped post-
independence institutions. Nevertheless, a number of questions remain unanswered.
Why did independence turn violent in some places but not in others? How and to
what extent does the nature of African independence movements still matter today?

3 Data

To empirically estimate the effect of anti-colonial rebellions on democratic develop-
ment in Africa, we combine data from a number of sources: (i) an in-depth review of
historical events to code countries as either having a legacy of rural rebellion or urban
protest; (ii) measures of democracy, based on Polity IV and Freedom House scores;
(iii) pre-colonial and colonial data on institutional development and social structure
characteristics, mainly based on George P. Murdock’s classification (1959); (iv) Nunn
and Puga’s (forthcomming) data on terrain ruggedness and other relevant geographi-
cal characteristics at the country level; and (v) a combination of Fearon and Laitin’s
data on civil wars (2003) with Przeworski’s data set of political variables (2010).

3.1 Rural Insurgency vs. Urban Protest

Our independent variable of interest distinguishes between countries that experienced
major "rural" anti-colonial insurgencies and those that did not, or underwent colo-
nization through urban "urban" protests. The concept of "rural insurgency" refers to
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armed rebellions, predominantly based on rural settings, and organized in the style of
Mao’s Red March. This involves the implementation of guerrilla-like tactics often as-
sociated with rough terrain. On the other hand, the concept of "urban protest" refers
to vibrant social movements that relied heavily on non-violent forms of dissent. This
includes the organization of mass protests and the creation of underground political
institutions, which are more likely to occur in urban settings and flat terrain.

Based on in-depth reviews of historical events covering the period between 1900
and the year of independence (circa 1960),2 we were able to code each country as
either having a legacy of "rural" or "urban" anti-colonial movements. While these
two concepts are not necessarily mutually exclusive, we found that all African in-
dependence movements were characterized by the adoption of strategies and tactics
of political dissent that were either mostly rural (armed rebellion) or mostly urban
(mass protest). We thoroughly followed an extensive coding protocol containing 29
questions on the geographical origins, recruitment strategies, organizational structure,
insurgency tactics and forms of protest of the major anti-colonial movements3. Fig-
ure 1 shows a map of Africa with the dominant type of movement experienced by
each country.4 Table A1 gives additional details about the insurgencies, and more
exhaustive information will be available in an online appendix

[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

3.2 Measures of Democracy

We use Polity IV and Freedom House scores as measures of democratization. The
former evaluates the openness of political regimes on a scale from -10 (strongly auto-

2Only seven countries were independent before 1960: Egypt (1922), Libya (1951), Morocco (1953),
Sudan (1956), Tunisia (1956), Ghana (1957), and Guinea (1958). Likewise, only six countries achieved
independence after the 1960s: Guinea Bissau (1974), Angola (1975), Mozambique (1975), Zimbabwe
(1980), Namibia (1990), and Eritrea (1993).

3The authors’ coding was double-checked and corrected (when needed) by a team of research
assistants. A copy of the coding protocol as well as country-by-country reports can be found in the
appendix (Figure A1).

4As of November 2011, there are 54 territories in Africa recognized as sovereign states by the
United Nations. Our study only excludes 8 of these countries. Comoros, Sao Tome and Principe,
and Seychelles are dropped from the data set due to the lack of data on democracy levels. Liberia
an Ethiopia are not considered in our analysis since they are exceptional cases that escaped the
so-called European "scramble for Africa". Djibouti and Lesotho are treated as part of Somalia
and South Africa, respectively. In the first case, it is practically impossible to treat both countries
separately because Djibouti was part of Somalia before the 1960s. In the second case, the extremely
porous borders between Lesotho and South Africa made the former highly sensitive to the political
events of the latter. Finally, South Sudan is a newly formed country (July 2011) so we do not take
it into account.
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cratic) to 10 (strongly democratic). Components of this index include competitiveness
of political participation, the openness and competitiveness of executive recruitment,
and constraints on the chief executive. The latter index is an annual comparative as-
sessment of political rights and civil liberties in 194 countries that has been published
since 1972. Each country is assigned two numerical ratings -one for political rights
and one for civil liberties- based on a 1 to 7 scale. To make our results perfectly com-
parable we normalized both Polity IV and Freedom House scores in a scale ranging
from 0 (strongly autocratic) to 1 (strongly democratic).

We take into consideration annual scores of these indexes for all African countries
between the year of independence and 2010. Figure 2 maps the distribution of Polity
IV and Freedom House around the world as of 2010. Without doubt, Africa is the
region that exhibits the greater variation in democracy levels. Figure 3 displays the
relationship between the type of movement and democracy scores over time. As we
can see, countries exposed to a legacy of rural insurgency tend to be less democratic
than their counterparts. This trend seems to run parallel to the so-called “third wave”
of democratization, and is crystal clear after 1990, that is, after the end of the Cold
War. Note, however, that some interesting patterns can be identified before 1990. For
instance, democracy scores of urban-protest countries have tended to progressively
increase since the 1980s, while democracy scores of rural insurgency countries have
fluctuated more over time, revealing the existence of unstable institutions.

[FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]

[FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE]

3.3 Terrain Ruggedness and Other Geographical Conditions

To explain why some countries have experienced rural rebellions, rather than urban
protests, one needs to understand the conditions that favor rural uprising. According
to Fearon and Laitin (2003), the presence of mountainous terrain poorly served by
roads seems to be a good predictor of insurgency and civil war. The problem with
this measure is that it does not take into account other types of rough terrain, such as
caves, swamps, and jungle, among others. We consider Nunn and Puga’s (forthcom-
ing) terrain ruggedness index as a better measure, since it captures small-scale terrain
irregularities, such as caverns, caves and cliff walls, that could facilitate guerrilla tac-
tics. Therefore, as we discuss in detail in the next section, our analysis utilizes rugged
terrain as an instrument for rural insurgency, while controlling for other relevant ge-
ographical conditions such as land size, fertile soil, desert, tropical climate, average
distance to nearest ice-free coast, presence of oil, and gem diamond extraction.
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3.4 Pre-colonial and Colonial Data

The way anti-colonial movements were organized may be correlated with pre-colonial
institutions and demographics. More politically “sophisticated” societies may have
resisted differently and more effectively to colonization. Likewise, one could expect
pre-colonial population size to be positively correlated with urban protest. Therefore,
we incorporate population density in 1400 as an explanatory variable, as well as the
number of jurisdictional hierarchies at the local community during pre-colonial times,
based on Murdock’s classification (1959). In addition, we include a set of covariates
that reflect social and cultural changes introduced by the colonizers: slave exports be-
tween 1400-1900 (Nunn and Wantchekon 2011), colonial rule indicators (either British
or French), percentage of european descent (Nunn and Puga forthcoming), population
size and density in 1950, urban population growth between 1950-1955, and ethnic and
religious fractionalization (Fearon and Laitin 2003).

3.5 Contemporaneous Data

We include a set of country-year characteristics that are plausibly relevant in shap-
ing political institutions: lagged GDP p.c., population size, population density, an
indicator for newly formed states, political instability measured as a >2-point change
in Polity IV in the last 3 years, an indicator for lagged war, and number of wars in
progress in each country-year. These covariates are mostly taken from Fearon and
Laitin’s data on civil wars (2003) and cover the period between year of independence
and 2000. In addition, we use Przeworski’s dataset of political variables (2010) to
explore potential mechanisms through which the institutional legacy of independence
movements might operate. Specifically, we focus on the effects of the type of anti-
colonial movement upon constitutional provisions concerning the mode of election of
legislatures. We also use a measure of civil liberties that follows Barro’s (1994, 1998)
linear transformation of Gastil’s classification.

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

4 Empirical Approach

Our empirical approach follows the standard strategy used in other econometric anal-
yses to estimate the determinants of democracy, but incorporates the type of anti-
colonial movement in the right-hand side of the equation. To be precise, we employ
a times-series cross-sectional analysis, where the unit of analysis is the country year,
the dependent variable is democracy, and the independent variable of interest is an
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indicator of type of anti-colonial movement (rural versus urban). The reduced-form
linear regression that will be estimated is the following:

yit = α+ τt +Rural_insurgencyiδ +X�
itφ+ �it (1)

where yit is the outcome of interest (either Polity IV or Freedom House scores)
for country i in year t. Xit is a vector of control variables, which includes contem-
poraneous data (country-year characteristics), measures of pre-colonial and colonial
institutions, and controls for natural resources and other geographical conditions.5

Time fixed effects (τt) are included to capture time trends that may be related to
democracy levels. The term �i is a disturbance term, which is allowed to be correlated
across years for the same country in all regressions. The parameter of interest is δ and
Rural_insurgency is a dummy variable equal to 1 if a country experienced a major
rural anti-colonial insurgency, and 0 if independence or anti-colonial movements were
rather channeled through urban protests. We do not use country fixed effects because
rural insurgency is a time-invariant characteristic, so the unit effect dummies and this
variable would be perfectly collinear.

To identify the effect of rural insurgency on democracy levels, we first estimate
pooled OLS and random-effects models, the latter being the preferred estimation
method. According to Plumper and Troeger (2007), random effects should perform
better than pooled OLS. When time invariant variables preclude the estimation of unit
fixed effects, random effects may serve as a viable second best option. We tested for
random effects using the Breusch-Pagan Lagrange Multiplier (LM), and rejected the
null that the variance across entities is zero with prob > χ2 = 0.0000. We therefore
feel confident that the random-effects model is a more appropriate strategy. One
important methodological concern is that annual data on democracy may suffer from
serial correlation, and lags of democracy are therefore likely to predict changes in
democracy scores. To address this concern, we perform a couple of robustness checks
using a single lag and five-year lags of democracy.

A major challenge to the identification of a causal effect of the type of anti-colonial
movement on democracy is that rural insurgency and urban protest countries may
differ in ways that are correlated with both democracy and the probability of having

5Contemporaneous controls include lagged GDP p.c., population size, population density, an in-
dicator for newly formed states, political instability, lagged war, and number of wars in progress;
pre-colonial and colonial controls include colonial rule indicators, slave exports (1400-1900), popula-
tion size in 1400, number of jurisdictional hierarchies at the local and beyond the local community
during pre-colonial times, % european descent, population size in 1950 (i.e., before independence),
% urban population in 1950, population density in 1950, growth of urban population between 1950-
1955, ethnic fractionalization, and religious fractionalization; and resources and other geographical
controls include % fertile soil, % desert, % tropical climate, average distance to nearest coast, land
size, and indicators for presence of oil and gem diamond extraction.
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experienced a particular kind of anti-colonial movement. It might be the case that
democratic features of pre-colonial institutional settings explain both the type of anti-
colonial movement and the type of institutional arrangement after independence. In
other words, type of anti-colonial movement could be endogenous to past “democratic”
institutions or experiences. To address this potential problem of endogeneity bias,
we compute IV estimates via 2SLS and G2SLS random-effects models using terrain
ruggedness as an instrumental variable for rural insurgency. The first stage can be
represented as follows:

Rural_insurgencyi = α+ τt +Ruggednessiγ +X�
itρ+ ϑit (2)

where Ruggednessi is a measure of rugged terrain for country i, which ranges
from 0.11 to 6.20. The second stage is given by:

yit = α+ τt + �Rural_insurgencyiλ+X�
itη + ωit (3)

Rural insurgency could also be instrumented by mountainous terrain. While the
use of either mountainous or rugged terrain as an instrument for insurgency does
not substantially alter any of the results shown in the following sections, we only
report IV estimates using the latter instrument.6 As discussed in the Data section,
terrain ruggedness is a better instrument for rural insurgency because it captures a
wider variety of terrain irregularities associated with the implementation of guerrilla
tactics.

Variation in terrain ruggedness is certainly exogenous to democratic institutions,
and strongly correlated with rural insurgency. Pearson’s correlation coefficient for the
relationship between rural insurgency and rugged terrain is r = 0.44. To satisfy the
exclusion restriction, our instrument should affect democracy outcomes only through
anti-colonial rural insurgency. To address concerns regarding potential violations of
the exclusion restriction, we conduct a sensitivity analysis to different degrees of viola-
tion of the exclusion restriction, as well as a number of falsification tests that estimate
the potential effects of rugged terrain on democracy through post-independence civic
conflict and GDP per capita as alternative channels.

Finally, as shown in Figure 2, the democracy time-series data seems to experience
a structural break by the end of the 1980s. At first sight, this evidence is indicative
of major changes in political institutions related to the end of the Cold War. While
the Cold War period is characterized by accentuated political instability in African
countries, more stable trends are observed in the aftermath of the war. To capture

6Results using mountainous terrain as an instrument for rural insurgency can be provided upon
request.
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the influence of such structural change, our econometric analysis is conducted for
two separate sample periods: Cold-War years (c.1960-1989), and post-Cold War years
(1990-2010).

5 Results

5.1 Effect of Ruggedness on Rural Insurgency

We start by reporting estimates of the effect of terrain ruggedness on anti-colonial rural
insurgency. We control for potential confounders such as pre-colonial and colonial
institutions, socio-demographic characteristics, existence of valuable mineral resources
and other geographical conditions. Since the outcome variable is time-invariant, we
only estimate cross-sectional models at this point. Table 2 displays both OLS and
Probit estimates. As it is shown, the effect of rugged terrain on rural insurgency is
positive and statistically significant at the conventional levels across specifications and
estimation methods.

We find these results indicative of a strong relationship between local terrain con-
ditions and the forms of political dissent under colonial rule. Anti-colonial movements
in countries covered my mountains, jungle, or other types of terrain irregularities, may
have exploited the peculiarities of their geography by adopting guerrilla-like tactics.
On the other hand, opposition movements in countries where the terrain is rather
flat may have found unfeasible to organize themselves as violent rebel groups, and
hence decided to fight colonialism by conducting mass protests and implementing
other strategies of peaceful dissent such as the creation of clandestine newspapers and
underground political organizations.

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

5.2 Effect of Rural Insurgency on Democracy

Table 3 displays pooled OLS, random-effects (RE), and instrumental variable (IV)
estimates of the determinants of democracy for two different periods of time: Cold-
War years (c.1960-1989), and post-Cold War years (1990-2010). We do not report
first stage F-stats from the 2SLS and G2SLS regressions, but they are above 30.00
in all cases, which suggests that our instrument is strong enough to allow for valid
inference.

Overall, our results suggest that rural insurgency is a good predictor of democracy
for the post-Cold War period, but not before then. When restricting the sample to
the Cold War years, the IV estimates show that rural insurgency has a moderate,
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negative effect on Polity IV scores. But the size of the coefficient is quite small, and
not significant at all when the outcome is Freedom House data. In contrast, when
restricting the sample to the post-Cold War period, we observe that rural insurgency
is strongly and negatively correlated with democracy levels. The effect is statistically
significant across all specifications using both Polity IV and Freedom House data.
Note that our results are robust to several controls, and both 2SLS and G2SLS IV
estimates confirm the hypothesis of rural insurgency having a negative and statistically
significant impact on democratic development after 1989. Experience of this particular
kind of anti-colonial movement dramatically decreases democracy scores by between
0.37 and 0.54 points in a 0-1 scale.

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

5.3 Robustness Checks

Since annual data on democracy may suffer from serial correlation, lags of democracy
are likely to predict changes in democracy. For this reason, we perform a number
of robustness checks using a single lag and five-year lags of democracy. Table 4
displays these results. As we can see, 2SLS and G2SLS yield identical estimates
when controlling for a single lag or five-year lags plus the set of covariates used in
previous specifications. While democracy is strongly predicted by its lags, our findings
suggest that the type of anti-colonial movement experienced does not affect democratic
development immediately after independence, but rather in the long run (after the
Cold War).

[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]

Another concern is the possibility of miscoding between rural and urban insur-
gencies. Some countries are non-clear-cut cases. One obvious example is Algeria,
where the war for independence took the form of both large scale guerilla warfare
and urban mass protests. We have coded Algeria as a rural insurgency country for
two main reasons. First of all, the Front of National Liberation (FLN, by its French
acronym) had a military wing, the Army of National Liberation (ALN), which mas-
sacred several civilians (e.g., in Philippeville in 1955 and 1956). Second, the Front
of National Liberation evolved into a disciplined fighting force by gaining control in
strategic mountainous regions. Nonetheless. some would argue that the insurgent
groups relied heavily on urban-based movements such as the Triumph of Democratic
Freedoms (MTDL), and hence it is troubling to code Algeria as either having a legacy
of rural insurgency or urban protest. Ultimately, these two types of dissent are not
mutually exclusive.
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The question is then whether our main results are robust to the exclusion of
countries such as Algeria. Similarly, one could worry that the observed treatment
effect is driven by one single case. To address these concerns, we employ a leave-one-
country-out sensitivity analysis. We evaluate the influence of individual countries by
estimating the effect of rural insurgency (instrumented by rugedness) in the absence
of each country. The results are reported in the appendix Table A2. As it is shown,
the estimates resulting from dropping one country at a time confirm the the stability
of our main findings.

5.4 Potential Violations of the Exclusion Restriction

If we assume the rugged terrain instrument is exogenous, then it has to satisfy the
exclusion restriction. In other words, terrain ruggedness should affect democracy
outcomes only through rural insurgency. One potential violation of the exclusion
restriction is that rugged terrain may affect democracy through economic growth.
The argument here is that irregularities in the terrain may block access to resources,
and hence affect income and democracy. A more plausible violation of the exclusion
restriction is the possibility that rugged terrain may facilitate the adoption of guerrilla
tactics not only before, but also after independence.

We address these concerns in two ways. First, we explore the sensitivity of our
results to different degrees of violation of the exclusion restriction. We follow the
methods proposed by Conley et al. (2012). Second, we conduct a series of falsification
tests that estimate the potential effects of rugged terrain on democracy through post-
independence violence and economic growth.

Figure 4 visualizes the results of the sensitivity analysis, which consists of relaxing
the exclusion restriction using different priors for the direct effect of the instrument.
This priors are indexed by the parameter δ. The blue set of dashed lines present
the union of symmetric 2SLS 95% confidence intervals around the estimated of the
effect of ruggedness on democracy through rural insurgency. The black set of dashed
lines corresponds to the local-to-zero approximation method described by Conley et
al. (2012). In all cases, the sample was restricted to the post-Cold War period,
and the full set of covariates was included. As we can see, our IV estimates hold
statistically significant even with substantial departures from the assumption that
the direct effect of the instrument is identically zero. The direct effect of rugged
terrain on democracy should be between 0.17 (Freedom House) and 0.27 (Polity IV)
so that our results become insignificant. This is very unlikely to be the case, since we
are already controlling for plausible confounding factors such as post-independence
violence and economic growth.
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[FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE]

Table 5 reports estimates of the determinants of democracy instrumenting post-
independence GDP p.c., and post-independence civil wars by rugged terrain. As it is
shown, the results are consistent across all specifications for different subsets of the
sample, and confirm that terrain ruggedness does not affect democracy scores through
either growth or post-independence insurgencies. Thus, we feel confident in saying
that there is no alternative pathway by which the rugged terrain instrument affects
changes in democracy scores.

[TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE]

As an additional exercise, we replicated the results from Fearon and Laitin (2003)
incorporating the dummy for rural insurgency in the RHS of the equation. Inter-
estingly, we find that the experience of an anti-colonial rural insurgency is a strong
predictor of post-independence civil conflict. The results are shown in the appendix
Table A3. These findings challenge the conventional notion of terrain conditions
having a direct and atemporal effect on civil conflict. Instead, our results suggest
that geographical conditions mattered during colonial times, when they facilitated
the adoption of certain insurgency tactics. The decisions made then generated path-
dependency and shaped post-independence institutions.

5.5 Conflict Intensity and Democracy

Beyond the dichotomous definition of insurgency (rural versus urban), there is a sharp
difference between countries in terms of conflict intensity. For example, the Accra riots
in Ghana (1948) gave birth to a series of urban uprisings that lasted several years,
while the anti-colonial struggles in Niger were merely labor strikes organized by the
local chapter of the General Union of Workers of Black Africa (UGTAN, by its French
acronym) based in Dakar. As for rural urgencies, the armed rebellions in Cameroon
lasted about fiver years with approximately half-a-million casualties (mostly civilians),
while Morocco’s independence movement involved an estimated death toll that ranges
into the hundreds.

We extend the basic model by assuming that either type of insurgency can take
on values of 1, 2, or 3. This captures low, average, and high conflict intensity, respec-
tively. We hypothesize that more intense conflicts would have more profound effects
on our dependent variables (democracy levels during and after the cold war). Vio-
lence during the rebellion might generate lingering fear of repression that could limit
demand for freedom (García-Ponce and Wantchekon 2011). In contrast, the legacy of
more organized uprisings might strengthen the social bases for political rights. The
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results reported in Table 6 confirm our intuition. The effect of highly violent rural
insurgency on democracy was far stronger both during and after the Cold War.

[TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE]

5.6 Land, Resources and Democracy

In addition to specific insurgency tactics employed to fight colonialism, the presence of
land or resource related conflicts may have played a crucial role in determining post-
independence institutional outcomes. For example, according to Woodberry (2011),
settler colonies such as Kenya and Zimbabwe were prone to conflicts between white
farmers and African landed elites trying to reclaim land expropriated by European
settlements. Similarly, countries with abundant mineral and oil (e.g., Cameroon and
Congo) experienced more fierce conflicts between colonial administration and African
insurgents for control over those resources. These particularistic interests over re-
sources or land may have played a decisive role in shaping institutional arrangements
in some African countries.

In this subsection we investigate the way in which the presence of a resource or
land problem affects the legacy of insurgency. To do so, we create a new indicator
variable equal to 1 for colonies with either resources or land conflicts, and 0 otherwise.
We follow two econometric approaches. First, we estimate the effect of the interaction
Rural_insurgency × Land/resource_problem upon democracy scores. All the con-
stituent terms are included in these interaction models and, in consistency with our
previous specifications, we split the sample into Cold-War and post-Cold War years.
Secondly, we compute IV estimates of the effect of rural insurgency restricting the
sample to countries with land or resources related insurgencies (either urban or ru-
ral), and then to those countries with insurgencies or movements that were not either
land or resources motivated

As we observe in Table 7, we find a negative statistical association between
land/resources conflict and democracy. The results reported in columns (1) to (4)
indicate that, regardless of the type of insurgency, the existence of land or resource
conflicts under the colonial rule negatively affects the development of democracy.
Likewise, the IV estimates reported in columns (5) to (8) suggest that the negative
effect of having experienced an anti-colonial insurgency is more robust and stronger in
countries that also experienced either land or resources conflicts. Again, our estimates
confirm these effects were amplified after the end of the Cold War.

A comparison of Senegal and Ivory Coast independence movements illustrates
the effect of land conflict even in the presence of urban social movements. Senegal
and Ivory Coast both had strong urban social movements, with militant labor unions,
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student movements, and high social movement activity, strong political parties around
the postwar expansion of suffrage. But in Cote d’Ivoire there was lingering conflict
over land between the new agrarian elite and colonial administration. As a result, the
colonial state’s framework for dealing the uprisings in the two colonies was markedly
different. In Senegal, the colonial administration propped up its old allies, Lamine
Gueye’s socialist party, against Léopold Sédar Senghor and Mamadou Dia’s upstart
party by cracking down on political protests, spying on party meetings, ballot stuffing,
and forging voter lists. In other words, they viewed the problem through an entirely
political (which is to say, electoral) framework. In Ivory Coast, on the other hand,
colonial officials viewed the Rassemblement Démocratique Africain (RDA) not as a
political party -as we might expect- but as a parallel state. Colonial documents
described the RDA’s own police force, tax collection, justice system, health clinics,
and organized boycotts against paying taxes to the colonial state.7 The effect of this
state policy in part explains the current political instability in Cote d’Ivoire.

[TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE]

6 Potential Mechanisms

Our results provide empirical evidence suggesting that rural insurgencies tend to gen-
erate autocratic governments in the long run, while urban movements tend to lead to
democratic institutions. But what are the mechanisms through which experiencing
a particular kind of anti-colonial movement affects institutional development? And
why do we observe a significant effect so long after those events?

Our interpretation of the results is that anti-colonial movements have a delayed
effect on democracy because it was not until the end of the Cold War that African
countries became relatively free from international pressure, and domestic political
actors started playing a more decisive role in shaping local institutions. In other
words, democracy levels in Africa tended to be lower during the Cold War for reasons
that provisionally nullified the effect of type of anti-colonial movement. One such
reason could be that in wartime the West and the Soviets supported dictators who
aligned with them.

Despite the apparent null effect of anti-colonial movements on democracy scores
before 1990, it is reasonable to hypothesize that urban protests contributed to the
limited democracy in some segments of government. Based on the notion that demo-
cratic institutions are a contingent outcome of conflict (Przeworski 1988, 1991), it
is conceivable that conflict can lead to an intermediate "regime", which may not be

7See "Sur les activitées ill’egales du P.D.C.I." 2 Mars 1950, Archives Nationales, Archives du
Gouvernement-Général, 17G569 Bobine 457.
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democratic, yet facilitates the eventual emergence of democracy. This could happen
if, for instance, the conflict helps to develop norms of civic engagement and political
participation. Similarly, conflict can also generate norms of violent political behavior
and autocratic leadership styles that pave the way for autocratic rule.

To identify potential channels of causality we estimate the effects of rural insur-
gency on constitutional provisions and civil liberties during the Cold War. In the
first case, we test whether the experience of an anti-colonial rural insurgency affected
the composition and mode of election of the African legislatures during the Cold War
period (c.1960-1989), based on data from Przeworski (2010). The outcome of interest
is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the country has a Lower House at least partially
elected. In the second case, we test wether having experienced a rural insurgency
has an impact upon civil liberties during the same time period. To do so, we use
Barro’s transformation of Gastil, which maps civil liberties ratings (a component of
democracy scores) onto a scale from 0 to 1.

Columns (1) and (2) of Table 8 show probit and IV estimates, respectively, of the
determinants of having a Lower House at least partly elected during the Cold War8. As
the data indicate, rural insurgency is negatively associated with having a legislature
at least partly elected. This suggests that countries that experienced urban social
movements were more likely to create representative parliamentary institutions with
direct modes of election. This is an interesting result that may help us understand
how urban movements strengthened civil society actors, which in turn enabled the
consolidation of democratic regimes in the long term.

The results shown in columns (3) and (4) of Table 6 indicate that rural insurgency
has a negative, and statistically significant effect on civil liberties. This is indicative
of how the way independence movements were conducted affected civc culture and
democratic values first, and then influenced the creation of democratic institutions.
While the effect of rural insurgency on democracy scores is not significant for the
period immediately after independence (c.1960-1989), we find that countries that
experienced major rural anti-colonial insurgencies tended to restrict civil liberties
by -0.10 points, in a 0-1 scale, during the same period of time.

Columns (5)-(8) in Table 8 show estimates of the effect of rural insurgency on
Post-Cold War democracy, controlling for the average score of civil liberties and the
average number of partly elected legislatures during the Cold War. This allows us
to identify to which extent civil liberties and constitutional provisions on legislatures

8Since binary time-series-cross-section observations are likely to violate the independence assump-
tion of the logit regression, when estimating the probit model we employ the remedy suggested by
Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998): we include a spell-identifier counter that marks the number of years
since the last event of interest and three natural cubic splines. To save space, we do not report
coefficients on covariates and cubic splines.
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during the Cold War era functioned as a mechanism of eventual democratization.
Note that we also control for the full set of covariates used in previous specifications.
According to the results, the existence of partially elected legislatures during the Cold
War does not tell us much about the relationship between anti-colonial movements
and democracy, but an increase in civil liberties during the Cold War seems to be a
strong predictor of democracy in the post-Cold War period.

The coefficient estimates from columns (6) and (8) of Table 8 are perfectly compa-
rable with those reported in column (8) of Table 3, Panels A and B, respectively. By
comparing these coefficients we can obtain a more accurate interpretation of the mech-
anisms through which rural insurgency leads to democratic failure. As it is shown,
the original point estimates reported in Table 3 are heavily affected by the inclusion
of Cold War civil liberties as a control, suggesting that about 60% of the estimated
relationship between the type of anti-colonial movement and democratic development
can be explained by the deterioration or strengthening of civil liberties. In contrast,
the statistical association between the type of anti-colonial movement and democracy
cannot be explained by the election mode of legislatures during the Cold War. The
existence of a directly elected Lower House during that period may not be necessar-
ily linked to the development and consolidation of a democratic regime later on. To
summarize, we find this piece of evidence illustrative of how the institutional legacy of
independence movements affected civil liberties first, and then led to the consolidation
of either democratic or autocratic institutions.

[TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE]

7 Concluding Remarks

Our results have important implications for the understanding of the historical deter-
minants of political institutions and democratic culture in Africa. They indicate that
past social movements may have profound effects on current institutions. Colonial his-
tory matters for African political development not only because of the policies enacted
by the colonial administration, but also because of the way African pro-independence
leaders chose to oppose them. Countries that experienced major rural rebellions tend
to be more autocratic and unstable, while those in which anti-colonialism was con-
ducted through urban protest tactics tend to be more democratic.

It is of particular importance that the institutional change experienced immedi-
ately after independence does not seem to be correlated with the way anti-colonial
movements were organized. We believe the effect of anti-colonial movements on
democracy was delayed because it was not until the end of the Cold War that domestic
political actors in Africa became relatively free from foreign pressures.

17



Further research on this topic is needed to examine the role of conflict intensity in
shaping institutions. The analysis here presented would gain in accuracy by exploit-
ing variation in each type of anti-colonial movement. Likewise, we encourage future
studies to extend the analysis to other regional settings such as various parts of Asia
and Latin America.
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Figures

Figure 1: Map of Anti-Colonial Movements in Africa

22



Figure 2: Democracy Levels around the World

Panel A: Polity IV

Panel B: Freedom House

Notes. In Panel A, darker colors indicate less democratic regimes. In Panel B, yellow, green, and purple colors indicate free, partly

free, and not-free status, respectively. Based on data from Polit IV (2010) and the Freedom House report on political rights and civil

liberties (2010).
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Figure 3: Relationship Between Democracy and Type of Movement

Panel A: Polity IV
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Figure 4: Sensitivity to Violation of the Exclusion Restriction

Panel A: Polity IV
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Figure A1: Coding Protocol
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Tables

Table 1: Summary of Descriptive Statistics
Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max

Dependent Variables
Polity IV 2208 -0.30 0.28 0.00 1.00
Freedom House 1484 0.29 0.28 0.00 1.00

Independent Variable of Interest
Rural Insurgency 1732 0.45 0.50 0.00 1.00
Instrument: Terrain Ruggedness 1732 0.87 1.04 0.11 6.20

Covariates
% Fertile Soil 1732 31.36 21.33 0.01 81.70
% Desert 1732 7.32 15.48 0.00 74.86
% Tropical 1732 49.05 41.96 0.00 100.00
Distance to Coast 1732 0.48 0.34 0.01 1.25
Land Size 1732 10.39 1.54 5.31 12.38
Oil Country 1732 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00
Gemstones 1732 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00
British Colony 1732 0.40 0.49 0.00 1.00
French Colony 1732 0.42 0.49 0.00 1.00
Portuguese Colony 1732 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00
Slave Exports 1400-1900 (Log) 1732 12.72 13.32 0.00 15.09
Pre-Colonial Local Inst. 1553 2.99 0.39 2.40 4.00
Pre-Colonial Inst. Beyond Local 1553 2.40 0.83 1.00 5.00
% European Descent 1732 1.44 3.97 0.00 18.00
Population in 1400 1732 13.82 14.04 0.00 15.59
% Urban Population in 1950 1683 11.69 10.20 1.40 42.20
Urban Pop. Growth 1950-1955 1683 3.46 1.88 0.00 8.50
Population in 1950 1683 8.63 8.83 5.61 10.43
Population Density in 1950 1683 0.62 0.64 0.36 0.80
Ethnic Fractionalization 1732 0.65 0.25 0.04 0.95
Religious Fractionalization 1732 0.43 0.23 0.00 0.78
GDP p.c. (Log) 1705 6.87 0.69 5.28 9.31
Population (Log) 1730 8.68 1.19 5.98 11.71
Population Density 1730 0.85 0.12 0.58 1.33
New State 1732 0.05 0.21 0.00 1.00
Political Instability 1729 0.17 0.37 0.00 1.00
Lagged War 1732 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00
Wars in progress 1732 0.17 0.40 0.00 2.00
Partially Elected Leg. 1615 0.80 0.40 0.00 1.00
Existence of Legislature 1615 0.82 0.38 0.00 1.00
Directly Elected Leg. 1615 0.91 0.29 0.00 1.00
Civil Liberties 856 0.28 0.21 0.00 0.83
Year 2208 1985 15.44 1940 2010
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Table 2: Effect of Ruggedness on Anti-Colonial Rural Insurgency

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

Dep. Var. is Rural Insurgency OLS Probit OLS Probit OLS Probit OLS Probit

Terrain Ruggedness Index 0.28*** 1.09** 0.39*** 1.80** 0.55** 3.82*** 0.72*** 9.52***

(0.06) (0.42) (0.13) (0.77) (0.21) (1.43) (0.22) (3.08)

Intercept 0.25*** -0.83*** 1.24** 1.75 0.74 -0.31 -3.54* -26.85***

(0.09) (0.32) (0.56) (1.89) (0.82) (2.48) (1.94) (9.95)

Pre-colonial & colonial institutions? - - � � � � � �
Socio-demographic characteristics? - - - - � � � �
Resources & geographic conditions? - - - - - - � �
Observations 46 46 41 41 40 40 40 40

σ 0.17 - 0.48 - 0.48 - 0.40 -

R2 0.46 - 0.26 - 0.40 - 0.69 -

Log. Likelihood -28.32 -26.61 -23.67 -21.63 -18.71 -15.93 -5.33 -11.98

Notes. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are shown in parentheses. Pre-colonial & colonial institutions

variables include: colonial rule indicators, slave exports 1400-1900, population size in 1400, and the number of jurisdictional

hierarchies at the local and beyond the local community during pre-colonial times. Socio-demographic controls include: %

european descent, population size in 1950 (i.e., right before independence), % urban population in 1950, population density

in 1950, growth of urban population 1950-1955, ethnic fractionalization, and religious fractionalization.Resources & geographic

conditions controls include: % fertile soil, % desert, % tropical climate, average distance to nearest ice-free coast, land size, an

oil country indicator, and a gem diamond extraction indicator. *** is significant at the 1% level; ** is significant at the 5%

level; and * is significant at the 10% level.
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Table 3: Effect of Rural Insurgency on Democracy

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

Pooled OLS RE IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS Pooled OLS RE IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS

Panel A: Dep. Var. is Polity IV [0 to 1]

Rural Insurgency 0.05 0.05 -0.23** -0.24* -0.28*** -0.30*** -0.50*** -0.54***

(Instrument: ruggedness) (0.05) (0.05) (0.11) (0.14) (0.05) (0.06) (0.11) (0.17)

Observations 1107 1107 1107 1107 383 383 383 383

Panel B: Dep. Var. is Freedom House [0 to 1]

Rural Insurgency -0.04 -0.08 -0.19 -0.20 -0.20*** -0.25*** -0.37*** -0.47***

(Instrument: ruggedness) (0.05) (0.05) (0.12) (0.12) (0.06) (0.07) (0.11) (0.16)

Observations 711 711 711 711 379 379 379 379

Contemporaneous controls? � � � � � � � �
Year fixed effects? � � � � � � � �
First-stage controls? � � � � � � � �
Sample Cold War Cold War Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW Post-CW Post-CW

Notes. Pooled OLS estimates are based on a simple extension of ordinary least squares; RE estimates are based on random-effects regressions;

IV-2SLS estimates are based on two-stage least-squares regressions; and IV-G2SLS estimates are based on GLS random-effects two-stage

least-squares regressions. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are shown in parentheses. Contemporaneous control variables

include: one-year lagged GDP p.c., population size, population density, an indicator for newly formed states, political instability measured

as a > 2 change in Polity IV in the last 3 years, an indicator for lagged war, and number of wars in progress in country-year. Year fixed

effects are included to capture time trends that may be related to democracy levels. First-stage controls include: colonial rule indicators,

slave exports 1400-1900, population size in 1400, number of jurisdictional hierarchies at the local and beyond the local community during

pre-colonial times, % european descent, population size in 1950 (i.e., before independence), % urban population in 1950, population density

in 1950, growth of urban population 1950-1955, ethnic fractionalization, religious fractionalization, % fertile soil, % desert, % tropical climate,

average distance to nearest ice-free coast, land size, an oil country indicator, and a gem diamond extraction indicator. Columns (1)-(4) restrict

the sample to the Cold War years, i.e. the period between the year of independence of each country and 1989. Columns (5)-(8) restrict the

sample to the post-Cold War period 1990-2000. *** is significant at the 1% level; ** is significant at the 5% level; and * is significant at the

10% level.
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Table 4: Effect of Rural Insurgency on Democracy (Robustness Checks)

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

IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS

Panel A: Dep. Var. is Polity IV [0 to 1]

Rural Insurgency -0.03** -0.03 -0.05** -0.05*** -0.19*** -0.19*** -0.21*** -0.21***

(Instrument: ruggedness) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05)

Democracyt−1 0.85*** 0.85*** 0.94*** 0.94*** 0.64*** 0.64*** 0.73*** 0.73***

(0.03) (0.02) (0.09) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07)

Democracyt−2 - - -0.14 -0.14*** - - -0.06 -0.06

- - (0.10) (0.05) - - (0.04) (0.07)

Democracyt−3 - - -0.08* -0.08 - - -0.10 -0.10

- - (0.04) (0.05) - - (0.07) (0.07)

Democracyt−4 - - 0.10 0.10** - - 0.00 0.00

- - (0.07) (0.05) - - (0.04) (0.08)

Democracyt−5 - - -0.06 -0.06 - - 0.02 0.02

- - (0.04) (0.03) - - (0.04) (0.06)

Observations 1073 1073 919 919 382 382 378 378

Panel B: Dep. Var. is Freedom House [0 to 1]

Rural Insurgency -0.04 -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.15*** -0.15*** -0.18*** -0.18***

(Instrument: ruggedness) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)

Democracyt−1 0.76*** 0.76*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 0.68*** 0.68*** 0.70*** 0.70***

(0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.08) (0.06)

Democracyt−2 - - -0.04 -0.04 - - 0.06 0.06

- - (0.10) (0.07) - - (0.10) (0.07)

Democracyt−3 - - -0.10 -0.10 - - -0.12 -0.12

- - (0.09) (0.07) - - (0.07) (0.07)

Democracyt−4 - - 0.03 0.03 - - 0.03 0.03

- - (0.09) (0.07) - - (0.07) (0.08)

Democracyt−5 - - 0.01 0.01 - - -0.05 -0.05

- - (0.07) (0.05) - - (0.06) (0.06)

Observations 621 621 473 473 378 378 370 370

Contemporaneous controls? � � � � � � � �
Year fixed effects? � � � � � � � �
First-stage controls? � � � � � � � �
Sample Cold War Cold War Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW Post-CW Post-CW

Notes. IV-2SLS estimates are based on two-stage least-squares regressions; and IV-G2SLS estimates are based on GLS random-effects

two-stage least-squares regressions. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are shown in parentheses. Contemporaneous

control variables include: one-year lagged GDP p.c., population size, population density, an indicator for newly formed states, political

instability measured as a > 2 change in Polity IV in the last 3 years, an indicator for lagged war, and number of wars in progress in

country-year. Year fixed effects are included to capture time trends that may be related to democracy levels. First-stage controls include:

colonial rule indicators, slave exports 1400-1900, population size in 1400, number of jurisdictional hierarchies at the local and beyond the

local community during pre-colonial times, % european descent, population size in 1950 (i.e., before independence), % urban population

in 1950, population density in 1950, growth of urban population 1950-1955, ethnic fractionalization, religious fractionalization, % fertile

soil, % desert, % tropical climate, average distance to nearest ice-free coast, land size, an oil country indicator, and a gem diamond

extraction indicator. Columns (1)-(4) restrict the sample to the Cold War years, i.e. the period between the year of independence of

each country and 1989. Columns (5)-(8) restrict the sample to the post-Cold War period 1990-2000. *** is significant at the 1% level;

** is significant at the 5% level; and * is significant at the 10% level.
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Table 5: Effect of Ruggedness on Democracy through Post-colonial Conflict and Growth

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

IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS

Panel A: Dep. Var. is Polity IV [0 to 1]

Post-independence civil war 15.90 15.90 -14.11 -15.85 - - - -

(Instrument: ruggedness) (22.95) (19.31) (9.60) (61.73) - - - -

Post-independence GDP p.c. - - - - -22.46 -22.49 7.43 2.67

(Instrument: ruggedness) - - - - (317.87) (124.10) (21.85) (6.06)

Observations 1111 1111 390 390 1107 1107 383 383

Panel B: Dep. Var. is Freedom House [0 to 1]

Post-independence civil war 4.09 4.09* -11.61 -13.66 - - - -

(Instrumented by ruggedness) (4.54) (2.25) (9.72) (39.09) - - - -

Post-independence GDP p.c. - - - - 13.78 2.24 6.03 8.76

(Instrumented by ruggedness) - - - - (153.79) (6.21) (19.09) (21.83)

Observations 711 711 379 379 711 711 379 379

Contemporaneous controls? � � � � � � � �
Year fixed effects? � � � � � � � �
First-stage controls? � � � � � � � �
Sample Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW

Notes. IV-2SLS estimates are based on two-stage least-squares regressions; and IV-G2SLS estimates are based on GLS random-effects two-

stage least-squares regressions. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are shown in parentheses. Contemporaneous control

variables include: one-year lagged GDP p.c., (except for models 5-8), population size, population density, an indicator for newly formed

states, political instability measured as a > 2 change in Polity IV in the last 3 years, an indicator for lagged war, and number of wars in

progress in country-year. Year fixed effects are included to capture time trends that may be related to democracy levels. First-stage controls

include: colonial rule indicators, slave exports 1400-1900, population size in 1400, number of jurisdictional hierarchies at the local and beyond

the local community during pre-colonial times, % european descent, population size in 1950 (i.e., before independence), % urban population

in 1950, population density in 1950, growth of urban population 1950-1955, ethnic fractionalization, religious fractionalization, % fertile soil,

% desert, % tropical climate, average distance to nearest ice-free coast, land size, an oil country indicator, and a gem diamond extraction

indicator. Columns (1), (2), (5) and (6) restrict the sample to the Cold War years, i.e. the period between the year of independence of each

country and 1989. Columns (3), (4), (7) and (8) restrict the sample to the post-Cold War period 1990-2000. *** is significant at the 1%

level; ** is significant at the 5% level; and * is significant at the 10% level.
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Table 6: Intensity of Insurgencies and Democracy

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

IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-2SLS IV-G2SLS

Panel A: Dep. Var. is Polity IV [0 to 1]

Rural insurgency intensity [0-3] -0.09* -0.09*** -0.18*** -0.21*** - - - -

(instrumented by ruggedness) (0.05) (0.02) (0.05) (0.06) - - - -

Urban insurgency intensity [0-3] - - - - 0.10* 0.10*** 0.20*** 0.23***

(instrumented by ruggedness) - - - - (0.06) (0.02) (0.06) (0.08)

Observations 1107 1107 383 383 1107 1107 383 383

Panel B: Dep. Var. is Freedom House [0 to 1]

Rural insurgency intensity [0-3] -0.07 -0.07* -0.15*** -0.21*** - - - -

(instrumented by ruggedness) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.07) - - - -

Urban insurgency intensity [0-3] - - - - 0.08 0.08 0.17** 0.24***

(instrumented by ruggedness) - - - - (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.09)

Observations 711 711 379 379 711 711 379 379

Contemporaneous controls? � � � � � � � �
Year fixed effects? � � � � � � � �
First-stage controls? � � � � � � � �
Sample Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW

Notes. IV-2SLS estimates are based on two-stage least-squares regressions; and IV-G2SLS estimates are based on GLS random-effects

two-stage least-squares regressions. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are shown in parentheses. Insurgency intensity is

coded for each type [rural and urban] as follows: 0 = absence of [insert type] insurgency; 1 = low intensity; 2 = average intensity; and 3 =

high intensity. Contemporaneous control variables include: one-year lagged GDP p.c., (except for models 5-8), population size, population

density, an indicator for newly formed states, political instability measured as a > 2 change in Polity IV in the last 3 years, an indicator

for lagged war, and number of wars in progress in country-year. Year fixed effects are included to capture time trends that may be related

to democracy levels. First-stage controls include: colonial rule indicators, slave exports 1400-1900, population size in 1400, number of

jurisdictional hierarchies at the local and beyond the local community during pre-colonial times, % european descent, population size in

1950 (i.e., before independence), % urban population in 1950, population density in 1950, growth of urban population 1950-1955, ethnic

fractionalization, religious fractionalization, % fertile soil, % desert, % tropical climate, average distance to nearest ice-free coast, land size,

an oil country indicator, and a gem diamond extraction indicator. Columns (1), (2), (5) and (6) restrict the sample to the Cold War years,

i.e. the period between the year of independence of each country and 1989. Columns (3), (4), (7) and (8) restrict the sample to the post-Cold

War period 1990-2000. *** is significant at the 1% level; ** is significant at the 5% level; and * is significant at the 10% level.
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Table 7: Land/Resources-Related Insurgencies and Democracy

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

Pooled OLS RE Pooled OLS RE IV-G2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-G2SLS IV-G2SLS

Panel A: Dep. Var. is Polity IV [0 to 1]

Rural insurgency 0.02 0.02 -0.25*** -0.25*** 0.63* 0.83*** -3.53*** -1.03***

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.38) (0.11) (0.99) (0.15)

Land or Resource prob. -0.34*** -0.34*** -0.37*** -0.37*** - - - -

(0.09) (0.09) (0.12) (0.12)

Rural ins.×Land/Res. 0.34*** 0.34*** 0.33** 0.33** - - - -

(0.08) (0.08) (0.15) (0.15)

Observations 1094 1094 383 383 427 667 143 240

Panel B: Dep. Var. is Freedom House [0 to 1]

Rural insurgency 0.01 0.01 -0.10 -0.14* -0.26 -0.28 -8.52*** -1.09***

(0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.08) 0.41) (0.19) (1.30) (0.17)

Land or Resource prob. 0.22** -0.22** -0.33*** -0.28** - - - -

(0.10) (0.10) (0.12) (0.14)

Rural ins.×Land/Res. 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.08 - - - -

(0.11) (0.11) (0.18) (0.19)

Observations 731 731 383 383 288 443 143 240

Contemporaneous controls? � � � � � � � �
Year fixed effects? � � � � � � � �
First-stage controls? � � � � � � � �

Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW

Sample Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW & land or w/o land & land or w/o land

resource or resource resource or resource

Notes. Pooled OLS estimates are based on a simple extension of ordinary least squares; RE estimates are based on random-effects regressions;

and IV-G2SLS estimates are based on GLS random-effects two-stage least-squares regressions. Robust standard errors clustered at the country

level are shown in parentheses. Insurgency intensity is coded for each type [rural and urban] as follows: 0 = absence of [insert type] insurgency;

1 = low intensity; 2 = average intensity; and 3 = high intensity. Contemporaneous control variables include: one-year lagged GDP p.c.,

(except for models 5-8), population size, population density, an indicator for newly formed states, political instability measured as a > 2

change in Polity IV in the last 3 years, an indicator for lagged war, and number of wars in progress in country-year. Year fixed effects are

included to capture time trends that may be related to democracy levels. First-stage controls include: colonial rule indicators, slave exports

1400-1900, population size in 1400, number of jurisdictional hierarchies at the local and beyond the local community during pre-colonial times,

% european descent, population size in 1950 (i.e., before independence), % urban population in 1950, population density in 1950, growth of

urban population 1950-1955, ethnic fractionalization, religious fractionalization, % fertile soil, % desert, % tropical climate, average distance

to nearest ice-free coast, land size, an oil country indicator, and a gem diamond extraction indicator. Columns (1), (2), (5) and (6) restrict

the sample to the Cold War years, i.e. the period between the year of independence of each country and 1989. Columns (3), (4), (7) and (8)

restrict the sample to the post-Cold War period 1990-2000. In addition, columns (5) and (7) restrict the sample to those insurgencies that

were Land/resources related, whereas columns (6) and (8) restrict the sample to those insurgencies or movements that were not either land or

resources motivated. *** is significant at the 1% level; ** is significant at the 5% level; and * is significant at the 10% level.
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Table 8: Legislatures, Civil Liberties, and Democracy

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

Probit IV-G2SLS RE IV-G2SLS RE IV-G2SLS RE IV-G2SLS

Elected Leg. (dummy) Civil Liberties [0-1] Polity IV [0-1] Freedom House [0-1]

Rural Insurgency -1.52*** -0.24*** -0.09** -0.10*** -0.25*** -0.18*** -0.29*** -0.18**

(Instrumented by ruggedness) (0.28) (0.08) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.07) (0.09) (0.08)

Avg. Cold-War Elected Legs. - - - - -0.08 0.08 -0.27 -0.01

- - - - (0.17) (0.18) (0.23) (0.22)

Avg. Cold-War Civil Liberties - - - - 1.07*** 1.13*** 0.92** 1.01***

- - - - (0.26) (0.24) (0.39) (0.28)

Observations 1142 1143 604 604 333 333 329 329

Contemporaneous controls? � � � � � � � �
Year fixed effects? � � � � � � � �
First-stage controls? � � � � � � � �
Sample Cold War Cold War Cold War Cold War Post-CW Post-CW Post-CW Post-CW

Notes. In the probit model, the dependent variable is equal to 1 if members of the lower house were selected by means of either direct or indirect

popular election (and 0 otherwise); RE estimates are based on random-effects regressions; and IV-G2SLS estimates are based on GLS random-

effects two-stage least-squares regressions. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are shown in parentheses. Contemporaneous

control variables include: one-year lagged GDP p.c., population size, population density, an indicator for newly formed states, political instability

measured as a > 2 change in Polity IV in the last 3 years, an indicator for lagged war, and number of wars in progress in country-year. Year

fixed effects are included to capture time trends that may be related to democracy levels. First-stage controls include: colonial rule indicators,

slave exports 1400-1900, population size in 1400, number of jurisdictional hierarchies at the local and beyond the local community during

pre-colonial times, % european descent, population size in 1950 (i.e., before independence), % urban population in 1950, population density

in 1950, growth of urban population 1950-1955, ethnic fractionalization, religious fractionalization, % fertile soil, % desert, % tropical climate,

average distance to nearest ice-free coast, land size, an oil country indicator, and a gem diamond extraction indicator. Columns (1)-(4) restrict

the sample to the Cold War years, i.e. the period between the year of independence of each country and 1989. Columns (5)-(8) restrict the

sample to the post-Cold War period 1990-2000. *** is significant at the 1% level; ** is significant at the 5% level; and * is significant at the

10% level.
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Table A1: Anti-Colonial Insurgencies in Africa

Country Type of Insurgency Conflict Intensity Land/Resource Conflict?

Algeria Rural High No

Angola Rural High Yes

Benin Urban High No

Botswana Urban Low No

Burkina Faso Rural Average No

Burundi Rural High No

Cameroon Rural High Yes

Cent. Af. Rep. Rural Low No

Chad Rural Average No

Congo Urban Average Yes

Congo (DRC) Urban High Yes

Cote d’Ivoire Urban High Yes

Egypt Urban High No

Equatorial Guinea Urban Low No

Eritrea Rural High No

Gabon Urban Average Yes

Gambia Urban Average No

Ghana Urban High No

Guinea Urban High Yes

Guinea-Bissau Rural High Yes

Kenya Rural High Yes

Libya Rural Average No

Madagascar Rural High No

Malawi Urban High No

Mali Urban High No

Mauritania Urban Average No

Mauritius Urban Low No

Morocco Rural High No

Mozambique Rural High No

Namibia Rural High No

Niger Urban Average No

Nigeria Urban High Yes

Rwanda Rural High No

South Africa Urban High Yes

Senegal Urban High No

Sierra Leone Urban Average Yes

Somalia Rural Average Yes

Sudan Rural Average Yes

Swaziland Rural Average No

Tanzania Urban High No

Togo Urban Average No

Tunisia Urban High No

Uganda Rural High No

Zambia Urban High No

Zimbabwe Rural High Yes
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Table A2: Leaving-one-country-out IV-G2SLS Estimates

Polity IV Freedom House

Left-out country: Coeff. SE Coeff. SE
Algeria -0.525*** (0.14) -0.438*** (0.14)
Angola -0.520*** (0.16) -0.458*** (0.16)
Benin -0.442* (0.26) -0.399* (0.21)
Botswana -0.522*** (0.15) -0.465*** (0.17)
Burkina Faso -0.551*** (0.18) -0.485*** (0.17)
Burundi -0.658*** (0.19) -0.680*** (0.19)
Cameroon -0.546*** (0.18) -0.448** (0.18)
Cent. Af. Rep. -0.635*** (0.20) -0.571*** (0.20)
Chad -0.530*** (0.16) -0.458*** (0.16)
Congo -0.541*** (0.17) -0.470*** (0.16)
Congo (DRC) -0.510*** (0.11) -0.406*** (0.10)
Cote d’Ivoire -0.558*** (0.18) -0.488*** (0.18)
Egypt -0.525*** (0.17) -0.488*** (0.17)
Eritrea -0.541*** (0.17) -0.470*** (0.16)
Gabon -0.403*** (0.12) -0.331** (0.14)
Gambia -0.541*** (0.17) -0.470*** (0.16)
Ghana -0.412*** (0.15) -0.352** (0.16)
Guinea -0.564*** (0.18) -0.461*** (0.15)
Guinea-Bissau -0.610*** (0.22) -0.539*** (0.21)
Kenya -0.559*** (0.18) -0.455*** (0.15)
Libya -0.541*** (0.17) -0.470*** (0.16)
Madagascar -0.527*** (0.13) -0.451*** (0.14)
Malawi -0.502*** (0.18) -0.449*** (0.17)
Mali -0.556*** (0.17) -0.509*** (0.17)
Mauritania -0.553*** (0.19) -0.506*** (0.18)
Mauritius -0.541*** (0.17) -0.470*** (0.16)
Morocco -0.444*** (0.17) -0.413** (0.17)
Mozambique -0.637*** (0.20) -0.564*** (0.20)
Namibia -0.497*** (0.15) -0.406*** (0.15)
Niger -0.584*** (0.18) -0.552*** (0.19)
Nigeria -0.536*** (0.16) -0.502*** (0.16)
Rwanda -0.490*** (0.15) -0.443*** (0.16)
S. Africa -0.536*** (0.19) -0.508*** (0.17)
Senegal -0.619*** (0.19) -0.552*** (0.20)
Sierra Leone -0.557*** (0.18) -0.445*** (0.17)
Somalia -0.619*** (0.22) -0.483*** (0.18)
Sudan -0.504*** (0.13) -0.470*** (0.16)
Swaziland -0.541*** (0.17) -0.470*** (0.16)
Tanzania -0.607*** (0.17) -0.583*** (0.20)
Togo -0.546*** (0.18) -0.479*** (0.17)
Tunisia -0.449** (0.19) -0.384** (0.15)
Uganda -0.450*** (0.12) -0.335*** (0.10)
Zambia -0.522*** (0.14) -0.442*** (0.14)
Zimbabwe -0.735*** (0.28) -0.649** (0.28)
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table A3: Fearon and Laitin’s (2003) Results with Rural Insurgency

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Civil War Ethnic War Civil War Civl War (COW)

Anti-colonial Rural Ins. 1.33*** 1.21** 1.29*** 2.30**

(0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.96)

Prior War -1.65** -1.57** -1.70** -2.12**

(0.67) (0.67) (0.67) (0.87)

GDP p.c. (lagged) -0.52 -0.63 -0.52 -1.79**

(0.39) (0.43) (0.39) (0.82)

Log(Pop.) (lagged) 0.49** 0.47** 0.46** 1.06***

(0.21) (0.21) (0.22) (0.38)

%Mountainous -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 0.11

(0.17) (0.17) (0.16) (0.25)

Noncontiguous State 1.53 1.67 1.45 1.51

(1.18) (1.22) (1.18) (1.44)

Oil 0.32 0.16 0.28 2.16**

(0.69) (0.76) (0.69) (0.97)

New State 1.45** 1.42** 1.53*** 1.48**

(0.57) (0.57) (0.57) (0.73)

Instability 0.72* 0.58 0.61 1.18**

(0.43) (0.45) (0.44) (0.55)

Polity IV 0.02 0.02 - -

(0.04) (0.04)

Ethnic Frac. -0.05 -0.14 -0.02 -1.65

(0.80) (0.80) (0.78) (1.08)

Relig. Frac. -0.41 -0.25 -0.40 0.28

(1.02) (1.05) (1.01) (1.45)

Anocracy - - 0.65* 0.30

(0.39) (0.59)

Democracy (dummy) - - -1.16 1.54*

(1.05) (0.80)

Intercept -8.30*** -7.99*** -8.20*** -14.03***

(1.94) (1.96) (1.98) (3.69)

Observations 1703 1663 1703 1402

Standard errors in parentheses

* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

37


	Introduction
	Historical Background
	Data
	Rural Insurgency vs. Urban Protest 
	Measures of Democracy 
	Terrain Ruggedness and Other Geographical Conditions
	Pre-colonial and Colonial Data
	Contemporaneous Data

	Empirical Approach
	Results
	Effect of Ruggedness on Rural Insurgency
	Effect of Rural Insurgency on Democracy
	Robustness Checks
	Potential Violations of the Exclusion Restriction
	Conflict Intensity and Democracy
	Land, Resources and Democracy

	Potential Mechanisms
	Concluding Remarks 

