De Facto States in World Politics

Research on civil war onset and on the contributions of war to statemaking are limited by the omission of de facto states from existing datasets.  I propose to gather systematic data about de facto states in order to test dyadic hypotheses about civil war onset and to investigate whether the outcome of war influences the survival of statemaking entities.  
In preparation I have undertaken pilot studies to demonstrate that my proposal is feasible.  All three of these pilot studies have already been published (Lemke 2008a, 2008b, 2011).  For these pilot studies, I collected data about de facto states in 19th century South America and 1960s central Africa, and tested dyadic civil war onset hypotheses (I also tested hypotheses about alliance formation and uncovered considerable similarity between the behaviors of de facto and official states).  These published studies prove that the type of data I advocate collecting can be found and transformed into electronic datasets.  While the data are available, ferreting them out is laborious and time consuming.  In order to maximize the number of researchers employed on this project without requiring an extravagant budget, I propose to train a team of undergraduate coders.  To determine whether undergraduates can collect high-quality data about de facto states, I pre-tested my coding procedures on undergraduate researchers.  The undergraduates used the same Codesheet I developed for my own data collection.  I worked closely with four dozen students across two semesters, with very positive results.  Consequently, I have considerable confidence that my proposed use of undergraduate coders will be successful.


In the first section of this proposal I define and describe de facto states.  I do so to clarify how de facto states and rebel groups are similar and how they differ.  The differences demonstrate why a de facto state dataset is necessary for dyadic analysis of civil war onset.  I also demonstrate that de facto states are state makers – they try to construct states.  Most of them fail, and thus de facto states offer the most common examples of state making failure.  Consequently, analyses of war’s influence on state making will be significantly advanced by the inclusion of data about the state makers that fail.  In short, a de facto state dataset is necessary for the dyadic civil war onset and state making hypotheses I propose to investigate.

In the rest of this proposal I present the hypotheses to be evaluated in these new types of tests.  I show that these hypotheses are well motivated by existing civil war and state making literatures, but that they are poorly served by existing research designs.  I then describe the dataset I propose to collect, dealing specifically with questions about how feasible such a data collection is.

De Facto States

De facto states are political entities that govern populated territories and possess military resources but which lack the official recognition that would qualify them as sovereign states and lead to their inclusion in standard datasets.  Often the existence of de facto states is violently contested by official states.  Generally that violence qualifies as civil violence or even civil war.  But often de facto states exist peaceably beside official states (if only until civil war begins).
Consider the Republic of Somaliland.  This de facto state occupies the northwest part of what most maps represent as Somalia.  It has been independently self-governing since January 1991 (Hagmann and Hoehne [2009] provide a scholarly description).  It is not recognized by any official state, and does not enjoy membership in any international organization.  Nevertheless, Somaliland has a national police force, an army, its own currency and other trappings of statehood.  It finances its government primarily through taxes on the khat trade and on commerce through the port of Berbera.  It has been at least partially democratic since 1993, and a multi-party democracy since 2001 when a new constitution was ratified by public referendum.  In contrast to Somalia, Somaliland enjoys considerable peace and prosperity (for example, DHL ships packages from four locations in Somaliland but from only one in the rest of Somalia; http://www.dhl-usa.com/Intlsvcs/wrdusa/sarea/xs.asp?nav=InternationalService/CtryDet, and an air-conditioned shopping mall recently opened in Hargeisa).  Yet Somaliland is omitted from almost all standard datasets.  Having never gone to war with Somalia or any other official states, Somaliland is not included in any civil or extra-state war datasets.  And lacking international recognition, Somaliland is not included in the Penn World Tables, Polity IV, or Correlates of War Project datasets (it is listed by Freedom House, however, where a delayed election has caused it to be demoted to “Partially Free” since 2009).  
Violent de facto states exist too.  Consider the case of Yucatan in the 19th Century.  After Mexico lost the Texan War of Independence, it increased taxation on sisal exports from Yucatan to cover war debts.  Dissatisfied with higher taxes, Yucatan formally seceded from Mexico in May 1839.  Because there were no roads linking Yucatan with the rest of Mexico, it was not until the following Spring that Mexican troops landed in Yucatan to put down the secession.  But those troops were soundly defeated in June 1840.  A second attempt to re-conquer Yucatan was similarly defeated in 1843.  Yucatan remained independent through the Mexican-American War.  In 1847 the indigenous Mayan peoples of the Yucatan (who had been armed to serve as Yucatan’s soldiers), revolted against the Ladino rulers in Merida, and by 1848 controlled most of the peninsula.  Faced with this indigenous threat, Yucatan’s leaders formally re-joined Mexico.  The Mexican army was unable to defeat the Mayans, who by 1855 had constructed an indigenous state, Chan Santa Cruz, over the majority of the Yucatan peninsula.  The Mayans established trading relations with the British in Belize, constructed a capital city, and remained a de facto state until November 1902.  [For details about Yucatan’s wars and de facto states, see Williams (1929), Reed (1964), and Dumond (1997).]
While cases like these are intrinsically interesting, they importantly demonstrate that there are both violent and non-violent de facto states.  They also indicate that data are available about de facto states both in recent times (Somaliland) and in the distant past (Yucatan); albeit not in conventional IR datasets.  The variation in whether de facto states are violent makes them very attractive for dyadic analyses of civil war onset.  The key for such dyadic analysis is to identify the other actor in the dyad.  We know that one side must be the official state government.  But who is the opponent?  Once a civil war has begun we know the opponent is the rebels.  But we only know they are rebels after the war has begun, and thus we cannot use information about them to predict civil war onset.  De facto states, however, exist with and without warfare.  Thus, if we identify the population of de facto states, we identify the population of territorially-based contenders that might have waged civil war with official states.  All rebel groups that control territory are included as de facto states, but the non-violent de facto states make the de facto state category broader, and thus more useful, than the smaller category of rebels.

Somaliland and Yucatan are also useful examples because the sources make it abundantly clear that these de facto states were state makers.  In Somaliland, the Republic of Yucatan, and in Chan Santa Cruz, governments worked to ensure continued independence (although the Republic of Yucatan voluntarily surrendered its independence to Mexico in the face of imminent conquest by the Mayans of Chan Santa Cruz).  All three sought external diplomatic recognition.  All formed alliances or constructed cooperative military and commercial relations with external actors.  The two Yucatan de facto states are no longer in existence.  The long-term survival of Somaliland is far from certain.  Thus, these de facto states offer examples of the deaths of state making entities.  It is very uncommon for an official state to cease to exist.  Consequently, empirical analyses of state making tend to focus on tax ratio or some other indicator of the size of government as the outcome variable.  Clearly, though, continued survival is the ultima ratio of state making.  With a de facto state dataset to complement existing official state datasets, I will be able to study the correlates of state making failure employing survival as the dependent variable.
De facto states are much like states.  They have governments, capital cities, flags, national armies, often a currency, trade partners, allies and other characteristics of statehood.  They lack extensive sovereign recognition, and for this reason alone they are excluded from almost all standard datasets.  This omission is quite substantial, because de facto states outnumber official states.  In my pilot studies I have found that de facto states outnumber official states by about 6 to 1.  I propose to collect data about this omitted majority of state-like actors so that I can test dyadic arguments about civil war onset and about the influence of conflict on state making.  I turn now to discussion of the literatures I will address and the hypotheses I will test.
Dyadic Analyses of Civil War Onset
Researchers studying interstate war onset usually study dyad years and use characteristics about dyad members as independent variables.  In contrast, researchers studying civil war onset study state years and use characteristics of states as independent variables.  Interstate war onset is treated as a dyadic phenomenon, but civil war onset is treated as a monadic phenomenon.  This is an odd difference in approach, particularly because for the last decade or more the same or similar theories (e.g. Fearon’s [1995] rationalist bargaining argument) have increasingly been used to motivate hypotheses about both interstate and civil wars.  If the same explanations motivate hypotheses about both types of wars, why are the research designs so different?  The answer is that we lack the data needed for dyadic analyses of civil war onset.

The omission of de facto states from existing datasets prevents dyadic analysis of civil war onset because information about the non-state side of wars is present only when a domestic conflict passes a fatalities threshold and is recorded in conflict datasets.  In order to test dyadic arguments about civil war onset, we need information about the non-state side before they are rebels.  Importantly, we also need information about groups that might have become rebels but avoided conflict with the official state.  The category of de facto state is advantageous because it combines both the rebels and the groups that chose not to rebel.  Thus, a de facto state dataset will permit the construction of dyadic datasets with which to predict civil war onset.


The literature on civil war onset is well established (key works include Collier and Hoeffler 1998, 2004; Hegre et al. 2001; Fearon and Laitin 2003; and Hegre and Sambanis 2006).  What might this impressive body of work have missed by focusing on state years instead of dyads?  A definitive answer is unavailable until my analyses are complete, but the threats to inference posed by a state-years analysis are identifiable.  A state-year analysis necessarily combines all the dissident groups that could become rebels into a single “potential Side B.”  Differences across potential rebels can have no impact on the probability of civil war onset in a state-year analysis.  More fundamentally, any strategic argument about government/non-state interactions must be ignored (or only very remotely represented) in a state-year analysis.  These threats are eliminated or at least greatly mitigated by a dyadic framework.
Recently, excellent examples of dyadic analyses of civil war onset have been offered by Buhaug, Cederman, and Rød (2008), Cederman, Girardin, and Gleditsch (2009), Cederman, Buhaug, and Rød (2009), and by Cederman, Wimmer, and Min (2010).  These authors study civil war onset among ethnic dyads.  That is, they predict which government – ethnic group dyads within states will experience civil war.  They use as dyadic predictors the distance between ethnic groups and the national capital (they have geo-coded the locations of ethnic groups), the power ratio within each dyad (as indicated by population), and information about whether ethnic groups are excluded from government (the dataset used in most of these studies is described in detail in Weidmann, Rød, and Cederman 2010).  They find consistently that the stronger an ethnic group (relative to the ethnic group in power), the further an ethnic group from the capital, and the greater the political exclusion of an ethnic group, the greater the likelihood of civil war onset between that ethnic group and the government.

These studies establish an important frontier for the future of civil war research.  There are limitations, however.  The Cederman et al. studies can only help us understand civil war onset in dyads composed of distinct ethnic groups.  Civil wars waged within ethnic communities necessarily are excluded from an inter-ethnic dyadic study.  Such civil wars certainly do occur.  Despite ethnic homogeneity, Somalia has been destroyed by civil war.  The Russian and Chinese civil wars were two of the bloodiest civil wars of the 20th century, and both were largely waged within one ethnic group.  A second limitation is that, because the Cederman et al. study uses ethnicity as a case selection rule, ethnic differences cannot be used as a predictor variable in their research.  Whether ethnic differences make civil wars more or less likely is a hotly contested questions, with prominent researchers arguing ethnicity does not matter (e.g., Fearon and Laitin 2003) and others arguing that it does (e.g. Sambanis 2001).
My proposal is to collect information about actors that could become rebels, and to use it to generate official state – de facto state dyads.  A clearer picture of what I have in mind may emerge by summarizing a pilot study I have published in the American Journal of Political Science (Lemke 2008a).  In that article I report analyses of war onset among de facto and official state dyads in the Rio de la Plata area of South America in the 19th century.  After the Spanish colonial administration was routed, the former Viceroyalty split initially into four de facto states, which then further splintered into twenty different entities.  Three of them enjoyed external recognition and qualified as official states at different times.  These de facto and official states waged ten wars among themselves to determine whether they would unite into a single state, and if so what the characteristics of that state would be.  While there was a great deal of warfare among these actors, it was neither constant nor did the emergence of each new de facto state coincide with simultaneous wars between each new entity and pre-existing ones.  I constructed a dyadic dataset with which I predicted war onsets among these dyads.  I found quite robust evidence that power parity and disagreement about potential unification substantively (in some specifications massively) increased the probability of war in these dyads.  The bellicose effect of parity I uncovered mirrors that later reported by Cederman and his colleagues in their studies about ethnic dyads, and also coincides with a great deal of evidence about interstate war onset.  Importantly, my pilot dataset includes de facto states that did and did not become belligerents in these wars within what eventually became Argentina and Uruguay.  Also importantly, almost all of the dyads included in my article are composed of members of the same ethnic group (only the indigenous peoples of the Pampas differed ethnically from the other actors in the dataset).
My article is a pilot because it provides information about the onset of wars within (what became) only two states.  Where the Cederman et al. studies are limited by excluding civil wars waged within a single ethnic group, the effort reported in my 2008 AJPS article is limited because it offers information only about wars waged within a small region of the world long ago.  The main motivation for undertaking that pilot study was to determine whether I could collect the sort of data this proposal is all about.  Clearly, the data I advocate collecting are collectable.

In partial summary, I propose to collect information about de facto states across a much wider geographic and temporal expanse than is represented in my pilot studies, so that I can study civil war onset more broadly.  The data I propose to collect will include dyads of de facto and official states.  Importantly, it will contain variation in the dyads’ experiences with conflict and peace, and will also permit variation in terms of ethnic similarity and difference across dyads (thereby addressing the limitation of the studies published by Cederman and coauthors).  A plausible question is whether data about de facto states that do not fight civil wars against official states are available.  In addressing that concern, I highlight the fact that I found just such needed variation in my published pilot studies, and in addition offered additional examples above of violent and non-violent de facto states in the Horn of Africa and in Central America.
Dyadic Hypotheses about Civil War Onset

I have described limitations in existing research on civil war onset, argued that dyadic analyses offer an important improvement, summarized recent dyadic analyses of civil wars, and described the type of data I think necessary to improve on those studies.  But what specific hypotheses would I test?  I will test a series of hypotheses about civil war onset between official and de facto states,
 all motivated by existing research on civil and interstate war.  I turn first to six hypotheses found in existing civil war research (although not previously expressed dyadically), and then discuss four hypotheses drawn from the explicitly dyadic literature on interstate war onset.  A discussion of how I propose to measure the variables relevant to these hypotheses follows in a later section “Description of the De Facto State Dataset,” which starts on page eight.

In an extreme bounds analysis of the correlates of civil war onset, Hegre and Sambanis (2006) identify gross domestic product per capita, national population, and the number of years of peace a state has enjoyed, as the most robust correlates among eighty-eight candidate variables they studied.  Given the robustness of the relationships between these three variables and civil war onset at the national level (that is, each observation is a state year), I propose to explore their influence on civil war onset in official state – de facto state dyads.  

A first hypothesis is thus that dyads involving official states with high GDPs per capita are less likely to experience civil war onset than are dyads involving official states with lower GDPs per capita.   Unfortunately, there is no plausible hope of collecting GDP/capita data for de facto states, and thus this hypothesis will be tested with only GDP data representing the official state side of each dyad (in addition to Hegre and Sambanis, GDP/capita is negatively associated with civil war onset by Fearon and Laitin 2003 and Collier and Hoeffler 2004, who offer competing logics about this relationship).


Past civil war research (Fearon and Laitin 2003, Collier and Hoeffler 2004, Hegre and Sambanis 2006) robustly finds that population is positively associated with civil war onset.  Larger populations have more civil wars.  This may be due to the fact that it is easier to satisfy fatality thresholds among larger populations.  Whatever the cause, I too will test the hypothesis that population is positively associated with civil war onset among official state – de facto state dyads.  I will test whether the populations of both the official and de facto states influence the probability of civil war onset.  Larger de facto states may find it easier to challenge official states, and if so de facto state population will be associated with civil war onset.

A third hypothesis anticipates that the longer a dyad has been at peace, the lower the probability of civil war onset.  Hegre and Sambanis (2006) show that their measure of peace years (2[-peaceyears/8]) is negatively related to civil war onset.  But their work only shows that the longer states have avoided civil war the less likely they are to experience war.  With a dyadic framework I can investigate whether a state might live at peace with one de facto state while being actively involved in war with another.  For example, the US government went to war with the Confederate States of America but peacefully tolerated the Mormon kingdom in Utah.  A state-year framework misses such possibilities by aggregating all rebel and potential rebels into one assumed opposition.


A fourth hypothesis is that the presence of ethnic differences between the de facto state and official state makes civil war onset more likely.  The role of ethnicity in civil war onset is one of the most contentious questions, with scholars arguing that ethnic differences make civil wars more likely (Collier and Hoeffler 1998, Sambanis 2001) and that they have no influence on civil war onset (Fearon and Laitin 2003).  The recent dyadic analyses by Cederman and his collaborators cannot address this question because they only study dyads of ethnically different actors.  In contrast, I will be able to include official – de facto state dyads that do and do not vary in they share the same or different ethnicities.

In addition to these alleged causes of civil war onset, the literature identifies a number of other interesting potential correlates.  I will evaluate their influence on civil war onset in a dyadic context.  For example, Fearon and Laitin (2003) argue that rough terrain (mountains and jungles) provides cover for insurgencies which makes it easier for them to sustain their struggles and thus more likely for them to initiate civil wars.  I will combine geo-data on the location of mountains and jungles to test whether dyads including mountainous or jungle-shrouded de facto states are more likely to experience civil war onset than are dyads in which de facto states are located in the plains.  Similarly, I will test whether dyads including de facto states whose territories possess diamonds and/or other valuable export resources are more likely to experience civil war onset than are dyads including de facto states without easily exploitable resources.
Turning to dyadic hypotheses about civil war onset suggested by research on the onset of interstate war, for decades scholars have shown that power parity is positively associated with interstate war onset (from Organski 1958 to Reed 2003).  Contrary to traditional balance of power logic which suggested imbalanced dyads are most likely to experience war, power transition theory hypothesizes that rough equality, or parity, of power is war prone because at parity both sides can reasonably anticipate victory.  While power transition theory has traditionally been used to study the onset of interstate war, there is nothing specific to its internal logic restricting it from application to civil war onset.  Hence, I hypothesize that the closer official – de facto state dyads are to parity, the more likely they are to experience civil war onset than are dyads where one side (presumably the official state) approaches preponderance.  A number of past dyadic analyses of civil war onset (Lemke 2008a, and the work of Cederman and his collaborators) all find parity associated with civil war onset in the samples they study.  I expect to find this relationship within a broader sample of potential civil war dyads.  

Arguably the strongest correlate of interstate war is the physical proximity of potential belligerents.  Bremer’s famous “Dangerous Dyads” study (1992) reports contiguity to be the strongest correlate of interstate war.  Many other studies (summarized in Geller and Singer 1998) similarly report that proximity (measured as inter-capital distance) is also strongly associated with interstate war onset.  The closer two potential belligerents to each other, the more likely they are to be able to overcome obstacles to military engagement.  Since this logic applies equally well within states, I hypothesize that proximate official – de facto state dyads are more likely to start civil wars with each other than are distant official – de facto state dyads.

The negative relationship between joint democracy and interstate conflict dominated analysis for two decades starting in the mid 1980s.  While there is yet considerable disagreement about why democracies do not fight each other, that they do not do so is accepted by the vast majority of interstate war researchers.  As described in the introduction, some de facto states are democratic (or at least partially democratic), and some remain at peace for considerable periods of time (Somaliland has both of these characteristics).  I hypothesize that the number of democracies in an official – de facto state dyads is negatively associated with the onset of civil war in that dyad.  Recent work demonstrating that the presence of civil wars influences Polity regime type coding (Vreeland 2008) requires caution in measuring regime type for both official and de facto states, a concern I re-raise in the section describing variable measurement below.
A final dyadic hypothesis motivated by research on interstate war is that the number of previous civil wars an official – de facto state dyad has waged is positively associated with the probability of civil war onset.  This is a bit different from the civil war literature-influenced hypothesis about peace years, in that rather than focusing on the time since a previous war this hypothesis focuses on the number of previous wars between putative opponents.  It is inspired by the interstate war literature on international rivalry (Diehl and Goertz 2000), and by recent discussions of that literature specifically within the context of civil wars (DeRouen and Bercovitch 2008).
In all I offer ten dyadic hypotheses about civil war onset.  While no one theory motivates all ten hypotheses, each hypothesis is well established in the interstate war literature, or is a dyadic extrapolation from existing civil war onset literature.  As such, cumulatively they engage both the civil and interstate war literatures about onset.  Importantly, some of the civil war onset hypotheses (e.g. about ethnicity and terrain) make sense primarily in a dyadic context, and yet cannot be evaluated without the dataset I propose to collect.  Having established the logic motivating my dyadic analysis of civil war onset among de facto and official states, I turn now to consideration of the war outcomes and state making analyses that comprise the second type of empirical tests possible with the de facto state data I will collect.  Civil wars and state making enjoy an interesting connection, because wars, and the outcomes of wars, are central to the literature on state making.  Thus, the first empirical part of my proposal highlights the onset of wars, while the second part builds importantly on the consequences of those wars.
Analyses of War Outcomes and State Making
The omission of de facto states from existing datasets also prevents analyses pertinent to state making research.  Charles Tilly’s argument connecting war and state making is paradigmatic in the literature on state making (his 1990 book is the exemplar).  He claims that war (both international and civil) and preparation for war forced European leaders to extract resources from the people they ruled, more efficient leaders acquired more resources with which to fight their opponents, and modern states with strong central administrations developed as unintended consequences of each state making polity’s incentive to survive under anarchy.  Wars were frequent, and those less well adapted to acquire resources and field military forces were conquered and absorbed.  “By 1900 there were around 20 times fewer independent polities in Europe than there had been in 1500.  They did not disappear peacefully or decay as the national state developed; they were the losers in a protracted war of all against all” (Cohen, Brown, and Organski 1981:902).  The official states of modern Europe were the winners in the state making struggles, while the political entities that lost out in these struggles became provinces within the states built by the winners.
If Tillyean state making theory is correct, state survival is heavily determined by war and preparation for war.  In state making theory war winners win because they have more capacity and/or resources, victory reinforces this, and yet more resources become available to the successful state makers.  There is considerable empirical evidence supporting claims about links between war and state making.  Cohen, Brown, and Organski (1981), Rasler and Thompson (1989), Kirby and Ward (1991), Jaggers (1992), and Thies (2004) all demonstrate substantive and statistically significant linkages between war or preparation for war and government revenues.  A strand of the state making literature asserts that the link between war and state making is not operative in today’s developing world (Herbst 2000; Sorenson 2001; Centeno 2002).  However, analyses restricted to data about developing states in particular regions (Mullins 1987; Thies 2005, 2007), consistently show that even in the developing world, states confronted with external military threats enjoy greater shares of resources in their societies than do states without external threats.
All of the empirical analyses of state making cited here employ data only on officially recognized states.  They employ government revenues, expenditures, or the tax ratio (government tax receipts divided by GDP) as their dependent variable.  They find consistently that participation in conflict is associated with larger governments (as measured fiscally).  This suggests strong support for Tilly’s claim that conflict is a ready justification leaders use to extract greater resources from their societies.  The empirical consensus is clear: Tilly’s argument about war and state making is supported.
But this raises an interesting question: if war builds states, why are so many war-torn states in the 3rd world stagnating or failing?  Having fought multiple wars against India and struggled with internal insurgencies, why is Pakistan failing?  Given so many conflicts with revolutionary groups, drug cartels, and right-wing militias, why does Colombia struggle to develop?  I suggest that the answer lies in who wins these wars.  If the wars are lost (as in Pakistan’s various encounters with India), or stagnate (as, for a long time, in Colombia’s struggle with the FARC), the government has not demonstrated an ability to mobilize society’s resources.  It is an incapable government, and we should not be surprised by its failure.
Tilly writes that European state makers who failed to extract resources or to win their wars were violently absorbed into the territories of more successful state makers.  This suggests a straightforward state making hypothesis: inconclusive wars and defeat in war increase the hazard of state making failure.  More specifically, state makers who cannot win their wars or are defeated in wars are expected to fail and/or to die.  Returning to the question of war torn stagnating states, Colombia (for example) may appear to be failing compared to other official states.  But Colombia is considerably more stable and prosperous than is the FARC.  Lately, Colombia appears to be winning its war with the FARC.  Tilly’s argument suggests Colombia will persist and the FARC will die if the war continues as it has been.
Past state making researchers have not studied survival as their dependent variable.  I suspect this is so because state making researchers disproportionately study the state making experiences of official states.  Very few of them die.
  With so little variation on this dependent variable, it is understandable that they have ignored it.  However, with a de facto state dataset, many more instances of death will be available for empirical testing.  Some creative coding of what qualifies as the “death” of a state making entity is required to avoid a situation where only de facto states die (described in detail below).  But with such coding rules the de facto state dataset will permit analysis of the influence of war on the survival of state makers.  I wish to be clear that such an analysis does not replace or supplant existing statemaking research about conflict experiences and the fiscal size of governments.  Rather, it complements it by showing how the other causal mechanism central to Tilly’s theory (war outcomes) also influences which states get built.  

Having introduced the need for my de facto state dataset, and having indicated what theoretical arguments can be evaluated with it, I turn now to detailed discussion of the data to be collected.

Description of the De Facto State Dataset

Identifying De Facto States

A de facto state is a political actor in control of some populated territory.  A territorial base is an important qualifying characteristic for actors in IR theorizing.  Possession of territory is a fundamental requirement of statehood, and clearly territoriality is necessary for any state making analysis.  Also importantly, requiring that a de facto state control some identifiable territory makes it easier to know when it exists and when it dies – specifically when it first acquires, and then when it no longer controls, territory.  I code an actor as a de facto state when it achieves independent control of a territory.  Independence can be established in various ways:


A de facto state is independent if it declares independence and the actor previously identified as possessing 



claim to that territory does not contradict the claim of independence.




A declaration of independence could be a formal document/statement, or the initiation of 




a secessionist struggle.  Calls for autonomy qualify as declarations of independence if




accompanied by construction of a military force.


A de facto state is independent if it declares independence, this claim is militarily contradicted by another 



actor, but that actor is unable to subdue the de facto state declaring independence.


A de facto state is independent if it declares independence, this claim is contradicted by another actor that 



nevertheless does not resort to military force to subdue the actor declaring independence.


A de facto state is independent even absent a declaration of independence, provided it possesses military 



capabilities unauthorized by the official state previously possessing claim to that territory.


A de facto state is independent with or without a declaration of independence if another de facto or official 



state recognizes
 its independence.




Recognition is represented by any of the following: another de facto or official state 




establishes formal diplomatic relations with it, another de facto or official state forms a 




military alliance with it, another de facto or official state provides it military or 




developmental assistance.


I identify an actor as a de facto state when it controls territory, and that control of territory is established by other de facto or official states acquiescing to it or being unable to deny that independent control.  Such a de facto state could qualify as independent for a very short period of time.  If data collection bogs down due to discovery of many short term de facto states, I will require that de facto states retain independence for at least one year to be included in the dataset.


Similarly, my coding rules include no limits on how much territory or how many people an actor must govern in order to qualify as a de facto state.  Imposing minimum thresholds would contradict the logic of my theoretical motivation.  Small size and small population correlate with weakness, and thus lower boundaries on area or demography would curtail variation on these important correlates of state making success.  Nevertheless, if I find that data collection bogs down due to the presence of a multitude of “micro de facto states” I will require that all de facto states be at least as large Singapore and at least as populous as Tuvalu (the smallest official states).  I hope not to impose such restrictions because they contradict the logic of my proposal, but I wish to demonstrate that I will keep data collection feasible.


A number of other researchers have collected data about political entities omitted from existing datasets.  Fazal (2007) expands the COW state list by including all political entities that satisfy COW’s population threshold, but that have any form of treaty agreement with England and France because legally that connotes diplomatic recognition.  My list of de facto states will be considerably larger than Fazal’s because I apply neither the population threshold nor the requirement of some diplomatic recognition.  Working more conceptually, Clapham (1998), and Bremer with Ghosn (2003) offer discussions of a continuum of “stateness” along which official and de facto states (and other types of political entities) are arrayed.  More recently, Kolstø (2006) argues for use of the term “quasi-states,” emphasizes the probably true claim that such quasi-states are most likely to emerge when official states fail, and highlights the prevalence of quasi-states in the contemporary international system.  While he offers no explicit operational definition for identifying a population of quasi-states, he refers repeatedly to a number of characteristics (trappings of statehood such as anthems, flags, coinage/money, etc., and external support) I omit.  In my pilot studies I have found that it is normal for de facto states as I define them to develop the trappings of statehood.  With respect to external support, I do not make it a requirement because it is quite easy to think of de facto states that exist without external patronage (the canonical Somaliland being a contemporary example).  These differences aside, our conceptual understandings of de facto states are quite similar, and I acknowledge considerable debts in my own understanding of de facto states to these earlier efforts.

Some might worry that the simple act of becoming a de facto state, of asserting independence over territory often “officially” assigned to another government, is a definitional equivalent to the start of a civil war.  If so, then the benefit of studying civil war onset using a de facto state dataset will not avoid the selection bias plaguing existing datasets which only focus on actual civil war fighters.  I have tried to assuage such concerns with examples above of de facto states that live at peace with their official state neighbors (Somaliland, the Mormon Kingdom in Utah, the fact that Confederate assertions of independence preceded, by as many as five months, war with the North), and can reassure from my pilot studies that it is not at all uncommon for a de facto state to assert its independence, and for a number of years to then go by before an official state engages it in hostilities (de facto states in my pilot studies often chose opportune moments, such as when the official state was at war with another official state, to assert their independence).  To be sure, some de facto state assertions of independence are coterminous with the onset of civil war, but that is not uniformly true.  Even if many de facto states emerge into immediate civil war, there will be far less selection bias in my analysis of civil war onset than there is with any existing dataset.
Collecting Data on the Dependent Variables

The first dependent variable is war onset.  Primarily this will be drawn from COW’s war dataset (Sarkees and Wayman 2010), and from Uppsala/PRIO’s ACD dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002).  However, those lists of wars will be supplemented and refined as I uncover information about de facto states.  Those datasets are the industry standard for identifying wars.  But they were both collected with an official state bias.  They thus omit many instances of war (military conflict in which some battle fatalities threshold is surpassed) which did not involve official state members of the international system.  While undertaking my pilot studies, I found 10 wars in the Rio de la Plata region of 19th century South America.  COW records only four of them and, because of the time frame, ACD reports none (Lemke 2008a:778-779).  In Lemke (2011), I analyze wars, alliances, and survival of one official and six de facto states during the time period of the 1st Congo Crisis (1960-1966).  The COW project regards this as one civil war while the ACD records three distinct wars during this time period.  My research suggests at least four wars occurred, with two more candidates (pending discovery of more conclusive battle fatalities data).  Thus, while standard war datasets will be instrumental in providing data with which to indicate civil war onset, I will supplement and refine those data based on information I collect about individual de facto states.
The second dependent variable is the death of official or de facto states.  I define death as loss of independence.  De facto and official states die violently (by conquest) and non-violently (voluntary union with another state).  To test my state making hypothesis that loss in war or participation in prolonged inconclusive wars increases the risk of death, I need data on both war participation and outcome, and on survival and death of state making entities.  Data on participation has just been described.  Death’s description follows.
An obvious form of violent death occurs when one official state conquers and absorbs another official state.  North Vietnam’s conquest of South Vietnam in 1975 is an example.  De facto states can die this way as well.  In 1902 the Mayan de facto state of Chan Santa Cruz was conquered and absorbed by Mexico.  De facto states can be conquered and absorbed by other de facto states as well.  During the 1st Congo Crisis Balubakat seceded from Katanga and became a de facto state (Lemke 2011).  Katanga subsequently conquered and re-absorbed it.

Perhaps the least obvious way by which a state making entity can die occurs when a de facto state conquers an official state.  I admit that this representation of “conquering” may be a bit obscure.  By way of clarification, consider events in Rwanda in the early and mid 1990s.  The Rwandan Patriotic Front controlled territory in the northeastern corner of Rwanda.  It qualified as a de facto state.  It waged civil war with the official state government of Rwanda, until a peace agreement was reached at Arusha.  Instead of implementing that peace agreement, extremist elements gained control of the official Rwandan government and perpetrated a genocide.  In retaliation, the Rwandan Patriotic Front renewed active hostilities.  The RPF was successful, and by summer 1994 had captured all of Rwanda, including Kigali, replacing the Hutu government with a Tutsi-dominated new regime.  While the terms are not usually used in this way, we can conceive of the small northeastern-Rwandan Tutsi de facto state “expanding” its territory by “conquering” the official government of Rwanda.

State making entities can die non-violently as well.  Some official states have voluntarily surrendered their independence (East Germany did so in 1989), as have some de facto states (the Republic of Yucatan voluntary re-united with Mexico in 1848).  Additionally, sometimes a de facto state voluntarily gives up its independence because the official state offers it a power-sharing agreement.  I will code such negotiated surrenders as deaths of de facto states.

The multiple types of losses of independence that will qualify as state death in my analyses might provoke concerns of conceptual stretching.  Quite the contrary.  I suggest that this flexibility in coding death introduces important variation ensuring there will be instances of both official and de facto states dying when they lose wars and dying from other causes.  Such variation is necessary to permit evaluation of my state making hypothesis.
Collecting Data on the Independent Variables
The war onset hypotheses require information about ten independent variables.  The first is information about the GDP per capita of official states in official – de facto state dyads.  This information will come from Gleditsch’s (2002) updated trade and GDP dataset.  The second required independent variable is population for both the official and de facto states.  Official state population figures can be taken from standard sources, such as are provided by the United Nations.  De facto state population data have been relatively easy to collect in the pilot studies, as sub-national population data are widely available and easily accessible (even for the 19th century, as detailed in Lemke 2008a).  Official state population totals will be corrected, such that the populations of de facto states will be subtracted out of official state totals when an official state has part of its territory controlled by a de facto state.


The third independent variable of interest is peace years, and it will be easily calculated for each dyad based on values of the civil war onset dependent variable already described.  For the fourth independent variable, I will code whether each dyad is composed of different ethnic groups (drawing on existing ethnicity datasets such as Weidmann et al.’s 2010).  A fifth independent variable represents whether the de facto state is mountainous or composed of dense jungles.  Data for this variable can be collected from atlases, and even more systematically from the geographic information system data described in the studies by Cedermann and his collaborators.


A sixth type of independent variable represents whether de facto state members of dyads control territories rich in easily exploitable resources such as diamonds and petroleum.  Recent datasets about the location of such resources (Gilmore et al 2005; Lujala, Rød, and Thieme 2007) will be combined with the information gathered in this project about the location of territory controlled by de facto states, to test the hypothesis that de facto states with easily expropriated resources are more likely to wage civil wars.


Turning to the independent variables motivated by interstate war research, relative power or power parity will be measured as the ratio of the weaker dyad member’s power to the stronger.  Power will be gauged by population.  Not only are population data widely available at the state and sub-national level, but this measure of parity has been used in past dyadic studies of civil war onset (Lemke 2008a; Cedermann et al. 2009).  Skeptics of the validity of population as a measure of power should be reassured by the fact that in existing datasets, the correlation between population, on the one hand, and COW CINC or power as measured by GDP, are always above 0.90.  While no interstate war analyses regress war onset on parity as measured by population, were they to do so they would reach identical substantive conclusions.


The eighth independent variable of interest is the proximity of dyad members.  I will measure this in two ways.  One will be a simple dichotomous indicator of whether the territories of dyad members are contiguous.  A second measure will be the distance between capital cities of official and de facto states.  Subjective decisions will have to be made in some instances about what the capital of a de facto state is, but if there is no obvious selection the rough geographic centroid of de facto territory will be used.

The ninth independent variable is regime type.  We cannot expect to find the same level of precision in regime type data for de facto states that we find for official states (although the Somaliland example from Freedom House suggests such precision is sometimes available).  But that does not mean that rough measurement is impossible.  A three point scale (unfree, partially free, free) is code-able for de facto states based on the cases collected for the pilot studies.  This suggests crude measures rather than the absence of measures.  Such compromises are not uncommon in non-state data collections.  For example, Cunningham, et al. (2009) measure the power ratio between rebels and governments as three categories (rebels weaker, rebels roughly equal, rebels stronger).  For regime types of official states, I will use the X-Polity index, which Vreeland (2008) developed to remove the contaminated components of the regular Polity Index.

The final independent variable for my war onset analyses is a count of the number of previous civil wars each dyad has experienced.  Data to represent this variable will be taken from the coding of the war onset dependent variable, already described.


To test the state making hypothesis I need information about war outcomes and about participation in inconclusive wars.  Both of these indicators are quite straightforward.  Wars are either lost, fought to a draw, or won.  How inconclusive a war is may be indicated by how long it persists.  Information about war outcomes and participation in inconclusive wars can thus be drawn directly from the histories of de facto and official state conflicts described above.
Plan for Finding the Data

In my pilot studies I have found historical accounts of the formation of official states to be rich sources of information.  Historians and area specialists have written detailed accounts of the contests among regional actors, between provinces, and across borders that have resulted in today’s political maps.  These sources not only help identify a list of de facto states, but also offer information (either directly or within their references) about size, population, indications of how each de facto state governed itself, about conflicts with other de facto and official states, and about alliances and treaties among these de facto states and with external states.


Within the research for my pilots I also found Richardson’s Statistics of Deadly Quarrels dataset and the Correlates of War project’s intra-state and extra-state war lists helpful.  These and other standard datasets will prove similarly helpful for the larger project.  For example, I will draw on COW’s “States, Nations and Entities” list, the Uppsala/PRIO Armed Conflict Database, the Minorities at Risk Project’s ethno-nationalist data, and the Political Instability Task Force’s politically organized groups.  All of these data compilations cover significant periods of time, and offer indications about groups’ claims to independence or assertions of autonomy.  Finally, a few sources offer information about current and past de facto states (Harding 1998; Minahan 1996, 2002).  I will draw on all of these existing resources to help identify the population of de facto states.

Importantly, I cannot rely exclusively on civil war fighters or violently oppressed minorities at risk, because that would bias data collection against de facto states that achieved independence by other means and would necessarily compromise my dyadic civil war onset analyses.  Here the area specialists’ and historians’ accounts are particularly useful.  In fact, the combination of the two types of sources worked very well in the pilot studies and will do so in the larger project.  They will jointly help me identify the list of de facto states about which additional information will then be collected.  I wish to make clear that the information necessary to the success of this project is already available, but in disparate places.  While a great deal of time is necessary for reading the historical and area specialist accounts, much of that can be guided by information already available in existing data resources.


Rather precise additional information is sometimes offered within the cited databases.  For example, the Political Instability Task Force includes the number of rebel combatants.  The political and historical descriptions of the territories provide extensive commentary on treaties, alliances, conflicts, and often focus considerable attention on how the de facto states are governed.  More detailed information about de facto state regime types are sometimes available.  In addition to Somaliland, the number of “related and disputed territories” about which data are available in Freedom House varies from a low of sixteen to a high of sixty two per year.  The new Correlates of War Formal Interstate Alliance Dataset includes a variable indicating whether a treaty of alliance pre-dates an ally’s presence on the standard state list, each of these pre-state allies is a de facto state according to my coding rules (see Gibler and Sarkees 2004).  Finally, official websites exist for the FARC and Somaliland (http://www.farcep.org/pagina_ingles and www.somalilandgov.com), and for other de facto states too.


When initially searching for de facto states, and after data have been collected about de facto states, I will make use of expert knowledge available on H-Net: Humanities and Social Sciences On-Line to help with identification and to validate my lists of de facto states.  H-Net groups are online networks of experts.  Posted queries about the existence of de facto states, and of the accuracy of information I gather about de facto states, will provide an important external validity check as data collection progresses.  Reviewers are surely familiar with Polmeth, an H-Net group of political methodologists, organized by APSA’s political methodology section.  In addition, H-Net boasts large networks of specialists in each of the world’s regions, with sub-listings for more circumscribed areas as well.
Additional Detail about Techniques to Collect the De Facto State Data
Ideally I would like to collect information about de facto states in every part of the world from 1816 to the present.  However, I am convinced that such an undertaking is impossible in the timeframe proposed here.  Instead, I propose to use a sampling technique that, over time, will produce cumulatively larger and more representative datasets about de facto states.  In order to demonstrate why a sample of de facto states is a necessary compromise, I first explain a bit about the population of de facto states.

I have developed a codesheet and coding rules that I, and four dozen undergraduates, have tested and refined as we gathered information about de facto states.  In 2009 I taught two advanced undergraduate research courses in which students selected an official state and combed through existing datasets and histories of that country seeking information about de facto states that existed within its territory.  In the process I have assigned a large number of undergraduates (47) the task of undertaking the sort of research I did in creating the pilot studies already described.  Most of the students were quite good at the task, filling out the codesheets such that I was able to determine with confidence that the actors they wrote about were de facto states.  The experiences of the better student coders and my own data collection for the pilot studies suggests the global population of de facto states is a bit more than 1000.  This figure is reached by extrapolating from the 6:1 ratio of de facto to official states they and I uncovered, to the 180 or so official states in the world.

If the expected population of de facto states across the modern interstate system (1816-present) includes some 1000+ political entities, it is unrealistic to assert that I will collect all that information within the 2-year time frame proposed here.  Consequently, I will be forced to impose some domain restriction to keep the project manageable, and to employ a cluster sampling technique in hopes of obtaining representative samples.  Since I do not know beforehand where the de facto states are, I cannot sample based on their population.  I can, however, sample on official states, and look for de facto states within them (based on existing datasets) and historically (based on the area specialists and historians).
Common sense suggests de facto states are more likely to arise in less capable states.  Thus, in further effort to find as many de facto states as possible, I will initially restrict analysis to the developing world.  I will split the developing world into four regional subsamples or clusters: Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, and Asia.  Within each regional cluster I have generated a randomly ordered list of official states.  Two researchers will be assigned to Latin America and to the Middle East, and three will be assigned each to Africa and Asia (the unequal number of researchers is necessitated by the unequal number of official states in each region).
With regard to the temporal, my pilot study research suggests de facto states are more likely to exist or emerge early in an official state’s history rather than after it becomes politically mature.  Consequently, it is best to begin collecting data on each official state’s territory from the initial independence of that state.  For developing world states that have been colonized, research will begin with decolonization.  That means that in Latin America the temporal domain will begin in the early 19th century, in the Middle East data collection will begin with the dismemberment of the Ottoman empire or the liberation of post-Ottoman mandates, in Africa most collection will begin in the early 1960s, and in Asia most data collection will begin with the dissolution of the colonial empires after World War II.  For never-colonized 3rd world states, the most reasonable way to proceed seems to be to begin the search for Ethiopian de facto states (for example), contemporaneous with the emergence of official states around Ethiopia.  I understand that pre-independence de facto states cannot be identified with this strategy.  I regret that because I suspect many of them were the losers in the extra-state wars by which the colonial powers built their empires.  But perhaps pre-colonial developing world de facto states will be the subject of a later proposal.

Each regional team will begin with the first official state on each region’s randomized list, and gather data about de facto states within it.  As each team moves forward on the list for its region, we will be generating an increasingly representative sample.  I estimate that the 2-member teams will be able to complete research on the territory of one official state per month, and that the 3-member teams will be able to complete research on one and a half official states per month.  With four months per semester and four semesters within the time frame of the grant, this suggests completed data collection for the territory of 16 official states in Latin America and the Middle East, and 24 in Asia and Africa, for a grand total of 80 developing world official states (or roughly 70 percent of the developing world official state population).  Erring on the side of caution, somewhere between half and two thirds of the estimated target population will be collected during the course of this project.


The research team will comprise myself, one full time graduate research assistant, and eight paid undergraduate coders.  I am confident in the ability of intelligent, motivated undergrads to do this work.  Most of the students in my classes were quite enthusiastic about this assignment.  To ensure data quality, the entire research team will meet weekly in seminar format where teams will present information they have found, the group as a whole and myself in particular can ask questions to ascertain that candidate political entities qualify as de facto states.  I anticipate significant pedagogical value added to the student coders through the experience of this applied-research seminar.  For example, a student who helped me with the 19th century South American de facto states, Gabriel Uriarte, is now a PhD student at Stanford.
Research Outputs

When finished, the products produced will include several electronic datasets, articles, and eventually a book manuscript.  The first dataset will be a monadic compilation presenting all the detail I will have collected for de facto states and all of the previously existing information on official states (although “right-sized” to represent correctly what the official states really possess once de facto states’ presence is considered).
  That monadic dataset will be employed to test the war outcome and statemaking hypothesis.  A dyadic version of the dataset combining official and de facto states will also be constructed.  That dataset will be employed to test the dyadic civil war onset hypotheses.  Articles and conference papers written collaboratively with the graduate student (and perhaps with undergraduate researchers), and a book written by the P.I., will offer detailed reporting of research products from the project.  A website will be constructed, and all the data and documentation will be made available therein.


Within that documentation, each de facto state will be described and introduced within a narrative account.  Each account will describe briefly the history of that de facto state and, importantly, list all of the source material used in generating the data about it.  The model for these narrative accounts is Paul Huth’s Territorial Disputes dataset (Huth 1996:Appendix A; Huth and Allee 2002:Appendices A-F).  The expectation is that other researchers will gain a better comprehension of the de facto state database and find it more useful for different research questions by being able to read the historical accounts, consult the primary source material, and change or augment case codings as deemed necessary.  These narratives will begin as memos with which project researchers persuade each other that a given case satisfies the coding rules for inclusion.  They will then evolve into full narrative accounts as data collection proceeds.  In addition, maps indicating the locations of the de facto states will be scanned and included within the narratives (maps identifying the territory of de facto states are surprisingly frequently available).


The previous several paragraphs recount the broader impacts of this proposal both in terms of the infrastructure for research and the intellectual development of the graduate and undergraduate student researchers who will work on the project.  The dataset will be made both easily available on-line and user friendly as all original source materials will be referenced.  Additionally, the graduate student will be fully integrated as a partner in the research project, and will not only advance her research skills by working on the project but will also gain professional socialization through collaborating on the actual papers that emerge from the project and by attending professional conferences to present these papers.  Undergraduate research assistants will get a significant leg up on their peers, as participation in actual political science research projects like this is relatively rare.

Timeline of the Project
Summer 2011 – recruit research team members, familiarize them with the pilot studies and codesheets.
Fall 2011 through Spring 2012 – collect data, weekly seminar meetings to talk about cases and data. 
Summer 2012 – graduate student and PI continue collecting data and plan research papers.

Fall 2012 through Spring 2013 – data collection, weekly seminar meetings of the entire research team.

Summer 2013 – finalize electronic dataset, write papers with graduate research assistant.
Post-Grant Period – continue working with graduate assistant on papers, begin book manuscript describing the entire project.  

Conclusions
I have proposed collecting information about de facto states with which to better test arguments about civil war onset and about the influence of war on the survival of state making entities (both official and de facto states).  The project is a challenging one, but made plausible by the fact that I have not only undertaken but successfully completed and published pilot studies demonstrating its feasibility.  The larger project will require a considerable number of researchers.  I propose to economize by hiring undergraduate students as the majority of my research assistants.  In order to ensure that undergraduates are up to the task, I have field tested my coding rules and Codesheet with almost four dozen undergraduate students over the past year.  This experience has improved the coding procedures and demonstrated convincingly that undergraduates can perform as required for this project.  I propose to produce not only new datasets, but new kinds of data that permit tests of civil war onset and about state making which currently are impossible to achieve.  For example, some of the civil war onset hypotheses (e.g. about ethnicity and terrain) require dyadic analyses heretofore impossible.  Similarly, this project will permit the first ever analysis of Tilly’s argument about the consequences of war for the survival of state making entities.  Finally, I will make my data freely available online, complete with all documentation and explanatory narratives of each case.
� However, de facto states are not a “perfect” population for predicting civil war onset.  Rebels that never control any territory, and the civil wars they fight, will necessarily be excluded from an analysis based on de facto states.  


� In another impressive study, Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan (2009) offer dyadic analyses of civil war duration and outcome.  These authors study government-rebel dyads (identifiable only after a civil war has begun), and thus cannot study onset.  In addition, Harbom, Melander and Wallensteen (2008) describe a number of inquiries that could be undertaken with the new dyadic version of the ACD war dataset.  However, since this dataset only identifies dyads already fighting, onset analyses are impossible with it.


� The nature of my dataset will permit analysis not only of wars pitting de facto against official states, but also wars between de facto states (subject to data availability) – what the COW project has referred to as “inter-communal wars” and what the ACD project refers to as “non-state conflict” (see Sarkees and Wayman 2010:Chapter 6; and Pettersson and Themnér 2010:Part Three).  For example, in Lemke (2011) I studied conflicts within Congo/Zaire starting from independence.  There were two wars exclusively between Congolese de facto states in the early 1960s.


� Existing research suggests this hypothesis will be rejected.  Cederman and his colleagues find that, among ethnic dyads, distance between the capital city and the non-state ethnic group is positively associated with civil war onset.  If I find similarly that distance and civil war onset positively co-vary beyond just ethnic civil wars, this will demonstrate one of the strongest differences between the onset of civil and interstate wars – that distance makes civil wars more likely but interstate wars less likely.  This would be a fascinating fact possibly motivating an investigation of the similarity of civil and interstate wars.


�Fazal’s (2004, 2007) studies of state death differ from mine in that I employ a state making argument whereas she tests a strategic argument about the states that kill those that die.


� If the de facto state is recognized by so many official states that it qualifies for inclusion in standard datasets, or for admission to the UN, it is no longer a de facto state.  Some de facto states enjoy recognition by only one official state (e.g. the Turkish Republic of North Cyprus), some by a large number of non-major power official states (e.g. the Palestinian Authority), and some even enjoy major power official state recognition (e.g. Abkhazia), but all still qualify as de facto states.  The goal in collecting this dataset is to provide information about actors omitted from existing analyses.  Many recognized entities are omitted from existing datasets.  An additional benefit of a project like mine could be the construction of a variable representing the degree of recognition political entities enjoy.  In existing IR analyses recognition is a constant.


� Of course, I will not code as de facto states any virtual polities set up on abandoned oil platforms, such as the Principality of Sealand  (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Principality_of_Sealand), nor will I accept declarations of independence intended to sell t-shirts (see, for example, the Conch Republic, http://www.conchrepublic.com/).


� For example, if the Republic of Biafra controlled fifteen percent of Nigeria’s population in 1968, Nigeria’s demographic resources as officially recorded will be reduced by that amount.
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