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The “Arab Spring” and the ongoing civil war in Syria have sparked debate in Western 
nations over what role they should play in the violent depositions of autocrats. In general, 
the West seems to be unsure of what autocratic depositions it should involve itself in. This 
paper seeks to identify the effect of violence during an autocratic deposition on post-
deposition levels of respect for human rights and terrorist activity. Using a difference in 
differences research design, I compare over 100 violent and non-violent country-deposition 
cases in order to determine the effect of violent autocratic depositions on the levels of 
respect for physical integrity and empowerment rights. I additionally observe the effect 
violent depositions have on the number of terrorist incidents and state capacity. I find that 
on average violence during the deposition of an autocrat significantly increases the level of 
respect for human rights. This effect on human rights is strongest when only the most 
violent cases are observed. I also find that violence has a significantly positive impact on 
state capacity. I find no significant relationship between the presence of violence during a 
deposition and the post-deposition incidences of terrorism. These findings contribute to the 
debate over what types of autocratic depositions are worth intervening in and what we can 
expect the results will be when violence is present.  
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Introduction 
 
The primary research question that I will be exploring is whether the presence of violence in 
the deposition of an autocrat has an effect on the post-deposition human rights situation in a 
country and if so, to what extent? I also question whether the presence of violence has an 
effect on the post-deposition incidences of terrorism. The importance of exploring this 
question is made clear by the ongoing debate in Western nations over what role they should 
play in the so-called “Arab Spring”. Particularly relevant is the ongoing civil war in Syria. 
Answering this question will provide an understanding over whether or not post-Assad Syria 
will see an improvement in its human rights record. I hypothesize that the presence of 
violence during an autocratic deposition will have a significant negative impact on the level 
of respect for human rights in the short-term aftermath of the deposition. I also hypothesize 
that the presence of violence during a deposition will have a significant positive impact on 
post-deposition incidences of terrorism. By violence, I mean any case in which between 1-
1000 deaths occur during the deposition. While the type of violent regime ending events vary 
(coups, insurgencies, elections), they are all accompanied by deaths. Additionally, I include 
cases of non-violent regime ending events. These serve as a comparison group. I will test the 
effect of violence during a deposition on my dependent variables in both an aggregated and 
disaggregated manner. Consequently, I will not only observe the general effect of violent 
depositions but also the effect that specific forms of violent depositions have on my 
outcome variables. 
 
So far Western nations have been hesitant to fully commit to aiding rebel groups that are 
facing entrenched autocrats. Proponents of Western intervention in the Syrian conflict argue 
that the human rights abuses perpetrated by the Assad regime are too blatant and severe to 
ignore. Opponents of intervention, on the other hand, have cited the presence and influence 
of groups such as al-Qaeda and the general brutality of rebel groups as evidence that they 
may be no better than Assad when it comes to human rights abuses. There is concern over 
what a power vacuum will lead to when these types of groups are present. In an article for 
the Journal of Democracy entitled Islamists and the “Arab Spring”, Alfred Stepan and Juan J. 
Linz state, “We know of no situations where a long, complicated, and brutal civil war has led 
to a cohesive state and a rapidly emerging democracy.” (Stepan and Linz, 2013; p.28) When 
one takes such opinions into consideration, it becomes clear how important it is to study 
what will happen to human rights conditions in a state after the violent deposition of its 
autocratic leader. Similarly, the debate also takes into consideration what will happen to the 
national security interests of Western nations if the autocrat falls. Some worry that the 
deposition of autocrats in Middle Eastern states will create a power vacuum that terrorist 
groups can take advantage of. Exploring what effect the presence of violence in a deposition 
has on the incidences of terrorism in that country will give us an idea of how national 
security interests will be affected. 
 
Literature Review 
 
Currently available literature on the topic of both leadership transitions during autocratic 
breakdowns and human rights conditions in transitioning states does not cover the link 
between the presence of violence or force in these breakdowns and the subsequent human 
rights conditions in these states. Instead, most of the available literature on autocratic 
breakdowns has focused on which situations we can expect to see the most violence and 
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instability in (Acemoglu and Robinson 2001, Betts and Huntington 1985, Geddes 1999, 
Gleditsch and Choung 2004) and what the subsequent regime will be (Geddes, Wright, and 
Frantz 2012). Similarly, most of the available literature on human rights in transitioning 
states has focused on the link between democratization and respect for human rights 
(Hafner-Burton, Mansfield, and Pevehouse 2008, Bueno de Mesquita, Downs, and Smith 
2005). Independent of each other, the two sets of literature tell us little about the effect that 
the presence of violence or force during a deposition has on the post-deposition human 
rights situation. When one takes into consideration the intuition that violent regime collapses 
are less likely to lead to democratization (Geddes et al 2012; p.23) and that democratizing 
regimes are more likely than other types of regimes to enter into human rights agreements 
(Hafner-Burton et al 2008), a link arises between the two sets of literature. These two 
findings lead to an intuitive logic that autocratic regime collapses that involve violence 
(identified by the set of literature on autocratic breakdowns) will be less likely to democratize 
and will consequently have worse post-deposition human rights records. (Hafner-Burton et 
al 2008) This logic is not a sufficient answer to the question of what effect violence has on 
human rights, however, since there is also a segment of human rights literature that argues 
against the trustworthiness of democratization and the signing of HR agreements as a signal 
for actually improving human rights. Furthermore, studying the question of what effect 
violence or force during a deposition has on the post-deposition HR situation only through 
the mechanism of democratization is a severe limitation. It does not take into consideration 
what happens to the HR condition after what Geddes et al identify as the most prevalent 
type of regime change for autocracies: autocracy to autocracy transitions. The question of 
what effect the presence of violence in an autocratic breakdown has on the post-deposition 
human rights situation has to be answered without relying on democratization as a signal for 
improving human rights. The relationship between the two needs to be looked at directly. 
  
The current set of literature on autocratic breakdowns has mainly focused on which 
deposition situations we are most likely to see the presence of violence, force, or instability. 
As mentioned before this literature helps us understand where democratization is likely to 
take place. In order to better understand the difference in post transition outcomes, earlier 
researchers found it important to highlight the fact that the set of non-democracies or 
autocracies are not one coherent group. In one of the earliest pieces of literature available on 
the topic, Betts and Huntington (1985) explore what effect the length of autocratic leader 
tenure has on the political stability of a state after the leader dies of natural causes. By 
making the assertion that non-democracies can be split into two groups that consist of those 
with long-tenure leaders and those with short-tenure leaders, Betts et al are able to draw 
interesting conclusions about the result of a breakdown in leadership. For example, they 
were able to show that the level of instability before the death had a profound effect on the 
level of instability in the year after the death. They were also able to conclude that the level 
of instability in the year after the leader’s death was strongly associated with the number of 
years the leader had been in power. The longer the leader was in power, the greater the post-
death instability was. While these conclusions further our understanding of the differences in 
autocratic regimes and in which situation we can reasonably expect democratization (and 
consequently an improvement in HR conditions) to occur, they do no directly discuss the 
effect of violence in transitions. 
 
This differences in autocracy types approach to autocratic breakdowns continues as the 
literature progresses. In a comprehensive article on the topic of democratization, Barbara 
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Geddes (1999) splits autocratic regimes into four different categories: personalist, military, 
single-party, or amalgams of the pure types. She asserts that the differences in each regime 
type’s inner dynamics result in different consequences for the way in which they lose power. 
Through a game-theoretic portrayal of the incentives facing the members of each regime 
type, Geddes is able to draw conclusions like the fact that most military regimes end in 
negotiations while most personalist regimes end in coups that are usually accompanied by 
widespread violence. Gleditsch and Choung (2004) also break down autocracies into 
different groups by arguing that a distinction needs to be made between stable non-
democracies, in which the same regime remains in power, and unstable non-democracies, in 
which regime change from one autocratic regime to another occurs. Unstable non-
democracies are the ones that experience leadership transitions brought about by irregular 
regime change such as coups. They are also the ones for which we can expect more violent 
transitions. In The Economic Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy, Acemoglu and Robinson 
(2001) again indirectly highlight where we can expect to find violence by discussing 
differences in non-democracies and the consequent likelihood of a transition to and 
consolidation of democracy. One of the important differences they highlight is that non-
democracies that are highly unequal and exploitative will resist democratization because it 
comes at a cost that is too high for society’s elites. In these instances, the example they give 
is South Africa, the elites are much more likely to resort to violent suppression. All three of 
these articles identify differences in the types of autocratic regimes that exist and pinpoint 
which ones are most likely to lead to violence. This furthers the literature by showing us 
where we can least expect democratization, and a consequent improvement in human rights 
conditions, to occur. 
 
While the aforementioned articles identify the different types of autocracies that exist and 
which types are most likely to end in violence, they do not attempt to systematically 
categorize existing autocratic regimes and the circumstance under which they meet their 
demise. 
 
Thankfully developments have been made in the identification of autocratic regimes and the 
presence of violence in each instance of leadership breakdown. The following two articles 
both serve to introduce new data sets that list autocratic regimes and identify whether 
violence or force was present in their breakdown. The first of these is Goemans, Gleditsch, 
and Chiozza’s Archigos (2004) data set on leaders from 1875-2004. As explained in its 
accompanying article, the data set allows for the identification of transitions by how a leader 
loses office and how his or her successor enters office. The data set also provides 
information about the post-deposition fate of each leader. It allows us to comprehensively 
identify if it was a violent or forced transition by stating how the transition occurred and 
whether the leader was killed or not in the aftermath. This is the first instance in past 
literature where we see an empirical exploration of the presence of violence or force during 
the transition. A much greater development on the question of violence is made with 
Geddes, Wright, and Frantz’s New Data on Autocratic Regimes (2012). Geddes et al highlight 
the importance of the variation that occurs during breakdowns of autocratic power. In these 
instances, autocracies can take three paths: transition to a democracy, continue the autocracy 
within the same regime, and transition to another autocratic regime. Geddes et al are 
interested in exploring the latter path and created this dataset to do so. The relevance of this 
dataset is the fact that it thoroughly codes the degree of violence at the end of each 
autocratic regime. Equally as important is the fact that this introductory paper gives us the 
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preliminary finding that coerced regime collapses, those that involve the use of violence or 
force, are less likely to democratize. This gives us one half of the intuitive logic that was 
presented in the introduction, that autocratic regime collapses that involve violence 
(identified by the set of literature on autocratic breakdowns) will be less likely to democratize 
and will consequently have worse post-deposition human rights records. 
  
The second half of the above mentioned logic stems from a finding presented by Hafner-
Burton, Mansfield, and Pevehouse (2008). Hafner-Burton et al find that democratizing 
regimes are more likely than other types of regimes to enter into human rights agreements 
codified within International Organizations. While democratizing regimes may actually enter 
into human rights agreements more often then their peers, this does not necessarily mean 
that democratizing states will have improving human rights records. There is a generous 
amount of literature that finds that states are motivated to sign human rights treaties for 
reasons other than actually improving their domestic human rights situation. Goodlife and 
Hawkins (2006) show that the general literature on why states commit to international 
agreements can be separated into categories such as states that do so because of international 
norms and states that do so in order to lock in democratic principles. An article by 
Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) finds that states that can be driven by an international norm 
because of a “cascade” effect in which an increase in states adhering to a norm causes other 
states to feel a pressure to adhere to that norm. Other researches have found that states 
adhere to norms so that they can access the rewards that come attached to adherence. 
Simmons (2000) puts forth the argument that states adhere to norms in order to establish 
credibility. Once credibility is established, states will be rewarded with things such as 
investment and aid. States can also find themselves driven by benefits on a domestic level. 
Moravcsik (2000) finds that fledgling and unstable democracies create human rights regimes 
in order to cement or “lock in” democratic principles and avoid a return to authoritarianism. 
Ideally, these articles show us situations in which we can expect to see an increase in the 
level of respect for human rights. Despite having other motivations to adhere to human 
rights norms, the scenarios outlined by Finnemore et al (1998), Simmons (2000), and 
Moravcsik (2000) demonstrate where states may inadvertently improve the level of respect 
for human rights present within their territory. These theoretical improvements in respect 
for human rights do not translate into a reality for the states that engage in the 
aforementioned scenarios. These articles more usefully show us that when states commit to 
human rights agreements they may not always be motivated by a desire to actually improve 
their human rights records.  
  
An article by Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui (2005) finds that, “States that ratify a greater 
number of human rights treaties are not more likely to protect human rights than states that 
ratify a small number of treaties.” (Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui, 2005; p. 1395) Similarly, 
Hathaway (2002) finds that countries with the worst human rights conditions are just as 
likely to have ratified human rights treaties as countries with the best human rights 
conditions. Moreover, Hathaway asserts that while external pressures incentivize states to 
ratify human rights agreements, a lack of enforcement gives little incentive for states to 
follow through on their commitments. From the earlier mentioned articles alone, we can see 
that in general a state’s commitment to a treaty does not necessarily mean it will actually 
abide by it. Therefore, the notion that democratizing states will have better human rights 
records is not a strong one. A Bueno de Mesquita, Downs, and Smith (2005) article further 
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proves this by finding that improvements in a state’s level of democracy, short of full 
democracy, do not promote greater respect for personal integrity rights.  
  
All these articles show that the intuitive logic, which holds that autocratic regime collapses 
that involve violence will be less likely to democratize and will consequently have worse 
post-deposition human rights records is insufficient. This insufficiency stems from the fact 
that this logic relies on the notion that democratization will lead to better human rights 
conditions. The literature repeatedly shows that this is not necessarily true. While 
democratizing states may sign on to more human rights agreements than other types of 
states, this does not translate into an actual realization of the commitments they make 
towards human rights. Indirectly, this also means that violent transitions do not necessarily 
lead to worse post-deposition human rights conditions. 
  
We are left without a conclusive answer as to what effect the presence of violence in an 
autocratic breakdown has on the post-deposition human rights situation.  Another segment 
of human rights literature gives us an idea of what effect violence may have on the post 
transition human rights situation but it is not conclusive. In an article for Human Rights 
Quarterly, Helen Fein puts forth the theory of “more murders in the middle”. (Fein, 1995; 
p.184) Fein finds that transitional states, those that are moving from the non-free end of the 
political spectrum to the free end, tend to have, “more severe life-integrity violations” than 
non-free states. This puts forth the idea that transitional states, including those that have 
undergone violent transitions, are likely to experience greater human rights abuses than 
states that experience no transition. The suggestion that we can expect to find more human 
rights abuses in nations that have undergone violent transitions is also found by looking at a 
pair of unrelated articles written by Hoeffler and Reynal-Querol (2005) and Neil A. 
Englehart (2009). The first article’s authors show that a civil war of five years reduces the 
average annual growth rate by more than two percent. Furthermore, they emphasize the 
egregious amount of damage that is done to a country’s infrastructure during a civil war. 
While Hoeffler et al focus on the economic and health consequences of this damage, it also 
has important implications for human rights. A state with a decreasing growth rate and 
destroyed infrastructure will also see a decrease in state capacity. The Englehart article from 
2009 shows that on average low capacity states have worse human rights records than large 
capacity states due to a loss of agency. This would suggest that a state that undergoes violent 
transition would have a worse post-transition human rights record because of a decrease in 
the state’s ability to prevent such abuses. While this suggestion is an interesting addition to 
the literature, it does not give us a conclusive answer about the question at hand. 
 
Overall, the existing literature on both autocratic breakdowns and human rights cannot 
clearly explain the effect of deposition violence on post-deposition human rights. This 
uncertainty is due to the fact that the relationship has not directly been explored. The 
question of how violence in a deposition impacts the post-deposition human rights situation 
must be answered in a more direct fashion, without relying on signals for human rights 
conditions like democratization or state capacity. 
 
Causal Model 
 
The reasoning behind my hypothesis is mainly tied to two findings from prior literature. 
First is the finding that, on average, low capacity states have worse human rights records 
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than high capacity states. (Englehart, 2009) Second, is the finding that certain forms of 
violence, such as civil war or military coups, lead to diminished state capacity. (Hoeffler and 
Reynal-Querol, 2005; Fosu 2002) When considered together, these findings allow us to intuit 
that the presence of violence or force in an autocratic deposition will lead to a decrease in 
the level of respect for human rights after the deposition. In the following section, I will 
further discuss these findings and how they support the aforementioned intuition. 
Additionally, I will discuss how the intuition that violence leads to decreased state capacity 
also supports the hypothesis that violence during a deposition will lead to increased 
incidences of terrorism after the deposition.  
 
The table below provides a summary of how each type of violent deposition will result in a 
decrease in state capacity and consequently a decrease in the level of respect for human 
rights. 
 
 
 
Table 1. Effects of Different Violent Regime Ending Events on State Capacity  
 
    
Regime Ending Event  # Obs. Hypothesis 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Regime Insiders Changed Rules 5 All cases in which this occurs result in elections being held. This should  
     decrease state capacity/human rights through the logic of selectorate  
     theory. A larger winning coalition should reduce state capacity by  
     placing a greater burden on state resources. 
 
Incumbent Election Loss  35 Similar to the first event, selectorate theory provides an explanation of  
     why this event will result in a reduction in state capacity. Democratic  
     elections result in a larger winning coalition, which increases the  
     demand for public goods. This increase in demand will place a strain on 
     resources that will ultimately decrease state capacity. 
 
Elections    10 Similar to the first event, selectorate theory provides an explanation of  
     why this event will result in a reduction in state capacity. Democratic  
     elections result in a larger winning coalition, which increases the  
     demand for public goods. This increase in demand will place a strain on 
     resources that will ultimately decrease state capacity.  
 
Popular Uprising   80 Countries that attempt to meet the demands of a violent popular  
     uprising will face a strain on the resources at their disposal. Additionally, 
     spending resources on attempting to quell the uprising will result in  
     diminished resources in the immediate aftermath of the deposition. 
 
Military Coup   15 A military coup will result in a decrease in GDP growth in the  
     aftermath. This will result in a decrease in state capacity. 
     
Insurgency/Civil War  50 A civil war will result in a reduction in growth, an increase in capital  
     flight, and destruction of infrastructure. All of these will in turn lead to  
     diminished state capacity in the aftermath of the deposition. 
 
Foreign Intervention  20 Half of the foreign intervention cases included in the data set result in  
     the dissolution of the state as a whole and its replacement with a weak  
     provisional government. Instead of reducing economic strength, foreign 
     interventions reduce state capacity by weakening the state apparatus  
     itself.  
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Dissolution of State   5 Dissolution of State results in a complete loss in state capacity. One  
     example of this is Yugoslavia 1990.    
 

 
 
 
According to the internationally accepted doctrine of state sovereignty, states are the highest 
authority in the territory over which they preside. This legal doctrine, however, is often times 
not the reality in many states. (Englehart 2009; p.164) Englehart (2009) finds that state 
capacity is, “ a significant, positive, and robust predictor of respect for human rights.” 
(Englehart, 2009; p.175) Englehart defines state capacity as the ability of states to control 
both their own employees and private citizens within the state’s jurisdiction. Englehart 
argues that while states are universally expected to prevent human rights abuses, due to their 
sovereign authority, they do not always actually possess the necessary capacity to accomplish 
this task. Englehart relies on principal agent theory to illustrate this argument. In the 
aforementioned scenario governments are the principals and their employees are the agents. 
When agents do not accomplish what their principals intended, agency loss occurs. In low 
capacity states, “poorly paid state employees are weakly incentivized by their official salaries 
to follow the rules and often face little oversight. They may choose to use their power to 
commit abuses, either for profit or out of innate cruelty…” (Englehart 2009; p.165) In 
essence, when states lack the financial capacity to properly compensate and watch over their 
employees, the employees can commit human rights abuses. Englehart also asserts that poor 
compensation can additionally lead to state employees accepting bribes in exchange for 
ignoring abuses committed by private actors or for committing abuses on behalf of those 
private actors.  
 
It follows then that violence or force that leads to diminished economic capacity in a 
country, will also lead to a decrease in the level of respect for human rights in that country 
through the “loss of agency” described above. Of the various sorts of violence and force 
that engendered the downfall of the autocratic regimes used in my data set, prior literature 
only specifically addresses the effects that civil wars and coup d’états have on economic 
capacity. (Hoeffler and Reynal-Querol, 2005; Fosu 2002) Hoeffler et al (2005) find that the 
effects of an internal war on economic growth depend on the duration of the war. 
Specifically, they find that a civil war of five years reduces the average growth rate over five 
years by 12 percent. That would mean an annual reduction of the average growth rate by 
about 2.4 percent. (Hoeffler and Reynal-Querol, 2005; p.19) Additionally, a civil war nearly 
triples the amount of private wealth that is shifted abroad. In the average civil war country, 
pre-war capital flight is 8.6 percent of private wealth. During the war this increases to 19.7 
percent and after the war it increases yet again to 26.1 percent. (Hoeffler and Reynal-Querol, 
2005; p.6 and p. 10) This loss of private wealth is a loss of wealth that could have been taxed 
by the state or used to generate investment. In conjunction with the reduction in the growth 
rate, capital flight diminishes the state’s economic capacity. Similarly, successful military 
coups also have a significant negative impact on economic growth and consequently state 
capacity. In a study focusing on the effects of military coups in Sub-Saharan states, Fosu 
finds that a successful coup reduces GDP growth by an average of .27 percentage points per 
year. (Fosu, 2002; p.341) By leading to diminished economic capacity, the above-mentioned 
forms of violence limit the ability of a state to prevent human rights abuses perpetrated by 
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not only their own agents but also non-state actors. Civil Wars and coup d’états, however, 
account for just under a third of the cases present in my data set. 
 
My hypothesis that the presence of violence or force in a deposition will lead to a decreased 
level of respect for human rights in the aftermath relies upon the causal model presented 
above and the prior literature that supports it. While this literature is limited to the effects of 
specific types of violence, civil wars and coup d’états, the causal model still intuitively covers 
other regime ending events caused by violence that are included in my data set. The intuition 
that violence leads to a decrease in state capacity is not limited to merely the subsection of 
cases, where civil war or coups occurred. Half of the foreign intervention cases resulted not 
just in a decrease in state capacity but rather in the dissolution of the state apparatus as a 
whole and its replacement with very weak provisional governments. (Afghanistan 2001 and 
Iraq 2003) These cases demonstrate a very extreme version of Englehart’s argument that in 
the absence of a high-capacity state, which can police both its own employees and private 
actors, human rights abuses will increase. Furthermore, there is a specific category of cases 
that is defined by the fact that the state completely dissolved. These cases are limited to one 
country’s dissolution, the former Yugoslavia in 1990. The addition of the case types 
mentioned in this paragraph increases the number of cases for which the aforementioned 
capacity intuition is applicable to just over 40 percent of all cases. The remaining cases 
comprise several different groups. The largest of these groups is popular uprisings, which 
accounts for 16 of the 42 cases or 38 percent of all violent cases. The other groups are cases 
in which elections were held and the incumbents allowed the winners of the election to take 
office (this is further divided into two groups depending on whether the incumbent or any 
entity supported by the incumbent participated in the elections) and cases in which regime 
insiders changed the rules for choosing leaders or the executive was removed from office by 
elite actors other than the military.  
   
The two groups of cases in which elections were held intuitively result in a decrease in state 
capacity through an indirect application of the selectorate theory. (Bueno de Mesquita, 
Smith, Siverson, and Morrow, 2003) The core of the selectorate theory argument is that, 
“Political leaders need to hold office in order to accomplish any goal. Every leader answers 
to some group that retains her in power: her winning coalition.” (Bueno de Mesquita et al, 
2003; p.7) Furthermore, “…because polities such as democracies rely on relatively large 
winning coalitions, they must provide more public goods than those that depend on small 
winning coalitions.” (Bueno de Mesquita et al, 2003; p.101) Due to the finding that, “ 
…democrats provide significantly more public goods than autocrats”, we can intuit that 
violence that causes elections will result in a decrease in state capacity by placing a strain on 
the resources of the government. (Bueno de Mesquita et al, 2003; p.101) With a larger 
winning coalition to keep content, the state will now have to provide more public goods 
than it did before the deposition without any increase in the amount of resources available to 
it. This will inevitably curtail the ability of the state to function as effectively as it did before. 
There is also an alternative argument to the aforementioned one: democracy may increase 
the resources available to the state by reducing the need for a costly coercive apparatus that 
maintains order and thereby asserts the state’s legitimacy. The regression that I will run with 
the elections subgroup of depositions will give insight into how elections affect state 
capacity. 
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The above-mentioned intuition that elections engendered by violence will cause a decrease in 
state capacity also applies to the group of cases in which regime insiders engender change 
because the only case that is present in the data set for this group is the case of South Africa 
in 1994. In 1994, regime insiders in South Africa changed the rules for choosing leaders by 
ending apartheid and holding elections in which voting rights were also extended to black 
citizens of the country. This election greatly increased the size of the winning coalition for 
the head of South Africa’s government after the deposition of its autocratic regime. 
Consequently, we can expect the same capacity intuition, where resources are strained, to 
hold for this case too.  
 
The group of cases that is compromised of violent popular uprisings can also be explained 
by an intuition that is similar to the one presented above. Any post-deposition government 
that attempts to meet the demands of a violent popular uprising will face a strain on the 
resources at its disposal. Furthermore, the resources leftover to the post-deposition 
government will be less since a certain portion of it will have been spent on unsuccessfully 
trying to suppress the popular uprising. This strain on resources brought on by the violence 
will diminish the state’s capacity to control its own employees and police private actors. 
Consequently, we can expect to see an increase in human rights abuses after the deposition. 
 
The discussion in this section has so far focused solely on the intuition that by decreasing 
state capacity, the presence of violence in an autocratic deposition will lead to a decrease in 
the level of respect for human rights after the deposition. There is, however, another 
consequence of the presence of violence. If violence diminishes state capacity, in the ways 
that are outlined above, then it should also increase the incidences of terrorism within that 
state after the deposition. As mentioned before, Englehart (2009) defines state capacity as 
the ability of the state to control both its own employees and the actions of private actors. If 
the state’s ability to do this is diminished by violence, then one can intuit that the state’s 
ability to control terrorism in it’s territory will also be diminished. A cursory glance at graphs 
produced by the Global Terrorism Database show that we see such spikes in the aftermath 
of extremely diminished state capacity in Afghanistan 2001, Iraq 2003, and Somalia 1991. 
(GTD Graphs) The relevance of testing this hypothesis is perhaps best highlighted by 
remembering that the motivation for undertaking the research question explored in this 
paper is the ongoing debate in Western nations over what role they should play in the so 
called Arab Spring. In addition to the interest Western nations have in protecting human 
rights, they are also concerned with their own strategic interests. A rise in the incidences of 
terrorism after a violent deposition will affect both of these concerns. Examples of this 
include the attacks carried out on Egypt’s Coptic Christian minority after the deposition of 
Mubarak and the murder of a U.S Ambassador in post-Qaddafi Libya. Testing whether the 
presence of violence in a autocratic deposition will lead to an increase in the incidences of 
terrorism after the deposition is a relevant contribution to the debate about whether Western 
nations should involve themselves in autocratic depositions occurring in other countries.  
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Testable Hypotheses 
 
From this causal model, we can test what effect the presence of violence in an autocratic 
deposition has on both post-deposition human rights and post-deposition incidences of 
terrorism. Additionally we can test the mechanism behind these relationships by testing the 
effect that the presence of violence has on state capacity. If the presence of violence during a 
deposition does reduce state capacity in the aftermath, then this provides evidence in 
support of the proposed causal model. Consequently my testable hypotheses are: 
 
H1: The presence of violence during an autocratic deposition will result in a decrease in the 

level of respect for human rights in the short-term aftermath of the deposition. 
 
H2: The presence of violence during an autocratic deposition will result in a decrease in state 

capacity in the short-term aftermath of the deposition. 
 
H3: The presence of violence during an autocratic deposition will result in an increase in the 

incidences of terrorism in the short-term aftermath of the deposition. 
 
 
Description of Data 
 
My data set is composed of all violent and non-violent autocratic depositions ranging from 
1983 to 2010. There are three different versions of my data set that I use to analyze my 
hypotheses. The first version solely consists of autocratic deposition cases that were taken 
from the Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2013) data set on Autocratic Breakdown and Regime 
Transition. The second and third versions include the addition of cases in which autocratic 
depositions are brought on by the natural death of leaders. These cases are taken from the 
Jones and Olken (2005) data set on the deaths of leaders due to accidental and natural 
causes. In data set two I add depositions in which the leader can conservatively be defined as 
an autocrat while in data set three I also include cases in which the deposed leader can more 
loosely be defined as an autocrat. This leads each data set to grow by a certain amount of 
cases with the third data set having the greatest amount of cases. The unit of analysis, 
country-deposition-year, remains the same throughout all three versions of the data set. The 
first version of my data set has a total of 495 observations. This increases to 560 
observations in the second version and 585 in third version. The variable components of 
each data set remain the same and are listed in table one. As can be seen in tables three 
through five, the mean and standard deviation of each listed variable changes only slightly 
from one data set to another. This of course is caused by the additional observations present 
in data sets two and three. The independent variables Violence, Postdeposition, and 
Postdepositionxviolence were all created by using data taken from the Geddes, Wright, and 
Frantz (2013) data set on Autocratic Breakdown and Regime Transition.  
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Table 2. Description of Variable Names  
 
    
Variable Name      Variable Description 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Amnesty International Score  Measure of respect for physical integrity rights based solely on Amnesty  
    International reports. This variable ranges from 1-5 and is recoded so that 1 is the  
    worst possible score and five is the best possible score. 
 
State Department Score   Measure of respect for physical integrity rights based solely on State Department  
    country reports. This variable ranges from 1-5 and is recoded so that 1 is the  
    worst possible score and five is the best possible score. 
 
Physical Integrity Rights  An additive index that measures the level of respect for physical integrity rights 

based on both State Department and Amnesty International reports. The index 
ranges from 0 (no government respect for these rights) to 8 (full government 
respect for these rights). 

 
Old Empowerment Rights An additive index constructed from the indicators measuring the level of respect 

for freedom of movement, freedom of speech, workers’ rights, political 
participation, and freedom of religion.   The index ranges from 0 (no 
government respect for these rights) to 10 (full government respect for these 
rights).     

 
New Empowerment Rights  Revised additive index measuring the level of respect for empowerment rights. 

Constructed from indicators for foreign movement, domestic movement, freedom 
of speech, freedom of assembly & association, workers’ rights, electoral self-
determination, and freedom of religion. The index ranges from 0 (no government 
respect for these rights) to 14 (full government respect for these rights). 

 
State Capacity   Measure of state capacity. GDP per capita is used as a proxy for state capacity. 
 
Terror    Number of incidences of terrorism within a given year. 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Violence Dummy variable indicating whether a deposition is violent or not. A violent 

deposition involves anywhere between 1-1000 deaths, although there are others 
that involve more. 
 

Postdeposition Dummy variable indicating whether or not the year being observed is post-
deposition or not. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Population    Population (in millions) of each observed country in a given year. 
 
Development  The level of economic development in a given country during a given year. GNI 

per capita is used as a proxy for the level of economic development. 
  

Education   Total enrollment in tertiary education expressed as a percentage of the total  
    population. 
 

 
 
The dependent human rights variables Amnesty International Score, State Department 
Score, Physical Integrity Rights, Old Empowerment Rights, and New Empowerment Rights 
were created using data taken from the Political Terror Scale (PTS) data set (Gibney, 
Cornett, Wood, and Haschke, 2012) and the Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) human rights data 
set. (Cingranelli, Richards, and Clay, 2013). 
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Both Amnesty International Score and State Department Score are recoded versions of 
human rights variables found in the PTS data set. The Physical Integrity Rights, Old 
Empowerment Rights, and New Empowerment Rights variables are all taken directly from 
the CIRI data set without any alterations. Physical Integrity Rights, Amnesty International 
Score, and State Department Score all measure the level of respect for physical integrity 
rights. While all three measures base their scoring on the same Amnesty International and 
State Department reports, I will primarily use the Physical Integrity Rights variable sourced 
from the CIRI data set as my main indicator of the level of respect for physical integrity 
rights. I choose this variable because the way it is constructed arguably provides a more 
nuanced understanding of what is happening to a government’s level of respect for physical 
integrity rights. 
 
 
Table 3.  Summary Statistics for Data Set 1 
 
    
Variable Name      Mean    Std. Dev  Min.  Max # Obs. 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Amnesty International Score  2.750529   1.054211  1            5 473 
 
State Department Score  2.800821   1.084572  1            5    487 
 
Physical Integrity Rights  3.574561     2.133699  0      8 456 
 
Old Empowerment Rights  5.334123     2.133699    0           10   422 
 
New Empowerment Rights  7.201327     3.297745  0              14   452 
     
State Capacity   926.6448      990.8259   103   6082        442 
 
Terror    16    42.27631  0         400 458 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Violence    .4444444    .4974067  0            1     495 
 
Postdeposition   .4      .4903935  0               1          495   
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Population (millions)  24.23397  38.14963  1.033734  217.197 470 
   
Development   909.2768   961.3749   80  5620 401      
   
Education   12.06849    12.79667   0      47    292 
     
 
 
The Physical Integrity Rights variable is an additive index created by examining violations 
that include extrajudicial killings, torture, disappearances, and political imprisonment. For 
each component, a country is a given a score of zero, one, or two. A score of zero indicates 
frequent violations, while a score of two indicates that no violations have occurred. The 
scores that a state receives for each component are added up to create the Physical Integrity 
Rights index. This index variable measures a state’s overall level of respect for physical 
integrity rights and ranges from zero to eight, with eight being the best possible score. 
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Cingranelli and Richards use this approach in an attempt to create a unidimensional and 
more exhaustive measure of government respect for physical integrity rights. In essence, they 
first disaggregate different physical integrity scores in order to produce a better aggregate 
measure of physical integrity rights. This initial disaggregation is what makes the Physical 
Integrity Rights variable a more nuanced measure of physical integrity rights. To test the 
unidimensionality of their scale and whether or not they could sum the component variables 
into an additive index, Cingranelli and Richards employed Mokken Scaling Analysis. This 
cumulative scaling technique provides researchers with an H statistic that shows the strength 
of a scale. An H statistic between .5 and .6 indicates a very strong scale. Cingranelli and 
Richards found that their Physical Integrity Rights scale received an H statistic of .59, which 
meant that they could confidently sum the scores of their component variables into a 
unidimensional additive index. Consequently, I use the Physical Integrity Rights variable as 
my main measure of physical integrity rights. The Amnesty International Score variable is 
also included in my regression analysis in order to serve as a comparison. The regression 
results for State Department Score are only included in the appendix. 
 
 
Table 4.  Summary Statistics for Data Set 2 
 
    
Variable Name      Mean    Std. Dev  Min.  Max # Obs. 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Amnesty International Score  2.777778  1.056675  1            5 531 
 
State Department Score  2.808044  1.071479  1            5    547 
 
Physical Integrity Rights  3.581574  2.124393  0      8 521 
 
Old Empowerment Rights  4.973029  2.766239    0           10   482 
 
New Empowerment Rights  6.725338  3.472204  0              14   517 
     
State Capacity   923.746  968.4522   103   6082        496  
 
Terror    14.32692   39.94747  0         400 520 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Violence    .3928571  .4888222  0            1     560 
 
Postdeposition   .4     .4903359  0               1          560    
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Population (millions)  35.08962  116.5382  1.033734  1190.762 525 
   
Development   905.5165  940.5714   80  5620 455      
   
Education   11.48148   12.42275   0      47    324 
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Table 5.  Summary Statistics for Data Set 3 
 
    
Variable Name      Mean    Std. Dev  Min.  Max # Obs. 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Amnesty International Score  2.784173  1.051897  1            5 556 
 
State Department Score  2.809441  1.063837  1            5    572 
 
Physical Integrity Rights  3.595238   2.107892  0      8 546 
 
Old Empowerment Rights   4.866799  2.77082    0           10   503 
 
New Empowerment Rights  6.629151  3.446035  0              14   542 
     
State Capacity   911.7658  953.9393   103   6082        521  
 
Terror    13.76881  39.10555  0         400 545 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Violence    .3760684  .4848121  0            1     585 
 
Postdeposition   .4     .4903172  0               1          585     
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Population (millions)  34.03184  114.5052  1.033734  1190.762 545 
   
Development   891.0625  926.0419   80  5620 480      
   
Education   11.7181   12.52714   0      47    337 
    

 
 
Similarly, while I have two variables in my data sets that serve as measures of empowerment 
rights, New Empowerment Rights and Old Empowerment Rights, I only rely on New 
Empowerment Rights in my regression analysis. This is due to the fact that Cingranelli and 
Richards (CIRI) retired the old version in favor of the new version in 2007. In order not to 
exclude post-2007 cases, I use New Empowerment Rights for my regression analysis. The 
results for the old version are, however, included in the appendix. 
 
The data for the dependent variable State Capacity is sourced from the World Bank. Due to 
a lack of data for more direct measures of state capacity, I rely on GDP per capita data as a 
blunt measure of state capacity. The data for the dependent variable for incidences of 
terrorism is gathered from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD), which is a comprehensive 
database of all terrorist incidents that have occurred throughout the world. (START, 2012)  
The control variable Population, which measures the population size in each country, is 
taken from the U.S. Census Bureau’s International Data Base. The control variable 
Development is the level of economic development and the data for this variable is derived 
from GNI per capita data sourced from the World Bank. The control variable Education is 
total enrollment in tertiary education and this data is also sourced from the World Bank.  
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Missing Values 
 
Although I have 585 observations in my third and largest data set, missing values for several 
of my dependent variables result in a decreased amount of observations when I conduct 
regression analysis. In order to determine whether or not these missing values will bias my 
results, I conducted correlation tests between my dependent variables and my main 
independent variable: Postdepositionxviolence. For all three human rights variables (Physical 
Integrity Rights, Amnesty International Score, and New Empowerment Rights), I found a 
significant correlation with the Postdepositionxviolence variable. The correlation coefficients 
for these relationships, however, were very weak. In all three data sets, the correlations for 
these variables were .2 or less. This indicates that missing values for these variables will not 
cause a significant bias in my empirical analysis. The correlation tests that I additionally 
conducted for the State Capacity and Terror variables showed no significant correlation at 
any confidence interval. These results again indicate that missing values will not cause a 
significant bias in my empirical analysis. 
 
Graphical Analysis 
 
The charts in the following two figures provide insight into the types of violent events that 
engender autocratic depositions and the degree to which they are violent. Figure 1 shows the 
number of cases for each degree of violence. Non-violent observations account for the 
greatest amount of observations at 275 while 25-1000 deaths accounts for the least amount 
of observations at 60. 
 

 
Figure 1. 
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Figure 2. 

 
 
As seen in Figure 2, popular uprisings and elections in which the incumbent loses are the 
two most reoccurring regime-ending events amongst the observations in my data set. Both 
individually account for 110 of the observations present in each data set. Elections in which 
the incumbent did not participate come in second with 75 observations in each data set. 
Third is the category of military coups. The least prevalent event type is the dissolution of a 
state. Although not shown in Figure 2, deaths caused by natural causes account for 90 of the 
observations in the third data set, 65 of the observations in the second data set, and 30 of 
the observations in the first data set. 
 
The following box plots show rough estimations of the relationships between my main 
independent variable, Postdepositionxviolence, and my dependent variables. Since similar 
results were produced using all three data sets, I only include the graphs that were produced 
with data set 1. The box plots for data sets 2 and 3 are included in the appendix. 
 
Figure 3 shows the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence and my Physical Integrity 
Rights variable while Figure 4 shows the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence and 
the New Empowerment Rights variable. The box plots in figures 4 and 5 both suggest that 
the presence of violence during a deposition improves the level of respect for human rights 
after a deposition. In the aftermath of a violent deposition, the median score for both 
physical integrity rights and empowerment rights increases. The median empowerment rights 
score also improves in the aftermath of a non-violent deposition. 
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  Figure 3.               Figure 4. 
 
 
The box plot in figure 5 depicts the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence and the 
Amnesty International Score variable. Unlike the relationships depicted in figures 3 and 4, 
figure 5 shows no improvement or change in the level of respect for human right in the 
aftermath of both violent and non-violent depositions. Despite the fact that they both 
measure physical integrity rights, the Amnesty International Score variable and the Physical 
Integrity Rights variable do not produce similar preliminary results. This may be due to the 
fact the Physical Integrity Rights variable used in figure 3 is constructed to be more sensitive 
to changes. 
 
 

Figure 5. 
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The box plot in figure 6 depicts the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence and my 
dependent variable State Capacity. Overall, no significant change seems to occur after a 
violent deposition. This would suggest that violence does not increase or decrease state 
capacity in a significant manner. The box plot in figure 7 graphs the relationship between 
between my dependent variable for terrorism and my main independent variable, 
Postdepositionxviolence. Similar to the relationship in figure 6, the relationship in figure 7 
shows no significant change after both violent and non-violent depositions. As a preliminary 
estimation of the relationship between violent depositions and terrorism, the graph below 
seems to suggest that a violent deposition does not on average have a great effect on 
incidences of terrorism. 
 
 

Figure 6.        Figure 7. 
 
 
Empirical Analysis 
 
Method 
 
In order to create as appropriate a comparison group as possible to examine the impact of 
deposition violence on post-deposition outcomes for my dependent variables, I use a 
difference in differences research design and run regressions to estimate the relationships 
presented in the formulas shown in this section. By using a difference in differences research 
design, I will be able to compare differences between the pre-deposition and post-deposition 
trends for each dependent variable for two groups of countries: countries that experience 
violent depositions (the treatment group) and countries that do not experience violent 
depositions (the control group). This research design allows me to most closely approximate 
the true counterfactual for my violent deposition cases, which is what would have happened 
to my post-deposition outcomes of interest if the same depositions I observe occurred 
without violence. What allows me to do this is the parallel trends assumption that is at the 
heart of the difference in differences research design. This key assumption is that while the 
unobserved differences between each group may cause different levels of respect for human 
rights, any changes in these levels occur at a consistent rate over time in the absence of the 
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treatment. If this assumption holds, it allows me to isolate the effect of the treatment by 
assuming that any deviation from the pre-treatment difference between the two groups is 
caused by the treatment and not some unobserved variable. This research design acts as a 
check against the endogeniety concerns that would occur if I ran a simple regression of my 
independent variable on my three dependent variables. Thus the context of my research 
question lends itself to a difference in differences approach: I am able to compare countries 
that undergo violent depositions to countries that do not undergo violent depositions even 
though they may possess certain differences.  
  
In order to gauge whether the parallel trends assumption is valid for the data being observed, 
I collapsed the data for my Physical Integrity Rights variable so that there were only two 
means for each year being observed. One of these is the mean for the treatment group 
(violent depositions) and the other is the mean for the control group (non-violent 
depositions). Figure 8 uses this modified version of my data set to depict the trends in the 
average Physical Integrity Rights variable score for each of the five years I observe. 
 
 

 
Figure 8. 

 
 
Figure 8 shows that pre-deposition trends in the average Physical Integrity Rights variable 
score are roughly parallel for the treatment and control groups. The direction of the trends 
changes slightly: the trends appear to converge at one year before the deposition. Yet overall, 
the parallel trends assumption seems to hold for my human rights data. Although this figure 
only represents the trends for data set 1, the graph produced using data set 2 shows similar 
results. For data set 3, however, the parallel trends assumption does not seem to hold. The 
graphs for data sets 2 and 3 are included in the appendix. 
 
To analyze how the presence of violence or force during an autocratic deposition affects the 
level of respect for human rights in the short-term aftermath of the deposition (H1), I will 
use the following formula:  
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(1) RIGHTSidt = α + ζid + κt + β1Violenceidt + β2Postdepidt + β3(Postdep x Violence)idt + 
γPOPidt + δDEVELOPidt + εidt  
 
where i is the country, d is the specific deposition, and t is the year, within the period of + 
and – 2 years around each deposition (d). RIGHTS is the human rights situation in country 
(i), during year (t) around a specific deposition (d). The Physical Integrity Rights, Amnesty 
International Score, and New Empowerment Rights variables will be used as indicators of 
the human rights situation in a country. ζ represents fixed effects for each country-
deposition (id). κ represents the year (t) fixed effects. The Violence variable is constructed as 
a dummy variable where 1 equals the presence of violence and 0 equals the absence of 
violence. The Postdep variable is also a dummy variable where 1 indicates that the year being 
observed is post-deposition and 0 indicates that the year being observed is pre-deposition. 
The interaction variable (Postdep x Violence) shows the marginal impact of Violence on the 
post-deposition level of respect for human rights. This is also the main independent variable. 
POP is a control variable and is based on the size of the population for country (i) in year (t) 
during deposition (d). DEVELOP is another control variable and is based on the level of 
economic development as measured by the GNI per capita of country (i) in year (t) during 
deposition (d).  
 
To analyze what effect the presence of violence in a deposition has on post-deposition state 
capacity (H2), I will use the following formula:  
 
(2) CAPACITYidt = α + ζid + κt + β1Violenceidt + β2Postdepidt + β3(Postdep x Violence)idt + 
γPOPidt + µGDPlag + δEDUCidt + εidt  
 
The interaction (Postdep x Violence) is constructed in the same way as the first formula 
except it now shows the marginal impact of Violence on post-deposition state capacity. 
CAPACITY is the state capacity in country (i), during year (t) around a specific deposition 
(d). Due to a lack of data for more direct measures of state capacity, I rely on GDP per 
capita as a blunt measure of state capacity. EDUC is a control variable that measures total 
enrollment in tertiary education in a given country during a specific deposition and the two 
years before and after that deposition. GDPlag is a control variable that measures the GDP 
per capita one year prior to the year that is being observed. GDPlag allows us to see how 
state capacity changes conditional on a state’s pre-existing GDP per capita. 
 
To analyze the effect of the presence of violence in a deposition on incidences of terrorism 
after the deposition (H3), I will use the following formula:  
 
(3) TERRORidt = α + ζid + κt + β1Violenceidt + β2Postdepidt + β3(Postdep x Violence)idt + 
γPOPidt + δDEVELOPidt + εidt  
 
The interaction (Postdep x Violence) is constructed in the same way as the first formula 
except it now shows the marginal impact of Violence on post-deposition incidences of 
terrorism. TERROR is the incidences of terrorism in country (i), during year (t) around a 
specific deposition (d).  
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Each equation includes both country-deposition fixed effects and year fixed effects. 
Country-deposition fixed effects are included in order to allow me to compare within each 
deposition case that I observe. Without them I would not be able to compare the two years 
before a specific deposition with the two years after that deposition. The repeated 
appearance of some countries for different depositions, such as Afghanistan for depositions 
in both 1992 and 2001, require me to include country-deposition fixed effects instead of just 
country fixed effects. In addition to allowing me to compare the years before and after each 
deposition, country-deposition fixed effects also act as a control against unobserved variable 
bias. By comparing the years before a specific deposition to the years after a specific 
deposition, I’m avoiding making comparisons between countries that may have different 
characteristics that influence the outcomes I am interested in. Year fixed effects are included 
for similar reasons. They both allow me to compare the years within each deposition case 
and control for any unobserved variables that may affect all observed countries 
simultaneously. 
	  
Although using a difference in differences research design with the inclusion of fixed effects 
allows me to identify the causal impact of my treatment, I still include several controls in 
each equation in order to further isolate the causal relationship. 
 
The reasoning behind the inclusion of the Population control variable in all three formulas is 
based on both prior literature and intuition. Knudsen, Strand, and Paasche (2013) assert that 
wars, “…trigger migration not only because people flee at gun point or for fear of immediate 
violence, but because of the multidimensional impact of wars in breaking down economies 
and livelihoods, the social fabric of their societies, traditional ways of life, and trust.” 
(Knudsen, Stand, and Paasche, 2013; p.1) While the authors of the aforementioned article 
specifically focus on wars, one can intuit that significantly violent depositions of any sort will 
have a similar effect on migration. The presence of violence during a deposition can cause a 
large amount of citizens to flee the country and seek refuge elsewhere. In the years observed 
after the deposition, this may cause a decrease in the populations of countries in the 
treatment group but not in the populations of countries in the control group. The reason 
population needs to be controlled for is due to the fact that population size may have an 
effect on the outcome variables I observe. Poe and Tate (1994) find that more populated 
countries have, “a greater propensity to abuse personal integrity rights, ceteris paribus.” (Poe 
and Tate, 1994; p.866) They assert that larger populations place a greater stress on national 
resources. This scarcity exerts a pressure on governments that makes them more likely to 
resort to repression as a means of remaining in control. From Poe and Tate’s assertion that a 
larger population places a strain on government resources, we can intuit that a larger 
population size can have an effect on post-deposition trends in state capacity. The strain 
placed on national resources should decrease the state’s ability to effectively monitor its own 
employees and private actors. We can further intuit that if large populations make the state 
less effective at policing private actors, then terrorists should be able to operate more freely 
within the borders of that state. Post-deposition fluctuations in population size may not 
cause consistent changes in outcome trends for my treatment and control groups. 
Consequently, I include a control for population size 
 
In the second formula, which will be used to estimate the effect deposition violence has on 
post-deposition state capacity, I include a control variable for the level of education. The 
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reasoning behind this is based on an intuition that states in which citizens attain higher levels 
of education will experience less corruption. Better-educated citizens should be less tolerant 
of and more likely to act against a corrupt system, consequently regimes that wish to avoid 
having their legitimacy challenged should attempt to exert more control over their employees 
and private actors. This would effectively result in an increase in state capacity as per 
Englehart’s (2009) definition of state capacity. New governments may enact changes in 
education policy that could have an effect on post-deposition trends in state capacity for the 
above-mentioned reasons. Due to a scarcity of data on literacy rates during the years 
observed in my data set, I opt for the World Bank’s data on enrollment in tertiary education. 
 
Finally, I include a control for the level of economic development in the formula examining 
the effect deposition violence has on RIGHTS (1) and the formula examining the effect 
deposition violence has on TERROR (3). As mentioned earlier, prior literature and intuition 
suggests that violent depositions can result in a decrease in population size. This is normally 
engendered by the flight of citizens to other nations in which they can take refuge. This 
human flight is, however, also accompanied by capital flight. In civil wars alone, post war 
capital flight jumps from the prewar level of 8.6 percent to 26.1 percent. (Hoeffler and 
Reynal-Querol, 2005; p.6 and p. 10) This nearly triples the amount of private wealth being 
shifted abroad. Violent depositions that shift groups of citizens out of the country will also 
shift their wealth out of the country. This may cause a decrease in the level of economic 
development in the treatment group that we do not observe in the control group. 
Additionally, prior literature ties the level of economic development in a country to that 
country’s level of respect for human rights. Henderson (1991) asserts that, “It is only logical 
to think that, with a higher level of development, people will be more satisfied and, hence, 
less repression will be needed by the elites.” (Henderson, 1991; p.126) Poe and Tate (1994) 
also include the level of economic development in the tests they run to see what causes 
variance amongst different countries’ levels of respect for human rights. If lower levels of 
economic development result in less content citizens, we can intuit that these citizens will be 
more susceptible to recruitment by any terrorist groups operating within that country. Since 
the level of economic development may not cause consistent change in my outcome 
variables for violent and non-violent depositions, I control for it. This allows me to further 
isolate the effect of the treatment. I will use World Bank data on GNI per capita for each 
country as a proxy for the level of economic development. 
 
Despite the fact that my research design allows for the presence of unobserved differences 
that remain constant over time, between the control and treatment groups, and the fact that 
I include fixed effects and controls in my equations, there are still limits to the augmented 
equations that I work with in my regression analysis.  
  
One of the primary concerns for a difference in differences research design is reverse 
causality. That is, do any of my dependent variables such as the level of respect for human 
rights or state capacity cause the violence that is present in the depositions I observe? In an 
article for Human Rights Quarterly, Thoms and Ron find that there is a preliminary link 
between physical integrity rights violations and the chance of internal conflict occurring. 
Using PTS data to gauge abuse, they find that countries that are engaged in extensive or 
systematic abuse of these rights are highly likely to experience internal conflict. (Thoms and 
Ron, 2007; p. 697) While the authors of the article find a correlation between human rights 
abuses and violence, they do not claim that the abuses directly cause the onset of violence. 
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Intuitively, however, it is not difficult to understand how certain human rights abuses could 
lead to violence during a deposition. If a state continuously carries out violence, such as 
extrajudicial killings, then the citizens themselves should be more likely to respond with 
violence themselves. The Thoms and Ron article also asserts that GDP per capita, my proxy 
for state capacity, is strongly associated with conflict emergence in a state. Specifically, lower 
levels of GDP per capita are associated with the onset of internal conflict. (Thoms and Ron, 
2007; p. 697) This would suggest then that lower levels of state capacity could cause violence 
in a country. Finally, it is not difficult to produce an argument as to what my dependent 
variable measuring terrorism may in fact be causing my independent variable violence. 
Intuitively, a country that experiences a greater deal of terrorism should be more prone to 
violence during a deposition. Terrorism is itself a form of violence within a country, 
consequently it may acclimate the citizens of a country to the use of violence overall as a 
means of resolving internal issues. Overall there are intuitive arguments for reverse causality 
that can be made about all of my dependent variables. These should be taken into 
consideration in any discussion of my results.  
	  
Results 
 
In order to test my hypotheses, I run regressions using the equations described earlier. For 
my human rights equation, I have three different variables. Two of these variables, Physical 
Integrity Rights and Amnesty International Score measure physical integrity rights. The third 
variable measures empowerment rights. As explained earlier in the summary statistics 
section, the main variable that I will be focusing on for the first type of human rights is 
Physical Integrity Rights. The construction of this variable makes it a less blunt measure of 
these rights than the PTS variables Amnesty International Score and State Department 
Score. The regression results for the Amnesty International Score variable are included in 
this section for comparisons sake and because they were more consistent throughout the 
regressions run for each data set. Again, the difference between each data set is the addition 
of cases in which the autocrat died of natural causes in data sets 2 and 3. The regression 
results for State Department Score are included in the appendix for reference. In each 
regression output table, columns 1-2 show the results for that dependent variable using data 
set 1. Columns 3-4 show the results using data set 2 and columns 5-6 show the results using 
data set 3. The first column in each pair is the regression run without controls while the 
second is with controls. 
 
Table six shows the regressions output results for the Physical Integrity Rights variable. The 
most noticeable results are that the Postdepositionxviolence interaction term consistently has 
a significantly positive effect on the Physical Integrity Rights variable throughout all six 
regressions. This means that the presence of violence during a deposition increases the level 
of respect for physical integrity rights. In columns 1-2, we see that without controls a violent 
deposition increases the Physical Integrity Rights score of a country by .648. On an 8-point 
scale, this is an increase of 8.1 percent in physical integrity rights. This relationship is 
significant at the 95% confidence level. The coefficient for this relationship increases to 
1.066 when we add controls into the regression equation. (Column 2) Additionally, the 
significance of the relationship increases to the 99% confidence level. The effect of such a 
change depends on the score a country starts out with but a positive 1.066 change in the 
Physical Integrity Rights score for a country is a one-point improvement in the eight-point 
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measure of respect for human rights. This amounts to an increase of 13.33 percent in 
physical integrity rights. These results do not match my initial hypothesis. 
 

Table 6. Physical Integrity Rights Regression Outputs 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Data Set 1 Data Set 2 Data Set 3 

       
Postdeposition 0.648** 1.066*** 0.560** 0.876*** 0.624** 0.913*** 
*Violence (0.304) (0.329) (0.279) (0.304) (0.271) (0.296) 
Violence -2.070 7.680 -2.866 3.182 -1.113 1.936 
 (1.445) (8.303) (2.156) (2.081) (2.005) (1.800) 
Postdeposition 0.286 0.121 0.281 0.146 0.239 0.141 
 (0.316) (0.342) (0.278) (0.304) (0.266) (0.293) 
Population  -9.34e-08  2.24e-08  2.31e-08 
  (7.19e-08)  (2.75e-08)  (2.71e-08) 
Development  -4.51e-05  -0.000118  -9.62e-05 
  (0.000362)  (0.000328)  (0.000322) 
Constant 1.479 10.69 1.840 -1.270 0.0304 -1.285 
 (1.719) (7.012) (2.581) (1.253) (2.426) (1.237) 
       
Observations 456 371 521 420 546 440 
R-squared 0.679 0.698 0.697 0.703 0.698 0.705 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
We see this pattern in the other two data sets. Without controls, the relationship between 
Postdepositionxviolence and Physical Integrity Rights is always significant at the 95% 
confidence level. With controls, the significance of the relationship increases to the 99% 
confidence level. Additionally in all three data sets, the coefficients for these relationships are 
fairly consistent. Without controls, the coefficients for the relationship between violent 
depositions and the post-deposition level of respect for physical integrity rights ranges 
between .560 and .648. With controls, the coefficients for this relationship range from .876 
to 1.06. This consistency in significance and magnitude suggests that the results are not 
sensitive to changes in the type and amount of cases used. Additionally, it shows that there is 
a strong positive relationship between the presence of violence during a deposition and the 
post-deposition level of respect for physical integrity rights. 

These findings are contrary to my initial hypothesis. I hypothesized that the presence of 
violence during an autocratic deposition will result in a decrease in the level of respect for 
human rights in the short-term aftermath of the deposition. In the case of physical integrity 
rights, this turned out to be wrong. As we can see from the relationships presented in table 
6, violent depositions result in an increase in the level of respect for human rights in the 
aftermath of a deposition. I based my hypothesis on a causal model, which held that violent 
depositions would decrease the level of respect for human rights because violent depositions 
would decrease state capacity. Per Englehart’s argument on the effect reduced state capacity 
has on human rights, I posited that a state with reduced capacity would be less able to 
control individuals that perpetrate human rights abuses. As table seven shows, however, 
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violent depositions actually have a significantly positive effect on state capacity. This would 
mean that my causal model of the relationship between state capacity and respect for human 
rights is still possibly valid, I just estimated the wrong relationship between violence and 
state capacity. I hypothesized that violence and state capacity were negatively correlated, 
when in fact they are positively correlated in my data. This increase in state capacity may be 
the reason behind the improvement in human rights conditions. With an increase in the 
resources available to it, the state is able to better control not only its own agents but also 
private actors that would commit human rights abuses if left unsupervised. 

Table 7. State Capacity Regression Outputs 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Data Set 1 Data Set 2 Data Set 3 

       

Postdeposition 31.50 158.4** 20.12 172.8** 28.09 172.6** 
*Violence (54.30) (74.94) (52.27) (70.08) (50.12) (68.75) 

Violence -563.3 -3,219 -500.2 172.8 38.16 -1,421** 
 (441.5) (4,876) (341.2) (758.4) (226.9) (700.9) 
Postdeposition 13.65 -86.70 11.12 -123.0* 6.300 -120.9* 
 (57.17) (76.50) (53.04) (66.57) (50.36) (64.14) 
Population  1.56e-05  4.45e-06  4.51e-06 
  (2.28e-05)  (6.18e-06)  (6.06e-06) 
Education  13.05  10.20  11.42 
  (14.26)  (13.23)  (11.62) 
Lagged GDP  0.723***  0.720***  0.719*** 
  (0.0779)  (0.0707)  (0.0683) 
Constant 439.6 46.03 412.3 -274.8 -172.5 1,746* 
 (316.4) (817.1) (314.4) (351.4) (441.1) (918.0) 
       
Observations 442 217 496 239 521 248 
R-squared 0.953 0.985 0.950 0.985 0.950 0.985 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 7 shows the regression output results for the dependent variable State Capacity. The 
only significant results are the ones for the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence 
and State Capacity that include controls. In all three data sets the coefficients for 
Postdepositionxviolence and Capacity without controls are insignificant. With controls, 
however, the coefficients are significant at the 95% confidence level. In data set 1, the 
relationship has a coefficient of 158.4. Since GDP per capita data is used as a proxy for state 
capacity, this coefficient means that when a violent deposition occurs, GDP per capita for 
that country on average increases by $158.4 in the two years after the deposition. This 
number increases to $172.8 in data set 2 and slightly slips to $172.6 in data set 3. The 
coefficients are fairly consistent through all three versions of the data set. 

I initially hypothesized the presence of violence during an autocratic deposition will result in 
a decrease in state capacity in the short-term aftermath of the deposition. These results are 
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not congruous with that hypothesis. They significantly show that given this set of data, just 
the opposite is true. Given this data set’s coding of violence, this result is not that surprising. 
Referring back to figure one, we can see that most of the violent cases were minimally 
violent and fell under the 1-25 or few deaths category. Additionally, cases of popular 
uprisings and elections account for over 50 percent of the observed violent depositions. 
While they did involve violence, they are not exactly the catastrophic insurgencies, civil wars, 
or foreign invasions that would do the most damage to infrastructure and other 
determinants of state capacity. Additionally, I theorized that based on the selectorate theory, 
violence that brought on elections may increase state capacity due to the fact that democracy 
will increase the resources available to the state by reducing the need for a costly coercive 
apparatus that maintains order and thereby asserts the state’s legitimacy. This may be what is 
happening in the portion of cases in which the regime-ending event was elections. I will 
examine this subset of depositions in subsequent analysis.  

 

Table 8. Amnesty International Score Regression Outputs 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Data Set 1 Data Set 2 Data Set 3 

       
Postdeposition 0.144 0.278* 0.0719 0.186 0.0859 0.190 
*Violence (0.135) (0.153) (0.125) (0.140) (0.123) (0.139) 
Violence -2.245*** -1.544 -1.187** 20.81 -1.191** 23.08 
 (0.566) (1.007) (0.542) (14.85) (0.547) (15.00) 
Postdeposition 0.156 0.0914 0.197 0.141 0.192 0.179 
 (0.145) (0.161) (0.129) (0.142) (0.127) (0.140) 
Population  -5.91e-08*  1.81e-08  1.90e-08 
  (3.36e-08)  (1.28e-08)  (1.30e-08) 
Development  -0.000160  -0.000186  -0.000153 
  (0.000172)  (0.000155)  (0.000156) 
Constant 3.779*** 2.784*** 2.626*** -19.27 2.626*** -20.30 
 (0.753) (1.026) (0.748) (14.82) (0.751) (14.97) 
       
Observations 473 377 531 425 556 445 
R-squared 0.718 0.732 0.732 0.741 0.723 0.732 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 8 shows the regression output results for the Amnesty International Score variable 
taken from the PTS data set. Just like the CIRI Physical Integrity Rights variable, Amnesty 
International Score measures physical integrity rights. This variable’s regression results are 
only included as a comparison for my main physical integrity rights indicator. Unlike the 
results for the Physical Integrity Rights variable, this variable only returns significant results 
for its relationship with Postdepositionxviolence when data set 1 is used and controls are 
included. (Column 2) That relationship is significant at the 90% confidence level and the 
coefficient is positive. This again shows that in the aftermath of violent depositions, the level 
of respect for physical integrity rights increases. The coefficient in this case is .278, which is 
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much less than the coefficients that were produced for the Physical Integrity Rights variable. 
It is just shy of a third of the coefficient for the relationship between 
Postdepositionxviolence and the Physical Integrity Rights variable when data set 1 is being 
used (1.066***) and is also less significant. Additionally, the lack of significant results in any 
of the other columns for this table is in stark contrast with the consistently significant results 
for the CIRI Physical Integrity Rights variable shown in table six. 

This difference comes back to the earlier covered discussion of how these two variables are 
constructed differently. CIRI’s Physical Integrity Rights variable is an additive index that is 
constructed in a way that makes it fine-tuned to picking up more subtle variations in a state’s 
level of respect for physical integrity rights. By basing their index on disaggregated 
components that measure the level of respect for each individual physical integrity right that 
is being observed, CIRI’s Physical Integrity Rights variable serves as a more exhaustive scale 
than the Amnesty International Score variable used by the PTS. For example, the best 
possible score on the CIRI scale, an eight, indicates that there are no cases in which that 
government violated any of the observed physical integrity rights (disappearances, 
extrajudicial killings, torture, and political imprisonment). The best possible score for the 
Amnesty International Score variable, however, still indicates that the government in 
question has some violations in the torture and extrajudicial killings categories. (Cingranelli 
and Richards, 1999) Given these differences in how the two variables are constructed, it 
makes sense that the Amnesty International Score results did not return the same consistent 
significance that the Physical Integrity Rights variable did. The coefficients for the 
relationships presented in both table six and table eight are not large. On average, the 
presence of violence during a deposition increases a country’s level of respect for physical 
integrity rights by less than one point. Intuitively, this serves as an explanation for the stark 
difference in results for the Amnesty International variable and the Physical Integrity Rights 
variable. The latter variable’s more nuanced coding resulted in significant and consistent 
results being returned when dealing with minor changes in the level of respect for human 
rights. 

While the CIRI variable’s more nuanced construction theoretically allows it to pick up on 
smaller changes in the level of respect for physical integrity rights, this does not necessarily 
mean that it is a more accurate measure. CIRI’s claim to precision hinges on the fact that the 
coders assign a score for each disaggregated physical integrity right by counting the 
frequency of each type of violation. For example, for a country to be put in the frequent 
violations category for torture, there must be 50 confirmed cases of torture. (Cingranelli and 
Richards, 1999) As the creators of the PTS highlight, it is very difficult to pinpoint a specific 
amount of torture cases in a country. It is not as if each state produces an annual report of 
its own human rights violations. The PTS asserts that it provides a more relative scale of a 
state’s level of respect for human rights. Furthermore, the creators of the PTS assert that this 
provides a more realistic depiction of the human rights practices of various states. They 
argue that CIRI’s nuanced approach to measuring physical integrity rights does not allow for 
this kind of relative comparison. While a country with an excellent human rights record, 
such as Denmark, could receive the best score on the PTS scale, it could not do so on the 
CIRI scale because even countries like Denmark have been accused of some violations. 
(Wood and Gibney, 2010; p. 376-378) 
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Ultimately, both the Amnesty International variable (PTS) and the Physical Integrity Rights 
variable (CIRI) have their drawbacks. While the Physical Integrity Rights variable does 
provide a more nuanced look at the human rights situation in a country, it relies on a fair 
amount of speculation to do so. On the other hand, the Amnesty International variable and 
other PTS measures of human rights take a more conservative approach that may not 
capture the whole picture. Ideally, there would be a medium between the two different 
approaches to measuring the level of respect for human rights. Until someone creates such a 
measure, however, the most reasonable approach is to use both measures and compare the 
results to each other.  

Table 9. New Empowerment Rights Regression Outputs  
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Data Set 1 Data Set 2 Data Set 3 

       
Postdeposition 0.673 0.940** 0.809** 0.967** 0.842** 1.049*** 
*Violence (0.437) (0.445) (0.403) (0.411) (0.391) (0.399) 
Violence -5.536** 5.152 1.605 -8.658*** -0.456 -8.802*** 
 (2.143) (4.081) (3.115) (2.471) (1.973) (2.426) 
Postdeposition 0.0273 0.214 0.0460 0.224 0.0651 0.159 
 (0.456) (0.464) (0.403) (0.413) (0.385) (0.396) 
Population  -1.00e-07  -7.52e-08**  -7.50e-08** 
  (9.71e-08)  (3.71e-08)  (3.65e-08) 
Development  -0.000932*  -0.000846*  -0.000815* 
  (0.000488)  (0.000444)  (0.000434) 
Constant 2.825 12.07 -3.820 6.931*** -1.686 6.895*** 
 (2.508) (16.60) (3.734) (1.694) (2.273) (1.668) 
       
Observations 452 369 517 418 542 438 
R-squared 0.726 0.745 0.765 0.782 0.767 0.783 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 9 shows the regression output results for the New Empowerment Rights variable. 
Unlike the other human rights variables this one measures the level of respect for 
empowerment rights not physical integrity rights. The results it shows, however, are similar 
to the results found in the Physical Integrity Rights table. For the relationship between 
Postdepositionxviolence and New Empowerment Rights, the coefficients are all positive and 
significant at the 95% confidence level except for two instances. When using data set 3 and 
including controls, the significance of the relationship increases to the 99% confidence level 
and when using data set 1 with no controls, this relationship loses all significance. Overall, 
however, the results consistently suggest that violent depositions have a positive and 
significant effect on the post-deposition level of respect for empowerment rights. The 
magnitudes of the coefficients are also fairly consistent throughout. For the regressions in 
which controls are included the results range from .940 to 1.409. Without controls, the 
significant results range from .809 to .842.  
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Table 9 also shows significant results for the relationship between Violence and New 
Empowerment Rights in three instances. The results again suggest that countries, which are 
going to experience a violent deposition, will on average have lower levels of respect for 
empowerment rights beforehand.  

The results presented in table nine do not support my initial hypothesis on the effect violent 
depositions would have on post-deposition levels of respect for human rights. Given the 
results for State Capacity, however, the same explanations that may be behind the 
relationship between violent depositions and the level of respect for physical integrity rights 
may also be behind this relationship. The increase in state capacity that violent depositions 
cause may in turn increase the ability of the state to curtail potential human rights abusers.  

 

Table 10. Terrorism Regression Outputs 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Data Set 1 Data Set 2 Data Set 3 
       
Postdeposition 6.509 -2.787 6.225 -0.469 6.375 -0.163 
*Violence (5.396) (4.943) (4.810) (4.531) (4.600) (4.330) 
Violence 8.089 -26.37 -84.28*** 1,026* -8.774 -7.743 
 (18.56) (33.39) (31.89) (585.1) (21.77) (26.85) 
Postdeposition -4.217 -1.908 -3.480 -2.637 -3.064 -2.557 
 (5.738) (5.153) (4.934) (4.572) (4.667) (4.326) 
Population  4.31e-06***  9.01e-07*  9.16e-07* 
  (1.06e-06)  (5.08e-07)  (4.93e-07) 
Development  -0.0135**  -0.0109**  -0.0108** 
  (0.00543)  (0.00489)  (0.00472) 
Constant -20.00 2.048 73.84* -1,051* -0.467 -15.25 
 (26.34) (32.24) (42.74) (582.9) (16.13) (20.95) 
       
Observations 458 361 520 407 545 427 
R-squared 0.731 0.834 0.734 0.826 0.733 0.826 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 10 shows the regression output results for the terrorism variable. While columns 3 and 
4 shows significant results for the relationship between VIOLENCE and terrorism, these 
only appear in data set 2. The other columns return no significant results. Furthermore there 
is very little consistency in the coefficients for the results that are significant. When data set 2 
is used without controls, countries that are going to have violent depositions on average 
have a lower number of terrorist incidents beforehand. This result is reversed when controls 
are included, however, and the incidences of terrorism that take place before a violent 
deposition increase. My initial hypothesis was that the presence of violence during an 
autocratic deposition would result in an increase in the incidences of terrorism in the short-
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term aftermath of the deposition. The lack of significant results for the relationship between 
Postdepositionxviolence and terrorism is incongruous with the aforementioned hypothesis.  

One possible explanation for the lack of significant results for this relationship is the nature 
of the autocratic deposition cases that are observed in my data sets. The majority of violent 
deposition cases that I observe are popular uprisings or elections. 125 of the 495 
observations in my first data set are cases in which the autocrat was deposed by violent 
popular uprisings or elections. 

Elections and popular uprisings are hardly the type of state failure that scholars point to 
when they say failed states are more likely to see increases in terrorist activity. When 
discussing the effects of state failure, scholars such as James Piazza are instead referring to 
the types of political turmoil that incapacitates a state from governing in its own territory. 
Piazza particularly emphasizes that the, “…feature of failed and failing states that seem to 
correlate most strongly with terrorism is the presence of internally contested zones, more 
commonly referred to as stateless areas.” (Gottlieb, 2013; p. 50) This degree of state failure is 
not very common in the cases I observe. When a violent deposition engenders an election, it 
does not obliterate the state’s ability to function. On the contrary what we see from the State 
Capacity regression results, is that state capacity actually increases by a bit in the aftermath of 
a deposition. Consequently, the lack of significant results may be due to the fact that the 
right subset of cases is not being observed.  

Another possible explanation for the lack of significant results for this relationship is the fact 
that the presence or absence of violence during a deposition may not be a determinant of 
terrorist activity. There may be a larger more influential factor that causes terrorist activity. 
Factors such as poverty or religious extremism may be what actually causes growth or 
reduction in terrorist activity. We can intuit that countries in which strong extremist sects 
exist will be much more likely to experience greater terrorist activity regardless of whether 
they undergo a violent or non-violent deposition. Similarly, some scholars argue that poverty 
engenders terrorist activity by simply making it easier for terrorist organizations to recruit 
members in that country. Karin von Hippel asserts that, “…by providing the poor with 
social services, a number of nationally focused Islamist groups and political parties, and the 
al-Qaeda movement more generally, have been able to significantly broaden their appeal.” 
(Gottlieb, 2013; p.53) The lack of significant results may be caused by the fact that variables 
like the aforementioned factors may actually be driving differences in terrorist activity. 

The following tables show the regression output results for two subgroups of deposition 
cases: election cases and cases in which the deposition was brought on by foreign 
intervention, civil wars/insurgencies, or military coups. I picked these two subgroups of 
cases because they are at opposite ends of the violence spectrum. The depositions cases that 
led to elections generally involved little to no violence (0-25 deaths). On the other hand, 
depositions that were brought on by foreign interventions, civil wars/insurgencies, or 
military coups generally involved a much greater degree of violence (above a 1000 deaths). 
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Table 11. Physical Integrity Rights Regression Outputs for Election Group 
	   (1) (2) 	   	  
	  	   All Data Sets 	  	   	  	  

 	   	   	   	  
Postdeposition 0.521 0.528 	   	  
*Violence (0.456) (0.481) 	   	  
Violence -2.131* -21.70 	   	  
 (1.244) (14.16) 	   	  
Postdeposition -0.188 -0.226 	   	  
 (0.405) (0.422) 	   	  
Population  -0.146* 	   	  
  (0.0831) 	   	  
Development  0.000222 	   	  
  (0.000428) 	   	  
Constant -1.724 26.85* 	   	  
 (1.964) (14.96) 	   	  
   	   	  
Observations 209 184 	   	  
R-squared 0.800 0.822 	  	   	  	  

Standard errors in parentheses 	   	  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 	   	  

 
Table 11 shows the regression output results for the Physical Integrity Rights variable when 
only cases that resulted in elections are observed. When we only focus on this subset of 
cases, the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence and Physical Integrity Rights loses 
all significance. Without controls, the relationship between the Violence variable and the 
Physical Integrity Rights variable gains significance. With a coefficient of -2.131, this 
relationship suggests that countries that are going to experience violent depositions will on 
average have worse human rights records. The significance of this relationship is lost, 
however, when controls are added. 
 
The results presented in this table stand in contrast to the results found when all deposition 
types are observed together. Instead of consistent and significant results for the relationship 
between Postdepositionxviolence and the Physical Integrity Rights variable, this table 
presents no significant results for the main relationship of interest. This would suggest that 
the group of cases in which violence engenders elections does not drive the significant 
relationship we observe in Table 6. One possible explanation for the lack of significant 
results is that depositions in the elections category are less violent, in terms of deaths, than 
deposition cases in which a war, insurgency, or coup occurred. We know from table 6 that in 
general violence leads to an increase in the level of respect for physical integrity rights. Given 
that the majority of depositions in the elections category involve little to no violence, it may  
be that the degree of violence present in the elections cases is not strong enough to produce 
a significant effect on the post-deposition level of human rights. In other words, the 
significant results in table 6 may be driven more by the highly violent deposition cases than 
they are by the cases that led to elections. This theory is supported by the fact that the 
War/Military subgroup, which involves a greater number of deaths during each deposition, 
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produces significant results for the relationship between my main independent variable and 
the Physical Integrity Rights Variable. That a greater degree of violence seems to lead to an 
improved level of respect for human rights is an interesting finding and is a question that 
future studies should explore. 
 
Due to the fact that the elections subgroup did not return any significant results for the 
Amnesty International Score and New Empowerment Rights variables, the regression 
output tables for these are only included in the appendix. The lack of significant results for 
these two variables is most likely explained by the rationale provided above for the Physical 
Integrity Rights Variable. 
 

Table 12. State Capacity Regression Outputs for Election Group 
  (1) (2)   
  All Data Sets   

    
Postdeposition 86.80 145.2  
*Violence (99.98) (176.9)  
Violence 3,173*** -410.0  
 (259.1) (3,279)  
Postdeposition -33.87 -205.2*  
 (88.86) (120.7)  
Population  22.12  
  (34.36)  
Education  -7.094  
  (22.14)  
Lagged GDP  0.520***  
  (0.129)  
Constant 185.0 -381.8  
 (384.6) (557.1)  
    
Observations 207 110  
R-squared 0.968 0.989   

Standard errors in parentheses  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  

 

 	   	  
Table 12 shows the regression output results for the State Capacity variable when only cases 
that resulted in elections are observed. Similar to the results for the Physical Integrity Rights 
variable, there is a noticeable lack of significant results. In contrast to the consistently 
significant results we see in table 7, the only significant relationship in this table is between 
Violence and State Capacity. When controls are not included, the relationship is significant at 
the 99% confidence level. This suggests that countries that are going to undergo violent 
depositions will on average have higher levels of state capacity. The complete loss of 
significance when controls are added, however, suggests that unobserved factors were 
causing this result. 
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Overall, the lack of significant results in this table is consistent with the lack of significant 
results in table 11 and my causal model. Since we observe no significant change in the State 
Capacity variable, we should and do observe no significant change in the level of respect for 
human rights.  
 
 

Table 13. Physical Integrity Rights Regression Outputs for War/Military Group 
	  	   (1) (2) 	  	   	  	  
	  	   All Data Sets 	  	   	  	  

   	   	  
Postdeposition 1.396* 2.246*** 	   	  
*Violence (0.727) (0.640) 	   	  
Violence 2.181 -10.75 	   	  
 (4.759) (9.460) 	   	  
Postdeposition 1.280 1.017 	   	  
 (0.801) (0.759) 	   	  
Population  0.451 	   	  
  (0.276) 	   	  
Development  -0.00155 	   	  
  (0.00171) 	   	  
Constant 3.717 -16.76*** 	   	  
 (2.989) (5.437) 	   	  
   	   	  
Observations 119 92 	   	  
R-squared 0.739 0.838 	  	   	  	  

Standard errors in parentheses 	   	  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 	   	  

 
 
Table 13 shows the regression output results for the Physical Integrity Rights variable when 
only cases of foreign intervention, civil wars/insurgencies, and military coups are observed. 
This subgroup of cases is all tied together by the use of military force and the consequently 
greater degree of violence, in terms of deaths, that accompanies them. This subgroup returns 
consistently significant results for the relationship between my main independent variable 
Postdepostionxviolence and the Physical Integrity Rights variable. With controls, the 
coefficient for this relationship is 2.246 and is significant at the 99% confidence level. This 
suggests that on average, violent depositions will result in a 2.246 point or 28 percent 
improvement in the Physical Integrity Rights score of a country. This is nearly twice the 
magnitude of the largest coefficient received for this relationship (1.066) when we observe all 
forms of violent depositions. This considerable difference may be due to the fact the cases in 
this specific subgroup experience a greater degree of violence during the deposition than 
other groups. This difference in the degree of violence present could be what is driving the 
much larger impact these types of depositions have on the level of respect for physical 
integrity rights. 
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Table 14. Amnesty International Score Regression Outputs for War/Military Group 
	  	   (1) (2) 	  	   	  	  
	  	   All Data Sets 	  	   	  	  

   	   	  
Postdeposition 0.414 0.870*** 	   	  
*Violence (0.283) (0.274) 	   	  
Violence -4.740*** 2.408 	   	  
 (1.246) (2.694) 	   	  
Postdeposition 0.388 0.0752 	   	  
 (0.318) (0.316) 	   	  
Population  0.156 	   	  
  (0.115) 	   	  
Development  -0.000322 	   	  
  (0.000780) 	   	  
Constant 8.131*** -3.987 	   	  
 (1.918) (4.232) 	   	  
   	   	  
Observations 141 102 	   	  
R-squared 0.783 0.878 	  	   	  	  

Standard errors in parentheses 	   	  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 	   	  

 
 
Table 14 shows the regression output results for the Amnesty International Score variable 
when only cases of foreign intervention, civil wars/insurgencies, and military coups are 
observed. While no significant results are returned when controls are excluded, we observe a 
highly significant result for the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence and Amnesty 
International Score. This suggests that violence during a deposition will on average increase 
the post-deposition Amnesty International Score of a country by .870 (17%). This is nearly 
three times the size of the coefficient (0.278) we receive in table 8 and is also much more 
significant. This difference is again most likely driven by the greater degree of violence 
present in this subset of cases. We also observe a highly significant result for the relationship 
between Violence and Amnesty International Score. This suggests that on average countries 
that are going to experience violent depositions will have worse Amnesty International 
Scores beforehand. 
 
Table 15 below shows the regression output results for the State Capacity variable when only 
cases that are in the War/Military subgroup are included. The lack of significant results for 
my main variable of interest, Postdepositionxviolence, stands in stark contrast to the 
significant results in table 7. The lack of significant results is counterintuitive since one 
would assume that the greater degree of violence present in this subgroup would have a 
greater impact on state capacity. One possible explanation for this may be the fact that my 
proxy for state capacity, GDP per capita, may not capture the effect of these types of 
depositions on state capacity. GDP per capita is a poor indicator of infrastructure, which is 
one of the components of state capacity that we can expect war to affect the most. There 
may also be other factors that cause violent depositions to result in an improvement in the 
level of respect for human rights. In order to explore what can be causing the improvement 
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in respect for human rights, I will look more closely at two highly violent deposition cases 
through cases studies. 
 
 

Table 15. State Capacity Regression Outputs for War/Military Group 
	  	   (1) (2) 	  	  
	  	   All Data Sets 	  	  

   	  
Postdeposition -51.68 66.59 	  
*Violence (59.23) (71.60) 	  
Violence -618.6** -2,825 	  
 (298.6) (2,522) 	  
Postdeposition 93.68 -77.81 	  
 (67.57) (83.06) 	  
Population  96.73 	  
  (124.7) 	  
Education  139.8 	  
  (122.8) 	  
Lagged GDP  -0.249 	  
  (0.418) 	  
Constant 785.3* 2,383 	  
 (395.7) (1,929) 	  
   	  
Observations 125 44 	  
R-squared 0.964 1.000 	  	  

Standard errors in parentheses 	  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 	  

 
 
Table 16 below shows the regression output results for my New Empowerment Rights 
variable when only the War/Military subgroup is used. We observe a statistically significant 
and positive coefficient for the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence and New 
Empowerment Rights. This suggests that on average countries that undergo violent 
depositions will experience a 1.921 point (13 percent) increase in their New Empowerment 
Rights score after the deposition. This is nearly twice the coefficient (1.049) we observe in 
table 9 when all types of depositions are observed. This increase in magnitude is again most 
likely the result of the fact that countries in this group experience a greater degree of 
violence during the deposition. Why a greater degree of violence causes this improvement is 
ultimately not something I can gauge from my data sets. As mentioned before, I will use case 
studies to explore what happens after these very violent depositions that leads to an 
improvement in the level of respect for human rights.  
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Table 16. New Empowerment Rights Regression Outputs for War/Military Group 
	  	   (1) (2) 	  	   	  	  
	  	   All Data Sets 	  	   	  	  

   	   	  
Postdeposition 0.911 1.921** 	   	  
*Violence (0.937) (0.802) 	   	  
violence 0.0247 -19.67 	   	  
 (6.204) (11.86) 	   	  
Postdeposition 1.388 1.699* 	   	  
 (1.040) (0.952) 	   	  
Population  0.598* 	   	  
  (0.346) 	   	  
Development  -0.000498 	   	  
  (0.00214) 	   	  
Constant 4.839 -13.64* 	   	  
 (3.851) (6.814) 	   	  
   	   	  
Observations 118 92 	   	  
R-squared 0.753 0.837 	  	   	  	  

Standard errors in parentheses 	   	  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 	   	  

 
 
We also observe a significant result for the relationship between Postdeposition and New 
Empowerment Rights with a coefficient of 1.699. This suggests that on average in the 
aftermath of a non-violent deposition, countries will experience a 1.699 point improvement 
in their New Empowerment Right score. Interestingly, when we compare this coefficient to 
the coefficient for the relationship between Postdepositionxviolence and New 
Empowerment Rights (1.921), we see that violent depositions have a greater positive impact 
on a country’s level of respect for human rights then do non-violent depositions.  
 
Case Studies 
 
In the following section, I look at two violent country-deposition cases more closely in order 
to better understand what factors lead to improved human rights in the aftermath of highly 
violent depositions. Both depositions involved more than a thousand deaths. The deposition 
of Liberian President Charles Taylor in 2003 was the culmination of a Civil War that began 
in 1999 while the deposition of Iraqi President Saddam Hussein in 2003 was the result of the 
U.S invasion of Iraq that occurred in the same year. Despite the fact that both countries had 
similar pre-deposition human rights records and experienced a similar degree of violence 
during their respective depositions, Liberia experienced a much larger post-deposition 
increase in its Physical Integrity Rights Index score. While Liberia’s score increased by 6 
points on the 8 point scale, Iraq’s score only increased by 1 point. These case studies seek to 
explore what factors are causing this difference. 
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Liberia 
 
The Second Liberian Civil War broke out in 1999, only three years after the first one had 
ended. Two rebel groups, Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD) and 
the Movement for Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) sought to oust Charles Taylor from 
power. They ultimately succeeded in this endeavor in 2003 by forcing Taylor to resign. 
Despite being brought on by a civil war that cost thousands of lives, the violent deposition 
of Taylor engendered a remarkably significant increase in the level of respect for physical 
integrity rights. During the deposition year and the two years before the deposition, Liberia 
had a Physical Integrity Rights Index score of 1. Liberia’s score increased to 7 in the two 
years after the deposition. This amounts to a 75% increase in the level of respect for physical 
integrity rights. Given that state capacity, my proposed causal mechanism, barely changes at 
all, something else must explain why such a great deal of violence results in a post-deposition 
increase in the level of respect for human rights.  
 
One possible explanation for why Liberia’s violent deposition of Charles Taylor led to such a 
drastic improvement in the level of respect for human rights is the way in which Liberia 
transitioned after the deposition. After Taylor resigned, the Accra Comprehensive Peace 
Agreement was signed on August 18th, 2003. This agreement called for the creation of a 
national transitional government that would comprehensively incorporate several groups. 
Members of each warring party, members of political parties, members of civil society and 
special interest groups, and one representative for each of Liberia’s 15 counties were to be 
included in the transitional government. Research has shown that the inclusion of both civil 
society and political parties into a peace accord decreases the risk that peace will fail. One 
study finds that the inclusion of civil society actors and political parties in a peace accord 
reduces the risk of overall peace breaking down by 60 percent. (Nilsson, 2012, p.258) This 
may be due to the fact that in cases, “…where the warring parties consisted of various 
warlords, civil society actors can represent the broader segments of the population and 
possibly pressure the warring actors to act according to democratic principles.” (Nilsson, 
2012, p.249) (Wanis-St. John and Kew, 2008; p.31)  
 
In addition to this clear mandate for a transitional government, the UN also set up a mission 
in Liberia (UNMIL) that included the deployment of 15,000 peacekeepers at one point. 
Some of the core goals of UNMIL were violence abatement, conflict containment, and 
conflict settlement.  Given that physical integrity rights violations such as extrajudicial 
killings, torture, and disappearances tend to be linked to violent conflict, UNMIL’s goals of 
reducing conflict should intuitively fall in line with the protection of these rights. Studies of 
UNMIL’s activity in Liberia in the years following the war show that the UN mission was 
largely successful in achieving its core goals. (Farrar 2012, p.329) 
 
Iraq 
 
Unlike the planned and relatively well-executed transition that occurred in Liberia after 
Taylor’s deposition, the transitional period after the deposition of Saddam Hussein was 
chaotic and involved little planning ahead of time. In 2003, the U.S invaded Iraq with the 
intention of overthrowing Saddam Hussein. At the time, the stated intentions of the U.S and 
its allies in invading Iraq was Hussein’s refusal to give up his weapons of mass destruction. 
While the narrative of bringing democracy to the Iraqi people was also present, the U.S 
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showed no indications beforehand of a desire to engage in state building in post-deposition 
Iraq. In the aftermath of the deposition, the lack of planning on the part of the Bush 
Administration became abundantly clear. (Packer 2006; p.126) The country gradually 
descended into a chaos that would largely continue through the duration of the 8 year long 
Iraq War. Looking at my data set, we can see that Iraq’s Physical Integrity Rights Index score 
increased by only 1 point or 12.5% in the aftermath of the deposition. Given that Iraq’s pre-
deposition score was 0, this was hardly an improvement in the human rights situation. When 
we compare Iraq’s transitional authority in the years following the war to Liberia’s 
transitional government, we begin to see what may cause this difference in results for two 
countries that experienced equally violent deposition conditions. 
 
The overarching authority in the immediate aftermath of the deposition was the Coalition 
Provisional Authority. (CPA) While the Liberian transitional government was composed of 
several different segments of society, the CPA was run solely by Western Coalition 
members. Iraqis were only included in the process through the Iraqi Governing Council, 
which was subordinate not equal to the CPA. The transitional authority in the year after the 
deposition was not constructed to be inclusive of the Iraqi people that it was supposed to 
govern. The Authority served as a division of the U.S Department of Defense. As 
mentioned earlier, the inclusion of civil society and political parties in the transitional 
government is what may have helped Liberia achieve peace and consequently an 
improvement in its Physical Integrity Rights Index score. In contrast, the CPA did not only 
exclude broader segments of Iraqi society, it also alienated the only other warring party. In 
the aftermath of the invasion and the deposition of Saddam Hussein, Hussein’s army and 
members of his Baath Party were left out in the open. Instead of including them in the post-
deposition government like what the Liberian peace accord did, the CPA completely 
dismissed them. The Iraqi army was completely abolished and all members of the top four 
levels of the Baath Party were banned from government service. (Packer 2006; p.146) The 
exclusionary transitional government most likely served as one of the main reasons why Iraq 
did not experience the same improvement as Liberia in its Physical Integrity Rights Index 
score. 
 
In addition to the differences in transitional governments, in the immediate aftermath of 
each deposition, Iraq and Liberia also differed in their post-deposition security situations. 
While Liberia gradually ended the conflict in the aftermath of Taylor’s deposition, Iraq 
gradually descended into conflict in the aftermath of Hussein’s deposition. The earlier 
mentioned successful UN peacekeeping mission in Liberia, did not have to deal with the 
same level of violence that Coalitions forces faced in Iraq. In the aftermath of Saddam’s 
deposition, an insurgency that opposed the invading forces emerged. This evolved into the 
Iraq War, which was a struggle not only between the U.S and the Insurgency but also 
between different religious sects in the country. The continued violence made it more 
difficult for the U.S military to instill order and security. This is something that UN 
peacekeepers in Liberia did not face on a large scale. In the midst of a full-scale war, the US 
military had a much more difficult time ensuring the physical integrity and security of the 
Iraqi people. This served as another factor in Iraq’s barely noticeable improvement in it 
Physical Integrity Rights Index score. 
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Conclusion 
 
In the past decade, incidents like the U.S Invasion of Iraq and the “Arab Spring” created a 
lively debate on how involved the U.S. and other Western states should be in the depositions 
of oppressive foreign autocrats. Proponents of involvement in these depositions insist that it 
will lead to democratization and will increase the level of respect for human rights in these 
countries while critics argue that the outcomes of these depositions are not certain therefore 
we shouldn’t involve ourselves. It is hard to say that one side is definitively correct about the 
issue because these deposition events often vary in their nature. One characteristic that can 
universally connect them is the presence or absence of violence during the deposition. By 
looking at what effect this characteristic has on the post-deposition human rights situation 
and incidences of terrorism, we can begin to discuss what types of depositions lead to what 
outcomes. My initial hypotheses predicted that violence during a deposition will have a 
significantly negative impact on the level of respect for human rights and state capacity and a 
significantly positive impact on the incidences of terrorism in the aftermath of the 
deposition. My results suggest that all three of my hypotheses are invalid. What I found is 
that violence during a deposition actually increases the level of respect for both physical 
integrity rights and empowerment rights in the aftermath of a deposition. In fact, the 
subgroup of cases in which a high degree of violence takes place engenders a much greater 
increase in the level of respect for human rights than the subgroup of cases in which little to 
no violence takes place. Overall, violent depositions also engender increases in the level of 
state capacity. I observed no significant relationship between the presence of violence during 
a deposition and the incidences of terrorism after the deposition. 
 
I use the term suggest because the results of my analysis does have limitations. While the 
difference in differences research design does address these limitations to a certain extent, it 
too has its drawbacks. As mentioned in the methods section, reverse causality is an issue that 
must be considered when using a difference in differences design. Additionally, while I find 
that highly violent cases lead to greater increases in the level of respect for human rights than 
less violent cases do, I do not substantially explore why this is. While my results can explain 
why violent depositions in general improve the human rights situation, I have no way of 
interpreting why greater degrees of violence lead to greater improvement in the human rights 
situation. My case studies provide insight into what makes highly violent depositions lead to 
a greater respect for human rights but they do not explain why less violent depositions do 
not lead to the same results. Future studies on the matter should explore why a greater 
degree of violence results in better human rights. The results should be considered within 
the context of these aforementioned limitations. Ultimately, the results of my analysis are not 
the end of the debate on whether Western states should involve themselves in violent 
deposition scenarios like Syria. On the contrary, they provide a point from which further 
discussion of and research on the matter can commence.  
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Appendix 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dataset 2: Descriptive Statistics 
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Dataset 3: Descriptive Statistics 
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Dataset 2: Parallel Trends Graph 
 

 
 
 

Dataset 3: Parallel Trends Graph 
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State Department Score Regression Outputs  
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Data Set 1 Data Set 2 Data Set 3 
       
Postdeposition -0.0363 0.120 -0.0802 0.0659 -0.0580 0.104 
*Violence (0.136) (0.153) (0.129) (0.144) (0.124) (0.139) 
Violence -1.844*** 12.33* -2.189** 0.794 -1.878*** 24.75 
 (0.580) (6.968) (0.861) (0.854) (0.590) (15.10) 
Postdeposition 0.216 0.135 0.190 0.0999 0.170 0.0763 
 (0.145) (0.159) (0.133) (0.144) (0.127) (0.139) 
Population  -6.92e-08**  2.07e-08  2.16e-08* 
  (3.38e-08)  (1.32e-08)  (1.31e-08) 
Development  3.08e-07  -6.72e-05  -4.66e-05 
  (0.000171)  (0.000158)  (0.000155) 
Constant 3.850*** 4.556*** 3.835*** 1.483** 3.484*** -22.54 
 (0.767) (1.030) (1.162) (0.574) (0.867) (15.08) 
       
Observations 487 390 547 439 572 459 
R-squared 0.717 0.723 0.714 0.720 0.716 0.722 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
 

Old Empowerment Rights Regression Outputs  
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Data Set 1 Data Set 2 Data Set 3 
       
Postdeposition 0.299 0.524 0.387 0.506 0.466 0.600* 
*Violence (0.369) (0.396) (0.344) (0.367) (0.335) (0.359) 
Violence -4.643*** 17.97 0.187 -52.08 -5.373*** 0.221 
 (1.775) (19.20) (3.050) (37.89) (1.709) (2.402) 
Postdeposition 0.431 0.330 0.410 0.415 0.345 0.344 
 (0.392) (0.420) (0.350) (0.374) (0.336) (0.362) 
Population  -8.56e-08  -5.18e-08  -5.03e-08 
  (9.37e-08)  (3.26e-08)  (3.23e-08) 
Development  -0.000885**  -0.000842**  -0.000821** 
  (0.000433)  (0.000402)  (0.000397) 
Constant 1.106 -4.329 -3.455 55.60 2* 3.117 
 (2.093) (3.909) (3.533) (37.66) (1.113) (2.410) 
       
Observations 422 339 482 386 503 402 
R-squared 0.693 0.678 0.745 0.751 0.751 0.755 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Amnesty International Score Regression Outputs for Election Group 
	  	   (1)	   (2)	   	  	   	  	  
	  	   All Data Sets 	  	   	  	  

   	   	  
Postdeposition 0.250 0.315 	   	  
*Violence (0.223) (0.222) 	   	  
Violence 2.320 -21.62*** 	   	  
 (1.718) (6.456) 	   	  
Postdeposition -0.328 -0.272 	   	  
 (0.200) (0.197) 	   	  
Population  -0.127*** 	   	  
  (0.0379) 	   	  
Development  -0.000164 	   	  
  (0.000200) 	   	  
Constant -2.038 17.33*** 	   	  
 (1.854) (6.465) 	   	  
   	   	  
Observations 203 178 	   	  
R-squared 0.807 0.847 	  	   	  	  

Standard errors in parentheses 	   	  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 	   	  

 
 

New Empowerment Rights Regression Outputs for Election Group 
  (1) (2) 	  	   	  	  
  All Data Sets 	  	   	  	  

   	   	  
Postdeposition 0.427 0.347 	   	  
*Violence (0.732) (0.692) 	   	  
violence -2.308 13.40** 	   	  
 (1.937) (5.365) 	   	  
Postdeposition -1.101* -1.080* 	   	  
 (0.653) (0.610) 	   	  
Population  -0.180 	   	  
  (0.119) 	   	  
Development  -0.00123** 	   	  
  (0.000616) 	   	  
Constant -3.903 38.65* 	   	  
 (3.180) (21.49) 	   	  
   	   	  
Observations 206 181 	   	  
R-squared 0.778 0.830 	  	   	  	  

Standard errors in parentheses 	   	  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 	   	  
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Code Book for Data Set 
 
 
 
Variable: gwf_violent 
 
Explanation: Coding is based on the number of deaths during transition. 
Source: Geddes, Wright, and Frantz Data Set 
 
Coded 1 if non-violent, defined as involving no deaths.  
 
Coded 2 if a few deaths occurred during the transition. If numbers are available, ‘a few’ 
means 1-25.  
 
Coded 3 if many deaths occurred during the transition. If numbers are available, ‘many’ 
means more than 25 but less than 1000.  
 
Coded 4 if more than 1000 deaths occurred.  
 
Variable: gwf_howend 
 
Explanation: How did the autocratic regime end? 
Source: Geddes, Wright, and Frantz Data Set 
 
Coded 0 if the regime had not ended by 2010.  
 
Coded 1 if regime insiders changed the rules for choosing leaders and policies, or the 
executive was removed by elite actors other than the military, ending the period of time in 
which one set of formal and informal rules remained in force. 
 
Coded 2 if the incumbent, or a party, coalition, or candidate supported by the incumbent, 
lost an election and allowed the candidate or party that won to take office. 
 
Coded 3 if a regime held a competitive election in which no major candidate or party 
supported by the incumbent ran, as a means of choosing the next government, and allowed 
the winner of the election to take office. 
 
Coded 4 if the regime was ousted by popular uprising. Popular uprising defined as 
widespread, mostly unarmed demonstrations, riots, and/or strikes. 
 
Coded 5 if the regime was overthrown by military coup (defined as ouster by the military of 
the regime in power). 
 
Coded 6 if regime is ousted by insurgents, revolutionaries, or combatants fighting a civil war. 
Insurgency, revolution, or civil war defined as involving organized armed conflict. 
 
Coded 7 if regime changed through foreign imposition or invasion. 
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Coded 8 if a new leader chosen in a regular autocratic succession changed the formal and 
informal rules defining the regime after his accession to power while himself remaining in 
power. 
 
Coded 9 if regime ends because the state’s existence ends or the government’s control of 
most of its territory ends 
 
Variable: Amnesty and StateDept 
 
Explanation: Measurement of Human Rights Conditions 
Source: Political Terror Scale 
 
Coded 1 if terror has expanded to the whole population. The leaders of these societies place 
no limits on the means or thoroughness  with which they pursue personal or ideological 
goals. 
 
Coded 2 if civil and political rights violations have expanded to large numbers of the 
population. Murders, disappearances, and torture are a common part of life. In spite of its 
generality, on this level terror affects those who interest themselves  in politics or ideas. 
 
Coded 3 if there is extensive political imprisonment, or a recent history of such 
imprisonment. Execution or other political murders and brutality may be common. 
Unlimited detention, with or without a trial, for political views is accepted. 
 
Coded 4 if there is a limited amount of imprisonment for nonviolent political activity. 
However, few persons are affected, torture and beatings are exceptional. Political murder is 
rare. 
 
Coded 5 if countries under a secure rule of law, people are not imprisoned for their view, 
and torture is rare or exceptional. Political murders are extremely rare. 
 
Variable: PHYSINT 
 
Explanation: This is an additive index constructed from the Torture, Extrajudicial Killing, 
Political Imprisonment, and Disappearance indicators. It ranges from 0 (no government 
respect for these four rights) to 8 (full government respect for these four rights). 
Source: CIRI 
 
Variable: OLD_EMPINX 
 
Explanation: This is an additive index constructed from the Freedom of Movement, 
Freedom of Speech, Workers’ Rights, Political Participation, and Freedom of Religion 
indicators. It ranges from 0 (no government respect for these five rights) to 10 (full 
government respect for these five rights). Starting with the 2007 coding, this variable was 
retired in favor of the newer index NEW_EMPINX. 
Source: CIRI 
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Variable: NEW_EMPINX 
 
Explanation: This is an additive index constructed from the Foreign Movement, Domestic 
Movement, Freedom of Speech, Freedom of Assembly & Association, Workers’ Rights, 
Electoral Self-Determination, and Freedom of Religion indicators. It ranges from 0 (no 
government respect for these seven rights) to 14 (full government respect for these seven 
rights). 
Source: CIRI 
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