[image: image1.png]



ALL PARTY PARLIAMENTARY GROUP ON THE 
GREAT LAKES REGION 
AND GENOCIDE PREVENTION

Working Paper Number 1

A risk assessment model as an instrument for the institutionalisation 

of new United Nations institutions for genocide prevention 

Tiberiu Galis

May 2004

tgalis@clarku.edu
These working papers are issued by the All Party Parliamentary Group and are a means for staff and research associates to publish the results of their research into issues of relevance to the Group’s work.  The working paper series provides a source of fresh analysis into policy issues of relevance to both the Great Lakes region, and genocide prevention. The papers are written in a personal capacity and do not represent the official views of the Group.  They are available on line at www.appggreatlakes.org under ‘Working Papers’.
Executive summary and recommendations 

This study examines how the genocide risk assessment model developed by Barbara Harff (Harff 2003), the most sophisticated and statistically promising tool to identify the genocide risk factors that has emerged from the field of genocide studies in the last decade, can provide a framework for the institutionalisation of effective UN genocide prevention mechanism, the office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention. It is emphasised that the model can contribute to institutional development in the case of the new UN bodies, by providing a frame of activity consisting in a set of tools for action and a policy agenda for genocide prevention. The application of a structural model as a guideline for policy decisions in genocide prevention facilitates a more clinical approach to the issue. In this way possible policy evaluation becomes less constrained by short term political considerations, and disasters such as Bosnia and Rwanda might be avoided. 

The model is flexible enough to be applicable in two distinct policy environments: 1) crisis management, meaning efforts developed to address a potentially imminent genocidal situation; and 2) long term preventive action to address the structural factors that impart a risk of future genocide or politicide. 

A first great merit of this model is that its basic application by the office of the Special Advisor at a regular interval of 3 to 6 months can identify the cases that exhibit a special aggregate high risk of genocide and, consequently, special need for concerted international crisis management genocide prevention action. The high institutional utility of this approach is that an evaluation of all countries for risk factors on a regular basis can identify a limited number of high risk cases. Furthermore, it channels attention and crucial resources to the countries that are in immediate need of attention, so that crises can be averted with minimal cost. A limited set of countries at high risk also allows for a more attentive monitoring of the developments in real time, enhancing the ability of the Special Advisor to recommend and oversee practicable crisis management type solutions that might prevent a genocidal event.

A second merit of this model is that it can actually direct genocide prevention institutions towards specific policies needed to avert the risk of genocide. The Harff model, through the de-aggregation of the aggregate indicators identifying high risk of genocide, can identify the crisis management priority policy areas where action must be taken in order to avoid genocide.  

Thirdly, it is essential that the model sets the stage for active genocide prevention in crisis situations. The lack of effective tools for genocide risk assessment can no longer excuse inaction. Thus, for the first time, the risk assessment model creates an environment favourable to the pressure mechanism status that the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention must assume in the international community for effective genocide crisis management, recommending concrete action in such situations. This way, genocide prevention could be for the first time effectively put on the international agenda.

Next, the risk assessment model successfully identifies the preconditions for genocide, facilitating this way the identification of policy areas in which long-term action is needed in order to effectively prevent genocide. Thus the Special Advisor can channel international support, meant to ‘deconstruct’ the risk of genocide, towards policy studies in the areas identified as preconditions for genocide and the promotion of the policies found to most effectively impact in a positive manner on genocide prevention. Further, the preconditions for genocide identified by the risk assessment model offer the proposed genocide prevention institution a direction regarding institutional collaboration that would promote achievement of the goals of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention.

Further, the status of the Special Advisor as an institutional guarantee against genocide demands a streaming activity of this UN institution with regard to UN action recommendations and policies. This means engaging UN resources in the direction of policies that deconstruct the risk of genocide.

Finally, the risk assessment model not only puts on the agenda research for the best policies meant to defuse possibly genocidal crises, or for the best policies aimed at building a culture of genocide prevention on the long term, but also puts on the agenda the improvement of scientific tools meant to fight genocide.

Based on the conclusion that the Harff risk assessment model creates an effective framework for the activity of the emerging UN institution meant to prevent genocide from recurring, a set of recommendations is developed:

1) The office of the UN Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention should use the Harff risk assessment model to effectively identify, by a depoliticised process, the countries exhibiting a high risk of geno-/politicide. The countries identified as such should be targets for:

a) immediate crisis management policies and

b) immediate arms-trade monitoring.

2) The office of the UN Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention should de-aggregate the Harff risk assessment process to identify policy areas where crisis management policies should focus in order to prevent geno-/politicides.

3) The states that are parties to the UN Genocide Convention should use the Harff model to assess the risk of genocide and to identify countries for which a genocide prevention dimension needs to be included in further bilateral relations.

4) States that are parties to the UN Genocide Convention should use the dimensions identified by the Harff model as preconditions for genocide in instructing their field bureaus for genocide risk evaluation. Thus, field bureau risk assessment should focus on monitoring the six factors: the history of genocide, level of political upheaval, ideological orientation of the ruling elite, regime type, ethnic character of ruling elite and trade openness. Field bureau monitoring of these factors in high risk settings can be extremely favourable for effective genocide prevention efforts on the side of foreign governments.

5) The office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention should channel international support towards the development of best practice models in dealing with the structural genocide preconditions identified in the model: a history of genocide, political upheaval, extremist ideological orientation of elites, undemocratic regimes, an ethnic character of the ruling elite and low trade openness.

6) The new genocide prevention institution should create and collaborate with other area-specific relevant UN institutions in creating international legal instruments meant to prevent the development of the structural preconditions for genocide.

7) The office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention should engage into channelling UN activity on genocide prevention in two ways:

a) negatively: through a thorough permanent monitoring of the UN policies directly or indirectly relevant to genocide prevention, and, in the case of the identification of policies unintentionally increasing genocide risk, through an active advocacy  for the modification of the specific policy.

b) positively: through the permanent development and recommendation of policies meant to prevent genocide on the long term.

8) Members of Parliament and other national institutionalised actors should use the Harff model to:

a) identify situations with a high risk of genocide and

b) develop their specific policy proposals for genocide prevention and crisis management in specific situations.

9) The office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention and the state parties to the Genocide Convention and to the prospective Committee on the Prevention of Genocide should develop a research agenda targeting the development of improved genocide prevention instruments.

10) Nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) should use the Harff model to: 

a) evaluate geno-/politicide risk in specific countries;

b) develop local strategies for addressing crisis situations;

c) develop international and local lobbying strategies for preventing genocidal situations and

d) oversee the activities of the office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention.
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A risk assessment model as an instrument for the institutionalisation 

of new United Nations institutions for genocide prevention 

Introduction 
Lately the international arena has shown a sustained concern with this most terrible crime, genocide, so characteristic of the 20th century. An expression of this concern was the organisation of the Stockholm International Forum 2004 on Preventing Genocide: Threats and Responsibilities, the first intergovernmental conference specifically centred on the issue of genocide prevention. 

The practical outcome of this conference was the creation of institutions that are going to have as their only task the prevention of genocide. These institutions have been identified as having as focal point the office of a Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention (Annan 2004c), supported by the High Commissioner for Human Rights and reporting directly to the Security Council. The Advisor’s task will be to ‘make clear the link, which is often ignored until too late, between massive and systematic violation of human rights and threats to international peace and security’ (Annan 2004a). This institution is going to have a momentous role in the history of international attitudes towards genocide prevention, representing the first time that the international community has acknowledged at an institutional level the international importance of genocide prevention. Further, this time genocide effective genocide prevention is expected, as put forward in the recently launched Action Plan to Prevent Genocide (Annan 2004c).

This paper examines how the genocide risk assessment model developed by Barbara Harff (Harff 2003) can provide a framework for the institutionalisation of effective genocide prevention mechanisms. This structural risk assessment model is the most sophisticated and statistically promising tool to identify the genocide risk factors that has emerged from the field of genocide studies in the last decade. The consistent contribution that such a model can offer to the institutionalisation of the proposed Special Advisor’s office will be outlined. Thus, it will be emphasised that the model can contribute to institutional development in the case of the new UN body by providing a frame of activity consisting in a set of tools for action and a policy agenda for genocide prevention.

The Harff model is meant to assess the risks of genocide and politicide. It identifies preconditions of geno-/politicide and it was developed as a result of the analysis of prior cases of genocide. A case-control research design was used on a pool of 126 cases of internal war and regime collapse since 1955, out of which 35 cases resulted in genocides or politicides. The final model consists of six variables identified as: 

· political upheaval;

· prior genocide;

· ideological orientation of the ruling elite;

· regime type;

·  ethnic character of ruling elite;

·  trade openness. 

This model successfully classified 74 % of the genocide cases that were subject to analysis. Even though each variable, considered separately, accounts for a low probability of genocide, given the presence of multiple variables at a high risk level in a certain case, there is a high probability of genocide to happen in the analysed case. This model is described in detail in Appendix 1. 

This paper addresses the practical implications of the Harff risk assessment model for the work of the Special Advisor envisioned as part of the United Nations system. This institution, needing extensive resources and staff trained in genocide prevention techniques, has the potential become the focal point of a powerful genocide prevention system. 

It is essential that this institution does not fail in its attempt to prevent genocide, as previous institutional arrangements did; one example is the office of Special Rapporteur for Human Rights Tadeusz Mazowiecki, in the case of the Bosnian genocide. The UN and the international community have thus far failed to develop effective mechanisms to deal with genocidal crises. Intervention has mostly proved ineffective. There is growing consensus, therefore, that prevention is imperative. Efforts at prevention thus far have been hindered by lack of reliably predictive instruments to give the international community timely warning of risk that would allow for effective intervention. The proposed focus of the new institution on genocide prevention is per se promising, but this new institution needs to develop effective tools to assess risk in order to deal with the multifaceted problem of genocide prevention.

The Harff risk assessment model can greatly facilitate the effectiveness and the institutionalisation of the UN genocide prevention institution by channelling its activity towards concrete actions and issues affecting genocide prevention. The application of a structural model as a guideline for policy decisions in genocide prevention facilitates a more clinical approach to the issue. This way, possible policy evaluation becomes less constrained by short term political considerations, and disasters as Bosnia and Rwanda might be avoided. 

The model is flexible enough to be applicable in two distinct policy environments: 1) crisis management, meaning efforts developed to address a potentially imminent genocidal situation; and 2) long term preventive action to address the structural factors that impart a risk of future genocide or politicide. In these environments the model can streamline institutional activity as it would have a dual status in its relation with the organisations that would use it, performing two critical functions: 1) it can be an effective tool for risk assessment and 2) it can be a mechanism developing the policy agenda of the institution. A more detailed analysis of the potential utility of the model, along these lines, follows here.

1) Crisis management utility of the model

a) Identification of situations which present a high risk of genocide on the short term
A first obvious function of the model is to focus attention on the actual cases where immediate intervention is necessary in order to avoid genocide or politicide. Thus, a basic application of the model by the office of the Special Advisor at a regular interval of 3 to 6 months can identify the cases that exhibit a special aggregate high risk of genocide and, consequently, special need for concerted international crisis management genocide prevention action. 

As an example, the application by Barbara Harff of the model in January 2004 for the Stockholm Forum resulted in the identification of 15 contemporary cases that exhibit 3 or more of the preconditions for geno-/politicide as identified by the model. The higher the number of preconditions present in a country, the higher the risk of genocide being committed on a medium term in that country. As a result the January data generated the following list of countries exhibiting high risk: Sudan, Burma, Burundi, Rwanda and Congo Kinshasa (5 of the preconditions present); Somalia, Uganda, Algeria and China (4 preconditions present); Iraq, Afghanistan, Angola, Liberia, Pakistan and Ethiopia (3 preconditions present). 

The high institutional utility of this approach is that an evaluation of all countries for risk factors on a regular basis can identify a limited number of high risk cases. Furthermore, it channels attention and crucial resources to the countries that are in immediate need of attention, so that crises can be averted with minimal cost. A limited set of countries at high risk also allows a more attentive monitoring of the developments in real time, enhancing the ability of the Special Advisor to recommend and oversee practicable crisis management type solutions that might prevent a genocidal event.  

The high risk countries list that the model develops can also have a slightly different function. In its crisis management efforts particularly the Special Advisoren for Genocide Prevention can use the identification of countries with a high risk of experiencing geno-/politicide as a very special resource in preventing harmful international behaviour that could facilitate genocidal effects. As an example, attentive permanent monitoring of international action towards a society presenting a high risk of genocide can easily signal and make possible the condemnation and reversal of any arms trade carried out with a different country or military aid offered by a different country, arms trade or military aid that would only precipitate the geno-/politicidal dynamics. This crisis containment function of the new UN institutions could only enhance the chance of preventing escalation to genocide.

b) Identification of the specific policy factors which require active crisis management 

The greatest merit of this model is that it can actually direct genocide prevention institutions towards specific policies needed to avert the risk of genocide. Identifying a list of countries that are exposed to a high risk of genocide or politicide in the medium term is not sufficient for short term crisis management policy recommendation development. The policy areas that such an endeavour needs to focus on are not self-evident in pre-genocidal situations. 

The Harff model, through the de-aggregation of the aggregate indicators identifying high risk of genocide, can identify the crisis management priority policy areas where action must be taken in order to avoid genocide.  More explicitly, the risk assessment model has the great merit of actually identifying a limited set of preconditions to genocide in its risk assessment process. In developing its recommendations for action the Special Advisor can use the findings of the risk assessment model to de-aggregate the data collected through it and identify the guidelines for what should be addressed for de-escalating risk with greatest urgency. 

The case of present Liberia can be used as an example. Three preconditions for genocide can be identified at this moment: a very high level of recent political upheaval, the lack of an effective regime and a very low level of trade openness. The model therefore suggests a high risk of politicide directed against the supporters of the Taylor regime. Accordingly the UN institutions should actively promote as priorities building short term state capacity, along the aggregate dimensions on which Liberia is ineffective as a political system (e.g. real power sharing as a way to increase executive presence in the country). It should further address, one by one, the specific factors that make permanent the state of upheaval (e.g. strategic economic aid, a more sustained expression of international concern for the situation). Timely effective international and domestic action resulting from this type of policy recommendation made by the Special Rapporteur and the Committee for Genocide Prevention can result in more logical and low-cost campaigns for normalisation of the situation in Liberia, avoiding military aid and military intervention that most often create increased costs.

2) Long term genocide prevention

Beyond the crisis management utility of the model described in this paper, encouraging mostly immediate action with short term impact, the model is also useful as a tool for purely preventive actions dealing with genocide. These are, essentially, long term effects meant to prevent the deterioration of any country into the high genocide risk category. These long term utility effects are the ones that address the structural aspects of genocide, preventing it globally.

a) Putting genocide crisis management on the agenda

The model offers the new UN bodies for genocide prevention the chance to effectively identify high risk situations and the areas in which action is needed in order to defuse the risk of genocide. This way the model sets the stage for active genocide prevention in crisis situations. This is qualitatively a very different position from the one that the international community had until recently: discussing genocide prevention when genocide was in the making, without any direction towards effective short term crisis management policies, or phrasing genocide prevention only in terms of prosecution for genocidal responsibility.

The Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention is the institutional expression of the international community’s will to engage as the guarantee against the extreme human suffering that genocide embodies. Thus, for the first time, the risk assessment model creates an environment favourable to the pressure mechanism status that the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention must assume in the international community for effective genocide crisis management, recommending concrete action in such situations. This way genocide prevention could be effectively put on the international agenda.

b) Policy development and policy promotion
The risk assessment model successfully identifies the preconditions for genocide. This facilitates the identification of policy areas in which long-term action is needed in order to successfully prevent genocide. Thus the Special Advisor can channel international support, meant to ‘deconstruct’ the risk of genocide, towards policy studies in the areas identified as preconditions for genocide and the promotion of the policies found to most effectively impact in a positive manner on genocide prevention. 
As an example, studies regarding the effects of prior genocides can identify transitional justice as a process of effectively reckoning with the past in order  to undermine a ‘repeat offender syndrome’ and a culture of impunity regarding genocide. As a consequence, efforts for transitional justice can become part of the UN system for genocide prevention.

The Special Rapporteur and the Committee can encourage in this way the development of a legal and concerted international policy system meant to effectively prevent the emergence of preconditions for genocide.

Further, the preconditions for genocide identified by the risk assessment model offer the two proposed genocide prevention institutions a direction regarding institutional collaboration that would promote achievement of the goals of the Special Rapporteur and of the Committee for Genocide Prevention. Thus, for a better streaming of institutional resources, the two bodies can develop common platforms and common action plans with other UN bodies that directly address the problems identified as preconditions of genocide. For example, fighting the economic isolation of countries, one of the pre-conditions identified by the model as a low level of trade openness, can be best achieved through concerted efforts of the genocide prevention bodies with UN bodies promoting economic integration into the global trade system or the sustained fight against adverse economic effects.

c) Streaming UN activity on genocide prevention

The status of the Special Advisor as an institutional guarantee against genocide demands a streaming activity of this UN institution with regard to UN action recommendations and policies. This means engaging UN resources in the direction of policies that deconstruct the risk of genocide. This streaming entails two dimensions: a negative and a positive one. 

The negative streaming of UN activity consists in the permanent monitoring by the Special Advisor’s office of the policies in the areas relevant to genocide prevention, as identified with the help of the risk assessment model. In the case of policies that will be judged by the Special Advisor as having a negative impact, unintentionally creating preconditions for genocide, the Special Advisor should regularly report to the international community and actively advocate for policy modifications. Over time, if consistently practiced, this could function as an effective veto.

The positive streaming of UN activity involves the permanent development and recommendation of policies meant to prevent genocide in any corner of the world. Thus the development of anti-genocide legal, political and economic policy models in the policy areas identified by the risk assessment model as crucial for emergence of genocidal situations and lobbying for their implementation through concerted UN institutional practice would allow the Special Advisor to fulfil its institutional goal of long-term genocide prevention.

d) Developing an institutional research agenda

The risk assessment model not only puts on the agenda research for the best policies meant to defuse possibly genocidal crises, or for the best policies aiming to build a culture of genocide prevention on the long term, but also puts on the agenda the improvement of scientific tools meant to fight genocide.

A first level of this type of research is research meant to improve the actual risk assessment model. Thus an inclusion of new measurements on regime types and political system openness, along with a more politicide prevention oriented understanding of minority elites, can only improve the already remarkable performance of the model.

A further question open to research encouraged by UN institutions envisages answering to the more exact ‘when?’ aspect of geno-/politicide. The risk assessment model answers very convincingly the ‘where are genocides or politicides going to be committed?’ question. But it only places the likelihood of genocide occurrence on a medium term. A more sophisticated system of early warning analysis, meant to indicate with a very small interval the moment of violence, is still to be developed in the political science and genocide studies community. Such a tool is necessary to deal with desperate situations where crisis management enters its final stage, direct intervention carried out as a result of the binding provisions of the Genocide Convention.

Conclusions

The risk assessment model presented in this paper creates an effective framework for the activity of the emerging UN institutions meant to prevent genocide from happening again. It can be concluded that the risk assessment model could be used constructively by the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention both as a tool to promote international action to prevent genocide in specific countries, and as a mechanism for developing a policy agenda that would instil institutional coherence to the prevention efforts of the international community. 

Becoming institutionally aware for the first time of the need to prevent genocide should not overlook the complexity of the problem. That is why, as identified here, the duties and challenges that the office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention will have to face set a very high standard for their activity. Reaching this very high standard is, to a considerable extent, facilitated through a consistent use of the structural risk assessment model presented here. This examination of its possible utility to the newly emerging genocide prevention system found the model as being a useful tool to respond to imminent crises and developing specific policies meant to address key risk factors in managing the crises. Furthermore, from a long term perspective, the use of the model can facilitate global genocide prevention by actually establishing genocide prevention as a feasible goal and a policy system in the international arena. Finally, the use of the model can also contribute to a concerted long term action meant to address the structural factors that lead to genocidal pressures. 

Recommendations

1) The office of the UN Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention should use the Harff risk assessment model to effectively identify, by a depoliticised process, the countries exhibiting a high risk of geno-/politicide. The countries identified as such should be targets for:

a) immediate crisis management policies and

b) immediate arms-trade monitoring.

2) The office of the UN Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention should de-aggregate the Harff risk assessment process to identify policy areas where crisis management policies should focus in order to prevent geno-/politicides.

3) The states that are parties to the UN Genocide Convention should use the Harff model to assess the risk of genocide and to identify countries for which a genocide prevention dimension needs to be included in further bilateral relations.

4) States that are parties to the UN Genocide Convention should use the dimensions identified by the Harff model as preconditions for genocide in instructing their field bureaus for genocide risk evaluation. Thus, field bureau risk assessment should focus on monitoring the six factors: the history of genocide, level of political upheaval, ideological orientation of the ruling elite, regime type, ethnic character of ruling elite and trade openness. Field bureau monitoring of these factors in high risk settings can be extremely favourable for effective genocide prevention efforts on the side of foreign governments.

5) The office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention should channel international support towards the development of best practice models in dealing with the structural genocide preconditions identified in the model: a history of genocide, political upheaval, extremist ideological orientation of elites, undemocratic regimes, an ethnic character of the ruling elite and low trade openness.

6) The new genocide prevention institution should create and collaborate with other area-specific relevant UN institutions in creating international legal instruments meant to prevent the development of the structural preconditions for genocide.

7) The office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention should engage into channelling UN activity on genocide prevention in two ways:

a) negatively: through a thorough permanent monitoring of the UN policies directly or indirectly relevant to genocide prevention, and, in the case of the identification of policies unintentionally increasing genocide risk, through an active advocacy  for the modification of the specific policy.

b) positively: through the permanent development and recommendation of policies meant to prevent genocide on the long term.

8) Members of Parliament and other national institutionalised actors should use the Harff model to:

a) identify situations with a high risk of genocide and

b) develop their specific policy proposals for genocide prevention and crisis management in specific situations.

9) The office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention and the state parties to the Genocide Convention and to the prospective Committee on the Prevention of Genocide should develop a research agenda targeting the development of improved genocide prevention instruments.

10) Nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) should use the Harff model to: 

a) evaluate geno-/politicide risk in specific countries;

b) develop local strategies for addressing crisis situations;

c) develop international and local lobbying strategies for preventing genocidal situations and

d) oversee the activities of the office of the Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention.

Appendix 1: The Harff Risk Assessment Model

The genocide risk assessment model schematically described here is the model that was most recently described by Prof. Barbara Harff in the American Political Science Review (Harff 2003). The aim of this model is to locate the preconditions for genocides and politicides. It is the result of a research programme, known as the State Failure Task Force, commissioned by the US Central Intelligence Agency’s Directorate of Intelligence in response to requests by senior US policy makers, as a reaction to the failure to prevent the genocides in Rwanda and Bosnia.

The first step in the creation of the model was the development of a consistent approach towards the concept of genocide. Genocide is a much disputed concept. Its legal definition, found in Article II of the UN Genocide Convention, is a product of the incipient Cold War circumstances (e.g. reluctance to include political groups under the protection of the Convention, the lack of precedent regarding non-state genocide perpetrators at the moment of drafting) and leaves space for many interpretations that can discourage a systematic analysis of the phenomenon: 

Article II: In the present Convention, genocide means any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such: 

(a) Killing members of the group;
(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.  

Barbara Harff identifies four major flaws in the legal definition (Harff 2003, 58). These are essential to the practical aspect of genocide prevention because the Genocide Convention definition is the only framework in which all genocide prevention efforts must function and its flaws can intrinsically undermine a system designed to prevent this atrocity. 

The first set of problems related to the UN definition concerns its limited reach. Thus the fact that the Convention does not include political victims in its protective sphere poses major problems. A second criticism addresses the restriction of the concept of genocide perpetrators to the group of state actors, disregarding the cases in which non-state actors have proved to be able to commit genocide. 

A further type of criticism is directed towards the excessive broadness of the definition. This flaw originates in the inclusion of serious mental harm in point (b) of the definition among the elements of genocide. This can facilitate an incorrect interpretation of the phenomenon of genocide, leading to a perception that processes through which only psychological and cultural harm is inflicted on a group are genocides. 

A final weakness is signalled regarding the inclusion of intent in the elements of the definition. This aspect creates the dilemma of establishing intent on the side of the authorities. Such an approach does not allow for effective genocide prevention, given that intent in the case of genocide is usually inferred or demonstrated only post factum, after the genocide has been carried out.

As a result of the flaws that can be identified in the text of the legal definition concerning genocide, this study will make use of an operational definition that Barbara Harff has developed for the analysis of genocides (crimes against victim groups defined by their perpetrators primarily in terms of communal characteristics) and politicides (crimes against victim groups primarily defined in terms of their political opposition to the regime and dominant groups) (Harff 2003, 58):

Genocide and politicide are the promotion, execution, and/ or implied consent of sustained policies by governing elites or their agents – or, in the case of civil war, either of the contending authorities – that are intended to destroy, in whole or part, a communal, political, or politicised ethnic group. (Harff 2003, 58).

This definition corrects the previously mentioned flaws of the genocide definition. It makes genocide an observable phenomenon, open to analysis and prevention. The Harff definition originates in the UN Genocide Convention and it actually respects the spirit of the Convention, as inferred from the Convention’s articles that are subsequent to Article 2. The Harff definition has been accepted in current international criminal law practice, politicide having become a recent legal category (Paust et al. 2000).

Using this operational definition of genocide and politicide Barbara Harff developed the multivariate structural model meant to assess the risks of genocide and politicide by identifying preconditions of geno-/politicide through a multivariate analysis of prior cases of genocide. A case-control research design was used on a pool of 126 cases of internal war and regime collapse since 1955, out of which 35 cases resulted in genocides or politicides.

The best fit model developed through the research process identifies six variables that stand for specific preconditions of geno-/politicide: prior genocide, political upheaval, ideological orientation of the ruling elite, regime type, ethnic character of ruling elite and trade openness
. Thus the analysis of the data showed that the risk of a genocidal/politicidal event can be predicted using these 6 variables, expressed through aggregate indicators including political, social, economic and demographic factors.

The model successfully predicted 74% of the genocide cases studied. Even though each variable considered separately accounted for a low probability of genocide, the presence of multiple variables at a high level in a given case increased dramatically the probability of genocide. The results represent an extremely high level of success in the world of quantitative social research
. 

The first of these factors, occurrence of prior genocide since 1950, indicates that countries that have experienced prior genocides in the past 50 years incur a relative risk of 3.1 to experience a geno-/politicide in the near future. This risk factor reflects the conclusion that “perpetrators of genocide are often repeat offenders, because elites and security forces may become habituated to mass killing as a strategic response to challenges of state security and, also, because targeted groups are rarely destroyed in their entirety” (Harff 2003, 62).

The second precondition for geno-/politicide is connected to the magnitude of internal war and regime crisis (political upheaval). The model indicates that countries that have faced a high magnitude of upheaval in the past 15 years incur a relative risk of 1.6 to experience a geno-/politicide. According to Harff political upheaval is a concept that is reflective of the structural crises and societal pressures that can determine genocidal actions on the side of the government. Accordingly, she defines political upheaval as “an abrupt change in the political community caused by the formation of a state or regime through violent conflict, redrawing of state boundaries, or defeat in international war” (Harff 2003, 62). Thus, political upheaval includes “defeat in international war, revolutions, anticolonial rebellions, separatist wars, coups, and regime transitions that result in the ascendancy of political elites who embrace extremist ideologies” (Harff 2003, 62).
The third precondition, the ethnic character of the ruling elite, measures whether elite ethnicity is a politically salient issue in a given case. Thus, a multiethnic society in which the elite represent a minority faces a 2.3 relative risk to experience genocide. This risk reflects the finding that “the narrower the ethnic base of a regime, the greater the risks of conflict that escalates to genocidal levels” (Harff 2003, 64). 

The fourth risk factor that the model distinguishes is the ideological orientation of the ruling elite. Thus a society in which the elite promote exclusionary doctrines has a 2.3 relative risk of undergoing genocidal repression. This risk factor is grounded in the notion that ideological commitments influence elites in their choice of strategies when dealing with opponent groups. Harff identifies as exclusionary ideologies the following: Marxist-Leninism, Islamic fundamentalism, rigid anticommunism, doctrines of ethnic and ethnonational superiority and strict secular nationalism (Harff 2003, 63).

The type of regime is the fifth risk factor in the structural model. According to the data, autocracies are three times more likely than democracies and partial democracies to experience state failures leading to genocide or politicide. The data gathered through the testing of the model indicate that democratic regimes develop a functional ideology and a system of checks on the executive that prevent the government from becoming a genocidal or politicidal perpetrator.

The model’s last component is trade openness, measured by the proportion of imports and exports within the GDP. The countries with a low level of trade openness were at a two and a half times greater risk to experience genocide or politicide than the ones with a high level of trade openness. The logical explanation for the salience of this indicator is the notion that “the greater the degree to which a country is interdependent with others, the less likely its leaders are to attempt geno-/politicides” (Harff 2003, 65). Trade openness indicates a country’s connectedness to the international economic arena and, thus, its dependency on it. Consequently a country with a high degree of trade openness is less likely to engage in grave violations of human rights, fearing an international response. Such a country is also more likely to enjoy a reliable flow of resources that can be used to solve political crises peacefully.

The effect of the six risk factors proves to be cumulative. The more risk factors present, the likelier the affected societies are to experience genocide or politicide. 

A surprising contribution of the model to the understanding of genocidal dynamics is the fact that many of the usual assumptions regarding the roots of genocides were not sustained. Thus the educational level of a society or its relative affluence does not correlate directly with risk of genocide.
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� Based on the data prepared by Barbara Harff for the Stockholm Forum on the Prevention of Genocide.


� The success rate was .90 with a 95% confidence interval of .66 to .98 when temporal inconsistencies were taken into account.
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