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Introduction:

Can donors provide incentives and/or pressures sufficient enough to move leaders in authoritarian countries to undertake political reforms?  A conditionality approach attempts to achieve such an end by using foreign aid as both a carrot and a stick. The bargain is simple: undertake the requested changes or aid will stop.  In this relationship donors feel that they can use their relatively strong position as leverage to move their aid recipients towards reform.   Political conditionality should be an effective tool.  However, the results of political conditionality have not been as positive as anticipated.    According to the sparse literature on the subject, such aid restrictive measures were only successful in promoting reform in a minority of cases.  Cases of non-reform far outnumbered those of reform. Yet to date, there has been no comprehensive empirical examination of this.  This project raises a question: how effective has political conditionality been at encouraging political reform?  In addressing this, I hypothesize that the tool of political conditionality will be the most successful when a very strong donor pressures a very weak, dependent recipient.  However, both donors and recipients are faced with constraints and opportunities that can intensify or mute the power differences in their bargaining relationship.  This paper explores these factors.

At the end of the Cold War, the donor community sought to use conditionality as a vehicle to advance a liberal agenda.  Their hope is placed on democracy as both a stabilizing force in the international system and a critical lynchpin for sustainable economic development.
  As former United States Principle Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Africa, Mark Bellamy points out,  “[g]ood governance, observance of the rule of law, respect for human rights, and democratization are factors that mitigate against civil strife and violent conflict. They are also essential to economic development.”
   These dual goals of security and development are at the heart of political conditionality and the current aid regime.   Donors bargain that their power will allow them to advance this agenda without confrontation.


What do we mean by the term political conditionality?  A condition, according to the Oxford English Dictionary, is “[s]omething demanded or required as a prerequisite to the granting or performance of something else; a provision, a stipulation”.
   In view of this, a conditionality approach demands the implementation of certain specific policy modifications as a prerequisite for the provision of future financial assistance.
  Political conditionality, more specifically, ties development aid to political reforms including multiparty elections, increased checks on executive power, good governance, transparency, the rule of law, respect for human rights, etc.
 Simply put, donors use their development assistance to leverage democratic change in recipient countries.

Is political conditionality a form of diplomatic pressure or a type of economic sanction, or a new form of action situated between the two?  This study puts forward the argument that political conditionality is on a continuum between diplomatic pressure and sanctions.  It is more than a diplomatic pressure, yet less comprehensive than a traditional economic sanction.  Like diplomatic persuasion, conditionality is an instrument of pressure designed to caution a target; a warning that its actions are unacceptable.  But it adds a more threatening element to such a warning, along with an explanation of desired remedial measures.   For example, shortly after the 1999 military coup d’état in the Côte d’Ivoire, the U. S. Department of State issued a statement aimed at pressuring for a return to civilian rule and explaining the recourse to aid conditionality:

“The United States strongly condemns the forceful ouster of the elected government in Côte d'Ivoire by elements of the Ivoirian military. The United States will immediately suspend bilateral assistance to the Government of Cote d'Ivoire ... The United States urges the new authorities in Abidjan to make a public commitment to a prompt return to elected civilian government through free and fair elections at the earliest possible time.”

Conditionality is diplomatic pressure that contains a tangible instrument communicating both incentives and pressures at the same time.

To date, no empirical tests have been provided to assess the effectiveness of political conditionality.  Olav Stokke offers useful hypotheses that have never been fully tested and Gordon Crawford provides interesting descriptive statistics, but none have offered a quantitative examination of the correlation between conditionality and reform, as well as the causal factors that impact the efficacy of this relationship.
   This study employs a large-N econometric analysis of a number of primarily structural factors that can either strengthen or dilute the leverage of rich-country donors over their poor aid recipients.   To test this I use a time-series-cross-sectional dataset in an attempt to examine the effects of political conditionality on political reform in 41 countries between 1990 and 1999.
  The next few pages identify nine working hypotheses, each of which addresses a different factor in the conditionality-reform connection.
    These are laid out in the table below.   The first six have a direct theoretical relationship with reform under conditionality.  The last three hypotheses are borrowed from the democratization literature and are included as controls.  

TABLE 1: Hypothesized Relationships between Political Reform under Conditionality and the Independent Variables

	Independent Variables
	INCREASES Likelihood of Political Reforms
	DECREASES Likelihood of Political Reforms

	Recipient Aid Dependency
	X (conditionality lit.)
	X (economics lit.)

	Trade Interdependence
	X (conditionality lit.)
	X (realism)

	Donor Coordination
	X
	

	Size of Recipient Armed Forces
	
	X

	Recipient Significant Oil Producer
	
	X

	Recip. Nationalist Government
	
	X

	Recipient Opposition Strength
	X
	

	Recipient Economic Development
	X
	

	Recipient Economic Growth
	X
	


Two assumptions need to be put forward before continuing.  First, the donor-recipient interaction under a conditionality approach is a bargaining relationship - exchanging economic aid in return for liberal political reforms.
  Each has a different preferred outcome and hopes to influence the other to adopt a more favorable position. Second, this bargaining relationship involves significant asymmetries in power between the two primary actors: the strong donor and the weak recipient.
  We would expect the stronger actor to have more leverage in relationships where it has a considerable surplus of power such as these.  This leverage should allow donors to use a conditionality approach successfully.  This paper examines several factors that can either weaken or strengthen the positions of the two actors in relation to one another. This paper is divided into three sections: research design and data, independent variables and their hypothesized relationships with conditionality, and the statistical results. 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA

This study examines 41 developing countries in which bilateral donors from the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) have attached political conditionalities to their aid.
  These cases are analyzed over a ten-year period from 1990 to 1999, bringing the total number of possible observations in this time-series-cross-sectional dataset to 410.  Yet, due to missing data problems the amount of analyzable observations is somewhat smaller.
  The dataset begins in 1990 because at this point most donors began tying their grants to political criteria, primarily democratic reform.  The end date of 1999 allows time to evaluate the reform trajectory for these cases.  

Why did donors intervene? What motivated the application of aid sanctions related to conditionalities?  OECD donors cut assistance in reaction to 31 instances of wide-spread human rights abuses, 18 coup d’états, 13 times when the aid recipient government manipulated the reform process (i.e., electoral fraud, political repression, back-sliding, consolidating power in the executive, etc.), and in 5 cases where recipients failed to implement a previously agreed to peace accord.
  Furthermore, where was conditionality applied?   Overwhelmingly, 25 of the total 41 (61%) countries that experienced political conditionality are in Africa.    In addition, donors also sanctioned 6 countries in Asia, 6 in Latin American and the Caribbean, and 4 in Europe.  

Why have the most of the cases been in sub-Saharan Africa?   Three reasons seem clear.  First, Africa is the poorest, most aid dependent region in the world. Donors expected such factors to increase their own leverage vis à vis these weak regimes.  Second, as the Cold War came to an end, numerous African countries were experiencing domestic pro-democracy opposition movements that had begun challenging the numerous authoritarian regimes on the continent.  This created situations where donors thought it advantageous to use their leverage and spur on already active anti-government protests.  Third, Africa is seen as having the fewest strategic military and economic interests for industrialized donors.  Simply, donors had little to lose.    
  

If conditionality is only effective when the target undertakes political reform, then the focus of this investigation needs to be on identifying what reforms take place, when, and to what extent.
  To begin with, when implemented, these democratic changes should be obvious in readily available data such as those published regularly by organizations such as Freedom House. Although such ready-made indicators are far from perfect and at times overlook critical events and evolutions in the various countries examined in this project, they should provide us with a suitable compass, pointing out the general direction of reform.  This study operationalizes Freedom House ‘political rights’ scores as the outcome variable.
   Here, a country will be considered “reforming” if it receives a score of three or lower on Freedom House’s 1-7 point “political rights” scale (one being most democratic and seven being the least democratic).   Also, to capture this change in Freedom House scores, the dependent variable has been transformed into a dichotomous measure.  If a given aid beneficiary receives a score of three or lower, the dependent variable is coded as a (1), and if it does not the outcome is coded as a (0).   For example, in 1992, donors, led by the United Kingdom and the United States, decided to sanction on the authoritarian regime of Hastings Banda for political repression and human rights abuses.  By 1994, only two years later, Malawi was in the midst of a democratic transition which swept Banda from power in multi-party elections.   However, the reaction is not always so quick. 

That is to say, time should not to be taken lightly.  How long should we wait for reforms to emerge after the application of donor sanctions for conditionality to be deemed a success? As we can see in the figure below there is quite some variance in the cases concerning the length of time between the onset of conditionality and reforms.  
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YEARS Between Conditionality and Reform

Some cases such as Malawi or Thailand responded to external demands within about a year or two after donors made their concerns aware.  On the other hand, Kenya began reforming after twelve years of aid sanctions. To solve this problem, the independent variables for this investigation will be observed at time (t) between 1990 and 1999. However, the dependent variable predicts political reform five years into the future, and is observed at time (t+5).   For example, the observation of 1991 will correspond with the dependent variable, or the Freedom House score, for 1996.  Transitions to democracy are frequently not quick and easy.  Five-years seems reasonable to allow time for democratic reforms to set in.     

The data used here are in the form of a pooled time-series with a dichotomous dependent variable, or binary time-series-cross-sectional (BTSCS) observations. Again, forty-one countries are examined across ten years, from 1990 to 1999.    However, the organization of the data in a ten-year time-series creates the problem of temporal dependence, violating the independence assumption with a logit analysis employed in this study (and typically used with this type of data).  That is to say, the observations on Burundi in 1991 and 1992, for example, do not differ significantly and are far from being independent from each other.  To counter this, this study uses a remedy put forward by Beck, Katz, and Tucker (BKT) for BTSCS data.
   The BKT method treats such data as grouped duration data and controls for time by adding a count-variable as well as temporal splines.  The count variable in this study tabulates the spell of time without reform.   In the next section, I will explore my independent variables and their hypothesized relationships with democratic reform under conditionality.  

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS


Over the following pages, I will investigate the explanatory variables used in this study and the theoretical relationship between them and the dependent variable, democratic reform.   Two of the nine independent variables have more than one hypothesis.  This is due to the fact that the literatures on the subject in question offer contradictory views on the connection between the particular factor and conditionality.  
Aid Dependency:

It would be logical to assume that “a highly aid dependent country should be receptive to demands for change in return for assistance”.
 Over-reliance on foreign assistance should make peripheral economies especially vulnerable to donor demands.
   As Zartman points out, aid dependency can widen power asymmetries between the donor and the recipient.
 This leaves such countries with little bargaining power with the world’s most powerful countries.   Simply, aid dependent regimes require the aid for the day to day running of government and can be expected to do what is demanded of them in return for it.   The political conditionality literature expects such dependence to increase the likelihood of acquiescence to donor demands.  According to Crawford, “the degree of effectiveness of political conditionality will be in direct proportion to the degree of aid dependency.”
   Stokke too stresses that at higher the levels of dependency, even minimal reductions in aid may undermine a regime’s control, opening the possibility for change.
  
Hypothesis 1.A: Highly aid dependent regimes should not be able to refuse donor demands for reform, strengthening conditionality.

However, development economists do not share this consensus present in the political conditionality literature. They argue that aid dependent regimes are highly unlikely to reform under any circumstance.   Stephan Knack points out that  “Aid dependence can potentially undermine … pressures to reform...”
 Arguing along the same lines Brautigam indicates that   “[a]id dependence can make reforms less likely to occur.”
   In summary, high levels of aid dependency undermine institutional capacity to carry out reforms.
   

Hypothesis 1.B:  Highly aid dependent regimes lack the capacity to reform, undermining conditionality.

This study operationalizes aid dependency as a measurement of official development aid (ODA) as a part of Gross National Product (GNP), expressed as the ratio ODA/GNP.
  These data are readily available from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators. 

Economic Interdependence:

Aid recipients can be expected to desire continuing the trade and investment relationships with their donor partners. They gain revenue from commodity exports and foreign direct investment.  Industrialized countries also may wish to maintain stable access to commodities and profits from exports and investments that they can extract from lesser-developed countries (LDCs).  This creates a type of economic interdependence between aid recipients and donors that is perhaps more important than the aid relationship.    I argue that such close relationships serve to strengthen a donor’s position, leading it to two, somewhat contradictory, potential outcomes.  First, aid beneficiaries can be expected to prefer maintaining close economic relations with their developed partners, even if political reforms are demanded of them.  They will be more open to donor-inspired political change because of this deep economic bond.  
Hypothesis 2.A:  The desire to maintain close trade ties can encourage aid recipients to accept the reform for aid bargain.  

Alternatively, following a realist argument, foreign aid is justified in terms of the aid recipient’s potential contribution to the donor's economy.  In such a light, aid givers can be expected to protect (i.e., soften aid sanctions) on their close economic partners in the developing world.
  In some instances, particular donors may even subvert the efforts of other donors in an attempt to protect their perceived interests.  This is evident in the cases of France with Cameroon, and Japan with Indonesia, for example. These trade ties are perhaps the best demonstration of the vested interests of donors in a client state.
   Here, pressures about democracy, human rights, etc., threaten a potentially beneficial relationship. This makes conditionality unrealistic. Aid beneficiaries may benefit from lenient donors that desire to maintain their relationship with a particular regime.  Olav Stokke states on this point that, “if relations … involve sensitive strategic interests related to trade and investment, the donor government’s willingness to take action is likely to be reduced…”
   
Hypothesis 2.B: A close trade relationship may cause donors to soften conditionality.
To capture this relationship, I will use the measure total trade (imports and exports) as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  The source of this data is the World Bank’s World Development Indicators. 
Inter-Donor Coordination:

What impact does a coordinated effort from the donor community have on the effectiveness of political conditionality? Stokke hypothesizes that close cooperation between several key donors presents a more significant pressure on an errant regime than a unilateral one.
  Furthermore, Crawford argues, “[t]here is considerable evidence to support this hypothesis. The large majority of effective cases were characterized by donor co-ordination.”
 
Hypothesis 3: Coordinated action among donors should increase the effectiveness of political conditionality.

It is obvious that donors should be able to increase their leverage over aid recipients by ganging up on them.  Such an international effort demonstrates the seriousness and credibility of donor threats.  It should increase the pressure on the recipient in most cases.
  Additionally, donor cooperation should lower the coordination costs, relieve commitment problems among donors, and clarify their signals towards the aid recipient.  But, coordination among rich-country donors is not as easy as it would seem.  Diamond points out that the effectiveness of political conditionality “would be significantly improved if the Western powers … were to commit themselves seriously and collectively to this goal….”
 However, two major obstacles stand in the way of donor coordination; one the lack of collective institutions, and two, credible commitment problems.   

One of the clearest impediments to inter-donor cooperation is the lack of international institutions that effectively deal with the issues of development aid and that are capable of coordinating conditionality.  During most crises donors have preferred to put together ad hoc forums concerning efforts towards specific countries.  The most successful efforts to unify donors has been the World Bank’s ad hoc “Consultative Groups”, which coordinated pressure on Kenya and Malawi, for example.  The major side effect of this ad-hoc approach is that there exists no uniform framework, criteria, or agenda for political conditionality.
  Such inconsistencies among donors can undermine their policies.   Aid recipients identify these inconsistencies and rightfully try to court donors that press for policies more to their liking. As Boyce argues, “…in the absence of inter-donor coordination, aid recipients can be expected to shop around for offers of assistance with a minimum of strings attached …”
 This significantly limits the effectiveness of political conditionality.  However, a much more insurmountable problem is the lack of credible commitment on the part of donors to put sanctions into place and maintain them even when their interests are not necessarily served by them.  Those donors that have close economic and strategic ties to a developing country frequently fail to pressure these friends and allies, sometimes even protecting them from pressures of other donors. 

This variable is derived from the trends of Net ODA from bilateral donors to identify, clear drops in aid around critical dates, and the number of donors that reduce their aid in response to conditionality.  Downward trends of ODA should be obvious shortly after the onset of conditionality pressures.   A count of the number of donors that reduce aid during conditionality is taken in each case.  This number serves as the measurement of inter-donor coordination

Size of Armed Forces:

A realist perspective envisions foreign aid as a tool to enhance the national security of the donors.  An aid recipient's strategic security significance to donors is therefore important to our understanding of foreign aid.  Strategic importance can be measured by the size (number of personnel) of the recipient’s armed forces.   Several reasons justify the importance of countries with large militaries.  First, recipients with large armed forces are potentially considerable arms markets. Second, they also can be possible surrogates for donors in peacekeeping operations and other dangerous combat situations.  Nigeria’s role leading ECONMOG forces in Liberia and Sierra Leone during the Abacha regime provide examples of this point. We can hypothesize that aid beneficiaries with large militaries may escape the imposition of conditionality because of donors security concerns.  

Hypothesis 4: Donors are likely to soften conditionalities on aid recipients with large armed forces.   

This variable uses an indicator that measures the annual size of a given recipient’s armed forces, in the thousands.

Oil Producing Countries:

Donor pressure should be expected to have little influence on oil producers for two reasons.  First, from a purely realist standpoint, donors are reluctant to undercut friendly, yet autocratic, oil exporting regimes. They frequently prefer maintaining their linkages with such regimes, than pressuring them for reforms.  Second, a wide consensus agrees that oil production impedes democratic development.  To begin with, oil can create a sort of reverse pressure on the donors, virtually eliminating any leverage they might have.  Based on the fundamental importance of unimpeded access of petroleum products for their economies, it is predictable that some donors would prize their close relations with oil exporters rather than criticize them about their democratic or human rights records.    Under such circumstances, donor governments see their own interests at stake and fail to pressure oil exporting regimes.  Furthermore, even without donor pressure, much of the literature on petroleum-producing countries argues that “oil impedes democracy”.
  Michael Ross points out two arguments that are of importance on this point.  The begin with, a rentier effect exists in which “governments use their oil revenues to relieve social pressures that might otherwise lead to demands for greater accountability.”
  That is to say, the regime pays off key players that may appeal for democratization. In addition, there is also a repression effect in which “resource wealth may allow their governments to spend more on internal security and so block the population’s democratic aspirations.”
  Along with donor self-interest, both of these effects can potentially undermine conditionality-induced reform in oil-exporting countries. 
Hypothesis 5: Donors lack leverage with oil producing regimes, minimizing the effect of conditionality.

As a measure, I will use a dichotomous variable to identify the key oil producers in my sample.  A (1) indicates an oil producer at a rate above 100,000 barrels per day, while a (0) delineates those countries below this threshold.
 This list includes Algeria, Cameroon, Congo-Brazzaville, Equatorial Guinea, Indonesia, Nigeria, Peru, and Sudan.
   

Nationalist Regimes:

Nationalist regimes are more likely to reject what they perceive as donor blackmail.  Such governments view conditionality as an external intrusion on their domestic political sphere. They argue that donor conditions conflict with state sovereignty and violate norms about self-determination.   Furthermore, the conditionality literature argues that some recipient governments may be able to exploit this perceived infringement of their sovereignty by attempting to rally their public against external influences.
  Thus, conditionality could increase the recipient regime’s domestic power with a type of rally effect. It also provides an excuse to silence the opposition, and an opportunity to divert attention from problems at home.   Robert Mugabe’s Zimbabwe in recent years is an excellent example of this.  Furthermore, some use donor intervention to sow fear about external manipulation.  Belarusian President Alexander Lukashenko’s comments on foreign donors illustrate this.  

“Western envoys rushed to Belarus, bringing in equipment and money. The aim was to undermine the situation, to split society, to sow hatred on religious, ethnic or ideological grounds, and finally to destroy our state sovereignty. These are all techniques of controlled crises, the scenarios of which are worked out by Western special services, while the opposition is a bargaining chip in their plans.”

In such cases, we see conditionality having the opposite effect than desired, entrenching authoritarian regimes instead of undermining them.  

Hypothesis 6:  Nationalist regimes are unlikely to cede to demands from donors. 

This measure is constructed from an index of variables on nationalistic regimes from the Thorsten Beck et al. Dataset of Political Institutions.  Each variable examines the political platform of the ruling party (or ruling coalition), determining it to be nationalist or ethnic in nature.   This is a dichotomous variable; if the regime is nationalistic according to these indicators it is coded as a (1), if not a (0).

Domestic Opposition Protests: 

Most of the literature concerning democratic transitions focuses exclusively on domestic factors, virtually ignoring international influences.
 One of the primary catalysts identified by democratization scholars is the presence of a strong, organized domestic opposition.
  They argue that there is no real substitute for a genuine domestic desire for change.  More specifically, Africanist political scientists Michael Bratton and Nicolas van de Walle argue that one of the best measures of a potentially successful democratic transition is the frequency and magnitude of organized anti-government protests.
  As they point out, transitions to democracy “almost always occurred wherever there was extensive protest."
   Therefore, one cannot escape discussing democratization without referring to opposition protests in some way.  This issue has also come to the attention of conditionality scholars such as Crawford, who indicates that “…external intervention is more successful when it combines with the internal pressure exerted by an active political opposition.”
  
Hypothesis 7: An active domestic opposition can be strengthened by international pressure, strengthening conditionality.  

In order to evaluate this, data was used from the Banks Cross-National Time-Series Data Archive to compile the frequency of anti-government demonstrations amongst the 41 cases in this study.  However, this Banks indicator only covers events from 1990 to 1995, while the other variables of interest include observations up to 1999.    This limits the number of observations in the dataset and the time period examined.

GDP Growth:

This study controls for economic growth due to its potential relationship with transitions from authoritarianism.
   Economic downturns should facilitate regime transitions, and in theory make political conditionality more effective.  The argument holds that poor economic performance erodes political legitimacy, leading to popular dissatisfaction that can eventually undercut an authoritarian regime with demands for democratization.
  Economic crisis becomes political crisis. 

Hypothesis 8: Negative economic growth should put added pressure on authoritarian regimes to undergo a transition, increasing the effectiveness of donor pressure.

This study will use the measure for GDP growth available from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators.
GNP/Capita: 

One of the most frequently repeated questions among democratization scholars remains, what is the relation between economic development and democracy?  Many assume that the answer is a positive and linear one: the richer you are the more likely you are to be democratic.  This correlation was most clearly illustrated by Lipset, and has since been the inspiration of numerous studies over the years. 
 He found evidence indicating that average wealth, industrialization, urbanization and education were higher for democracies and concluded that this correlation was in fact a deeper causal relationship.  More recently, Przeworski et al stated that democratic consolidation and overall survival hinges on almost primarily on overall economic development.
   Geddes also finds strong evidence in support of this argument, declaring the relationship one of the few “stylized facts” of political science.
 

Hypothesis 9: Countries with higher levels of GNP/capita should be more susceptible to pressure to democratize than low-income countries.
In order to control for this, I use the GNP/capita (using the Atlas method) measure from the World Banks, World Development Indicators.

STATISTICAL RESULTS:

In this paper, I ask the question, what factors impact donor leverage and the effectiveness of political conditionality? Over a decade and a half of use, this foreign policy tool has gone on virtually unstudied.  This study provides a statistical approach to this question. In doing so, I advance a model that includes nine independent variables drawn from the conditionality and democratization literatures.  The goal is to determine which factors have a positive impact on conditionality and which have a negative relationship.  Six of these variables are a part of my theoretical argument, in addition to three control variables that provide plausible alternative explanations, drawn primarily from the democratization literature.

The dataset for the independent variables is at time equal to (t), and covers a ten-year span from 1990 to 1999. The dependent variable is drawn from the Freedom House “political rights” scale, and is set-up to predict five years in the future, or at time (t+5).  That is to say, the observations for 1991 on the independent variables are paired with the dependent variable, or Freedom House score, for 1996.  These data are analyzed using a logit regression with the BKT remedy for temporal dependence in BTSCS data. 

To accomplish this, I conduct two sets of logit analyses (presented with coefficients in table below, and odds-ratios in the table on the following page).  The first model uses all of factors that are suspected of having an impact on donor leverage, and therefore the effectiveness of conditionality, excluding the variable for opposition demonstrations.  This allows eight of the nine variables to be tested, using all ten years from 1990 to 1999, producing 289 observations.
   The second model includes all nine independent variables.  However, this censors the date range to cover only the first six years, between 1990 and 1995, due to missing data problems. Model two counts only 145 observations. 

TABLE 2: Logit results using BKT treatment, omitting on-going reform years

	Independent Variables:
	
	
	Model 1

(90-99)
	
	Model 2

(90-95)
	
	
	

	Aid / GNP
	
	
	0.061

(0.023)
	**
	0.133

(0.047)
	**


	
	

	Trade GDP
	
	
	-0.03

(0.011)
	**
	-0.077

(0.028)
	**


	
	

	# of Sanctioning Donors
	
	
	-0.702

(0.275)
	*
	-0.897

(0.435)
	*


	
	

	Size of Armed Forces
	
	
	9.96e-06

(0.002)
	
	-0.001

(0.003)
	
	
	

	Oil Production
	
	
	-1.631

(0.946)
	
	Dropped
	
	
	

	Nationalism
	
	
	-0.53

(0.62)
	
	-0.854

(0.867)
	
	
	

	# of Anti-gov’t Protests
	
	
	
	
	0.77

(0.423)
	
	
	

	GDP Growth
	
	
	0.03

(0.036)
	
	0.1

(0.075)
	
	
	

	GNP/Capita
	
	
	0.001

(0.0005)
	**
	0.002

(0.001)
	*


	
	

	Pseudo R2
	
	
	0.4006
	
	0.5457
	
	
	

	N
	
	
	289
	
	145
	
	
	

	Note: Standard errors are in parentheses 

* = p < .05. **= p < .01. *** = p < .001.
	
	
	
	
	


As indicated in the table above, it appears to be the case that an increase in aid dependency (ODA/GNP) and the control variable GNP/capita, other things held constant, leads to an increase in the probability that political conditionality will lead to democratic reforms. Each of these variables are positive and significant in both Model 1 and Model 2.  On the other hand, an increase in the independent variables, total trade as a percentage of GDP (Trade/GDP) and the number of sanctioning donors, appears to lead to a decrease in the probability of reform under donor pressure.  These two explanatory variables are both negative and statistically significant in both models.  The negative direction of the donor coordination variable is opposite the hypothesized direction and will require further explanation in the following pages.  Finally, the indicators for the armed forces, oil producers, nationalistic regimes, anti-government protests, and GDP growth were not significant in either model.   It is important to note that the statistical results in both Models 1 and 2 were surprisingly similar regardless of the differences between the two time periods (1990-1999 and 1990-1995).  At this point several statistical relationships deserve closer examination.  

Perhaps the most interesting relationship in the findings is that for aid dependence.  From the data used in this study, an increase in the percentage of ODA as a part of GDP appears to raise the likelihood of political reform under donor pressure.  That is to say, highly aid dependent regimes are more likely to reform because such a reliance on foreign assistance adds to donor leverage.  Such regimes find it difficult to resist donor demands.   This variable is both positive and statistically significant in Models 1 and 2.    Furthermore, the odds-ratio (table on next page) of 1.063 in Model 1 and 1.143 in Model 2 indicates only a small increase in the probability of reform for every unit increase in ODA/GDP.   This supports the hypothesis (1A) since aid dependent regimes are not in a position to refuse donor demands. This also generally discredits hypothesis (1B).  Dependency appears to strengthen conditionality and the likelihood of reform.   The examples of Malawi, Mali, and Nicaragua stand out.  This is explored in more detail in the case studies section of this dissertation. 

TABLE 3: Odds-Ratios from Logit using BKT, and omitting on-going reform years

	Independent Variables:
	
	
	Model 1

(90-99)
	
	Model 2

(90-95)
	
	
	

	Aid / GNP
	
	
	1.063
	**
	1.143
	**
	
	

	Trade/GDP
	
	
	0.970
	**
	0.926
	**
	
	

	# of Sanctioning Donors 
	
	
	0.495
	*
	0.408
	*
	
	

	Size of Military 
	
	
	1.000
	
	0.999
	
	
	

	Oil Producers
	
	
	0.196
	
	Dropped
	
	
	

	Nationalistic Regime
	
	
	0.588
	
	0.426
	
	
	

	# of Anti-government Protests 
	
	
	
	
	2.160
	
	
	

	GDP Growth 
	
	
	1.030
	
	1.106
	
	
	

	GNP/Capita 
	
	
	1.001
	**
	1.003
	*
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	
	
	0.4006
	
	0.5457
	
	
	

	N
	
	
	289
	
	145
	
	
	

	Note: *= p< .05, **= p< .01, ***= p< .001.
	
	
	
	
	


Additionally, in both Models 1 and 2, there appears to be a negative relation between trade and democratic reform under conditionality.  The correlation is statistically significant in both models.  An odds-ratio of 0.97 indicates a very small decrease in the probability of reform for an increase in Trade/GDP.   Put differently, higher values of Trade/GDP correlate with a decrease in the likelihood that donor pressure will lead to political change.  This advances the realist hypothesis (2B), which argues that donors protect countries that can potentially contribute to their economy in terms of trade, access to scare resources, etc.   Donors soften their demands of such countries.  Inversely, however, weak aid recipients at the fringes of the trading system may be more susceptible to donor demands.  

The analysis here also suggests that as an increasing number of donors put pressure on authoritarian recipients, the probability of reform decreases.  This negative influence is statistically significant in both Models 1 and 2, but goes counter to the hypothesized outcome.    The argument offered in hypothesis (3), which states that more donors applying conditionality translates into more leverage, appears to be incorrect.  Instead the data suggest that the opposite is true.   With an odds-ratio of 0.495 in Model 1 and 0.408 in Model 2, this factor has the strongest influence on political reform of any of the other variables in either model.  How can this negative correlation be explained?  The most obvious explanation is that when a number of donors become preoccupied by an authoritarian aid recipient, some donors can be expected to give in to their interests and soften their demands for conditionality.  Under such circumstances aid recipients can play donors off against each other.  Perhaps the higher the number of sanctioning donors, the easier it is to divide them.  This was the case in mid-1994 when France turned its back on other donors sanctioning Mobutu’s Zaire and began giving his regime assistance in exchange for harboring hundred’s of thousands of refugees from Rwanda in Opération Turquoise.  Inversely, however, the data suggests that a smaller group of well-coordinated donors may provide more leverage in pressuring authoritarian aid recipients than a single donor or a large group of them.  This will require closer investigation in the case studies. 

The other explanatory variables, size of military, oil production, and nationalist regime are not statistically significant in either Models 1 or 2.    However, while the oil production and nationalism variables are in the hypothesized direction, the indicator for military size appears to have no influence at all on either model (note the odds-ratio of close to 1.0 in both models).      Furthermore, among the control variables, all three, frequency of anti-government protests, GDP growth, and GNP/Capita, have the hypothesized positive relationship with reform under conditionality.   However, only GNP/Capita is statistically significant.  The positive direction of this variable and its statistical significance is not surprising due to the overwhelming consensus in the democratization literature about its relationship with political reform.  Interestingly though, this positive relationship indicates that the better-off aid recipients will be more likely to reform with donor pressures.   This contradicts the hypothesis concerning aid dependency, which argues that the weaker and poorer a regime increases its likelihood of democratization with aid sanctions.    This will be examined in more detail in the following qualitative case-study section. 

· Conclusion:

This paper has tested several hypotheses concerning the effectiveness of political conditionality. Four findings can be drawn from these results and will be further explored in the case studies section following this paper.  These results are summarized in the following table:

TABLE 4: Summary of Findings

	 
	 
	Indep. Variable
	 
	Expected Impact on Conditionality
	 
	Statistical Results

	H 1A
	
	Aid / GNP
	
	Increase
	
	Supported w/ significance

	H 1B
	
	Aid / GNP
	
	Decrease
	
	Not Supported

	H 2A
	
	Trade/GDP
	
	Increase
	
	Not Supported

	H 2B
	
	Trade/GDP
	
	Decrease
	
	Supported w/ significance

	H 3
	
	# of Sanctioning Donors
	
	Increase
	
	Not Supported w/ significance

	H 4
	
	Size of Military
	
	Decrease
	
	Supported w/o significance

	H 5
	
	Oil Producers
	
	Decrease
	
	Supported w/o significance

	H 6
	
	Nationalistic Regime
	
	Decrease
	
	Supported w/o significance

	H 7
	
	# of Anti-government Protests
	
	Increase
	
	Supported w/o significance

	H 8
	
	GDP Growth
	
	Increase
	
	Supported w/o significance

	H 9
	
	GNP/Capita
	
	Increase
	
	Supported w/ significance


First, the more dependent a country is on foreign assistance, the more likely they are to reform under conditionality.   Second, some donors relax their pressure on close trading partners.  Inversely, it can be inferred that aid recipients that are not significant traders have a higher likelihood of reforming when pressured by donors.  Third, increasing the number of sanctioning donors makes applying conditionality too difficult, as aid beneficiaries attempt to play donors off of each other. Finally, in line with much of the democratization literature, higher levels of economic development (measured in GNP/capita) lead to higher levels of compliance with donor conditions.  This fits with the general theoretical framework of asymmetrical bargaining.  These conclusions are consistent with the overall the overall hypothesis that strong donors have leverage over weak, dependent aid recipients. The data do provide some contradictions, especially the negative correlation of aid dependency with the positive correlation with GNP/capita.   These mysteries will have to be examined in more detail in the case studies in the following papers.  

TABLE 5: Imposition of Political Conditionality in 41 countries (1990-1999).
 

***Note: Some cases have conditionality imposed more than once.

	 
	Year
	Major Donors that Reduce Aid
	Cited Reasons for Aid Reduction

	Afghanistan
	1995
	US
	Human rights abuses

	Algeria
	1992
	Austria, Belgium, Spain, EU
	Military cancels elections, seizes power, human rights abuses

	Belarus
	1997
	US, EU
	Political repression

	Bosnia
	1995
	US, Germany
	Dayton peace accord

	Burma
	1990
	Australia, Finland, Germany, UK, US
	Political repression; human rights abuses

	Burundi
	1993
	Belgium, France, US, EU
	Military coup, human rights abuses

	Burundi
	1996
	Belgium, France, Germany, US, EU
	Military coup, human rights abuses

	Cambodia
	1997
	Japan, France, EU
	President Hun Sen suspends power-sharing government, human rights abuses

	Cameroon
	1992
	US, Germany, Canada, EU
	Political repression, election fraud, human rights abuses

	Comoros 
	1995
	US, Belgium, Japan, EU
	Military coup, human rights abuses

	Comoros 
	1999
	Belgium, France, Germany, Japan, US, EU
	Military coup

	Congo-Brazzaville 
	1997
	EU, France, US
	Forces of Denis Sassou-Nguesso seize power by force.

	Congo-Kinshasa
	1991
	Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, US, EU
	Manipulation of transition, political violence, human rights

	Cote d'Ivoire
	1999
	Belgium, Canada, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Spain, U.S., EU
	Military coup

	Croatia
	1995
	EU
	Human rights abuses

	El Salvador
	1993
	Germany, Spain, US
	Donors pressure government to implement 1992 peace accord

	Equatorial Guinea
	1992
	Spain, EU
	Human rights abuses, political repression

	Gambia, The
	1994
	France, Japan, US, EU
	Military coup

	Guatemala
	1993
	Italy, Netherlands, US
	President Serano suspends legislature and courts, human rights abuses

	Guinea
	1993
	France, US, EU
	Electoral fraud, political repression, human rights abuses

	Haiti
	1991
	Canada, France, Germany, Japan, US, EU
	Military coup, human rights abuses

	Haiti
	1997
	Canada, France, EU
	Reversals in democratic transition 

	Haiti
	1999
	Canada, France, Germany, Japan, US, EU
	 President Preval suspends legislature

	Indonesia
	1992
	France, Japan, EU
	Human rights abuses

	Kenya
	1992
	France, Sweden, UK, US, EU
	Electoral manipulation, human rights abuses

	Kenya
	1997
	France, Germany, Japan, Netherlands, EU
	Political repression, corruption, human rights abuses

	Lesotho 
	1994
	EU 
	Military coup

	Lesotho 
	1999
	Germany, Japan, US
	Military coup

	Liberia
	1990
	Germany, Japan, Netherlands
	Breakdown of civil order, human rights abuses

	Malawi
	1992
	UK, US
	Political repression, human rights abuses,

	Mali
	1990
	France, Germany, Netherlands
	Human rights abuses

	Mauritania
	1991
	Italy, US
	Human rights abuses

	Nicaragua
	1992
	Germany, Italy, Sweden, US
	Government reverses constitutional changes demanded by peace agreement

	Niger
	1996
	Belgium, Japan, US
	Military coup, human rights abuses

	Niger
	1999
	France, Germany, US, EU
	Military coup

	Nigeria
	1993
	France, Japan, UK, US, EU
	Military cancels elections, seizes power

	Nigeria
	1995
	France, Japan, US, EU
	Political repression and executions, human rights abuses

	Pakistan
	1999
	Japan, UK
	Military coup

	Peru
	1992
	Japan, US
	President Fujimori suspends legislature and courts

	Rwanda
	1992
	Belgium, Canada, France, US
	Donors attempt to encourage government towards political moderation and to negotiate Arusha accords

	Rwanda
	1995
	Belgium, France, EU
	Human rights abuses

	Sierra Leone
	1996
	Germany, Italy, UK, US
	Military coup

	Somalia
	1991
	Germany, Italy, US
	Breakdown of civil order, human rights abuses

	Sudan
	1990
	Italy, UK, US, EU
	Human rights, political repression

	Suriname
	1990
	Netherlands
	Military coup

	Thailand
	1991
	France, Germany, US
	Military coup, human rights abuses

	Togo
	1992
	France, Germany, Japan, US, EU
	Manipulation of democratic process,  political repression, human rights abuses

	Yugoslavia
	1999
	US, EU
	Kosovo 

	Zambia
	1996
	Germany, Japan, Netherlands, Sweden
	Reversals in democratization process, corruption

	Zimbabwe
	1999
	Netherlands, UK, US, EU
	Manipulation of democratization process, political repression, election fraud, human rights abuses
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		name		YEAR		Conditionality?		FH(3) (t+5)		FH(3) (t+3)		aid/gnp WDIAIDBN - aid/gnp		WDIOPEN - trade / gdp		# donors		military size - WDIMILIT thousands		Oil - EIA millions of barrels/day (over 10 thousand/day)		Nationalist Govt?DPIEXNAT		Protests - BNKV105 - antigovt demonstrations		gdp growth - WDIGDPAG - % gdp growth		gnp/cap WDIGNPCA

		Afghanistan		1990		0		0		0						1		58		0		0		0

		Afghanistan		1991		0		0		0						1		45		0		0		0

		Afghanistan		1992		0		0		0						1		45		0		0		0

		Afghanistan		1993		0		0		0						1		45		0		0		0

		Afghanistan		1994		0		0		0						1		45		0		0		0

		Afghanistan		1995		1		0		0		28.57				1		45		0		0		0		0.00

		Afghanistan		1996		1		0		0		24.40				1		45		0		0				0.00

		Afghanistan		1997		1		0		0		24.40				1		45		0		0				0.00

		Afghanistan		1998		1		0		0		30.00				1		45		0		0				0.00

		Afghanistan		1999		1		0		0		22.00				1		45		0		0				0.00

		Algeria		1990		0		0		0		0.44		48.39		4		126		1		1		0		-1.30		2400

		Algeria		1991		0		0		0		0.77		52.01		4		126		1		1		3		-1.20		2050

		Algeria		1992		1		0		0		0.86		47.32		4		126		1		1		2		1.60		1980

		Algeria		1993		1		0		0		0.73		45.09		4		126		1		0		1		-2.20		1790

		Algeria		1994		1		0		0		1.04		52.08		4		126		1		0		0		-1.17		1660

		Algeria		1995		1		0		0		0.80		58.61		4		126		1		0		1		3.80		1580

		Algeria		1996		1		0		0		0.68		54.11		4		119		1		0				3.80		1540

		Algeria		1997		1		0		0		0.54		52.85		4		124		1		0				1.10		1530

		Algeria		1998		1		0		0		0.86		46.74		4		124		1		0				5.10		1550

		Algeria		1999		1		0		0		0.86		46.74		4		124		1		0				5.10		1550

		Belarus		1990																		0

		Belarus		1991																		0

		Belarus		1992		0		0		0		0.88		118.08		2		102		0		0		0		-9.64		3210

		Belarus		1993		0		0		0		0.70		148.98		2		115		0		0		0		-7.64		2900

		Belarus		1994		0		0		0		0.59		155.11		2		75		0		0		0		-12.59		2270

		Belarus		1995		0		0		0		1.23		104.77		2		75		0		1		0		-10.37		1900

		Belarus		1996		0		0		0		0.41		100.41		2		75		0		1				2.81		1870

		Belarus		1997		1		0		0		0.20		130.34		2		65		0		1				10.41		2040

		Belarus		1998		1		0		0		0.13		129.98		2		65		0		1				8.30		2180

		Belarus		1999		1		0		0		0.13		129.98		2		65		0		1				8.30		2180

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1990																		0

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1991																		0

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1992		0		0		0						2		60		0		0		0

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1993		0		0		0						2		60		0		0		0

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1994		0		0		0						2		70		0		0		0

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1995		1		0		0		43.00				2		100		0		0		2		35.00

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1996		1		0		0		40.00				2		90		0		0				50.00

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1997		1		0		0		26.00				2		40		0		0				15.00

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1998		1		0		0		26.00				2		40		0		0				20.00

		Bosnia and Herzegovina		1999		1		0		0		26.00				2		40		0		0				10.00

		Burma		1990		1		0		0				7.46		5		230		0		0		1		2.82

		Burma		1991		1		0		0				4.42		5		286		0		0		1		-0.65

		Burma		1992		1		0		0				3.59		5		286		0		0		0		9.66

		Burma		1993		1		0		0				3.99		5		322		0		0		0		6.04

		Burma		1994		1		0		0				3.43		5		322		0		0		0		7.48

		Burma		1995		1		0		0		1.00		3.15		5		322		0		0		0		6.95

		Burma		1996		1		0		0		0.50		2.58		5		322		0		0				6.44

		Burma		1997		1		0		0		1.50		2.15		5		322		0		0				5.65

		Burma		1998		1		0		0		1.50		2.15		5		322		0		0				4.95

		Burma		1999		1		0		0		1.50		2.15		5		322		0		0				4.95

		Burundi		1990		0		0		0		23.64		35.65		4		12		0		1		0		3.50		220

		Burundi		1991		0		0		0		22.30		38.42		4		12		0		1		0		5.00		220

		Burundi		1992		0		0		0		28.95		37.48		4		13		0		1		0		0.70		210

		Burundi		1993		1		0		0		22.50		38.28		4		13		0		1		1		-5.71		180

		Burundi		1994		1		0		0		34.22		38.83		4		17		0		1		0		-3.86		160

		Burundi		1995		1		0		0		29.12		40.16		4		22		0		1		2		-7.27		150

		Burundi		1996		1		0		0		12.52		20.83		4		25		0		1				-8.36		140

		Burundi		1997		1		0		0		5.96		24.18		4		35		0		1				0.37		140

		Burundi		1998		1		0		0		8.78		27.71		4		35		0		1				4.78		140

		Burundi		1999		1		0		0		8.78		27.71		4		35		0		1				4.78		140

		Cambodia		1990		0		0		0		3.73		18.93		5		112		0		0		0		1.16		140

		Cambodia		1991		0		0		0		5.57		25.48		5		112		0		0		0		7.59		140

		Cambodia		1992		0		0		0		10.38		34.32		5		135		0		0		0		7.02		180

		Cambodia		1993		0		0		0		15.20		34.81		5		102		0		0		0		4.10		200

		Cambodia		1994		0		0		0		13.62		57.40		5		70		0		0		1		3.97		220

		Cambodia		1995		0		0		0		19.13		80.01		5		70		0		0		0		7.61		250

		Cambodia		1996		0		0		0		13.55		67.20		5		60		0		0				7.01		280

		Cambodia		1997		1		0		0		10.97		71.94		5		60		0		0				1.03		280

		Cambodia		1998		1		0		0		11.85		77.63		5		60		0		0				1.00		260

		Cambodia		1999		1		0		0		11.85		77.63		5		60		0		0				1.00		260

		Cameroon		1990		0		0		0		4.18		37.50		4		23		1		0		1		-6.11		970

		Cameroon		1991		0		0		0		4.43		34.64		4		24		1		0		1		-3.81		910

		Cameroon		1992		1		0		0		6.65		38.86		4		12		1		0		1		-3.10		920

		Cameroon		1993		1		0		0		4.88		33.10		4		12		1		0		0		-3.20		900

		Cameroon		1994		1		0		0		9.99		41.59		4		12		1		0		0		-2.50		730

		Cameroon		1995		1		0		0		5.96		46.34		4		13		1		0		0		3.30		660

		Cameroon		1996		1		0		0		4.83		42.99		4		15		1		0				5.00		620

		Cameroon		1997		1		0		0		5.86		47.69		4		13		1		0				5.10		620

		Cameroon		1998		1		0		0		5.15		51.50		4		13		1		0				5.04		610

		Cameroon		1999		1		0		0		5.15		51.50		4		13		1		0				5.04		610

		Comoros		1990		0		0		0		18.16		51.40		4		1		0		0		0		5.09		540

		Comoros		1991		0		0		0		25.82		58.22		4		1		0		0		2		-5.40		530

		Comoros		1992		0		0		0		17.81		59.89		4		1		0		0		2		8.53		620

		Comoros		1993		0		0		0		18.41		57.68		4		1		0		0		3		3.01		610

		Comoros		1994		0		0		0		20.83		67.56		4		1		0		0		1		-5.28		490

		Comoros		1995		1		0		0		19.34		69.51		4		1		0		0				-3.87		440

		Comoros		1996		1		0		0		18.44		64.51		4		1		0		0				-0.44		410

		Comoros		1997		1		0		0		14.05		55.07		4		1		0		0				0.00		400

		Comoros		1998		1		0		0		17.96		58.62		4		1		0		0				0.00		370

		Comoros		1999		1		0		0		17.96		58.62		6		1		0		0				0.00		370

		Congo-Brazzaville		1990		0		0		1		9.38		99.48		3		9		1		0		0		0.91		980

		Congo-Brazzaville		1991		0		0		0		5.89		92.05		3		9		1		0		0		2.40		1020

		Congo-Brazzaville		1992		0		0		0		4.44		82.95		3		10		1		0		1		2.60		1120

		Congo-Brazzaville		1993		0		0		0		7.45		94.36		3		10		1		0		0		-1.00		900

		Congo-Brazzaville		1994		0		0		0		23.91		153.95		3		10		1		0		2		-5.51		720

		Congo-Brazzaville		1995		0		0		0		7.30		126.52		3		10		1		0		0		4.00		640

		Congo-Brazzaville		1996		0		0		0		22.63		162.81		3		10		1		0				6.32		660

		Congo-Brazzaville		1997		1		0		0		14.76		144.72		3		10		1		0				-1.91		690

		Congo-Brazzaville		1998		1		0		0		3.87		134.91		3		10		1		0				3.50		680

		Congo-Brazzaville		1999		1		0		0		3.87		134.91		3		10		1		0				3.50		680

		Congo-Kinshasa		1990		0		0		0		10.46		58.71		8		55		0		0		1		-6.57		220

		Congo-Kinshasa		1991		1		0		0		5.72		44.51		8		60		0		0		5		-8.42		210

		Congo-Kinshasa		1992		1		0		0		3.28		34.20		8		45		0		0		4		-10.50		200

		Congo-Kinshasa		1993		1		0		0		2.14		20.44		8		40		0		0		0		-13.47		190

		Congo-Kinshasa		1994		1		0		0		3.89		42.52		8		40		0		0		1		-3.90		160

		Congo-Kinshasa		1995		1		0		0		3.57		52.21		8		40		0		0		2		0.70		150

		Congo-Kinshasa		1996		1		0		0		3.23		49.95		8		50		0		0				-0.90		130

		Congo-Kinshasa		1997		1		0		0		2.96		46.11		8		50		0		0				-5.70		110

		Congo-Kinshasa		1998		1		0		0		2.02		46.11		8		50		0		0				3.00		110

		Congo-Kinshasa		1999		1		0		0		2.02		46.11		8		50		0		0				3.00		110

		Cote d'Ivoire		1990		0		0		0		7.47		58.80		9		15		0		0		2		-1.10		800

		Cote d'Ivoire		1991		0		0		0		6.92		57.00		9		15		0		0		0		0.04		780

		Cote d'Ivoire		1992		0		0		0		7.71		60.03		9		15		0		0		2		-0.24		800

		Cote d'Ivoire		1993		0		0		0		8.45		56.37		9		15		0		0		0		-0.18		760

		Cote d'Ivoire		1994		0		0		0		23.12		76.03		9		15		0		0		0		1.97		680

		Cote d'Ivoire		1995		0		0		0		13.46		76.85		9		15		0		0		2		6.95		670

		Cote d'Ivoire		1996		0		0		0		9.86		86.00		9		15		0		0				6.89		680

		Cote d'Ivoire		1997		0		0		0		4.72		86.45		9		15		0		0				5.95		720

		Cote d'Ivoire		1998		0		0		0		7.81		82.08		9		15		0		0				5.36		700

		Cote d'Ivoire		1999		1		0		0		7.81		82.08		9		15		0		0				5.36		700

		Croatia		1990																		0

		Croatia		1991		0		0		0		0.76		163.78		1		103		0		1				-21.09		2230

		Croatia		1992		0		0		0		0.76		113.80		1		103		0		1		0		-11.71		2230

		Croatia		1993		0		0		0		0.76		105.96		1		80		0		1		0		-8.03		2230

		Croatia		1994		0		0		0		0.76		91.76		1		70		0		1		0		5.87		2610

		Croatia		1995		1		0		0		0.29		88.06		1		60		0		1		0		6.83		3380

		Croatia		1996		1		1		0		0.67		89.86		1		58		0		1				5.90		4280

		Croatia		1997		1		1		0		0.20		97.41		1		58		0		1				6.80		4640

		Croatia		1998		1		1		1		0.18		89.06		1		58		0		1				2.52		4620

		Croatia		1999		1		1		1		0.18		89.06		1		58		0		1				2.52		4620

		El Salvador		1990		0		1		1		7.37		49.78		3		55		0		0		0		4.83		930

		El Salvador		1991		0		1		1		5.63		47.73		3		60		0		0		0		3.57		980

		El Salvador		1992		0		1		1		6.83		48.52		3		49		0		0		0		7.55		1110

		El Salvador		1993		1		1		1		5.73		53.46		3		49		0		0		0		7.37		1240

		El Salvador		1994		1		1		1		3.81		55.17		3		30		0		0		0		6.05		1370

		El Salvador		1995		1		1		1		3.15		59.40		3		22		0		0		4		6.40		1570

		El Salvador		1996		1		1		1		2.89		54.73		3		22		0		0				1.83		1690

		El Salvador		1997		1		1		1		2.45		58.64		3		15		0		0				4.10		1800

		El Salvador		1998		1		1		1		1.53		58.77		3		22		0		0				3.20		1850

		El Salvador		1999		1		1		1		1.53		58.77		3		15		0		0				3.20		1850

		Equatorial Guinea		1990		0		0		0		49.19		101.74		2		1		0		0		0		3.26		350

		Equatorial Guinea		1991		0		0		0		51.23		122.80		2		1		0		0		0		-1.14		340

		Equatorial Guinea		1992		1		0		0		41.72		97.43		2		1		0		0		0		10.70		400

		Equatorial Guinea		1993		1		0		0		35.24		99.39		2		1		0		0		0		6.30		420

		Equatorial Guinea		1994		1		0		0		25.77		161.02		2		1		0		0		0		5.12		370

		Equatorial Guinea		1995		1		0		0		21.91		159.42		2		1		0		0		0		14.26		390

		Equatorial Guinea		1996		1		0		0		15.11		237.99		2		1		0		0				29.14		410

		Equatorial Guinea		1997		1		0		0		5.84		224.19		2		1		0		0				76.07		870

		Equatorial Guinea		1998		1		0		0		6.16		275.06		2		1		0		0				21.34		1110

		Equatorial Guinea		1999		1		0		0		6.16		275.06		2		1		1		0						1110

		Gambia, The		1990		0		0		1		34.02		131.49		4		2		0		0		0		3.56		320

		Gambia, The		1991		0		0		0		33.36		138.58		4		2		0		0		0		3.11		330

		Gambia, The		1992		0		0		0		32.32		138.76		4		1		0		0		0		3.38		350

		Gambia, The		1993		0		0		0		23.49		132.98		4		1		0		0		0		3.01		350

		Gambia, The		1994		1		0		0		19.46		115.88		4		1		0		0		0		0.15		340

		Gambia, The		1995		1		0		0		12.37		109.43		4		1		0		0		0		0.88		350

		Gambia, The		1996		1		0		0		9.48		113.01		4		1		0		0				2.22		340

		Gambia, The		1997		1		0		0		9.50		100.85		4		1		0		0				4.90		340

		Gambia, The		1998		1		0		0		9.25		113.21		4		1		0		0				4.70		340

		Gambia, The		1999		1		0		0		9.25		113.21		4		1		0		0				4.70		340

		Guatemala		1990		0		0		0		2.68		45.87		3		43		0		0		0		3.10		970

		Guatemala		1991		0		1		0		2.09		39.52		3		43		0		0		1		3.66		1000

		Guatemala		1992		0		1		0		1.89		45.36		3		44		0		0		3		4.84		1070

		Guatemala		1993		1		1		1		1.87		43.78		3		44		0		0		3		3.93		1180

		Guatemala		1994		1		1		1		1.69		42.37		3		34		0		0		2		4.03		1270

		Guatemala		1995		1		1		1		1.44		44.51		3		36		0		0		1		4.95		1400

		Guatemala		1996		1		1		1		1.23		40.39		3		36		0		0				2.96		1490

		Guatemala		1997		1		1		1		1.50		41.55		3		30		0		0				4.36		1580

		Guatemala		1998		1		0		1		1.24		45.53		3		30		0		0				5.15		1640

		Guatemala		1999		1		0		1		1.24		45.53		3		30		0		0				5.15		1640

		Guinea		1990		0		0		0		11.26		61.51		3		15		0		0		0		4.30		450

		Guinea		1991		0		0		0		13.35		57.14		3		15		0		0		1		2.50		470

		Guinea		1992		0		0		0		14.28		48.64		3		15		0		0		0		3.00		520

		Guinea		1993		1		0		0		12.93		48.53		3		15		0		0		0		4.70		530

		Guinea		1994		1		0		0		10.81		43.71		3		12		0		0		0		4.00		540

		Guinea		1995		1		0		0		11.90		43.96		3		12		0		0		0		4.40		540

		Guinea		1996		1		0		0		7.72		40.68		3		12		0		0				4.60		570

		Guinea		1997		1		0		0		10.01		41.70		3		12		0		0				4.80		570

		Guinea		1998		1		0		0		10.33		44.97		3		12		0		0				4.46		530

		Guinea		1999		1		0		0		10.33		44.97		3		12		0		0				4.46		530

		Haiti		1990		0		0		0		5.70		45.24		6		8		0		0		2		-0.10		410

		Haiti		1991		1		0		0		5.06		35.33		6		8		0		0		2		4.24		480

		Haiti		1992		1		0		0		4.76		19.42		6		8		0		0		0		-13.19		400

		Haiti		1993		1		0		0		6.76		29.78		6		8		0		0		3		-2.44		330

		Haiti		1994		1		0		0		30.74		21.71		6		7		0		0		1		-8.29		270

		Haiti		1995		1		0		0		27.65		39.37		6		0		0		0		2		4.43		300

		Haiti		1996		1		0		0		12.53		35.39		6		0		0		0				2.70		360

		Haiti		1997		1		0		0		11.54		31.37		3		0		0		0				1.39		380

		Haiti		1998		1		0		0		10.55		40.63		3		0		0		0				3.08		410

		Haiti		1999		1		0		0		10.55		40.63		6		0		0		0				3.08		410

		Indonesia		1990		0		0		0		1.59		49.87		3		283		1		0		0		9.00		620

		Indonesia		1991		0		0		0		1.53		50.53		3		278		1		0		0		8.93		680

		Indonesia		1992		1		0		0		1.56		53.79		3		283		1		0		0		7.22		740

		Indonesia		1993		1		0		0		1.32		50.52		3		271		1		0		1		7.25		810

		Indonesia		1994		1		0		0		0.96		50.33		3		280		1		0		6		7.54		880

		Indonesia		1995		1		0		0		0.72		53.96		3		280		1		0		3		8.21		990

		Indonesia		1996		1		1		0		0.50		52.26		3		280		1		0				7.82		1100

		Indonesia		1997		1		1		0		0.39		55.99		3		280		1		0				4.70		1110

		Indonesia		1998		1		1		1		1.47		97.72		3		280		1		0				-13.20		640

		Indonesia		1999		1		1		1		1.47		97.72		3		280		1		0				-13.20		640

		Kenya		1990		0		0		0		14.66		57.57		5		20		0		1		2		4.19		370

		Kenya		1991		0		0		0		12.13		55.97		5		20		0		1		2		1.44		340

		Kenya		1992		1		0		0		11.63		54.32		5		24		0		1		1		-0.80		330

		Kenya		1993		1		0		0		19.94		87.94		5		24		0		1		0		0.35		250

		Kenya		1994		1		0		0		9.99		70.85		5		22		0		1		0		2.63		240

		Kenya		1995		1		0		0		8.41		71.51		5		22		0		1		0		4.41		260

		Kenya		1996		1		0		0		6.59		69.81		5		24		0		1				4.15		320

		Kenya		1997		1		0		0		4.31		63.68		5		24		0		1				2.09		340

		Kenya		1998		1		0		0		4.16		56.94		5		24		0		1				1.78		350

		Kenya		1999		1		1		0		4.16		56.94		5		24		0		1				1.78		350

		Lesotho		1990		0		0		1		13.78		129.31		1		2		0		0		0		4.00		560

		Lesotho		1991		0		0		0		12.97		160.18		1		2		0		0		0		0.66		540

		Lesotho		1992		0		0		0		13.19		163.97		1		2		0		0		0		3.54		600

		Lesotho		1993		0		0		0		12.89		153.03		1		2		0		0		0		3.97		610

		Lesotho		1994		1		0		0		10.18		138.91		1		2		0		0		2		12.94		640

		Lesotho		1995		1		0		0		9.00		143.11		1		2		0		0		0		9.06		670

		Lesotho		1996		1		0		0		8.15		141.98		1		2		0		0				12.71		710

		Lesotho		1997		1		0		0		7.20		160.35		1		2		0		0				8.00		680

		Lesotho		1998		1		1		0		6.19		158.14		1		2		0		0				-3.55		570

		Lesotho		1999		1		1		0		6.19		158.14		3		2		0		0				-3.55		570

		Liberia		1990		1		0		0						3		8		0		0		0

		Liberia		1991		1		0		0						3		5		0		0		0

		Liberia		1992		1		0		0						3		2		0		0		0

		Liberia		1993		1		0		0						3		2		0		0		0

		Liberia		1994		1		0		0						3		0		0		0		0

		Liberia		1995		1		0		0						3		0		0		0		0

		Liberia		1996		1		0		0						3				0		0

		Liberia		1997		1		0		0						3				0		0

		Liberia		1998		1		0		0						3				0		0

		Liberia		1999		1		0		0						3				0		0

		Malawi		1990		0		1		0		28.57		59.67		2		7		0		1		0		5.69		190

		Malawi		1991		0		1		1		24.26		52.58		2		8		0		1		0		8.73		230

		Malawi		1992		1		1		1		29.80		65.66		2		10		0		1		2		-7.33		220

		Malawi		1993		1		1		1		22.30		48.35		2		10		0		1		0		9.69		250

		Malawi		1994		1		1		1		36.75		80.11		2		10		0		1		0		-10.24		170

		Malawi		1995		1		1		1		27.29		65.58		2		10		0		0		0		15.45		180

		Malawi		1996		1		1		1		21.41		57.01		2		8		0		0				8.98		190

		Malawi		1997		1		0		1		13.61		59.04		2		8		0		0				4.92		220

		Malawi		1998		1		0		1		24.40		74.34		2		8		0		0				3.07		210

		Malawi		1999		1		1		0		24.40		74.34		2		8		0		0				3.07		210

		Mali		1990		1		1		1		20.03		50.88		3		13		0		0		0		-1.85		270

		Mali		1991		1		1		1		18.68		52.84		3		13		0		0		0		1.62		270

		Mali		1992		1		1		1		15.21		48.28		3		12		0		0		0		8.33		320

		Mali		1993		1		1		1		13.57		47.06		3		12		0		0		2		-2.14		300

		Mali		1994		1		1		1		25.39		65.87		3		12		0		0		0		0.91		250

		Mali		1995		1		1		1		22.42		57.35		3		12		0		0		0		7.37		250

		Mali		1996		1		1		1		18.86		54.93		3		10		0		0				3.99		240

		Mali		1997		1		1		1		17.52		61.32		3		10		0		0				6.66		260

		Mali		1998		1		1		1		13.13		58.04		3		10		0		0				3.58		250

		Mali		1999		1		1		1		13.13		58.04		3		10		0		0				3.58		250

		Mauritania		1990		0		0		0		22.04		95.57		2		17		0		0		0		-1.77		540

		Mauritania		1991		1		0		0		20.40		96.35		2		17		0		0		0		2.61		530

		Mauritania		1992		1		0		0		17.81		89.65		2		16		0		0		0		1.70		540

		Mauritania		1993		1		0		0		37.15		103.48		2		16		0		0		0		5.48		490

		Mauritania		1994		1		0		0		27.44		87.72		2		11		0		0		0		4.61		470

		Mauritania		1995		1		0		0		22.66		108.63		2		11		0		0		0		4.52		450

		Mauritania		1996		1		0		0		26.20		105.93		2		11		0		0				4.70		460

		Mauritania		1997		1		0		0		22.99		88.46		2		11		0		0				4.50		440

		Mauritania		1998		1		0		0		18.02		95.26		2		11		0		0				3.49		410

		Mauritania		1999		1		0		0		18.02		95.26		2		11		0		0				3.49		410

		Nicaragua		1990		0		0		0		33.65		71.29		4		28		0		0		0		-0.09		320

		Nicaragua		1991		0		1		0		69.71		68.59		4		20		0		0		0		-0.19		250

		Nicaragua		1992		1		1		0		48.63		66.71		4		15		0		0		3		0.39		290

		Nicaragua		1993		1		1		1		22.97		67.72		4		15		0		0		3		-0.39		340

		Nicaragua		1994		1		1		1		46.49		78.30		4		14		0		0		0		3.34		320

		Nicaragua		1995		1		1		1		42.58		94.11		4		14		0		0		3		4.32		360

		Nicaragua		1996		1		1		1		59.72		108.97		4		14		0		0				4.70		370

		Nicaragua		1997		1		1		1		24.36		118.59		4		14		0		0				5.12		370

		Nicaragua		1998		1		1		1		31.64		110.55		4		14		0		0				4.05		370

		Nicaragua		1999		1		1		1		31.64		110.55		4		14		0		0				4.05		370

		Niger		1990		0		1		1		16.36		36.97		3		5		0		0		1		-1.28		310

		Niger		1991		0		0		1		16.31		32.79		3		5		0		0		0		2.50		300

		Niger		1992		0		0		1		15.78		34.60		3		5		0		0		0		-6.51		290

		Niger		1993		0		0		0		21.72		33.75		3		5		0		0		0		1.41		240

		Niger		1994		0		0		0		24.58		43.40		3		5		0		0		1		4.03		210

		Niger		1995		0		0		0		14.96		41.46		3		5		0		0		0		2.60		190

		Niger		1996		1		0		0		12.96		40.37		3		5		0		0				3.43		200

		Niger		1997		1		0		0		18.17		39.97		3		5		0		0				3.30		200

		Niger		1998		1		0		0		14.42		39.65		3		5		0		0				8.43		200

		Niger		1999		1		0		0		14.42		39.65		4		5		0		0				8.43		200

		Nigeria		1990		0		0		0		0.97		72.24		5		94		1		0		0		8.20		270

		Nigeria		1991		0		0		0		1.05		68.55		5		94		1		0		0		4.76		270

		Nigeria		1992		0		0		0		0.87		82.74		5		76		1		0		0		2.92		290

		Nigeria		1993		1		0		0		1.47		97.32		5		76		1		0		1		2.20		240

		Nigeria		1994		1		0		0		0.89		82.52		5		80		1		0		3		0.10		220

		Nigeria		1995		1		0		0		0.82		86.47		5		80		1		0		1		2.50		210

		Nigeria		1996		1		0		0		0.58		75.59		4		80		1		0				4.30		240

		Nigeria		1997		1		0		0		0.53		75.18		4		76		1		0				3.60		280

		Nigeria		1998		1		0		0		0.53		55.20		4		76		1		0				1.80		300

		Nigeria		1999		1		0		0		0.53		55.20		4		76		1		0				1.80		300

		Pakistan(1972-)		1990		0		1		1		2.89		38.91		2		550		0		0		1		4.46		400

		Pakistan(1972-)		1991		0		0		1		3.08		39.48		2		565		0		0		0		5.45		410

		Pakistan(1972-)		1992		0		0		1		2.13		40.50		2		580		0		0		4		7.83		430

		Pakistan(1972-)		1993		0		0		0		2.00		41.01		2		580		0		0		2		1.91		440

		Pakistan(1972-)		1994		0		0		0		3.17		37.15		2		580		0		0		3		3.90		440

		Pakistan(1972-)		1995		0		0		0		1.39		37.05		2		580		0		0		2		5.12		480

		Pakistan(1972-)		1996		0		0		0		1.43		39.89		2		580		0		0				5.01		490

		Pakistan(1972-)		1997		0		0		0		0.98		38.39		2		610		0		0				1.23		490

		Pakistan(1972-)		1998		0		0		0		1.72		36.03		2		610		0		0				3.30		470

		Pakistan(1972-)		1999		1		0		0		1.72		36.03		2		610		0		0				3.30		470

		Peru		1990		0		0		0		1.26		23.56		2		125		1		0		0		-5.39		1000

		Peru		1991		0		0		0		2.25		21.75		2		123		1		0		0		6.97		1440

		Peru		1992		1		0		0		1.00		23.82		2		112		1		0		0		-1.76		1540

		Peru		1993		1		0		0		1.43		24.11		2		112		1		0		0		6.42		1620

		Peru		1994		1		0		0		0.69		25.53		2		112		1		0		0		13.12		2120

		Peru		1995		1		0		0		0.64		27.80		2		115		1		0		1		7.46		2320

		Peru		1996		1		1		0		0.55		28.28		2		115		1		0				2.49		2460

		Peru		1997		1		1		0		0.63		29.48		2		115		1		0				6.81		2600

		Peru		1998		1		1		1		0.82		28.67		2		115		1		0				0.30		2440

		Peru		1999		1		1		1		0.82		28.67		2		115		1		0				0.30		2440

		Rwanda		1990		0		0		0		11.32		19.68		4		6		0		1		0		-2.40		370

		Rwanda		1991		0		0		0		19.01		25.37		4		30		0		1		1		-2.51		320

		Rwanda		1992		1		0		0		17.25		23.73		4		30		0		1		1		5.87		310

		Rwanda		1993		1		0		0		18.34		25.88		4		30		0		1		0		-8.27		260

		Rwanda		1994		1		0		0		95.25		71.10		4		30		0		1		0		-50.20		140

		Rwanda		1995		1		0		0		54.36		31.15		4		30		0		1		1		34.40		200

		Rwanda		1996		1		0		0		33.51		31.69		3		55		0		1				15.80		200

		Rwanda		1997		1		0		0		12.42		33.22		3		40		0		1				12.80		210

		Rwanda		1998		1		0		0		17.35		28.38		3		40		0		1				9.50		230

		Rwanda		1999		1		0		0		17.35		28.38		3		40		0		1				9.50		230

		Sierra Leone		1990		0		0		0		7.61		41.25		4		5		0		0		0		1.61		260

		Sierra Leone		1991		0		0		0		13.76		45.93		4		5		0		0		0		-7.99		210

		Sierra Leone		1992		0		0		0		21.40		53.47		4		8		0		0		0		-9.65		160

		Sierra Leone		1993		0		1		0		28.94		44.05		4		5		0		0		0		0.05		160

		Sierra Leone		1994		0		1		0		33.88		54.95		4		5		0		0		0		3.50		170

		Sierra Leone		1995		0		1		1		25.47		45.17		4		5		0		0		0		-10.00		170

		Sierra Leone		1996		1		0		1		20.23		49.45		4		5		0		0				5.00		200

		Sierra Leone		1997		1		0		1		14.61		31.15		4		5		0		0				-20.20		160

		Sierra Leone		1998		1		0		0		16.90		53.45		4		5		0		0				0.70		140

		Sierra Leone		1999		1		0		0		16.90		53.45		4		5		0		0				0.70		140

		Somalia		1990		1		0		0		59.11		47.53		3		47		0		0		1				120

		Somalia		1991		1		0		0						3		7		0		0		0				120

		Somalia		1992		1		0		0						3		0		0		0		0				120

		Somalia		1993		1		0		0						3		0		0		0		3				120

		Somalia		1994		1		0		0						3		0		0		0		2				120

		Somalia		1995		1		0		0						3		0		0		0		0				120

		Somalia		1996		1		0		0						3		0		0		0						120

		Somalia		1997		1		0		0						3		0		0		0						120

		Somalia		1998		1		0		0						3		0		0		0						120

		Somalia		1999		1		0		0						3		0		0		0						120

		Sudan		1990		1		0		0		6.51				4		65		0		0		0		-0.44		610

		Sudan		1991		1		0		0		7.82				4		65		0		0		0		5.99		560

		Sudan		1992		1		0		0		9.74				4		82		0		0		0		4.93		350

		Sudan		1993		1		0		0		6.45				4		82		0		0		0		4.30		300

		Sudan		1994		1		0		0		5.65				4		82		0		0		0		4.04		270

		Sudan		1995		1		0		0		3.81				4		89		0		0		1		25.15		300

		Sudan		1996		1		0		0		3.50				4		89		0		0				4.00		270

		Sudan		1997		1		0		0		1.54				4		105		0		0				6.70		270

		Sudan		1998		1		0		0		2.27				4		105		0		0				5.00		290

		Sudan		1999		1		0		0		2.27				4		105		1		0				5.00		290

		Suriname		1990		0		1		1		19.89		55.52		1		4		0		0				0.05		1330

		Suriname		1991		1		1		1		12.54		39.04		1		4		0		0				2.92		990

		Suriname		1992		1		1		1		23.73		25.80		1		2		0		0				4.35		850

		Suriname		1993		1		1		1		24.02		10.95		1		2		0		0				-3.00		820

		Suriname		1994		1		1		1		18.90				1		2		0		0				-2.30		800

		Suriname		1995		1		1		1		21.65				1		2		0		0				4.00		880

		Suriname		1996		1		1		1		17.55				1		2		0		0						1060

		Suriname		1997		1		1		1		11.29				1		2		0		0						1320

		Suriname		1998		1		1		1		8.09				1		2		0		0						1660

		Suriname		1999		1		1		1		8.09				1		2		0		0						1660

		Thailand		1990		0		1		1		0.95		75.78		3		283		0		0		0		11.17		1520

		Thailand		1991		0		1		1		0.74		78.47		3		283		0		0		0		8.56		1680

		Thailand		1992		1		1		1		0.71		77.95		3		283		0		0		3		8.08		1900

		Thailand		1993		1		1		1		0.50		79.38		3		295		0		0		0		8.38		2120

		Thailand		1994		1		1		1		0.41		81.97		3		290		0		0		0		8.94		2380

		Thailand		1995		1		1		1		0.52		89.76		3		288		0		0		0		8.84		2710

		Thailand		1996		1		1		1		0.47		84.39		3		288		0		0				5.52		2930

		Thailand		1997		1		1		1		0.41		94.75		3		288		0		0				-1.25		2740

		Thailand		1998		1		1		1		0.61		101.33		3		288		0		0				-9.42		2160

		Thailand		1999		1		1		1		0.61		101.33		3		288		0		0				-9.42		2160

		Togo		1990		0		0		0		16.27		78.81		5		8		0		0		2		-0.24		430

		Togo		1991		0		0		0		12.73		74.98		5		8		0		0		3		-0.70		430

		Togo		1992		1		0		0		13.36		63.09		5		8		0		0		2		-3.98		440

		Togo		1993		1		0		0		8.02		56.48		5		8		0		0		1		-16.40		340

		Togo		1994		1		0		0		13.45		64.80		5		8		0		0		0		16.78		320

		Togo		1995		1		0		0		15.20		73.40		5		10		0		0		0		6.80		310

		Togo		1996		1		0		0		10.89		73.57		5		10		0		0				9.72		320

		Togo		1997		1		0		0		8.46		75.97		5		12		0		0				4.34		350

		Togo		1998		1		0		0		8.64		74.11		5		12		0		0				-1.01		330

		Togo		1999		1		0		0		8.64		74.11		5		12		0		0				-1.01		330

		Yugoslavia		1990		0		0		0						7		169		0		1		4

		Yugoslavia		1991		0		0		0						7		135		0		1		6

		Yugoslavia		1992		0		0		0						7		137		0		1		6

		Yugoslavia		1993		0		0		0						7		100		0		1		1

		Yugoslavia		1994		0		0		0						7		130		0		1		0

		Yugoslavia		1995		0		0		0						7		130		0		1		0

		Yugoslavia		1996		0		0		0						7		105		0		1

		Yugoslavia		1997		0		1		0						7		115		0		1

		Yugoslavia		1998		0		1		0						7		115		0		1

		Yugoslavia		1999		1		1		1						7		115		0		1

		Zambia		1990		0		1		1		15.96		72.47		4		16		0		1		1		-0.48		450

		Zambia		1991		1		0		1		29.51		71.86		4		16		0		1		0		-0.04		400

		Zambia		1992		1		0		1		36.11		84.07		4		16		0		0		1		-1.75		370

		Zambia		1993		1		0		0		28.87		69.95		4		16		0		0		0		6.82		390

		Zambia		1994		1		0		0		23.08		74.44		4		16		0		0		0		-3.43		360

		Zambia		1995		1		0		0		62.96		81.03		4		16		0		0		0		-2.27		350

		Zambia		1996		1		0		0		19.78		73.66		4		16		0		0				6.50		370

		Zambia		1997		1		0		0		16.44		68.72		4		21		0		0				3.43		370

		Zambia		1998		1		0		0		11.04		67.71		4		21		0		0				-2.00		330

		Zambia		1999		1		0		0		11.04		67.71		4		21		0		0				-2.00		330

		Zimbabwe		1990		0		0		0		4.00		45.66		4		45		0		1		0		6.98		920

		Zimbabwe		1991		0		0		0		4.70		51.05		4		45		0		1		0		5.53		910

		Zimbabwe		1992		0		0		0		12.23		63.71		4		48		0		1		0		-9.03		740

		Zimbabwe		1993		0		0		0		7.89		63.17		4		48		0		1		0		1.33		670

		Zimbabwe		1994		0		0		0		8.50		71.12		4		43		0		1		2		6.84		650

		Zimbabwe		1995		0		0		0		7.23		79.16		4		40		0		1		1		-0.54		630

		Zimbabwe		1996		0		0		0		4.50		72.74		4		40		0		1				8.66		700

		Zimbabwe		1997		0		0		0		4.11		82.21		4		40		0		1				3.75		710

		Zimbabwe		1998		0		0		0		4.74		93.68		4		40		0		1				2.46		620

		Zimbabwe		1999		1		0		0		4.74		93.68		4		40		0		1				2.46		620
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YEARS Between Conditionality and Reform

FIGURE 3: Time Between Conditionality and Reform 
(Freedom House / Political Rights = 3)
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