
Appendix 1 
 
 

1. Robustness  t e s t s  
 
 

Multiple robustness tests are performed to reinforce the strength of the reported results; references to these tests 

can be found throughout the paper. 

 

Corre la t ed  Contro l  Variab le s .  First, to determine that certain control variables do not contribute singly to our 

findings, the model is re-run accounting for this. Both GDP and population are included in the fractional probit 

model, though the two are highly correlated (R = 0.62). So, the model is re-run, once with only GDP, and once 

with only population, and find that the results are stable and hold across the new models. 

 

Imputed  Of f i c ia l  Finance  Contro l  Variab le s .  Official finance variables are included as control variables, 

though data are missing for 2013. In order to include these variables in the dataset, data for the missing years are 

imputed: data between 2009 and 2012 are used to impute traditional official finance data for 2013. To ensure 

that results are not driven by these imputed data, Models 1-5 are re-run without these data; the main results are 

stable and hold for the new models. 

 

Country  Out l i e r s .  Next, the validity of the baseline strategy is tested accounting for whether the findings are 

driven by sample selection. To do this, the main specification is re-run 45 times, each time leaving out a single 

country. Appendix Figure A2 shows the coefficients and their 90% confidence intervals for each of the 

dependent variables, respectively. This figure suggests that results are stable. Only when Liberia is excluded 

(country ID 22 in Figure A2), the estimated coefficients increase dramatically in value and significance – a result 

of Liberia’s very high FDI value. We conclude therefore that if any bias is present in the estimate due to outliers, 

it is a downward bias, suggesting that, if anything, the findings are more robust and consistent as more strict 

conditions are met.1 

(Appendix Figure A2 about here.) 

 

																																																								
1 We do not find necessary to arbitrarily exclude Liberia from our dataset because of this test. However the results of Models 1-7 are 
stable and consistent even when not including Liberia (available upon request). 



Alternat iv e  Empir i ca l  Spec i f i ca t ion .  The validity of the baseline specification is tested by employing both an 

OLS with fixed effects model as well as a conditional logit fixed effects model. The OLS with fixed effects 

model delivers the same empirical evidence obtained using the fractional logit (see Appendix Table A2). Also the 

conditional logit with fixed effects model confirms the results for Models 2, 3, 4, and 5 (see Appendix Table A3).  

 

(Appendix Table A2 and Appendix Table A3 about here) 

 

Alternat iv e  Conf l i c t  Data .  ACLED and UCDP-GED (Sundberg and Melander, 2013) differ in significant 

ways, including what types of conflict are covered, the coverage period, the event unit, and the definition of what 

constitutes an event. This information for ACLED is reviewed here: www.acleddata.com/methodology. When 

considering events perpetrated by armed and organized groups, the values still differ (see Appendix Figure A3 

for a comparison using a subset of years).2  

(Appendix Figure A3 about here.) 

 

A significant difference between the datasets is the coding of political violence outside of defined ‘civil war’ 

periods. There are fewer records for states not in an active civil war in the UCDP-GED set. For example, there 

is less coverage of state violence in Kenya and Zimbabwe, or attacks in Nigeria, Sudan and Ethiopia, under 

UCDP-GED coding rules. This can present an issue in cases when only non-civil war periods are explored, as in 

the study here. 

 

In addition, ACLED codes events ‘atomically’ meaning that an event (ACLED has 9 types of events) occurs on 

a specific day in a specific location involving specific actors. If a battle extends for more than one day, each day 

the battle is reported to have occurred is coded separately. Hence, each event has a source that notes the day(s) 

of an event. UCDP-GED has a number of ‘campaign’ and ‘summary’ events for which a single battle may occur 

for any number of days (from the beginning to the end point), but it cannot be assumed that the same battle 

occurred on each day. In fact, UCDP-GED notes that for these types of events there is no exact disaggregated 

information available; ‘in other words, it is unclear how many battles took place during the time period specified’ 

																																																								
2  Additional details regarding the differences between the two datasets are available at: 
http://www.acleddata.com/wpcontent/uploads/2012/08/Dataset-Typology-Overview.pdf.  



(Sundberg, Lindgrem, and Padskocimaite, 2010, p.6). If these campaigns (i.e. conflict events coded for months or 

more) are artificially disaggregated to mirror ACLED’s atomic modeling, the result is hundreds of assumed 

events occurring.  

 

Lastly, and most importantly, ACLED does not employ a fatality threshold in order to be included as a conflict 

event within the dataset; UCDP-GED requires 25 battle-related deaths prior to inclusion. This means that 

conflict events seeing fewer than 25 fatalities are not captured. This is problematic in cases such as Zimbabwe. 

Violence records in Zimbabwe indicate that fatal violence is only very rarely used in political intimidation. 

Beatings and non-fatal violence are much more common, and deliberately utilized because this lower-intensity 

violence draws less attention and sustains a facade of security which is undermined by the high-levels of non-

fatal violence; the choice to limit fatal violence is a strategic one, and central to the conflict dynamics of this 

context, a feature which is concealed by measures of fatalities only. As we are interested in state repression – i.e. 

events such as these minimally-lethal yet repressive ones in Zimbabwe – ACLED is better suited for the analysis 

here since these events would not show up in the UCDP-GED dataset given not meeting their fatality threshold. 

 

 
2. Additional material 

 

	
Figure A1: Mean and Volatility (standard deviation) of FDI stock, Aid, Natural Resources Rent and Tax Rent 

Figure note: the figure displays mean and volatility (standard deviation) for a set of African countries 
included in our sample. Countries with highest level and volatility of each income source are 
different in each quadrant (see labels), suggesting that these each country has a different 
combination of these sources. 



 
 
 

 

Figure A2: Country Outliers Excluded from Data One at a Time   

Figure note: the figure displays estimate of the effect of FDI stock on state intervention in conflict 
using model 1. The point estimate indicates the value of the coefficient, the blue bars denotes its 
95% confidence interval. Estimates are obtained excluding from the sample one country at a time 
(x-axis) and shows the absence of outliers driving the findings. 

 

 

 

	
	

Figure A3: Comparison of Organized, Armed Conflict Event Numbers and Locations.   

 

	
	
	
	

	
	



	
	

Table A1: States and Years excluded as they were experiencing civil war according to our definition 

State year State year 
Algeria 2006 DR-Congo 2006 
Algeria 2010 DR-Congo 2007 
Angola 1997 DR-Congo 2008 
Angola 1998 DR-Congo 2009 
Angola 1999 DR-Congo 2011 
Angola 2000 DR-Congo 2012 
Angola 2001 DR-Congo 2013 
Burundi 2000 DR-Congo 2014 
Burundi 2001 Ethiopia 2006 
Burundi 2008 Ethiopia 2008 

Central African Republic 2006 Ivory Coast 2002 
Central African Republic 2010 Ivory Coast 2003 
Central African Republic 2012 Liberia 1999 
Central African Republic 2013 Liberia 2000 

Chad 1999 Liberia 2001 
Chad 2006 Liberia 2002 
Chad 2007 Liberia 2003 
Chad 2008 Libya 2011 

DR-Congo 1997 Mali 2006 
DR-Congo 1998 Mali 2008 
DR-Congo 1999 Mali 2012 
DR-Congo 2000 Mali 2013 
DR-Congo 2001 Mali 2014 
DR-Congo 2002 Nigeria 2014 
DR-Congo 2004 Sierra Leone 1997 
DR-Congo 2005     

 
Table note: the table displays state-year observations excluded from the analysis. This observation 
are excluded as they experience the occurrence of at least two conflicts in two different regions 
involving rebels and state forces and causing an effective change in the control of territory. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table A2: Impact of FDI stock on state intervention in conflict using an OLS model with FE 

 

    
Civil 

Liberties<median 
Civil 

Liberties>median 
Cash Balance 

<median 
Cash 

Balance<median 

  (1) (2) (3) (6) (7) 
FDI stock (lag) 0.001** 0.004*** 0.000 0.004** 0.000 

 
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) 

Aid (lag) -0.001 0.001 -0.002 0.002 -0.003 

 
(0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) 

Tax Revenue (lag) 0.000 0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.004 

 
(0.004) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.006) 

GDP (lag) 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Population(lag) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Natural Resource Rents (lag) 0.005** 0.004 0.008* 0.000 0.007* 

 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) 

Control of Corruption (lag) 0.072 0.14 -0.052 -0.051 0.138 

 
(0.070) (0.092) (0.109) (0.115) (0.101) 

Armed Conflict (lag) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Conflict in Border Countries (lag) 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000* 0.000* 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Civil Liberties Index (lag) 0.027 -0.129 0.192 0.382 -0.403 

 
(0.202) (0.259) (0.421) (0.277) (0.424) 

Consumer Price Index (lag) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Presidential Election Dummy (lag) 0.019 0.014 0.029 0.051 -0.012 

 
(0.033) (0.047) (0.046) (0.045) (0.052) 

Number of Actors against State (lag) 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.008 

 
(0.006) (0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.008) 

R-squared 0.14 0.07 0.02 0.07 0.05 
Observations 717 373 344 297 289 

 

 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table A3: Impact of FDI stock on state intervention in conflict using a conditional logit model 

    Civil Liberties<median Civil Liberties>median Cash Balance<median Cash Balance>median 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

FDI stock (lag) 0.009 0.036** 0.002 0.085** -0.002 

 
(0.006) (0.017) (0.006) (0.034) (0.007) 

Aid (lag) -0.007 0.004 -0.015 0.015 -0.028 

 
(0.015) (0.043) (0.016) (0.049) (0.019) 

Tax Revenue (lag) 0.009 -0.004 0.007 0.018 -0.001 

 
(0.043) (0.079) (0.053) (0.181) (0.057) 

GDP (lag) 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.000 

 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003) 

Population(lag) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Natural Resource Rents (lag) 0.035 0.023 0.085* -0.024 0.081 

 
(0.021) (0.025) (0.047) (0.075) (0.050) 

Control of Corruption (lag) 0.088 0.321 -0.008 -0.172 1.504 

 
(0.678) (1.151) (0.936) (1.604) (1.169) 

Armed Conflict (lag) 0.013 0.060* 0.008 0.011 0.017 

 
(0.011) (0.035) (0.008) (0.012) (0.019) 

Conflict in Border Countries (lag) 0.001 -0.001 0.003** 0.003 0.002 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) 

Civil Liberties Index (lag) -0.757 -4.563 0.762 2.852 -9.488 

 
(2.556) (4.533) (3.821) (4.650) (8.687) 

Consumer Price Index (lag) 0.026*** 0.039** 0.012 0.031 -0.005 

 
(0.008) (0.016) (0.011) (0.020) (0.015) 

Presidential Election Dummy (lag) 0.441 0.098 0.664* 1.472*** -0.34 

 
(0.309) (0.552) (0.385) (0.545) (0.525) 

Number of Actors against State (lag) 0.063 -0.069 0.033 0.274 -0.073 

 
(0.097) (0.187) (0.117) (0.187) (0.164) 

Observations 510 216 294 170 222 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table A4: 2SLS-OLS model using mean FDI of other former colonial partners as instrument – whole set of coefficients 

 

 
Whole Sample Low Civ Liberties High Cash Deficit 

  First stage- FDI stock 

  (1) (2) (3) 

FDI other colonies 0.115*** 0.131*** 0.06** 

 
(0.035) (0.028) (0.023) 

Other controls Y Y Y 

State FE Y Y Y 

Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic 10.68 21.55 7.02 

P>F 0.00 0.00 0.02 

  Second Stage - state's proportion of armed events 

FDI stock 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.008*** 

 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) 

Aid (lag) 0.002 0.002 0.005 

 
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) 

Tax Revenue (lag) -0.001 0.003 -0.006 

 
(0.003) (0.004) (0.009) 

GDP (lag) 0.000 0.000*** 0.000 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Population(lag) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Natural Resource Rents (lag) 0.005*** 0.003** -0.001 

 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.004) 

Control of Corruption (lag) 0.070 0.123 -0.068 

 
(0.065) (0.077) (0.137) 

Armed Conflict (lag) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Conflict in Border Countries (lag) 0.000 0.000 -0.000*** 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Civil Liberties Index (lag) -0.028 -0.125 0.411* 

 
(0.177) (0.259) (0.218) 

Consumer Price Index (lag) 0.000 0.000 -0.001 

 
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) 

Presidential Election Dummy (lag) 0.024 0.017 0.064 

 
(0.034) (0.051) (0.054) 

Number of Actors against State (lag) 0.000 0.000 0.002 

 
(0.005) (0.006) (0.008) 

State FE Y Y Y 

N 690 358 282 
Table note: estimates are obtained fitting a 2SLS-OLS with FDI stock of other colonial patterns as instrumental variable for FDI stock. 
All the specifications have the proportion of armed events that are state events as dependent variable in the second stage. The controls 
include: FDI stock (lag), Aid (lag), Tax Revenue (lag), GDP (lag), Population (lag), Natural Resources (lag), Control of corruption (lag), 
Armed conflict (lag), Conflict in boarder's countries (lag), Civil liberties index (lag), Consumer price index (lag), Presidential election 
dummy (lag), number of actors against the state (lag), state fixed effects. Level of significance are *** p<0.01; ** p<0.05; * p<0.10 and 
errors are robust and clustered at state level. 

 


