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A Coding Pre-Colonial States

The following elaborates upon the coding rules described in the article, followed by country-by-country
coding discussions.

A.1 Coding Rules

Definition A.1. An ethnic group from the Ethnic Power Relations (EPR) dataset is coded as
belonging to a pre-colonial state if co-ethnics governed a substantial percentage of members
of the modern ethnic group through a single or small number of political organizations that
exhibited some degree of centralized rule on the eve of colonization.

The following three steps operationalized this definition:

1. Generate a list of candidate states. First, I consulted a uniform set of sources, 11 continent-wide maps
of historical states and every ethnic group in Murdock’s (1967) dataset with a jurisdictional hierarchy
score of 3 or 4 (large state), to generate a list of candidate states. (I drew the Murdock scores from
Michalopoulos and Papaioannou’s (2013) replication data.) If none of these candidate states yielded
any EPR ethnic groups in the country to be coded as PCS (see next two steps), then I additionally
consulted the pre-colonial history section of the country’s Encyclopaedia Britannica page, which Put-
terman (2015) uses for his state antiquity index. Consulting numerous different sources on historical
states makes it unlikely that the data will fail to incorporate any major states in pre-colonial Africa.
Table A.1 summarizes the 11 different maps used in the coding. I found three of the maps because they
are used by Depetris-Chauvin (2015): Ajayi and Crowder (1985), Barraclough and Parker (1993), and
McEvedy (1996). Although useful for identifying candidate states, none of these sources explicitly
say what they mean by states, and often list notable peoples alongside states. This emphasizes the
importance of gathering additional information about the candidate states.

Table A.1: Maps of Historical States

Source Notes
Ajayi and Crowder (1985; Section 55) Includes all states from the map “European Colonies and African States
on the Eve of the 1884-1885 Berlin Conference.”

Atmore (1985; 12, 63) Includes all states from his maps “Northern Africa on the eve of parti-
tion” and “Southern Africa on the eve of partition.”

Barraclough and Parker (1993; 235) Includes all states and other selectively labeled empires from the map
“Africa before the partition by European powers 1800 to 1880.”

Gailey (1971) Includes all indigenous states in the map “European Territory - 1884.”

Griffiths (1995, 39) Includes all states from his map “19th Century AD.”

Johnston (1884; xvi-1) Includes all states in the map.

Kasule (1998; 83, 85) Includes all states from his map in either 1880 or 1885.

McEvedy (1996; 107, 111, 113, 115) Includes all states identified in at least one of his maps from 1878, 1885,
1890, or 1900.

Oliver and Atmore (2005; 124-5) Includes all states from the map “Africa on the eve of partition: African
states and European settlements.”

Pakenham (1991; 19, 280) Includes all states from the maps “Africa before the scramble: indige-
nous and alien powers in 1876 and “Africa in 1886: the scramble half
complete.”

Reid (2012; xix) Includes all states with demarcated territories in the map ‘“Nineteenth-

century military revolution.”




2. Match candidate states with EPR ethnic groups and countries. Second, I used additional secondary
sources to match candidate states with EPR ethnic groups to generate a list of candidate PCS groups.
In many cases, descriptions of the candidate state listed an ethnic group that corresponded to an EPR
ethnic group. I also compared the location of the candidate state (in particular its capital) with EPR
ethnic group polygons from Vogt et al. (2015). Candidate states without a corresponding politically
relevant EPR ethnic group were not scrutinized further. For example, the Benin empire in Nigeria
governed members of the Edo ethnic group, but this is a not a politically relevant ethnic group in the
EPR dataset (or a subset of one).

The capital of the candidate state must be located within the same modern country borders as the EPR
ethnic group. This consideration ensures groups are not coded as PCS simply because a pre-colonial
state governed ethnic kin located far away. For example, see the example of Fulani and Hausa states in
the Niger coding notes, and the broader discussion of partitioned ethnic groups in Murdock’s (1959,
1967) dataset alongside Table A.5.

3. Code pre-colonial state (PCS) groups. Third, given a list of candidate PCS groups, I assessed whether
the group met the criteria in Definition A.1. These four criteria are individually necessary and jointly
sufficient to code a group as PCS.

(a) Co-ethnic governance. The candidate state was independent rather than a tributary state to an-
other empire, such as the Adamawa emirate that was subordinate to the Sokoto Caliphate.

(b) Some degree of centralization. There is evidence that the state actually exhibited some degree
of centralized rule (i.e., government above the local level). In addition to relying on histori-
ans’ statements about the state’s level of centralization, when possible I compiled information
about central administrative institutions. Dahomey (in modern-day Benin) was a paradigmatic
state: “The state was a form of absolute monarchy unique in Africa. The king, surrounded by
a magnificent retinue, was the unchallenged pinnacle of a rigidly stratified society of royalty,
commoners, and slaves. He governed through a centralized bureaucracy staffed by commoners
who could not threaten his authority” (Encyclopaedia Britannica Dahomey).

Overall, the required level of centralization to satisfy this criterion is fairly low, with the justi-
fication that even modest forms of pre-colonial ethnic-wide hierarchical political organization
would likely trigger the theoretical mechanisms. Additionally, higher standards for centraliza-
tion would lead only a handful of groups to be coded as PCS. For example, after stating that
“by the standard of political units in precolonial sub-Saharan Africa, Sokoto would rank among
the most centralized, stable, and sizable,” Kohli (2004, 297) continues: “The political structure
of the Sokoto Caliphate was nevertheless rudimentary, especially when compared with other
non-Western agrarian monarchies of the period . .. Sokoto attained high levels of neither politi-
cal stability nor stateness: There was no centralized army; centralized administration was weak,
if nonexistent; the quality of rule varied across emirates, as well as over time,” among other
considerations.

Although the bar for “some degree of centralization™ is low, two types of groups failed this
criterion: nomadic and/or pastoralist groups (for example, the Maasai in Kenya), and groups that
governed trading centers but without evidence that a central organization existed or exhibited any
degree of control, for example, the Bateke in Republic of Congo.

(c) One or a small number of political organizations governed a substantial percentage of members
of the EPR ethnic group. This rules out groups fractured into a large number of distinct states,
ranging from dozens (e.g., Yoruba in Nigeria) to hundreds (e.g., Bamileke in Nigeria) of separate



states. The easiest cases are ones in which there was only a single state, like the Buganda
kingdom for the Baganda in Uganda. However, for the primary PCS measure, a group split
into several states could be coded as PCS if there were either a small number of states or if
one state was clearly ascendant. For example, Angola’s Mbundu-Mestico had two historical
states and are coded as PCS. Tswana in Botswana are also coded as PCS despite being split into
eight chiefdoms because Ngwato governed nearly half the Tswana population and the Tswana
demonstrated their ability to collectively organize. Table A.2 denotes these cases. Appendix
Table D.4 re-runs the results when the only groups coded as PCS meet all the criteria and were
governed by a single pre-colonial state.

Furthermore, in some cases secondary sources highlighted only a single state, but either (1)
the secondary sources also indicated considerable diversity in political organization among that
ethnic group (e.g., Myene in Gabon) or (2) the EPR politically relevant ethnic group composes
more than one ethnic group and the state ruled only one of these groups (e.g., Ndebele-Kalanga-
(Tonga) in Zimbabwe). In such cases, I assessed whether or not the state governed a substantial
percentage of the EPR ethnic group, measured by comparing a map of the state to the EPR ethnic
group polygon or by examining population estimates. Although there is no bright line for “sub-
stantial,” in the only four cases for which a state exhibited evidence of centralized institutions
but was deemed too small relative to the size of the whole EPR ethnic group to code the group
as PCS, rough population estimates suggest less than 20% (Sanwi in Cote d’Ivoire, Myene in
Gabon, Northerners in Malawi, Ovambo in Namibia).

(d) On the eve of colonization. Finally, the ethnic group exhibited these characteristics at the onset of
European colonization—even if its state had declined from its zenith—under the justification that
groups’ influence on colonial policies is a key mechanism in the present theory. For example,
whereas Malawi’s Chewa were organized under the Maravi Confederacy that may have once met
the criteria for centralization, it fell in 1720. By the time British colonial rule began in the late
19th century, Chewa were not centralized under either one or several states. In most cases, this
criterion implies the state had to exist in the 1880s—when Europe began conquering most of the
interior territory of Africa—to count. This is also the time period that most of the maps cover.
However, some ethnic groups experienced early major colonial interference and are coded as
PCS despite colonial onset prior to 1870. Table A.2 denotes these cases. Appendix Table D.5 re-
runs the results when the only groups coded as PCS meet all the criteria and did not experience
early major colonial interference. To code early major colonial interference systematically, I
assessed every PCS group in each country that Ertan et al. (2016) code as becoming colonized
by Western Europe prior to 1870 (plus Sudan, which Egypt colonized for a period in the 19th
century), and the coding notes detail which of these states experienced early major colonial
interference and which not.
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Table A.2: List of PCS Groups

Country EPR ethnic group Historical state(s)
Angola Mbundu-Mestico* Kasanje/Matamba
Benin South/Central (Fon) Dahomey

Benin Southeastern (Yoruba/Nagot and Goun) Porto Novo
Botswana Tswana* Tswana chiefdoms
Burundi Tutsi Burundi

Chad Muslim Sahel groups Ouaddai

DRC Luba Kasai Luba

DRC Luba Shaba Luba

DRC Lunda-Yeke Lunda

Ethiopia Amhara Ethiopia

Ghana Asante (Akan) Asante

Guinea Malinke Samori

Guinea Peul Futa Jalon
Madagascar | Highlanders Merina

Mali Blacks (Mande, Peul, Voltaic etc.) Tukulor

Nigeria Hausa-Fulani and Muslim Middle Belt Sokoto

Rwanda Tutsi Rwanda

Senegal Pulaar (Peul, Toucouleur)* T Bondu/Futa Toro
Senegal Serer* Sin/Salum
Senegal Wolof*:T Walo/Kajor/Bawol/Jolof
South Africa | Zulu® Zulu

Sudan Fur Darfur

Sudan Shaygiyya, Ja’aliyyin and Danagla® Mahdist

Uganda South-Westerners (Ankole, Banyoro, Toro)* | Ankole/Bunyoro/Toro
Uganda Baganda Buganda

Zambia Bemba speakers* Kazembe/Bemba
Zambia Lozi (Barotse) Lozi

Zimbabwe Ndebele-Kalanga-(Tonga) Ndebele

* All groups ruled by more than one pre-colonial state are coded as non-PCS for the first alternative PCS coding. T All groups whose
states experienced early major colonial interference are coded as non-PCS for the second alternative PCS coding. This includes the
Mabhdist state in Sudan, which followed a period of Egyptian rule in the 19th century (1821-1882).



A.2 Country-by-Country Coding Notes

Country-by-country coding notes follow. EPR ethnic groups coded as PCS for the primary PCS measure
are stated in bold red. As in Table A.2, all groups ruled by more than one pre-colonial state are coded as
non-PCS for the first alternative PCS coding, denoted by *. All groups whose states experienced early major
colonial interference are coded as non-PCS for the second alternative PCS coding, denoted by . When
citing Encyclopaedia Britannica online (academic edition), I list the specific article from which I drew the
information as “EB [title of article].”

A.2.1 Angola

Candidate states from maps: Kasanje, Ovimbundu, Kongo.

* Kasanje. EPR group: Mbundu-Mestico. The Mbundu-Mestico™ belonged to two major states,
Kasanje and Matamba (Warner 1991a, 12-13). Imbangala invasions created the Kasanje state, which
was populated by Mbundu. “By the time Ndongo was extinguished as an independent state, Kasanje
had grown to be one of the most powerful states in West Central Africa” (Birmingham 1966, 126).
Furthermore, “Lower-ranking Imbangala officials had no independent authority which might detract
from the power concentrated in the position of the single titled king,” reflecting the “near-total cen-
tralization in the Imbangala kilombo” (Miller 1976, 236, 268). The “Imbangala kingdom of Kasanje
... flourished in northwestern Angola between ca. 1620 and 1912” (Miller 1979, 51), although “the
nineteenth century saw the breakdown of this stability, with the onset of a gradual drift toward decen-
tralization” (Miller 1979, 54). Consistent with Ertan et al.’s (2016) coding of an early colonial onset
date in Angola (1750), this case is coded as early major colonial interference due to Portugal’s role
in weakening the Kasanje kingdom in the 19th century. “Factions in Kasanje attracted the attention
of the European sources soon after 1800, and Portuguese interference in Kasanje politics followed as
the Europeans sought advantage from the growing disunity. Politics at the central court had reached
an impasse by the 1840s, a period of Portuguese occupation followed in the 1850s, and by the 1860s
control of the middle Kwango valley had returned to the regional factions” (Miller 1979, 54).

The sister of a monarch from the older Mbundu state of Ndongo founded the Matamba state. The king-
dom lasted throughout the 19th century, although its once-peaceful relations with Portugal became
increasingly hostile as they encroached on Matamba territory, and was destroyed by a Portuguese
expedition in 1909 (EB Matamba).

e Ovimbundu. EPR group: Ovimbundu-Ovambo. There were 22 distinct Ovimbundu states that “were
not politically unified” (Heywood 2000, 1-2). They even faced difficulties projecting power within
their own domain: “The legacy of the Imbangala mentality of pillage, the history of incessant warfare
between the states, the [low] population density, the persistence of local identities, and the almost total
absence of state bureaucracies also limited the power that Ovimbundu rulers exercised” (4).

* Kongo. EPR group: Bakongo. The Kongo Kingdom disintegrated in the 17th century, leaving the
Bakongo politically fractured on the eve of colonization. “Their former political unity long broken, the
various segments of the ethnolinguistic category [of Bakongo] in Angola experienced quite different
influences in the colonial period” (Warner 1991b, 72).
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A.2.2 Benin

Candidate states from maps: Dahomey, Porto Novo, Borgu. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock:
Fon.

* Dahomey. EPR group: South/Central Fon. The Dahomey state of the South/Central (Fon) “was a
form of absolute monarchy unique in Africa. The king, surrounded by a magnificent retinue, was
the unchallenged pinnacle of a rigidly stratified society of royalty, commoners, and slaves. He gov-
erned through a centralized bureaucracy staffed by commoners who could not threaten his authority
...Dahomey was organized for war, not only to expand its boundaries but also to take captives as
slaves . ..From approximately 1680, a regular census of population was taken as a basis for military
conscription” (EB Dahomey).

* Porto Novo. EPR group: Southeastern (Yoruba/Nagot and Goun). Although information about Porto
Novo is more scarce, it appears to meet the criteria to code Southeastern (Yoruba/Nagot and Goun)
as PCS. The Yoruba kingdom Porto Novo was a distinct kingdom from Dahomey whose capital was
the eponymous city on Benin’s coast, situating it at the center of the slave trade. Dahomey experienced
continual warfare throughout the 19th century with Porto Novo (Decalo 1990, 91), whose native dy-
nasty remained independent during the 19th century (Hargreaves 1963, 54; see also EB Benin). Its
king list stretches from 1688 to 1913, when France ended the kingdom (Decalo 1995, 295). Yoruba-
Nagot are more populous than Goun (Scarritt and Mozaffar 1999), implying that the Yoruba/Nagot’s
kingdom covered more than half of the amalgamated EPR group “Yoruba/Nagot and Goun.” Further-
more, many Goun also lived in Porto Novo and were “strongly affected by Yoruba cultural influences”
(Decalo 1995, 189).

* Borgu. EPR group: Northern (Bariba, Peul, Ottamari, Yoa-Lokpa, Dendi, Gourmanchma). Among
groups in northern Benin, “No centralized protostates had emerged among the Bariba, Pila Pila, and
other groups, though small powerful states existed in Nikki, Kouande, Djougou, Parakou, and Kandi”
(Decalo 1990, 92). Parakou was the administrative center, and Nikki was the most important city on
the Dahomey side of the border of the former Borgu state of the Bariba people that was partitioned
between British Nigeria and French Dahomey. Borgu, however, did not even rule over all the Bariba
and was tributary: “During the pre-colonial era the population was organized into several quasi-
feudal semi-autonomous states hierarchically linked and owing traditional allegiance to that of Bussa
in Nigeria” (Decalo 1995, 95).
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A.2.3 Botswana

Candidate states from maps: Tswana.

» Tswana. EPR group: Tswana. Coding the Tswana* as PCS is a borderline coding decision because
Tswana were fractured. There were eight main separate Tswana tribes, with the following popula-
tion breakdowns calculated using population data from each of their native reserve territory in 1936:
Ngwato (47%), Tawana (19%), Kwena (12%), Ngwaketse (11%), Kgatla (6%), Malete (3%), Rolong
(1%), and Tlokwa (1%) (Schapera 1955, 2). Each tribe “manages its own affairs under the direction of
a chief (kgosi, morena), who is independent of the rest” (Schapera 1940, 56). However, the chiefdoms
achieved centralized political institutions. Lange (2009, 142) describes their political organization
as “centralized chiefdoms” in which “the chieftaincy was a powerful position, having executive, ju-
dicial, and legislative power as well as a high level of discretion over chiefdom lands and cattle.”
Furthermore, the Tswana as a whole demonstrated some cohesion by collectively fighting against
South African Boers and, under the leadership of the predominant chief, Khama III of the Ngwato,
requested British protection in the 1870s (144).
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A.2.4 Burundi

Candidate states from maps: Rundi. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Rundi.

* Rundi. EPR group: Tutsi. The Rundi Tutsi state lasted from the late 16th century until the end of colo-
nial rule. The state incorporated all the regions that eventually composed modern Burundi during the
reign of Ntare Rugamba between 1796 and 1850 (Newbury 2001, 265-6). Although political conflict
among Ntare Rugama’s sons decreased the extent of centralized rule relative to the neighboring Rwan-
dan state, politics were centered around the state. “This was political struggle, not anarchy: Baganwa
often fought over recognized positions, including that of kingship itself—the control of royal rituals
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... kingship in Burundi was in many cases not strong enough to suppress political conflict; nonethe-
less, it was often central to political struggle in Burundi and influential in the forms those struggles
assumed” (285).
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A.2.5 Cameroon

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB: Kotoko, Bamum. Candidate ethnic groups
from Murdock: Mum (i.e., Bamum).

* Kotoko. EPR group: Fulani (and other northern Muslim peoples). Kotoko was not an independent
state, and was instead incorporated into Borno, whose capital was in Nigeria (DeLancey and De-
Lancey 2000, 118). The secondary sources consulted also mention that Kotoko was part of a broader
grouping of political entities in northern Cameroon. Germany (Cameroon), Britain (Nigeria), and
France (Chad) partitioned the former states of Adamawa, Borno, and Mandara, all of which occupied
territory in northern Cameroon (Barkindo 1985, 29). The imperial capitals of the Adamawa emirate
of the Sokoto empire (EB Adamawa) and Borno were located in Nigeria. Mandara, located in the
polygon of the EPR group “Northwestern Anglophones (Grassfielders)” in Cameroon, had become a
weak tributary state by the onset of colonization. After reaching its zenith in the late 18th century,
“The beginning of the nineteenth century, however, saw Mandara at the nadir of its fortunes when the
Jihad of Modibbo Adama and the creation of the Emirate of Fombina (Adamawa) detached much of
its territory and forced the Sultan to seek the aid of Borno™ (Barkindo 1985, 31). The kingdom was
located in the Mandara mountains, and EB’s entry for “Mandara Mountains” mentions peoples “living
in dispersed homesteads or villages of small, circular huts” and nothing about a history of political
centralization.

* Bamum. EPR group: Bamileke. Farther south, “The Fulani expansion [NB: the Fulani are widespread
across western Africa and controlled states such as Sokoto and Adamawa] reached its southernmost
point with the conquest of Bamum, a state founded in the 17th century by Nshare, the son of a Tikar
chief. Bamoum was one of the largest of numerous states that emerged in the grassland areas of
Cameroon at that time” (EB Cameroon). The historical capital of the Bamum, Foumban, is located in
EPR’s Bamileke polygon. However, the Bamileke were politically fractured: “Bamileke is a collective
term referring to a loose aggregation of some 100 states or chiefdoms of the eastern Grassfields in the
western province of Cameroon ... [a] history of shifting borders, alliances, and the influx of refugees
from neighboring states makes each Bamileke state a political composite of diverse peoples owing
allegiance to the king and the established royal institutions. During the precolonial era, the Bamileke
fought wars among their constituent states as well as with the neighboring Nso and Bamoun” (La
Famille Bamileke 2016; see also Firmin-Sellers 2001).
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A.2.6 Central African Republic

Candidate states from maps: Bobangi.

* Bobangi. EPR group: Riverine groups (Mbaka, Yakoma, Banziri etc.). The Bobangi were among the
riverine peoples that escaped enslavement, and settled on and monopolized trade along the Oubangui
river for two centuries prior to French colonization (Decalo 1998, 191; Kalck 2004, 26), but the
sources do not suggest this trading center developed centralized institutions across Central African
Republic’s various riverine groups (more on this below).

Candidate states from EB: Dar al-Kuti, Zande, Bandi.

* Preface for the remaining candidate states. In Central African Republic: “Many of the ethnic groups
in the region were organized in the precolonial era into small sultanates, but all were of minor geo-
graphical scope and little political and military weight” (Decalo 1998, 191). In the broader region of
central Africa: “In the forests of Gabon and Middle Congo and the savannas of Oubangui-Chari and
southern Chad, were small tribal groups whose traditional social organization had in many cases been
upset by migrations and invasions coincident with the spread of the coastal slave trade and Muslim
slave-raiding in the north” (Ballard 1965, 233-4).

— Dar al-Kuti. EPR group: Northern groups (Baya, Banda, Mandjia, Sara, Goula). Tributary to
the Wadai kingdom in Chad (Kalck 1992, 48; Bradshaw and Fandos Rius 2007).

— Zande and Bandi. EPR group: Riverine groups (Mbaka, Yakoma, Banziri etc.). Two Bandi
(also spelled Bandia) sultanates existed on the rivers that compose Central African Republic’s
southern border: Bangassou and Rafai (Kalck 1992, 16), which correspond with their epony-
mous modern towns. The Zande (also called Azande) people divided between Central African
Republic, Democratic Republic of Congo, and Sudan also carved out small but fractured states:
“During their conquests, scions of the royal clan carved out kingdoms for themselves, and wars
between these various kingdoms were frequent” (EB Zande). The evidence for Bobangi, Zande,
and Bandi is consistent with Decalo’s (1998, 191) argument that riverine peoples in Central
African Republic were fractured among many small sultanates.
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A.277 Chad

Candidate states from maps: Ouaddai, Bagirmi, Bornu. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Bagirmi.

* Historical background on these states. These are the three traditional states in Chad according to the
literature: Ouaddai (also spelled “Wadai”), Bagirmi, and Bornu (also referred to as Kanem-Bornu;
Bornu broke off the former Kanem empire before subsequently conquering Kanem). These states
created a wide gulf between themselves and neighboring stateless societies. “The nearly stateless so-
cieties of the South, smaller and less well armed, could not simply be absorbed by the great states of
the Sahel that emerged at various points in the thousand years preceding colonization. One principal
reason was that they served as hunting grounds for slaves, a role they could not fulfill if, by incorpo-
ration into the Sahelian states of Ouaddai, Baruirmi, and Kanem, they became a part of Dar-el-Islam”
(Nolutshungu 1996, 27-8). Similarly, Decalo (1980, 28-9) argues “the recorded history of the country
is very much the story of the tug-of-war between the Muslim slave-states of the Sahel (Baguirmi,
Ouadai, and Kanem-Bornu) and their deep razzias in the animist and disorganised Sara south.”

* Quaddai. EPR group: Muslim Sahelian groups. Ouaddai “developed an elaborate hierarchical struc-
ture with a powerful absolute monarchy” (Decalo 1997, 326). The Muslim Sahelian group Maba
founded the Ouaddai state (Decalo 1997, xxv, 276), which included most of the territory spanned by
the EPR Muslim Sahelian groups’ group-location polygon. After 1982 in the EPR dataset, Muslim
Sahelian groups split into Hadjerai and Zaghawa/Bideyat, and both are coded as PCS groups.

* Bornu. EPR group: none. The capital of Bornu is in Nigeria.

* Bagirmi. EPR group: none. Bagirmi was not independent in the 19th century, and instead was “under
nearly continuous military pressure from—and [was] frequently tributary to—both the Kanem-Bornu
Empire and the Ouadai state” (Decalo 1997, 78).
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A.2.8 Congo, Democratic Republic

Candidate states from maps: Luba, Lunda, Kuba, and Azande. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock:
Luba, Suku.

* Luba. EPR groups: Luba Kasai and Luba Shaba. The Luba were organized into a large state in which
“the king retained a great deal of power over appointments and tribute” over the empire’s provinces
(Bobb 1999, 261). EB “Luba-Lunda states” refers to the Luba state as centralized and describes its
expansion. This state corresponds with Luba Kasai and Luba Shaba, which renowned historian Jan
Vansina also identifies as two of the major Luba clusters (Bobb 1999, 261).
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* Lunda. EPR group: Lunda-Yeke. The Lunda organized a large state that “consisted of a centralized
core, a ring of provinces closely tied to the capital, an outer ring of provinces that paid tribute but
were otherwise autonomous, and a fringe of independent states that shared a common Lunda culture”
(EB Lunda Empire). EB “Luba-Lunda states” refers to the Lunda state as centralized and describes
its expansion. This state corresponds with Lunda-Yeke.

* Kuba. EPR group: none. Kuba does not correspond with any EPR ethnic groups. Comparing a map of
the Kuba state (Vansina 1978, 8) with GeoEPR polygons, eastern parts of Kuba overlap with western
parts of the GeoEPR polygon for Lulua. However, the Lulua were not ruled as part of Kuba: “In the
19th century, rebellions in the east and Lulua invasions in the south weakened Kuba to the point of
civil war” (EB Kuba).

* Azande. EPR group: Azande. EPR codes Azande as politically irrelevant.

* Suku. EPR group: none. Although the Suku developed centralized institutions (Kopytoff 1961),
EPR does not code them as a politically relevant ethnic group. They reside in the EPR polygon for
Bakongo, but are a distinct ethnic group from the Bakongo (see, for example, EB Suku).
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A.2.9 Congo, Republic

Candidate states from maps: Teke.

e Teke. EPR group: Bateke. The kingdom of Teke (also called the Tio kingdom or the kingdom of
Anziku) was a trading center. “The political structure was unique. A state without a central army or a
unified set of courts, central councils, central administration, delegation of authority from top down,
where at least two ideologies competed (kingship based on nkira and lordship on nkobi), where rule
at each level was most reminiscent of leadership in a kinship unit. The state did not even present a
unified policy towards the outside, e.g. towards the Europeans” (Vansina 1973, 431-2). The “sub-
chiefdoms nominally ruled in the name of the Makoko who retained the prerogative of appointing
them [but] were virtually autonomous” (Decalo et al. 1996, 48). Instead, the capital Mbe served as
the trading center of the Pool region, which was an “economic and trade hub” (48).

Candidate states from EB: Loango, Kongo.

* Loango. EPR group: Vili. This was an ancient kingdom of the Vili people. However, “By the 18th
century, power had become fragmented. A long interregnum began in 1786, and when a king was
finally enthroned he lacked any real authority” (EB “Kingdom of Loango”). Martin (1972, 158-
174) provides additional details on the “dismemberment of the old Vili kingdom” (174) and offers
concurring summarizing statements such as: ‘“The fragmented scene of 1870 was a far cry from the
powerful, unified kingdom described by European traders in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries” (158).
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* Kongo. EPR group: Bakongo. The capital of the Kongo kingdom was in Angola (also see Angola’s
Kongo entry).

* Final note. Coding no PCS groups in Congo is consistent with the general contention that “in the
forests of Gabon and Middle Congo and the savannas of Oubangui-Chari and southern Chad, were
small tribal groups whose traditional social organization had in many cases been upset by migrations
and invasions coincident with the spread of the coastal slave trade and Muslim slave-raiding in the
north” (Ballard 1965, 233-4).
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A.2.10 Cote d’Ivoire

Candidate states from maps: Kong.

* Kong. EPR group: Northerners (Mande and Voltaic/Gur). Kong was a trading center that briefly
expanded in the mid-18th century (Saul 1998, 549-50) but “was unstable and failed to endure as a
centralized state” (Perinbam 1988, 453). Its capital, Kong, corresponds with the EPR polygon for
“Northerners (Mande and Voltaic/Gur).” Until defeat by Samori at the end of the 19th century, Kong
served as the core of a decentralized trading empire that featured alliances by independent states and
houses (Perinbam 1988, 455; Saul 1998, 564). Mundt (1995) refers to Kong specifically as a “trading
center” (119) and Oliver and Atmore (2005, 70) label Kong as tributary to Asante.

Candidate states from EB Cote d’Ivoire: several small eastern states.

* Small eastern states. EPR group: Northerners (Mande and Voltaic/Gur). EB Cote d’Ivoire mentions
small eastern states of Gyaman, Ndenye, Sanwi, and Baule that were related to the Asante empire
in contemporary Ghana either because they were formed by migrants from Asante or because the
states were tributaries to Asante (Mundt 1995 explicitly states that the two main ones, Gyaman and
Sanwi, were tributaries). EB also mentions Bouna, which was founded by Dagomba migrants from
contemporary Ghana (Mundt 1995, 44-5). None of the states were large and therefore did not govern
a sizable portion of Cote d’Ivoire’s northern ethnic groups. For example, Boone (2003, 232) estimates
Sanwi’s population at 40,000 in 1956. Combining Maddison’s (2010) population estimate for Cote
d’Ivoire in 1956 with EPR’s figure for “Northerners (Mande and Voltaic/Gur)” as a percentage of
the country’s total population yields an estimate that Sanwi composed less than 4% of this ethnic
group’s population, consistent with the claim of this group being fractured among numerous small
kingdoms and other types of polities. Boone (2003, 181-2) cites different historical sources claiming
“the absence of an Ashanti-type [as in Ghana] federal monarchy with a supreme chief anywhere in
the Ivory Coast” and “at the time of colonial contact, ‘there were no large-scale political entities in
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the Ivory Coast . ..comparable with the Ashanti in Ghana, Mossi in Upper Volta, or with the resurgent
Muslim states of Mali and Senegal.””’
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A.2.11 Djibouti

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Esa (Issa).

EB does not have a section on pre-colonial Djibouti (which perhaps reflects the lack of pre-colonial state-
hood). Examining Alwan and Mibrathu’s (2000) entries for Djibouti’s two EPR ethnic groups, Afar and
Somali (specifically, the Issa clan), do not indicate any pre-colonial states.
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A.2.12 Eritrea

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB: none.

A.2.13 Ethiopia

Candidate states from maps: Ethiopia and Oromo. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Amhara,
Sidamo peoples (Gibe, Janjero, Kafa).

» Ethiopia. EPR group: Amhara. After Ethiopia declined in power and territorial scope in the 17th and
18th centuries, “the second half of the nineteenth century, by contrast, saw a still sharper swing in the
opposite direction. The fragmented polity was pulled together, its territory was more than doubled,
and its independence was assured in the face of European invasion” (Clapham 1977, 37-8). The
monarch personally commanded the state’s army, and the government extracted regular taxes from its
regions (44). The Amhara controlled the monarchy.
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* Oromo. EPR group: Oroma. Reid’s (2012) map includes the Oromo. However, the Oromo belonged
to “political organisations without kings” and whose “ ‘non-state’ system [was] characterized by pas-
toral militarism” (Reid 2012, 68; see also EB Oromo).

* Sidamo peoples (Gibe, Janjero, Kafa). EPR group: Other Southern Nations. Kafa belong to the Mur-
dock cluster “Sidamo peoples” that compose a subset of the EPR group “Other Southern Nations”
in Ethiopia. EB “Sidamo” mentions the Kefa kingdom, which exhibited evidence of centralization
(Baye 2012), but they compose too small a percentage of the EPR ethnic group (5%) to code Other
Southern Nations as PCS. I calculated this figure using the CIA World Factbook’s (n.d.) estimate
that Kafa compose 1.1% of Ethiopia’s total population, and EPR’s estimate that Other Southern Na-
tions composes 20.24% of Ethiopia’s total population. Neither Gibe nor Janjero exhibit evidence of
centralization.
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A.2.14 Gabon

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB Gabon: Orungu.

* Orungu. EPR group: Myene. Orungu is one of the six Myene clans that are “linked by language
though historically fractured into tiny entities” (Decalo 1998, 117). Although its kings “grew rich
and powerful from taxing and regulating the slave trade” in the first half of the 19th century, they
numbered only 5,000 (Gardinier and Yates 2006, 251; Decalo 1998, 118) and did not compose a large
enough percentage of the Myene to code the EPR ethnic group Myene as a whole as PCS. Divid-
ing 5,000 by Rich’s (2010, 208) estimate that “perhaps 30,000 or so belonged to Omyene-speaking
clans, although the lack of firm statistics makes this only a rough estimate” yields 17%. Furthermore,
the Orungu’s centralized structures distinguished them from other Myene groups (Gardinier 1983,
501; Bucher 1975, 544). This coding supports the general contention that, “in the forests of Gabon
and Middle Congo and the savannas of Oubangui-Chari and southern Chad, were small tribal groups
whose traditional social organization had in many cases been upset by migrations and invasions coin-
cident with the spread of the coastal slave trade and Muslim slave-raiding in the north” (Ballard 1965,
233-4).
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A.2.15 Gambia

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB: Malinke.

* Malinke. EPR group: Mandinka. Malinke states in Gambia were tiny and highly fractured. Hughes
and Gailey (1990, 102) refer to “states,” but then proceed to list 15 separate Malinke states along the
Gambia river.
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A.2.16 Ghana

Candidate states from maps: Asante and Fante. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Dagomba.

» Asante. EPR group: Asante (Akan). In the Asante empire of the Asante (Akan), central political
power was organized around a monarch that presided over a standing army and bureaucracy (EB
Asante Empire; Apter 1972, 23) and was “one of the most highly organized military and political
systems on the west coast of Africa” (Apter 1972, 25).

» Fante. EPR group: Other Akans. Although the coastal Akan group Fante created states, their various
chiefdoms/states were autonomous from each other—and at times subordinate to Asante—and only
occasionally banded together, when threatened (Owusu-Ansah 2005, 119-20). “Among the Fanti and
other coastal states we find an almost endless process of fragmentation of authority. For instance, the
people now know as the Fantis are in fact a surprisingly large number of sovereign and independent
states” (Agbodeka 1964, 85).

* Dagomba. EPR group: Northern Groups (Mole-Dagbani, Gurma, Grusi). Tributary state to Asante
in the 19th century (EB Dagomba).
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A.2.17 Guinea

Candidate states from maps: Futa Jalon and Samori’s empire.

* Futa Jalon. EPR group: Peul. Futa Jalon emerged as part of the wider West African Fula jihads in
the early 18th century and survived until it was incorporated by France in 1896 (Oliver and Atmore
2005, 64; EB Fouta Djallon). This “centralized state” of the Peul “maintained a dominant position
in the area through independence in 1958 (O’ Toole 2005, 96) and collected tribute from the villages
and administered a legal system (Cowan 1962, 150).

» Samori’s empire. EPR group: Malinke. The Malinke warlord Samori Toure conquered territory and
created an independent state in modern-day Guinea in the late 19th century (O’ Toole 2005, 161). He
was “an able administrator. He divided his empire into provinces and cantons; each was ruled by one
of his faithful appointed representatives” (Cowan 1962, 151). Boone (2003, 247-8) refers to Samori
as “an ambitious centralizer and state builder.”

Although Ertan et al. (2016) list an early colonization date for Guinea (1849), both states persisted beyond
the 1870 threshold used to code early major colonial interference. Regarding Peul and Futa Jalon: “In
spite of the growing realization of the commercial and geographical importance of Futa Jallon, this region,
like many other areas of West Africa, was not subject to systematic European penetration until the last two
decades of the century ... [The Fula state’s] collapse in 1896 was due principally to the disintegration of the
Fula state” (McGowan 1981, 246). Regarding Malinke and Samori Toure: “[T]he establishment of French
hegemony was to be delayed by the bitter resistance of the last of the great nineteenth-century Soudanese
conquerors, the Almamy Samory Toure . ..He rapidly acquired a reputation as a warrior and by 1872 had
made himself king of his native town. He extended his control along the left bank of the Niger until he came
in contact with the French military expeditions” (Cowan 1962, 150). France did not capture Toure until
1898.
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A.2.18 Guinea-Bissau

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB: Kaabu.
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* Kaabu. EPR group: none. The Kaabu state was centered in Guinea-Bissau and extended into Senegal.
It was a Mandinka state that originally broke away from the Mali Empire and lasted in some form until
being destroyed by Futa Jalon in 1867 (Lobban and Mendy 1997, 219). However, EPR does not code
Mandinka as a politically relevant ethnic group in Guinea-Bissau. Lobban and Mendy’s (1997) map
of Kaabu shows the state was located in the northeast part of the modern country, where EPR does not
map any politically relevant ethnic groups.
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A.2.19 Kenya

Candidate states from maps: Maasai. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Gyriama.

* Massai. EPR group: Kalenjin-Masai-Turkana-Samburu. The Maasai were a nomadic warrior group
(EB Maasai).

* Gyriama. EPR group: Mijikenda. Clans and age grades traditionally organized members of this ethnic
group without evidence of political centralization (EB Nyika).

Candidate states from EB Kenya: none.

Final note. Decalo’s (1998, 177, 179) description coincides with absence of ethnic groups coded as PCS:
“A distinctive feature of Kenya’s peoples is the absence of strong chiefs, internal unity or historic states
... Unlike neighboring Uganda, Kenya did not emerge at independence with kings and chiefs and primordial
mass allegiances” (Decalo 1998, 177, 179).
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A.2.20 Liberia

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB Liberia: none.

A.2.21 Madagascar

Candidate states from maps: Merina. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Merina, Sakalava

* Merina. EPR group: Highlanders. The Merina created a state whose army was equipped with firearms
(Oliver and Atmore 2005, 101) that “had nearly completed the unification of Madagascar into a single,
centralized state” (EB Merina) at the onset of colonization. During this process they displaced many
older states on the island, as shown in Ajayi and Crowder’s (1985) map of changes over time of states
in Madagascar. The Merina are the Highlanders, who were distinguished from the non-centralized
coastal Cotiers, the other EPR ethnic group in Madagascar (Schraeder 1995).
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» Sakalava. EPR group: Cotiers. The Sakalava are one of many groups that compose the EPR
group Cotiers. Their state had become marginal relative to the Merina state by the 19th century
(EB Sakalava; Feeley-Harnik 1982), and they compose only 11% of the EPR group Cotiers (figures
calculated from Ethnologue’s estimate that there were 1.21 million Sakalava language speakers in
Madagascar in 2014, the World Bank’s estimate that Madagascar’s total population in 2014 equaled
23.59 million, and EPR’s data that Cotiers compose 47.9% of Madagascar’s population).
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A.2.22 Malawi

Candidate states from maps: Jumbe, Ngoni, Yao.

* Jumbe. EPR group: none. Jumbe was the chief of Nkhotakota, a group of villages that served as
a depot for Swahili-Arab slave and ivory trading (Decalo 1997, 55; EB Nkhotakota). Nkhotakota
corresponds with the EPR polygon for Chewa (Central), but there is no apparent connection between
Jumbe and the Chewa ethnic group.

* Ngoni. EPR group: none. EPR does not code Ngoni as politically relevant. The scattered Ngoni
settlements depicted in Ajayi and Crowder’s (1985) map correspond with EPR’s Chewa polygon,
discussed below.

* Yao. EPR group: Southerners (Lomwe, Mang’anja, Nyanja, Yao). “The Yao were never united but
lived as small groups ruled by chiefs who were predominantly military and commercial leaders” (EB
Yao).

Candidate states from EB: Maravi Confederacy, Ngonde.

* Chewa. EPR group: Chewa (Central). The Chewa are descendants of the former Maravi Confederacy.
This state had disintegrated by 1720 (EB Maravi Confederacy) and the Chewa did not subsequently
achieve centralized political organization. “Peaceful farmers, the Chewa lived in decentralized fed-
erations of chiefdoms that in the 19th century fell to aggressive new arrivals—the Ngoni from the
southwest, and Yao and Swahili slavers from the east” (Decalo 1998, 52).

* Ngonde. EPR group: Northerners (Tumbuka, Tonga, Ngonde). The Ngonde created a state with
central institutions: “though the Ngonde state was atypical in the Malawi-Tanginyika corridor, it had
many similarities with some of the Luba states in modern Zaire and with most of the interlacustrine
states of East Africa. That of Ungonde was smaller in size compared to these, neither was its bu-
reaucracy developed to the same extent as these or even some West African states such as Oyo or

21


https://www.ethnologue.com/language/skg
https://www.ethnologue.com/language/skg
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL

Asante” (Kalinga 1979, 2). However, Ngonde compose too small a percentage of the EPR group
“Northerners (Tumbuka, Tonga, Ngonde)” to code that EPR group as PCS, considering that Tumbuka
and Tonga were not centrally organized (see EB Tumbuka, EB Tonga, and Decalo 1998, 53-4). Eth-
nologue provides recent estimates of 300,000 Nyakyusa-Ngonde, 2,200,000 Tumbuka, and 170,000
Tonga speakers in Malawi, putting Ngonde at 11% of these three groups.
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A.2.23 Mali

Candidate states from maps: Tukulor.

* Tukulor. EPR group: Blacks (Mande, Peul, Voltaic etc.). The Tukulor empire stretched across most
of territory where Blacks (Mande, Peul, Voltaic etc.) reside. This state conquered the Bambara
(Mande) states of Segu and Kaarta and the Fulani state of Masina and lasted from 1850 until defeat by
France (EB Tukulor empire, Oliver and Atmore 2005, 68). Warner (1999, 241) summarizes historians
who argue the Tukulor empire “was the largest and most powerful state in Western Sudan ... Its
political system resembled a nascent state; due to the great size of the empire and the difficulties
of communication, administration was decentralized but not absent: local power was held by emirs
(either religious leaders or military commanders) who were ‘vested with wide powers to rule the
territories under them as long as they recognized the Shaikh’s sovereign powers.” The government
was financed by tribute from conquered polities and from foreign trade, predominantly France.” It
also had a large standing army and levied taxes as prescribed by the Koran (Kanya-Forstner 1971,
56-7).
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A.2.24 Mauritania

Candidate states from maps: Aderer. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Bedouin Arab groups (Delim,
Regeibat, Trarza). Candidate states from EB Mauritania: Trarza and Brakna.

With one exception, the maps do not identify any states in Mauritania. Other sources mention emirates such
as Trarza, Brakna, and Tagant (Warner 1990; Bennoune 1977; EB Mauritania). Johnston’s (1884) map lists
Aderer as a state.

* Aderer. “The population of the Adrar (Berber for “mountain”) formerly was nomadic” (EB Adrar).

* Trarza and Brakna. There is no evidence of centralized organization within these emirates. “At the
time of the French conquest, the tribe was the basic socio-political unit at the local level ... most
Saharan tribes have historically formed independent desert confederacies known as emirates or have
been loosely linked to regional state and multi-ethnic empires. They all tended to share a common
culture, language, and history. Mauretania was no exception. It was ruled after the eighth century by
various emirs whose capital shifted from Adrar to Trarza” (Bennoune 1977, 4). The emirates ruled
over nomadic or semi-nomadic populations (Eagleton 1965, 47, 49; Taylor 1995).
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A.2.25 Mozambique

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB Mozambique: Gaza.

* Gaza. EPR group: none. Ngoni migrants that originated from outside Mozambique founded Gaza
in the 1830s (Omer-Cooper 1977, 349-50). EPR does not code Ngoni as a politically relevant ethnic
group in Mozambique. The location of the Gaza state near Mozambique’s modern-day capital Maputo
is located in EPR’s polygon for Tsonga-Chopi, who are distinct ethnic groups from Ngoni and were
not centrally organized: “The Tsonga were formerly organized as independent peoples, each occu-
pying its own territory and named for a powerful, dominant patrilineage. Early in the 19th century,
however, they were conquered by other Nguni-speaking peoples” (EB Tsonga).
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A.2.26 Namibia

Candidate states from maps: Herero and Nama.
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* Herero. EPR group: Herero, Mbanderu. The Herero “were originally divided into autonomous
political units under local headmen” (EB Herero). Grotpeter (1994) does not mention anything about
centralized states in his “Herero” entry.

* Nama. EPR group: Nama. “The Nama were formerly reasonably prosperous sheep or cattle pastoral-
ists” (EB Nama). Grotpeter (1994) does not mention anything about centralized states in his “Nama”
entry.

Candidate states from EB Namibia: Ovambo.

* Ovambo. EPR group: Ovambo. According to EB Namibia, “In the north the Ovambo people de-
veloped several states on both sides of the Kunene River,” which separates Namibia from Angola.
However, like their fractured northern Angolan neighbors Ovimbundu-Ovambo—also not coded as
PCS—the Ovambo in Namibia “had no single political authority, but several small states emerged in
the 19th century” (Historical Dictionary of Pre-Colonial Africa, 337). One of the states, Ondonga,
exhibited evidence of central institutions (Eirola 1992, 45), but it only composed between 10% to
25% of Ovamboland on the eve of colonization (31).
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A.2.27 Niger

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB: Takedda, Agadez, Bornu, Songhai empire,
Fulani jihad states. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Songhai.

» Takedda and Agadez. EPR group: Tuareg. Both states were controlled by the nomadic Tuareg in the
north (Decalo 1990, 245; EB Niger; EB Tuareg).

* Preface for remaining candidate states. Referring to the sedentary ethnic groups in the south, “At
the time of the colonial conquest, the disparate regions the French molded into an entity known as
Niger may be best described as an assemblage of peripheral borderlands” (EB Niger). The following
candidates are characterized as contributing refugees to Niger rather than to being native Nigerien
states.

— Bornu. EPR group: Kanouri. The Kanouri compose “remnants of Bornuan outposts from the
days when Bornu controlled one-third of contemporary Niger” (Decalo 1990, 245). The capital
of Bornu is in present-day Nigeria.

— Fulani jihad states and Hausaland. EPR groups: Peul, Hausa. EPR codes Niger’s Fulani as
politically irrelevant. Notably, Niger’s Fulani are distinguished from Nigeria’s Fulani (who con-
trolled the Sokoto Caliphate) because Britain and France purposely drew the northern border
of Nigeria to correspond with the upper boundary of the Sokoto Caliphate (Touval 1966, 289),
which is located in Nigeria. Regarding Hausa, most earlier Hausa states were destroyed during
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the Fulani jihads that created states such as Sokoto in Nigeria. Newer Hausa states that reestab-
lished themselves beyond Fulani control “were hardly free and independent, however, but rather
subject to another power; in the case of Maradi and Zango, to Damagaram (Zinder), which was
in turn a vassal to Borno” (Miles 1994, 65).

— Dendi. EPR group: Djerma-Songhai. Songhai are concentrated in the Dendi province of the
ancient Songhai Empire. Although the lineage of the Songhai dynasty escaped to Dendi after
the empire fell, it “was unable to regain the core of the empire that fell in due course to Tuareg
arms. Dendi itself disintegrated into five or six mini-kingdoms .. .In the nineteenth century the
area came under intense Tuareg military pressure, later also from the Fulani and lost much of its
autonomy to one or the other of the two” (Decalo 1990, 244).
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A.2.28 Nigeria

Candidate states from maps: Sokoto, Bornu, Benin, Yoruba states. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock:
Edo, Ife, Igala, Yoruba.

» Sokoto. EPR group: Hausa-Fulani and Muslim Middle Belt. The Sokoto caliphate was controlled
by and covered the territory occupied by Hausa-Fulani and Muslim Middle Belt. “By the standard
of political units in precolonial sub-Saharan Africa, Sokoto would rank among the most centralized,
stable, and sizable. The rulers of the caliphate exercised some semblance of control over large parts of
what is now northern Nigeria, with political units sharing a common religion, Islam. Over time, norms
and practices developed to govern the relationship between the caliphs and the emirs, the underlings
who exercised actual power over smaller territories. Political organization was inspired by the more
complex political units of northern Africa, and written language was used to maintain records. The
resulting political stability allowed for economic expansion, including the production of some luxury
goods for export across the Sahara to North Africa” (Kohli 2004, 297).

* Bornu. EPR group: none. Bornu broke off from the ancient Kanem empire in the 14th century and
later recaptured Kanem as a protectorate. Despite turmoil in the 19th century, it lasted until Sudanese
slaver Rabih az-Zubayr defeated the state in 1893 (EB Bornu). Maps show that this state existed in
the northeast corner of Nigeria, which does not correspond to an EPR ethnic group polygon (there is
some intersection with the Hausa-Fulani and Muslim Middle Belt EPR ethnic group polygon, but the
Sokoto Caliphate covers almost that entire EPR group).

* Benin. EPR group: none. Benin was the historical state of the Edo people, and it lasted until Britain
destroyed the capital in 1897 (EB Benin). However, Edo do not correspond with any ethnic group
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in the EPR dataset, and the capital of the Benin Empire, Edo (now called Benin city), is not located
within the polygon of any EPR ethnic groups in Nigeria.

* Yoruba states. EPR group: Yoruba. The Yoruba were fractured into “some two dozen more or less
autonomous political collectivities of varying sizes” (Kohli 2004, 293). The most powerful Yoruba
state, Oyo, fell in the early 19th century to Fulani jihadists (EB Oyo empire), which preceded con-
stant warfare among the Yoruba states (Kohli 2004, 295). Sklar and Whitaker (1966, 16) contrast
pre-colonial states in Nigeria. “The political systems of Benin and Hausaland rest primarily on prin-
ciples of stratification. Among both peoples the idea of a centralized state is well established.” By
contrast, “The traditional systems of both the Yoruba and Ibo nationalities rest primarily on principles
of segmentation.” The Murdock ethnic groups Ife and Igala are both located in the EPR polygon for
Yoruba.
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A.2.29 Rwanda

Candidate states from maps: Rwanda. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Ruanda.

* Rwanda. EPR group: Tutsi. The Rwanda Tutsi empire lasted from the 15th or 16th century until the
end of colonial rule (EB Rwanda). “By the end of the nineteenth century the Rwandese polity had
achieved a remarkable degree of centralization™ through the “twin processes of territorial expansion
and consolidation” facilitated by “a strongly centralized state system—of a reliable corps of centrally
appointed chiefs and an efficient military organization—[that] replace[d] the more or less autonomous
kinship and clan structures on which the monarchy had initially relied to establish its rule” (Lemarc-
hand 1977, 72). Tutsis monopolized power in the monarchy and dominated the more numerous Hutu
(Lemarchand 1977, 68).
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A.2.30 Senegal

Candidate states from maps: several traditional monarchies and jihad states.

* The once-powerful Jolof Empire collapsed in the 16th century and broke into constituent Wolof* !
states of Walo, Kajor, Bawol, Jolof, and Serer*' states of Sin and Salum (Clark and Phillips 1994,
278).

* Two of the earliest Fulani jihads occurred in Senegal (EB Western Africa), establishing the Pulaar
(Peul, Toucouleur)*' states of Bondu and Futa Toro.
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* Evidence of centralization for both: “In terms of both military strength and economic resources, the
strongest states were on the river banks and fertile plains between the Senegal and Gambia Rivers;
in estimated ranked order, beginning with most powerful, these were: Kajoor, Saalum, Futa Toro,
and, until its decline at the turn of the nineteenth century, Waalo. Population density and agricultural
productivity were greater on these plains than in the Sahel and desert north of the Senegal, in the rain
forest south of the Gambia, or on the highlands of the upper rivers area. Military power depended on
infantry and cavalry armed with lances, spears, and muzzle-loading muskets, all of which could be
acquired more readily by the plains states than by their neighbors” (Colvin 1977, 30-31).

Consistent with Ertan et al.’s (2016) early colonial onset date (1865), Pulaar, Wolof, and Serer are coded as
experiencing early major colonial interference. Ajayi and Crowder’s (1985) maps of West Africa show an
expansion of French presence in areas corresponding with the EPR polygons for all three groups between
1850 and 1884, following French general Louis Faidherbe’s campaigns to pacify the interior of Senegambia
in the 1860s (which is Ertan et al.’s justification for coding colonial onset in the 1860s). In some cases (Futa
Toro, Bawol), France militarily defeated existing states, whereas in others France exerted heavy influence
starting in the 1860s or earlier (Bundu, Salum, Waalo). Entries in Clark and Phillips (1994) corresponding
to these different states provide additional details.
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A.2.31 Sierra Leone

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB Sierra Leone: none.

A.2.32 South Africa

Candidate states from maps: Zulu. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Zulu, Xhosa.

* Xhosa. EPR group: Xhosa. Although they fought with European migrants in the 19th century, there
is no evidence of centralized institutions (EB Xhosa).

e Zulu. EPR group: Zulu. “By the 1820s, a powerful Zulu' state, one of the most dominant polities in
southern Africa, had emerged under the control of Shaka ... He built a militarized, centralized state in
this region, a core state surrounded by vassal communities in varying degrees of subordination who
paid him tribute” (Saunders and Southey 2000, 286-7). Consistent with Ertan et al.’s (2016) early
colonial onset date for South Africa (1780), Zulu are coded as early major colonial interference. The
Zulu state experienced considerable pressure from and warfare with Boer migrants as early as the
1830s, although Britain did not begin the military campaigns that finally ended the kingdom until
1878 (Saunders and Southey 2000, 287-8).
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A.2.33 Sudan

Candidate states from maps: Funj sultanate, Mahdist state, Fur. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock:
Fur, Messiria.

* Mahdist state. EPR group: Shaygiyya, Ja’aliyyin, and Danagla (Arab). Despite a long history of
statehood along the Nile in Sudan, Sudan is difficult to code because of its earlier exposure to colonial
rule compared to most of the rest of Sub-Saharan Africa. Following long rule by the Funj Sultanate
(1504-1821), Egypt ruled central Sudan between 1821 and 1881 during a period of external rule
known as the Turkiyah (because the Turkish Ottoman empire nominally ruled Egypt). Furthermore,
in the two decades before British colonial rule began (the end of Sudan’s pre-colonial period for the
purposes of this article), the indigenously governed Mahdist state ruled Sudan (1881-1898). The cap-
itals of the Funj (Sinnar), Turkiyah (Khartoum), and Mahdist states (Omdurman) were were each
located along the Nile, where they exercised their greatest power (Collins 2008, 14, 20, 31). Shay-
giyya, Ja’aliyyin, and Danagla (Arab)’, also known as riverain Northern Sudanese (O’Fahey 1996,
259), reside in this territory. “The riverain Sudanese are overwhelmingly Arabic-speaking (with the
exception of some Nubians), wholly Muslim and to a greater or lesser degree identify themselves
genealogically and culturally as Arab” (O’Fahey 1996, 259). These tribes were closely affiliated with
the Mahdist empire, as the first Mahdi was Danagla and drew considerable support from the Ja’aliyyin
(Collins 2008, 22, 24). Holt and Daly (2011, 73) add: “Although the ideology and organization of the
Mahdia reflected the outlook and aims of pious devotees, and although its victories would have been
impossible without the Baqqara, the fruits of conquest fell largely to the riverain tribesmen, especially
to the Danaqla and Ja’aliyyin of the dispersion. At the centre of this last group, called in Mahdist
documents Awlad al-balad, (i.e., villagers, sedentaries) were the Mahdi’s own kinsmen, the Ashraf.’
After Britain colonized Sudan, the need to pacify former beneficiaries of the pre-colonial Mahdist
state encouraged Britain to “privileg[e] Arabic-speaking, northern riverain Muslims” (Sharkey 2003,
7, 9) in the colonial administration (also see O’Fahey 1996, 261-2).

Regarding central institutions, “The Khalifa [ruler from 1885 through 1898 after the Mahdi’s death]
had transformed the theocracy of the Mahdi into an Islamic state with a centralized administration
under his personal rule supported by a bureaucracy” (Collins 2008, 31). Theobald (1949, 177-8)
provides additional details: “The Sudan was divided into provinces ...In each province there was a
Ta’a’ishi Governor, responsible directly to the Khalifa, and the Governor was at once the supreme civil
authority and military commander-in-chief. He was assisted by his own staff, consisting primarily of
a judge, a treasurer, clerks and tax-collectors, all but the most subordinate of whom were appointed
by the Khalifa ... The nucleus of the Khalifa’s army was the Jehadiya or regulars, armed with rifles,
of whom there was a permanent garrison of some 12,000 in Omdurman, with smaller numbers in the
chief provincial garrisons.” However, this case is coded as early major colonial interference because
of the earlier Egyptian rule interlude.

Although the Mahdist state was the only state in which any of these three tribes played a central ruling
role, they exerted influence even in earlier states in Sudan. The Shaygiyya provided a key source
of support for the Turkiyah state by providing irregular cavalry, which “led to the establishment of
Shayqiyya colonies around the junction of the Niles and elsewhere” (Holt and Daly 2011, 4; also
see Collins 2008, 11-12). Riverine Arabs’ privileged position in the northern-ruled Turkiyah state
enabled widespread benefits from the massive increase in slave raiding: “even the humblest families
of the central riverain North were able to purchase a slave or two” (Sharkey 2003, 19). Earlier, the
homelands of the three riverine tribes composed three core regions of the Funj sultanate (despite rule
by the ethnically distinct Funj), during which they also developed their own local kingdoms (O’Fahey
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and Spaulding 1974, 28-9, 31, 76, 96-7, 99, 101).

* Fur. EPR group: Fur. The Fur created a polity in which “the sultan exerted absolute authority ...a
centralized bureaucracy developed to aid the sultan with a vizir, council of state, system of taxation,
and regulation of foreign affairs” (Lobban et al. 2002, 105). Although Mahdist rule disrupted the
Fur sultanate, it existed when British colonial rule began in 1898 lasted until Britain deposed the last
sultan in 1916.

* Messiria. EPR group: None. Population is largely nomadic (Joshua Project 2018).
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A.2.34 Togo

Candidate states from maps: none. Candidate states from EB: none.

Final note. “Until 1884 Togoland was an indeterminate buffer zone between the warring states of Asante
and Dahomey” (EB Togo). Decalo (1990, 207-8) provides additional details on the decentralized polities of
pre-colonial Togo.

References

Decalo, Samuel. 1990. Coups and Army Rule in Africa. Second Edition. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.

A.2.35 Uganda

Candidate states from maps: Buganda, Bunyoro, Ankole, and Toro. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock:
Ganda, Nkole, Nyoro, Toro.
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* Buganda. EPR group: Baganda. The state of the Baganda “was founded in the late 14th century,
when the kabaka, or ruler, of the Ganda people came to exercise strong centralized control over his
domains, called Buganda. By the 19th century Buganda had become the largest and most powerful
state in the region. The local chiefs of conquered areas ruled as personal appointees of the kabaka,
who had a sizable army at his disposal” (Ingham 1958, 17).

* Bunyoro, Ankole, and Toro. EPR group: South-Westerners (Ankole, Banyoro, Toro). Regarding
South-Westerners (Ankole, Banyoro, Toro)*, “Bunyoro’s sphere of influence was even more far-
flung [compared to Buganda]: the Mukama (king) ruled through appointees who were kept loyal
through family and clan ties, and by being required to return annually to the Mukama with their royal
insignia” (Pirouet 1995, 7). Similarly, “The Nkole maintained a centralized state, headed by the mu-
gabe (king)” (EB Ankole; see also Doornboos 1977) and Toro, which seceded from Bunyoro in 1830,
also achieved “centralized political organization” (EB Toro) although “appears to have [been] a prin-
cipality rather than a fully independent state” (Pirouet 1995, 77). Ankole compose 8% of the country’s
population, Banyoro 2.4%, and Toro 3.2% (Fearon 2003), and therefore the two that unambiguously
qualify as states compose more than half of the population of the aggregate EPR ethnic group.

* Final note on regional trends. “A chain of new polities was emerging in the lacustrine region in the
course of the sixteenth century—including Bunyoro, Buganda, Toro, Nkore, Rwanda, and Burundi—
which had in common hierarchical systems, centralised kingship with important symbolic and ritual
functions, and provincial governorships responsible for military mobilisation and resource extraction.
They arose in one of the most fertile belts in sub-Saharan Africa, characterised by rich volcanic
soil and good rainfall, sustaining a denser population than was possible elsewhere; this combination
awarded these polities a level of stability and permanence lacking in other areas” (Reid 2012, 66-7).
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A.2.36 Zambia

Candidate states from maps: Barotse and Kazembe. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Lozi, Senga.

* Barotse. EPR group: Lozi (Barotse). Caplan (1970) describes the “extremely complex structure of
this highly centralized state” (2) of the Lozi (Barotse) in which “struggles for power were largely
concentrated at the capital” (2).

* Kazembe. EPR group: Bemba speakers. The Kazembes (kings) controlled a “centralized and ethni-
cally heterogeneous state ... Many of the Lunda adopted the Bemba language of their conquered sub-
jects ... During the hundred years from the mid-18th to the mid-19th centuries, the state of Kazembe
dominated trade routes and much of the political life from Katanga to at least Lake Bangweulu and
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actually much of northeastern Zambia” (Simon et al. 2007, 189-90). Separately, the Bemba ethnic
group also formed “an extensive and relatively unified political system [distinct from Kazembe], in
which a number of chiefs were subordinated to a single paramount” (Roberts 1973, xxvi; see also EB
Bemba). Furthermore, “there is no doubt that Chitimukulu was, and is, a ‘divine king’ in the sense
that his office is believed to carry with it supernatural control over the life and welfare of the land and
people” (Roberts 1973, xxx). Kazembe and the Bemba composed the two major states in northeastern
Zambia (Roberts 1973, xxvi), where the EPR group Bemba speakers™ reside. Note that the Lunda
group explicitly coded by EPR, Luanda (NW Province), is distinct from the Lunda in northeastern
Zambia that ruled the Kazembe state.

» Semba. EPR group: none. Although located in the EPR polygon for Bemba speakers, the Semba are
more closely related to Tumbuka (located mainly in Malawi, although Bemba, Semba, and Tumbuka
are all Bantu groups), and there is no evidence of centralized institutions (EB Semba; Miracle 1962).
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A.2.37 Zimbabwe

Candidate states from maps: Ndebele and Shona. Candidate ethnic groups from Murdock: Ndebele.

* Ndebele. EPR group: Ndebele-Kalanga-(Tonga). The Ndebele of the EPR group Ndebele-Kalanga-
(Tonga) established a “highly formalized, pre-industrial, non-monetary, bureaucratic administration”
(Chanaiwa 1976, 57). All state revenues—from conquest tribute to foreign trade—went directly to
the king, the king directly appointed all administrators, and owned all the land and cattle in the coun-
try. The central institution of the Ndebele was its standing conscription army, which the king also
controlled directly (Chanaiwa 1976, 57). Using 2010 language population figures from Ethnologue,
the Ndebele compose 89% of Ndebele, Kalanga, and Tonga. This figure does not include an estimate
for Tonga, which Ethnologue does not provide because the overwhelming majority of Tonga speakers
are in Zambia rather than Zimbabwe (also see EB “Tonga (African people)”).

» Shona. EPR group: Shona. The Shona were not centrally organized: “In the late 17th century the
Changamire state rapidly developed into an empire that dominated more of the country than did any
other precolonial state system ... The Rozvi empire, like its predecessor states, was really more a con-
federation than a centralized polity. It comprised a collection of tribute-paying chiefdoms with their
own dynasties. The tendency toward local autonomy was persistent, and by the late 18th century the
‘empire’ was disintegrating. The Mfecane invasions of the 1830s accelerated this process. Afterwards
there were more than 100 independent Shona chiefdoms, many of which had to struggle for auton-
omy against the raids and tribute extractions of the newly arrived Ndebele and Gaza [NB: Gaza was
in Mozambique] states” (Rubert and Rasmussen 2001, 298).
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A.3 Comparing PCS Measure with Murdock’s Jurisdictional Hierarchy Variable

Conceptual similarities between the present PCS measure and Murdock’s (1967) jurisdictional hierarchy
measure question the distinctiveness and importance of the present coding exercise, especially given Wig’s
(2016) earlier advancement by systematically combining EPR and Murdock. The article previewed the need
for a new measure, and this section details extensive disagreement between the measures. It highlights
problems with existing measures through three main sets of comparisons.

A.3.1 PCS Groups Matched with Murdock

Overview. Table A.3 lists every EPR ethnic group coded as PCS in the present dataset. The table shows that
only 43% of PCS groups match with an EPR group from Wig’s (2016) dataset—which merges Murdock
and EPR—that has a jurisdictional hierarchy (JH) score of 3 or 4 (Murdock’s scoring for a large state). The
percentage of matches rises minimally, to 50%, after slightly revising Wig’s matching procedure.

Details. For each PCS group, the third column of Table A.3 lists the Murdock ethnic groups that Wig
(2016) matches to that EPR ethnic group. The fourth column revises the matched Murdock groups for
several of the EPR groups coded as PCS. In some cases, there exists a Murdock group that corresponds
with the EPR group and I changed Wig’s matches (e.g., Highlanders in Madagascar only to Merina, and
Baganda in Uganda to Ganda). In other cases, Wig matched EPR and Murdock groups entirely based
on location, and I restated these cases as “unclear.” This does not imply that matching based purely on
location is unreasonable for purposes of systematically combining the Murdock and EPR data sets, but
Table A.3 attempts finer-grained matches for the PCS groups. Michalopoulos and Papaioannou’s (2013)
data provides each group’s jurisdictional hierarchy score. They merged Murdock’s (1959) ethnic group
map and Murdock’s (1967) jurisdictional hierarchy data from the Ethnographic Atlas, although in a handful
of cases Michalopoulos and Papaioannou lack an entry for a Murdock group that Wig codes as matching
an EPR group. Furthermore, many groups in Murdock’s (1959) map lack an Ethnographic Atlas entry—
implying no jurisdictional hierarchy score. Table A.3’s notes address several difficult-to-match cases. All
cases in which the median JH score—Wig’s (2016) coding procedure for EPR groups matched with multiple
Murdock groups—equals 3 or 4 “agree,” and the last row states the percentage of cases that agree using either
procedure for combining EPR and Murdock.
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Table A.3: PCS Groups Matched with Murdock

Country EPR ethnic group Wig Murdock match (JH score) Revised Murdock match
(JH score)

Angola Mbundu-Mestico Mbundu (2) Unclear (1)°

Benin South/Central (Fon) Fon (3) Fon (3)

Benin Southeastern (Yoruba/Nagot | Yoruba (3) Yoruba (3)
and Goun)

Botswana Tswana Naron (0) Ngwato (2)

Burundi Tutsi Ruanda (3) Rundi (3)

Chad Muslim Sahel groups Kababish (?), Kanembu (1), Kanuri | Unclear?

(2), Shuwa (2), Teda (1)

DRC Luba Kasai Luba (3) Luba (3)

DRC Luba Shaba Luba (3) Luba (3)

DRC Lunda-Yeke Yeke (?) Unclear®

Ethiopia Ambhara Ambhara (3) Ambhara (3)

Ghana Asante (Akan) Ashanti (2) Ashanti (2)

Guinea Malinke Malinke (1) Malinke (1)

Guinea Peul No match Fouta Djalon (2)

Madagascar | Highlanders Makua (?), Merina (3), Tanala (1) Merina (3)

Mali Blacks  (Mande, Peul, | Bambara (1), Bozo (1), Dogon (1), | Bambara (1), Malinke (1),
Voltaic etc.) Kasonke (2), Malinke (1), Nono | Tukulor (1)

(1), Soninke (2)

Nigeria Hausa-Fulani and Muslim | Tazarawa (2) Hausa (2), Sokoto (0)
Middle Belt

Rwanda Tutsi Ruanda (3) Ruanda (3)

Senegal Pulaar (Peul, Toucouleur) Tukulor (1) Tukulor (1)

Senegal Serer Serer (2) Serer (2)

Senegal Wolof Wolof (2) Wolof (2)

South Africa | Zulu Zulu (3) Zulu (3)

Sudan Fur Fur (3) Fur (3)

Sudan Shaygiyya, Ja’aliyyin and | Barabra (0), Bisharin (1), Gimma | Unclear?

Danagla (Arab) (7), Ingas-Gan (0), Kababish (2),
Nuer (0)

Uganda Baganda Haya (2) Ganda (3)

Uganda South-Westerners (Ankole, | Ganda (3), Nyoro (3), Ruanda (3), | Nkole (3), Nyoro (3),
Banyoro, Toro, Ban- | Toro (3) Ruanda (3)®, Toro (3)
yarwanda)

Zambia Bemba speakers Bemba (2) Bemba (2)

Zambia Lozi (Barotse) Lozi (3) Lozi (3)

Zimbabwe Ndebele-Kalanga-(Tonga) Ndebele (3) Ndebele (3)

| % agree 43% | 50%

! There are two groups in Murdock’s map located in Angola that, based on name, match the EPR group Mbundu-Mestico: Kimbundu
and Mbundu. Based on location, the EPR Mbundu-Mestico polygon overlaps considerably with Kimbundu, whereas the Murdock
Mbundu polygon overlaps considerably with the EPR polygon for Ovimbundu-Ovambo. However, according to Michalopoulos and
Papaioannou (2013), the Ethnographic Atlas does not include information for Kimbundu (i.e., no jurisdictional hierarchy score).

2Combining the EPR group Muslim Sahelian groups with a Murdock group is exceedingly difficult because its EPR polygon
intersects 22 distinct Murdock groups. The EPR Atlas states lists the Bideyat and Zaghawa as the two politically relevant ethnic
groups among Muslim Sahelian groups. Although Murdock’s map contains both these groups, according to Michalopoulos and
Papaioannou (2013), neither has information in the Ethnographic Atlas (i.e., no jurisdictional hierarchy score). The Maba controlled
the pre-colonial state Ouaddai, but they also lack information in the Ethnographic Atlas. One Murdock group with which the EPR
group Muslim Sahelian groups intersects, Bagirmi, has a jurisdictional hierarchy score of 3. However, as the coding notes for Chad
discuss, Bagirmi was a subsidiary state throughout the 19th century.
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3 Although the EPR group Lunda-Yeke corresponds with the Murdock groups Lunda and Yeke, according to Michalopoulos and
Papaioannou (2013), neither has information in the Ethnographic Atlas (i.e., no jurisdictional hierarchy score).

4 Although the EPR group Shaygiyya, Ja’aliyyin and Danagla (Arab) correponds with Gaaliin and Shakia in Murdock’s map,
according to Michalopoulos and Papaioannou (2013), neither has information in the Ethnographic Atlas (i.e., no jurisdictional
hierarchy score).

® Although Banyarwanda are correctly matched with Ruanda, the jurisdictional hierarchy score of 3 is inaccurate for Tutsi in Uganda,
where they did not govern a pre-colonial state. However, this does not change the score for the EPR group South-Westerners in
Uganda because the median jurisdictional hierarchy score among matched Murdock groups is 3 regardless of whether or not the
Ruanda score is used.

A.3.2 Large States Using Murdock/Wig Data

Overview. Table A.4 lists every EPR ethnic group to which Wig (2016) matches Murdock ethnic group(s)
with a jurisdictional hierarchy score of 3 or 4 (in cases where EPR ethnic groups are matched with multiple
Murdock groups, he takes the median score). The table shows that only 38% of EPR groups coded as states
by Wig/Murdock correspond with a PCS group in the present dataset.

Details. Unlike Table A.3, Table A.4 uses Wig’s matches between Murdock and EPR groups without al-
terations. The fourth column summarizes that only 38% of EPR groups coded as having a large state in
Murdock/Wig are also coded as PCS groups. The remaining columns show that coding discrepancies arise
for three reasons. First, in 31% of the cases, Wig matched the EPR group with a Murdock group of a dis-
tinct ethnicity. In 13% of cases, Wig matches the EPR group with the correct Murdock group, but George
Murdock coded a jurisdictional hierarchy score of 3 or 4 for a group that—according to the coding notes
compiled for this article—is incorrect. (Hutu in Rwanda and Burundi are somewhat ambiguous because
Murdock codes a single ethnic group in each country, i.e., not distinguishing Hutu and Tutsi. In both cases,
Tutsi governed the pre-colonial kingdom. But however this source of error is assigned, Hutu should not be
coded as having a state.) In the final 19% of cases, the Wig/Murdock state group does not correspond with
a PCS group in my dataset because a partitioned ethnic group governed a state in a different modern-day
country from the country in which the matched EPR ethnic group resides.
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Table A.4: Large States Using Murdock/Wig Data

Country EPR group Murdock Agree Incorrect Murdock | Partitioned
group (Wig) | with PCS? | match? error? group?
Benin South/Central (Fon) Fon YES - - -
Benin Southeastern (Yoruba/Nagot | Yoruba YES - - -
and Goun)
Burundi Tutsi Ruanda YES - - -
DRC Luba Kasai Luba YES - - -
DRC Luba Shaba Luba YES - - -
Ethiopia Ambhara Ambhara YES - - -
Rwanda Tutsi Ruanda YES - - -
South Africa | Zulu Zulu YES - - -
Sudan Fur Fur YES - - -
Uganda South-Westerners (Ankole, | Multiple YES - - -
Banyoro, Toro)
Zambia Lozi (Barotse) Lozi YES - - -
Zimbabwe Ndebele-Kalanga-(Tonga) Ndebele YES - - -
Benin Southwestern (Adja) Fon NO YES - -
Botswana Birwa Ndebele NO YES - -
CAR Sara Bagirmi NO YES - -
Chad Sara Bagirmi NO YES - -
Eritrea Christians Ambhara NO YES - -
Ghana Northern Groups (Mole- | Mossi NO YES - -
Dagbani, Gurma, Grusi)
Namibia Basubia Lozi NO YES - -
Namibia Kavango Lozi NO YES - -
Namibia Mafwe Lozi NO YES - -
Sudan Masalit Fur NO YES - -
Niger Kanouri Kanuri NO NO YES -
Burundi Hutu Ruanda NO NO YES -
Djibouti Isaas (Somali) Esa NO NO YES -
Rwanda Hutu Ruanda NO NO YES -
DRC Tutsi-Banyamulenge Ruanda NO NO NO YES
Nigeria Yoruba Yoruba NO NO NO YES
South Africa | Ndebele Ndebele NO NO NO YES
South Africa | South Sotho Sotho NO NO NO YES
South Africa | Swazi Swazi NO NO NO YES
Uganda Banyarwanda Ruanda NO NO NO YES
% total 38% 31% 13% 19%
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A.3.3 Large States Using Murdock’s Original Data

Overview. Among ethnic groups within countries in the present sample, Table A.5 lists every ethnic group
that Murdock’s dataset—i.e., his original dataset, not Wig’s merger of Murdock and EPR—codes as having
a jurisdictional hierarchy score of 3 or 4, i.e., “Murdock state groups.” It shows that only 40% of Murdock
state groups can be matched to an EPR group that I coded as PCS. Perhaps even more striking, nearly half
(49%) of the Murdock state groups do not exhibit evidence of a large state on the eve of colonization (i.e.,
separate from considering whether or not a Murdock ethnic group corresponds with an EPR ethnic group).
Table A.5 also shows that 38% of Murdock state groups are partitioned across international boundaries,
which highlights a major impediment to combining Murdock’s measure with EPR groups for the purpose
of measuring pre-colonial statehood. In many cases, the radius of the ethnic group’s members exceeded
the effective governance area of their pre-colonial state. In cases most where European powers partitioned
such groups into multiple modern-day countries (say, A and B), only members of the group in modern
country A governed a state whereas members of the group in modern country B did not. However, Murdock
assigns only score per group, causing measurement error for any ethnic group dataset (such as EPR) that
distinguishes groups by country. For example, Murdock codes “Ruanda” as a large state—accurate for
Rwandan Tutsi, but not for Tutsi in DRC or Banyarwanda in Uganda.

Details Table A.5 lists every Murdock ethnic group scoring 3 or 4 on the jurisdictional hierarchy variable that
resides in a country in the present sample , although two of these groups primarily reside in countries outside
the present sample. (NB: Michalopoulos and Papaioannou 2013 assign Murdock ethnic groups to one or
several countries, although I coded the primary country location.) For each group, the third column states
whether or not the Murdock group corresponds with an EPR ethnic group (40% agree). If not, it sorts the
groups into three categories: groups for which there was evidence of centralized institutions but the group
either does not correspond to an EPR group or composes only a small subset of an EPR group (11%), groups
that at one time controlled a state with centralized institutions but that had declined considerably and/or had
become tributary by the 19th century (20%), and groups with no evidence of centralization (29%). The
coding process for the present PCS measure sampled all ethnic groups that Murdock codes as jurisdictional
hierarchy equals 3 or 4, and therefore the coding notes above provide evidence to support these assessments.
The fourth column states whether or not the group is partitioned across international boundaries, based
on Michalopoulos and Papaioannou’s (2013) criterion that at least 10% of the group’s Murdock polygon
is located in multiple countries. Although partitioned cases do not highlight any inherent source of error
in Murdock’s dataset—who coded ethnic groups, not countries—it highlights the difficulties of merging
Murdock’s data with datasets such as EPR that also take country location into account. Partitioned groups
correspond with many of the disagreements between the present PCS measure and Wig’s (2016) matched
Murdock data, which Table A.4 shows.
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Table A.5: Large States Using Murdock’s Original Data

Primary Ethnic Murdock group corresponds with PCS group? | Partitioned?
country group
Benin Fon YES YES - Togo
Burundi Rundi YES YES - Rwanda
DRC Luba YES NO
Ethiopia Ambhara YES YES — Sudan
Lesotho Sotho YES (not in sample)* YES - South Africa
Madagascar | Merina YES NO
Rwanda Ruanda YES YES - Burundi, DRC, Uganda
South Africa | Zulu YES NO
Sudan Fur YES YES - Chad
Swaziland Swazi YES (not in sample)* YES - South Africa
Uganda Ganda YES NO
Uganda Nkole YES YES - Rwanda
Uganda Nyoro YES NO
Uganda Toro YES YES - DRC
Zambia Lozi YES NO
Zimbabwe Ndebele YES YES - Botswana
Cameroon Mum NO - State, but no EPR group (or is subset) NO
Chad Bagirmi NO - Declined state NO
DRC Suku NO - State, but no EPR group (or is subset) NO
Djibouti Esa NO - Not centralized YES - Ethiopia
Ethiopia Gibe NO - Not centralized NO
Ethiopia Janjero NO - Not centralized NO
Ethiopia Kafa NO - State, but no EPR group (or is subset) NO
Ghana Dagomba NO - Declined state YES - Togo
Kenya Gyriama NO - Not centralized NO
Madagascar | Sakalava NO — Declined state NO
Niger Songhai NO - Declined state YES — Mali
Mauritania Delim NO - Not centralized NO
Mauritania Regeibat NO - Not centralized NO
Mauritania Trarza NO - Not centralized NO
Nigeria Edo NO - State, but no EPR group (or is subset) NO
Nigeria Ife NO - Declined state NO
Nigeria Igala NO - Declined state NO
Nigeria Yoruba NO - Declined state NOf
South Africa | Xosa NO - Not centralized NO
Sudan Messiria NO - Not centralized NO
Zambia Senga NO - Not centralized NO
40% in sample correspond with PCS group 38% partitioned
51% in sample w/ EV of large state in 19th cent.

*Lesotho and Swaziland are not in the sample for this article, although clear evidence exists that Sotho and Swazi, respectively,
governed pre-colonial states in territory corresponding with their respective modern countries. Table A.5 lists these groups because
each is also partitioned into South Africa. They are included in the summary percentage stated at the bottom of column 4, but not
in the summary percentages stated at the bottom of column 3.

TMichalopoulos and Papaioannou (2013) do not code Yoruba as partitioned because its entire Murdock polygon lies within Nigeria,
but as shown in tables above, there are also politically relevant Yoruba groups in Benin that composed a pre-colonial state.
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B Supporting Information for Sections 1 and 2

The end of the appendix contains full citations for all references in this section.

B.1 Key Assumptions about Ethnicity, Civil Wars, and Coups

Existing ethnic conflict research often makes two assumptions: (1) ethnic identity helps to explain motives
for civil wars and for coups, even though actors rarely defend their actions purely in ethnic terms, and (2)
insurgencies and coups provide alternative technologies for achieving concessions from governments if bar-
gaining fails, even though these processes also differ in important ways. The present theoretical framework
adopts these premises, which this section defends at greater length.

First, scholars propose various mechanisms linking ethnicity to different conflict technologies (Fearon 2006
provides a broader overview). Some argue that the spread of nationalism to the colonial and post-colonial
worlds created ideas that “ethnic likes should rule over ethnic likes” (Cederman, Wimmer, and Min, 2010,
92), and turned the state into an non-ethnically neutral arena for exercising power (Cederman, Gleditsch, and
Buhaug, 2013, 26-7). Roessler (2011, 313) claims that ethnic identity can serve as an “information shortcut”
for distinguishing loyalists from disloyal actors, despite explicitly not “arguing that competing elites are
necessarily motivated by ethnic aims.” Therefore, in tenuous post-colonial ruling coalitions, ethnicity could
serve as a useful basis for structuring the ruling coalition even if actors did not believe ethnic identity to be
intrinsically important. Horowitz (1985) links ethnicity to coups and civil wars on the basis of perceived
group superiority. Denny and Walter (2014) argue: (1) ethnic groups often grievances because of historical
factors that promoted the salience of ethnic identity, (2) ethnic groups often live in concentrated spaces that
creates opportunity for rebellions, and (3) bargaining breakdown is particularly likely when the primary
political cleavage is ethnic because ethnic identity is immutable.

Second, Roessler (2016, 37) discusses important similarities in aims between coups and civil wars. “I
conceive of coups and rebellions, or insurgencies, as analogues; both represent anti-regime techniques that
dissidents use to force a redistribution of power. They can be distinguished, however, by their organizational
basis. Coup conspirators leverage partial control of the state (and the resources and matériel that comes
with access to the state) in their bid to capture political power ...In contrast, rebels or insurgents lack such
access and have to build a private military organization to challenge the central government and its military.”
Emphasizing these similarities does not deny that coups and civil wars sometimes seek divergent military
aims (e.g., some civil wars seek to create an autonomous or independent region rather than to capture power
at the center). For the present purposes, the key point is that a rival can challenge the government via a
coup or a rebellion—as opposed to peacefully negotiating a deal with the government—which is a useful
simplification for thinking about causes of conflict. The broader idea that failed bargaining negotiations lead
to costly fighting relates to a large formal theoretic literature on international warfare (Fearon, 1995), civil
war (Fearon, 2004; Powell, 2012b; Paine, 2016), and coups (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006).

B.2 Additional References for Cases Discussed in Section 2

* Angola: Le Billon (2007, 101-2) for rebel group splits

* Benin: Decalo (1990, 91) for pre-colonial war, Decalo (1973) for decolonization party splits, Har-
greaves (1969, 216) for the Dahomey leader descending from the former royal house. Regarding
indirect rule, Thompson (1963, 169) argues that Benin differed from the rest of French West Africa
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B.3

in several respects: “the survival of more traditional chiefs in the south, the regional differences that
continued to differentiate the Abomey area from that of Porto Novo [NB: two separate PCS groups
resided in these territories], and the sharper cleavage between the northern and southern parts of the
country.”

Chad: Decalo (1980, 483) for slave trade, Nolutshungu (1996) for decolonization party splits. Re-
garding indirect rule, Nolutshungu (1996, 29) argues: “There was more respect for precolonial social
distinctions and authority systems of the Islamic North, and therefore a greater willingness to assimi-

59

late them into a kind of ‘indirect rule’.” Whereas France granted Christian missionaries wide leeway
in southern Chad, they were not allowed to interfere in the Islamic north (similar to Britain’s dual
policy in Nigeria and Sudan).

Ethiopia: Clapham (1977) for ruling monarchy
Ghana: Boone (2003, 159) for indirect rule

Madagascar: Minorities at Risk “Merina” (2006) for slave trade, Thibaut (1999) for decolonization
party splits

Mali: Krings (1995, 58) for slave trade

Nigeria: Sklar and Whitaker (1966, 19-21) for indirect rule, Lovejoy (1992, 28,34) and Christopher
(1984, 82) for Christian missionaries

Rwanda and Burundi: Young (2006, 309) for indirect rule, Lemarchand (1977b,a) for ruling monarchy

Senegal: Regarding indirect rule, Boone (2003, 49) argues: “In pays Wolof, France imposed itself
upon an old, hierarchical society that had possessed state structures of its own. France’s de facto
strategy, pursued with striking consistency, was ‘to take all possible advantage of the existing order’
by collaborating with indigenous elites.”

Sudan: Sharkey (2003, 19-21) for slave trade, Ofcansky (1992, 31-2) for slave trade and decoloniza-
tion party splits, Sharkey (2008, 29) for durable and divisive identities, Holt and Daly (2014, 104) and
Christopher (1984, 82) for Christian missionaries, Sharkey (2003, 7,9) and O’Fahey (1996, 260-1) for
indirect rule as a pacification strategy

Uganda: Reid (2012, 115-6) for pre-colonial war and slaving, Rothchild and Rogin (1966, 341) for
indirect rule

Zambia: Caplan (1970) for indirect rule
Zimbabwe: Wilson (1994, 191) for rebel groups splits

Hypotheses about Violence Conditional on Ethnopolitical Representation Status

This section continues the discussion from the hypotheses section in the article by generating implications
for ethnic violence conditional on ethnopolitical representation status. The next section formalizes these and
the main hypotheses. A strategic selection effect anticipates that even when conditioning on ethnopolitical
exclusion, PCS and SLPCS groups should each fight civil wars more frequently than SL groups. Recall the
logic from Table 1 that the rival can either be coercively strong or weak, and that all rulers will exclude
weak groups. The internal security dilemma that rulers in PCS countries face (Assumption 1) raises their
incentives to exclude coercively strong rivals—despite a strong rival’s credible threat to rebel conditional
on exclusion (see the top-right box in Table 1). By contrast, in countries where rulers have greater ability
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to commit to deals, lower strategic incentives for exclusion implies that rulers will share power with strong
groups to prevent civil wars. These rulers will only exclude weak groups—i.e., opportunistic exclusion
because weak groups rebel with low probability when excluded (see the left column of Table 1). This
strategic selection effect causes a higher percentage of excluded groups in PCS countries than in non-PCS
countries to be the strong type:

PCS country

Y
Exclude strong groups (if possible)

I

High % of excluded groups are strong

4

High civil war likelihood conditional on exclusion

This logic yields the next two hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. Conditional on ethnopolitical exclusion, PCS groups should participate in civil
wars more frequently than SL groups.

Hypothesis 2. Conditional on ethnopolitical exclusion, SLPCS groups should participate in
civil wars more frequently than SL groups.

This logic also explains why the theoretical expectations for PCS groups and civil wars are ambiguous, i.e.,
no analog of H1 for PCS groups. Although PCS groups should tend to rebel when excluded (H1), their
historical advantages for gaining access to power (Assumption 2) should decrease their usage of outsider
rebellion techniques.

Finally, conditional on ethnopolitical inclusion, PCS groups should attempt coups more frequently than SL
groups. Low commitment ability (Assumption 1) makes any group in a PCS country more likely to attempt
a coup, and PCS groups’ historical privileges (Assumption 2) enabled them to often be included in power
despite general strategic incentives for exclusion (i.e., even if commitment ability is low and they are the
strong type; see the top-right box in Table 1). There is no analog of H3 for SLPCS groups because they
lacked these historical privileges, which means that they should usually be excluded from power if they are
the strong type and pose a coup threat. This logic also explains why the overall theoretical expectations
between SLPCS groups and coups are ambiguous, i.e., no analog of H2 for SLPCS groups.

Hypothesis 3. Conditional on ethnopolitical inclusion, PCS groups should participate in coups
(attempted and successful) more frequently than SL groups.

B.4 Formal Rationale for the Hypotheses from Sections 2 and B.3

This section presents a simple game theoretic interaction to provide formal rationale for the six hypotheses.
The setup incorporates and formalizes core element<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>