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A House United: Communicative Structure and the Emergence of Civil Conflict 
 
 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
In this paper I develop and test a theoretical account of the structural effects of mass 
communication on the probability of civil war onset.  I argue that various mass media Ð radio, 
television, newsprint, etc. Ð are members of a class of communicative structures known as public 
communicative structures, which are defined by their ability to transmit synchronized messages 
in a manner which generates joint awareness of those messages.  I demonstrate that because such 
structures allow for the creation of shared experiences on a national scale, they facilitate the 
intersubjective cohesion of national loyalties while inhibiting the emergence of sub-national 
loyalty fragmentation.  I test this theory using newly compiled data on mass media structures in 
177 countries for the period 1945-1999.  The primary finding is that as the density (i.e. per capita 
reception capability) of national mass media structures increases, the probability of civil war 
onset decreases dramatically. 
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In recent years, a burgeoning quantitative literature has begun tackling a variety of 

questions revolving around the onset of large-scale civil conflict.  This newfound interest is 

unsurprising given the enormity of the carnage and devastation that has resulted from intra-state 

violence in the past half-century.  One estimate puts the death toll for civil wars since WWII at 

over 16.2 million, nearly five times the number of battle deaths resulting from interstate wars 

during the same period (Fearon and Laitin 2003, 75).  Moreover, the number of ongoing civil 

conflicts has been steadily increasing for most of the past half-century, with over a third of the 

states in the international system having experienced civil conflicts which killed more than a 

1,000 people.  Academics and policymakers alike have thus been at great pains to identify the 

causal factors that encourage or inhibit the outbreak of large-scale civil conflict.  

Scholars from multiple traditions have converged on the idea that Òcivilian loyaltiesÓ are 

central to the dynamics of collective violence in domestic warfare (Wood 2003, 132, 135; Ellis 

1995).  Loyalties are the symbolic bonds of attachment which incline an individual, in the face of 

competing mobilizational appeals, to prioritize the provision of resources to one side rather than 

another.  Such attachments provide the psychological foundation for construction of group 

boundaries and maintenance of group cohesion.1  The collective and multisided nature of the 

violence enacted in civil wars thus requires, almost by definition, a corresponding fragmentation 

of loyalties through the prioritization of attachments which are sub-national in scope. Qualitative 

accounts of civil conflict are rife with descriptions of what we might term the localization of 

attachments, whether through the bonds of family, class, clan, tribe, neighborhood, village, or 

ethnicity (Kalyvas 2003; Lacquer 1998).  Indeed, both popular fragmentation and elite 

fragmentation have long been recognized as key to the emergence of domestic warfare (Tilly 

                                                             
1 As Gould argues, ÒWhen someone responds positively to an appeal for to solidarity, then, he or she has 
acknowledged membership in the group whose boundaries are defined by the terms of the appealÓ (1995, 14). 
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1993; Skocpol 1979; Lachman 1997).  Moreover, scholars are increasingly coming to the 

realization that the cleavages upon which such fragmentation is based are not necessarily pre-

existing (at least in a political sense), but rather frequently emerge endogenously as the violence 

erupts (Kalyvas 2006). 

This means that in attempting to study the patterns of loyalty fragmentation which 

underlie collective violence, there is the danger of a tautology: if we claim that loyalty 

fragmentation causes collective violence, while at the same time using the observation of 

collective violence to infer the presence of a proclivity towards loyalty fragmentation, then we 

find ourselves in an unfalsifiable explanatory loop.  We are thus in need of a theory which would 

allow us to measure the proclivity towards such fragmentation ex ante; that is, separately from 

our measurement of the actual occurrence of collective violence.  The aim of this paper is to 

provide such a theory.  The solution proposed here, rather than focusing on the dynamics of the 

violence itself, focuses on the structural mechanisms which facilitate the maintenance of national 

unity and cohesion. 

 The structural conditions analyzed in the extant literature on civil war onset have 

generally been composed either of material structures or institutional structures.  While these 

studies have produced great strides in our understanding of the conditions under which such 

conflicts are likely to occur, I argue that important deficiencies in the most prominent statistical 

models in the civil war literature have resulted from a failure to adequately theorize the 

communicative context that underlies the intersubjective constitution of national unity and 

cohesion.  As a result, an important category of structures Ð communicative structures Ð has been 

consistently overlooked in theoretical and empirical studies of civil conflict.  To remedy this 

deficiency, I draw on classic and contemporary theories of nationalism to develop a theoretical 
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approach referred to as communicative structuralism.  As opposed to discursive or interpretative 

analyses which focus on the details of message construction, the central claim of communicative 

structuralism is that the structure through which messages travel is as important, if not more so, 

than the specific contents of the messages themselves.  

We can define a communicative structure as a system of interlocking constraints on (and 

opportunities for) the transmission of messages amongst some set of agents.  I argue that 

national-level communicative structures, such as mass media, serve as constraints on the ease 

with which the sub-national fragmentation of loyalty attachments can be achieved.  This 

perspective treats various mass media (i.e. radio, television, newspaper, cinema, etc.) as 

members of a class of communicative structures called public communicative structures, which 

are defined by two structural properties: (1) synchronized transmission and (2) joint awareness of 

reception.  These properties, which will be discussed more fully below, allow public 

communicative structures to create broad arenas of shared experience.  That is, they constitute 

collective audiences as sets of individuals who are jointly aware of themselves as symbolically 

united groups. 

 Communicative structuralism makes the claim that this mode of group cohesion, the 

esprit de corps that has long been known to arise amongst effective military units, sports teams, 

tribes, and nations is based not on a unity of beliefs, but on the shared symbolic attachments 

which arise from publicly shared experiences.  By allowing messages to be publicly transmitted 

and received on a geographically dispersed basis, mass media makes possible the formation of 

shared experiences and cohesive group attachments on a scale which transcends the bonds of 

clan, tribe, and village.  As a result, as national-level mass media structures increase in strength, 
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there is a corresponding decrease in a populationÕs propensity towards sub-national 

fragmentation of loyalty attachments. 

This perspective stands in stark contrast to accounts which treat mass media simply as a 

mechanism for the diffusion of information.  Such accounts treat as paradigmatic the face-to-face 

process, which we can label private communication, by which information (i.e. some piece of 

data about the external world) is transferred from one human mind to another.  When seen from 

this perspective, mass media structures appear to simply provide another set of linkage vectors 

along which data can travel.  While communicative structuralism certainly does not deny that 

mass media messages transmit information to those receiving them, it does claim that the 

structural effects of mass media, as members of the class of public communicative structures, are 

far more profound than the mere diffusion of information.  Public communicative structures 

constitute zones of collective awareness which facilitate the intersubjective cohesion of human 

groups. 

The advantage of conceptualizing intersubjectivity as being structurally produced, lies in 

the resulting ability to investigate varying propensities to sub-national fragmentation through an 

analysis of variation in national public communicative structures.  To test this argument, I 

collected data on mass media structures in 177 countries for the period 1945-1999.  The primary 

finding, reported below, is that as the density (i.e. per capita reception capability) of national 

mass media structures increases, the probability of civil war onset decreases dramatically.  

Moreover, I show that the most reliable predictor of civil war onset in the extant statistical 

literature, per capita GDP, ceases to be statistically or substantively significant when measures of 

mass media density are included in the model.  After confirming the robustness of these findings, 

I derive additional observable implications from the theory which are explicitly differentiated 
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from the expectations of the Òinformational account,Ó and test them by exploiting variation in 

insurgent aims and variation in levels of media freedom.  Taken as a whole, the results indicate 

the necessity of incorporating structural communicative effects into our theoretical and empirical 

models of civil conflict. 

 

STRUCTURAL CAUSES OF CIVIL CONFLICT 

 In contrast to earlier qualitative accounts which focused on the severity of individual 

motivations to rebel against a given regime (i.e. ÔgrievancesÕ), the contemporary quantitative 

literature on civil conflict has generally focused on the structural causes of conflict and stability. 

For structural accounts, what matters is not intensity of particular grievances vis-ˆ -vis the state, 

but the structural arrangement of opportunities and constraints facing those who engage in 

competing appeals for mobilization (Goodwin 2001; Wickham-Crowley 1997).  Such arguments 

have generally taken one of two forms, focusing either on institutional structures or on material 

structures.  I will briefly discuss each in turn. 

Leading the quantitative study of the relationship between institutional structures and 

large-scale domestic conflict, Hegre et al. (2001) argue that the level of democracy will exert 

effects on the outbreak of civil war both by influencing the production of grievances and by 

channeling the expression of the discontent along particular avenues of contestation.  In a similar 

vein, Reynal-Querol (2002) argues that democracy will reduce the probability of civil conflict by 

providing lower barriers to entry for aggrieved parties.  A wide array of studies have now found 

that there is an Òinverted-UÓ relationship between democracy and civil war onset, with 

consolidated democracies and harshly authoritarian states having relatively few civil wars 

compared to ÔtransitionalÕ or ÔintermediateÕ regimes (Ellingsen 2000; Sambanis 2001).  Hegre et 
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al. (2001) take this argument even further, demonstrating that it is not the case that intermediate 

regimes experience more conflicts simply because they tend to be in transition, nor is it the case 

that transitional regimes experience more conflict simply because they tend to be not fully 

consolidated at either end of the democracy-autocracy spectrum, but rather these two effects each 

exert independent statistical influence on the outbreak of domestic unrest. 

 At the other end of the structural spectrum, Collier and Hoeffler (2004) examine the 

relationship between material structures and the emergence of civil conflict, using cross-national 

data to demonstrate that indicators of economic opportunities for rebel mobilization are far more 

powerful predictors of civil war onset than indicators of grievances.  Economic dependence on 

primary commodity exports and a high degree of geographic dispersion of the population both 

increase the likelihood of civil war, while high per capita GDP reduces the likelihood of civil 

war.2  In contrast, measures of economic inequality, political rights, ethnic fractionalization, and 

religious polarization are all insignificant in their statistical models.  Collier and Hoeffler argue 

that this should not necessarily be taken to mean that grievances are unimportant in the initiation 

of civil violence.  Rather, grievances may simply be ubiquitous.  Every sufficiently large society 

is likely to have some sub-population that is dissatisfied with some aspect of the governing 

regime.  As a result, indicators of grievances do not give us much leverage in determining which 

countries are likely to fragment and which countries are likely to remain stable. 

 Using similar logic, Fearon and Laitin (2003) argue that the diversity of political agendas, 

motivations, and grievances which motivate rebel groups makes this set of factors an unlikely 

candidate for systematic, cross-national explanations of civil conflicts.  They claim that what 

unites these conflicts are not their specific grievances, but rather the conditions that favor a 
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particular form of political action: namely, insurgency.  Insurgency is conceptualized as 

Òtechnology of military conflict characterized by small, lightly armed bands practicing guerilla 

warfare from rural base areas,Ó which rebels use in an attempt to either extract concessions from 

the state, or overthrow it (Fearon and Laitin 2003, 75).  They find that several physical 

conditions which favor insurgency are statistically significant predictors of civil war onset, 

including oil exports, mountainous terrain, and large populations.  As with Collier and Hoeffler, 

they also find that low per capita GDP is a strong predictor of civil war onset.  Indeed, the 

finding that countries with higher levels of economic development are less likely to experience 

civil war is arguably the most robust statistical relationship in the civil conflict literature.3  

However, as I will demonstrate more fully below, the models upon which this finding is based 

suffer from an inadequate conceptualization of state strength, which serves to obscure the 

intersubjective foundations of national stability and cohesion. 

 

NATIONALISM AND THE STRUCTURES OF MASS COMMUNICATION 

 Notably absent from all of the structural accounts discussed above is any mention of 

communicative structures.  In contrast, the theoretical linkage between patterns of 

communication and the construction of national unity has a long history in the literature on the 

development of nationalism.  One of the earliest and most prominent descriptions of this 

relationship was given by Deutsch (1953), who famously claimed that boundaries between 

national communities were defined first and foremost by Òrelative barriers to communicationÓ 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
2 The relationship between natural resources and civil conflict has since been further examined by Weinstein (2005) 
and Synder and Bhavnani (2005).  For a critique of the original Collier and Hoeffler finding concerning primary 
commodity exports, see Fearon (2005). 
3 In a recent review of a wide variety of civil war datasets, Sambanis (2004) finds that the negative relationship 
between per capita GDP and civil war onset is one of the very few f indings that is robust to shifting definitions of 
civil conflict and differing model specif ications.  It has, however, been subject to differing interpretations.  Collier 
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(22).  For Deutsch, linguistic and cultural barriers to effective communication across national 

boundaries, while frequently appearing to be merely symbolic, function to heighten the social 

and political relevance of national cleavages, producing a prioritization of intra-national 

attachments over extra-national attachments.  In this account, the primary driver of national 

identification is the ability to transmit information from person to person: Òthe observable ability 

of certain groups of men and women to share with each other a wide range of whatever might be 

in their minds, and their observable inability to share these things nearly as widely with 

outsidersÓ (Deutsch 1953, 65).  The relevant communicative structures are thus those which 

constrain patterns of social communication, and hence the diffusion of information, between 

individuals. 

 This informational account has since provided the basis for numerous studies of 

mobilization and rebellion.  Granovetter argued that the clustered nature of strong social ties 

should be expected to produce Òlocal cohesionÓ which would lead to fragmentation on a broader 

scale (1973, 1378).  Gould (1991) and Opp and Gern (1993) find that social networks are key to 

collective mobilization because individuals generally learn of protest opportunities from their 

friends.  Moreover, Gould (1993) and Petersen (2001) have argued that dense intra-group 

connections create more cohesive communities that can more easily overcome the barriers to 

collective action.  As Petersen puts it, dense social ties Òpromote rebellion by producing 

accessible information, reducing communication costs, and facilitating recruitmentÓ (2001, 15-

16).  In a similar vein, Fearon and Laitin argue that a breakdown of cooperation between ethnic 

groups can be caused by a lack of inter-group social ties, claiming that ÒAt bottom, the problem 

is informationalÓ (1996, 718).  In each of these accounts, the relevant communicative structure is 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
and Hoeffler (2004) claim that per capita GDP is a measure of the economic opportunity costs facing potential 
rebels, whereas Fearon and Laitin (2003) claim that it is a proxy for a stateÕs capacity to police its terrain. 
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characterized as a network of linkages which facilitate or inhibit the diffusion of information 

between individuals. 

Seen from this perspective, mass media such as radio, television, and newsprint simply 

represent additional linkage vectors through which information can travel.4  Studies of mass 

media effects have thus frequently focused on the content of mass media messages, whether it be 

their accuracy (Synder 2000; Kalyvas 2006), their diversity (Van Belle 1996; Mutz and Martin 

2001), or the frames which they render salient (Iyengar and Kinder 1987).  However, there is an 

alternative perspective provided by scholars of nationalism which instead focuses on the 

structural effects of the media through which messages travel.  Gellner (1983) argues forcefully 

that communicative structures mattered far more to the development of nationalism than the 

details of message content: 

ÒBut the usual formulation of the connection between nationalism and the facility 

of modern communications is somewhat misleading.  It gives the impression that 

a given idea (nationalism) happens to be there, and then the printed word and the 

transistor and other media help this notion to reach audiences in distant valleys 

and self-contained villages and encampments, audiences which in an age not 

blessed with mass media would have remained untouched by it. 

ÒThat is altogether the wrong way to see it.  The media do not transmit an 

idea which happens to have been fed into them.  It matters precious little what has 

been fed into them: it is the media themselves, the pervasiveness and importance 

of abstract, centralized, standardized, one to many communication, which itself 

                                                             
4 Indeed, this is exactly how Deutsch characterizes the role of mass media, as Òfacilities to spread informationÓ 
(1953, 51).  More recently, Snyder (2000, 58) argued that it is the inaccuracy of the information transmitted through 
the mass media of newly democratizing states which allows exclusionary nationalism to flourish, the implication 
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automatically engenders the core idea of nationalism, quite irrespective of what in 

particular is being put into the specific messages transmittedÓ (127). 

Seen from this structural perspective, mass media represent far more than mere vectors for the 

diffusion of information.  As communicative structures, they do not persuade audiences of the 

truthfulness of national identity categories, but rather induce a particular mode of collective 

awareness through which nationalism is experienced.  For Gellner, such structural effects are so 

powerful that they render the details of the messages themselves nearly irrelevant. 

 Anderson (1991) develops this point further, arguing that Òunified fields of exchange and 

communicationÓ which were first constructed on a national basis in the 17th and 18th centuries, 

were Òthe embryo of the nationally imagined communityÓ (44).  Anderson, however, places 

greater emphasis on one particular technological development: namely, the rise of Òprint 

capitalismÓ and the concomitant emergence of the ability to mass-produce daily newspapers.  For 

Anderson, the invention of mass printing technology represented one of the primary factors 

which originally allowed European nation-states to cohere as collective entities.  Such effects 

arose not because of an increased rate of informational diffusion, but rather because daily 

consumption of the dayÕs news in printed form represented an Òextraordinary mass ceremonyÓ 

which was remarkable precisely because Òeach communicant is well aware that the ceremony he 

performs is being replicated simultaneously by thousands (or millions) of othersÓ (1991, 35).  

Because the national community is composed of thousands or millions of members whom a 

given individual will never have the opportunity to meet face-to-face, it is only through the 

synchronization of this mass ritual that such widely dispersed individuals could arrive at 

congruent notions of their shared identities.  In other words, newspapers were different from 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
being that in the presence of full and accurate information, people would be persuaded of the disadvantages of 
nationalist cleavages and therefore reject them. 
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previous modes of communication because they facilitated the intersubjective construction of 

collective awareness on a national scale.  Thus, while it would be a mistake to follow Gellner in 

claiming that message content is wholly irrelevant, it nevertheless seems that an exclusive focus 

on message content obscures important structural effects of mass communication that cannot be 

reduced to the diffusion of specific pieces of information. 

 

COMMUNICATIVE STRUCTURALISM 

 The theoretical framework of communicative structuralism generalizes the insights of 

Gellner and Anderson by characterizing national collective awareness as a structurally induced 

condition.  This framework treats mass media such as radio, television, and newsprint as 

members of a particular class of communicative structures which we can label public 

communicative structures.  They are differentiated from private communicative processes, not by 

the pattern of linkages, but by the relationships between linkages.  It is these relationships, I 

argue, which provide structural constraints on the production of intersubjectivity.  More 

specifically, a public communicative structure is one characterized by mechanisms which 

produce the following constraints between a set of communicative linkages originating from a 

common source: 

  

1. Synchronized transmission: This condition requires that message transmission 

occur identically towards all recipients. When linkages are constituted by a private 

communicative mechanism, such as verbal utterances, then what is said to one 

recipient might bear no resemblance to what is said to another recipient.  On the other 

hand, if the relevant linkages are constituted by a public communicative mechanism, 
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such as the printing and delivery of a newspaper, then what is said to one recipient is 

necessarily what is said to all of them, because the relationship between linkages 

thusly constituted requires that messages sent along them be identical.  It is through 

this condition that message transmission comes to be generalized as transmission to a 

collective audience. 

 

2. Joint awareness of reception: This condition requires that message reception occur 

in a form that allows recipients to know that they are not alone in their reception of 

the message.  Obtained in idealized form by a circular array of viewers who can each 

see each other attending to a visual message, this condition can also be achieved by a 

loud yell which is known travel to all corners of a room, a television broadcast that is 

known be widely viewed, or a religious text which is known to have been widely 

read.  It is the condition through which the subjective experience of message 

reception is expanded into an intersubjective experience.5 

 

Historically, public communicative structures have been constituted through a wide variety of 

mechanisms, ranging from the acoustic amplification of ancient RomeÕs coliseum, to the 

proclamations of medieval courts issued via handwritten scrolls, and to the modern technologies 

of the printing press, the cinema, and the transmission of electromagnetic signals.  The central 

claim of communicative structuralism is that messages disseminated through loudspeakers in 

central squares, through highly visible events in soccer stadiums, and through boisterous ethnic 

                                                             
5 This condition of Òjoint awarenessÓ bears some resemblance to the game theoretic notion of Òcommon knowledgeÓ 
(see Osborne and Rubinstein 1978, 73 for a concise definition).  The difference is that common knowledge is 
characterized as an all-or-nothing individual-level mental state based on inf initely recursive beliefs about the beliefs 
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processions down city streets, share important structural properties with messages that are 

delivered through radio, television, and newsprint.  Such structures are powerful precisely 

because they communicate messages in such a way as to make clear that many others are 

receiving them simultaneously.  What theyÕre actually communicating is the event of others 

hearing the same message and hearing it in a way that will ensure they know that others are 

listening. 

Seen from the informational perspective, each of the numerous public communicative 

structures encountered in modern human societies Ð religious congregations, street rallies, 

television broadcasts, etc. Ð is nothing more than an additional set of linkages layered atop the 

network of social linkages, just another vector through which information can be diffused 

between individuals.  However, when present together, these constraints constitute a different 

kind of communicative structure: one which creates the conditions for the public constitution of 

intersubjectivity.  Public communicative structures make it possible for a group to gain an 

awareness of itself as a collective entity, because they represent arenas of shared expression in 

which it becomes possible to construct communities of symbolically shared experience.6  When 

public communicative structures are national in scope, they constitute nations as symbolically 

cohesive collectives, by Òoffer[ing] the audience an image of itself and of the nation as a 

knowable communityÓ (Morley and Robins 1995, 66).7  Constrained by the principles of 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
of others, whereas joint awareness is characterized as a structurally induced condition based on a collective 
capability which is strengthened or weakened through variance in public communicative structures. 
6 Chayko (2002) refers to this as a Òcommunity of the mindÓ (60-63), arguing that when united by modern 
communication technologies, individuals Òcan mentally approach various phenomena from a common perspective 
and thus be brought experientially together, even from different spatial and temporal vantage pointsÓ (21).  This 
argument is also consistent with the f indings of a series of field experiments conducted by Mutz (1998), which 
demonstrated that Òmass media may not be particularly influential in telling people what to think, or perhaps even 
what to think about, but media are tremendously influential in telling people what others are thinking about and 
experiencingÓ (5). 
7 Although the structural component has never been fully specif ied, many scholars have shared the intuition that 
mass media messages have nationally unifying effects. Calhoun (1991) argues that mass media expands the 
possibilities for the construction of nationally unified imagined communities. Schlesinger (1991) notes that even in 
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synchronized transmission and joint awareness of reception, the medium forces both a 

generalization of message production and a generalization of message reception.  It is the 

sharedness of such mass mediated experiences which reproduces on a national scale the esprit de 

corps that has long been known to arise locally amongst effective military units, sports teams, 

and tribes.8  The experience of cohesion, in other words, is produced through a cohesion of 

experience.   

 Cohesion and fragmentation, however, are necessarily relative concepts.  Cohesion on a 

sub-national level may represent fragmentation at the national level, just as cohesion at the 

national level may represent fragmentation at the global level.  When we speak of national 

fragmentation, then, we mean the prioritization of sub-national symbolic attachments over 

national symbolic attachments.  In authoritarian and democratic regimes alike, there are always 

interests to be served by group mobilization along particular lines rather than others and on 

certain scales rather than others, and thus always a variety of conflicting mobilizational appeals 

competing intensely to be heard.  Price (1995; 2002) has referred to this competitive structure as 

a Òmarket for loyaltiesÓ and Snyder (2000) has characterized the emergence of exclusionary 

nationalism in poorly regulated media environments as an instance of Òmarket failure,Ó but the 

market metaphor is not quite correct.  The key point made by communicative structuralism is 

that these divergent symbolic schemas are not competing on a level playing field, but one that is 

structured.  There are indeed regularities to the pursuit of group mobilization and cohesion, but 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
liberal democratic states the mass media tend to transmit messages which Òemphasize the integrity of the social 
orderÓ (36).  Servaes (1997) claims that ÒIn most countries mass media are used strategically to reinforce the myth 
of the unitary nation and to interpolate the textual subjects as willing members of the nationÓ (83).  Even a former 
child soldier, interviewed by Krin and Richards (1998), recognizes that the construction of national unity is a 
communicative process: ÒThe government comes, [with] their mass media, to make things normalÓ (201). 
8 Laqueur (1998) argues that even in purportedly ideological civil wars esprit de corps, a Òfeeling of togetherness 
and team spirit,Ó has a far greater impact on mobilization and loyalty than ideological persuasion (399).  Meyrowitz 
(1997) generalizes this point, arguing that the boundaries of cohesive communities are generally coterminous with 
their structured patterns of shared experience. 
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they are not the regularities of symmetrical exchange.  They are, rather, the regularities induced 

by the intersubjective structure of public communication.  Nations are not persuaded to cohere 

through the diffusion of information.  Their coherence is structurally induced by the topology of 

publicly shared experiences. 

 

MASS MEDIA AND NATIONAL FRAGMENTATION 

The advantage of conceptualizing the symbolic cohesion of nations as being structurally 

produced, lies in the resulting ability to investigate varying propensities to sub-national 

fragmentation through an analysis of variation in national public communicative structures.  

While public communicative structures take a wide variety of forms, the focus here will be on 

the mass media technologies of radio, television, and newsprint, both because they are among the 

most powerful public communicative structures in contemporary societies, and because their 

attributes are relatively easy to measure on a cross-national basis.  In particular, we will focus on 

two key dimensions of variation in mass media structures: bias and density. 

The bias of a public communicative structure refers to the correlation between a 

particular individual-level trait and the probability of message reception.  This is not the more 

common conception of Òbias,Ó which treats it as a property of messages which deviate in 

systematic ways from the truth, but rather a structural characteristic concerning the means 

through which messages are disseminated.  For instance, if there were a positive correlation 

between the individual-level trait of being Sunni and the probability of being in the set of 

individuals who receive messages from a particular public communicative structure, then that 

structure would be considered ÒSunni-biasedÓ and the degree of structural bias would be 

proportional to the strength of the correlation.  In the empirical tests reported below, we will 
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examine variance in the bias of public communicative structures by comparing different mass 

communication technologies.  More specifically, we will be interested in the degree of Òelite-

biasÓ in a given communicative structure.  Communication technologies influence the degree of 

elite-bias in a communicative structure through the impact of two kinds of costs: the cost of 

transmission and the cost of reception.   

Consider the communicative structures constituted by newspapers.  Economies of scale in 

production, combined with high costs of distribution (i.e. high transmission costs), generally 

relegate newspaper distribution to urban centers and especially state capitals.  Moreover, the 

requirements of money, literacy, and time (i.e. high reception costs) generally relegate 

newspaper readership to the upper strata of a given society.9  As a result, newspapers represent a 

paradigmatic example of what we might term elite public communicative structures.  That is, 

they are public communicative structures with a relatively high degree of elite-bias.  While 

newspaper distribution is not entirely restricted to elites, the ability to receive messages 

transmitted through newspapers is strongly correlated with oneÕs wealth and status in a given 

society.  In contrast, broadcast technologies based on electromagnetic transmission, such as radio 

and television, render the distribution of messages to larger audiences nearly cost-free.  Anyone 

who can afford to construct a transmission tower (a fairly low-cost prospect even for most 

developing countries) can instantly reach thousands of listeners or viewers, and anyone who can 

afford a receiver (a fairly low-cost prospect even for most rural populations) can be instantly 

                                                             
9 Mickiewicz (2000) notes that ÒIn Soviet times, party officials called newspapers Ôsmall caliber.Õ  Given their more 
narrow, relatively well-educated range of readers, their impact was less likely to trigger reactions in the masses,Ó 
(91) relative to the Ôlarge caliberÕ of television.  Marletti and Roncarlo (2000) describe Italian newspapers as, in 
contrast to television, being largely a medium for intra-elite communication.  Taking a broader view, Hallin and 
Mancini (2004) argue that the newspapers of Southern Europe, and to a lesser extent the newspapers of Northern 
Europe and North America, have political effects through the creation of an arena for intra-elite communication and 
bargaining. 
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linked to the network.10  As a result, radio and television represent paradigmatic examples of 

what we might term popular public communicative structures, because the ability to receive 

messages from such structures is relatively uncorrelated with wealth or status, and the resulting 

collective audience is generally not restricted to a particular political or economic stratum. 

The second key dimension of variation is the density of a public communicative structure, 

which refers to the proportion of a given population that has the capability to receive its 

messages.  For instance, the density of the public communicative structure constituted by 

television broadcasts in the United States would be equal to the proportion of residents with 

access to television receivers.  Whereas the bias of a public communicative structure determines 

the composition of a particular collective audience, the density of a public communicative 

structure determines the strength with which the joint awareness and cohesion of that audience is 

constituted.  Because higher density structures create more ubiquitously shared experiences they 

also generate more robustly unified symbolic attachments.  Higher density public communicative 

structures at the national level should therefore be expected to produce stronger tendencies 

towards national cohesion, relative to the strength of sub-national symbolic attachments.  

Sociopolitical fragmentation, the division of loyalties into competing camps of mutual 

antagonism and objectification, can then be seen as the result of an insufficient density of public 

communicative structures on the scale of a given stateÕs territorial claims.  Civil conflict is thus a 

form of collective action which is structurally facilitated not only by material weakness and 

institutional weakness, but also by communicative weakness. 

 Of course, the mere presence of a dense public communicative structure does not ensure 

the ubiquity of shared experiences.  Different people may watch different television channels, 

                                                             
10 See Briggs (2002), who notes that radio broadcasting Òset out to reach the whole population even in the most 
remote places, in a quite different way from other media like the press and the cinemaÓ (231). 
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read different newspapers, ignore what they see and hear, or arrive at partially divergent 

interpretations of identical messages.  The theory of communicative structuralism does not deny 

the potential for such variation.  Rather, the claim is that dense public communicative structures 

delimit bounds on the possibility of generating broadly shared experiences, and thereby act as 

structural constraints on the ease with which loyalties can be fragmented along new symbolic 

cleavages. 

Communicative structuralism thus provides a means by which we can measure a 

populationÕs propensity to fragmentation separately from our measurement of pre-existing 

cleavages and separately from our measurement of actual armed conflict.  Because both popular 

fragmentation and elite fragmentation have long been recognized as key ingredients to the 

emergence of civil warfare (Skocpol 1979; Tilly 1993; Lachman 1997), we should expect that 

both popular and elite cohesion would reduce a countryÕs likelihood of experiencing civil 

warfare.  Moreover, Kalyvas (2006) has convincingly argued that the cleavages along which 

such fragmentation occurs are frequently not pre-existing (at least in a political sense), but rather 

are endogenous to the emergence of collective violence.  We should therefore expect that dense 

public communicative structures which enhance national cohesion and render the fragmentation 

of loyalties more difficult, whether amongst elites or amongst the broader population, should be 

negatively associated with civil war onset.  This leads directly to our two main hypotheses:  

H1: Ceteris paribus, the higher the density of popular public communicative structures  

in a country, the less likely it is to experience the onset of civil war. 

H2: Ceteris paribus, the higher the density of elite public communicative structures in a 

country, the less likely it is to experience the onset of civil war. 
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EMPIRICAL TESTS 

Data and Methods 

To test these hypotheses I compiled data on mass media structures in 177 countries for 

the period 1945-1999.  The two key independent variables are defined as follows: 

 

Popular Density measures the density of popular public communicative structures using the 

number of radio receivers or the number of television receivers Ð whichever is larger Ð in use for 

broadcasts to the general public, per 100 people.11  

 

Elite Density measures the density of elite public communicative structures using the circulation 

of daily newspapers (those published at least four time a week), per 100 people.12  

 

In addition, several control variables are included in the analysis, all of which have 

figured prominently in the literature on civil war.13  GDP per capita measures a countryÕs level 

of economic development and wealth. Land Area14, Population, and %Mountainous are 

included as measures of the difficulties faced by governments seeking to control large 

                                                             
11 Because radio receivers represent earlier and cheaper technology than television, they are more common in nearly 
all of the country-years under investigation.  Television receivers were more dense in less than 2% of the 
observations.  Ideally, this variable would measure the percentage of households with either a radio or a television, 
as that would more accurately capture the percentage of people who are reachable by popular broadcasts, but such 
data are not available. 
12 The data for the both mass media variables, in addition to the data on telephones, literacy, and education discussed 
below, are taken from the Banks (2002) Cross-National Times Series database and the World BankÕs (2004) World 
Development Indicators database.  In the case of disagreements between the two sources, the Banks data was 
generally prioritized, except for a small number of obvious typos.  Missing values were linearly interpolated (but not 
extrapolated) within a given time series.  The interpolated values represent less than 2% of the observations, and 
excluding them from the estimations reported below does not alter the results. 
13 Unless otherwise noted, data for the control variables were taken from Fearon and Laitin (2003) and Sambanis 
(2004). 
14 Data taken from Banks (2002). 
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populations across broad and difficult terrain.  As in most previously reported models, 

Population and %Mountainous are log-transformed because they are expected to have 

diminishing effects as they grow larger.15 Oil Exporter is a dummy variable which equals 1 if a 

country derives at least one-third of its export revenues from fossil fuels.  Democracy is 

measured using the standard 21-point scale derived from the Polity IV data set16, and 

Democracy2 is included to capture the Òinverted-UÓ relationship found in previous studies.  

Finally, Ethnic Fractionalization and Religious Fractionalization are included to control for the 

presence of pre-existing identity cleavages in the society.  To guard against spurious results due 

to reverse causation, all independent variables are lagged by one year. 

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2 the dependent variable, Civil War Onset, equals 1 for all 

country-years in which a civil war started and 0 for all others.  Following Sambanis (2004), a 

civil war is defined as an armed conflict if: 

 

(1) The war takes place within the territory of a state that is a member of the international 

system with a population of 500,000 or greater. 

(2) The parties are politically and militarily organized, and they have publicly stated 

political objectives. 

(3) The government is a principal combatant. 

(4) The main insurgent organization(s) are locally represented and recruit locally. 

(5) The conflict causes at least 500 deaths in the first year, or cumulative deaths in the 

first 3 years exceed 1,000. 

 

                                                             
15 See Fearon and Laitin (2003) and Sambanis (2004). 
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All of the results reported below are based on logistic regressions using Huber/White 

robust standard errors adjusted for clustering by country.  As a check against the potential bias 

produced by duration dependence I also included Peace Years, which measures the number of 

years since the last civil war onset in a particular country, along with a natural cubic spline of 

peace years, as per the recommendations of Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998). 

 

Main Hypotheses 

The first set of results is reported in Table 1.  Model 1 is simply a baseline regression 

which includes only the control variables.  Model 2 adds Popular Density and Elite Density to 

the baseline specification.  The evidence seems to strongly support Hypotheses 1 and 2.  The 

coefficients for both variables are negative and statistically significant (p = .007 and p = .019 

respectively).17  In addition to being statistically significant, the communicative structure 

variables are also quite significant in substantive terms.  Holding all other variables constant at 

their means, a shift from the 5th percentile to the 95th percentile of Popular Density results in a 

five-fold decrease in the probability that a country will experience a civil war.18  Even more 

striking, the same shift in Elite Density reduces a countryÕs probability of civil war onset by over 

ten times.  As can be seen more clearly in Table 2, the magnitude of these effects far outstrips the 

substantive impacts of every other statistically significant variable in the model.  For instance, 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
16 The scale results from subtracting the Polity IV Autocracy score from the Democracy score.  The scale is 
transformed to range from 1 to 21 (rather than Ð10 to 10) to ease interpretation of the coefficients. 
17 As a robustness check, I  re-ran Model 2 using King and ZengÕs (2001) Òrare events logitÓ estimator, which 
corrects for the potential biases that may occur when the vast majority of the observations on the dependent variable 
take a value of 0, by using only a random sample of the non-event observations.  I  also re-ran the model using a 
population-averaged GEE estimator with an AR(1) error correlation structure.  In both cases, the results are so 
nearly identical to those reported in Model 2 that I omit them here. 
18 All predicted probabilities were calculated using Tomz, Wittenberg, and KingÕs Clarify software.  For details, see 
Tomz, Wittenberg, and King (2001) and King, Tomz, and Wittenberg (2000) 
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moving from the 5th to the 95th percentile of Population (the next most powerful predictor) 

increases the chances of civil war by only slightly less than three times. 

It is also interesting to note that once we add Popular Density and Elite Density to the 

model, the impact of GDP per capita is reduced so dramatically that it ceases to be statistically 

significant.19  This is surprising because the finding that rich countries are less likely to 

experience civil war is one of the few results that has been consistent across multiple authors and 

specifications throughout the civil conflict literature.  The most plausible interpretation of this 

result is that GDP per capita occupies an earlier position on a causal chain which runs from 

economic development, to communicative structure, and then to civil conflict.  If this is the case, 

then the results from Model 2 should represent a relatively conservative estimate of the causal 

effects of communicative structure, because it controls for one of the causes of communicative 

structure.  The implication is not that economic development is unimportant in inhibiting civil 

conflict, but rather that is important precisely because it facilitates the construction of dense 

public communicative structures.  

While the results from Model 2 provide strong confirmation of our initial hypotheses, it 

might be objected that the coefficients for Popular Density and Elite Density simply represent 

the effects of increased informational diffusion in more economically advanced societies.  In 

contrast, the theoretical framework of communicative structuralism explicitly claims that the 

unifying effects of mass media structures are due not to the increased diffusion of information, 

but to the public constitution of collective awareness.  To test this claim more explicitly, Models 

3-5 add measures for three variables which should increase the density of informational flows 

                                                             
19 Note that this is not simply a matter of multicollinearity expanding the standard error of the estimate.  While GDP 
per capita is certainly correlated with Popular Density and Elite Density (r = 0.68 and r = 0.57, respectively), if  we 
compare Model 2 to Model 1 we see that the standard error of the GDP per capita coefficient actually shrinks when 
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between individuals, but which do not represent public communicative structures.  Telephones 

measures the number of telephone mainlines per capita, Literacy measures per capita adult 

literacy rates, and Secondary Education measures per capita enrollment in secondary schools.20  

The results are reported in Table 1.  None of newly added variables reach conventional levels of 

statistical significance, and their addition to Model 2 does nothing to reduce the statistical or 

substantive significance of Popular Density or Elite Density.  In addition to demonstrating that 

merely increasing the diffusion of information has no discernable effect on the probability of 

civil warfare, these results also provide additional confirmation that the mass media variables are 

not simply serving as proxies for the presence of a more educated or more technologically 

advanced society.  It thus appears, as predicted by the theory, that it is specifically public 

communicative structures which reduce the propensity towards national fragmentation. 

 

Conflict Type 

 Having demonstrated the robustness of the results which confirm the expectations of the 

first two hypotheses, I return now to the theory to derive additional observable implications by 

shifting the domain of the dependent variable.  The account given above claims that dense public 

communicative structures render nation-states more cohesive and stable by reducing the 

audienceÕs propensity to loyalty fragmentation.  If this is correct, then the causal impacts of 

public communicative structures should be strongest amongst those populations or sub-

populations towards which they are structurally biased.  In other words, the theory should lead us 

to expect that elite public communicative structures will exercise greater effects in reducing a 

nationÕs propensity towards elite fragmentation, whereas popular public communicative 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Popular Density and Elite Density are added to the model.  The effect of GDP per capita thus seems to be estimated 
with a fair degree of accuracy, it is simply estimated to be very close to 0. 
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structures will exercise greater effects in reducing a nationÕs propensity towards popular 

fragmentation.  Moreover, the divergence of these causal pathways should have profound effects 

on the specific strategies adopted by insurgents when attempting to mount an insurrection.  

Whether through explicit calculation, or through trial and error, intelligent insurgents should be 

more likely to gravitate towards strategies focused on elite fragmentation when the structural 

cohesion of elites is low, and more likely to gravitate towards strategies focused on popular 

fragmentation when the structural cohesion of the broader population is low.  The observable 

implication of this account is that the density of elite public communicative structures should 

primarily influence the likelihood of insurgent attempts to overthrow the central regime, whereas 

popular public communicative structures should primarily influence the likelihood of insurgent 

attempts to engage in territorial secession.  We thus have following hypotheses: 

H3: Ceteris paribus, the higher the density of elite public communicative structures in a 

country, the less likely it is to experience the onset of a centrist civil war. 

H4: Ceteris paribus, the higher the density of popular public communicative structures in 

a country, the less likely it is to experience the onset of a secessionist civil war. 

 

 To test these hypotheses, I constructed two new dependent variables.  Centrist Onset 

equals 1 for any country-year in which a centrist civil war begins and 0 for all other country-

years, and Secessionist Onset equals 1 for any country-year in which a secessionist civil war 

begins and 0 for all other country-years.21  A centrist civil war is defined as a civil war in which 

insurgents seek to overthrow the central government, and a secessionist civil war is defined as a 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
20 Data for each of these variables taken from Banks (2002) and World Bank (2004).  See fn. 12. 
21 The data for this variable are taken from Òwar aimsÓ codings in the Fearon and Laitin (2003) data, and various 
secondary sources for those civil wars which were not included in the Fearon and Laitin data.  A residual category of 
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civil war in which insurgents partial or complete autonomy for a region within a preexisting 

territorial state, without seeking the actual overthrow of the ruling regime.  I then re-ran the 

specification from Model 2, switching the dependent variable first to Centrist Onset and then to 

Secessionist Onset.  The results are reported in Table 3 and the evidence seems to strongly 

support hypotheses 3 and 4.  As can be seen more clearly in Figure 1, dense elite public 

communicative structures greatly inhibit the likelihood of centrist civil wars, but have a far 

smaller (and statistically insignificant) effect on the likelihood of secessionist civil wars.  In 

contrast, dense popular public communicative structures greatly inhibit the likelihood of 

secessionist civil wars, but have a far smaller (and statistically insignificant) effect on the 

likelihood of centrist civil wars.22  These results provide additional confirmation that it is 

specifically through the causal pathway of loyalty fragmentation that public communicative 

structures exercise their stabilizing effects. 

 

Media Freedom 

The final set of observable implications to be derived from the theory concerns the 

conditions under which we should expect public communicative structures to have their greatest 

effects.  Up to this point, the state has largely been treated as a passive actor, forced to make do 

with the communicative structures that exogenous events have given it.  While this may 

approximate reality concerning the density of public communicative structures, it certainly does 

not accurately portray the stateÕs abilities regarding the actual messages that are transmitted 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
civil wars with ÒmixedÓ or ÒambiguousÓ insurgent aims is excluded from both definitions.  Including these conflicts 
in either category does not substantively alter the results. 
22 Note that while the results are strongly supportive of hypotheses 3 and 4, they do not prove the more specif ic 
claim that Popular Density has a greater effect on the probability of secessionist civil war than on the probability of 
centrist civil war.  The difference between those two substantive effects (shown in Figure 1) is not statistically 
significant, even though one is significant and the other is not.  In contrast, we have strong statistical evidence for 
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through such structures.  The centralized nature of mass media technology makes it possible to 

regulate or censor messages in nearly any way the state sees fit.  But what impacts should we 

expect content constraints to have on the communicate effects described above? 

If the informational account is correct, and public communicative structures have effects 

only to the extent that they facilitate the diffusion of accurate information to greater numbers of 

citizens, then the answer is clear.  Content restrictions generated by regime elites should reduce 

the overall accuracy of the information transmitted to receiving audiences, and should therefore 

be expected to reduce the effectiveness of public communicative structures, whereas high levels 

of media freedom should enhance the effectiveness of public communicative structures.  On the 

other hand, if the theory of communicative structuralism is correct, then the story becomes a bit 

more complicated.  While the focus here has been on structure, no part of this theoretical 

framework denies the obvious importance of differences in message content.  Instead, the claim 

is that the impacts of message content are conditional on the structures through which messages 

travel.   

Because public communicative structures represent the means through which collectives 

becomes aware of themselves as collectives, they also serve to delimit bounds on the set of 

perspectives which are intersubjectively relevant.  According to this account, the critical factor is 

not the informational accuracy of message content, nor the identity of those actually engaged in 

writing or speaking, but rather the diversity of perspectives which are allowed into the public 

arena.  Restrictions which favor a narrow class of elite perspectives while excluding some 

portion of the broader array of popular perspectives should inhibit the ability of the broader 

population to construct a full and complete image of itself, and should therefore be expected to 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
the claim that Elite Density has a greater effect on the probability of centrist civil war than on the probability of 
secessionist civil war. 
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reduce the effectiveness of popular public communicative structures.  Those who find their 

perspectives coercively underrepresented in public discourse could hardly be expected to 

experience the cohesive effects of the resulting shared experiences.  In contrast, because elite 

public communicative structures are used to facilitate intersubjective awareness primarily 

amongst elites, the exclusion of certain popular perspectives which differ from those of the 

regimeÕs elites (arguably the only kinds restrictions which states impose) should only enhance 

the efficacy of elite public communicative structures because it is only elite perspectives which 

are intersubjectively relevant to the community constituted by such structures.  In other words, 

while greater levels of content freedom should be expected to magnify the intersubjective 

impacts of popular public communicative structures, greater levels of regime-imposed content 

restriction should be expected magnify the intersubjective impacts of elite public communicative 

structures.  We thus have two competing hypotheses: 

H5a (Informational Account): Ceteris paribus, media freedom will enhance the 

pacifying effects of both popular public communicative structures and elite public 

communicative structures. 

H5b (Structural Account): Ceteris paribus, media freedom will enhance the pacifying 

effects of popular public communicative structures, but diminish the pacifying effects of 

elite public communicative structures. 

 

To test these hypotheses, I coded a new independent variable Media Freedom, which 

equals 1 for any country-year in which the mass media were free from politically-based content 

restrictions or censorship, and 0 otherwise.23  I then re-ran the specification from Model 2, 

                                                             
23 Coded by the author using the Freedom House Press Freedom Survey (2005) and Van BelleÕs (1997) press 
freedom data.  The variable equals one when the state is coded in the top category of press freedom in either source. 
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adding the Media Freedom variable to the model and also adding two interaction terms: Popular 

Density * Media Freedom and Elite Density * Media Freedom.  The results are reported in Table 

4.  Both interaction terms are statistically and substantively significant.  As predicted by both 

hypotheses 5a and 5b, media freedom greatly increases the efficacy of popular public 

communicative structures.  As can be seen more clearly in Figure 2, the presence of media 

freedom nearly triples the substantive impact of Popular Density.  In contrast, as predicted by 

hypothesis 5b but not 5a, media freedom reduces the efficacy of elite public communicative 

structures by more than a factor of ten, rendering the magnitude of the effect of Elite Density 

statistically indistinguishable from 0.   

These results provide strong confirmation of the expectations derived from the theoretical 

framework of communicative structuralism, in the form of effects which would be inexplicable 

from a purely informational perspective.  The results also indicate that state leaders find 

themselves on the horns of a difficult dilemma.  Those policies which allow the regime to 

effectively construct collective awareness and cohesion amongst elites are the very same policies 

which serve to inhibit the formation of collective awareness and cohesion amongst the broader 

population.  It should therefore not be surprising that authoritarian governments are more likely 

to institute restrictions on media freedom, as it is precisely those kinds of regimes with narrow, 

elite-based selectorates who we would expect to prioritize the construction of elite cohesion over 

the construction of popular cohesion. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Disagreements between these two sources were resolved by privileging whichever indicator represented a greater 
level of censorship, as errors of omission (i.e. failing to see censorship which actually exists) were thought to be 
more likely than errors of commission (i.e. seeing censorship when none actually exists). 
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CONCLUSION 

 The goal of this study was to provide a theory which would allow scholars of civil 

conflict to predict, ex ante, which populations are most vulnerable to national fragmentation.  As 

recent world events make clear, academics and policymakers alike are in desperate need of 

theoretical tools with which address such questions.  The answer proposed here is that national 

cohesion of symbolic attachments is facilitated by dense and public communicative structures, 

which exert centripetal pressures through the constitution of broad arenas of shared experience.  

To be clear, my claim is not that mass media exert no effects through the transmission of 

information, nor is my claim that social networks of face-to-face contacts are uninvolved in the 

process of recruitment and mobilization.  Rather, the claim made here is that the structural 

effects of communication are not nearly exhausted by these mechanisms.  Moreover, I argue that 

the near exclusive focus on the material and institutional bases of state strength which has 

characterized the contemporary quantitative literature on civil conflict, has obscured the critical 

role played by the intersubjective construction of symbolic attachments.  The statistical evidence 

presented above thus represents a first step towards justifying the claim that the intersubjective 

effects of public communicative structures must be thoroughly incorporated into our theories of 

civil conflict.   

 In the future, the empirical focus of this research program could be expanded in a number 

of directions.  While ease of measurement makes mass media structures an attractive empirical 

target, they represent only one example of the vast array of public communicative structures 

which permeate modern societies.  If this theory is correct, then the basic structural regularities 

described here, such as the effects of density and bias, should be observable in a wide variety of 

domains, ranging from soccer stadiums to religious congregations.  Furthermore, density and 
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bias are certainly not the only important dimensions along which public communicative 

structures vary.  Transmission and reception patterns vary in the degree to which they are 

temporally synchronized, the degree to which they are geographically constrained, and in 

countless other ways which might influence the strength or the character of their effects.  It 

seems clear, then, that the results presented here have only scratched the surface, arguably 

raising more questions than have been answered.  But as technological innovation and economic 

globalization combine to create ever more fluid and expanding arenas of public cohesion and 

contestation, the urgency of finding answers to such questions can only increase. 

 

 

 



 32 

REFERENCES 

 

Anderson, Benedict.  1991.  Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of 

Nationalism.  2nd ed.  New York: Verso.   

Banks, Arthur S. CROSS-NATIONAL TIME SERIES, 1815-2002 [Computer file]. Databanks 

International ed. Binghamton, NY: Databanks International [Producer and Distributor], 

2002. 

Beck, Nathaniel, Jonathan N. Katz, and Richard Tucker.  1998.  ÒTaking Time Seriously: Time-

Series-Cross-Section Analysis with a Binary Dependent Variable.Ó  American Journal of 

Political Science 42 (4): 1260-1288. 

Briggs, Asa and Peter Burke.  2002.  A Social History of the Media: From Gutenberg to the 

Internet.  Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

Calhoun, Craig.  1991.  ÒIndirect Relationships and Imagined Communities: Large-Scale Social 

Integration and the Transformation of Everyday Life.Ó  In Pierre Bourdieu and James S. 

Coleman (eds.) Social Theory for a Changing Society.  Boulder, CO: Westview Press. pp. 

95-121. 

Chayko, Mary.  2002.  Connecting: How We Form Social Bonds and Communities in the 

Internet Age.  Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 

Collier, Paul, and Anke Hoeffler. 2004. ÒGreed and Grievance in Civil War.Ó Oxford Economic 

Papers 56 (4): 563-595. 

Deutsch, Karl W.  1953.  Nationalism and Social Communication: An Inquiry into the 

Foundations of Nationalism.  MIT Press. 



 33 

Ellingsen, Tanja.  2000.  ÒColorful Community or Ethnic WitchesÕ Brew: Multiethnicity and 

Domestic Conflict During and After the Cold War.Ó  Journal of Conflict Resolution 44 

(2): 228-249. 

Ellis, John.  1995.  From the Barrel of a Gun: A History of Guerrilla, Revolutionary and 

Counter-Insurgency Warfare, from the Romans to the Present.  London: Greenhill Books. 

Fearon, James D.  2005.  ÒPrimary Commodity Exports and Civil War.Ó  Journal of Conflict 

Resolution 49 (4): 483-507. 

Fearon, James D. and David D. Laitin.  1996.  ÒExplaining Interethnic Cooperation.Ó  American 

Political Science Review 90 (4): 715-735. 

Fearon, James D. and David D. Laitin.  2003.  ÒEthnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,Ó American 

Political Science Review 97 (1): 75-90. 

Gellner, Ernest.  1983.  Nations and Nationalism.  Oxford: Blackwell. 

Goodwin, Jeff.  2001.  No Other Way Out: States and Revolutionary Movements, 1945-1991. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Gould, R. V.  1991.  ÒCollective Action and Network Structure.Ó  American Sociological Review 

56: 716-729. 

Gould, R. V.  1993.  ÒMultiple Networks and Mobilization in the Paris Commune, 1871.Ó  

American Sociological Review 58: 182-196. 

Gould, Roger V.  1995.  Insurgent Identities: Class, Community, and Protest in Paris from 1848 

to the Commune.  University of Chicago Press. 

Granovetter, M. 1973.  ÒThe Strength of Weak Ties.Ó  American Journal of Sociology 81: 1287-

1303. 



 34 

Hallin, Daniel C. and Paolo Mancini.  2004.  Comparing Media Systems: Three Models of Media 

and Politics.  Cambridge University Press. 

Hegre, HŒvard, Tanja Ellingsen, Scott Gates and Nils Petter Gleditsch.  2001.  ÒToward A 

Democratic Civil Peace? Democracy, Political Change, and Civil War 1816Ð1992.Ó  

American Political Science Review 95 (1): 16-33. 

Iyengar, Shanto and Donald R. Kinder.  1987.  News That Matters: Television and American 

Opinion.  University of Chicago Press. 

Kalyvas, Stathis N.  2003.  ÒThe Ontology of ÔPolitical Violence: Action and Identity in Civil 

Wars.Ó Perspectives on Politics 1 (3): 475-494. 

Kalyvas, Stathis N.  2006.  The Logic of Violence in Civil War.  Cambridge University Press. 

King, Gary, Michael Tomz, and Jason Wittenberg.  2000. ÒMaking the Most of Statistical 

Analyses: Improving Interpretation and Presentation.Ó American Journal of Political 

Science 44 (2): 347Ð61. 

King, Gary, and Langche Zeng. 2001. ÒLogistic Regression in Rare Events Data.Ó  Political 

Analysis 9 (2): 137-163. 

Lachman, Richard.  1997.  ÒAgents of Revolution: Elite Conflicts and Mass Mobilization from 

the Medici to Yeltsin.Ó  In John Foran (ed.) Theorizing Revolutions.  New York: 

Routledge.  pp. 73-101. 

Laqueur, Walter.  1998.  Guerrilla Warfare: A Historical and Critical Study.  New Brunswick, 

NJ: Transaction Publishers. 

Marletti, Carlo and Franca Roncarlo.  2000.  ÒMedia Influence in the Italian Transition form a 

Consensual to a Majoritarian Democracy.Ó  In Richard Gunther and Anthony Mughan 



 35 

(eds.) Democracy and the Media: A Comparative Perspective.  Cambridge University 

Press. 

Meyrowitz, Joshua.  1997.  ÒShifting Worlds of Strangers: Medium Theory and Changes in 

ÔThemÕ Versus ÔUs.ÕÓ  Sociological Inquiry 67 (1): 59-71. 

Mickiewicz, Ellen.  2000.  ÒInstitutional Incapacity, the Attentive Public, and Media Pluralism in 

Russia.Ó  In Richard Gunther and Anthony Mughan (eds.) Democracy and the Media: A 

Comparative Perspective.  Cambridge University Press. 

Morley, David and Kevin Robins.  1995.  Spaces of Identity: Global Media, Electronic 

Landscapes and Cultural Boundaries.  New York: Routledge. 

Mutz, Diana C.  1998.  Impersonal Influence: How Perceptions of Mass Collectives Affect 

Political Attitudes.  Cambridge University Press. 

Mutz, Diana C. and Paul S. Martin.  2001.  ÒFacilitating Communication across Lines of Political 

Difference: The Role of Mass Media.Ó  American Political Science Review 95 (1): 97-

114. 

Opp, Karl-Dieter and Christiane Gern.  1993.  ÒDissident Groups, Personal Networks, and 

Spontaneous Cooperation: The East German Revolution of 1989.Ó  American 

Sociological Review 58 (5): 659-680. 

Osborne, Martin J. and Ariel Rubinstein.  1978.  A Course in Game Theory.  Cambridge, MA: 

MIT Press. 

Peters, Krijn and Paul Richards.  1998.  ÒÕWhy We FightÕ: Voices of Youth Combatants in Sierra 

Leone.Ó  Africa 68 (2): 183-210. 

Petersen, Roger D.  2001.  Resistance and Rebellion: Lessons from Eastern Europe.  Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 



 36 

Price, Monroe E.  1995. Television, Public Sphere and National Identity.  Oxford University 

Press. 

Price, Monroe E.  2002.  Media and Sovereignty: The Global Information Revolution and Its 

Challenge to State Power.  Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Reynal-Querol, Marta.  2002.  ÒEthnicity, Political Systems, and Civil Wars.Ó  Journal of 

Conflict Resolution 46 (1): 29-54. 

Sambanis, Nicholas.  2001.  ÒDo Ethnic and Nonethnic Civil Wars Have the Same Causes: A 

Theoretical and Empirical Inquiry.Ó  Journal of Conflict Resolution 45 (3): 259-282. 

Sambanis, Nicholas.  2004.  ÒWhat Is Civil War? Conceptual and Empirical Complexities of an 

Operational Definition.Ó  Journal of Conflict Resolution 48 (6): 814-858. 

Schlesinger, Philip.  1991.  Media, State, and Nation: Political Violence and Collective 

Identities.  London: Sage Publications. 

Servaes, Jan.  1997.  ÒMass Media and Fragmented Identities.Ó In Jan Servaes and Rico Lie 

(eds.) Media and Politics in Transition: Cultural Identity in the Age of Globalization.  

Leuven: Acco. 

Skocpol, Theda.  1979.  State and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of France, 

Russia, and China.  Cambridge University Press. 

Slantchev, Branislav L. 2006. ÒPoliticians, the Media, and Domestic Audience Costs.Ó 

International Studies Quarterly 50 (2): 445-477. 

Snyder, Jack.  2000.  From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conflict.  New 

York: W. W. Norton & Company. 



 37 

Snyder, Richard and Ravi Bhavnani.  2005.  ÒDiamonds, Blood, and Taxes: A Revenue-Centered 

Framework for Explaining Political Order.Ó  Journal of Conflict Resolution 49 (4): 563-

597. 

Tilly, Charles.  1993.  European Revolutions, 1492-1992.  Oxford: Blackwell. 

Tomz, Michael, Jason Wittenberg, and Gary King. 2003. CLARIFY: Software for Interpreting 

and Presenting Statistical Results. Version 2.1. Stanford University, University of 

Wisconsin, and Harvard University. January 5. Available at http://gking.harvard.edu/ 

Van Belle, Douglas.  1997.  ÒPress Freedom and the Democratic Peace.Ó  Journal of Peace 

Research  34 (4): 405-414. 

Weinstein, Jeremy M.  2005.  ÒResources and the Information Problem in Rebel Recruitment.Ó  

Journal of Conflict Resolution 49 (4): 598-624. 

Wickham-Crowley, Timothy P.  1997.  ÒStructural Theories of Revolution.Ó In John Foran (ed.) 

Theorizing Revolutions.  New York: Routledge.  pp. 38-72. 

Wood, Elisabeth Jean.  2003.  Insurgent Collective Action and Civil War in El Salvador.  

Cambridge University Press. 

World Bank.  2004.  World Development Indicators, data file, Washington D.C. 

 
 
 
 



 38 

Table 1 – Main Results 
Logit Regressions: Civil War Onset 
 
 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

GDP per capita  -0.2336*** -0.0130 -0.0162 -0.0065 -0.0013 
  (0.0669) (0.0379) (0.0446) (0.0350) (0.0363) 

Land Area  -0.0127  0.0229  0.0230  0.0183 -0.0075 
  (0.0231) (0.0449) (0.0452) (0.0466) (0.0481) 

Log (%Mountainous)   0.1697**  0.1207*  0.1201*  0.1247*  0.1583** 
  (0.0668) (0.0685) (0.0686) (0.0711) (0.0682) 

Log (Population)   0.2059***  0.2208***  0.2209***  0.2081***  0.2504*** 
  (0.0591) (0.0692) (0.0693) (0.0727) (0.0758) 

Oil Exporter   0.8907***  0.6525***  0.6594***  0.6575***  0.6370*** 
  (0.2038) (0.2145) (0.2222) (0.2161) (0.2219) 

Democracy   0.1937***  0.1891**  0.1901**  0.1876**  0.1512* 
  (0.0663) (0.0761) (0.0775) (0.0766) (0.0776) 

Democracy 2  -0.0082*** -0.0074** -0.0074** -0.0073** -0.0057* 
  (0.0028) (0.0033) (0.0033) (0.0033) (0.0033) 

Ethnic Fract.   0.2663  0.0512  0.0471  0.2048 -0.0653 
  (0.2967) (0.3298) (0.3302) (0.3494) (0.3393) 

Religious Fract.   1.0846**  1.3124***  1.3131***  1.3801***  1.3506** 
  (0.4436) (0.5049) (0.5044) (0.5050) (0.5380) 

Popular Density   -0.0217*** -0.0225*** -0.0237*** -0.0334*** 
   (0.0080) (0.0105) (0.0085) (0.0098) 

Elite Density   -0.0769** -0.0779** -0.0791** -0.0656** 
   (0.0329) (0.0331) (0.0379) (0.0323) 

Telephones     0.0038   
    (0.0246)   

Literacy      0.0030  
     (0.0045)  

Secondary Education       0.0200 
      (0.0426) 

Constant  -7.6826*** -8.0394*** -8.0365*** -8.1264*** -8.4293*** 
  (1.0487) (1.1663) (1.1666) (1.1776) (1.2535) 

Peace Years  -0.1607*** -0.0862 -0.0858 -0.0759 -0.1124 
  (0.0595) (0.0653) (0.0655) (0.0683) (0.0753) 

Splines(1-3)  N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S 
       

N  6275 6013 6013 5949 5874 

 
Note: All independent variables lagged by one year.  Robust standard errors in parentheses.   
*p < 0.1, * *p < 0.05, * * *p < 0.01 
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Table 2 – Substantive Effects 
 
 
Variable Pr(Onset | x = low) Pr(Onset | x = high) % Change 
Popular Density 0.0168 0.0032  - 531% 
Elite Density 0.0218 0.0021  - 1044% 
Log(Population) 0.0063 0.0179  + 286% 
Oil Exporter 0.0094 0.0182  + 193% 
Democracy 0.0060 0.0159  + 266% 
Religious Fract. 0.0069 0.0161  + 233% 
 
Note: Based on coefficients and standard errors from Model 2.  Table displays predicted probabilities of civil war 
onset, with all other variables held constant at their means.  The ÔlowÕ value of the variable of interest is generally 
that variableÕs 5th percentile in the estimation sample, and the ÔhighÕ value is that variableÕs 95th percentile.  The 
only exception to that rule is for Democracy, where the ÔlowÕ value is 1 (pure authoritarianism, which produces the 
lowest probability of civil war onset) and the high value is 13 (the type of mixed regime which maximizes the 
probability of civil war onset). 
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Table 3 – Conflict Type 
Logit Regressions: Secessionist Civil War Onset vs. Centrist Civil War Onset 
 
 

  Model 6 
(Secessionist CW) 

Model 7 
(Centrist CW) 

GDP per capita   0.0599* -0.0302 
  (0.0316) (0.0516) 

Land Area  -0.0025  0.0207 
  (0.0551) (0.0615) 

Log (%Mountainous)  -0.0310  0.1342 
  (0.1362) (0.0982) 

Log (Population)   0.6209***  0.0210 
  (0.1170) (0.0971) 

Oil Exporter   1.6275*** -0.0283 
  (0.3892) (0.4075) 

Democracy   0.2994*  0.2699*** 
  (0.1786) (0.0898) 

Democracy 2  -0.0104 -0.0122*** 
  (0.0080) (0.0039) 

Ethnic Fract.   0.6164 -0.5661 
  (0.5729) (0.4628) 

Religious Fract.   1.0920  1.5441** 
  (1.1467) (0.6072) 

Popular Density  -0.0345** -0.0108 
  (0.0135) (0.0113) 

Elite Density  -0.0182 -0.1064*** 
  (0.0288) (0.0349) 

Constant  -16.8116*** -5.2779*** 
  (2.1023) (1.6226) 

Peace Years  -0.0509 -0.0986 
  (0.0976) (0.0822) 

Splines(1-3)  N/S N/S 
    

N  6013 6013 

 
Note: All independent variables lagged by one year.  Robust standard errors in parentheses.   
*p < 0.1, * *p < 0.05, * * *p < 0.01 
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Table 4 – Media Freedom 
Logit Regression: Civil War Onset 
 
 

  Model 8        

GDP per capita  -0.0056 
  (0.0361) 

Land Area   0.0322 
  (0.0540) 

Log (%Mountainous)   0.1462** 
  (0.0719) 

Log (Population)   0.2048*** 
  (0.0753) 

Oil Exporter   0.6495*** 
  (0.2301) 

Democracy   0.2274*** 
  (0.0807) 

Democracy2  -0.0088** 
  (0.0036) 

Ethnic Fract.   0.1950 
  (0.3627) 

Religious Fract.   1.2602** 
  (0.5462) 

Popular Density  -0.0143* 
  (0.0081) 

Elite Density  -0.1078*** 
  (0.0384) 

Media Freedom (MF)  -0.4704 
  (0.7269) 

Pop Dens * MF  -0.0353** 
  (0.0170) 

Elite Dens * MF   0.1081** 
  (0.0449) 

Constant  -8.2311*** 
  (1.2271) 

Peace Years  -0.0539 
  (0.0711) 

Splines(1-3)  N/S 
   

N  5776 

 
Note: All independent variables lagged by one year.  Robust standard errors in parentheses.   
*p < 0.1, * *p < 0.05, * * *p < 0.01 
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 Figure 1 – Secessionist vs. Centrist Civil Wars 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: Based on coefficients and standard errors from Models 6 and 7.  First differences are calculated by holding all 
other variables at their means while shifting the variable of interest from its 5th percentile to its 95th percentile.  Bars 
represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure 2 – Media Freedom Interaction Effects 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Note: Based on coefficients and standard errors from Model 8.  First differences are calculated, conditional on the 
presence or absence of Media Freedom, by holding all other variables at their means while shifting the variable of 
interest from its 5th percentile to its 95th percentile.  Bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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