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A Hous United: Communicative Structure and the Emergence of Civil Conflict

ABSTRACT

In this paper | develop and test atheoretical accountof the structural effects of mass
communication on the probability of civil war onset. | arguetha variousmass media Bradio,
television, newsprint, etc. Dare members of a class of communicative structures known as public
communicative structures, which are defined by their ability to tranamit synchronized messages
in amannea which generates joint awareness of those messages. | demondrate that because such
structures allow for the creation of shared experiences on andiond scale, they facilitate the
intersubjective cohesion of naiond loydties while inhibiting the emergence of sub-naiond
loydty fragmentation. | test thistheory usng newly compiled data on mass media structuresin
177 countiesforthepeaiod 19451999. Theprimary findingistha asthedengty (i.e. pe capita
reception capability) of naiond mass media structures increases, the probability of civil war
onset decreases dramatically.



In recent years, a burgeoning quantitative literature has beguntackling a variety of
guestionsrevolving aroundtheonst of large-scale civil conflict. Thisnewfoundinterest is
unsurprising given theenormity of thecarnage and devastation tha has resulted from intra-state
violence in the past hdf-century. Oneestimate puts the desth toll for civil wars since WWI1 at
ove 162 million, nearly five times the numbe of battle deathsresulting from interstate wars
during the same period (Fearon and Laitin 2003 75). Moreover, the nunbe of ongong civil
conflicts has been steadily inareasing for mog of the past hdf-century, with over athird of the
statesin theinternaiond system having experienced civil conflicts which killed more than a
1,000people. Academics and policymakers alike have thusbeen at great pansto identify the
causal factors tha encourage or inhibit the outbresk of large-scale civil conflict.

Scholars from multiple traditionshave convaged on theidea tha Qivilian loydtiesOare
central to thedynamics of collective violence in domestic warfare (Woo0d2003,132,135;Ellis
1995) Loydtiesare the symbolic bondsof attachment which indinean individud, in the face of
competing mobilizationd appedls, to prioritize the provision of resources to onesiderather than
another. Such attachments providethe psychological foundaion for congruction of group
boundaies and maintenance of groupcohesion! The collective and multisided nature of the
violence enacted in civil warsthusrequires, amog by definition, a correspondng fragmentation
of loydties throughthe prioritization of attachments which are sub-naiond in scope Quditative
accounts of civil conflict arerife with descriptionsof wha we mightterm the localization of
attachments, whether throughthe bondsof family, class, clan, tribe, neaghbohood village, or
ethnicity (Kayvas 2003;Lacque 1998) Indeed, both populr fragmentation and elite

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

! As Gould argues, OVhen 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 appeal O(1995, 14).



1993; Skocpol 1979;Lachman 1997. Moreover, scholars are increasingly coming to the
realization tha the cleavages uponwhich such fragmentationis based are not necessarily pre-
existing (at least in apolitical sense), but rather frequently emerge endogeaiousy as theviolence
erupts (Kalyvas 2006)

This meanstha in attempting to study the paternsof loydty fragmentation which
undelie collective violence, there isthedange of atautology: if we claim that loydty
fragmentation causes collective violence, while at the same time usng the observation of
collective violence to infer the presence of a prodivity towardsloydty fragmentation, then we
find ourselvesin an unfasifiable explanaory loop. We are thusin need of atheory which would
allow usto measure the prodivity towards such fragmentation ex ante; tha is, separately from
our measurement of the actud occurrence of collective violence. Theaim of this pgper isto
provide such atheory. Thesolution propo%d here, rather than focusng on thedynamics of the
violence itself, focuses on the structural mechanisms which facilitate the maintenance of nationd
unity and cohesion.

Thestructural condtionsandyzed in theextant literature on civil war onst have
genegaly been composd either of material structures or inditutiond structures. While these
studies have produced great stridesin our undestanding of the conditionsunde which such
conflicts are likely to occur, | arguetha important deficiendes in the mog prominent statistical
moddsin thecivil war literature have resulted from afailure to adequaely theorize the
communicative context tha undelies theintersubjective congitution of naiond unity and
cohesion. Asaresult, an important category of structures ®communicative structures Bhas been
congstently overlooked in theoretical and empirica studies of civil conflict. To remedy this

deficiency, | draw on classic and contemporary theories of naiondism to develop atheoretical



approach referred to as communicative structuralism. ASoppo®d to discursive or interpretative
andyses which focuson the detail s of message condruction, the central claim of communicative
structuralism is tha the structure throughwhich messages travel is asimportant, if not more so,
than the specific contents of the messages themsel ves.

We can define a communicative structure as a system of interlocking condraints on (and
oppotunities for) thetranamission of messages amongg some set of agents. | arguetha
naiond-level communicative structures, such as mass media, serve as condraints on the ease
with which the sub-naiond fragmentation of loydty attachments can be achieved. This
perspective treats variousmass media (i.e. radio, television, newspaper, cinema, €tc.) as
members of a class of communicative structures caled public communicative structures, which
are defined by two structural propeties. (1) synchronized trangmission and (2) joint awareness of
reception. These propeties, which will be discussed more fully bdow, alow puldic
communicative structures to create broad arenas of shared experience. Tha is, they conditute
collective audiences as sets of individuds who are jointly aware of themselves as symbolicaly
united groups

Communicative structuralism makes the claim that this modeof groupcohesion, the
esprit de corps tha haslongbeen known to arise anongs effective military units, sports teams,
tribes, and nationsis based not on a unity of bdiefs, but onthe shared symbolic attachments
which arise from publicly shared experiences. By allowing messages to be publicly tranamitted
and received on ageographically dispersed basis, mass media makes possible the formation of
shared experiences and cohesive group attachments on a scale which transcendsthe bondsof

clan, tribg andvillage Asaresult, as naiond-level mass media structures increase in strength,



there is a corresponding decrease in a popuktion® propendty towards sub-naiond
fragmentation of loydty attachments.

This perspective standsin stark contrast to account which treat mass mediasmply as a
mechanism for thediffuson of information. Such accounttreat as paradigmatic theface-to-face
process, which we can labd private communication, by which information (i.e. some piece of
data aboutthe externd world) is tranderred from one human mind to another. When seen from
this perspective, mass media structures appear to smply provideanother set of linkage vectors
alongwhich daa can travel. While communicative structuralism certainly does notdeny that
mass media messages tranamit information to those receiving them, it does claim tha the
structural effects of mass media, as members of the class of public communicative structures, are
far more profoundthan the mere diffuson of information. Public communicative structures
congitute zones of collective awareness which facilitate theintersubjective cohesion of human
groups

Theadvantage of conaeptudizing intersubjectivity as bang structurally producd, liesin
theresulting ability to investigae varying propengties to sub-naiond fragmentation throughan
andysis of variation in naiond public communicative structures. To test thisargument, |
collected data on mass media structuresin 177 countries for the period 19451999 Theprimary
finding, reported bdow, istha asthedendty (i.e. per capita reception capability) of naiond
mass media structures increases, the probability of civil war onst decreases dramatically.
Moreover, | showtha themog reliable predictor of civil war onset in the extant statistical
literature, per capita GDP, ceasesto be statistically or subdantively significant when measures of
mass media dendty areindudel inthemodd. After confirming therobugness of these findings

| derive additiond observable implicationsfrom the theory which are explicitly differentiated



from the expectationsof the Onformationd accountOand test them by exploiting variationin
insurgent aims and variationin levels of mediafreedom Taken as awhole, theresults indicate
the necessity of incorporating structural communicative effects into our theoretical and empirical

modds of civil conflict.

STRUCTURAL CAUSES OF CIVIL CONFLICT

In contrast to earlier quditative account which focused on the severity of individud
motivationsto rebd againg a given regime (i.e. @rievances), the contemporary quantitative
literature on civil conflict has generally focused on the structural causes of conflict and stability.
For structural accounts, wha mattersis notintengty of particular grievancesvis-"-vis the state,
butthe structural arrangament of oppatunities and congraints facing thoe who engagein
competing appeals for mobilization (Goodwin 200L; Wickham-Crowley 1997) Such arguments
have generally taken oneof two forms, focusng either oningitutiond structures or on materia
structures. | will briefly discuss each in tumn.

Leading the quantitative study of therelationship between ingitutiond structures and
large-scale domestic conflict, Hegre et a. (2001 arguetha thelevel of democracy will exert
effects onthe outbreak of civil war both by influencing the produdion of grievances and by
channding the expression of thediscontent along paticular avenues of contestation. Inasimilar
vein, Reynd-Querol (2002)argues tha democracy will reduce the probability of civil conflict by
providing lower barriersto entry for aggrieved parties. A widearray of studies have nowfound
tha there is an Onverted-UQrelationship between democracy and civil war onset, with
conslidaed democracies and harshly authoritarian states having relatively few civil wars

compared to Grangtiond Gor GntermediateCregimes (Ellingsen 2000;Sambanis 2001) Hegre et



al. (2007 take this argument even further, demondrating that it is nat the case tha intermediate
regimes experience more conflicts smply because they tend to bein trangtion, norisit the case
tha trangtiond regimes experience more conflict smply because they tendto benat fully
conlidated at either end of thedemocracy-autocracy spectrum, butrather these two effects each
exert indgpendent statistical influence onthe outbreak of domestic unrest.

At the other end of the structural spectrum, Collier and Hoefler (2004 examinethe
relationship between material structures and the emergence of civil conflict, uang cross-naiond
datato demondrate tha indicators of economic opportunities for rebd mobilization are far more
powerful predictors of civil war ongt than indicators of grievances. Econonic dependence on
primary commodity exports and a high degree of geographic dispersion of thepopuktion both
increase thelikelihoodof civil war, while high per capita GDP reduces thelikelihoodof civil
war.? In contrast, measures of econonic inequdity, political rights, ethnic fractiondization, and
religiouspolarization are al indgnificant in ther gatistical modds. Collier and Hoeffler argue
tha this should not necessarily betaken to mean that grievances are unimportant in theinitiation
of civil violence. Rather, grievances may simply be ubiquitous Every sufficiently large sodety
islikely to have some sub-popuktion that is dissatisfied with some aspect of thegovening
regime. Asaresult, indicators of grievances do not give usmuch leveragein determining which
counties are likely to fragment and which counties are likely to remain stable.

Using similar logic, Fearon and Laitin (2003 argue tha thediversity of political agendas,
motivations and grievances which motivate rebd groupsmakes this set of factors an unlikely
candidate for systematic, cross-naiond explanaionsof civil conflicts. They claim tha wha

unites these conflicts are not ther specific grievances, but rather the condtionstha favor a



paticular form of political action: namely, insurgency. Insurgency is conaeptudized as
Qechnology of military conflict characterized by small, lighty armed bandspracticing gueilla
warfare fromrural base areas,Owhich rebds use in an attempt to either extract conaessionsfrom
the state, or overthrow it (Fearon and Laitin 2003,75). They findthat severa physca
conditionswhich favor insurgency are statistically significant predictors of civil war onsgt,
induding oil exparts, mountinousterrain, and large popuktions Aswith Collier and Hodfler,
they also find tha low per capita GDP isa strongpredictor of civil war onst. Indeed, the
finding tha counties with highe levels of economic development are less likely to experience
civil war is arguably themost robug statistical relaionship in thecivil conflict literature.®
However, as| will demongrate more fully bdow, the modds uponwhich thisfinding is based
suffer from an inadequéae conoeptudization of state strength, which servesto obsure the

intersubjective founddionsof nationd stability and cohesion.

NATIONALISM AND THE STRUCTURES OF MASS COMMUNICATION

Notably absent fromall of the structural account discussed aboveis any mention of
communicative structures. In contrast, thetheoretical linkage between paternsof
communication and the congruction of nationd unity has alonghistory in theliterature onthe
development of nationdism. Oneof theearliest and mog prominent descriptionsof this
relationship was given by Deutsch (1953, who famoudy claimed tha boundaies between

naiond communities were defined first and foremos by Qelative bariers to communicationO

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 origina Collier and Hoeffler finding concerning primary
commaodity exports, see Fearon (2005).

% In arecent review of awide 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 findings that is robust to shifting definitions of
civil conflict and differing model specifications. It has, however, been subject to differing interpretations. Collier



(22). For Deutsch, linguistic and cultural bariers to effective communication across naiond
boundaies, while frequently appearingto bemerely symbolic, fundion to heighten the sodal
and political relevance of naiond cleavages, produdng a prioritization of intra-naiond
attachments over extra-naiond attachments. In thisaccount the primary driver of naiond
identification is theability to transmit information from person to person: Qhe observable ability
of certain groupsof men and women to share with each other awiderangeof whaever mightbe
in ther minds andthar observable inability to share these thingsnearly aswiddy with
outsidersO(Deutsch 1953,65). Therelevant communicative structures are thusthogse which
congrain paternsof social communication, and hence thediffusion of information, between
individuds.

Thisinformationd accounthas since provided thebasis for numerousstudies of
mobilization and rebdlion. Granoveter arguel that the clugered nature of strongsodal ties
should be expected to produe Qoca cohesionOwhich would lead to fragmentation on a broader
scale (1973,1378) Gould (1991)and Opp and Gern (1993 find that sodal networks are key to
collective mobilization because individuds generaly learn of protest oppotunitiesfromther
friends Moreover, Gould (1993 and Petersen (2001) have argual tha dense intra-group
connectionscreate more cohesive communities tha can more easily overcome the bariersto
collective action. As Petersen putsit, dense sodal ties Qpromote rebdlion by producing
accessible information, redudng communication cogts, and facilitating recruitmentO(2001,15-
16). Inasimilar vein, Fearon and Laitin arguetha a breakdown of coopeation between ethnic
groupscan be caused by alack of inter-groupsodal ties, claiming tha O\t battom, the problem

isinformationd ©(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 L aitin (2003) claim that it is a proxy for a state@@ capacity to police itsterrain.



characterized as a nework of linkages which facilitate or inhibit thediffuson of information
between individuds.

Seen fromthis perspective, mass media such as radio, television, and newsprint ssimply
represent additiond linkage vectors throughwhich information can travel.* Studies of mass
media effects have thusfrequently focused on the content of mass media messages, whether it be
ther accuracy (Synde 2000;Kalyvas 2006) ther diversity (Van Belle 1996;Mutz and Martin
2001) or theframes which they rende salient (lyenga and Kindea 1987) However, theeisan
alterndive perspective provided by scholars of naiondism which ingead focuses onthe
structural effects of the media throughwhich messagestravel. Gellner (1983 arguesforcefully
tha communicative structures mattered far more to the development of naiondism than the
details of message content:

But theusud formulation of the connestion between nationdism and the facility
of moden communicationsis somewha misleading. It givestheimpressionthat
agiven idea (naiondism) hgppensto bethere, and then the printed word and the
trangstor and other media hd p this notion to reach audiencesin distant valleys
and self-contained villages and encampments, audiences which in an age not
blessed with mass media would have remained untoucdhed by it.

Orhat is altogeher thewrongway to seeit. Themediado nottrangmit an
ideawhich hgppensto have been fed into them. It matters preciouslittle wha has
been fed into them: it isthemedia themselves, the pervasiveness and importance

of abgract, centralized, standadized, oneto many communication, which itself

* Indeed, this is exactly how Deutsch characterizes the role of mass media, as Gacilities to spread informationO
(1953, 51). Morerecently, Snyder (2000, 58) argued that it isthe 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 engendes the core idea of naiondism, quite irrespective of wha in
particular is beng putinto the specific messages tranamitted(127).
Seen fromthis structural perspective, mass media represent far more than mere vectors for the
diffuson of information. As communicative structures, they do not persuade audiences of the
truthfulness of nationd identity categories, butrather induee a paticular modeof collective
awareness throughwhich naiondism is experienced. For Gellner, such structural effects are so
powerful that they rende theddails of the messages themselves nearly irrelevant.

Andeason (1991)developsthis pant further, arguing that Qunified fields of exchangeand
communicationOwhich were first congructed onanationd basisin the 17" and 18" centuries,
were Ghe embryo of thenaiondly imagined communityO(44). Andeason, however, places
grester emphasis on oneparticular technological development: namely, therise of Qprint
capitalisnOand the concomitant emergence of the ability to mass-produce daly newspapers. For
Andeason, theinvention of mass printing technology represented oneof the primary factors
which origindly allowed European naion-states to cohae as collective entities. Such effects
arose not because of an inareased rate of informationd diffuson, butrather because daly
consumption of the day@ news in printed form represented an Gxtraordinary mass ceremonyO
which was remarkable precisely because Geach communicant is well aware that the ceremony he
performsis bengreplicated simultaneoudy by thousands(or milliong of othersO(1991,35).
Because the naiond community is composed of thousandsor millionsof memberswhoma
given individud will never have the oppotunity to meet face-to-face, it is only throughthe
synchronization of this massritud tha such widdy dispersed individuds could arrive at

congmuent notionsof thar shared identities. 1n other words newspgpers 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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previousmodes of communication because they facilitated the intersubjective congruction of

collective awareness onanaiond scale. Thus whileit would beamistake to follow Gellner in
claming that message contentiswholly irrelevant, it neverthdess seemstha an exclusve focus
on message content obscures important structural effects of mass communication tha cannotbe

reduced to thediffuson of specific pieces of information.

COMMUNICATIVE STRUCTURALISM

Thetheoretical framework of communicative structuralism generalizes theingghts of
Gellne and Andason by characterizing nationd collective awareness as a structurally induced
condition. Thisframework treats mass media such asradio, television, and newsprint as
members of apaticular class of communicative structures which we can labd public
communicative structures. They are differentiated from private communicative processes, not by
the patern of linkages, but by therelationshipsbeween linkages. It isthese relationships |
argue which provide structural condraints on the produdion of intersubjectivity. More
specifically, a public communicative structure is one characterized by mechanisms which
produee the following condraints between a set of communicative linkages originatingfroma

cOMmon source:

1. Synchronized transmission: This conditionrequires that message transmission
occur identically towards all recipients. When linkages are condituted by a private
communicative mechanism, such as verbd utterances, then what issaid to one
recipient might bear no resemblance to wha is said to another recipient. On the other

hand, if therelevant linkages are condituted by a public communicative mechanism,
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such astheprinting and ddivery of anewspgoer, then wha is said to onerecipientis
necessarily what is said to all of them, because therelationship between linkages
thudy condituted requires that messages sent alongthem beidentical. It isthrough
this condition that message tranamission comes to be generalized as trangmissionto a

collective audience.

2. Joint awareness of reception: This condiion 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 inidealized form by acircular array of viewers who can each
see each other attending to avisud message, this condition can also be achieved by a
loudyell whichisknown travel to al corners of aroom atelevision broadcast that is
known bewiddy viewed, or areligioustext which is known to have been widdy
read. It istheconditionthroughwhich the subjective experience of message

reception is expanded into an intersubjective experience.”

Historically, public communicative structures have been condgituted througha wide variety of
mechanisms, ranging from the acougic amplification of andent Rome@ coliseum, to the
prodamationsof medieval courts issued via handwritten scrolls, and to themoden technologies
of the printing press, the cinema, and thetranamission of electromagndic signds. Thecentra
clam of communicative structuralism is tha messages disseminaed throughloudgeskersin

central squaes, throughhighly visible eventsin soccer stadiums, and throughboisterousethnic

® This condition of Qoint awarenessObears some resemblance to the game theoretic notion of Gcommon knowledgeO
(see Osborne and Rubinstein 1978, 73 for a concise definition). The difference is that common knowledge is
characterized as an al-or-nothing individual-level mental state based on infinitely recursive beliefs about the beliefs
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processionsdown city streets, share important structural properties with messagestha are
ddivered throughradio, television, and newsprint. Such structures are powerful precisely
because they communicate messages in such away as to make clear tha many others are
receiving them simultaneoudy. What they®e actually communicating is the event of others
hearing the same message and hearing it in away tha will ensure they know that others are
listening.

Seen fromtheinformationd perspective, each of the numerouspublic communicative
structures encountered in modea'n human sodeties Breligiouscongregations street rallies,
television broadcasts, etc. Bis nothing more than an additiond set of linkages layered atop the
network of sodal linkages, jug another vector throughwhich information can bediffused
between individuds. However, when present together, these congdraints congitute a different
kind of communicative structure: onewhich creates the conditionsfor the pubiic congitution of
intersubjectivity. Public communicative structures make it possible for agroupto gan an
awareness of itself as a collective entity, because they represent arenas of shared expressionin
which it becomes possible to congruct communities of symbolically shared experience.® When
public communicative structures are naiond in scope they congitute nationsas symbolicaly
cohesive collectives, by vffer[ing theaudience an image of itself and of thenaionasa

knowable communityO(Morley and Robins 1995,66).” Congrained by the prindples 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.

® Chayko (2002) refers to this as a Gcommunity of the mindO(60-63), arguing that when united by modern
communication technologies, individuals Gzan mentally approach various phenomena from a common perspective
and thus be brought experientially together, even from different spatial and temporal vantage pointsO(21). This
argument is also consistent with the findings of a series of field experiments conducted by Mutz (1998), which
demonstrated that Gnass media may not be particularly influential in telling people what to think, or perhaps even
what to think about, but media are tremendously influentia in telling people what others are thinking about and
experiencingO(5).

" Although the structural component has never been fully specified, 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 tranamission and joint awareness of reception, the mediumforces both a
geneadization of message produdion and a geneadization of messagereception. Itisthe
sharedness of such mass mediated experiences which reproduces on a naiond scale the esprit de
corps tha haslongbeen known to arise locally amongs effective military units, sports teams,
and tribes® Theexperience of cohesion, in other words, is produced througha cohesion of
experience.

Cohesion and fragmentation, however, are necessarily relative concepts. Cohesonona
sub-nationd level may represent fragmentation at the naiond level, jug as cohesion at the
nationd level may represent fragmentation at theglobd level. When we speak of national
[fragmentation, then, we mean the prioritization of sub-naiond symbolic attachments over
nationd symbolic attachments. In authoritarian and democratic regimes alike, there are always
interests to be served by group mobilization alongparticular lines rathe than others and on
certain scales rather than others, and thusalways avariety of conflicting mobilizationd appeals
competing intensely to beheard. Price (1995;20) has referred to this compditive structure as
aQnarket for loydtiesOand Snyde (2000 has characterized the emergence of exclusionay
naiondism in poolly regulated media environments as an instance of Gnarket failure,Obut the
market metaphoris not quite correct. Thekey point made by communicative structuralism is
tha these divergent symbolic schemas are not competing on alevel playingfield, butonetha is

structured. There areindeed regularities to the pursuit of groupmobilization and cohesion, but

liberal democratic states the mass media tend to transmit messages which Gemphasize the integrity of the social
orderQ(36). Servaes (1997) claims that Qn most countries mass media are used strategically to reinforce the myth
of the unitary nation and to interpol ate the textual subjects as willing members of the nationO(83). Even aformer
child soldier, interviewed by Krin and Richards (1998), recognizes that the construction of national unity isa
communicative process. Or'he government comes, [with] their mass media, to make things normal 0(201).

8 Laqueur (1998) argues that even in purportedly ideological civil wars esprit de corps, a Geeling of togetherness
and team spirit,Ohas 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.



they are nottheregularities of symmetrical exchange They are, rather, theregularitiesinducd
by theintersubjective structure of public communication. Nationsare not persuaded to cohae
throughthediffuson of information. Ther coheence is structurally induced by thetopology of

publicly shared experiences.

MASS MEDIA AND NATIONAL FRAGMENTATION

Theadvantage of conagptudizing the symbolic cohesion of naionsas being structurally
producd, liesin theresulting ability to investigate varying propendties to sub-naiond
fragmentation throughan andysis of variationin nationd public communicative structures.
While public communicative structures take a wide variety of forms, thefocushere will beon
the mass media technologies of radio, television, and newsprint, both because they are amongthe
mog powerful public communicative structures in contemporary sodeties, and because thar
attributes are relatively easy to measure on across-naiond basis. In paticular, we will focuson
two key dimengonsof variation in mass media structures: bias and dengty.

Thebias of apublic communicative structure refers to the correlation between a
paticular individud-level trait and the probability of messagereception. Thisisnotthe more
common conaeption of (bias,Owhich treats it as a propeaty of messages which deviate in
systematic ways from thetruth, butrather a structural characteristic concerning the means
throughwhich messages are disseminaed. For ingance, if there were apostive correlation
between theindividud-level trait of beng Sunni and the probability of being in the set of
individuds who recelve messages from a particular public communicative structure, then tha
structure would be conddered (Bunri-biasedGand the degree of structural bias would be

propottiond to the strength of the correlation. In the empirical tests reported bdow, we will
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examinevariance in the bias of public communicative structures by comparing different mass
communication technologies. More specifically, we will beinterested in the degree of Gilite-
biasOin a given communicative structure. Communication technologies influence the degree of
elite-biasin a communicative structure throughtheimpact of two kindsof cods. the cod of
transmission and the cog of reception.

Congsde the communicative structures congituted by newspapers. Economes of scalein
production, combined with high cods of distribution (i.e. hightranamission coss), generally
relegae newspaper distribution to urban centers and especially state capitals. Moreover, the
requirements of money, literacy, andtime (i.e. high reception coss) generally relegae
newspaper readership to theuppe strata of agiven sodety.® Asaresult, newspapers represent a
paradigmatic example of wha we mightterm elite public communicative structures. Tha is,
they are public communicative structures with arelatively high degree of elite-bias. While
newspaper distributionis notentirely restricted to elites, the ability to receive messages
transmitted throughnewspapers is strongly correlated with one® wealth and statusin a given
sodety. Incontrast, broadcast technologies based on electromagndic tranamission, such as radio
andtelevision, rende thedistribution of messages to larger audiences nearly cos-free. Anyone
who can afford to condruct atranamission tower (afairly low-cog progpect even for mos
developing counties) can ingantly reach thousndsof listeners or viewers, and anyonewho can

afford areceiver (afairly low-cog progoect even for mos rural popuktiong can beingantly

® Mickiewicz (2000) notes that On Soviet times, party officials called newspapers @mall caliber.O Given their more
narrow, relatively well-educated range of readers, their impact was less likely to trigger reactions in the masses,0
(91) relative to the Qarge caliberQof television. Marletti and Roncarlo (2000) describe Italian newspapers as, in
contrast to television, being largely a medium for intra-elite communication. Taking abroader view, Hallin and
Mancini (2004) argue that the newspapers of Southern Europe, and to alesser extent the newspapers of Northern
Europe and North America, have political effects through the creation of an arenafor intra-elite communication and
bargaining.
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linked to the network.’® Asaresult, radio and television represent paradigmatic examples of
wha we mightterm popular public communicative structures, because the ability to receive
messages from such structures is relatively unmrrelated with wealth or status and theresulting
collective audience is generally notrestricted to aparticular political or econonic stratum.

Thesecondkey dimengon of variationis the density of apublic communicative structure,
which refers to the propation of agiven popuktion tha has the capability to receiveits
messages. For ingance, the dendty of the public communicative structure condituted by
television broadcasts in the United States would beequd to the propation of residents with
accessto televisonreceivers. Whereas the bias of a public communicative structure determines
the compostion of a paticular collective audience, the dengty of a public communicative
structure determines the strength with which thejoint awareness and cohesion of tha audienceis
congituted. Because highe densty structures create more ubiquitoudy shared experiences they
also generate more robugly unified symbolic attachments. Highe dendty public communicative
structures at the naiond level should therefore be expected to produce stronge tendendies
towardsnaiond cohesion, relative to the strength of sub-nationd symbolic attachments.
Sodopolitical fragmentation, thedivision of loydtiesinto competing camps of mutud
antagonism and objectification, can then be seen as theresult of an inaufficient dengty of public
communicative structures on the scale of a given state@ territorial claims. Civil corflict isthusa
form of collective actionwhich is structurally facilitated not only by material weakness and
inditutiond weakness, but also by communicative weakness.

Of course, themere presence of a dense public communicative structure does notensure

the ubiquity of shared experiences. Different people may watch different televison channds,

19 See Briggs (2002), who notes that radio broadcasting Get 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 cinemaO(231).
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read different newspapers, ignore wha they see and hear, or arrive at patially divergent
interpretationsof identical messages. Thetheory of communicative structuralism does not deny
thepotential for such variation. Rather, theclaim istha dense public communicative structures
ddimit boundsonthe possibility of generating broadly shared experiences, and thereby act as
structural congraints on the ease with which loydties can befragmented alongnew symbolic
cleavages.

Communicative structuralism thusprovides a means by which we can measure a
popuktion® propensty to fragmentation separately from our measurement of pre-existing
cleavages and separately from our measurement of actud armed conflict. Because both popubr
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 tha
both populr and elite cohesion would reduce a country@ likelihoodof experiendng civil
warfare. Moreover, Kalyvas (2006)has convinangly argued tha the cleavages alongwhich
such fragmentation occurs are frequently nat pre-existing (at least in a political sense), butrather
are endogenousto theemergence of collective violence. We should therefore expect tha dense
public communicative structures which enhance naiond cohesion and rende thefragmentation
of loydties more difficult, whether amongg elites or amongg the broader popuktion, should be
negatively assodated with civil war onset. Thisleadsdirectly 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.

H?2: 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 | compiled data on mass media structuresin 177 counties for

thepeiod 19451999. Thetwo key indgpendent variables are defined as follows:

Popular Density measures the dengty of popubr public communicative structures usng the
number of radio receivers or the number of television receivers Bwhichever islarger Bin use for

broadcasts to the general pubiic, per 100 people.™

Elite Density measures the dengty of elite public communicative structures usng thecirculation

of daily nevspapers (those published at least four time aweek), per 100people.’?

In addition, severa control variables are induded in theandysis, al of which have
figured prominently in theliterature oncivil war.** GDP per capita measures a couniry® level
of econonic development and wealth. Land Area’, Population, and %Mountainous are

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

! 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 aradio or atelevision,
as that would more accurately capture the percentage of people who are reachable by popular broadcasts, but such
data are not available.

12 The datafor the both mass mediavariables, 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 Bank® (2004) World
Development Indicators database. 1n 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
extrapol ated) within agiven time series. The interpolated values represent |ess 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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populationsacross broad and difficult terrain. Asin mog previoudy reported modds,
Population and %Mountainous are log-trandormed because they are expected to have
diminishing effects as they grow larger.™ 0il Exporter is adunmy variable which equds 1 if a
county derives at least onethird of its export revenues fromfossil fuds. Democracy is
measured usng the standard 21-point scale derived fromthe Polity 1V data set'®, and
Democracy’ isindudel to capture the Onverted-UOrel ationship foundin previousstudies.
Findly, Ethnic Fractionalization and Religious Fractionalization are induded to control for the
presence of pre-existing identity cleavagesin thesodety. To guad agang spuriousresults due
to reverse causation, al independent variables are lagged by oneyear.

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2 thedependent variable, Civil War Onset, equds 1 for al
county-yearsin which acivil war started and O for all others. Following Sambanis (2004) a

civil war isddined as an armed conflict if:

(1) Thewar takes place within theterritory of a state that is a member of theinternaiond
system with a popuktion of 500000 or greater.

(2) Thepatiesare politically and militarily organized, and they have pulicly stated
political objectives.

(3) Thegovenmentisaprindpd combatant.

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

(5) Theconflict causes at least 500deathsin thefirst year, or cumulative deasthsin the

first 3 years exceed 1,000.

15 See Fearon and Laitin (2003) and Sambanis (2004).
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All of theresults reported bdow are based on logigtic regressionsusng Hube/White
robug standad errors adjuged for clugering by county. Asacheck agang thepotentia bias
produced by duration dependence | dso induded Peace Years, which measures the number of
years since thelast civil war onset in apaticular county, alongwith a natural cubic spline of

peace years, as per therecommenddionsof Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1999.

Main Hypotheses

Thefirst set of resultsisreported in Table 1. Model 1issimply abaselineregression
which indudes only the control variables. Modd 2 addsPopular Density and Elite Density t0
the baseline specification. Theevidence seemsto strongly suppot Hypotheses 1 and2. The
codficientsfor bath variables are negaive and statistically significant (p = .007and p = .019
respectively).” In additionto being statistically significant, thecommunicative structure
variables are aso quite significant in subdantive terms. Holding al other variables condant at
ther means a shift fromthe 5™ percentile to the 95™ percentile of Popular Density resultsin a
five-fold decrease in the probability that a county will experience acivil war.*® Even more
striking, the same shift in Elite Density reduces a county® probability of civil war onget by over
tentimes. As can be seen more clearly in Table 2, the magnitudeof these effects far outstripsthe

subdantive impacts of every other statistically significant variable inthemodd. Foringance,

1® The scale results from subtracting the Polity 1V Autocracy scorefrom the Democracy score. The scaleis
transformed to range from 1 to 21 (rather than B10 to 10) to ease interpretation of the coefficients.

7 As arobustness check, | re-ran Model 2 using King and Zeng@ (2001) Gare events logitOestimator, which
corrects for the potentia biases that may occur when the vast majority of the observations on the dependent variable
take avalue of 0, by using only arandom sample of the non-event observations. | 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 | omit them here.

18 All predicted probabilities were cal culated using Tomz, Wittenberg, and King® Clarify software. For details, see
Tomz, Wittenberg, and King (2001) and King, Tomz, and Wittenberg (2000)
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moving from the 5™ to the 95" percentile of Population (the next most powerful predictor)
increases the chances of civil war by only dightly less than three times.

It isalso interesting to note tha once we add Popular Density and Elite Density to the
modd, theimpact of GDP per capita isreduced so dramatically tha it ceases to be statistically
significant.™® Thisis surprising because thefinding tha rich counties are less likely to
experience civil war is oneof thefew results that has been consstent across multiple authors and
specificationsthroughoutthecivil conflict literature. The mog plaudble interpretation of this
result istha GDP per capita occupies an earlier postion onacausal chan which runsfrom
econonic development, to communicative structure, and thento civil conflict. If thisisthecase,
then theresults from Modd 2 should represent ardatively conservative estimate of the causa
effects of communicative structure, because it controls for oneof the causes of communicative
structure. Theimplicationis nottha economic development is unimportant in inhibiting civil
conflict, butrather tha isimportant precisely because it facilitates the congruction of dense
public communicative structures.

While theresults from Modd 2 provide strongconfirmation of our initial hypotheses, it
might be objected that the coefficients for Popular Density and Elite Density SSmply represent
the effects of inareased informationd diffusonin more econonmically advanced societies. In
contrast, thetheoretical framework of communicative structuralism explicitly claimsthat the
unifying effects of mass media structures are duenot to theincreased diffuson of information,
butto thepublic conditution of collective awareness. To test this claim more explicitly, Modds

3-5 add measures for three variables which should increase the dengty of informationd 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 » = 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 individuds, but which do not represent public communicative structures. Telephones
measures the number of telephonemainlines per capita, Literacy measures pe capita adult
literacy rates, and Secondary Education measures per capita enrollment in seconday schools?
Theresults are reported in Table 1. Noneof newly added variables reach conventiond levels of
statistical significance, and their addition to Modd 2 does nothing to reduce the statistical or
subgantive significance of Popular Density or Elite Density. In additionto demondrating tha
merely increasing the diffuson of information has no discernable effect onthe probability of
civil warfare, these results also provide additiond confirmation tha the mass media variables are
notsmply serving as proxies for the presence of amore educated or more technologically
advanced sodety. It thusappears, as predicted by thetheory, tha it is specifically public

communicative structures which reduce the propensity towards naiond fragmentation.

Conflict Type

Having demongdrated the robugness of theresults which confirm the expectationsof the
first two hypaheses, | return nowto thetheory to derive additiond observable implicationsby
shifting thedomain of the dependent variable. Theaccountgiven aboveclaimstha dense public
communicative structures rende nation-states more cohesive and stable by reduang the
audience@® propensty to loydty fragmentation. If thisis correct, then the causal impacts of
public communicative structures should be strongest amongg those popuktionsor sub-
popuktionstowardswhich they are structurally biased. In other words thetheory should lead us
to expect that elite public communicative structures will exercise greater effectsin reduang a

naion® 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 afair degree of accuracy, it is simply estimated to be very closeto 0.
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structures will exercise greater effects in redudnganation® propendty towards popuar
fragmentation. Moreover, thedivergence of these causal pahways should have profoundeffects
onthe specific strategies adopted by inaurgents when attempting to mountan insurrection.
Whether throughexplicit calculation, or throughtrial and error, intelligent insurgents should be
more likely to gravitate towards strategies focused on elite fragmentation when the structural
cohesion of dlitesislow, and more likely to gravitate towards strategies focused on popukr
fragmentation when the structural cohesion of thebroader popuktionislow. Theobservable
implication of this accountistha thedengty of elite public communicative structures should
primarily influence thelikelihoodof insurgent attempts to overthrow the central regime, whereas
popubr public communicative structures should primarily influence thelikelihoodof insurgent
attemptsto engagein 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.

HA4: 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 hypoteses, | condructed two new dependent variables. Centrist Onset
equds 1 for any county-year in which a centrist civil war beginsand O for all other country-
years, and Secessionist Onset equds 1 for any country-year in which a secessionist civil war
beginsand O for al other county-years.** A centrist civil war isdefined asacivil war in which

insurgents seek to overthrow the central goveanment, and a secessionist civil war isdefined as a

?° Data for each of these variables taken from Banks (2002) and World Bank (2004). Seefn. 12,
2 The datafor this variable are taken from Qwvar aimsOcodings 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 residua category of



civil war in which insurgents partial or complete autonory for aregion within a preexisting
territorial state, withoutseeking the actud overthrow of therulingregime. | thenre-ran the
specification from Modd 2, switching the dependent variable first to Centrist Onset and then to
Secessionist Onset. Theresults are reported in Table 3 and theevidence seemsto strongly
suppot hypotheses 3 and 4. Ascan beseen moreclearly in Figure 1, dense elite public
communicative structures greatly inhibit thelikelihood of centrist civil wars, buthave afar
smaller (and gtatistically inggnificant) effect onthe likelihoodof secessionist civil wars. In
contrast, dense populbr public communicative structures greatly inhibit thelikelihoodof
secessionist civil wars, buthave afar smaller (and statistically inggnificant) effect onthe
likelihoodof centrist civil wars? These results provide additiond confirmationthat it is
specifically throughthe causal pathway of loydty fragmentation tha public communicative

structures exercise ther stabilizing effects.

Media Freedom

Thefind set of observable implicationsto bederived fromthe theory concernsthe
conditionsunde which we should expect public communicative structures to have thar greatest
effects. Up to thispoint, the state has largdy been treated as a passive actor, forced to make do
with the communicative structures that exogenousevents have given it. While this may
approximate reality concerning thedensty of public communicative structures, it certainly does

not accurately portray the state® abilities regarding the actud messages that are transmitted

civil wars with GnixedOor GambiguousOinsurgent aims is excluded from both definitions. Including these conflicts
in either category does not substantively alter the results.

2 Note that while the results are strongly supportive of hypotheses 3 and 4, they do not prove the more specific
claim that Popular Density has agreater 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 isnot. In contrast, we have strong statistical evidence for
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throughsuch structures. The centralized naure of mass mediatechnology makesit possible to
regulate or censor messagesin nearly any way the state seesfit. But wha impacts should we
expect content condraints to have onthe communicate effects described above?

If theinformationd accountis correct, and public communicative structures have effects
only to the extent that they facilitate the diffusion of accurate information to greater nunmbers of
citizens then theanswer is clear. Content restrictionsgenerated by regime elites should reduce
the overall accuracy of theinformation trangmitted to receiving audiences, and should therefore
be expected to reduce the effectiveness of public communicative structures, whereas high levels
of mediafreedomshould enhance the effectiveness of public communicative structures. On the
othe hand, if thetheory of communicative structuralism is correct, then the story becomes a bit
more complicated. While thefocushere has been on structure, no part of this theoretical
framework denies the obviousimportance of differencesin message content. Ingead, theclam
istha theimpacts of message content are conditional on thestructures throughwhich messages
travel.

Because public communicative structures represent the meansthroughwhich collectives
becomes aware of themselves as collectives, they also serve to ddimit boundson the set of
perspectives which are intersubjectively relevant. According to this account thecritical factor is
nottheinformationd accuracy of message content, nor theidentity of those actudly engaged in
writing or speaking, butrather the diversity of perspectives which are allowed into the public
arena Restrictionswhich favor anarow class of elite perspectives while excluding some
portion of the broader array of populr perspectives should inhibit the ability of thebroader

popuktion to condruct a full and complete imageof 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 popukr public communicative structures. Thos who find thar
perspectives coercively underepresented in public discourse could hardly be expected to
experience the cohesive effects of theresulting shared experiences. In contrast, because elite
public communicative structures are used to facilitate intersubjective awareness primarily
amongg dlites, theexclusgon of certain populr perspectives which differ fromthose of the
regime@ elites (arguably the only kindsrestrictions 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 condituted by such structures. In other words
while greater levels of content fireedom should be expected to magnify theintersubjective
impacts of popular public communicative structures, greater levels of regime-imposed content
restriction should be expected magnify theintersubjective impacts of eite public communicative
structures. We thushave 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 hypoteses, | coded a new indgpendent variable Media Freedom, which
equds 1 for any county-year in which the mass media were free from politically-based content

restrictionsor censorship, and 0 othewise?® | then re-ran the specification from Modd 2,

% Coded by the author using the Freedom House Press Freedom Survey (2005) and Van Belle( (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 themodd and also adding two interaction terms: Popular
Density * Media Freedom and Elite Density * Media Freedom. Theresultsare reported in Table
4. Both interactionterms are statistically and subgantively significant. As predicted by both
hypoteses 5aand 5b, mediafreedomgreatly increases the efficacy of popubr public
communicative structures. As can be seen more clearly in Figure 2, the presence of media
freedomnearly triples the subgantive impact of Popular Density. In contrast, as predicted by
hypothesis 5b but not 5a mediafreedomreduces the efficacy of elite public communicative
structures by more than afactor of ten, rendaing the magnitudeof the effect of Elite Density
statistically indistinguishable from O.

These results provide strong confirmation of the expectationsderived from the theoretical
framework of communicative structuralism, in theform of effects which would beinexplicable
from apurely informationd perspective. Theresults also indicate that state leaders find
themselves onthehomsof a difficult dilemma. Those policies which allow theregimeto
effectively condruct collective awareness and cohesion amongg elites are the very same policies
which serve to inhibit theformation of collective awareness and cohesion amongg the broader
popuktion. It should therefore notbe surprising that authoritarian govenments are more likely
to inditute restrictionson mediafreedom, asit is precisely those kindsof regimes with narrow,
elite-based selectorates who we would expect to prioritize the congruction of elite cohesion over

the condruction of populbr 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

Thegod of this study was to provideatheory which would alow scholars of civil
conflict to predict, ex ante, which popultionsare mog vulnerable to naiond fragmentation. As
recent world events make clear, academics and policymakers alike are in desperate need of
theoretical tools with which address such questions Theanswer proposd hereistha naiond
cohesion of symbolic attachmentsis facilitated by dense and public communicative structures,
which exert centripeta pressures throughthe congitution of broad arenas of shared experience.
To beclear, my claim is nat tha mass media exert no effects throughthe tranamission of
information, noris my claim tha soda networks of face-to-face contacts are uninvolved in the
process of recruitment and mobilization. Rather, theclaim made hereistha thestructural
effects of communication are not nearly exhauged by these mechanisms. Moreover, | arguetha
the near exclusve focusonthematerial andingitutiond bases of state strength which has
characterized the contemporary quantitative literature on civil conflict, has obsured the critical
role played by theintersubjective condruction of symbolic attachments. Thestatistical evidence
presented abovethusrepresents afirst step towards jugifying the claim that theintersubjective
effects of public communicative structures mug bethoroughly incorporated into our theories of
civil conflict.

In thefuture, theempirical focusof thisresearch program could be expanded in a number
of directions While ease of measurement makes mass media structures an attractive empirical
target, they represent only oneexample of thevast array of public communicative structures
which pemeate moden sodeties. If thistheory is correct, then thebasic structural regularities
described here, such as the effects of dendty and bias, should be observable in awidevariety of

domains ranging from soccer stadiumsto religious congregaions Furthermore, dendty and
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bias are certainly notthe only important dimensons alongwhich public communicative
structures vary. Trangmission and reception patternsvary in thedegree to which they are
temporally synchronized, the degree to which they are geographically condrained, andin
countess other ways which mightinfluence the strength or the character of thar effects. It
seems clear, then, tha theresults presented here have only scratched the surface, arguably
raising more questionsthan have been answvered. But as technological innovdion and econonic
globdization combineto create ever more fluid and expanding arenas of pullic cohesion and

contestation, the urgency of finding answersto such questionscan only increase.
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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 oneyear. 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 al other variables held constant at their means. The QowOvalue of the variable of interest is generally
that variable( 5™ percentile in the estimation sample, and the GighCvalue is that variable® 95" percentile. The

only exception to that rule isfor Democracy, where the @owOvaue 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 Model 7
(Secessionist CW) (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 oneyear. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.1,**p <0.05,***p < 0.01



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 oneyear. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.1,**p <0.05,***p < 0.01



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 5" percentile to its 95" percentile. Bars
represent 95% confidence intervals.

42



Figure 2 — Media Freedom Interaction Effects

Note: Based on coefficients and standard errors from Model 8. First differences are cal cul ated, 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 5™ percentile to its 95" percentile. Bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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