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1 Introduction

There has been a beehive of research activity studying thadhof the ethnic composition
of societies and the probability that countries will expade a civil wat We submit that
the causal process that connects the ethnic compositiosadtiaty and the probability of
civil war has received inadequate attentib&ﬂl(ﬁ.&ﬂil@,kl&&b), anEﬁs@Ol) ar-
gue that when states collapse in multi-ethnic societiesardgg dilemma will produce civil
war, but this argument tells us nothing about the relatignbletween ethnic composition
(beyond a homogenous, multi-ethnic dichotomy), nor amgtldibout when states collapse.
The primary argument driving this work appears to be an ioiifpxpectation that seems to
have three components:

e ethnic groups view politics as a zero-sum competition;

e the size of a group’s population is strongly, positivelyatet to its ability to compete
in politics;

e and that the risk of civil war is a positive function of either

— (a) the likelihood that two people randomly drawn from theglation are from
different groups;

— or (b) the closeness to parity of the population of the large® groups in
society.

These two implicit arguments in the third bullet are asgedavith two different measures
in empirical work. The first is operationalized using thenetlinguistic fractionalization
(ELF) index, and the second is measured using some sort tdtaveegroup size measure.
Studies that use the ELF measure frequently find that it doekave an influence on the
probability of civil war (e.qg. tMO%While studies that use measures
of the proportional size of the two largest groups more ofted support for the expec-
tation that ethnic structure influences civil war (e.g.j - JQLZd)OZ,

Montalvo and Reynal-ggue}bl 2d05).

!For example, see Ellingsen (2000). Sambdnis (2001). Rénaral (2002), Fearb (2008). Fearon and Lkitin
(2003) [ Collier and Hoefflef (20D4), Feakdn (2005), Montand Revnal-Quelol (2005), Cederman and Gi-
rardin (200) antl Eearon, Kasara and Lhitin (2007).

rman and Girardin (2007) take issue with the lack of @alamechanism in work that relies on ELF
and propose a new measul¥; (aka N-star). Their results appear to support the expectdliat the ethnic
composition of society is associated with the probabilitpleserving a civil war, though Fearon, Kasara and
Laitin @) argue that the findings are specious.




Unfortunately, it is not clear how ethnic composition—wteztthe likelihood of bump-
ing into a co-ethnic or the relative size of the largest gesupight be systematically related
to civil war2 What is sorely missing is theorizing about mobilization. Wbym
(1998), Posnér (2005) and Chandra and Bbullgﬂzoos) oftereating building blocks
upon which to construct a theory connecting ethnic comjpwstb ethnic mobilization, but
at present we lack adequate stylized facts to guide thercmtisin of such a theory. This
paper reports the preliminary steps of a project that seegstablish a useful set of stylized
facts that might serve such an effort. It is, unfortunatedgher nascent.

Reynal-Querol has proposed an alternative aggregate megat®ithnic diversity which
she calls the ethnic polarizatibindex kReynaI-Querrtgb

). This new index, unlike the ELF index, seems to be vieongly correlated with the
incidence of civil war. Further, it was constructed with a@mplicit substantive explanation
for the relationship between ethnic heterogeneity and wiar in mind. Like power transi-
tion theory in the study of interstate conflitt (Orgahiski 49Brganski and Kuglsr 1980),
Reynal-Querol argues that two ethnic groups in a countriybeilmore likely to fight each
other as they approach parity, in terms of population sizd véhen they collectively com-
pose almost all of the country’s populati®rThus the index, roughly, measures how close
a country’s distribution of ethnic groups comes to an idéaksion of two ethnic groups
that compose 50% of the population each. The expectatiorchveieems to be empirically
supported, is that highly polarized countries, i.e. cdastwith high values of the ethnic
polarization index, will be more prone to experience civdrwThis RQ measure of parity
is strongly associated with the probability of observingwval @var during the second half

of the twentieth century (Reynal-Querol 2002, Montalvo Reynal-Querdl 2005).

3See for example Ward and Bakke (1995, 5).

4We prefer the term parity to polarization. As conventiopaised polarization refers to a policy space and the
distance between the ideal points of groups. Parity, on therdand, refers only to group size: it does not
invoke any reference to a policy space and ideal points. &\h#leems reasonable to think about polarization,
as conventionally conceptualized, when studying the impéthe ethnic composition of society on politics,
neither Reynal-Querol nor others in the large-N literatlmeso. The ethnic polarization index explicitly as-
sumes that the distance between groups is 1, i.e. makes atahobus distinction between groups that are
ethnically different and those that are not (where thedattmild be collapsed into the same group), rather than
for example taking the extent to which two groups differ atadly into accountl(Montalvo and Reynal-Queérol
[200%, 800)

SWe observe that there is debate in the literature about thadhrthat parity will have on war. An alternative
view suggests that a balance of power produces mutual deterie.g/_Wallk 19F79). The spiral model, on
the other hand, suggests that balance of power producesidtgeiiiemma, anmm%), among others,
contends that ethnic conflict can be usefully studied frois plerspective. However, see Saideman and Zahar
M) for as assurance and deterrence theory that takesvgth the security dilemma model.

Montalvo and Reynal-Quierol




Yet, we are struck by the fragility of the inference to somiea strong assumptions
that have yet to receive consideration in the literatureecBigally, the inference that the
ethnic structure of society, as measured by the RQ index riprother measure of the
relative size of the two largest groups in society), is aisged with the likelihood of civil
war rests on the unexamined belief that when we observelaw@vin a given country that:

e the state is dominated by one of the two largest ethnic grougsciety®
e the other of the two largest ethnic groups has limited malitinfluence’

e and that the combatants in the civil war include those twagsoas one another’s
enemies.

Do all three of these conditions hold for all civil wars? Wegae this project because we
were near certain that they do not. Do they hold for most oryra@wil wars? Do they
hold for those civil wars th Mn@bon has identifie@thnic civil wars? Do they
even hold for those civil wars that Reynal-Quer 002)dal successfully predicts? To
the best of our knowledge, researchers have yet to ‘lookruheehood’ and answer these
guestions. We set out in this study to do so.
Put another way, the inference that researcher‘iﬂke_@ﬂ\ |(20d04 Revnal—OuelroI
(2002, Montalvo and Reynal-Querdl (2005), and even Cedarand Girardin| (200%)
draw leads us to expect that that the civil wars we observeghiyhpolarized countries
are in fact fought between the two largest groups, rather tther minor groups or non-
ethnic actors. To do so we begin by replicating Reynal-Qisenaodel (albeit in country-
year rather than five year format) and establishing that titbrfgs are robust to a number
of different operational decisions. We specifically cretate versions of her RQ index.
In addition to using the RQ index created with her data s@jreee produced a second
operationalization of her index using Fearov@OOB) d@atahe demographic input. We
use two operational measures of civil war for this replmatiboth from the Armed Conflict
Data Project (ACD; Uppsala/PRIO) used by Reynal-Querole ™o measures of civil
war differ in the annual death threshold that has to be metrfiocobservation to count as a

6More explicitly, we might argue that the inference rests orinaplicit claim that the influence that one of the
two largest groups exercises over national policigmmstivelydisproportionate to its share of the population.
"More explicitly, we might argue that the inference rests nfinaplicit claim that the influence the other of the
two largest groups exercises over national policieeativelydisproportionate to its share of the population.
8The[Cederman and Girartih (2007) study has a somewhatdfiff@ausal story than the others, but their
inferences nevertheless rest on the three implicit betikétched above. We plan to address béthand the
ELF index in a future version of this study.




civil war: we use both the 25 deaths and 1000 deaths per yesipoms of ACD civil war?
The replication in country-year format, using two versiafishe Armed Conflict Dataset
and two different implementations of the ethnic parity ixdghows robust results for both
versions of the index.

Having done so we turn our attention to determining whetheicases which produce
the results meet the conditions specified above. We stahntthvit least stringent inquiry:
we select those cases that the model predicts correctlyusgrgeyears that produce civil
war. We then use the Minorities at Risk data, FearZG]GB))f ethnic groups, and
other source to determine whether the state is dominated by one (or mtejcegroups,
and to the extent that it is, determine whether that groumésad the two largest. We also
use the Minorities at Risk data to determine whether the asgeist groups rebellé and
whether any of the other groups coded by the Minorities ak Ri®ject for the country
rebelled.

Based on our interpretation of the theoretical underpimmifithe ethnic polarization
index, we expect that the index should only predict civil svawvolving the two largest
ethnic groups in a country. To further examine this propmsjtwe next parsed the list
of civil wars in the Armed Conflict Dataset for the subset ofilcivars that was fought
between the two largest ethnic groups in a country and etttrseveral regression models
of the statistical relationship between ethnic polar@atand the incidence of these two
different types of civil war (those fought between the twoyést ethnic groups and all
others). These analyses indicate support for our propasénd appear to show that the
strong relationship between ethnic polarization and tleelence of civil war is driven by
a very strong relationship between polarization and thielemce of civil war between the
two largest ethnic groups in a country. However, this typeiefl war only makes up a
small subset of all civil wars, thus indicating that mulégdrocesses are at work to produce
the civil wars we observe at the aggregate country level.

The paper is organized as follows. The second section (gdfeemtroduction) dis-
cusses the ethnolinguistic fractionalization index (E&R{l the ethnic polarization index in
more detail. In the subsequent section we replicate thistgtat relationship between eth-
nic polarization and civil war il{]_Re;Lnﬁl—_Q_uér&_l_(Zd)OZ) :inﬂ;dﬁal—_Q_u&LQl_a.nd_MD_nlaL{/o

9Although we do not report the results here, in an earliertdriathis manuscript we also examined Sambanis’
@) ethnic and non-ethnic civil war lists, and a binaryamee of civil war that we constructed using the
Minorities’ at Risk dataMlE). The empirical findings do not change.

10Thjs is one of the major ways in which this effort is prelimipaOur coding is based on readily available and
rather general sources and we would like to devote more tinsgdtematic research that is more case specific
in order to increase our confidence in coding decisions.

Hwe define rebellion as a score of 4 or higher on either ok#teandrebel Minorities at Risk variables.



M) using a version of the polarization index calculargth Fearon's @3) ethno-
graphic data and examine several specific cases in some rat@ié drhe fourth section

introduces our coding of the two different types of civil wand a statistical examination
of how polarization relates to this new dependent variafdiae fifth sections discusses
implications we derive from these analyses as well as outlusions.

2 Some preliminaries

Most large-N studies of civil war are cast at the country leved use country-years as
the unit of observation. This presents the need for a codesl index of the degree of
a country’s ethnic diversity based on the underlying distibn of ethnic groups in that
country. In other words, we need a function to convert infation on a country’s ethnic
distribution, i.e. the number of ethnic groups and eachgjsgpopulation size, into a single
numerical index, usually bounded between 0 and 1 for coevesi.

These national level indices of a country’s ethnic struetdiffer in three important
ways: (1) the conceptual definition or theoretical argumertterlying that formula, (2) the
formula used to create a numeric index, and (3) the subrat@@mographic data used to
calculate the index. ELF and RQ indices differ on all thre¢heke pointd?

The ELF index is not explicitly based on an underlying argotrmabout the effect
of a country’s ethnic distribution on the occurrence of doh tin
). However, the index is substantively interpretecepsasenting the chances that two
randomly picked individuals in a society will be from diféert ethnic groups, and in that
sense it represents a good measure of what we intuitivelitritiink of as ethnic diversity.

It is calculated as:
A
ELF=1-Y p @
2,P

wheren is the number of ethnic groups enumerated in a country, @&l groupi’s pro-

portion of the total country population. As far as the ungiag demographic data used to
construct the index is concerned, there have been a vafidtffarent sources over time. It
was originally calculated from data collected by Soviehetitaphers in the 1960’s (Tay-

lor and Hudsom 1972, Bruck and Apanch ||1kQ 1964), but momntaterations are based
on demographic data collected MOOB) as WE[L&B&K—QM_QLC“ l(ZO_dZ)I._EeaLL)n

12\While there are more indices of ethnic heterogeneity, weictsur discussion to the ELF index, because it is
the most common index, and the RQ polarity index, which isdieess of this paper.




@) identifies 822 ethnic groups in 160 countries as vegethair population shares, us-
ing mainly the CIAWorld Factbook the Encyclopedia Brittanicaand relevant Library of
Congress Country Studies. The correlation between thétires&LF and the original ELF
calculated based on thlas Naradov Mirais 0.76 3, 210), not a terribly high
value. We recreated the same index based on Fearon’s etbnje data, although we made
some minor changes to correct for remainders in countryfgifation totals, i.e. “others”
categories in the daté.

Reynal-Querol and Montalvo also calculate an ELF index dasetheir own demo-
graphic data drawn frori’etat des religions dans le monaed theWorld Christian Ency-
cIopediadReynal-QuerHl ZQM, Montalvo and ngnal-g;;JéLoLiOOS).ereated an ELF
index in our data from Fearon’s ethnic data, and the corogldtetween the resulting index
and Reynal-Querol’s index is only 0.56. Thus the underlydeghographic data one uses to

calcuate the ELF index makes affects the values of the inateck,by extension may also
affect substantive results.

The RQ polarization (we prefer parity) index seeks to meabkomw close a country’s
ethnic distribution corresponds to an ideal of two groupgh ®0% of a country’s population
each. The underlying argument is that ethnic diversity pas 10t what matters, rather it
is the extent to which the two largest ethnic groups in a aguddminate the rest of the
country, yet are at or near parity in terms of population vatdth other. To an extent,
it is analogous to the power parity argument in interstatatioms (e.g. 8,

i 0). It seems plausible that the @dion size of ethnic groups is
significantly correlated with the potential capabilitielsethnic groups, and hence groups
that are near parity in size may be near parity in terms ofluilipes as well. This in turn

13we used the list of ethnic groups available online. The @dtésts all ethnic groups enumerated, the country
they are in, and the ethnic group’s relative population,sa@ewell as some other variables. The relative
population size of a group is the proportion of a country’srayl population that belongs to that ethnic group
and is bound between 0 and 1. However, when summed by codinéryelative population sizes in a few
cases returned a total greater than 1, and in many casestdidmoexactly to 1. Where the sum was greater
than 1, we proportionally readjusted all group sizes sottay would return a sum of exactly 1 (i.e. divide
each individual group size by the sum of group sizes). Incageere the total was below one, we created an
“other” category for the remainder needed to bring the tgtalip size up to one. When calculating the index,
we adjusted it by weighing the contribution of the “other'tegory by the smallest group size, whether that
belonged to an enumerated group or “other” category:

n
ELFyj =1- ZI piZ#other_ Pother- MiN(p)
i=

This is equivalent to splitting the “other” category inpgie;/ Min(p;) smaller groups with size m{ip;), and
calculating the ELF based on that. The rationale is thabaljh we do not know what groups constitute the
remainder category, we do know that any of the groups in Ithaive to be smaller than the smallest enumerated

group.



leads to substantial ex ante uncertainty over the outconseadfil war between the two

roups, hence increasing the chances that conflict will nal- rol and Mon
g&i%).l“ It is calculated as:
EPAR_1_ % (M)zp 2
212 )P

where agaim is the total number of ethnic groups in a country, @d the share of group

i of the country’s total population_(Reynal- al’_oubOZ)keLithe ELF index, the EPAR
index is bounded between 0 and 1, where higher values irdara¢thnic distribution closer
to the ideal of two groups with 0.5 of the population each. Wihéerlying demographic data
used to calculate the index comes mainly froatat des religions dans le mondad the
World Christian EncyclopedigReynal-Querdl 2002, Montalvo and Reynal-Quérol 2005).
Aside from including their original index, we also calc@dtanother version of the ethnic
parity index from Fearon’s list of ethnic groups. The caatign between the two indices
is only 0.67, again demonstrating that the underlying demaylgc data used to calculate
these indices makes a large difference in final index values.

<Table1 about here>

Table[1 lists the correlations between two versions of thE Bhd two versions of the

ethnic parity index (EPOL), one version taken frbm Montadval Reynal-gguez‘o'_(;QbS),

the other calculated from the demographic dammzmhe demographic data
used to calculate each index makes a significant differeaseshown by the fact that the
respective versions of the parity index are correlated@t,Gand that the two ELF indices
are correlated at 0.56.

14Reynal-Querdl[(2002) draws on research on rent-seekinavimtto justify the index, citing Esteban and Ray
(1999). [Esteban and Ray (1999) formally examine individnaéntives to allocate resources towards rent-
seeking activities that increase the probability that mupblicies favoring a group, of which that individual
is a member, will be realized. How much is contributed towareht-seeking depends in part on the relative
sizes and number of groups in the game [but Esteban and Ra9)(@plicitly do not consider any collective
action problems that go along with increasing group sizesthérmore, while they are able to find that certain
distributions increase the total amount of resources afémt towards rent-seeking, their model is based on
individuals as actors and thus does not make any expligitigien on which groups will engage in conflict with
each other. It seems reasonable to us to assume that in yéreetaiform bimodal distribution maximizes the
allocation of resources towards rent-seeking, then confiitbe most likely to occur between the two largest
groups in highly polarized countries.




3 Investigating the Reynal-Querol model

3.1 Arreplication

To confirm the Reynal-Querol’s ethnic parity index resulisegtimate a basic conflict inci-

dence model similar to thoselin Montalvo and Reynal-ggl:@), and produce two dis-

tinct variables that measure the index by using first the Rle@uerol and then t on
) data.

The data used to run these analyses are in a country-yeaatfcand the sample con-
sists of all countries listed in the Correlates of War stataniership dataset, with a tem-
poral domain spanning 1950 to 1999. This makes for 8,290topyear observations. The
dependent variable in the basic and subsequent modeld bneaay/ indicators of civil war
years, drawn from the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Datals_e_tMl_o_dz version
4-2006b) for the basic model but also including variablesath from Minorities at Risk
and Doyle and SambamOO) civil war dataset. The inddeet variables of interest
are the Reynal-Querol and Fearon ethnic parity indicesi@adninor extent the respective
ELF indices. The control variables include most of the usuabpects in the civil war lit-
erature: wealth per capita, country population, mountsnerrain, contiguity, and regime
type. Since this is binary time-series cross-section date also is the (likely) potential
for time dependence between observations. We addresgytinislbding a variable indicat-
ing how many previous conflict years there were, a peacé-spehter, and cubic splines

8).

Civil War. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of whetherethvess a civil
war ongoing in a given country in a given year. It is drawn frima UCDP/PRIO Armed
Conflict Dataset. Most measures of civil war use some arpitifareshold of death per
annum to identify civil War—yearM@bM); the Adr®nflict Dataset codes both
low-intensity conflicts with 25 deaths per annum and higesisity conflicts with 1000
deaths per annum, and we use both as indickted.

Ethnic Parity and DiversityWe use both the original ethnic polarization index from
[Bﬂnal—_Q_u&LJJII_(ZQ_d)Z) as well as one calculated from ethata dy@ 3). These
will subsequently be denoted as as RQ ethnic parity and Rg#&nw.) ethnic parity, re-
spectively. Furthermore, we use the ELF measures [[mm.ﬂ%@nﬂ'_dl kZQ_Q}Z) anh_Eeatlt)n
@) as well, were we again calculated the latter oursefr@m Fearon’s ethnic group

1

al (2d05) apparently use an oleesion of the Armed Conflict Dataset in their
article that included an |ntermed|ate |ntenS|ty conflldEgmry that was removed in the current version of the




data, and with the adjustment for remainder populationsudised previously. These two
indices will be denoted by RQ ELF and Fearon (Fn.) ELF, rethgdg, as well.

Wealth. Wealth, whether as a measure of state capaci it b;m;k) or
otherwise, is one of the strongest and most consistentgioesliof civil war incidence.

Specifically, countries that are wealthy are much lessyikelexperience civil war than
poorer countries. We measure it using data on real GDP pﬁadmmzy
We log-transform (base) the data and lag the value one year.

Country Population.This variable is also from t@oa dataset. aie |
transform the variable (bas}.

Mountainous Terrain and Territorial Non-contiguityBoth of these indicators come

from thel_EeaLQn_a.nd_LaiiirL(ZdOS) replication data set. Maunous terrain indicates

the percentage of a country’s area that is covered by hillgnountainous terrain. Non-

contiguous indicates whether a country has exclaves, saof territorially contiguous.
Both situations advantage potential rebels because thiegr davor guerilla style warfare,
and/or impede access of the central government and its otormeal forces that certain
regions of the country.

Regime TypeWe use a dichotomous operationalization of regime typeishseét to a
value of one when theemoc variable in the Polity IV data (Marshall and Jagdlers 2002) ha
a value greater than or equal to six. We also lag the value eae y

Previous wars, peace spells, and cubic splinEsese are the variables created by the
[Bﬁszk_Kalz_andiu&klall_(lQbB) routine in Stata (btscs). Breviwars is the sum of civil
war years up to the current country-year (not including tlimeent country-year), which we
created manually ourselves. Peaceyears is a peace speféctiat increases by one for
each additional year of the country’s time-series in whiwh d¢ountry did not experience a
civil war. Finally, we use three cubic splines with equalbased knots in all regressions.

<Table[2 about here>

Tablg2 reports the estimat&sBoth versions of the parity index, regardless of whether
produced using the Reynal-Querol data or the Fearon daidupe statistically and sub-
stantively significant coefficient estimates, thus suppgrthe parity results reported in

18we also ran estimates for four other dependent variablasvrdfrom[Mi@bl) and the Minorities at
Risk dataset. These variables are discusses in some fdetelbelow. The Fearon parity index had a signif-
icant (95 % significance) and positive effect using all dejgen variables, while RQ parity had a significant
and positive effect for three dependent variables, faitmdpave a statistically significant effect when using
Sambanis’ ethnic civil wars. Ethnic fractionalization (EL. both the RQ and Fearon versions, fail to have a
consistent statistically significant effect.



[Be;alal—_Q_u&dall_(ZQdZ) add.MQﬂ@Mﬂd.RﬂDﬁl;QthL(th%rthermore, wealth per

capita has the expected negative and significant effectepnbbability of civil war inci-
dence. The peace spell-counter and counter of previouswaviyears both have statisti-
cally significant effects as well. The longer a peace spsiklathe lower the probability
of another civil war year occurring, and conversely, the enavil war years a country has
experienced in the past, the higher the chances that it xykkgence one again.

Our lack of attention to more detailed examinations of theffodent estimates is
justified by our interest in the models’ performance: thenaiy purpose of the analysis is to
produce predicted probabilities and then identify thosesdhat the model predicts well. In
the following subsection we turn to a quick examination ef sammary statistics regarding
the two largest groups in countries that experience civil Wathe subsequent section we
turn to a descriptive examination of the cases that the fimlahpredicts correctly. We
specifically determine which group (if any) dominates tlaesand which of the groups in
the countries engages in rebellion. These cases shouldl it one of the two largest
cases dominates the state and the other groups rebels.

3.2 Some group characteristics

Both the Fn. and R.Q. ethnic parity indices have a positive statistically significant
impact on the incidence of low- and high-level civil conflias coded in the Armed Conflict
Dataset. Substantively, we would expect that the groupsfigifa in countries with high
parity index values are close to 0.5 of the population eacti,reear parity with each other.
Using the Fearon version of the ethnic parity index, we exaahithe sizes of the first
and second largest group in country-years during whichetias a low-level civil war
according to the Armed Conflict Dataset and in countriestiadtan index value of 0.75 or
abovel’ The average size of the plurality group was 0.56, and thexgessize of the second
largest group was 0.28. The combined size of the two largesipg in a country, relative
to the country’s total population, was 0.84. These aggesgHdtistics do not necessarily
tell us that much about the actual parity between pairs gelirand second largest ethnic
groups, but as it turns out, on average the second largegp gganly half the size of the
plurality group in that country? This did not strike us as constituting a particularly high
level of parity, and hence maybe warranting more invesbgat

Note that because the Armed Conflict Dataset civil war végigbmeasured at a coun-

I"There were a total of 328 such observations.
18The mean size of the second largest group in terms of the the plurality group is 0.53, with a range that
covers 0.30 to 0.98.

10



try level, we do not have any information about what grougsaatually fighting, whereas
the ethnic parity argument concerns conflict between thelangest groups in a country.
Thus conceivably, these summary statistics might be nadsiga However, when examin-
ing the country-years in high parity countries in which adieone of the two largest ethnic
groups in the country is rebeling according to the Minosita Risk dataset, the mean size
of the second largest group to the plurality group is onlyiQldwer than before (there are
80 observations). Here, we can expect the second largasgh ¢pdelessthan half the size
of the plurality group. Finally, even if we restrict oursed/only to those country-years
in which there was a low-intensity civil war according to themed Conflict Dataset, as
well as a civil war involving at least one of the two largesbigps according to MAR (64
observations total), the mean relative size of the secaiggda group was 0.40. It seems,
therefore, that even in countries that have high values eri-#aron parity index and that
have experienced a civil war at the country level, or a ciahmvolving at least one of the
two largest groups, the actual population sizes of the twgekt groups are on average not
quite that close to parity. Across these cases, we can epestecond largest group to be
only half or less the size of the plurality group.

Although the parity argument, which underlies the paritpalarization index, implies
that the groups fighting a civil war in highly polarized coues will be the largest and
second largest groups and that they will be near parity th etiter in terms of population,
a quick glance at some summary statistics raises potepoti@erns. What we expect to see
at the macro-level might in fact not be what is going on wittmuntries, at the ethnic-group
level. As a result, we have started to further investigatatveiactly is happening by coding
what groups are dominant for any given country-year, andhénea civil war observed at
country level is actually fought between the two largesugso

3.3 The correctly predicted cases

Model 1 correctly predicts 740 civil war country-years ofitsg050 country-years, while
model 2 correctly predicts 837 out of 6,078 country-yedr.we took out the time depen-
dence controls in the first and second models, which drivenofithe models’ explanatory

191t is not unusual for models in the civil war literature to kavlow predictive power. Note tHat Ward and Bakke
@) report that the Fearon and Laitin (2003) model failsroduce a single country-year with Bmsample
prediction where the probability of a civil war is greateath0.5 (the conventional threshold for expecting a
value of 1 in a probit model). In other words, the model fadlptedict a single country-year in which a civil
war would occur. Most of the predictive ability of models 1dad in fact comes from the time-dependence
controls. ldentical models without the time-dependenagtrots would have correctly predicted 74 and 65
civil-war country-years respectively.

11



power, we correctly predict 74 and 65 civil war country-yeakVe used these restricted
models rather than the models including time-dependenog&rale since these drive so
much of the models’ fit. Rather than restrict our attentioority the countryyearswe ex-
pand the inquiry to include all years in which a group reltk{leccording to the Minorities
at Risk data), thereby increasing the chances that we wauddefridence consistent with
the inference Reynal-Querol makes in her studies. The nametctly predicts civil war
during the second half of the 20th Century in seven countBesma (Myanmar), China,
the Democratic Republic of Congo (Zaire), Ethiopia, Indionesia, and Pakistan. Table
reports the extent to which these seven cases exhibit tee tharacteristics one would
expect: the state is dominated by one of the two largest grtaiye other largest group is
politically, economically, or culturally disadvantageahd the disadvantaged group is (one
of) the rebel group(s) in the civil war. Three of the sevenrBa, China and Ethiopia—do.
This strikes us as less than a ringing endorsement.

<Table[3 about here>

Six of the seven cases meet the first characteristic: in tel{Democratic Republic of
the Congo (DRC; formerly known as Zaire) were neither of the kargest groups able to
secure influence over the state equal to or greater thangbpirlation would lead one to
expect?® But only three of the cases meet the second and third chestice Burma (aka
Myanmar), China, and Ethiopia.

Further, each of the three cases is marked with an asteritieitable because while
it exhibits the characteristic, that story is rather incéetqn In the Burmese case, while
the Burman (aka Bamar or Burmese) (68% of the population® daminated the state, the
Minorities at Risk project codes armed groups acting on belidhe Burman as having
rebeled three times: 1951-54, 1975-80, and 1989-94. A caseenthe advantaged group
is rebeling against itself does not exactly fit the scenaiihat said, the second largest
group, the Shan (9% of the population), have had armed graipding on their behalf
since 1958. In addition to the Shan, the Karens (7%), the &reke (4%), and the Kachins
(19%) have been rebeling since 1951. Finally, the Zomis (akias; 2%) rebeled between
1981 and 1994, and the Mons (2%) rebeled over the years 1®83r@lependent since
1948, Burma experienced 14 years of parliamentary govarharal since 1962 has been
ruled by a military regime with a socialist bent. While thase fits all three characteristics,
it is not best described as a case where one of the two largagbgdominates the state,

20The Mongo and the Bakongo are the largest two groups in Ziieofities at Risk an03). Under
Mobutu’s Zaire (1965-1997), the Ngbandi were dominant @/ites at Risk).
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disadvantages the other, and that group rebels, thus pngdacivil war.

Turning to China, we are at a loss to explain where Reynal duced her scores
for the RQ index. Her data report an RQ index score of O.Gdﬁ 3) only enu-
merates Han Chinese as a group in China. They make up 92% pbpheation or there-
abouts. The Minorities at Risk project also lists the Hui luas, who make up roughly
1% of the population. The Hui rebelled in 1953, but have bagasgent since. Even if one
groups the Hui with all other non-Han Chinese, the case iatadmofar from parity as a case
can be, so we assume there is a data entry or coding error iRajeal-Querol data (or
some error that we introduced to her data—we need to vegfgdlirce). In any case, while
we report the Chinese case as one in favor of the underlyiogeps needed to support the
inference, we do not expect this result to withstand furizeuatiny.

Finally, in the Ethiopian case the Oromo (37% of the popaigtiand the Amhara
(23%) are the two largest groups. From the late 19th C thrdabglend of the Haile Se-
lassie regime (1974) the Amhara and the Tigre people (9%)rdaied Ethiopian politics.
The Amhara continued to be advantaged during the Marxistited rule of Mengitsu, but
the Tigre were no longer so advantaged, and the Tigre rebetment that began in 1970
successfully displaced Mengitsu in 1991. Since then thes@ig people have been advan-
taged and the Amhara have lost their dominant status. Fr&@®-29 the Oromo have been
disadvantaged and have rebelled (i.e., against Selassiggitdu, and the current Tigrean-
dominant regime). Thus, while the Ethiopian case fits theadtaristics from the 1960s
through the early 1990s, since 1991 it no longer does. Modasihg RQ parity, in accor-
dance with the ACD coding of the case correctly predictd erair between the years 1986
to 1991 and from 1996 to 1999 (right censored in the data).l&\thé first correctly pre-
dicted conflict period did in fact include conflict betweee ttwo largest groups in Ethiopia,
i.e. between Amhara and Omoro, the second correctly pestlzinflict period does not.

These results are preliminary as our coding of the cases sk and dirty" and
is not ready for prime time. A future version of this study Iveibntain proper coding of
the cases. Nevertheless, they cast a shadow of doubt on liti#yvaf the inferences in
the Reynal-Querol studies. It may well be that these pdsictases are odd. To probe
the issue further we turn to an evaluation of the ability & garity index to contribute to
explaining the likelihood that a civil war starts betweee ttvo largest groups in society
and also whether it can contribute to the onset of civil waewkhe two largest groups in
society are not the primary combatants on opposing sides.

13



4 Ethnic and nonethnic wars

Are civil wars fought between the two largest ethnic groupa tountry distinct from civil
wars fought along different cleavages? This might well ledhase, and if it is, then one
would expect that a parity index would go a long way towardl@xing the likelihood of
onset in the former, but have little impact on the probabiit the onset of the latter. In this
section we turn our attention to this question.

4.1 The Armed Conflict Data and types of civil wars

To do so we began with the Armed Conflict DataLet (GIeditscﬂI_H‘ZD_O_JZ, Harbom and
Wallensteel’LZQd)?) civil wars and coded whether the cleagagarating combatants in
those cases included the two largest ethnic groups fightingpposite sides. The ACD

project identifies the major combatants, and we consultetighof ethnic groups i@on

) to determine whether any civil wars were fought betwéhe two largest ethnic
groups. Ideally we would like to know whether the combataritthe major sides listed in
the Armed Conflict Dataset were systematically drawn fronoagnthe two largest ethnic
groups, respectively. Of course such data are not readiljade. So instead we consulted
a variety of sources, some specific to individual conflickedes, others to the two largest
ethnic groups in a country (e.g. Minorities at Risk groupontg) to identify those conflict
episodes that appear to have been fought between the tvastiathnic groups. Tablé 4
lists the resulting conflict episodes, including the twaést ethnic groups in that country
according to Fearon’@OS). Out of the 414 civil war comytears from ACD in our
dataset, 118 were coded as being civil wars that were foughtden the two largest ethnic
groups.

<Table[4 about here>

Based on this list we can distinguish between two differentn of civil war now.
First are those that are fought between the two largesteginaups in a country. The second
type includes everything else—civil wars that are foughireen other ethnic groups or
between on of the two largest groups and a smaller group Bagnian Serbs against
Bosnian Croats in the Bosnian civil war) as well as civil wdrat do not have an obvious
or clear ethnic overtone. Any given country-year can exgrexe either form of civil war or
experience no civil war at all, making for a nominal depernde@mniable with three different
categories. Thus to test our hypothesis that the ethnicipateon index will be significant
(and positive) predictor of civil wars fought between th@tiargest ethnic groups, but not
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other types of civil wars, we estimated several multinomprabit models of the probability
that a given country-year will experience either type oflaivar.

4.2 Empirical Results

Table[B shows the results from two of those multinomial protodels of the probability of
civil war between the two largest ethnic groups (c.w. 2) atiebiotypes of civil wars (other
c.w.). Multinomial probit models estimate separate coffits for each of the possible
outcomes, except the one category is used as a base or cefa@egory. The reference
category is the absence of civil war and coefficients arepnéged in relation to this refer-
ence category. For example, a positive coefficient for fothe.) would indicate that that
variable increases the probability of observing a civil tet did not involve the two largest
ethnic groups relative to the probability of not observimy aivil war in that country-year
at all.

The two models shown here have the same specification as ¢kimys models of
civil war incidence. The explanatory variables include tiagural log of per capita wealth
(lagged one year), the natural log of country populatiogdél one year), the percentage of
mountainous terrain in that country, a dichotomous ingic&dr non-contiguous countries,
a dichotomous indicator for democracy (lagged one yead tta@ ethnic polarization index
(calculated using Fearon'’s ethnic group list). It is somailbss straightforward to include
time control variables in a multinomial probit or logit mddeecause there are different
ways we could think of the time dependence here. For exardples the occurrence or
absence of one form of civil war have an effect over time onpitedability that the other
type of civil war will occur? Instead of using different tine®ntrols for each of the two
positive outcomes in our dependent variable (civil war lestwthe two largest groups and
any other civil war), we estimated a simple model withoutdioontrol variables (Model
5) and a second model in which we included three sets of tim&aovariables that were
calculated using the ACD list of civil wars (Model 6; takergéther, the two different
types of civil war correspond exactly to the ACD list of civilars). These time control
variables are a counter of previous conflict years, a spelhtas of how many years have
passed since the last country-year in which a civil war aecli{peaceyears), and three
cubic splines. We should note that including or excluding time control variables does
not change our substantive interpretation of the resuttsbwith wealth per capita, which
looses statistical significance as a predictor of civil watween the two largest ethnic
groups when the time control variables are included (Mojlel 6
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<Table[® about here>

As usual, GDP per capita or wealth per capita has a strong egatiie association
with the incidence of civil war, except in the case of civilnogtween the two largest groups
in Model 6. Furthermore, more populous countries are mkediito experience a civil war
that is not fought between the two largest groups in any gbaemtry year. More populous
countries tend to have a larger number of ethnic groupsdlagion 0.32), but these ethnic
minorities also tend to be smaller (the correlation betwemmtry population and ethnic
fractionalization is -0.37), so this positive associatinay be a result of a higher incidence
of secession attempts by small ethnic minorities on theppery of a large country. The
coefficients for the time control variables in Model 6 havetrargy association with the
incidence of either type of civil war as well. Countries thatve experience a lot of civil
war in the past are more likely to experience either formwf wiar again in the future, and
the longer there has been peace in a country, the less likelintidence of either type of
civil war.

Of real interest to us however are only the coefficients fhnietpolarization. In both
models, ethnic polarization is a very strong and signifigaadictor of the incidence of civil
war between the two largest ethnic groups (both coefficientaager than 2). At the same
time, the coefficients for the relationship between ethrmlapzation and the incidence
of other types of civil war, while positive, fail to reach a@mtional levels of statistical
significance in both models as well. Thus as we expectedjcefiutarization is a strong
predictor of the incidence of civil war between the two lagethnic groups in a country,
but not of the incidence of other types of civil war.

One potential implication of this finding is that the stromdptionship between ethnic
polarization and the incidence of civil war in general migbktdriven to a large extent by
the very strong relationship between ethnic polarizatind tihe subset of civil wars that
are fought between the two largest ethnic groups in a courifoyempirically evaluate
this assertion we estimated two additional probit modethefrelationship between ethnic
polarization and the incidence of civil wars that are notgioubetween the two largest
ethnic groups only. The results of these estimations am@riegin tablé b.

<Table[® about here>

The model specification is consistent with the previousasgjons and the explanatory
variables included are the same. The dependent variabldichatomous indicator for the
presence of a civil war in any given country-year that was fought between the two

16



largest ethnic groups in that country. Those civil war yghet were fought between the
two largest groups were recoded as zeros (alternativelyowls have dropped those cases
in which a civil war was fought between the two largest ettgrmups; this does not affect
the substantive results). There are 304 civil war coun&gry total, out of a total sample
of 6,078 (observations with missing data are dropped, tasglting in this sample size).
Model 7 does not include time control variables, while Mo8ehcludes a peace spell
counter, a counter of previous conflict years, and threeccspiines (the results for the
latter are not reported).

In both models, the only significant predictors of civil wacidence (aside from the
peace years spell counter in Model 8) are wealth per capit@a@umtry population. Wealth-
ier countries have a lower probability of civil war inciden@s do less populous ones. Both
variables have a high level of statistical significance. Hwsv, the coefficient for ethnic
polarization, while in the right (positive) direction, gto reach any conventional levels of
significance p = 1.65 and 167 respectively, using two-tailed confidence intervalsjug
indeed, once civil wars fought between the two largest etgmups are taken out of the
sample, the relationship between ethnic polarization aibvar disappears?!

The implication of course is that the strong relationshipMeen ethnic polarization
and the incidence of civil war that we found earlier (Secffi and results in Tablg 2)
appears to be driven by the strong association betweercaibtarization and conflict in-
volving the two largest ethnic groups in a country. This finidis satisfying in the sense
that we think it is what one should expect given the theoaéijigstification for the ethnic
polarization index. But it also raises the interesting ésstiaggregating different forms of
civil war, and how to properly use the various new measurettofic diversity that pop up.

2Iwe only report the results using the ethnic polarizatioreindalculated using Fearon@b%) here. We also
estimated the same models using the original Reynal-Quezabkure of polarization, but the results were quite
puzzling—ethnic polarization is a strong predictor of tivars that arenot fought between the two largest
ethnic groups, but fails to be significantly associated whthincidence of civil war involving the two largest
groups. The results also change significantly depending loether time control variables are included or
not, which is not the case with the Fearon version of the etpoiarization index. A possible reason for
this discrepancy may lie in the fact that while we used Féa@) list of ethnic groups when coding the
different types of civil war, Reynal-Querol uses differettinographic data to calculate her polarization index.
Thus with the Fearon version of ethnic polarization, we ai@githe same underlying ethnographic data to
both calculate the index values and to code the two diffesgras of civil war (fought between the two largest
groups or not). Given that the correlation between the tvferdint versions of the polarization index is only
0.67, it may be that a coding of civil wars based on her listtbfoegroups would produce results that are more
consistent with our theoretical expectations. Howeverda@refer using Fearon’s ethnographic data in this
study because it is readily available online and more wideld than Reynal-Querol’s ethnographic data, thus
making replication of our results and coding easier.
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5 Discussion and implications

This initial effort to “look under the hood” to determine wher the inferences about the
impact of ethnic parity on the probability of civil war in@dce suggests that the additional
research we plan may be fruitful. Specifically, large-N, reggte studies cannot rule out
the possibility that civil conflict is being produced in a nioen of countries that have an
ethnic composition consistent with the hypothesis, buttl&groups one expects to do the
fighting are not actually doing the fighting. Our project seekdetermine whether we can
rule that out. Using both a descriptive approach and a sygtestatistical inquiry we have
found evidence that seems to support what we think is thedrieoretical underpinning
for the ethnic polarization index. Specifically, we expédieat highly polarized countries
should experience a high probability that the two largdstietgroups will fight each other
in a given year, and that ethnic polarization would be a fiicamt predictor of civil war
between the two largest ethnic groups. At the same time henvéve fact that this rela-
tionship only applies in the subset of civil wars that featconflict between the two largest
ethnic groups (118 out of 412, or 29%) raises interestingstiues for the use of ethnic
polarization indices in aggregate, large-N civil war sagdi

An additional implication is that different causal meclsns may be at work to pro-
duce (ethnic) conflict in a country at the same time. Thermidy seems to be a significant
subset of civil wars in which demographic parity increaseschances that the two predom-
inant ethnic groups, in their attempts to gain power oveegisources, fight each other in
violent conflict. But that still leaves a large number of atbiil wars, some involving con-
flicts that are systematically structured around ethniavages, others that are not, to which
the theoretical foundation for ethnic polarization indeesd not apply. Questions one could
raise in regard to these “other” civil wars include for exdenwhether certain patters in the
demographic distribution of ethnic minorities affect thelmbility of secession attempts
by ethnic minorities. It seems plausible that geographyicancentrated ethnic minorities
at the periphery of a state, with a large enough populatine, siould be more likely to
attempt secession than groups that lack theses charcgeriurthermore, as Kalyvas and
Kocher @7) point out, even many ostensibly ideologicaiflicts, like the Vietnam War,
do involve ethnic undertones at least at the margins, cgatilditional room for theorizing
about the link between ethnic diversity and conflict.

This paper only reports results with respect to the ethnitypaeasure developed by
Reynal-Querol. The more widely used fractionalization suea also warrants investiga-

tion, as does the recently proposkd measureL(Q.e.de.tman@ndﬁJdMOO?). Investi-
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gating these two indices in more detail,l_a.S_Eea.LQa._Ka.iata_ai]lLd iZD_O_JV) have done in

regard toN*, thus are possible extensions similar to this project. i findings we
report here, we think that it would be worthwile to examineatvls going on with these
indices as well.

Ultimately the goal of research is to produce positive aot®wf phenomena. The
causal mechanisms by which the ethnic composition of sponght influence the prob-
ability of civil conflict is surely a story about mobilizatio To date it has been under-
theorized and though they are not cast this way by the schalao have conducted them,
large-N analyses have largely been efforts to find assoomthat merit explanation. Like

@07) we believe that the way fonisatd make explicit the im-
plicit causal claims that underpin such measures, b ' irL(ZQb?)
note, there is often more than one causal story one can teligport a particular opera-
tional indicator in support of a given hypothesis. We bdid¢ivat we have identified one
such causal mechanism for the parity argument and idensiiete useful descriptive and
statistical work that will help us determine whether that@amt is supported by the evi-
dence. It also seems to us that more than one causal mechawignead to observations
of the same outcome, i.e. civil war, at an aggregate courirgll Some civil wars may
indicate conflict between the two largest groups that idifatéd by population parity, but
in many other cases, the same process is clearly not at wgrkte Chechnya rebellion in
Russia). Thus measures based on different underlying lgausaesses may not be incom-
patible with one another. But in addition to this work what meed is efforts to produce
positive accounts. We expect that one potentially fruifiround for developing positive
causal mechanisms in the future is located in the wo*k_of_MgHEﬁ_&é), Panle _(;QbS)
and@a@b(ﬁ), who show that ethnicity is fluid and ndiftiensionaP? Both of
these factors are currently not reflected in existing ettiviersity measures.

Finally, the development of ethnic diversity measures witmore solid theoretical
foundation than the common ELF index is a positive trend inaminion. At the same time
however, as political scientists, economists, and othansrtue to develop diversity indices
with explicit theoretical justifications, we think that itilhbecome increasingly important
to actually examine the theoretical underpinnings of sadices. As we have shown in this
paper, aggregate studies using these indices and civil \agrr® misleading because they
cannot identify whether theoretical expectations aboatatiors and other characteristics
in a conflict are satisfied at a level of observation below thgefcountry. This creates the
danger that any statistical relationships may be spur@and,prevents us from gaining the

225ee alsp Chandra (2001) dnd Chandra and Bauletl(2005).

rman an irardi
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kinds of interesting theoretical insights that we cannetidguish at an aggregate, country
level of observation.
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6 Tables

Table 1: Correlations between Ethnic Diversity Measures.

Parity ELF
RQ Fn. RQ Fn.

Parity, Reynal-Quero
Parity, Fearon

ELF, Reynal-Querol
ELF, Fearon

0.67 0.61 0.36
0.50 0.12
0.56

0.67
0.61 0.50
0.36 0.12 0.56
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Table 2: Civil War Incidence as a Function of Ethnic Parity and Fiacdlization

1) 2) 3) (4)
ACD ACD ACD ACD
25 25 1,000 1,000
In(Wealth per capita) 1 -0.135** -0.163** -0.116** -0.149**
(0.041) (0.036) (0.051) (0.048)
In(Country Population) 0.055 0.052 0.082 0.084
(0.042) (0.032) (0.048) (0.036)
Mountainous Terrain 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.002
(0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Non-contiguous 0.056 0.081 -0.045 -0.044
(0.128) (0.118) (0.187) (0.161)
Democracy_1 0.039 0.050 -0.111 -0.093
(0.100) (0.094) (0.138) (0.128)
Ethnic parity, RQ 0.438 0.878**
(0.277) (0.309)
Ethnic parity, Fn. 0.523* 0.593*
(0.164) (0.222)
Previous Wars 0.04%#" 0.044* 0.032** 0.038**
(0.008) (0.007) (0.009) (0.009)
Peaceyears -0.750 -0.764** -0.518** -0.494**
(0.051) (0.478) (0.046) (0.040)
N 5,050 6,078 5,050 6,078
Log pseudolikelihood -937.979 -1,093.4558  -540.309 -683.
Wald x? 1,135.49* 1,491.44* 517.87* 651.75**
Pseudo R 0.597 0.597 0.521 0.491

Notes: Probit regression with robust standard errorseladtby country.
Significance levels (two-tailed)** p < 0.01," p<0.05,* p<0.10.
All models include three cubic splines (coefficients notvghp
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Table 3: Three Characteristics of the Predicted Positive Cases

Question Yes No
State dominated by one of 2 largest Burma  DRC (Zaire)
China
Ethiopia
India
Indonesia
Pakistan
Other group is disadvantaged Burma  DRC (Zaire)
China India
Ehtiopia Indonesia
Pakistan
Disadvantaged group rebels Burma DRC (Zaire)
China India
Ehtiopia Indonesia
Pakistan
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Table 4: Civil Wars fought between the two largest ethnic groups.

Country Years Plurality group 2nd group
Guatemala 1969-1987 Mestizo Amerindian
Yugoslavie 1991 Serbs Croats
1998-1999 Serbs Albanians
Chad 1965-1970 Sara Arab
Burundi 1998 Hutu Tutsi
2000-2002 Hutu Tutsi
Rwanda 1991-1992 Hutu Tutsi
1998 Hutu Tutsi
2001 Hutu Tutsi
Angola 1975-2001 Ovimbundu-Ovambo Mbundu-Mestico
Mozambique 1981-1992 Makua-Lomwe Tsonga
Turkey 1992-1997 Turkish Kurds
Syria 1982 Sunni Arab Alawi
Lebanon 1958 Shi'a Maronite
1976 Shi'a Maronite
1980-1982 Shi'a Maronite
Afghanistan  1996-2006 Pashtun Tajiks
Myanmar 1964-1970 Burman Shan
1994 Burman Shan
Sri Lanka 1989-2006 Sinhalese Sri Lankan Tamils
Philippines 1978 Lowland Christian Malay Muslim Malay
1981 Lowland Christian Malay Muslim Malay
2000 Lowland Christian Malay Muslim Malay

Indonesia 1953

Javanese

Sunda
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Table 5: Ethnic Parity and Different Types of Civil Wars.

(Model 5) (Model 6)
other c.w. c.w. 2 other c.w. c.w. 2

In(Wealth per capita) 1 -0.493** -0.418* -0.202* -0.174
(0.120) (0.173) (0.088) (0.165)

In(Country Population); 0.178* 0.084 0.161*  0.015
(0.071) (0.107) (0.062) (0.113)

Mountainous Terrain 0.002 0.006 0.001 0.007
(0.005) (0.007) (0.004) (0.007)
Non-contiguous -0.083 0.659 -0.290 0.542
(0.303) (0.764) (0.249) (0.609)
Democracy 1 -0.094 -0.317 -0.120 -0.300
(0.219) (0.495) (0.186) (0.503)
Ethnic polarization, Fn. 0.872 2.444  0.360 2.042+
(0.544) (0.858) (0.388) (0.746)
Previous Wars 0.047  0.054*
(0.013) (0.025)
Peaceyears -0.673**  -0.653**
(0.055) (0.087)
Constant -0.734 -2.086 -0.469 -1.326

(1.122)  (1.893) (0.842)  (1.620)

N 6,078 6,078
Log pseudolikelihood -1416.71 -879.66
Wald x?2 48.53* 1123.09**

Notes: Multinomial probit regression with robust standarnrs clustered
by country. The base category is no civil war. Model 6 inchitteee cubic
splines (coefficients not shown).

Significance levels (two-tailed)** p < 0.01,* p<0.05,* p<0.10.
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Table 6: Ethnic Parity and Civil Wars not involving the two largesbgps.

(Model 7) (Model 8)
In(Wealth per capita) ; -0.348* -0.157+
(0.085) (0.060)
In(Country Population);  0.124* 0.131
(0.050) (0.042)
Mountainous Terrain 0.001 0.0004
(0.004) (0.003)
Non-contiguous -0.112 -0.143
(0.218) (0.169)
Democracy 1 -0.010 -0.086
(0.156) (0.127)
Ethnic polarization, Fn. 0.537 0.404
(0.386) (0.292)
Previous Wars 0.030
(0.031)
Peaceyears -0.485
(0.038)
Constant -0.498 -0.249
(0.797) (0.562)
N 6,078 6,078
Log pseudolikelihood -963.52 -561.90
Wald x2 27.19* 508.06™*

Notes: Probit regression with robust standard errors eledt
by country. Model 8 includes three cubic splines (coeffitsen
not shown). Significance levels (two-tailed):

**p<0.01," p<0.05,* p<0.10.
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