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Do Men Rebel because the State Is Weak?:

A Critique of the Fearon-Laitin Model

 

By Keiichi Kubo＊

In their article in American Political Science Review, Fearon and Laitin
 

have made a seminal contribution to our further understanding of dynamics of
 

occurrence of civil wars, putting forward new empirical findings based on
 

large-N analysis. A careful re-analysis of their dataset suggests, however, that
 

some part of their findings are not very convincing. In the present article, I
 

take up four issues, namely（1）assumption,（2）operationalization and mea-

surement,（3）interpretation of the results,and finally the overall implication,

in lieu of conclusion.

1. Introduction

 

In their article in American Political
 

Science Review, Fearon and Laitin［3］

have made a seminal contribution to our
 

further understanding of dynamics of
 

occurrence of civil wars, putting forward
 

new empirical findings based on the large-

N analysis. According to them, it is not
 

ethnic/religious diversity per se or griev-

ances among population but “right condi-

tions for insurgency”that matter for the
 

onset of civil wars. It is actually rather
 

surprising to see how simple their oper-

ationalisation of key variables is: their

“new states” and “political instability”

variables can be easily computed by any-

one without much effort.Yet nobody has
 

constructed these variables that show such
 

a strong effect on the onset of civil wars.

Their article exemplifies the importance of
 

theoretical  reasoning  for innovative
 

research.

All the contributions it makes notwith-

standing, however, some part of their
 

research does not seem equally convincing
 

to my eyes.In the present article,I would
 

like to take up four issues, namely（1）

assumption,（2）operationalization and
 

measurement,（3）interpretation of the
 

results,and finally the overall implication
 

in lieu of conclusion.

2. Assumption

 

Firstly, I would like to discuss the
 

implicit  assumption in their research
 

design, which is on the homogeneity of
 

what they call “civil war”:there is no
 

distinction of different types of civil war
 

and all civil wars are treated as equal. I
 

argue that this assumption could be prob-

lematic. Sambanis also criticises this
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assumption, arguing that “the new eco-

nomic theories of civil war do not consider
 

if different war types have different
 

causes, and their research designs,which
 

aggregate all civil wars in a single cate-

gory, implicitly suggest that there are no
 

such differences”（Sambanis［9］, p. 265).

If there actually is such difference of types
 

of civil war,the conclusions drawn at the
 

aggregate level might not be appropriate
 

for a certain type of civil war.

Fearon and Laitin have surely consid-

ered the difference of ethnic/non-ethnic
 

wars, just to show that it does not chal-

lenge their key findings.This difference is
 

not the only important one, however.

Another important difference is the one
 

between revolutionary wars（civil wars
 

over the control of central government）

and secessionist wars（where one of the
 

warring parties tries to secede from the
 

country). Among their independent vari-

ables,some are suspected to have different
 

effects on the different types of civil war.

Here,I discuss two such independent vari-

ables: the ethnic diversity and the vari-

ables related to “grievances”.

Firstly, as for the ethnic diversity, it
 

might affect only secessionist war onset
 

but not revolutionary war onset. Histori-

cally, revolutionary wars have occurred
 

even in ethnically highly homogeneous
 

countries,such as in Ireland in the 1920s,

but secessionist wars have been rare in the
 

countries where the people think of them-

selves as ethnically homogeneous.It seems
 

that this tendency has been strengthened
 

after the end of the Cold War.For exam-

ple,Bookman［1］argues that“most of the
 

cases of secessionist activity that charac-

terize the world in the 1990s are cases in

 

which ethno-nationalism has taken on ele-

ments of ethnic separatism”（p.153).

Therefore, it may be the case that the
 

ethnic diversity has a significant effect on
 

the onset of secessionist war in particular,

while not on the onset of revolutionary
 

war.

Secondly, grievances that  motivate
 

potential rebels could be different accord-

ing to the types of civil war. Because
 

Fearon and Laitin assume that all civil
 

wars have the same causes, they simply
 

regress civil war onset on variables related
 

to “grievances”. Their findings that the
 

effect of“grievances”on the onset of civil
 

wars is not statistically significant are not
 

so surprising,because their assumption is
 

rather unrealistic:all civil wars are caused
 

by specific type of grievances, be it eco-

nomic inequality or the ethnic（language）

discrimination.For example,since revolu-

tionary wars are not necessarily（even
 

though they could be）related to ethnic
 

issues, ethnic discrimination might not
 

affect the onset of revolutionary wars
 

while it still affects the onset of ethnic
 

wars or secessionist wars.As for the eco-

nomic inequality variable, it could affect
 

the onset of revolutionary wars but not
 

ethnic or secessionist wars because the gini
 

coefficients,used as a proxy of economic
 

grievances by Fearon and Laitin as well as
 

other authors,can only capture the vertical
 

economic inequality that exists in the soci-

ety but not horizontal inequality between
 

different ethnic groups.One can interpret
 

this index only as a proxy for a seriousness
 

of the class conflict or class cleavage
 

within the country, and in the twentieth
 

century, the class conflict has not caused
 

many secessionist wars but mostly revolu-
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tionary wars.

Fortunately, Fearon and Laitin have
 

included the variable “aim” in their
 

dataset, which makes it possible to split
 

onset cases along the difference between
 

revolutionary and secessionist wars in an
 

exactly same manner as Fearon and Laitin
 

do for the distinction between ethnic and
 

non-ethnic wars（as for the number of
 

cases in each category,see Table 1).Thus
 

I have conducted a re-analysis on each
 

type of civil war onset separately with
 

exactly the same estimation method and
 

independent  variables（see Table 2,

model 1and 2).

The results of the re-analysis do not
 

support the hypothesis set above about the
 

effect of ethnic diversity on secessionist
 

wars:the Ethno-Linguistic Fragmentation

（ELF）variable remained insignificant for
 

both cases（see table 2,model 1and 2).

But note that,as shown in table 1, there is
 

no secessionist war if fighters are mobi-

lized along non-ethnic lines.If we conduct
 

a chi-square test for the hypothesis that
 

the rows and columns in this two-way
 

tabulation of the Table 1are independent
 

and not related to each other,we obtain a
 

high value of the Pearson’s chi-square
 

which is statistically significant at 0.001

level（and thus we reject the hypothesis
 

that there is no association between these
 

two dimensions). The distribution in this
 

table indicates that the pre-existing ethnic
 

diversity which will provide a basis for the
 

ethnic mobilization of fighters is one of the
 

necessary conditions for the onset of seces-

sionist civil war, unless we assume that
 

potential secessionist leaders can artifi-

cially create a new ethnic identity in order
 

to wage a secessionist war.Actually,if we
 

look at the value of ELF among secession-

ist war onset cases, the value of ELF is
 

higher than 0.1for all cases except for
 

Bangladesh（1976), which means that a
 

minority group would share more than 5%

of the population if there are two ethnic
 

groups in that country.Of course,this does
 

not mean that the ethnic diversity is a
 

sufficient condition for the secessionist
 

war onset, since we have many cases
 

where the ethnic diversity does not lead to
 

the onset of secessionist wars. This does
 

not mean,however,that the ethnicity does
 

not matter. The ethnicity does seem to
 

matter for the onset of secessionist war
 

onset, given the distribution of the two-

way tabulation shown in the Table 1.

Is this argument  on the relations
 

between the ethnicity and secessionist war



 

onset tautological? It would be if one
 

assumes that the secessionist war is by
 

definition the ethnic war as well. If the
 

secessionist wars, by definition, can only
 

occur based on the ethnic mobilization,

then the relations found above are nothing
 

more than the reflection of the definition of
 

secessionist wars.However,I would argue
 

that it is not tautological,since secession-

ist wars theoretically could occur based on
 

non-ethnic mobilization,a primary histori-

cal example of which is the Civil War in
 

the United States. I would argue that the
 

secessionist wars could occur based on the
 

regional or other differences not related to
 

the ethnicity,and thus are not by definition
 

ethnic. Therefore, I believe that the rela-

tions found above between the ethnicity
 

and secessionist war onset are themselves
 

interesting,if not surprising.

As for the grievances, the economic in-

equality（the average gini coefficient for a
 

country in the table 1of Deininger and
 

Squire［2］）has indeed an effect on the
 

onset of revolutionary wars（see Table 2,

model 3). If we add this variable to the
 

baseline model of Fearon and Laitin, its
 

effect is statistically marginally significant

（p-value is 0.085, thus significant at 0.1

level but not significant at 0.05 level）

and the sign is positive as expected（i.e.

the increase in the economic inequality
 

increases the probability of revolutionary
 

war onset, other conditions being equal).
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Furthermore,if we exclude the irrelevant
 

variables that do not show the statistically
 

significant effects at 0.1 level, the effect
 

of economic inequality becomes statisti-

cally significant at 0.05 level（see Table

2,model 4).On the other hand, the eco-

nomic inequality does not have a signifi-

cant effect on the onset of secessionist
 

wars or of the ethnic wars（the results are
 

not presented in the table).Note that the
 

results for the gini variable are relatively
 

fragile―for example, its effect becomes
 

statistically insignificant even at 0.1 level
 

when we include all variables of the
 

baseline-model of Fearon and Laitin and
 

we use rare-event logit as an estimator
 

instead of normal logit（but it does remain
 

significant at 0.05 level even with rare-

event logit once we exclude irrelevant

 

variables). After all, therefore, I admit
 

that there is not so strong evidence that the
 

gini coefficient is a very reliable predictor
 

of the revolutionary war onset. These
 

results do show,however,that the effect of
 

the economic inequality captured by the
 

gini coefficient is different according to
 

the types of civil war.What these results
 

imply is that the fundamental assumption
 

of Fearon and Laitin that all types of civil
 

war have the same causes is highly ques-

tionable.

As for the language and religious dis-

crimination,some variables again show a
 

statistically significant effect on some type
 

of civil war.For example,as for the vari-

ables related to the language discrimina-

tion,the presence of the formal or de facto
 

recognition of other language(s）at the



 

local/regional level  has a statistically
 

significant effect on the onset of both eth-

nic wars and secessionist wars（see table

2,model 5and 6). In both cases, its
 

effect is highly significant（p-value is less
 

than 0.01）and the sign is positive（i.e.

the presence of formal or de facto recogni-

tion of some language(s）increases the
 

probability of the onset of war,other con-

ditions being equal).These results persist
 

even when we drop irrelevant variables

（that are not significant at 0.1 level）and
 

when we use different estimators such as
 

rare-event logit. This variable, on the
 

other hand, does not have a statistically
 

significant effect on the onset of revolu-

tionary wars. Therefore, these results
 

again show that the effects of language
 

discrimination（or, more precisely, lan-

guage recognition）are indeed different
 

for different types of civil war.

In addition to the results discussed above
 

related to the ethnic diversity and griev-

ances, the results of the re-analysis also
 

reveal some interesting things:while vari-

ables such as per capita income,new state
 

and instability remain significant for both
 

types of wars, other variables such as
 

population, mountainous terrain and “oil
 

exporter”variable remain significant only
 

for either of the two（see model 1and 2

in the table 2). Note that the coefficients
 

of population and mountainous terrain
 

even take an opposite sign for the two
 

cases. This suggests that some of the
 

results in Fearon and Laitin［3］depend on
 

the particularly strong effects of the vari-

ables on a particular type of civil war,

thereby implying that making inference on
 

all cases of civil wars based on their
 

results could be misleading.Furthermore,

some results of the re-analysis even chal-

lenge their main hypothesis.For example,

if the larger population represents the
 

weakness of the state as they oper-

ationalise it（Fearon and Laitin［3］, p.

81), why does it affect only secessionist
 

wars?This rather suggests that the effect
 

of larger population might reflect a differ-

ent mechanism, such as economy of size
 

for secession（i.e.the smaller the existing
 

state, the less probable the rise of seces-

sionist claims because creating an even
 

smaller new state would not be a viable
 

option).

3. Operationalization and
 

Measurement

 

3.1. The Ethnic Diversity
 

Fearon and Laitin use the ELF as a
 

proxy for the ethnic diversity.Even though
 

this is a common practice among scholars,

it could be problematic because the for-

mula used for calculating the ELF does not
 

summarize the country’s ethnic diversity
 

well. Recall that the formula used is as
 

follows:

＝1－∑

where Si is the share of the ith group（ ＝

1 ).The number calculated by this for-

mula could be inappropriate as a summary
 

of the ethnic diversity in one country.For
 

example, as Posner［8］has argued, if
 

there are two countries,one with two eth-

nic groups of equal size（1/2,1/2）and
 

the other with one ethnic group that shares
 

two-thirds and two more groups of one-
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sixth each（2/3,1/6,1/6), this formula
 

will give exactly the same number（0.5）

for both countries.While there is a large
 

difference between these two countries in
 

terms of the ethnic diversity（numbers of
 

the ethnic groups and the share of these
 

groups), these countries are not distin-

guishable if we use the ELF.

One way to check the validity of the
 

analysis using the ELF index is to use the
 

different index of ethnic diversity instead
 

of the ELF and compare the results.If we
 

arrive at the same conclusion even when
 

we use the different indices,we could be
 

more confident on the results.As an alter-

native measurement of the ethnic diversity,

I use the index of ethnic heterogeneity

（EHET）constructed by Vanhanen［11］.

Interestingly, for example, Sambanis［9］

finds that the ethnic diversity indeed mat-

ters for the onset of ethnic wars,contrary
 

to the findings of Fearon and Laitin,using
 

Vanhanen’s index of ethnic diversity.

Therefore, using this index for the re-

analysis of Fearon and Laitin also gives us
 

a clue why these authors arrive at com-

pletely contradictory conclusions.

The results of the re-analysis using the
 

Vanhanen’s index as a replacement for the
 

ELF are shown in the table 2（model 7

and 8).If we compare the results, it does
 

appear that we will arrive at the different
 

conclusion on the onset of ethnic wars if
 

we use this index rather than the ELF.

While the effect of the EHET is not statis-

tically significant for the onset of civil war

（at the aggregate level), it’s Z value is
 

much higher than that of the ELF for the
 

onset of ethnic wars（p-value is 0.052,

which is very close to the 0.05 threshold）

and its Z value increases and gets statisti-

cally significant at 0.05 level once vari-

ables that do not show a statistically sig-

nificant effect（at 0.1 level）are dropped.

Of course,these results do not necessarily
 

mean that the results for EHET are right
 

and those for the ELF are wrong.Actually,

it is quite difficult to argue which is right
 

and which is wrong when two indices that
 

are supposed to measure the same thing

（in this case, ethnic diversity）show the
 

different results. They do suggest that,

however,we should be cautious in drawing
 

a conclusion based on the results of these
 

indices,since it indicates the measurement
 

error of either（or quite possibly,both）of
 

the indices.

3.2. The Grievances
 

Based on their findings, the authors
 

argue that there is“little evidence that one
 

can predict where a civil war will break
 

out by looking for where ethnic or other
 

broad political grievances are strongest”

（Fearon and Laitin［3］,p. 75).They share
 

the fundamental point with a prominent
 

economist Paul Collier,who has been argu-

ing that the civil wars are caused not by
 

the grievances but by the greed or opportu-

nities.They have presented more evidence
 

for the current trend of rejection of griev-

ances as a cause of civil wars.

It seems to me,however,that we should
 

still be careful not to jump to the conclu-

sion that grievances do not matter. It is
 

because their variables may not have cov-

ered the types of grievances that could
 

cause civil wars.Even though they do their
 

best to operationalise “grievances”, there
 

are still other types of serious grievances
 

not captured by their variables―such as
 

discriminatory treatments of specific



 

group in the economic life,historical loss
 

of autonomy or independence, de facto
 

marginalization of distinct  community
 

under current political system（even if
 

equal opportunity of participation is for-

mally given to every citizen), and so on.

While many scholars（especially those
 

who conduct qualitative cases studies）

have argued that the grievances are one of
 

the causes of violent conflicts, the actual
 

content of the grievances seems to vary to
 

a great extent across the cases. If that is
 

the case,one might argue that the“griev-

ances”are much more difficult to capture
 

quantitatively by a single measure compar-

ed to economic and other indicators, and
 

that their results in favour of“conditions
 

of insurgency”might be partly due to the
 

fact that the grievances that could lead to
 

the rebellion are not captured adequately
 

by their variables.

3.3. Oil
 

As for the“oil”variable,it seems to me
 

that using a binary variable is too crude.

There is no theoretical reason to take
 

one-third as a threshold:equating 30% and

0% while differentiating 30% from 34%

does not sound plausible.Since there must
 

have been a continuous variable of the
 

share of fuel exports, I argue that they
 

should have used or at least included the
 

continuous variable. By comparing the
 

results for binary and continuous vari-

ables, or results for binary variable with
 

different level of threshold,one could have
 

checked how sensitive the results are to the
 

level of threshold.This point is important
 

because the results for their oil variable do
 

seem quite fragile. As Humphreys［4］

found, the relationship between their oil

 

variable and the civil war onset disappears
 

if the outlier cases of Russia and Indonesia
 

are dropped（Russia and Indonesia have
 

total 9onsets in the dataset). Further-

more,as discussed above,their oil variable
 

remains significant only for the onset of
 

secessionist wars if we analyze the onset of
 

different types of civil war separately（see
 

table 2,model 1and 2).It is not surpris-

ing because both of the two outliers―Rus-

sia and Indonesia― have dispropor-

tionately larger number of secessionist
 

wars（out of total 9onsets, 7are seces-

sionist wars).

This problem of measurement,however,

seems to be solved by Humphreys［5］,who
 

constructed the oil-related continuous vari-

able based on various sources and has
 

found that this variable has a statistically
 

significant effect on the civil war onset

（using the coding of civil war onset of the
 

Fearon and Laitin［3］). At the time of
 

writing,therefore,their oil variable seems
 

to be surpassed in quality by the data
 

constructed by Humphreys, as Professor
 

Fearon himself has noted . A question
 

that remains unanswered is, however,

whether the oil variable constructed by
 

Humphreys has a statistically significant
 

effect on all types of civil war or has a
 

significant effect only on some type of civil
 

war as the oil variable of Fearon and
 

Laitin does. The results of the investiga-

tion would affect our inference on the
 

relations between the presence of natural
 

resources such as oil and the civil conflict
 

onset.
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4. Interpretation of The Results

 

As for the interpretation of the results,I
 

would like to argue that their interpreta-

tion of the results for GDP per capita is not
 

totally convincing. It is because GDP per
 

capita can be a proxy for so many mecha-

nisms and we are not sure what mecha-

nism is working.According to Fearon and
 

Laitin,GDP per capita can be a proxy of
 

three mechanisms:（1）overall financial,

administrative, police, and military capa-

bilities of the state,（2）the degree of pene-

tration into rural society by the central
 

administration,（3）the possibility of re-

cruiting young men to the life of guerrilla

（Fearon and Laitin［3］,p. 80).They argue
 

that “it is difficult to find measures to
 

distinguish among these three mecha-

nisms”but they“believe”that the strong
 

results for per capita income are due

“largely”to its acting as a proxy for state
 

military and police strength relative to
 

potential insurgents（Fearon and Laitin

［3］, p. 80). But since there is no way to
 

distinguish three mechanisms, we simply
 

cannot tell which one―or a combination of
 

several mechanisms―is working behind
 

the relationship between the GDP per cap-

ita and the onset of civil war.

Contrary to the authors, I think that
 

there are some possible proxies for three
 

mechanisms associated with GDP per cap-

ita.For military strength,for example,one
 

might be able to use the number of troops
 

or the amount of military expenditure of
 

the state as a proxy of it.As for the possi-

bility of recruiting young men to the life of
 

guerrilla,one could use an unemployment

 

rate as a proxy of the“opportunity cost”

of taking up arms. This latter point is
 

made by Sambanis,who argues that“given
 

the lack of clarity about what exactly GDP
 

measures, one wonders why these studies
 

did not use more direct measures of oppor-

tunity cost, such as unemployment, espe-

cially among young men”（Sambanis［10］,

p. 20).By introducing these variables,we
 

might be able to distinguish different
 

mechanisms and to see exactly which
 

mechanism is working.

Thanks to a series of large-N studies on
 

the onset of civil war,it has now become
 

clear that the GDP per capita is one of the
 

most reliable predictor of the civil war
 

onset.As Humphreys［5］has pointed out
 

on the relations between natural resources
 

and civil conflict,however,“［p］rominent
 

research has focused on correlations with-

out constructing tests to identify particular
 

mechanisms that may underlie those corre-

lations”and has “arbitrarily favored one
 

mechanism to the exclusion of others”（p.

28).The intellectual challenge we face is
 

to investigate what is the mechanism that
 

works behind the relations between the
 

GDP per capita and the civil war onset.

5. In Lieu of Conclusion:

On Overall Implication

 

Finally, in lieu of conclusion, I would
 

like to discuss the overall implication of
 

the results of their analysis.Despite all the
 

problems discussed above, I still accept
 

that their main argument is plausible to
 

some extent not only empirically but also
 

logically― “right conditions of insurgen-

cy,”such as lower GDP per capita, new



 

states and the regime instability,do matter
 

for the onset of civil wars.Whatever may
 

be the motivations of the potential rebels,

the bad conditions of insurgency, which
 

make the rebellion more difficult, would
 

deter the potential rebels from taking up
 

arms.In contrast,right conditions of insur-

gency are the enabling conditions of civil
 

war and we will see civil wars if（and
 

maybe only if?）these conditions are pres-

ent.

Does this also mean,however,that men
 

rebel simply because the conditions are
 

right? It seems to me that Fearon and
 

Laitin think it does: “if”, they argue,

“under the right environmental conditions,

just 500 to 2,000active guerrillas can
 

make for a long-running,destructive inter-

nal war, then the average level of griev-

ance in a group may not matter that much”

and“what matters is whether active rebels
 

can hide from government forces and
 

whether economic opportunities are so
 

poor that the life of a rebel is attractive to

500or 2,000young  men”（Fearon and
 

Laitin［3］,p. 88). In a word, such a view
 

regards rebels as mere opportunists.There
 

is no need of distinction between motiva-

tions and enabling conditions here,because
 

both merge.

They may well be mere opportunists in
 

some cases.As a general proposition,how-

ever,this view does not seem very convinc-

ing after the careful re-analysis of their
 

research.Firstly,if we conduct an analysis
 

separately for different types of civil war,

there is some empirical evidence that the
 

grievances matter for the onset of civil
 

wars,even though the evidence is not very
 

strong.In addition,many of the variables
 

associated with the “right conditions of

 

insurgency”,such as the size of the country

（population),mountainous terrain and“oil
 

exporter”variable, actually have signifi-

cant effects only on specific type of civil
 

war.If all rebels were in fact opportunists
 

and respond to the presence of the“right
 

conditions of insurgency”in an identical
 

manner, there would not be such differ-

ences between types of civil war.

Furthermore, if men rebel  simply
 

because the right conditions of insurgency
 

are there,I find it rather puzzling why vast
 

majority of people have not  rebelled
 

against the state despite “right condi-

tions”,especially in large countries such as
 

Russia and Indonesia. I doubt that the
 

rebellion of Chechnya,East Timor or Aceh
 

was a mere product of random effect of

“right conditions of insurgency”. If the
 

effect of“right conditions of insurgency”is
 

not random within the country, then it
 

might be the case that the“right conditions
 

of insurgency”enable the rebellion by the
 

people who are motivated by other causes,

but they do not affect so much the people
 

who are not motivated by some other
 

causes. If that is the case, it would mean
 

that one should distinguish the fundamen-

tal causes of conflict that motivate poten-

tial rebels to take up arms and“conditions
 

of insurgency”that enable the rebellion,

both of which are necessary for the onset
 

of civil war.

To my eyes,“grievances”remain a pri-

mary candidate of such “fundamental
 

causes”. Even though many prominent
 

scholars who conduct large-N studies on
 

civil wars have already reached to the
 

conclusion that “grievances do not mat-

ter,”I still suspect that this might be rather
 

due to their research design, such as the
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lack of distinction of types of civil war and
 

inadequate operationalization of “griev-

ances”.There seems to remain a room for
 

further study before drawing a final con-

clusion based on the results of the existing
 

literature.

Notes
 
This variable is coded 1 if rebels aim at

 
centre, 3 if they aim at exit or autonomy and

2 if their aim is ambiguous,among the onset
 

cases.

As for the rare-event logit, see King and
 

Zeng［6］;King and Zeng［7］. Statistical
 

software of RElogit is available from http://

gking.harvard.edu/.

This variable is called “offrlang”in the
 

Fearon-Laitin dataset, but is not included in
 

the replication dataset available on the inter-

net.See the footnote 4below.

The variables related to language and reli-

gious discrimination constructed by Professor
 

Fearon and Professor Laitin are not included
 

in their replication dataset published on the
 

internet,and are provided personally by them
 

for this re-analysis.I would like to express my
 

sincerest gratitude for their kindness and
 

generosity. For the replication of this re-

analysis in the present article,please contact
 

Professor Fearon and Professor Laitin direct-

ly for the language and religious discrimina-

tion variables. Their contact information is
 

available at their website:http://www.stan-

ford.edu/jfearon/and http://www.stanford.

edu/dlaitin/.

The interpretation of these results is not
 

easy and straightforward, because this vari-

able might be picking out countries with
 

ethnic minorities that have mobilized enough
 

to get some official recognition at the
 

regional/local level,as professor Fearon has
 

pointed out（in the personal communication
 

with the author).If it is the case,this variable
 

is not a proxy for the language discrimination
 

but for the ethnic mobilization for some other
 

reasons. In order to check this, one must

 

investigate whether ethnic groups that have
 

rebelled in these countries had got the official
 

recognition of their language or not. The
 

results of the investigation would be an inter-

esting contribution for the academic discus-

sion on whether the power-sharing between
 

ethnic groups leads to the stability and peace
 

in that country or to the escalation of the
 

demands of minorities and further conflict.

These results hardly vary when the ambig-

uous cases are included in the dependent
 

variable.

The effect of the oil variable actually
 

remains marginally significant at 0.1 level
 

when these two countries are dropped.When
 

irrelevant independent variables（insignifi-

cant at 0.1 level）are dropped,however,the
 

effect of the oil variable becomes statistically
 

insignificant even at 0.1 level（p-value is

0.119).

Personal communication with the author,

December 4,2004.
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