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Abstract

Existing research has related civil war primarily to coyrgpecific factors or processes
within individual states. Many contemporary civil warswever, display a transnational
character, where actors, resources, and events spanaldimmmdaries. | challenge the
“closed polity” approach to the study of civil war, and pdkiat transnational factors and
linkages between states influence the risk of violent ciilftict. Previous research has
shown that conflicts in a state’s regional context can irggdhe risk of conflict, but has
not distinguished between different transnational lirdsathat may underlie geographic
contagion and failed to consider the potential influencedamhestic attributes. | evalu-
ate a series of hypotheses on how transnational factorsflaence the risk of conflict

and the prospects for maintaining peace in a conditionallegistic model, including

country-specific factors often associated with civil warfgnd that transnational linkages
between states and regional factors strongly influencagskef civil conflict, and that the

risk of civil war differs fundamentally depending on a cayrd linkages to other states.



1 Introduction

Research on conflict has tended to draw a sharp distinctiomeleetinterstate conflict
between states andtrastate conflict within states. The two types of conflict hava-ge
erally been treated as mutually exclusive phenomena adikstin very different ways.
Research on international war has tended to disregard amydbconflict not between
two state actors, even though many disputes between sfegaoginate in interactions
between states and non-state actors (see, e.g., Gleditdchadehyan 2007; Moore and
Davis 1997; Gartzke and Gleditsch 2006). Likewise, mostistiof civil war tend to try
to explain each conflict based on attributes and procesghs tountry in which conflict
takes place, without considering the role of actors outiéeboundaries of the affected
state.

In this paper, | argue that it is inappropriate to treat cwdr as a fully domestic
phenomenon, as participants and processes outside thddy@asof each individual state
where conflict takes place can influence the risk of conflieixdmine how transnational
linkages and interactions across state boundaries ingudedikelihood of civil conflict.
| find strong evidence that transnational contagion, or arifi neighboring states, as
well as series hypothesized transnational ethnic, paljtand economic linkages between

states, shape the risk of conflict and prospect for peactelodncluding section | discuss

In the Correlates of War project’s data on war (Sarkees 260gxample, the con-
flictin Vietham becomes an interstate war after 1965 dueddif intervention. Since the
war categories are mutually exclusive, this by definitiogrritinates” the prior civil war
in the Republic of Vietnam. Prior to independence, the canfii¢/ietnam is considered

an international extra-state war involving France.



some broader implications for the study of civil war.

2 Civil war: Existing research and stylized facts

Civil war between states and non-state actors is the mostlerevform of conflict in the
contemporary world (see Gleditsch et al. 2002), and thessaniscivil wars have received
considerable scholarly interest, especially after theantle Cold War. Theoretical ap-
proaches to internal conflict have focused on how grievanoasvate groups to rebel
(e.g. Gurr 1970), what shapes opportunities for collectiggon in mobilization (e.g.,
Tilly 1978), as well as the role thgtreedor rents from conflict through activities such as
pillaging and looting may play in promoting violence (e.ggllier and Hoeffler 2004).
Empirical research has identified a number of country cheristics that appear to be
associated with civil war onset (for a comprehensive revese Sambanis 2002). For
example, researchers have suggested that civil wars agegoprmon in poorer societies
(see Fearon and Laitin 2003), in politically unstable caest(see Hegre et al. 2001), and
countries that are abundant in lootable resources (seesCatid Hoeffler 2004). Many
propositions on civil war remain hotly contested; Whereaarée and Laitin (2003) in-
sist that there is no link between ethnic heterogeneity amdlict, others find more ev-
idence that ethnic cleavages may give risk to conflict andstipre the validity of com-
mon measures (see Ellingsen 2000; Cederman and Girardin 2006n, Hechter and
Wibbels 2003).

Although different studies of civil war onset may have engbed different explana-
tory factors, virtually all have related civil war twountry-specifidactors or processes

within the state experiencing conflict. Existing research haglargverlooked the pos-



sibility that transnational factors or linkages to actousside the state experiencing con-
flict may influence conflict onset. This “closed polity” assution stands in stark con-
trast to the importance accorded to international factormany popular accounts of
individual civil wars such as the conflict in the former Za{eeg., McNulty 1999), and
the widespread concern among policymakers that civil waay generate instability
in other states (e.g., Brown 1996, 3). Several studies hawerstthat external parties
may play an important role in conflict escalation and setlein(e.g., Gleditsch and
Beardsley 2004; Regan 2000; Walter 1997). But just as extearéiep can influence
ongoing conflict, there are strong reasons to suspect thaisk of civil war at the outset
may be influenced by participants and processes outsid@thwlaries of the nation state.
However, the possibility that external parties could infice whether internal disputes
over contentious issues escalate to violent civil conftidhie first place has received re-
markably little attention. Moreover, if transnational fas influence the risk of civil war,
then focusing exclusively on country-specific factors ceatdyincomplete or potentially
misleading inferences.

In the following section | first review existing work on hovatrsnational dependence
and interactions can influence the risk of conflict. | williet to hypotheses on transna-

tional linkages between states that may affect the riskwifwar later.

3 Transnational dimensions of civil war

International relations research usually insists thaestdo not exist in isolation, but are
influenced by their interaction and exposure to other staégmtial proximity increases

the opportunity for conflictual and cooperative interactidetween states as well as the



willingness of leaders to engage in particular types of biglnaMost wars are fought be-
tween neighboring states, cooperative relations suctads @lso tend to be more devel-
oped between geographically proximate states, and thegenimfluence the constraints
and incentives of individual leaders. This stands in stanktr@st to the “closed polity”
model usually adopted in studies of intrastate conflict, neleach state is treated as an
isolated unit.

Some researchers have challenged the “closed polity” agprto civil war, and con-
sidered the possibility that “bad” neighbors and neighbods - using a term from Weiner
(1996) - can make countries more at risk of civil war. Sevieaatke found evidence of spa-
tial contagion or diffusion of civil conflict, in the senseattthe risk of conflict increases
when neighboring states are involved in conflict (see Gdeti2002; Sambanis 200%
Ward and Gleditsch 2002; Salehyan and Gleditsch 2006). clins$ering effect has been
replicated in many studies. In a sensitivity analysis, ldeggrd Sambanis (2006) find that
the positive impact of neighboring conflict on the risk oficwar remains robust under
many possible specifications, and neighboring conflict lrelsuggested as useful for
predicting conflict or generating “early warning” systeraed Esty et al. 1998).

Although the assertion that conflict in a neighboring stateeases the risk of conflict
may not be controversial, there are a number of ambiguisss@ated with the existing
empirical evidence. First, it remains unclear exactly whet about conflict in a neigh-
boring state that increases the risk that a state will egpea war. On the one hand, the
increase in risk could stem from direct contagion, or whatcae call non-actor specific
spill-over effects. For example, ongoing conflicts in ndéighng countries may decrease

the price of arms and increase their availability, therelakimg it relatively less expensive



for aggrieved groups to mobilize insurgencies (see Coller ldoeffler 2004). However,

the increase in risk may also stem from actor-specific forfrintervention and support

from actors outside the state in question. Whereas dire¢agamm would increase the
risk of conflict for all countries alike, the effects of actgecific mechanisms hinge on
the specific relationship between outside actors and th8ictoprotagonists inside the

country.

Studies of third party intervention in ongoing civil wars/iaf course already studied
ways in which conflicts become internationaliZed\Ithough some researchers such as
Reagan (2000, 2) assume that third parties intervene in nggainflict to stop the fight-
ing, Gartzke and Gleditsch (2005) suggest that third partiay have more varied moti-
vations for decisions to intervene. In addition to seekmghorten an ongoing conflict
by increasing the likelihood ad settlement, third parties may also intervene to promote
preferredoutcomes, or settlements that are relatively more favertbbne of the parties.
Austvoll (2005) confirms that countries with shared ethres to actors in civil war are
much more likely to intervene in ongoing conflicts.

Direct interventions from other states in civil wars, hoee\are relatively rare. Direct
intervention in conflicts in other states, especially onglie of the rebels, constitutes a

serious violation of the state’s sovereignty, and ofteraiéstgnificant costs to the inter-

2About 5% of the internal conflicts in the Uppsala data for 12063 are consid-
ered internationalized civil wars, where either the gowent or the opposition receives
support from the government of other states. The Correldt®¢ao project’s civil war
data (Sarkees 2000), with a higher conflict threshold, Hodd about 25% include foreign

interventions.



vening state. States often intervene in more indirect waylisputes in other states, for
example through covert support to one of the parties, netfieiting in arms transactions,
or permitting rebels to operate on their territory. Suchrect support seems at least as
important as direct intervention in ongoing civil wars, Inais received little attention in
existing work (although see Salehyan 2006).

A more fundamental point overlooked by previous researthasif direct or indirect
third party support influences the outcomes of conflict, thesumably the prospects
for such support will also influence conflict onset or whett@ntention between a gov-
ernment and a rebel group will escalate to violent conflighia first place’. Studies of
intervention in ongoing disputes can by construction nibt® anything about this. In-
stead of studying only cases where actors intervene in aggminflicts (whether directly
or indirectly), we should consider whether situations wWithh ex anteopportunities for
third party support see a higher rate of conflict onset. Tasd3o far not been done con-
vincingly in systematic studies of conflict ongetln the subsequent section, | outline
hypotheses on specific transnational factors that will nsalgoort for insurgencies more
or less likely, and thereby influence the risk of conflict dnse

To illustrate the point that transnational linkages mayuiafice initial onset and not

just subsequent intervention, consider the case of therddbainsurgencies in Kosovo

3Kuperman and Crawford (2006) discuss the possibility thtitipated external sup-

port can lead actors to instigate violence.
4Collier and Hoeffler (2004) consider the number of a stateisignants in the US

census as a measure of potential external support. Howligseems a poor measure,
as ties to actors in conflict countries are not limited to imwrants and all communities

not in the US are ignored.



in the late 1990s and Macedonia in the early 2000s, whereciealy unreasonable to
assume that transnational ties were irrelevant for thesaectito initiate violence. Al-
though ethnic Albanians were clearly harshly discrimidaagainst after Miléevc re-
voked Kosovo’s autonomy in 1989, the main Albanian leaderthé province, such as
Rugova, favored a non-violent strategy of resistance, aadctimflict did not turn vio-
lent until the emergence of the more militant Kosovo Libem@tArmy (KLA) in 1996.
The KLA mobilized to a large extent through recruitment améficial support from the
Albanian emige community, and benefitted from military training camps é@ighboring
Albania. Although the KLA guerrilla strategy lead to a versh military response from
Serb forces that forced the KLA to retreat back to Albania,itidiscriminate Serb retri-
bution against Albanian civilians increased pressure erld8A and NATO to intervene
the region. After the end of the Kosovo war, the KLA lost muéhhe political influence
to Rugova’s Democratic League for Kosovo. Dissatisfied wligirt marginalization in
post-war politics in Kosovo, many ex-KLA members turned aosls spreading the Al-
banian insurgency outside Kosovo. In 2001, the Albanianddat Liberation Army took
up arms against the government in neighboring Macedonisshatad a large ethnic Al-
banian minority and had received a massive influx of refude®s the war in Kosovo.
The Albanian mobilization in Macedonia is difficult to expidy looking at the situation
in that country in isolation — indeed, the main Albanian mserved in the ruling gov-
ernment coalition — but was strongly influenced by ties toahlians outside the country
and the polarizing influence of the war in Kosovo.

Even existing studies that have examined conflict contajawe generally failed to

appreciate how such neighborhood effects imply that carwesl country-specific mod-



els are incorrect by construction, since individual obagons cannot be assumed to be
independent of one another. Stated differently, if the ofskonflict in one state depends
upon whether conflict is present in other states, there isnplied feedback effect where
a change in a factor affecting the risk of conflict in staite turn affects the probability of
conflict in connected countrigs(see Beck, Gleditsch and Beardsley 2006; Gleditsch and
Ward 2000). Ward and Gleditsch (2002) propos@atologisticmodel of conflict, where
the likelihood of conflict in one country is treated as comdifl on conflict in other states
(see also Gleditsch and Ward 2000; Sambanis 20®4dlehyan and Gleditsch 2006). They
find strong evidence of conditionality in conflict, and dersivate that a simple model
conditioning on wars in neighboring countries predicts|veeit of sample. However,
their study has some important shortcomings; It is basedatafdr a single year (1988).
Since wars are rare events, a sample of one year only couldjbly idiosyncratic. The
high conflict threshold (i.e., more than 1,000 casualtigsypar) will exclude many vi-
olent events that do not quite reach the cut-off psirtsince the model left out many
domestic factors commonly thought to influence the likedith@f civil war, the results
could reflect omitted spatially clustered country attrdsutather than transnational conta-

gion per se Gleditsch (2008) shows how many economic and political country-specific

SSambanis (200d) argues that a high threshold may understate conflict inlsinah-
tries wherer deaths could constitute a sizable share of the populatibis may in part
account for why many studies find a positive effect of popakaon the risk of war (e.qg.,
Collier and Hoeffler 2004). The coding of start and end datesbezome somewhat ar-
bitrary with a high threshold, as conflicts may drop in and thetsample depending on

whether they reach the threshold in a given year.



attributes believed to be related civil war, such as GDP peita and democracy, also
display geographical clustering.

In this paper, | address shortcomings in existing studiesamsnational factors and
civil war onset. | first develop hypotheses on specific tratisnal factors increasing the
risk of civil war that may underlie the observed spatial tduimg. | then test these in
an autologistic model using a lower conflict threshold andsatering country-specific

attributes that may be spatially clustered.

4 Hypotheses on transnational linkages and civil war

Breaking down the spatial clustering suggested by previessarch into specific transna-
tional linkages has important advantages; Since spatigbhgmn may reflect a host of
different phenomena, it is difficult to interpret the meanof spatial clustering directly.
We would like to know not only that conflict in Rwanda increaies risk of conflict in
Zaire, but what it is about conflict in neighboring stated thareases the risk of conflict
in another state. Moreover, whereas the risk of contagiom fconflict in a neighbor-
ing country can only be assessex post or once neighboring conflict has broken out,
transnational factors that increase the opportunitiesdoiflict can be assessed ante
Here, | identify three transnational linkages that areljike affect the risk that a country

will experience a civil war.

4.1 Transnational ethnic linkages

Transnational ties related to ethnicity is likely to infleenthe “willingness” of groups

to mobilize for violent conflict or respond to governmentnegsion with violence. Many

10



civil wars involve ethnic groups who try to attain autononmgecede from existing states.
However, ethnic groups are often not limited to a singlesstaut can span national bound-
aries. Existing research has demonstrated that exteteal@mtion in conflicts often seem
motivated by efforts to support ethnic kin in other states athnic kin and emigrcom-
munities in other states have often played an importantinofeobilizing and financing
insurgencies. Hence, transnational ethnic kin linkagesatao plausibly influence in
whether disputes between ethnic groups with grievancemstiga central government
escalate to violent conflict. Groups that have transnatiooamunities should have a
generally larger pool of resources that they can drawn upomobilizing for violent
conflict. One the one hand, transnational communities geoethnic groups with of-
ten substantiallymoreresources than what would be apparent from the size of a group
and its resources at the domestic level. At the same timeggastfrom transnational
communities can provide groups with qualitatively differeesources, as it is more diffi-
cult for the government in the conflict country to limit soescof support and bases/safe
havens in other countries than would be the case on its owtotgr Finally, members of
the transnational component of an ethnic group are oftere manfrontational and more
likely to support hardline leaders than the average memb#rd country of contention
itself. Although ethnic kin in principle could be located nmany countries, supporting
insurgencies is much more difficult for communities far frima conflict country. Hence,
all else equal, we should expect that the risk of civil warudtddigher the more ethnic

groups are found on both sides of an international border.
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Hypothesis 1: The more ethnic groups that span internatiboandaries, the
higher the potential for external support for insurgenciasd the higher the risk

that a country will experience a civil war

4.2 Transnational political linkages

Geographical distance is obviously not the only factor thatdiates willingness or in-
centives to support insurgencies or promote conflict in rothtates. In particular, the
character of political institutions can constrain the apyoities for leaders who wish
to influence political events and disputes that may escatatéolence in other states.
Democracies are sometimes defined in terms of institutibas ltave potential power
to constrain executives (see Bollen 1990; Gleditsch and \WWaa¥). Research on the
democratic peace suggests that leaders in competitivecadlinstitutions face greater
difficulties in intervening militarily when other actors ppse the use of force (see, e.g.,
Gleditsch 2003; Tures 2001; Schultz 1998). An autocratic ruler such as Madaces
few effective barriers on providing support to the beleagdegovernment in the Demo-
cratic Republic of Congo, despite widespread domestic oppogd involvement in the
civil war. Such constraints should also make it more diftiéoit leaders to either provide
or not restrict support for mobilizing violent insurgensia other states, and transnational
ties should be less likely to be associated with conflict wiherpotential patron state has
a democratic regime. Of course, most states have multipghbers, and we need to
look at the overall political context prevailing in a regitmascertain barriers against sup-
port or intrusion in the affairs of other states. The morest@ined political leaders in

a region, the stronger the ex ante barriers against invameim disputes in neighboring
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states (Gleditsch 20@2 Conversely, states in a more autocratic region, wherestsad
face few formal constraints on intervention, should haveghér risk of political conflicts

escalating to violence.

Hypothesis 2: The less democratic the political institni@f neighboring coun-

tries, the higher the risk that a country will experience alamar

4.3 Transnational economic linkages

A third transnational factor which may influence the risk wilavar is the extent of inte-
gration between connected states. A wealth of researclestgytipat higher economic in-
terdependence between states decreases the likelihooidisitate war. Interdependence
can similarly have a limiting effect on conflict within statésee Gleditsch 20@62Hegre,
Gissinger and Gleditsch 2003; de Soysa 2002). Actors in nmbegrated and complex
economies face greater costs from conflict, and therefore beeater interests in main-
taining peaceful relations. Economic interdependence exayt a conflict dampening
role even when potential rebels are only marginally integtan the formal economy.
In a situation where levels of interdependence are high andlict would be costly to
many actors, affected interests will have an incentive dpyogovernments for solutions
to accommodate aggrieved groups and limit disruption.

Moreover, the incentives for states to support conflicteighboring states are shaped
to a large extent by their affinity or antipathies to existiegimes. Trade is one indicator
of compatibility between states. Although it is firms rathlean states that engage in

exchange, governments can regulate trading opportunitissgnational trade takes place
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under expectations about political relations and theilika&ld that political conflict will
disrupt future opportunities for trade. The extent of treda this sense a good observable
indicator of integration.

Most existing studies of international economic relatiansl civil war have studied
general openness or trade with all countries in the inteynak system (see Esty et al.
1998; de Soysa 2002). However, potential influences for iobwoil peace are most likely
to emanate from neighboring countries. An individual cgumiay have a high degree
of trade integration with countries elsewhere in the wobldt relations with neighbor-
ing states will affect its security the most. Hence, the mixtd economic linkages with
proximate states seems a more appropriate indicator ofdasis of violent conflict and

incentives for settling conflicts in non-violent ways (sdedisch 2003).

Hypothesis 3: The greater the trade integration with statesogsinding a coun-

try, the lower the risk of civil war

4.4 Central domestic factors in civil wars

Evaluating the influence of transnational factors on thlk oiscivil war requires a rea-
sonable baseline model of conflict. In particular, we neethke into account domes-
tic factors believed to be associated with confacid likely to be spatially correlated
or systematically associated with the other transnatita@brs. Many researchers find
that a state’s level of development alters the prospectsifdrwar (e.g., Collier and
Hoeffler 2004; Fearon and Laitin 2003), although the intetigtions offered vary between

stressing the opportunity costs of conflict of rebels oresstitength. However, since GDP
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per capita clearly clusters geographically (e.g., Gletitd002), we need to ensure that
we do not infer apparent conflict clusters simply due torigilio control for clustering in
income.

Several have hypothesized that political regime influenkesisk of civil war, and
the distribution of institutions is known to be spatiallystered (e.g., Gleditsch and Ward
2007). Many argue that civil wars should be less likely in demacies, which provide
greater opportunities for pursuing political objectivgsgeaceful means (e.g., Krain and
Myers 1997). However, since strict autocracies may be sefffily repressive to deter
dissent, some scholars argue that the risk of civil war ghbel highest in intermediate
“anocratic” regimes that combine sufficient grievanceslanK of political rights to make
violent protest attractive, yet are not repressive enoagluccessfully deter conflict (see
Hegre et al. 2001; Muller and Weede 1990). This is sometimtesned to as the inverted
U-curve hypothesis.

Finally, many argue that conflicts may be more likely in etlally heterogeneous
countries (see Sambanis 2002; Ellingsen 2000). This cauésbociated with the hypoth-
esized link between transborder groups and conflict sincietes with a higher number
of transborder ethnic groups could be associated with gredhnic heterogeneity. Fi-
nally, countries with larger population are more likely tntain some group willing to
rebel (e.g., Collier and Hoeffler 2004). Since larger coestiare more likely to have

transborder groups, population size is a relevant conanohble.

%Vreeland (2005) argues that many empirical studies clajrtoriind support for these
arguments using the Polity data are problematic, sinceicoeftplicitly influences the

coding of the data.
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5 Identifying transnational linkages and dependence

| have argued that the likelihood that a stat&ill be involved in a conflict at time is
very much dependent on processes taking place in othes gtated their relations with
i, but so far not specified what states should be consideremhfaty dependent on one
another. Before proceeding to analyze if transnationabfadnfluence the risk of war
| must identify the relations that tie states together an@ér@lwe may expect external
factors to increase the risk of conflict.

Dependence among states stems from interaction and diffesen their relations.
Assuming global dependence where all states are connectatetanother provides no
indication of why some regions appear to be more conflict @ritvan others. A single
state; may interact with all the remaininy — 1 states in the international system, but not
all of thesel N x (N — 1)] /2 dyadic relationships are likely to be equally relevant.c8in
distance is such a powerful modifier of the opportunitiesifiéeraction, geographically
proximate states are generally more relevant to one anofigrough states other than
geographic neighbors can be important, we can identify tbst important relationships
between states by examining dependence determined byagdnical proximity’

A simple way to model spatial dependence is to assume a loaeddvl random field,
where each observation depends only upon its proximatergplig neighbors. More
formally, for a set ofV units, Pr(y; | y;,j # i) depends only ow; if j is a neighbor of

i (Ripley 1988). A Markov random field can be seen as a spatidbgpao a first-order

"Truly global influences, such as superpower “overlay” orpgupto civil wars moti-
vated by the Cold War rivalry, can potentially apply in all eage.g., Buzan 1991). As

such, they cannot account for differences between regions.
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Markov process in timé&.Substantively, this implies that the likelihood of a civiawin
Zaire is influenced by proximate states such as Rwanda, bstrauedepend on whether
distant states such as Colombia experience civil war. Thetstre of dependence can
be represented through &nh x N connectivity matrixW based on distances among the
N units in the system, where individual entries; acquire non-zero values if units
andj are connected or “neighbors” (Harary, Norman and Cartri@et). | will use the

connectivity matrixW later to create measures of conflict spill-inn and regioin&blges.

6 Model, Data, and Measures

This section details the data used to measure the concepth@model to test the hy-

potheses on transnational linkages.

6.1 Conflict data

For data on civil war, | rely on information from the Uppsatan@d conflict data project
(Gleditsch et al. 2002; Harbom and Wallensteen 260B)e lower casualties threshold in

these data (i.e., more than 25 deaths in a year) helps addegs®viously noted problems

8A Markov chain specifies the distribution of a discrete Valgay, , at timet as a
function of the state of observatianat previous time periods and.& x J matrix of
transition probabilities between theé possible states that may acquire. A chain is
said to be first-order Markov if the transition probabilgidepend only on the state at
the preceding time periog;;—; and are independent of state at previous time periods

Yit—2,Yit—2, -, Yir—r (Harary, Norman and Cartright 1965).
9Available at http://www.prio.no/cwp/armedconflict/.
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with a high threshold® The main conflict measure, denotgtf, takes a value of 1 if an
intrastate or internationalized civil war breaks out in&taat, and excludes subsequent
years of conflict. Since we are interested in the prospectpfatial contagion of conflict,
the relevant feature here is the conflict zone or locatwereconflicts occur rather than
the identity of participating governments.

Although the outcome of interest here is civil war, both idagring civil and interstate
wars could affect the mechanisms discussed here and iectieasisk of civil war. For
example, depending on the specific definitions used, theicobétween Croatia and the
remainder of Yugoslavia in 1991 could be considered anstdex war. Yet, this clearly
heightened the risk of violence in Bosnia, where many premambatants contributed

to the escalation to war after the 1992 ceasefire in Créatithe presence of conflict

10Re-estimating the model including only conflicts with morartH.,000 fatalities ob-
viously leads to much lower probabilities of conflict, buedaot change the main infer-

ences regarding the role of transnational dimensions.
1The approach of Fearon and Laitin (2003) of treating warlories as wars in the

metropole would clearly not be appropriate, since we wowldexpect neighbors of the

metropole far from the conflict zone to be at risk of contagion
12Since conflicts emerging out of disputes within states cdnddome classified as

interstate wars depending on how the conflict evolves anddh&e outside involvement,
itis problematic to impose a strict and mutually exclusieparation of civil and interstate
war. The COW project, for example, has shifted between dlasgithe Kashmir conflict
as aninter andintrastate war in different releases of their conflict data (seed®ch
2004). Note that the Croatia-Yugoslavia 1991 war would natlifuas interstate in the

COW data, due to a rule eliminating interstate wars by stabésatognized as system
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nearby is the key condition for assessing potential cordbatagion, and it is less relevant
whether conflicts are classified as intrastate or interstaug whether the conflict started
at timet or ¢t — 1. | will therefore use another variable indicating the preseof either

civil and interstate conflicts, denotgg,, in assessing conflict clustering.

6.2 Country-specific covariates

| measure income by a state’s real GDP per capita in cons@8% dollars taken from
Gleditsch (200B).1* The effect of GDP per capita of conflict is unlikely to be fulilyear,
as an increase in one dollar matters more when states ateelgigoor. | thus use the
natural logarithm of real GDP per capita, denotety; ;).

| consider the extent of constraints in democratic insong by the Polity scale, de-
notedd. The Polity scale ranges from -10 to 10, with values closditandicating more
democratic polities. The inverted U-curve hypothesis catelsted by including a square
term or two dummy variables for the categories in JaggersGund's (1995) tri-partite
typology, distinguishing between democracies (scores@boon the composite scale),
anocracies (between -6 and 6), and autocracies (belot? -6).

The literature on ethnic conflict displays little consensaswhat constellations of

members for at least six months prior to onset.
13Since there are relatively few intrastate conflict locagidhe civil wars vastly domi-

nate in this composite variable.
¥These data are based on the Penn World Tables (PWT) with @ualigstimates for

many developing and socialist states not in PWT, based om atladable sources such

as theClA World Factbook
5Note that many studies claiming to find evidence of an ingegteurve relies on

measures that impute a score of O for some “irregular” Pgllyes. This is problematic,

19



ethnic groups increase the risk of conflict. Whereas somesfoawethnic fragmentation
or heterogeneity, others argue that the likelihood of conii greater when a dominant
majority suppresses minorities. For this paper, | assessldlgree to which a society is
ethnically heterogeneous by the share of the populatiomrtbe dominant ethnic group.
The ethnic dispersion measure is 100 minus percentage shidne largest ethnic group,
based on data provided by Vanhanen (2001), denatetf Higher values indicate less
homogenous countries.

Countries with larger population are more likely to contaame group willing to
rebel and are more likely to have conflict exceeding the dgstlaeshold. Accordingly
I include a measure of the natural log of total populatioketafrom Gleditsch (2003,

denotedn(p; ).

as some of these irregular values are assigned precisaysemstitutions are in a flux
during times of war, and risks confirming the inverted U-&uby construction. Since
predicted Polity values for countries with irregular ssobased on the Freedom House
tend to be close to the extreme autocracy end of the scaésgtldl these irregular values

as -10.
8yvanhanen (2001) provides three possible indicators of&tinrace, nationality, and

religion. | define the largest ethnic group by the smalleshefdominant group shares
on any of these indicators. Albania, for example, is codeldaagng a population that is
100% Caucasoid, 90% Albanian speaking, and 70% Muslim. Ttexdgeneity score is

100 — 70 = 30 since 30% of the population is not Muslim.
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6.3 Regional covariates

| identify spatial linkages between countries using a dataoa the minimum distances
between states (see Gleditsch and Ward 2001). | code tvasstatconnected if they are
within 950 km of one anothéf. Given the linkages between states in the connectivity ma-
trix W, we can define regional covariates reflecting the factorethgsized to increase
the likelihood of conflict in a given state.

The first transnational factor is the presence of conflicttireoproximate states, de-
notedrs,. This variable will acquire a value of 1 if one (or more) of thetates connected
to i are involved in a civil or interstate war at timg®

The second regional factor hypothesized to influence tiedii&od of conflict pertains

7] have also used other cut-off points, and results are giyeansistent with more
restrictive distance thresholds. Direct contiguity (oheeshold of 0 km) yields largely
similar aggregate results, but leads to questionableifitagsons for individual states, as
many states separated by only minor stretches of land or saté as the Netherlands and
Luxembourg or Nicaragua and El Salvador are not regardedrasected (see Gleditsch
20023). Introducing a term for the number of neighbors did not biytg@hange the result,
and actually yields a negative coefficient estimate, priybedflecting small European

countries with many neighbors and few civil wars.
8More formally, ¢, = (w,yf)#, where# indicates the Boolean product. | do not

define separate variables for adjacent civil and interstare(but note results separating
these were not dramatically different) as it is difficult t;ndition on predicted conflicts in
simulation based methods while distinguishing betweeasyy conflict, since the model

does not yield separate predictions for civil and inteovaiized wars.
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to regime types in connected states. This is measured byiablaindicating average
level of democracy among states in a region surrounding atopu at timet, denoted

d;}t.lg This can range from a low of -10 to a high of 10, in the event #tlateighbors are
considered full democracies.

The third regional factor hypothesized to affect the liketd of civil war is the level
of local economic integration. This is measured as the odtibe sum of country’s trade
with connected states over its total GDP, denated®

The fourth regional factor hypothesized to affect the rik&al conflict is the number
of ethnic groups that span national borders. | operatinadhis using data from the
Minorities at Risk project (Davenport 2003). More specifigdl rely on an indicator of

the number of groups in a state that also exist in adjacenttdes, denoted”.

6.4 Dependence intime

Previous research has shown that the likelihood of confiipedds upon a country’s prior
conflict history. The risk of recurrent civil war is high imigiately after previous conflict,
but the stability of peace generally increases with additiyears without renewed con-
flict (see Collier et al. 2003, Ch. 4). Beck et al. (1998) and Rakmhand Hegre (1997)

suggest including a count of the years a country has remahpdacepy, either since

9More formally, this is defined ad, = w;.d,, where thes superscript indicates that
the connectivity matrix is row-standardized so that all¢hé&ries in each row oW* sum

to 1.

®More formally, this is defined as, = ““2:4Vj = {1, ..., N'} whereT is trade in

current pricesg® is a country’s GDP (both in current prices), aiid, = 1 if ; andj are

connected.
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its last conflict or since the first data point. As additionaaks are unlikely to contribute
much to the stability of peace in countries that have renthategpeace for an extended
period of time, Raknerud and Hegre suggest an exponentiatiumwhere a country’s
time at peace decays relative to a half time parametee., e[-7¥/* 21 | include an ex-
ponential function ofpy as a covariate to control for time dependence. Trial andrerro
suggested that = 4 provides a reasonable fit to these data. This implies thaigkef

recurrent conflict is halved about every five years.

6.5 Domestic and regional factors in civil war

Given the above hypotheses and measures, we can estimatelbiability of conflict for
a given state at timet conditional on presence/absence of conflict in adjacetéstg,,
various country-specific attributés, ;, the regional attributeZ, ,, and conflict history

indicated bypy; ;1 as

eni

Pryy =1) = o
wheren; = yr{, + X0 + Zi A + 61 F(pyie-1),
X = Pridiy + Baeir + Bsln(gir) + Baln(piy),

andzm)\ = Ald;t + )\QG;‘,t + )\3ii,t7

21Beck et al. (1998) suggest modeling time dependence throngim-garametric ap-
proach. | use an exponential decay function, primarily beeat is easier to interpret
and lends itself better for simulation. For conflict data two approaches tend to yield

similar results.
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all the terms as defined above.

This resembles a standard logit model, but a key differemtieat conflict appears on
both sides of the equation as conflicts in adjacent stataseimfe conflict ini through
the~ parameter. Unless theparameter is zero (in which case the autologistic simplifies
to a standard logit), individual outcomes arenditionaland the risk of conflict cannot
be treated as independently determined by other varialbléseoright hand sid& The
hypotheses about transnational linkages influencing #keofi civil war imply that the\

terms should have non-zero coefficiefits.

22The autologistic model has a complicated likelihood fumetisince each observation
y; is conditionally dependent og; in connected states Maximum pseudolikelihood
(MPL) estimates, which consider only a limited set of degsmuies and assumes that
other observations are independent and exchangeablerdws@nable asymptotic prop-
erties, but can be inefficient (see Ripley 1988; Besag 1974yk&aChain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) simulation methods can be used to approximate the ikelihood function
(Huffer and Wu 1998; Geyer and Thompson 1992; Ward and Gledli2002). In a pre-
vious version this paper, | reported both MCMC and MPL est@satiowever, since the
differences were not dramatic and the MPL estimates are masier to replicate, | report

only the MPL estimates here.
23The presence of a right hand side spatial term also changesntblied long-run

interpretation of the other coefficients. Eaglroefficient indicates the short run impact
of increasing a right hand side term by one unit. However,angk in a right hand side
term for any one individual country will in turn have an impan neighboring states,
which ultimately feeds back to the country itself, and réezate through the system

until some new equilibrium is reached. The long-run impaiditadepend on the specific
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7 Empirical results

Table 1 displays the results of two alternative models oflaironset based on these data.
The two leftmost columns contain estimates for the autstogmodel with transnational
factors. The two rightmost columns display the coefficiestineates and standard errors

for a standard logit model, without any transnational fexto

| Table 1 about here

Most of the expectations about transnational linkages @oagly borne out by the
empirical results in Table 1. More transboundary ethnicugsoincreases a country’s
risk of conflict. The negative coefficient estimate for regibdemocracy indicates that
countries in regions with more democracies are less likeeBxperience conflict. Finally,
countries with higher interregional trade are significamgiss likely to experience con-
flict. The coefficient estimates for all these transnatimaalables are in the hypothesized
direction, and significantly different from O.

The positive estimate foy indicates that conflict in adjacent countries increases the
risk of conflict. As such, although the specified transnatidimkages capture relations
with neighboring states that can increase or decreasekitiéhbod of conflict, making
these explicit does not fully remove all spatial clusterimgonflict, and there appears to
be additional spill-over effects of conflict for adjacerdtsts, over and beyond the infor-
mation contained in these indicators.

The results suggest that transnational linkages andatstof surrounding countries

connectivities of individual observations. See Beck et2006) for further discussion.
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can exert a substantial impact on the risk of conflict. Fomgxa, for a country profile

with an average estimated risk of conflict onset, the preseha conflict in a neighboring

country alone increases the baseline risk of civil war obgetimost two-thirds. Holding

everything else equal, the risk of a civil breaking out is@dtrtwice as high for a country
located in highly autocratic region compared with a coufdpated in a region where all
other states are democracies. A country which is highlyetiategrated with its neigh-

boring countries has a risk of conflict less than half the fagka country that has no trade
with its neighboring countries.

With respect to country-specific variables, the resultslaigely consistent with ex-
pectations and previous studies. | again find that counteieantly involved in conflict or
new states are substantially more likely to experience wbnfore populous countries
are more like to experience civil war. As in Ellingsen (20G@g results indicate that the
larger the population share not in the dominant ethnic grthghigher the likelihood of
civil war. GDP per capita has a negative coefficient, sugggst lower risk of civil war.
However, country-specific democracy does not have a caaiti@stimate significantly
different from 0. Moreover, there is no evidence that demogthas a non-linear effect
on civil conflict?4

The estimates for the autologistic model suggest that thgima effects of changes
in transnational factors appear to be at least as large asffibets of country-specific

factors. In the political realm, changes on the regional aaarcy variable yields a large

24Adding two separate dummies for coherent democracies @ndragies or a term for
the square of the Polity score does not yield a better fit, reyevthe estimates consistent

with the hypothesized inverted U-curve.
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decrease in the risk of conflict, with an estimated effecteriban twice the size of that of
country-specific democracy. Moreover, regional tradegrggon is associated with large
differences in the predicted probabilities of conflict. t8thadifferently, the effects of bad
neighborhoods can be as important, if not more, then thel@mffindividual states. The
baseline probabilities depend on the combined contribuifaall factors in the model. In
the real world, other things do not tend to be equal, rathanyrof the factors associ-
ated with conflict go together. Undemocratic regimes tenklaee low integration with
other states, and are often located in “bad” neighborhoatisprotracted hostilities. The
effects of individual covariates can in this sense be exmted by the feedback effects
implied by the model, where an increase/decrease in theofislonflict for one coun-
try will have an effect on the risk of conflict in connected ntries which then in turn
will affect the country’s own risk of conflict. The likelihabof civil war in an extremely
unfavorable region would be several hundred percent hidjaerin very favorable neigh-
borhoods, and the effects of a shock or change in one featomé&whave much greater
consequences. For a country such as Zaire under Mobutu 5, 18¢h many of the
factors promoting conflict, differences in transnatiorsaltérs and events in neighboring
countries can substantially increase the risk of conflictn@osely, in security commu-
nities, integrative forces can prevent domestic disputas fescalating to violence and

make peace stable (for a more extended discussion, se¢geledD02).%° In this sense,

25Such association between covariates may raise concernsailirearity. However,
the highest variance inflation factor is less than 1.75, weigggests that collinearity does
not pose a problem. A country’s democracy is for example natenmighly correlated

with regional democracy than its own GDP per capita.
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rather than attribute conflict dampening effects exclugiteea country’s own institution,
we should acknowledge that a country’s location can exedraiderable influences on
its security challenges. Civil wars in border areas may hawaach to do with relations
to other states and transnational actors as deficienciesaardry’s own institutions, and
democratic institutions and reform may not provide a paa&secountries in unfortunate
neighborhoods. Transnational linkages that increaseaedse the risk of conflict can be
explicitly identified, and cannot be dismissed as artifatt®iling to control for relevant

domestic characteristics.

8 Discussion and conclusions

Most research on civil wars focuses exclusively on attebutf states and treats states
as independent of one another. | have shown that some hygederansnational link-
ages appear to make civil wars more likely, and that the rigiooflict varies depending

on the interactions and processes that cross national baesdn ways that cannot be

26pProposed model specifications vary considerably in théwadi literature, and critics
may contend that there may be other omitted domestic atiishunderlying the seeming
support for transnational factors. However, an additisnblstness check (not reported
for considerations of space) inserting the proposed tetisral measures into the Fearon
and Laitin (2003) model yields very similar findings. Thisaigarticularly appropriate
comparison, as Fearon and Laitin explicitly argue thatrivd@onal factors are largely
unimportant (p. 86) and use quite different conflict datéesting to that support for
transnational factors cannot simply be dismissed as afacrof failing to control for

central domestic factors or the particular measures used.
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fully accounted for by attributes or processes within indlial states. Understanding the
dynamics of civil wars and the prospects for their resolutiequires that we consider po-
tential contributing factors both within states and as viedttures found in transnational
relations and interactions across state boundaries. Can$hat display clear transna-
tional dimensions, such as the Albanian revolt in Macedomiay have as much to do
with events outside the boundaries of the country in quest®the behavior of national
governments.

If we accept Blainey’s (1988) argument that the reasons whg wtart must be re-
lated to why wars eventually end, then looking to the roleafisnational factors for onset
can suggest how international strategies may help comtemial conflicts. The interna-
tional community can alter the prospects for conflict by tating access to transnational
support, mobilization, and the availability of arms. Justransnational factors influenced
the onset of a minor armed violent conflict in Macedonia, ttteas of international third
parties also helped prevent the conflict from escalatingrt@por war. The Organization
for Cooperation and Security in Europe (OCSE) and NATO helpegedonia close the
border with Kosovo, and supported the governments relgtmeasured military response
against the Albanian insurgents occupying cities in thelboarea. The behavior of the
international community also helped the Macedonian govent resist demands from
Slav militants for more forceful actions against AlbaniaAsiother critical international
factor was the Albanian government’s refusal to endorseNib&, despite widespread
support for the organization from many ethnic Albanians.sAeh, international factors
appear to have helped promote and sustain the Ohrid peasenagmt between the rebels

and the government.
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Numerous extensions can help improve on the present asalydiclarify further the
transnational dimensions of civil war. One limitation oétpresent analysis is the exclu-
sive use of national level data, and there are clear beneditstrying to disaggregate the
study of civil war. Just as wars may not be confined within therularies of a state, they
rarely engulf the entire territory of state. Whereas the aodrifi Chechnya, for example,
displays clear transnational linkages and entails sigmiticisks of contagion for other
states in the Caucasus, neighbors of Russia far from the Causash as Finland and
Norway have few links to actors in the conflict and little egpee to spill-overs. Future
research can benefit from improved data incorporating ggtgeal information for the
incidents in the Uppsala conflict data (see Buhaug and Ga@®)20ust as the depen-
dent variable (conflict) is not well represented by the ertgrritory of states, there is an
increasing recognition that existing research on civil was tended to use rather crude
national level proxies for features and processes that ofiey considerably within states
and ignore the actors in civil war. There is an emerging wdvieesearch considering
disaggregated conflict data on the subnational level ore@gpbry factors such as terrain,
resources, and population (see, e.g., Buhaug and Rgd 20@6tare research on the
transnational dimensions of conflict can be enhanced byegathadditional data on the
transnational linkages of actors that might increase oredese prospects for peace at the
group level. For example, transnational linkages may b&cpderly relevant in cases
where disadvantaged ethnic groups are already mobilizediather country, can count
on support of ruling ethnic kin in other states, or mobilirecmg refugees in neighboring
states. However, new theoretical extensions and datargaiten the specific constella-

tions of transnational ethnic groups and third party supg@t can increase the risks of
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conflict require an initial foundation to build on. This paméearly suggest that transna-
tional factors exert important influences on the risk of lcwar onset, and provides a

stepping stone for future research of this kind.
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Table 1:

Factors associated with civil conflict onset

M21: Transnational

M2: Domestic

Coefficient standard Coefficient standard

Covariate estimate error estimate error
(Intercept) -8.882 0.870 -8.335 0.835
Conflict history(¢) 3.240 0.150 3.322 0.149
Democracy(3;) -0.014 0.009 -0.024 0.009
Ethnic dispersiori3,) 0.015 0.004 0.016 0.004
In GDP per capitd ;) -0.146 0.072 -0.235 0.066
In Population(,) 0.315 0.037 0.350 0.036
Regional democracy), ) -0.032 0.017 — —
Transborder groups\s) 0.050 0.024 — -
Regional tradé\;) -1.923 1.127 - -
Adjacent conflict~y) 0.561 0.168 - -
Model fit N = 6815 N = 6815

LR-y2= 916.4, df=9

LRy 2= 893.1, df=5

Coefficient estimates in bold are significant at 0.05 in a @iled test
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