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Cross-Cuttingness, Cleavage Structures and Civil
War Onset

JOEL SAWAT SELWAY*

This article seeks to further our understanding of how social structure affects the onset of civil war.
Existing studies to date have been inconclusive, focusing only on single-cleavage characteristics of
social structure, such as ethnic or religious fractionalization. This study argues that models that do
not take into account the relationship between cleavages (or cleavage structure) are biased and thus
reach faulty conclusions. With the focus on the cleavages of ethnicity and religion, the effects of two
characteristics of cleavage structure on civil war onset (cross-cuttingness and cross-fragmentation)
are defined and tested. A new index of ethno-religious cross-cuttingness (ERC), derived from national
public opinion surveys, reveals that ERC is a significant determinant of civil war onset when
interacted with ethnic fractionalization.

The Sri Lankan civil war, which began on 23 July 1983 when the Liberation Tigers of Tamil
Eelam (LTTE) killed thirteen members of the Sinhalese-dominated government forces, is one
of the deadliest ongoing armed conflicts in the world. As of 2008, more than 70,000 lives had
been claimed over twenty-five years of the conflict, and this number seems to be escalating: an
estimated 9,000 were killed on both sides over the last two years of that period alone.1

Meanwhile, to Sri Lanka’s north, India’s mélange of ethnic groups have avoided serious
armed conflict over the sixty-odd years since the country’s independence. With over nineteen
ethno-linguistic groups with populations over 10 million in India, the wealth of civil war
literature on the danger that ethnic fractionalization poses for a country’s stability would
predict just the opposite for these two countries. How can we explain this puzzle?
There has been increasing interest over the past decade concerning the effect a country’s

social structure has on the risk of civil war onset. These studies have focused on a variety
of social cleavages, including socio-economic class, ethnicity and religion, positing that
certain characteristics of these cleavages (e.g. fractionalization and polarization) make
societies more likely to engage in civil war.2 A long-recognized shortcoming of such
models, however, is how to handle the inclusion of two (or more) cleavages. Specifically,
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two significant challenges relate to this multiple-cleavage issue: the first and most
important is capturing how multiple cleavages relate to each other, or what Lipset terms
the overall structure of a society’s salient cleavages;3 the second challenge is how we
should include social structure characteristics in civil war models – additively, as they
have been thus far, or multiplicatively? To address this problem, this article seeks to
contribute to the conceptualization, measurement and empirical testing of cleavage
structures in relation to civil war. Notably, I return to the characteristic of cross-cuttingness,
which received much theoretical attention in the pioneering work of Lipset and others in
the 1960s and 1970s, and introduce the first cross-country index of ethno-religious cross-
cuttingness.4 Indeed, it is cross-cuttingness that answers the Sri Lanka–India question posed
at the outset: because religion reinforces ethnicity in Sri Lanka, the divisibility of conflictual
issues and their susceptibility to resolution by bargaining is hopelessly diminished. In
contrast, religion cross-cuts ethnicity in India and has helped moderate potentially divisive
issues, making possible such compromises as regional autonomy for certain ethnic groups.5

In this article, I argue that ethno-religious cross-cuttingness makes civil war less likely
because it reduces the saliency of out-group differences and thus makes it harder for
potential rebel leaders to recruit by appealing to ethnicity. The major empirical finding of
this article is that cross-cuttingness is a significant determinant, both substantively and
statistically, of the onset of civil war conditional on ethnic fractionalization. Specifically, the
marginal effect of cross-cuttingness on the onset of civil war is negative and significant at
low levels of ethnic fractionalization. This result is robust to the numerous sources of civil
war onset data and the numerous indices of ethnic fractionalization and bipolarization.
Thus, our understanding of the role ethnicity plays in civil war onset is inaccurate unless we
take into account the modifying effect of cross-cutting cleavages.
The article proceeds as follows. First, I review the state of knowledge relating social

structure to civil war onset, highlighting several areas where innovation is needed. Secondly,
I present the logic linking cross-cuttingness to civil war. I then proceed to define cross-
cuttingness, discussing various ways it has been conceptualized and measured in the
literature. Next, I describe the new index and proceed to test the influence of cross-
cuttingness on civil war onset. The final section concludes with a discussion on future
innovation in the area of social structure and civil war.

SOCIAL STRUCTURE AND CIVIL WAR

The civil war literature is immense, and many diverse determinants of civil war onset have
been postulated and empirically evaluated. It is not my intention to review this literature
in its entirety; rather, I emphasize two major strands: motivation and feasibility.6 The
motivation literature has examined the reasons that rebel groups choose to engage in
armed conflict, focusing on greed vs. grievance as triggering factors.7 In the second strand,

3 Seymour Martin Lipset, Political Man: The Social Bases of Politics (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1960).
4 Lipset, Political Man; Douglas W. Rae and Michael Taylor, The Analysis of Political Cleavages

(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1970).
5 S. D. Muni, ‘Ethnic Conflict, Federalism, and Democracy in India’, in Kumar Rupesinghe and

Valery A. Tishkov, eds, Ethnicity and Power in the Contemporary World (New York: United Nations
University Press, 1996).

6 Paul Collier, Anke Hoeffler and Dominic Rohner, ‘Beyond Greed and Grievance: Feasibility and
Civil War’ (Oxford: Centre for the Study of African Economies, Working Paper Series, 1996).

7 Collier and Hoeffler, ‘Greed and Grievance in Civil War’.
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feasibility, falls works such as Fearon and Laitin’s8 study on favourable geographic conditions
for insurgency and Urdal’s9 study on youth ‘bulges’ – the idea being that geography and
demographics, respectively, lower the cost of financing rebel military forces. Social structure
theory incorporates elements of both these strands: in terms of motivation, while it is irrelevant
what the precise stimulus of the civil war is, certain societal arrangements increase the
likelihood that some kind of spark will ignite into armed conflict.
With regard to feasibility, social structure theory posits that certain kinds of structures

lower the costs associated with civil war. For example, recent work by Cederman et al.
argues that the geographic distribution of ethnic groups makes it easier for potential rebels
to recruit militants.10 The logic is two-fold: first, when ethnic groups are concentrated in
a geographic region, transportation costs of recruitment decline. Secondly, geographic
concentration of ethnic groups strengthens in-group loyalties by forming ethno-regional
identities, which are crucial to the emergence of proto-nations.
I argue in this article that the structure of two salient cleavages in society – ethnicity and

religion – affects both the likelihood that disagreements are interpreted in less bargainable
and divisible ascriptive group terms (motivation) and the costs of potential rebels recruiting
combatants (feasibility). The motivational part of my argument captures something about
the diversity, or harmony, of societal preferences concerning various social, political and
economic issues. For example, we might expect a society with many different linguistic
groups to be more divided over education policy, perhaps because each linguistic group will
demand instruction in its own language. Or take the distribution of bureaucratic jobs; we
might expect two large, evenly-sized ethnic groups to fight for dominance of the share of jobs
and perhaps the working language of government (this is, in fact, a frequent problem in the
developing world). In short, group loyalty is associated with different preferences on issues,
especially resource distribution or policy implementation.
The strength of group loyalty – a group’s sense of self, its organizational capacities or

the loyalty of its members – also affects the feasibility aspect of my argument.11 In the
same way that greater association of geographic region with ethnicity strengthens group
loyalty, greater association between religious affiliation and ethnicity also leads to more
solidified group loyalties. In turn, the costs of recruiting rebels are lowered. First,
because in a sense individuals now have two reasons to mistrust members of society
who do not share either ethnic or religious identity, rebels do not need to expend as
many resources convincing disaffected members of their in-group to join their cause.
When a social group has a clearly defined sense of self, its members share common
knowledge that make interaction with, and understanding of, fellow members easier.12

Religious and ethnic affiliation also provides ready-made social networks that make
recruitment easier.13

8 Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’.
9 Henrik Urdal, ‘A Clash of Generations? Youth Bulges and Political Violence’, International Studies

Quarterly, 50 (2006), 607–29.
10 Lars-Erik Cederman, Jan Ketil Rød and Nils Weidmann, ‘Geo-Referencing of Ethnic Groups:

Creating a New Dataset’, in GROW Workshop (Oslo: Peace Research Institute (PRIO), 2006).
11 Chai refers to this as in-group altruism; see Sun-Ki Chai, ‘A Theory of Ethnic Group Boundaries’,

Nations and Nationalism, 2 (1996), 281–307.
12 Michael Suk-Young Chwe, Rational Ritual: Culture, Coordination, and Common Knowledge (Princeton,

N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2001).
13 M. Granovetter, ‘The Impact of Social Structure on Economic Outcomes’, Journal of Economic

Perspectives, 19 (2005), 33–50.
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Before proceeding, let me respond briefly to a common critique of work that looks at
social structure (the work on ethnic fractionalization has been the favourite whipping boy)
and civil war, which is as follows: If group-based grievances underlie civil wars, why
not employ a more direct measure of how aggrieved ethnic groups are? Indeed, recent work
has suggested that ‘the key factor driving this struggle over state resources is political
discrimination orchestrated by powerful state actors’.14 Cederman and Girardin’s exemplary
work creates an aggregate measure of ethnic political discrimination for each state in the
sample.15 Such innovations are to be commended and, rather than invalidating social
structure theory, which tends towards the ‘grand’ end of the levels of theory spectrum,
this literature on ethnic exclusion has more specifically tested the motivational mechanism
that underlies social structure theory. The problem with conflating this work with tests of
social structure theories is two-fold. First, political discrimination only captures expressed
instances of group-based grievances. Thus, it cannot answer the question of which
arrangements of social groups most reduce the likelihood of the onset of civil war. Further-
more, political discrimination is essentially one part of broader inter-group conflict, of which
violence and civil war constitute other elements. Thus, there is a possible endogeneity
problem with using a measure of political discrimination.
Instead, I advocate the use of general social structure data to examine ethnic and

religious causes of conflict. Specifically, these measures capture the potential for all types
of inter-group conflict, including political discrimination and political violence. Certainly,
political discrimination may be one possible intervening variable, but primordialists
would argue that ethnic groups fight out of some inherent dislike for each other unrelated
to actual grievances. Lastly, civil wars can ignite in very short periods of time. Prolonged
prior grievances, such as political discrimination, are not a necessary precondition for an
outbreak. Thus, social structure measures, as gauges of potential conflict of all types and
intensities, better capture the relevant social dynamics.
Three questions regarding social structure have occupied the literature in relation to

civil war onset: which cleavages, which groups and which characteristics? The first
question has captured the most attention. Whilst numerous scholars have argued that a
country’s social structure16 makes conflict more likely, they have not agreed on which
cleavages matter.17 For example, Horowitz argues convincingly that the ethnic cleavage
is chief amongst the underlying determinants of civil war.18 Fox provides a similar
compendium to Horowitz with regard to the relationship between religion and civil war.19

Collier and Hoeffler20 have consistently argued that socio-economic class, in the form of

14 L. E. Cederman and L. Girardin, ‘Beyond Fractionalization: Mapping Ethnicity onto Nationalist
Insurgencies’, American Political Science Review, 101 (2007), 173–85.

15 Cederman and Girardin, ‘Beyond Fractionalization’.
16 I use the broader term social structure to refer to a description of macro social cleavages and groups

including characteristics of individual cleavages and/or groups as well as the relationship of cleavages to
each other.

17 A cleavage is a ‘division on the basis of some criteria of individuals, groups, or organizations
[between] whom conflict may arise’ (Jan-Erik Lane and Svante O. Ersson, Politics and Society in Western
Europe (London: Sage, 1994).

18 Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985).
19 Jonathan Fox, Religion, Civilization, and Civil War: 1945 through the Millennium (Lanham, Md.:

Lexington Books, 2004).
20 Paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler, ‘On Economic Causes of Civil War’, Oxford Economic Papers, 50

(1998), 563–73; Collier and Hoeffler, ‘Greed and Grievance in Civil War’, World Bank Policy Research
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inequality measures, explains civil war.21 Lastly, Cederman22 argues that geo-cultural
identity is related to the likelihood of nationalist insurgency.23

This study focuses on ethnicity and religion.24 Rae and Taylor argue that ethnicity and
religion are ascriptive, i.e. individuals are born with these identities, or memberships,
which are then difficult, if not impossible, to change or hide.25 Owing to their permanent
nature, ascriptive cleavages make bargaining over issues difficult. One needs only to
think of the Israeli–Palestinian situation to see how immovable policy positions are in an
ethno-religiously split nation. Indeed, as we scan the world, in almost every society we
find countless examples of ethnic or religious conflict.26 Thus, scholars have focused on
characteristics of ethnicity and religion assuming that the ascriptive nature of these two
cleavages makes their salience likely (though not certain) to be high in most societies.27

In contrast, groups along the socio-economic cleavage are likely to find it much harder to
overcome the collective action problem. In addition, distributional debates, which will be
the issue at the heart of disputes along the socio-economic cleavage, are much easier to
solve since the bargaining space is continuous.
In addition to which cleavage matters, fruitful discussion has taken place on which

groups within cleavages matter.28 Should we be concerned only about relevant/politicized
groups,29 or are we trying to capture the latent potential for conflict?30 Posner, in his

(F’note continued)

Working Paper, No. 2355; Paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler, ‘Greed and Grievance in Civil War’, Oxford
Economic Papers, 56 (2004), 563–95.

21 In other work, I have used a cross-cutting index of ethnicity and income to try and measure this. See
Joel Selway and Joshua Gubler, ‘Ethno-Income Inequality, Ethno-Geographic Dispersion, Ethno-
Religious Cross-Cuttingness and Civil War Onset’ (unpublished paper).

22 Cederman, Rød and Weidmann, ‘Geo-Referencing of Ethnic Groups’.
23 All the previously cited cleavages have been or can be further dissected: ethnicity into race and

language, religion into sects and denominations, and geography into region, rural/urban residence and
centre/periphery.

24 I explicitly separate the two cleavages as distinct, while recognizing that much recent work on
ethnicity incorporates religion into a broader definition of ethnicity. See: A. Varshney, Ethnic Conflict and
Civic Life (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2002); K. Chandra, Why Ethnic Parties Succeed
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004); Daniel N. Posner, ‘Measuring Ethnic Fractionalization
in Africa’, American Journal of Political Science, 48 (2004), 849–63. This decision comes with trade-offs,
most important of which is that in countries where ethnicity and religion seem virtually inseparable, such
as Malaysia, we cannot know whether a measure of cross-cuttingness is meaningful. More broadly, we
can categorize this in the long-standing challenge of measuring the salience of cleavages in society.

25 Rae and Taylor, The Analysis of Political Cleavages.
26 Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict; Fox, Religion, Civilization, and Civil War.
27 There is a growing sociological literature, under the rubric of the ‘religious economy’, which argues

that switching religions (especially denominations within religions) is more common than many think. In
my dataset, for most of the countries that appeared in more than one survey over time, there appeared to
be minimal changes in the scores. On the whole, this supports my assertion that religious and ethnic
identity are difficult, though not impossible, to change, especially when they are the bases for conflict.

28 A group is a category of identity/membership within a single cleavage, such as Christian and Muslim
within the religion cleavage.

29 James R. Scarritt and Shaheen Mozaffar, ‘The Specification of Ethnic Cleavages and Ethnopolitical
Groups for the Analysis of Democratic Competition in Contemporary Africa’, Nationalism & Ethnic
Politics, 5 (1999), 82–117; Posner, ‘Measuring Ethnic Fractionalization in Africa’; Cederman and
Girardin, ‘Beyond Fractionalization’.

30 Heather Stoll, ‘Social Cleavages, Political Institutions, and Party Systems: Putting Preferences Back
into the Fundamental Equation of Politics’, Political Science (Palo Alto, Calif.: Stanford University,
2004).
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study of economic development in Africa, argues for the inclusion of only those
ethnic groups that ‘participate in politics as distinct, recognizable groups’ engaging in
‘interethnic competition on economic policymaking’.31 The claim is not that Posner’s
revised fractionalization index is appropriate for all studies, but that the inclusion of
groups should reflect the explicit mechanism the researcher is trying to test. For the
current study, I thus favour the use of all potential groups with which individuals can
identify. The logic is that counting only politically relevant groups seems to introduce
something of an endogeneity problem in the case of civil war onset. Specifically, if relevant
groups are chosen because of their political involvement, where involvement may include
political violence, there is danger of circular logic. Furthermore, which groups would the
researcher select in countries that have experienced no civil war?
Finally, once we have decided which cleavages and groups matter, there is the issue of

which characteristics of these cleavages matter. These characteristics and terms are not
used consistently throughout the literature and thus a brief clarification is in order.32

Fractionalization (or fragmentation) of either the religious or ethnic cleavages is the
most common characteristic used in civil war literature.33 This measures the number of
groups on a cleavage weighted by their size – the effective number of groups. More
recently, Reynal-Querol introduces a measure of bipolarization (the extent a cleavage
is characterized by two groups of equal size), again along the ethnic and religious
cleavages.34 A number of other characteristics have been suggested and tested, including
size of the largest group, size of the largest minority group and percentage of population
not speaking the official language.35 All these measures are uni-dimensional, that is, they
describe a single cleavage. To date, little work has been done on multi-dimensional, or
multi-cleavage, characteristics.
Empirical studies have diverged greatly regarding which characteristics affect the likelihood

of social conflict, and even what the direction of that characteristic’s relationship with civil war
is. Moreover, a focus on different characteristics produces different theoretical stories. Scholars
who have used ethnic fractionalization argue that the multiplicity of diverging preferences
in society leads to a higher risk of conflict. Others who have looked at bipolarization insist that

31 Posner, ‘Measuring Ethnic Fractionalization in Africa’, p. 853.
32 Easterly and Levine, for example, use the terms ethnic diversity, polarization and ethnic fractionali-

zation almost interchangeably in their path-breaking study on how ethnicity affects economic growth. See:
W. Easterly and R. Levine, ‘Africa’s Growth Tragedy: Policies and Ethnic Divisions’, Quarterly Journal
of Economics, 112 (1997), 1203–50.

33 Many scholars have used some variation of the Herfindahl index of fractionalization to measure the
effective number of ethnic or religious groups in a society. Specifically, F ¼

PN
i¼1 pið1� piÞ; where pi is the

proportion of society that identifies with a given ethnic group.
34 M. Reynal-Querol, ‘Ethnicity, Political Systems, and Civil Wars’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 46

(2002), 29–54. Reynal-Querol actually uses the term polarization, which has often been used in the
political science literature to describe the cultural distance between groups on a given cleavage. She uses
the equation R ¼

PN
i¼1 p

2
i
ð0:5� piÞ

2

0:5 , where pi is again the proportion of society that identifies with a given
ethnic group. While this equation is similar to Esteban and Ray’s measure of polarization, Reynal-Querol
imposes an assumption that the distance, or intensity of difference, between any pair of groups is iden-
tical. In other words, cultural distance is already contained in the underlying assumption. To avoid
confusion with cultural polarization, I use the term bipolarization, since the measure is maximized with
two groups (or two poles) of equal size. See: J. M. Esteban and D. Ray, ‘On the Measurement of
Polarization’, Econometrica, 62 (1994), 819–51.

35 Montalvo and Reynal-Querol, ‘Ethnic Polarization, Potential Conflict, and Civil Wars’; Easterly and
Levine, ‘Africa’s Growth Tragedy’.
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two large groups of equal size make conflict more likely because preferences are more intense,
less divisible and less susceptible to resolution by bargaining. Currently, we have little sense of
which theoretical arguments are empirically most supported.
Collier and Hoeffler find that social fractionalization is negatively related to civil war

onset.36 Their index is statistically significant, but has a small substantive effect. Fearon
and Laitin, in contrast, find both ethnic and religious fractionalization to be positively
related to civil war onset, but not significantly so.37 Montalvo and Reynal-Querol confirm
Fearon and Laitin’s findings on ethnic and religious fractionalization being statistically
insignificant (though the latter is negatively related).38 Nevertheless, the authors find that
both ethnic and religious bipolarization is positively related to civil war onset with their
coefficients being substantively and statistically significant. Hegre and Sambanis,
attempting to sort out these empirical inconsistencies, perform sensitivity analysis and
find that variables representing ethnic difference in the population are robust only in
relation to lower-level armed conflict.39 However, Quinn, Hechter and Wibbels use a
Bayesian approach and conclude that once measurement error is taken into account,
ethnic diversity turns out to have a significant effect on civil war onset at high levels of
armed conflict.40 In sum, previous studies exploring the link between social structure and
civil war have been inconclusive regarding both the direction and statistical significance of
various characteristics.
To my knowledge, only one attempt has been made to deal with multiple cleavages

other than summarily including them in an additive model. Collier and Hoeffler offer a
measure of social fractionalization to handle multiple cleavages in the absence of a true
measure of cross-cuttingness.41 The Collier and Hoeffler social fractionalization measure
takes the product of the separate religious and ethnic fractionalization indices plus the higher
of the two. This, they say, captures the maximum potential for social fractionalization. They
do not find strong evidence for its inclusion in civil war models, however.

CROSS-CUTTINGNESS AND OTHER CLEAVAGE-STRUCTURE CHARACTERISTICS

One reason for the inconsistency of findings relating single-cleavage characteristics to civil
war is that a major piece of information is missing that relates them to the underlying
mechanisms: how one characteristic is structured in relation to other salient cleavages.
Specifically, in this article I investigate how ethnic identity is structured in relation to religious
identity (and vice versa). Whether one chooses to draw on the preferences, collective action
or in-group altruism logic, fractionalization (or bipolarization) alone fails to capture the
underlying mechanisms relating social structure to civil war. Consider two societies with

36 Collier and Hoeffler, ‘Greed and Grievance in Civil War’.
37 Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’.
38 Montalvo and Reynal-Querol, ‘Ethnic Polarization, Potential Conflict, and Civil Wars’.
39 H. Hegre and N. Sambanis, ‘Sensitivity Analysis of Empirical Results on Civil War Onset’, Journal

of Conflict Resolution, 50 (2006), 508–35.
40 Kevin Quinn, Michael Hechter and Erik Wibbels, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War Revisited’

(paper presented at Laboratory in Comparative Ethnic Processes (LICEP) meeting, 2004).
41 Collier and Hoeffler, ‘Greed and Grievance in Civil War’. Annett also offers a measure of social

fractionalization, which captures fractionalization on both the religious and ethnic cleavages - defined as
one half times the value of ethnic fractionalization plus one half times the value of religious fractiona-
lization. To date, I have not seen this measure used in a study of civil war. See Anthony Annett, ‘Social
Fractionalization, Political Instability, and the Size of Government’, IMF Staff Papers, 48 (2001).
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identical levels of religious and ethnic fractionalization and bipolarization. For illustrative
purposes, consider two societies with two ethnic groups and two religious groups of equal
size. In the first society, ethnic group a belongs entirely to religion j, and ethnic group b
belongs entirely to religion k. In contrast, in the second society, both ethnic groups are
equally divided among the two religions. Looking solely at fractionalization or bipolarization
measures, we would mistakenly conclude that both societies have equal potential for conflict.
This is incorrect because the second society is more likely to have similar preferences between
its two groups due to their belonging to the same religion. In contrast, in the first society,
preferences become more polarized between ethnic groups due to the religious split.
The roots of cross-cutting theory can be attributed to German sociologist George Simmel,

who in his 1908 Soziologie postulated relationships between a number of characteristics of
macro social structure and various aspects of social life.42 Specifically, Simmel argued that
cross-cutting social circles led to higher levels of individualization. Greater individualization,
in turn, means lower in-group altruism, which is key in breaking down boundaries and
building bridges amongst social groups, thus reducing the potential for conflict. Sociologists
further developed Simmel’s idea of cross-cuttingness, with Peter Blau spearheading its
development into the sub-field of macro-sociology. Blau writes that cross-cuttingness can be
thought of as maximizing diversity of memberships across cleavages.43 As the diversity of
memberships increases, ‘group boundaries [become] more permeable, status distinctions more
easily bridged, and intergroup relations more frequent’.44 Group boundaries are most
permeable when knowing one’s group membership on one cleavage tells you nothing about
her membership on another cleavage. Blau measures cross-cuttingness with a chi-square
measure of independence. I refer to this conceptualization of cross-cuttingness as pure cross-
cuttingness, which I will define and measure in more detail below.
The field of anthropology should take the ‘credit for having [first] brought to light

[cross-cuttingness’s] full significance for the study of social organization’, writes sociologist
Andre Beteille.45 However, the anthropological definition of cross-cuttingness differed
from the sociological one in important ways. Beginning with Evans-Pritchard, social
anthropologists sought to understand how societies, lacking the institution of government,
nevertheless maintained an ordered existence.46 Gluckman’s interpretation of these
ethnographies emphasized conflict of loyalties as the key to these societies’ stability:
because an individual’s loyalty was split in a cross-cutting society, his or her commitment
to any one group was mitigated.47 For example, take Kroeber’s description of the Zũni
society: ‘The clans, the fraternities, the priesthoods, the kivasy if they coincided, the rifts

42 David Frisby and Gerd Schroeter, ‘George Simmel: Review’, Canadian Review of Sociology and
Anthropology, 23 (1986), p. 285.

43 This term is my own. Past references to this same characteristic/phenomenon include cross-cutting
cleavages, cross-cutting circles, criss-cross pattern of cleavage structure and intersection of cleavages. The
antonym (reinforcing) has also been referred to as overlapping cleavages, consolidation of cleavages,
superimposition of lines of differentiation and correspondence of cleavages.

44 Peter Michael Blau and Joseph E. Schwartz, Crosscutting Social Circles: Testing a Macrostructural
Theory of Intergroup Relations (Orlando, Fla.: Academic Press, 1984), p. 83.

45 A. Beteille, ‘A Brief Note on the Role of Cross-Cutting Alliances in Segmentary Political Systems’,
Man, 60 (1960), 181–2.

46 E. Evans-Pritchard, ‘The Nuer of the Southern Sudan’, in M. Fortes and E. Evans-Pritchard, eds,
African Political Systems (London: Oxford University Press, 1940), pp. 272–96.

47 Max Gluckman, ‘Political Institutions’, in E. E. Evans-Pritchard, ed., The Institutions of Primitive
Society (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1954), pp. 66–80.
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in the social structure would be deep; by countering each other, they cause segmentation
which produces an almost marvellous complexity, but can never break the national entity
apart.’48 This cross-cutting pattern of social structure segmented society into multiple
sub-groups, each with a complex web of pressures from each salient social dimension.
Though anthropologists did not seek to quantify cross-cuttingness, their use of the term

seems to capture concepts different than pure cross-cuttingness, or statistical independence.
Specifically, an increase in either the number of salient cleavages or the number of groups
within cleavages can multiply the number of sub-groups. We might want to isolate the first
concept, an increase in the number of salient cleavages, and refer to it as a distinctive
characteristic, say heterogeneity. Alternatively, we could take a fractionalization measure of
sub-groups to capture the second concept. Thus, we see that anthropology’s theoretical
focus, operating at a different level of analysis, led to two different concepts, which in fact
are quite different from pure cross-cuttingness.
Within political science, an even greater variety of concepts has masqueraded under

the term ‘cross-cuttingness’. In addition to pure cross-cuttingness, heterogeneity and sub-
group fractionalization, two additional concepts, can be identified with the appellation
cross-cuttingness. Cross-cutting theory enjoyed widespread scholarly popularity in the
1950s and 1960s, and political scientists applied the notion to studies on social order,
political violence, voting behaviour, political organization and democratic stability.
Truman’s work on democratic stability, for example, focused on compromise within the
group.49 His group cohesion theory argued that the ‘influence of the affected group
depend[s] upon the conflicting loyalties of any significant segment of the group’. One
implication of group cohesion theory is that the more fragmented a group is on a second
cleavage, the less hold it has on its members, i.e. the lower in-group altruism. This version of
cross-cuttingness seems to be best captured by cross-fragmentation, a concept formalized by
Rae and Taylor.50 Elsewhere in the democratic stability literature, Lipset argues that: ‘A
system in which the support of different parties corresponds too closely to basic social
division cannot continue on a democratic basis.’51 This concept of cross-cuttingness is most
similar to sociology’s pure cross-cuttingness.
The voting literature and its focus on the individual, however, alluded to yet a different

concept – heterogeneity. When deciding for whom to vote, membership in different groups
with different political opinions was said to pull an individual in different political
directions. ‘More memberships’ is another way of saying that more salient cleavages exist
in a given society. Lastly, Dahl reasoned: ‘If most individuals in the society identify with
more than one group, then there is some positive probability that any majority contains
individuals who identify for certain purposes with the threatened minority.’52 This
probability is maximized when all groups on all cleavages are proportional in size and
when any given group is evenly split amongst groups on a second cleavage. Elsewhere,
I have referred to this definition of cross-cuttingness as cross-proportionality.53

48 A. L. Kroeber, Zũni Kin and Clan (New York: The Trustees of the American Museum of Natural
History, 1917), p. 183.

49 David Bicknell Truman, The Governmental Process: Political Interests and Public Opinion (New
York: Knopf, 1951).

50 Rae and Taylor, The Analysis of Political Cleavages.
51 Lipset, Political Man.
52 Robert Alan Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956).
53 Joel Selway, ‘Cross-cutting Cleavages: Theory and Measurement of Social Structure’ (unpublished

paper).
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In general, then, the term cross-cuttingness has been used to refer to a variety of
characteristics describing the structure of cleavages in society. These cleavage-structure
characteristics differed depending on the motivating level of analysis of the question.
Thus, at the individual level, the focus is on the competing identities and/or associations
of an individual with multiple group affiliations. The more identities an individual
possesses, the more he or she feels cross-pressured from these different groups, so the logic
goes. Rae and Taylor’s cross-fragmentation measure was motivated by this first dynamic
of individual cross-pressures, deriving their measure from the premising question: what is
the probability two individuals belong to the same group on one cleavage, but different
groups on another cleavage?54 In contrast, Blau’s conceptualization and measure of cleavage
structure was motivated by dynamics at the cleavage level.55 Specifically, he wondered how
‘lines of differentiation (cleavages) [were] related to one another’, and about the ‘strength of
the relationship of two or more social differences’.56 This led Blau to conceptualize the
structure of cleavages in terms of how independent each salient cleavage is from the other.
Lipset also seemed to operate at the cleavage level as he focused on the fluidity of issue
coalitions. When cleavages are highly related (reinforcing society), Lipset sees less flexibility
in coalitions. The same coalitions appear over and over again on every issue. In contrast,
when cleavages are highly independent, different coalitions are possible for each issue that
arises; the us’s and the them’s are constantly changing.57 In the remainder of this section,
then, I define and measure these two major characteristics of cleavage structure more
precisely, testing them both in the empirical section.

CROSS-FRAGMENTATION

Cross-fragmentation, whose formal definition can be attributed to Rae and Taylor,
measures the proportion of all pairs of individuals who are in the same group on one
cleavage but in different groups on another cleavage.58 It is given by the equation:

CF ¼

1
2

Pn1
i¼1

Pn2
j�1

xijðxi� � xijÞ þ
1
2

Pn1
i¼1

Pn2
j�1

xijðx�j � xijÞ

NðN� 1Þ=2
; ð1Þ

where xij are frequencies in the cells of a contingency table of the two cleavages i and j, xi>
and x>j are the marginal frequencies and N is the total number of individuals in the
society. If N is large enough for the approximation 1/N(N2 1)5 1/N2 to hold, then Rae
and Taylor show that this can be written

CF ¼
X
i

p2i� þ
X
j

p2�j þ
X
i;j

p2ij ; ð2Þ

54 Rae and Taylor, The Analysis of Political Cleavages.
55 In between the individual and cleavage levels of analysis is the group-level dynamic. Cross-fragmentation,

furthermore, dissolves in-groups and diminishes group pressures. To motivate measures of cross-cuttingness, I
thus pose the question: ‘In what way should groups on a cleavage x be distributed amongst groups on a
second cleavage y to maximize cross-cuttingess?’ This question motivates at least two additional measures
– cross-proportionalization and cross-bipolarization – and indeed is able to motivate our first two measures
also. Indices for these measures have not yet been computed, but are forthcoming. See Selway, ‘Cross-
cutting Cleavages’.

56 Blau and Schwartz, Crosscutting Social Circles.
57 Lipset, Political Man.
58 Rae and Taylor, The Analysis of Political Cleavages.
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which after some transformation is simply:

CF ¼ 2Fc � F1 � F2 ð3Þ

or two times the sub-group fractionalization minus the fractionalization scores for each of
the individual cleavages. Like F, CF varies between 0 and 1, with 0 signifying complete
‘reinforcingness’ and 1 complete cross-fragmentation. At the maximum, complete cross-
fragmentation occurs when all pairs belonging to the same group on i belong to different
groups on j, and vice versa. Put differently, every member of any given group would have
to belong to his or her own group on a second cleavage. While this maximum may appear
absurd, more practically we can think of cross-fragmentation increasing ‘the smaller the
number of persons who are in the same group in both cleavages’.

PURE CROSS-CUTTINGNESS

Other scholars have used a measure that I refer to as pure cross-cuttingness, which seems to
isolate a single, distinct characteristic: the extent to which members of different groups on i
belong to the same j groups (and vice versa). In other words, in answer to the question, ‘In
what way should groups on a cleavage i be distributed amongst groups on a second cleavage j
to maximize cross-cuttingness?’, pure cross-cuttingness says, ‘when groups are distributed
identically’. That is, given the number of groups and given their relative size, cross-cuttingness
is maximized when groups are identically distributed among groups on a second cleavage. To
the statistically conversant, this seems much like the concept of statistical independence,
which it indeed is. To make C comparable regardless of the number of groups, I use the
normalization of the chi-square statistic given by Cramer.59

C ¼ 1 �

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiXk
i¼1

O�Eð Þ
2

E

" #
=N � max c� 1ð Þ; r� 1ð Þ

� �vuut ð4Þ

where

Xk
i¼1

O�Eð Þ
2

E

" #

is the chi-square statistic of independence,60 N is the number of observations, and the term
max{(c2 1), (r21)} is the larger of either the number of columns (c) minus one or the
number of rows (r) minus one. Pure cross-cutting is maximized when knowing the group
affiliation of an individual on one cleavage tells you nothing about what his/her group
affiliation is on a second cleavage.
To get a further sense of how cross-fragmentation and pure cross-cuttingness diverge,

consider the situation where two ethnic groups are each split amongst two religions, but
no member of either ethnic group shares a single religious group with a member of the
other ethnic group, as in Table 1. Cross-fragmentation will have a positive value (0.15)
signifying that groups have less hold on their members. In the same scenario, C gives a
value of zero, signifying that even though ethnic groups are divided religiously, they still

59 Since the statistics literature is unclear on which measure is superior, I opt for the more widely used
Cramer’s V. See: Alan Agresti, Categorical Data Analysis (New York: Wiley-Interscience, 2002).

60 O stands for the observed frequencies in a simple cross-tabulation of the religious and ethnic
cleavages; E stands for expected frequencies, calculated by multiplying the two marginal frequencies from
the original cross-tabulation; i refers to cells in the contingency table.
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identify with and/or associate with members of their ethnic group. Despite this difference,
both measures are sensitive to sub-group identities and thus fulfil my cross-cutting axiom
of Subgroup Identity Sensitivity developed elsewhere.61

Cross-fragmentation should still not be confused with cross-cuttingness. While the measure
is sensitive to independence between cleavages, cross-fragmentation is also sensitive to
fractionalization of either of the cleavages; pure cross-cuttingness is not sensitive to the latter.
Cross-fragmentation is perhaps best described as simultaneously capturing cross-cuttingness
and fractionalization. Indeed, as the empirical data below show, cross-fragmentation is a
completely separate cleavage-structure characteristic from cross-cuttingness.

PURE CROSS-CUTTINGNESS, CROSS-FRAGMENTATION AND CIVIL WAR

The implications of pure cross-cuttingness and cross-fragmentation for conflict and civil
war are as follows. Higher levels of either cross-fragmentation or pure cross-cuttingness
are associated with lower levels of conflict. The risk of conflict, however, is very different
from the commencement of (or deterioration into) a civil war. Many other characteristics
must be controlled for, including the level of economic development and conditions
making insurgency more likely (geographic terrain, a non-contiguous state, etc.).
Nevertheless, once these other factors are controlled for, higher levels of cross-cuttingness
and cross-fragmentation should decrease the likelihood of civil war onset.

HYPOTHESIS 1: Higher levels of cross-cuttingness decrease the likelihood of civil war.
HYPOTHESIS 2: Higher levels of cross-fragmentation decrease the likelihood of civil war.

TABLE 1 Hypothetical Society

Ethnicity

A B Population

Religion
F 818 0 818
G 91 0 91
H 0 9 9
I 0 82 82

909 91 1,000

Note: The table shows a situation where cross-fragmentation measures
0.15 and pure cross-cutting is zero.

61 However, neither heterogeneity nor sub-group fractionalization are sensitive to group identity on
both cleavages, and thus do not capture cross-cuttingness. A simple example illustrates why sub-group
fractionalization is not a measure of cross-cuttingness. Consider Society A with its two ethnic groups,
black and white, each composing 50 per cent of the population, and its two religions, Christian and
Muslim, each also composing 50 per cent of the population. The sub-group fractionalization score for
Society A is 0.5. In a second society, B, we could have a society with the same sub-group fractionalization
score, 0.5, but with a huge difference in the structure of its cleavages. Specifically, in Society B, there is just
one ethnic group split 50–50 between religions. We can thus see where subgroup fractionalization fails to
capture the concept of cross-cuttingness: it is not sensitive to the identities of the groups that compose the
subgroups. Selway identifies this as a cross-cuttingness axiom. See Selway, ‘Cross-cutting Cleavages’.
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An important issue that accompanies the introduction of pure cross-cuttingness and
cross-fragmentation is how they should be entered into our empirical model with single-
cleavage characteristics of social structure, i.e. ethnic and religious fractionalization and
bipolarization. The choice between additive and multiplicative models is in question here.
I posit that the effects of cross-cuttingness and cross-fragmentation are modified by single-
cleavage characteristics (and vice versa). In other words, an interactive model is most
appropriate.62 Ultimately, this can be viewed as an empirical question, but I now present
some theoretical support for such a specification.
One theory states that more ethnic groups entail more preferences in society, and

thus more likelihood of disagreement and conflict. Cross-cuttingness theory, however,
argues that these differences become less significant in a highly cross-cutting society. For
illustrative purposes, consider two societies with two ethnic groups and two religious
groups of equal size. In the first society, ethnic group a belongs entirely to religion j, and
ethnic group b belongs entirely to religion k. In contrast, in the second society, both ethnic
groups are equally divided among the two religions. If it is the multiplicity of groups
that matters, then one possible line of argument might be that the second society has
effectively one group due to the cross-cutting of cleavages. Indeed, as the level of cross-
cuttingness increases, the effect of the number of social groups, whether captured by
fractionalization of bipolarization, should decrease. This line of reasoning generates the
following hypothesis:

HYPOTHESIS 3: Higher levels of ethnic fractionalization increase the likelihood of civil war.
This effect decreases as cross-cuttingness (3.1) or cross-fragmentation (3.2)
increases.

The same logic can be applied to the common theory that higher levels of bipolarization
make conflict more likely. Again, consider two societies with two ethnic groups and two
religious groups of equal size. They both have the maximum levels of bipolarization.
However, in a perfectly cross-cutting society, there would effectively be one group, or
effectively zero bipolarization. Thus, we get:

HYPOTHESIS 4: Higher levels of ethnic bipolarization increase the likelihood of civil war.
This effect decreases as cross-cuttingness (4.1) or cross-fragmentation
(4.2) increases.

In addition, we can add two more similar hypotheses for the religious cleavage:

HYPOTHESIS 5: Higher levels of religious fractionalization increase the likelihood of civil
war. This effect decreases as cross-cuttingness (5.1) or cross-fragmentation
(5.2) increases.

HYPOTHESIS 6: Higher levels of religious bipolarization increase the likelihood of civil
war. This effect decreases as cross-cuttingness (6.1) or cross-fragmentation
(6.2) increases.

Hypotheses 3–6 can be tested using the relevant version of the interaction model:

Logit of Pr Civil War ¼ b0 þ b1EthFrag þ b2CrossCut þ b3EthFrag

� CrossCut þ biX þ �;

62 Collier and Hoeffler imply that this relationship should be interactive also. See Collier and Hoeffler,
‘Greed and Grievance in Civil War’, p. 570.
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replacing Ethfrag with the respective single-dimension variable and swapping CrossFrag
in for CrossCut.
The marginal effect of the single-dimension variables is:

@CivilWar

@EthFrag
¼ b1 þ b3CrossCut;

again replacing EthFrag and CrossCut, as each hypothesis calls for. This effect (identical
for all single-dimension characteristics) should be positive and significant when cross-
cuttingness is sufficiently low. b1 should be positive because the effect of ethnic
fractionalization on civil war is expected to be increasing when cleavages are perfectly
reinforcing. Assuming b1 is positive, b3 should be negative because the marginal effect
of ethnic fractionalization is expected to be decreasing as the structure of cleavages
becomes more cross-cutting (less reinforcing). It is helpful to think of cross-cuttingness
modifying the effect of fractionalization or bipolarization on civil war. In this theory,
as cross-cuttingness increases, the effect of fractionalization (bipolarization) on civil
war decreases.
Ultimately, I test Hypotheses 3–6 in several models: first, with each single-cleavage

characteristic entered separately; and secondly, in models with various combinations of
pairs of single-cleavage characteristics. The most extensive model, then, has five variables
that attempt to capture social structure, and can be given by the following specification:

Logit of PrCivil War ¼ b0 þ b1EthFrag þ b2RelFrag þ b3CrossCut

þ b4EthFrag � CrossCut þ b5RelFrag � CrossCut þ biX þ �:

The marginal effect of cross-cuttingness is:

@CivilWar

@CrossCut
¼ b3 þ b4EthFrag þ b5RelFrag;

Thus, assuming b3 is negative, I expect b4 and b5 to be positive, i.e. as fractionalization
(bipolarization) increases, the marginal effect of cross-cuttingness should decrease. Hence,
we get the following hypotheses:

HYPOTHESIS 7: Higher levels of cross-cuttingness decrease the likelihood of civil war. This
effect increases as either ethnic/ religious fractionalization/bipolarization
(7.1–7.4) increases.

HYPOTHESIS 8: Higher levels of cross-fragmentation decrease the likelihood of civil war.
This effect increases as either ethnic/religious fractionalization/bipolarization
(8.1–8.4) increases.

THE EMPIRICAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MEASURES OF SOCIAL STRUCTURE

In this section, I compare the empirical content of the two-dimensional characteristics of
cleavage structure first with each other and second with single-cleavage characteristics.
If pure cross-cuttingness and cross-fragmentation are highly related, the differences
discussed above would be minor. However, the data reveal that they are indeed distinct
characteristics. Moreover, cross-fragmentation, while being partially derived from both
religious and ethnic fractionalization, captures something quite different than either the
two separate measures. In this section, I describe the data sources for my social structure
measures, comparing them to existing indices to ensure a degree of robustness.
The most accurate source for these data would be country censuses. However, many

countries do not collect such information, and even for those that do the raw data are
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difficult to obtain. An alternative strategy is to extract similar information from nationally
representative surveys, such as public opinion surveys. Accordingly, I compiled my indices
from seven sources: The World Values Survey (WVS),63 The Eurobarometer (EB),64 the
Afrobarometer (AFB),65 the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LP),66 the Asian
Barometer (AB),67 the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES)68 and the World
Health Organization (WHO).69 In addition to the several rounds of WVS, the use of several
surveys allowed me to test the robustness of my scores for a handful of countries that appeared
on two or more of the surveys. The full data are displayed in Table 1 of the appendix.70

I begin my description of the data with a worked example of how the cross-cuttingness
score is calculated. I chose Switzerland, since it was the quintessential example of a cross-
cutting country in the earlier political science literature cited above. The data come from the
World Values Survey round conducted in 1996. Four ethnic groups are picked up by the
survey (German 48 per cent, French 31 per cent, Italian 10 per cent and Spanish 1 per cent),
as well as an additional category of ‘Other’, which constitute 2 per cent of the population and
likely includes the Romansch people. The survey also picks up six religious affiliations plus
an ‘Other’ category, the largest two, Catholic and Protestant, constituting 56.4 per cent
and 40.6 per cent, respectively, of the population. Table 2 displays these two cleavages in a
cross-tabulation. Out of a total N of 1,088 respondents, the largest ethno-religious group is
German-Protestants, with 297 individuals, or 27.3 per cent of the population.
Table 3 displays the expected size of ethno-religious groups if the society were perfectly

cross-cutting. This is calculated by taking the product of N and the column and row
percentages from Table 2. We thus see that the expected number of German-Protestants is
213.28. The next stage in the process is to subtract the expected values from the observed
values. Each of these numbers are then squared and divided by the respective expected

63 Ronald Inglehart and Christian Welzel,Modernization, Cultural Change and Democracy: The Human
Development Sequence (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

64 See Antonis Papacostas, Eurobarometer 63.4: European Union Enlargement, the European Con-
stitution, Economic Challenges, Innovative Products and Services, May–June 2005 [Computer file]; R.
Soufflot de Magny, Eurobarometer 63.3 Lifelong Learning in the Ten New European Union Member
Countries and Consumer Rights in Poland, March–April 2005 [Computer file]; Karlheinz Reif and George
Cunningham, Central and Eastern Euro-barometer 3: Political Disintegration, October–November 1992
[Computer file].

65 The AfroBarometer, http://www.afrobarometer.org.
66 The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP), http://

www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/HOME. We thank the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) and
its major supporters (the United States Agency for International Development, the United Nations
Development Program, the Inter-American Development Bank and Vanderbilt University) for making
the data available.

67 Takashi Inoguchi et al., AsiaBarometer Survey Data (2003 or 2004) [computer file]. AsiaBarometer
Project (http://www.asiabarometer.org/) [producer and distributor], Accessed December 2006. AsiaBaro-
meter is a registered trademark of Professor Takashi Inoguchi, Chuo University, Japan, Director of the
AsiaBarometer Project, Room 2137, Building Two, Chuo University, Korakuen Campus, 1-13-27
Kasuga, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 112-8551, Japan.

68 The Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (www.cses.org).
69 Gary R. Andrews, World Health Organization Collaborative Study on Social and Health Aspects of

Aging in Fiji, Korea, Malaysia, and the Philippine (1983–5). [Computer file]; Gary R Andrews, World
Health Organization Regional Office for Southeast Asia Collaborative Study on Social and Health Aspects
of Aging in Burma, Indonesia, North Korea, Sri Lanka, and Thailand (1990) [Computer file]; Gary R.
Andrews, World Health Organization Collaborative Study on Social and Health Aspects of Aging in
Bahrain, Egypt, Jordan, and Tunisia (1991) [Computer file].

70 Appendix available at author’s website, http://www.umich.edu/,jselway.
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values. To save space, I do not show these stages in tabular form. Taking the sum of
the values from the previous stage gives us the chi-square value, which in the case of
Switzerland is 381. To normalize this value, I first divide the chi-square value by N (1,088)
and the lesser of the number of ethnic groups minus one (4) or the number of religious
groups minus one (6), as follows.

! 381=1088 � 4 ¼ 0:0875

Finally, I take the square root of this number and subtract it from unity.

1 �
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
0:0875
p

¼ 0:706

This produces a final cross-cuttingness score of 0.706 for Switzerland.
I performed several robustness checks on the indices to ensure that the data were

reliable. A full description of these checks is available in the appendix, and provides
confidence that the methods of survey sampling across the various surveys were adequately
similar and ensured representativeness of the populations.71 In addition, as I was using
several surveys, there were a number of countries for which I was able to calculate several
scores. In general, the scores were very similar. For example, the average standard deviation
for cross-fragmentation was 0.072. Final scores were averaged unless there were theoretical
reasons to favour one over the other, such as the tendency to pick up latent cleavages, or
worrisome divergence from existing social structure indices.72 As such, the measures are

TABLE 2 Ethno-Religious Subgroups in Switzerland

Buddhist Hindu Muslim Orthodox Other Protestant Catholic Row Total Row %

French 1 0 0 1 2 135 200 339 31%
German 0 0 1 2 16 297 209 525 48%
Italian 0 0 0 1 1 1 185 188 17%
Spanish 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 9 1%
Other 0 1 3 3 0 7 13 27 2%

Col. Tot. 1 1 4 7 19 442 614 1,088

Column % 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6% 1.7% 41% 56%

Source: World Values Survey, 1996.

TABLE 3 Expected Size of Ethno-Religious Subgroups in Switzerland if Religion and
Ethnicity were Perfectly Cross-Cutting

Buddhist Hindu Muslim Orthodox Other Protestant Catholic

French 0.31 0.31 1.25 2.18 5.92 137.72 191.31
German 0.48 0.48 1.93 3.38 9.17 213.28 296.28
Italian 0.17 0.17 0.69 1.21 3.28 76.38 106.10
Spanish 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.16 3.66 5.08
Other 0.02 0.02 0.10 0.17 0.47 10.97 15.24

71 See author’s website http://www.umich.edu/,jselway.
72 The raw data, including tables from these analyses, will eventually be available at the author’s

website http://www.umich.edu/,jselway.
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fairly consistent across surveys. Finally, I compared ethnic categorizations in the various
surveys to Posner’s index of Politically Relevant Ethnic Groups (PREG) to ensure that the
surveys were picking up latent cleavages, which I argue are appropriate for this study.73

Since I am using this index to study civil war, I was concerned about the geographic spread
of the countries for which I was able to compute a score. Moreover, since gross domestic
product (GDP) per capita is at the heart of Fearon and Laitin’s theory of state strength, it is
important to ensure that the sample of countries I have in my index is representative.74 Of the
168 countries with a population over 400,000, the CC and CF indices have scores for 102
countries: 23 of 25 countries in Western Europe, 23 of 27 in Eastern Europe, 17 of 24 in Asia
Pacific, 21 of 25 in Latin America, 10 of 22 in the Middle East and North Africa, and 18 of 46
in Sub-Saharan Africa.75 The average GDP per capita of countries not included in the cross-
cutting and cross-fragmentation measures are given in Table 4.

The difference in economic development between countries included in or excluded from
the sample is almost $5,000, meaning that the regression results might be biased away from
factors of civil war in poorer countries, which may tend to experience more civil wars than
richer countries. However, this disparity in levels of economic development is not seriously
pronounced in the region that experiences the most civil wars – Africa. Indeed, in West
Africa, countries excluded from the sample actually have a higher GDP per capita.
Nevertheless, this difference in average GDP per capita is certainly something to be aware of
when evaluating the results. In general, the indices have good regional coverage.
Figure 1 shows a scatter plot of pure cross-cuttingness and cross-fragmentation. Both

measures are on a 0–1 scale, though the maximum value of CF is 0.78. While there is a

TABLE 4 Representativeness of World Geographic Regions and of Economic
Development

Average GDP per capita*

All regions Missing countries

23/27 East Europe 10,700 5,476
10/22 Middle East 12,066 14,060
23/25 Western European 35,017 42,380
17/24 Asia Pacific 10,120 2,683
6/20 West Africa 3,039 3,195
12/26 South, East & Central Africa 3,487 2,898
21/25 Latin America 7,688 8,376

All 11,931 7,141

*2008 $US per annum (World Bank)

73 This comparison was necessarily restricted to African countries, and thus the Afrobarometer and
World Values Survey, since Posner’s index concentrates on Africa. The results are nevertheless
encouraging. See: Posner, ‘Measuring Ethnic Fractionalization in Africa’. Full analysis is available in the
appendix at http://www.umich.edu/,jselway.

74 There may be additional problems of representativeness in terms of the self-selection bias inherent in
the types of surveys I am using. While this may exclude countries that have recently experienced civil war,
the data go back far enough to diminish this problem.

75 IMF, ‘World Economic Outlook Database’ (Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund,
2007).
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mild positive relationship (0.403 Pearson correlation), it is clear that for the majority of
observations, which lie in the right half of the graph, a country’s level of pure cross-
cuttingness (CC) does not easily predict its level of cross-fragmentation (CF). That the
few observations in the left-hand side of the graph are more strongly correlated supports a
theoretical statement I made previously. All measures and conceptualizations of cross-
cuttingness in the literature seemed to agree on the definition of the minimum level of
cross-cuttingness (reinforcingness); it was in the definition of the maximum where
divergence took place. Indeed, from a CC value of about 0.5 upwards, CF ranges almost
across the entire spectrum. Thus, CC and CF are slightly related but clearly very different
characteristics.

REGRESSION RESULTS

In this section, I add cross-cuttingness to Fearon and Laitin’s model of civil war.76 Their
model consists of variables measuring state strength and the favourability of a country’s
geography to insurgency, which they argue is the major method in which civil war has
been waged since the end of the Second World War. In their study, Fearon and Laitin find
no support for religious or ethnic fractionalization determining civil war. The unit of
analysis is ‘country year’, and each observation is assigned a value of 1 if a civil war began
(but not continued) in that year and a 0 otherwise. As such, I use a logit model to estimate
the coefficients. Since the data are Binary Time-Series Cross-Sectional (BTSCS), I follow
Beck, Katz and Tucker and employ natural cubic splines to control for temporal
dependence between observations.77 I also employ robust standard errors clustered by
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Fig. 1. Scatter plot of pure cross-cuttingness versus cross-fragmentation

76 Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’.
77 See Nathaniel Beck, Jonathan N. Katz and Richard Tucker, ‘Taking Time Seriously: Time-Series-

Cross-Section Analysis with a Binary Dependent Variable’, American Journal of Political Science, 42
(1998), 1260–88. I also experiment with two alternative ways to control for time dependence. First, I use a
lagged variable for the occurrence of war as Fearon and Laitin do (see Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity,
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country to control for within-country effects. The sample includes 160 countries and covers
the period 1945–99. In the initial analysis, I use the Peace Research Institute of Oslo (PRIO)
dataset for civil wars.78 PRIO defines a civil war as a contested incompatibility that concerns
government and/or territory, where the use of armed force between two parties, of which at
least one is the government of a state, results in at least twenty-five yearly battle-related
deaths and a minimum of 1,000 during the course of the civil war. In the robustness
appendix, I test the results using alternative sources of onset data.79

Because aspects of social structure could be associated with other things believed to
influence civil wars, I control for several variables that affect the cost of rebel groups
engaging in armed conflict. First, I control for state strength, captured as follows: the log
of per capita income lagged one year (Income), the log of the population size lagged one
year (Population), whether the country experienced a significant change in its political
regime in any of the previous three years (Instability), and whether the country is in its
first or second year of independence (New State). The first two of these proxies may also
be capturing direct costs of rebel recruitment. In terms of state strength, richer states are
better able to finance standing armies, which would both deter and control rebellious
activities. Collier and Hoeffler use this same measure, however, to proxy for forgone
income – higher per capita income makes it harder for rebel groups to recruit.80 Conversely,
states with larger populations are inherently weaker, thus increasing the likelihood of civil
war. With regard to state strength, larger populations make it harder and more costly for the
government to track activities at the local level. However, larger populations also increase
the pool of potential combatants that rebel leaders can draw on. In addition to Income and
Population, the cost of rebel activities is reduced (in this instance, in sheer financial terms) if
the country has economic activities in primary commodities. Collier and Hoeffler find that
oil is the primary commodity that seems to contribute most to rebel financing.81 Thus, I
simply use a dummy for whether a country is an oil exporter (Oil).
Next, I control for geographic conditions that make insurgency more likely. Fearon

and Laitin persuasively argue that civil wars following the Second World War have
mainly taken the form of insurgency, or rural guerrilla warfare, and offer the two following
proxies: the log of the proportion of the country that is mountainous (Mountains) and
whether the country is non-contiguous (consists of territories separated from the land area

(F’note continued)

Insurgency, and Civil War’). In addition, I follow Hegre et al.’s method of using a variable that assumes
that the effect of a previous conflict is decaying over time according to the formula exp{(-peace years)/X},
where ‘peace years’ is the number of years since a country experienced a civil war (see Hegre and
Sambanis, ‘Sensitivity Analysis of Empirical Results on Civil War Onset’. The value X determines the rate
of decay. I follow Toset et al. and set X to 4, implying that the risk of civil war is halved approximately
every 3 years (see H. P. W. Toset, N. P. Gleditsch and H. Hegre, ‘Shared Rivers and Interstate Conflict’,
Political Geography, 19 (2000), 971–96. This decaying variable takes on values close to 1 immediately after
the end of a conflict and approaches 0 over time. The major results are not appreciably affected by these
various approaches.

78 N. P. Gleditsch, P. Wallensteen, M. Eriksson, M. Sollenberg and H. Strand, ‘Armed Conflict
1946–2001: A New Dataset’, Journal of Peace Research, 39 (2002), 615–37. Sometimes referred to as the
‘Armed Conflict Data’, the PRIO data I use were restricted to conflicts with at least 1,000 battle deaths by
Urdal. I thank him for his generous sharing of data (see Urdal, ‘A Clash of Generations?’).

79 Appendix available at http://www.umich.edu/,jselway.
80 Collier and Hoeffler, ‘Greed and Grievance in Civil War’, Oxford Economic Papers, 56 (2004).
81 Collier and Hoeffler, ‘Greed and Grievance in Civil War’. World Bank Policy Research Working

Paper, No. 2355.
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containing the capital city (Non-contiguous)).82 The existence of these geographic conditions
favourable to insurgency thus reduces the costs of rebel groups engaging in armed conflict.83

For the social structure characteristics I rely initially on all my measures calculated
from the surveys mentioned above, namely cross-cuttingness (CC), cross-fragmentation
(CF), ethno-linguistic fractionalization (SELF), ethno-linguistic bipolarization (SELB),
religious fractionalization (SRF) and religious bipolarization (SRB). In the robustness
section, I present my findings using alternative indices of these characteristics.

PURE CROSS-CUTTINGNESS AND THE ONSET OF CIVIL WAR

In Model 1 of Table 5, I replicate Fearon and Laitin’s (F&L) model of civil war onset
with PRIOonset as the dependent variable and my social structure variables for ethnic and
religious fractionalization. Similar to F&L’s findings, the coefficient on religious fractiona-
lization is small and statistically insignificant.84 However, as the several more recent studies
that I cite above have shown, we cannot be as certain of F&L’s conclusion concerning ethnic
fractionalization: using my social-structure data, ethnic fractionalization is significant and
positive at p. 0.01. However, substituting back in F&L’s original ethnic and religious
variables, it again loses significance. The two measures of state strength, log of GDP per
capita and the oil dummy, are notably both insignificant in Model 1. Changing back to the
original F&L onset data for the dependent variable, but with my social structure variables
finally finds Oil and Income significant again. It appears, from this sensitivity analysis, that
even the empirical support for state strength determining civil war is shaky.85

In Model 2, I add pure cross-cuttingness (CC) as the sole measure of social structure,
keeping all other variables the same as in Model 1. The coefficient on CC is negative and
significant, both substantively and statistically, as expected. In Model 3, I add ethnic
fractionalization (SELF) and religious fractionalization (SRF) back into the model. SRF
remains insignificant, while CC and SELF are both significant again. Robustness tests,
however, do not confirm that either pure cross-cuttingness or ethnic fractionalization are
significant in additive models.86

Model 4 includes an interactive term between SELF and CC. The coefficient on CC
is negative and significant, indicating that the marginal effect of CC on civil war onset is
significant when SELF is zero. The interactive term, moreover, is positive, indicating
that as SELF increases, the effect of CC on war onset increases; the coefficient is also
significant. In Model 5, where I interact cross-cuttingness with religion, the coefficient on
SRF and the interaction term are not significant. It is important to remember, though,

82 The exact definition is a country with territory holding at least 10,000 people and separated from the
land area containing the capital city either by land or by 100 kilometres of water. These were coded as
‘non-contiguous’ (see Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’).

83 I also include a measure of democracy based on the Polity IV index, which ranges from 110, most
democratic, to 210, least democratic (Democracy). All these variables are taken from Fearon and Laitin. I
thank them for their generous sharing of data (see Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’).

84 Coefficients on each of the single-dimension characteristics were also statistically insignificant, as
were various combinations of pairs of these variables. For lack of space, these results are not displayed.

85 In addition, I ran models using all the other indices of civil war used in this article and all other social
structure variables. The conclusion is that F&L’s results on Oil and Income are not robust.

86 I note that I also find mixed results for ethnic and religious bipolarization measures, for which
Montalvo and Reynal-Querol show strong empirical support (see Montalvo and Reynal-Querol, ‘Ethnic
Polarization, Potential Conflict, and Civil Wars’).
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TABLE 5 Logistic Regression of Determinants of Civil War Onset, Cross-Cuttingness

Models

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

CC 22.004** 21.841* 26.852*** 23.707*** 27.521*** 23.448*
(0.98) (1.05) (1.81) (1.22) (1.85) (2.01)

SELF 1.114* 1.172* 27.265*** 25.74
(0.63) (0.62) (2.61) (3.50)

SRF 20.63 20.42 22.96 23.08
(0.74) (0.71) (2.56) (4.22)

SELB 21.50
(3.16)

SRB 0.63
(2.81)

CC3 SELF 12.06*** 10.14**
(3.90) (4.78)

CC3 SRF 4.43 4.24
(3.42) (5.34)

CC3 SELB 2.74
(3.89)

CC3 SRB 20.19
(3.45)

Peace Years 20.15 20.156* 20.15 20.154* 20.15 20.151* 20.163*
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Spline 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Spline 2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Spline 3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Log (p. c. income) 20.17 20.21 20.14 20.03 20.16 0.01 20.20
(0.20) (0.15) (0.18) (0.16) (0.15) (0.18) (0.16)

Log (population) 0.337*** 0.300*** 0.323*** 0.367*** 0.310*** 0.369*** 0.308***
(0.08) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08)

Log (%mountains) 0.360*** 0.395*** 0.428*** 0.452*** 0.420*** 0.461*** 0.428***
(0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14)
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TABLE 5 (Continued)

Models

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Non-contiguous 0.54 0.55 0.51 0.800** 0.61 0.798** 0.62
(0.36) (0.40) (0.37) (0.37) (0.41) (0.37) (0.40)

Oil 0.05 0.39 0.12 0.00 0.44 0.04 0.32
(0.38) (0.33) (0.37) (0.35) (0.31) (0.32) (0.37)

New state 1.469* 1.22 1.337* 1.652** 1.24 1.653** 1.25
(0.79) (0.78) (0.80) (0.80) (0.80) (0.80) (0.81)

Instability 0.871*** 0.930*** 0.965*** 1.033*** 0.911*** 1.010*** 0.931***
(0.28) (0.27) (0.29) (0.27) (0.27) (0.28) (0.27)

Democracy 20.04 20.03 20.04 20.05 20.03 20.05 20.04
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Constant 27.326*** 25.038*** 26.333*** 24.540** 24.511** 24.497** 24.766**
(2.17) (1.87) (2.06) (1.93) (1.82) (1.96) (1.99)

N 4106.00 4130.00 4106.00 4106.00 4130.00 4106.00 4130.00
R2 0.14 0.13 0.15 0.17 0.14 0.17 0.14

Notes: Robust standard errors, clustered by country, are in parentheses.
*p, 0.05; **p, 0.01; ***p, 0.001.
yLagged one year.
zIn ’000s.
yCoefficients of Peace Years cubic spline segments.
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that we are not primarily interested in whether the coefficient on this interaction term is
significant. Instead, what we really want to know is the direction and significance of the
marginal effect of ethnic fractionalization. Kam and Franzese caution us about conflating
coefficients with marginal effects.87 Thus, they suggest plotting the marginal effect (taking
the partial derivative with respect to the variable of interest) along a reasonable range
of values of the variable with which it interacts. Doing so reveals a richer story of how
social structure affects civil war. Specifically, I find that the marginal effect of ethnic
fractionalization is significant, but only at certain levels of cross-cuttingness.
What we are most interested in, however, is the marginal effect of cross-cuttingness on

civil war. Figure 2 (top left) shows that at certain levels of each of the single-cleavage
characteristics, the marginal effect of cross-cuttingness on civil war onset is negative and
significant. One can easily observe significance in marginal effect plots: the effect of ethnic
fractionalization is significant whenever the upper and lower bounds of the confidence
interval are both either above or below the 0 line. Figure 2 (top left) shows that when
fractionalization is low (less than 0.4), the effect of cross-cuttingness on civil war is
significantly negative. Put differently, when there are effectively two ethnic groups or less
in a society, the effect of cross-cuttingness on civil war is significantly negative.
Thus, cross-cuttingness really matters in societies composed of a large ethnic group and

a small minority. However, when there are effectively more than two ethnic groups, cross-
cuttingness does not have a significant reductive effect on the likelihood of civil war onset.
The positive slope also suggests that as ethnic fractionalization increases, the reductive effect
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Fig. 2. Marginal effect of cross-cuttingness on civil war onset across levels of ethnic fractionalization,
religious fractionalization, ethnic bipolarization and religious bipolarization

87 Cindy D. Kam and Robert J. Franzese, Modeling and Interpreting Interactive Hypotheses in
Regression Analysis (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 2007).
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of cross-cuttingness on civil war weakens. Thus, CC matters more the smaller the minority.
This is contrary to Hypothesis 7.1, but nevertheless intuitive. For the other three single-
cleavage characteristics (ethnic and religious bipolarization and religious fractionalization),
the marginal effect of cross-cuttingness is negative and significant at medium values, as shown
in the remaining plots of Figure 2. As with ethnic fractionalization, the reductive effect of
cross-cuttingness actually decreases as ethnic bipolarization increases, though the slope is
much less steep. For the two religion variables, however, the effect is exactly as specified in
Hypothesis 7.1: the reductive effect of cross-cuttingness increases as each of these variables
increases. In Models 6 and 7 of Table 5, for which I do not show marginal plots, the effect of
cross-cuttingness continues to be negative and significant regardless of the level of the second
modifying variable.88

Next, I turn to the other single-cleavage characteristics. Since only the marginal effect
of ethnic fractionalization is significant, I show only its plot in Figure 3. We see that the
effect of ethnic fractionalization on civil war is significantly positive only when cross-
cuttingness is high (at its mean of 0.75 or above). Thus, ethnic fractionalization increases
the likelihood of civil war, as stated in Hypothesis 3.1. Contrary to this hypothesis,
however, the effect of ethnic fractionalization becomes stronger as cross-cuttingness
increases. Hypothesis 3.1 stated that the effect of ethnic fractionalization should weaken at
higher levels of cross-cuttingness. One possible explanation of this empirical finding is that
cross-cuttingness actually increases the number of preferences in society. Specifically, an
additional cross-cutting cleavage may divide society into more subgroups; those subgroups
then develop unique preferences for a variety of issues, making conflict more likely.

CROSS-FRAGMENTATION AND CIVIL WAR ONSET

Next, I test whether cross-fragmentation is a significant determinant of civil war onset. As the
empirics showed in the previous section, cross-fragmentation and pure cross-cuttingness
are separate concepts only mildly correlated. Thus, this next section is not a robustness

-10

-5

0

5

10

M
ar

gi
na

l E
ffe

ct
 o

f S
E
LF

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
CC

Fig. 3. Marginal effect of ethnic fractionalization on civil war onset across values of cross-cuttingness

88 All excluded figures will be made available on the author’s website.
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test of the concept of cross-cuttingness, but rather a test of a different characteristic of
cleavage structure altogether. In contrast to pure cross-cuttingness, cross-fragmentation is
not statistically significant in any of the models.89 Nevertheless, plots of the marginal
effect of cross-fragmentation (Figure 4) show similar signs and slopes to Figure 2. Similar
coefficients of the other independent variables, including their signs, size and significance
are also obtained in the cross-fragmentation models.

ROBUSTNESS TO ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF CIVIL WAR

I also tested my findings using the several alternative datasets of civil war onset. These
datasets included Correlates of War (COW),90 Political Instability Task Force (PITF),91

Major Events of Political Violence (MEPV)92 and Fearon and Laitin (F&L).93 In addition,
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Fig. 4. Marginal effect of cross-fragmentation on civil war onset across levels of ethnic fractionalization,
religious fractionalization, ethnic bipolarization and religious bipolarization

89 Full results are available on the author’s website at http://www.umich.edu/,jselway.
90 Meredith Reid Sarkees, ‘The Correlates of War Data onWar: An Update to 1997’,Conflict Management

and Peace Science, 18 (2000), 123–44.
91 See http://globalpolicy.gmu.edu/pitf/
92 Monty G. Marshall, ‘Conflict Trends in Africa, 1946–2004: A Macro-Comparative Perspective’,

(Arlington, Virginia: Center for Systemic Peace, 2005).
93 Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’.
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for each of these datasets, I substituted the differing ethnic/religious fractionalization/
bipolarization indices mentioned in the previous section. Here, I report the results using
my social structure variables.
While there are important differences in the way that these datasets define what a civil

war is, I differentiate them here based on intensity.94 As mentioned above, PRIO counts
cases that have at least twemty-five annual deaths and a minimum of 1,000 conflict-
related deaths during the course of the civil war. F&L has the strictest threshold rule; it
only counts cases with at least 100 annual deaths and a minimum of 1,000 deaths overall.
PITF’s two thresholds are at least 1,000 direct conflict-related deaths over the full course
of the armed conflict and at least one year when the annual conflict-related death toll
exceeds 100 fatalities. COW maintains the same 1,000 overall minimum, but does not
have an annual deaths minimum. MEPV has the lowest overall minimum of at least 500
directly-related deaths over the course of the episode, again with no yearly minimum. All
datasets were restricted to the years 1945–99 to maximize comparability.
Table 6 summarizes the marginal plots for cross-cuttingness using each of the three

alternative datasets. Importantly, PITF, MEPV and COW yield similar results to Figure
2, confirming the robustness of the major result of this study. The F&L dataset yielded
slightly different results. The two plots, described in the last two rows of Table 6, suggest
that at high levels of ethnic fractionalization, cross-cuttingness actually increases the
likelihood of civil war. While these results cannot be completely ignored, it is notable that
the F&L dataset has the strictest intensity rules. Moreover, using other measures of ethnic
fractionalization in the F&L model in Table 6 produced results in support of the major
finding of this article. Thus, we can comfortably conclude that the results are robust in all
but the most intense levels of civil war. Robustness results for the other single-cleavage
characteristics are not shown due to their inconsistency. Thus, the major robust finding of
this article is that the marginal effect of cross-cuttingness on civil war onset is negative
and significant when ethnic fractionalization is low (less than 0.5 approximately). This
result is robust to the measure of ethnic fractionalization used, source of civil war onset
data and statistical technique.

TABLE 6 The Marginal Effect of Cross-Cuttingness on Civil War Onset with respect
to SELF Using Different Sources of Onset Data

Source Direction Significant? Range Slope

PRIO negative yes 0–0.4 1
PITF (all civil wars) negative yes 0–0.3 1
PITF (ethnic civil wars) negative yes 0–0.4 1
MEPV (all civil wars) negative yes 0–0.3 1
MEPV (ethnic civil wars) negative yes 0–0.5 1
COW negative yes 0–0.3 1
F&L (all civil wars) positive yes 0.7–0.9 1
F&L (ethnic civil wars) negative/positive yes 0–0.1/0.8–0.9 1

Note: A positive slope means that the marginal effect of CC increases with SELF.

94 For a more in-depth discussion on the important differences amongst these different datasets, see
Nicholas Sambanis, ‘What Is Civil War? Conceptual and Empirical Complexities of an Operational
Definition’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 48 (2004), 814–58. These additional data are perhaps best seen
as additional robustness tests.
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The marginal effect of ethnic fractionalization is less certain. Two of the four alternative
measures yielded insignificant results, while the other two returned similar results (including
direction, range and slope) as were seen in Figure 3. Moreover, when alternative sources of
civil war onset are used, the marginal effect of ethnic fractionalization is insignificant in two
of the seven models (using only SELF) and in three models actually reduces the likelihood of
civil war onset, though this occurs at low levels of cross-cuttingness. Lastly, in four of the
models, the marginal effect of ethnic fractionalization is the same as in Figure 3. In general,
then, the range and slope of Figure 3 are confirmed, but it is possible that at low levels of
cross-cuttingness, ethnic fractionalization actually reduces the likelihood of civil war. In the
conclusion, I address future strategies to assess these results further.

ROBUSTNESS TO ETHNIC CIVIL WARS

There is some disagreement in the literature regarding the use of general civil wars vs.
ethnic civil wars as the dependent variable. Proponents of using the latter argue that
ethnic wars have different determinants than other types of civil war.95 As such, I ran all
the models using three different sources for ethnic civil wars onset data: Major Events
of Political Violence (MEPV), Fearon and Laitin (F&L) and Political Instability Task
Force (PITF), the latter of which I coded myself for ethnic wars. The major results of this
article are supported substituting in measures of ethnic civil wars. The marginal effect of
cross-cuttingness is significant in all three models, while the marginal effect of ethnic
fragmentation is significant in two of the three regressions.96

CONCLUSION

I started by arguing that past models of civil war onset seeking to test the influence of
social structure are biased because they do not consider the structure of cleavages. Indeed,
this study has confirmed that when single-cleavage social structure characteristics are
regressed on civil war, they are insignificant. While intuition tells us that social structure
should matter, the vast number of past studies has been inconclusive. This article has
suggested that characteristics capturing how two (or more) cleavages are structurally
related to each other are an important part of measuring social structure. The empirical
results have shown that one such characteristic, cross-cuttingness, is a significant determinant
of civil war onset at low levels of ethnic fractionalization. However, the empirical evidence for
cross-fragmentation is not so favourable. Moreover, there is weaker support for the marginal
effect of ethnic fractionalization, and even weaker evidence that any of the single-cleavage
characteristics significantly determine civil war.
Yet this study is only the beginning of a more comprehensive approach to both

conceptualizing and measuring social structure. Two other important characteristics come
to mind. First, the geographic dispersion of ethnic and religious groups may be important
for the actual physical interaction of groups. Consider two highly cross-cutting societies
where two ethnic groups share a single religion. In one country, however, ethnic groups are
evenly dispersed around the country, whereas in the other they are concentrated in certain
regions. In the first society, the ethno-religious cross-cuttingness is more likely to result in

95 Nicholas Sambanis, ‘Do Ethnic and Nonethnic Civil Wars Have the Same Causes? A Theoretical
and Empirical Inquiry (Part 1)’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 45 (2001), 259–82.

96 All results are available in the appendix at http://www.umich.edu/,jselway.
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actual physical interaction between ethnic groups, but not in the latter. Ethnic groups living
near each other might go to the same churches, mosques or temples, or be involved in
intra-ethnic organizations or events. In the second country, shared religious identity may
not mean much at all. One way to capture this is the ever-elusive measure of which
cleavages are salient. However, a measure more achievable in the near future might be a
geographic segregation measure similarly derived from surveys.97 A second characteristic to
be included in future studies should be something that captures the economic inequality
among ethnic (or religious) groups. While we might think that ethnic and religious disputes
transcend economic ‘greed’, wealth disparity should intensify ascriptive differences. Again,
national surveys provide a ready source for such data.
In conclusion, we currently have very little understanding about if and how social

structure might affect the likelihood of social conflict. Ethno-religious cross-cuttingness is
one step towards a richer sociological theory, and has been shown in this study to be
a significant determinant of civil war onset. Certainly, any future study should include
cross-cuttingness in a multiplicative specification.

97 Indeed, the author is currently compiling such data. A more comprehensive project to map the
geographic location of ethnic groups is currently being directed by Lars-Erik Cederman and various
co-authors. See: Cederman, Rød and Weidmann, ‘Geo-Referencing of Ethnic Groups’.
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