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Abstract

The central goal of this project is to better understand the relationship between civil
war and repression at each phase of the “civil-war life-cycle,” which is composed of
the escalation and onset of civil war, the war itself, and the post-war period.

The project then seeks to understand the role of repression in civil war onset,
where repression is argued to be either a permissive condition or a direct cause of
civil war, where the role of repression is tied to what type of civil war occurs. As a
permissive condition, repression essentially provides the opportunity for a group to
carry out an attack, invasion, mutiny, and the like. During other conflicts, repression
may be a direct cause of the war. The repression of protest movements may lead
those groups to view “normal,” non-violent political channels as closed, while also
increasing grievances and therefore their willingness to fight. This direct mechanism
along with the escalation process that leads to civil war is explored in depth, using
data from the 2011 Arab Spring.

This project also seeks to explain when conflicts are likely to be accompanied by
harsh repression and the targeting of civilians, and to address whether that strategy
is effective. It is argued that insurgencies rely on civilian populations for material
and non-material support; if the government targets this resource pool then it may
be able to undercut that lifeline and thus the military effectiveness of the group. Yet,
as repression is costly this is only a strategy likely to be employed when the rebels
are gaining ground, when they are relatively strong and militarily effective. As such,
governments that employ repression as a war-time strategy are likely beginning from
a point of weakness or disadvantage. It is thus further argued that the “gamble” of
repression is not likely to reverse the government’s fortunes; rather, wars marked by
high levels of repression are most likely to end in stalemate.

Finally, the use of, or the restraint from using, repression in post-war periods
is also explored. Little attention has thus far been paid to the use of repression in
post-conflict states, despite the growing literature on the consequences of conflict
and the importance of this time for rebuilding and establishing peace. Here, the
transformation of the war-time threat, together with various constraints against using
repression in the post-war period, are considered.
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CHAPTER 1

Repression and the Civil-War Life-Cycle: An

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

The recent civil war in Libya was remarkable in that a peaceful country was brought

to all-engrossing civil war in an incredibly short period of time. Protests, spurred

on by the larger Arab Spring, were planned for 17 February 2011. Over the course

of the following five days, demonstrations grew and spread, and government forces

responded by open-firing on protesters, killing over 200 people. The opposition quickly

organized and armed themselves and by the end of 20 February, opposition fighters

“beat back police” and captured several military barracks. Both the government and

opposition had resorted to all-out, armed violence, marking the start of civil war.

The heavy-handed repression of the protesters served to directly mobilize an op-

position force, as the Libyan government made it clear that there was no room for

dissent. In response to the first demonstration, Qaddafi’s forces used water cannons

and live ammunition to disperse the crowds. By the second day of protest, government

forces were directed to aim into the crowds, and Human Rights Watch estimates that

24 were killed by government forces that day. Protests then erupted across eastern

Libya, and an estimated 84 were killed over the course of the next three days. On 20

February, government forces began to massacre protesters in earnest—an estimated
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100 were killed in a single day. The harsh nature of Qaddafi’s response was clear,

consistent, and without relief.

At no point after the protests began did Qaddafi offer anything other than ex-

traordinarily harsh repression. Qaddafi never listened to the protesters’ demands,

never offered concessions, and certainly never offered any hope of achieving change

without resorting to violence. The severe response also, in large part, forced ordinary

citizens to mobilize and pick up arms in order to protect themselves, while providing

clear motivation to act against a harsh and repressive regime.

If Liberia’s civil war is known for anything, it is the extreme brutality perpetrated

by all factions during the war. Casualties, refugees, and internally displaced persons

account for an astonishing 85% of the population (Cain, 1999). Horrific killing, rape,

torture, destruction, looting, ethnic violence, and even cannibalism were much too

common during the war. The World Health Organization estimates that almost 40%

of women in displaced persons shelters had been raped; young boys were given AK-

47s and forced to fight or run through occupied streets shouting and signing obscene

gestures to draw enemy fire; pregnant women were sought out by some rebels, who

would bet on the sex of the baby, then cut it out of the mother’s womb to see who

won the bet. Mother and child would be discarded as the rebels looked for their next

victim; machetes, whips, knives, guns, and more were used as torture devices; and

groups would at times rip out the heart and organs of their victims to later cook and

eat.

Lesotho’s civil conflict was considerably different than either Libya’s or Liberia’s.

Multiparty elections were held in 1998, and the majority Lesotho Congress for Democ-

racy (LCD) won 79 of 80 seats in parliament; yet while the results seem circumspect,

the elections were declared free and fair by local and international observers as well
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as a special commission appointed by the Southern African Development Community

(SADC). Opposition parties nevertheless rejected the results, and large-scale protests

broke out in August 1998 and quickly intensified into violent demonstrations outside

the royal palace. It was in this environment that a number of junior members of the

military took advantage of the chaos and mutinied.

During the crisis, there was “looting, casualties, and widespread destruction of

property,” and an estimated 114 were killed over the course of September 1998.1

The government requested a task force from the SADC in order to prevent a coup

and the presumed instability that would follow. South African and Botswana troops

entered the country in September and ended the mutiny. In December, the Interim

Political Authority (IPA) was created, charged with reviewing the country’s electoral

structure. The IPA proposed a new proportional representation system that would

ensure that there would be opposition in the parliament. Elections were held again

in 2002 in accordance with the new rules, and although the LCD again gained the

majority of seats, the opposition also gained a significant number of seats for the first

time in Lesotho’s history.

Although the conflict in Lesotho was relatively minor, at least in comparison to

other civil wars, it nevertheless resulted in the liberalization of the country’s electoral

rules and a decrease in repression. After the conflict, the government did not engage

in a campaign of repression against the mutineers or against the protesters, but

instead choose to liberalize, which ultimately led to greater respect for human rights.

Compare this to an armed conflict in Saudi Arabia, where armed militants seized

control of the Grand Mosque in Mecca in 1979. Saudi forces broke the siege after

1“Lesotho,” in the US State Department’s Country Reports on Human Rights Practices from
1999. Casualty estimates are taken from the UCDP Battle Related Deaths Dataset (UCDP Battle-
Related Deaths Dataset v.5, 2011).



16

PTS Mean N

Overall Average 2.4 (5805)
Repress Pre-Conflict 3.0 (495)
Repression During Conflict 3.8 (959)
Repression Post-Conflict 3.0 (527)
The overall average includes all countries, all years.

The prewar average includes the three years before a conflict begins.

Conflict years are defined by the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Data.

The post-war period includes the first five years after a civil war ends;

this period is considered over if civil war resumes or begins again.

Table 1.1. Repression and Civil War: Summary Statistics

about two weeks, and the result was a stricter implementation of Islamic law, which

led to an overall increase in the level of repression.

These examples illustrate that at each phase of a civil war—escalation and onset,

during the war itself, and in the post-war period—repression is almost always embed-

ded and intertwined with the story of armed conflict. Repression creates significant

grievances over long periods of time, while harsh and immediately applied coercion

can lead individuals to adopt violence as the only means left to achieve change and

to protect themselves, as happened in Libya. Wars themselves are often tragically

brutal. Stories of civilians being killed, mutilated, raped, and tortured, of small chil-

dren being forced to fight, of looting, slashing, and burning of homes and villages,

are much too common. And after wars end, some countries choose to liberalize and

increase their respect human rights as in Lesotho, while others do the opposite, as

did Saudi Arabia.

Table 1.1 shows some of these relationships in descriptive statistics. It gives the

average level of repression in all years, in the year before civil war begins, during

conflict years, and in the first five years after a war ends. Repression data are from

the Political Terror Scale (PTS), where higher numbers indicate greater levels of
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Figure 1.1. Level of Repression, 1976-2010

Figure 1.2. Repression During Civil War Years, 1976-2010

repression. (For more on these measures see Chapter 2.) The overall trend in the

data is that repression increases in the years before a conflict starts, is at its highest

point during civil war, and then decreases again after the conflict ends. In this

post-war period, however, levels of repression do not automatically return to what is

“normal” during peace years. Rather, it says high during that immediate post-war

period.2

2Repression is not simply high at all times in these civil war states. In the next five year period
after a war ends (i.e., years 6 through 10 of peace following a civil war), the average level of repression
drops to 2.7. In other words, in the post-conflict period repression is high as a result or legacy of
the war, not only due to higher-than-average repression in states that are likely to have civil wars.
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Figure 1.3. Repression in the Post-War Period, 1976-2010

These relationships can also been seen in Figures 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3, which show

the distribution of the PTS measures in all years, civil war years, and post-civil war

years. The distribution of the level of repression, in all years from 1976 to 2010, is

quite different from that of repression during civil war years. Civil war years are

marked by very high levels of repression, at a level of 3 or higher, while repression in

general tends towards the lower end of the scale, with many countries between 1 and

3. Post-war years, on the other hand, are more moderate, without high concentrations

at either the very low or very high end of the PTS scale.

1.2 Goals

The central goal of this project is to better understand the relationship between civil

war and repression at each phase of this “civil-war life-cycle,” which is composed

of the escalation and onset of civil war, the war itself, and the post-war period.3

The project then seeks to understand the role of repression in civil war onset, as in

3Dividing a conflict into these periods provides a useful framework, allowing for a different focus
at each of the three phases and is certainly not a new idea. Sambanis (2002), for example, also
divides civil wars in this way in his review of the civil war literature.
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Libya; to explain when conflicts are likely to be accompanied by harsh repression and

the targeting of civilians, as in Liberia; and to understand the use of repression in

post-war periods, such as in Lesotho and Saudi Arabia.

This is an important undertaking, first because of the terrible and destructive

nature of civil wars. Counting battle deaths alone, the Fearon and Laitin (2003)

estimate that between 1945 and 1999 over 16 million people died fighting in civil

wars. This is by all means a conservative estimate of the number of deaths caused

by civil war, as a large number of non-combatant deaths are purposefully excluded

from this estimate, including one-sided violence, victims of disease or other causes of

increased mortality, and non-organized or criminal violence. These conflicts likewise

produce huge numbers of refugees and internally displaced persons, individuals forced

to flee the violence and destruction of war. The clear destruction of physical infras-

tructure, including transportation networks, buildings, electricity and sewage lines,

among others, feed into the destruction of the economy4 alongside the loss of trade

partners and foreign investment.5 There are also long term effects on public health6

and education.7 The use of repression is an integral part in the civil war process, and

for that reason deserves to receive greater attention.

Additionally, repression is but another form of destruction or brutality. Denying

civil rights may appear to be mild in comparison to the casualties caused by war, but

torture, imprisonment, and killings are certainly not. Indeed, they are often tools of

war that are used on civilian and military populations alike. The use of repression

surrounding civil wars is but one additional form of violence that should be studied

both during civil wars and in the post-war period. Developing an understanding of

4See Murdoch and Sandler (2004); Collier (1999); Kang and Meernik (2005).
5See Bayer and Rupert (2004).
6(Hoddie and Smith, 2009; Ghobarah, Huth and Russett, 2004; Murray et al., 2002).
7See (Lai and Thyne, 2007).
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when repression is likely to be high during conflict may help to focus attention on

those populations to aid in their protection. The post-war period is an especially

important time of disarmament and rebuilding. High levels of repression disrupt

that process, blurring the line between war and peace. Understanding the use of

government coercion during these periods should not be overlooked.

There has been surprisingly little work on the connections between civil war and

repression. While there is an extensive literature on civil war onset, for example, al-

most none of those studies explicitly consider the role of repression either theoretically

or empirically. There has been a greater amount of work devoted to understanding

when governments use repression during wars; however, testing strategies have been

limited, and very few have considered the effect that high levels of repression have on

the outcome of civil war. Finally, virtually no work has been done on the post-war

period. Given the importance of this period as a time of rebuilding and establishing

peace, the use of repression during this period deserves more attention.

1.3 Project Outline

In the remainder of this project, I first take an in depth look at the conceptualization

and operationalization of the key terms, repression and civil war. Here, definitions of

repression and civil war are outlined, and data on both repression and civil war are

also discussed. I also outline the broad theoretical orientation that is used in each of

the empirical chapters, a “soft rationalism” where leaders must decide if it is “worth

it” to use repression given the various costs and benefits of doing so.

In Chapters 3 and 4, I address the connections between civil war onset and re-

pression. While repression has been discussed in the onset literature as a cause of
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grievances, it has generally received little attention in the more recent quantitative

literature that has pushed studies of civil war onset towards focusing primarily on

opportunity factors. Further, there has generally been little theorizing about the role

of repression as it applies to different types of civil war onset.

In Chapter 3, I argue that repression can be either act as a permissive condition

or be a direct cause of civil war. As a permissive condition, it acts as an opportunity

factor for a group to carry out an attack, invasion, mutiny, and the like. During

other conflicts, repression may be a direct cause of the war. The repression of protest

movements may lead those groups to view “normal,” non-violent political channels as

closed, while also increasing grievances and therefore their willingness to fight. Gov-

ernment coercion may also very well push individuals into the arms of the opposition

forces, as they seek protection against the government. An important determinant of

when the direct versus permissive mechanism will come into play is the type of civil

war that occurs. I present a typology that essentially divides mass-based or revolu-

tionary conflicts from other types of wars, such as mutinies, coups, terror campaigns,

or foreign-formed insurgencies. The direct mechanism is relevant to mass-based con-

flicts, whether regionally in wars of succession, or nationally in a revolutionary war.

Results from example cases and a larger multivariate analysis support the argu-

ment that first, repression matters to civil war onset. Countries with high levels of

repression are significantly more likely to experience civil war onset than countries

with low levels of government coercion. Secondly, the impact of repression mattered

most to mass-based wars, as demonstrated by the conflicts in Algeria and Northern

Ireland. This is also supported by a multinomial logistic regression and correlations

drawn from the Minorities at Risk data.
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Chapter 4 considers mass-based conflicts and the direct mechanism in greater

depth in order to develop a better understanding of how a protest movement can

grow and transform into a civil war. Here, I develop a conflict escalation process

model that expands on existing work on both civil war onset and protest-repression

exchanges. The primary focus is on the strategic interchange that occurs between the

government and protesters. Hypotheses are thus drawn regarding the form and length

of protester-government exchanges at the multiple “exit points” from the conflict

escalation model, in order to explain the role that government reactions to protest

events have on the process of conflict escalation.

These hypotheses are then tested using data I gathered on the 2011 Arab Spring.

First, the various sequences of protester-government exchanges were categorized ac-

cording to the escalation process model, and placed at their correct “exit point.”

Secondly, the sequences of events were clustered based on their similarity using se-

quence analysis. The various clusters of sequences that resulted from this process

were then compared to the results of the escalation model categorization. In general,

the two sets of results matched very well: the sequences of countries at the same exit

point tend to be quite similar. This suggests that countries that advance a certain dis-

tance according to the escalation model also have similar and predictable patterns of

protester-government interactions. As hypothesized, for example, sequences that end

in civil war were marked by heavy uses of repression, which contributed to movements

growing and eventually turning towards organized violence.

Chapters 5 and 6 move to the civil war itself. It is well documented that ongoing

civil war results in higher levels of government repression (Poe and Tate, 1994). Cer-

tainly, there is no clearer threat to a regime than an organized, violent insurgency.

Yet there is considerable variation in the level of repression that is used across civil



23

wars. Some countries, like Bosnia and Rwanda, engaged in extraordinarily high levels

of repression during their civil wars, while others, like the United Kingdom, engaged

in relatively “conventional” forms of violence. This chapter views repression as a tool

the government has to undermine rebel groups. Insurgencies rely on civilian popula-

tions for material and non-material support; if the government targets this resource

pool then it may be able to undercut that lifeline and thus the military effectiveness

of the group.

However, given the costs of repression, I argue that this strategy will only be used

when the rebel group is relatively strong and militarily effective. In particular, I focus

on information that is readily available and comparatively easy for the government to

gauge, including the number of battles won by the rebels as well as rebel troop size. In

the uncertain environment of war, I argue that the government will respond to clear

information. Results using the Armed Conflict Location and Event Data support this

argument—as the rebel group wins more battles and as its size increases in numbers,

the government becomes increasingly likely to use repression as a military strategy.

In Chapter 6, I examine the role that high levels of government repression have on

the likelihood of government victory and on the outcome of the war more generally.

While the government may, from a cost-benefit perspective, believe that repression

is worth the costs if they are able to undercut the rebels, I argue that it will not

ultimately help the government win the war. As governments that employ repression

as a war-time strategy are likely beginning from a point of weakness or disadvantage,

they will be unlikely to reverse their fortunes through the “gamble” of repression. In

order for repression to work, it typically needs to be fully applied, which translates

into very harsh tactics, whether scorched earth, large-scale massacres, or something

similar. Overall, this type of strategy is rare in the period under study (1976-2010)
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and is unlikely to occur. Instead, repression that is not “fully” applied is more likely

to stop civilians from supporting the government at a minimum, or even push civilians

into the arms of the rebels as they seek protection from government forces.

I further argue, however, that government repression can be somewhat successful,

in that it may very well stop a rebel group from being able to win the war. Thus while

high repression may not be able to secure government victory, it may help to prevent

the rebels from winning. As such, stalemate should be the most likely outcome in

instances of high war-time repression. Results of a series of logistic regression models

are generally supportive. Government victory is significantly less likely given high

levels of repression, while stalemate is the most likely outcome. The effect of coercion

on rebel victories was less certain, in large part due to the limited instances of rebel

victory.

Chapter 7 addresses the period following civil war. Little attention has thus far

been paid to the use of repression in post-conflict states, despite the growing literature

on the consequences of conflict and the importance of this time for rebuilding and

establishing peace. As a result the use of repression during this period is not well

understood. I argue that first, the government will be primarily concerned with its

former, war-time enemy. As such, it is necessary to consider first the threat that it

represented during the war itself. High intensity wars in particular are more likely

to be characterized by an uncertain post-war period, as former combatants were

necessarily strong relative to one another in order to be part of an intense war. There

will thus be higher levels of real or perceived threat to the government’s rule in these

situations.

Yet following these high-intensity wars, not all governments universally respond

with repression. In order to understand the variation in the use of repression in the
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post-war period, both the potential constraints against using repression as well as fac-

tors that may help to neutralize these threats are considered. Democratic transitions,

power-sharing agreements, disarmament clauses, and third-party agreement-enforcers

are argued to lead to a greater drop in the level of repression from the war to post-

war period. Overall, the theoretical expectations regarding the intensity of a war,

constraints against using repression, and factors that might help to neutralize the

war-time threat are supported by the empirical record, tested using both a series of

difference of means tests and OLS regression.

In the final chapter, a case study of the civil war on the island of Bougainville, a

region of Papua New Guinea, recounts the main conclusions drawn from each chapter

as well as the contributions to the literature. Finally, potential extensions to the

project are also outlined.
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CHAPTER 2

Concepts, Measures, and Theoretical

Orientation

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the primary concepts of the project—repression and civil war—are

clarified. The typical operationalizations of the terms are also discussed, along with

the strengths and weakness of current repression and civil war datasets. The broad

theoretical orientation of the project is then presented.

2.2 A Focus on Repression

2.2.1 Conceptualization

One of the goals of this study is to further develop the concept of repression. Espe-

cially in the more recent literature, the term is often ambiguous, and it is not always

clear what “repression” means. Indeed, an explicit definition is often omitted.

In Davenport’s (2007) Annual Review of Political Science article, the definition of

state repression that he presents is “the actual or threatened use of physical sanctions

against an individual or organization, within the territorial jurisdiction of the state,

for the purpose of imposing a cost on the target as well as deterring specific activities

and/or beliefs perceived to be challenging to government personnel, practices or in-
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stitutions” (2).1 Davenport goes on to say that state repression does not include all

forms of coercive action. Notably, the actions and deterrence efforts against violent

crime, theft, etc. are excluded. Rather, this definition “deals with applications of

state power that violate First Amendment-type rights, due process in the enforce-

ment and adjudication of law, and personal integrity or security,” a point to which I

will return (2).

This definition of repression has multiple components that need to be unpacked.

First, Davenport is specifically concerned with state repression. Actions must be

taken by the state, state-sponsored groups (e.g., militias), or state-affiliated groups

(e.g., death squads) to be considered repression (Davenport, 2007a, 3). It is also

required that the action be taken within the territorial jurisdictions of the state.2

This is a component that I also accept and adopt. For the purposes of this project,

repression is performed by the government.

Secondly, in this definition the action itself is the physical sanctioning, or the

threat of physical sanctioning, of an individual or organization. This certainly includes

a large range of actions, including jailing, torturing, killing, fining, banishing, forced

forfeiture of property, or the threat of any of these. Two issues arise here. The first

is minor, and can be easily addressed. Davenport writes that the action or threat

can be taken against any individual or organization. By using the term organization,

however, there arises a question of what defines an organization. Rather than using

1This definition of repression, which is adapted from Goldstein (1978), is used as a basis for the
body of Davenport’s work (e.g., Davenport, 1995, 1996a,b, 2007b). It has also been adopted by
others (e.g., Carey, 2006).

2The requirement of state involvement is not accepted by all. One notable exception is Freedom
House, whose bases its ratings on the overall level of rights and social freedoms that individuals have.
Freedom House argues that “Freedoms can be affected by state actions, as well as by nonstate actors,
including insurgents and other armed groups” (Freedom House, 2008). In civil war situations, for
example, it can be quite unclear as to which group is in power. Likewise, for weak or failed states,
the effective division of power between multiple groups may be a permanent feature of the political
landscape.
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‘organization,’ then, the term group might be used instead, which simply refers to

any segment of the population.

The second issue that arises in this section of the definition is more serious, and re-

quires more attention. While the actual use of physical sanctions is relatively straight

forward in that it can be detected and recorded, the threat of physical sanctions is

not. Threats can pass between individuals undetected; they can be heavily shrouded

in cultural contexts, unknown and unfamiliar to independent observers; and, they can

be difficult to parse out—what is the difference between a threat, pressure applied

by the government, and a suggestion? Threats can certainly impose costs on the

target, and they are often effective at stopping or deterring actors. Threats, however,

constitute a gray area. It is difficult to systematically collect data on when threats

occur, as it would involve a great deal of subjectivity.3 For this reason, I omit the

threat of physical sanctions from the definition.

Finally, the purpose of the action is left to be considered. According to Dav-

enport’s definition, the immediate purpose of repression is to impose a cost on the

individual or group that is being targeted as well as to stop or deter some behav-

ior from occurring. This seems reasonable, with one ambiguity that should be better

spelled out. It is often the case that the target of torture, for example, is not engaging

3While including the threat of physical sanctions is relatively common in definitions of repres-
sion, it is not included in the major repression/human rights datasets. The Political Terror Scale,
for example, “measures actual violations of physical integrity rights” (Wood and Gibney, 2010, 370;
emphasis added). The CIRI data, complied by Cingranelli and Richards (1999), tries to objectively
measure the number of occurrences of physical integrity violations, specifically torture, imprison-
ment, killings, and disappearances. Thus, while the source material for PTS and CIRI, annual
reports from Amnesty International and the US State Department (these are explained in more
detail below), include specific instances of threats made by various governments, these threats are
not coded by PTS or CIRI. The exception to this is the Freedom House data, which does include
certain types of threats, notably against journalists and media outlets, as well as academics. Given
the closed nature of Freedom House’s coding practices, it is not clear if threats play a large role in
the coding, or if threats are included in other categories of their measure (such as threats to freedom
of expression, etc.).
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in some behavior that the government wishes to stop. Rather, the target might have

information on an opposition group, on the whereabouts of another, or the plans for

some event. Thus, while the state is imposing a cost on the individual being tortured,

it is the behavior of another individual or group that they wish to stop. For that rea-

son, the definition can be updated, such that the immediate purpose of repression

is first to impose a cost on the individual or group that is being targeted, but also

to stop or deter some behavior of the target or of another individual or group from

occurring.

While the immediate purpose may be relatively straight forward, determining

the ends of the repressors is not. For example, Davenport defines repression as an

action meant to challenge or deter “specific activities and/or beliefs perceived to

be challenging to government personnel, practices or institutions” (2). However,

he later writes that, “The definition does not specify the particular ends to which

repressive action is put...[including] controlling or eliminating specific challenges (real

or imagined) to existing political leaders, institutions, and/or practices” (3). Thus,

Davenport concurrently claims that only actions that are taken to deter activities

or beliefs challenging to the government are repression, and that the definition of

repression should not include the particular ends to which repressive action is put.

Rather than include the specific motivation of stopping or deterring actions per-

ceived to be challenging to the government, I will more simply argue that to be

considered repression, the action must be politically motivated. By politically mo-

tivated, I am referring to actions taken to either protect or advance political goals,

meaning goals related to governing a country. This then includes stopping activities

that are challenging to government as well as controlling how the population can act,

forced indoctrination, and the like. This brings up a second point, which is that
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repression is a purposeful action that is taken by the state. It is akin to a policy

choice, a politically motivated decision made by the state. Repression therefore does

not include random acts of police brutality, for example.

Taken together, repression can be defined as the following: the politically mo-

tivated use of physical sanctions against an individual or group, performed by the

state and within the jurisdictional boundaries of the state, taken to impose a cost

on the target as well as to stop or deter behavior of the target itself, or of another

individual or group. This definition will serve as the basis for this project, for both

the theoretical work and as a foundation for its operationalization.

The Role of Rights There is one additional difficulty, however, that arises when

defining repression. The idea of inherent rights or legality also plays a role in de-

termining what should be considered repression. As Davenport notes, using physical

sanctions against murderers, arsonists, or thieves is not considered repressive. It is

only “applications of state power that violate First Amendment-type rights, due pro-

cess in the enforcement and adjudication of law, and personal integrity or security”

(2). If the actions taken by the state are within the law, in other words, they can-

not be considered repressive. Many scholars use the terms “repression” and “human

rights violations” interchangeably, and indeed the connection between them is clear:

when the state represses, it violates human rights.4

The notion of legality or inherent rights, however, is not necessarily universal. The

rights that Davenport discusses, as well as his definition of repression more generally,

are adapted from Goldstein (1978). Importantly, the Goldstein study was about the

4Importantly, however, the reverse is not true. Not all cases of human rights violations can also
be considered repressive. Returning to the definition of repression outlined above, only cases that
are politically motivated and purposeful actions taken by the government can be termed repression.
Put differently, repression is a subset of human rights violations.
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use of repression in the American context, wherein First Amendment-type rights,

due process, and personal integrity rights are embodied in national law. When the

American government uses repression, in other words, it is actively violating domestic

law.

The basis for using these “inherent rights” in a cross-national study, however,

does not have such a clear foundation. These rights are embodied in international

law, in the United Nation’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights as well as a series

of relevant UN treaties.5 The relevance and effect of international law, however, is

not as clear as the relevance and effect of domestic law. Many countries that have

signed human rights treaties fail to comply with them (e.g., Hathaway, 2002). In

other words, international law is often ignored, and it appears that many countries

ratify these treaties not because they endorse the idea of universal rights, but because

it is the normatively appropriate thing to do.

Further complicating the matter, there is what can be considered a western bias in

focusing specifically on civil rights. To illustrate this, consider that the UN’s political

and economic rights covenants that are now in place were originally slated to be a

single treaty. However, due to the ideological divisions of the Cold War and the heated

debate over the role of economic rights, two treaties emerged. Communist countries

generally supported economic and social rights and thus adopted the International

Covenant for Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. The western democracies, on the

other hand, promoted civil and political liberties, and thus adopted the International

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. In other words, civil liberties were championed

by the western democracies; they were not universally accepted.

5These treaties include the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and
the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment
(CAT), among others.
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This is an important distinction, because for the purposes of this project, I consider

an act to be repressive if it violates civil rights or a person’s physical integrity. As this

certainly reflects the interests of liberal democracies, a fair question is why should

economic and social rights not be included? The simple answer is that it would be

difficult to do so. Civil and political rights are what might be called “negative rights”:

states are obligated under international law to not abuse them. The government, for

example, cannot restrict or abuse its citizens’ right to free speech. Social and economic

rights, by contrast, are “positive rights” that should be provided (see Hafner-Burton

and Ron, 2009). Services like health care and education, for example, are examples of

positive rights. Another way to describe the difference between positive and negative

rights is that positive rights oblige action, whereas negative rights require inaction.

Certainly, the denial of economic or social rights—if purposefully taken to change

behavior—can then be considered repressive. However, generally speaking, it is much

more difficult to determine when the denial of economic or social rights is purposeful.

With political and civil rights—negative rights—states are required to not abuse

them. Inaction is required. Thus, any action that is taken that denies these rights is

a clear application of repression. Social and economic rights, however, require action.

In this case, inaction must be interpreted—was it purposeful, or simply impossible to

carry out? As there is no widely agreed upon cross-national time-series dataset for

economic and social rights, some scholars use the Human Development Index (HDI),

or other such composites. But, it is likely incorrect to argue that having a low HDI

is a reflection of state repression. For this reason, scholars tend to focus on repressive

actions that deny civil liberties or personal security rather than the economic and

social rights.6

6This treatment of economic and social rights likewise reflects how they continued to be viewed
in some countries, notably the United States. The US, for example, has not ratified the ICESC,
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In sum, not all applications of state power are considered repressive, only those

that are in violation of rights that are considered inherent in international law, specif-

ically civil liberties and personal integrity rights. While it does reflect the views of

western democracies, it is largely out of the difficulties posed by collecting data on

social and economic rights.

Dividing the Concept of Repression: Civil Liberties and Physical Integrity

While there is general agreement on a conceptual level that repression involves the

government’s use of force to deter or stop some action, it is very common to distin-

guish between different types of repressive behavior. There are currently two distinct

groupings of repressive action that are studied: physical integrity violations and civil

liberties violations. Physical integrity violations threaten the right to human life, and

include things like torture, killing, and imprisonment. Civil liberties violations, on the

other hand, are restrictions placed on beliefs, expression, association, and assembly,

as well as the denial of due process.

It is important to first note that physical integrity violations and civil liberties

violations are both considered repressive—they are not conceptually distinct. They

are both actions taken outside of international legal standards. Two explanations are

given in the literature for the separation of civil liberties from the right to physical

integrity. The first is that they are codified separately in international law, and like-

wise are not equally accepted by all governments (Apodaca, 2001). As previously

discussed, civil liberties are codified in the ICCPR, and are championed by west-

ern, liberal democracies. The right to human life, however, is codified in the UN’s

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), and is accepted globally. There is

and many of the rights within the ICESC are not viewed as inherent in the US, such as the right to
health.
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much less controversy, in other words, surrounding physical integrity violations. Both

democratic and authoritarian governments alike claim that these rights are salient.

Secondly, the separation of physical integrity rights from civil liberties is also

justified based on ‘how repressive’ a given action is. Physical integrity violations are

seen as the “most egregious and severe crimes against humanity” (Poe and Tate, 1994,

854), and “the most dramatic form of human rights repression” (Blanton, 1999, 236).

The tendency to separate the two types of repressive action is especially common

in the more recent literature.7 While some studies will examine both civil liberty

and physical integrity violations, although using separate measures (e.g., Davenport,

2007a; Landman and Larizza, 2009), a number of studies look solely at physical

integrity violations (e.g., Apodaca, 2001; Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2005; Hafner-

Burton and Tsutsui, 2005; Hafner-Burton, 2005; Whitten-Woodring, 2009).

A third explanation for why scholars tend to divide physical integrity violations

from civil liberties violations is more practical. The major contemporary datasets are

divided. The Political Terror Scale and CIRI data are physical integrity measures,

while Freedom House provides what is largely a civil liberties measure. Thus, in part

scholars tend to separate these different types of repression due to data limitations.

This is discussed further below.

2.2.2 Moving from Conceptualization to Operationalization

Although repression has long been a part of the field of political science, its systematic

study more-or-less began in the 1980s (Davenport, 1999). In this period, there was

no standard measure of repression; rather, a number of different operationalizations

were used. Indeed, an issue of Human Rights Quarterly was dedicated to the various

7This is also a result of the available datasets, which is discussed in the following section.
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measurements of human rights (Claude and Jabine, 1986). The measures used during

this period, up until approximately the year 2000, were commonly events-based data.

Taylor and Jodice’s (1983) World Handbook of Political and Social Indicators was a

commonly used, an events data source that coded “negative sanctions” performed

by the government, such as censorship and limitations on political practices. Gupta,

Singh and Sprague (1993) also uses a count of the number of negative sanctions,

ranging from censorship of the media to exile and arbitrary arrest.

This changed around the year 2000, when the datasets used in the repression

literature became standardized.8 There was a clear move away from events-based

data sources to standards-based data, and scholars converged on three datasets—the

Political Terror Scale (PTS) (Gibney, Cornett and Wood, 2010), the CIRI data (Cin-

granelli and Richards, 1999), and Freedom House’s civil liberties measure (Freedom

House, 2010). These datasets deliberately separate personal integrity rights from

civil liberties (hence the separation of these types of rights in the literature). The

Political Terror Scale (PTS) and the CIRI data provide measures of physical integrity

violations, while a civil liberties measure is provided by Freedom House.

Both of the personal integrity measures, PTS and CIRI, use the same sources,

Amnesty International’s Annual Report and the US Department of State’s Country

Reports on Human Rights Practices. The PTS indicator has five categories, ranging

from 1 (the least repressive) to 5 (the most repressive), delineated based on the scope,

intensity, and range of state violence (Wood and Gibney, 2010). Here, scope refers to

the type of violence (including torture, political imprisonment, extrajudicial killings,

and disappearances), intensity refers to the frequency of the violence, while range

8There a handful of studies that continue to use events-based data sources, e.g., Carey (2006).
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refers to the portion of the population that is affected.9 The Amnesty International

reports are coded separately from the US State Department reports. The overall PTS

indicator typically used is the average of these two measures.

The CIRI data, compiled by Cingranelli and Richards (1999), also focus on the

same four categories of physical integrity rights: torture, political imprisonment,

extrajudicial killings, and disappearances. However, they attempt to construct a

more objective scale based on the number of times each of these occurs in a given

year. To do this, Cingranelli and Richards separate each of the four categories and

determine if they have occurred either more than 50 times, more than once but less

than 50 times, or not at all (> 50, 0 > 50, or 0 times). Each of these categories is

assigned a score based on their frequency. A score of 2 indicates that there were no

abuses, 1 some abuses, and 2 greater than 50 abuses. The sum of these four categories

results in the 0 - 8 CIRI scale, with 0 indicating a high level of abuse and 8 no cases

of abuse.

The measure used most often for civil liberties is the Freedom House civil liberties

scale. This measure ranges from 1 to 7, and includes a number of indicators that

are assigned a score then aggregated additively.10 Civil liberties largely refer to first-

amendment type rights, such as freedom of belief, expression, travel, and association,

but rule of law-type rights are a part of the measure as well, including having an

independent judiciary and equal protection under the law.

Importantly, one of the indicators included in the Freedom House measure is

“freedom from political terror,” which includes arbitrary arrests and detention, exile,

9For more on what the levels 1-5 denote, see Wood and Gibney (2010) for a more in depth
description of their measure.

10There are a total of 15 indicators, falling into four main categories: freedom of expression and
belief, associational and organizational rights, rule of law, and personal autonomy and individual
rights. See Freedom Freedom House (2008) for the various indicators that fall under each of these
categories, as well as the procedure used to compile this measure.
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torture, and killings, among others. In other words, the Freedom House civil liberties

scale actually includes physical integrity rights. However, given the lack of trans-

parency with how Freedom House compiles their measure, it is not clear how great

of a role freedom from political terror plays in the measure, and if the measure is

stacked in a way that egregious violators of physical integrity rights always receive a

high score.

The separation of civil liberties from physical integrity rights is but one of the

major problems with current repression data. Two additional problems relate to the

unit of analysis of each of the major datasets. Each of these measures are in country-

year form. This is problematic first in terms of the time frame. Consider a case like

Libya in 2011, as was discussed in Chapter 1. Repression of political demonstrations

was extreme before the civil war began, with hundreds of deaths caused by government

forces over the course of only a few days. A year-long measure is not fine-grained

enough to capture these dynamics. In a study of civil war onset, for example, if

repression is included as an explanatory variable in a quantitative analysis it should

be lagged one year. Thus, in Libya’s case, not only will the measure fail to capture

the within-year variance, but the actual value used in the model will be for 2010.

This, in no way, captures the dynamics of the Libyan case.

Secondly, the scope of these measures is often much too large. Consider the ex-

treme case—India, with over 1.2 billion people, broken into numerous religious, ethnic,

and linguistic groups, each with a distinct relationship with the central government.

There, a country-wide measure of repression cannot capture the regional variations

that occur. Or in Russia, which has an immense land mass, repression targeted at the

Chechens will be coded as country-wide. This also fails to captures regional variance

in the government’s policies and strategies.
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One measures that may help to address this latter problem is from the Minorities

at Risk (MAR) Project (Minorities at Risk Project, 2009). The MAR project collects

data on all “at-risk” minorities, and one of the variables included in the latest release

of the data is the level of political repression that these groups face. This measure

ranges from low level violations, such as surveillance and harassment of the minority

groups, to violent coercion and killing. Thus, the measure covers both civil liberties

and physical integrity rights, and is focused at the group rather than country level.

These data are, unfortunately, problematic as well. First, these data are also

at the year-level. Thus time dynamics remain hard to capture with this measure.

Secondly, the crucial repression variable from MAR has only been coded for the

2004 to 2006 period. The data are currently being back-dated to the 1970s, but it is

unclear at present when this will be completed. While this problem should eventually

be resolved, at present the data are very limited. Finally, there is a more fundamental

problem with MAR’s approach, which relates to the idea of an “at-risk” minority. For

studies of repression, this means that only certain groups can be included in a study,

and that case-selection is set by the MAR project rather than the researcher. While

these data help to overcome some of the pitfalls of the current data, the MAR data

have issues of their own.

Operationalization Summary A goal of future research should be to create a

repression measure that includes both violations of both civil liberties and physical

integrity, that covers a smaller time-unit (preferably down to the day, possibly events

data), and that is regionally focused. This will not be an easy undertaking. It will

require collecting new data, or recoding the original sources of the PTS, CIRI, MAR

and other datasets. Unfortunately, this was outside the scope of the current project.
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Rather, the PTS and MAR data are both used, and are supplemented when

appropriate.11 For example, in Chapter 4 I collected my own data on the Arab

Spring. It is events data that codes instances of protest, repression, and government

accommodation. It was coded by day, and includes all types of repression, from

censoring the media to deaths resulting from government forces firing on crowds of

demonstrators.

2.3 Defining and Measuring Civil War

The concept of civil war has rarely been discussed outside of its operational criteria.

Conceptually, civil war is a period of sustained, large-scale armed conflict within a

given state, between the government of that state and a domestic rebel group that

is organized both politically and militarily, where both sides are able to mount an

effective resistance (Sambanis, 2004b; Small and Singer, 1982).12 What it means for

a conflict to be sustained, large-scale, or for each side to mount an effective resistance

most often defined by some numerical threshold. Large-scale, for example, is defined

by the Correlates of War project as 1,000 battle deaths over the course of the conflict,

11Generally, the CIRI data are not used here. This is largely due to the coding process for the
CIRI measures, which relies on hard thresholds of physical integrity violations (e.g., 50 or more
extrajudicial deaths), regardless of the population size of the country, if multiple types of violations
(say deaths and torture) were a part of the same overall event (thus leading to double counting), and
rely on taking non-numerically specific Amnesty International and State Department reports and
transforming them into hard numbers. As such, I believe the PTS scale’s more subjective approach
to coding repression is more appropriate, especially around times of civil war. For more on the
differences and relative strengths of each measure, see Wood and Gibney (2010) and Cingranelli and
Richards (1999).

12This definition was constructed using both sources. Small and Singer (1982) define civil war
as “any armed conflict that involves (a) military action internal to the metropole, (b) the active
participation of the national government, and (c) effective resistance by both sides” (210). Sambanis
(2004b) does not provide a concept of civil war, per se, but rather gives in depth coding rules that
fit the description of the definition given here.
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while effective resistance is present if at least 5% of those deaths are caused by the

weaker side.

Small and Singer’s Correlates of War data provided the primary list of civil wars

(as well as interstate and extrasystemic wars) for almost 30 years (Gleditsch et al.,

2002). More recently, a number of additional datasets have been compiled, each of

which adopts its own operational criteria. Two of those datasets, which are also the

primary lists of civil wars used in this project, are described here.13 The first was

compiled by Sambanis (2004b), and the second is the Armed Conflict Data (ACD)

(Gleditsch et al., 2002). While these datasets are similar in regards to some of their

coding criteria, they differ significantly on others leading to rather different lists of

civil wars.

First, both datasets code only internal wars (i.e., wars within the territory of a

state) and do not include extrasystemic wars as civil wars.14 Further, for both datasets

one of the principal combatants must be the central government. The state or central

government is the internationally recognized governing body controlling a sovereign

territory. If there is no internationally recognized government, then ACD also includes

any non-recognized group if it is not contested by another internationally recognized

government that previously controlled that territory. Sambanis also includes groups

that are claiming to the be the government in cases where it is difficult to determine

which group is actually in control, such as in Somalia in the early 1990s.

In terms of the rebel group, Sambanis requires the group has an explicit political

motive. In other words, it cannot be an economically motivated group. The group

must also recruit within the state and must have bases, or be located, within the state.

13Other datasets include Fearon and Laitin (2003), earlier iterations of the Sambanis data, earlier
iterations of the Armed Conflict Data, as well as multiple iterations of the COW data, among others.

14This is also true of the COW data. Other datasets, such as the Fearon and Laitin (2003) data,
include colonial wars and other wars of independence as civil wars.
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The opposition party, within the ACD, must have either a territorial incompatibility

(e.g., war of secession) or a government incompatibility (e.g., war to overthrow the

central government), which implies a political motive. For both datasets, the group

must be organized and use armed force to achieve their stated incompatibility.

The remaining differences between the two datasets stem from their very different

violence thresholds. Sambanis advocates for a relative deaths threshold. He includes

conflicts that cause at least 500 deaths in the first year, or if the conflict has not

caused at least 500 deaths in the first year, it must have caused at least a cumulative

1,000 deaths in the first three years of conflict.15 Sambanis also argues that civilian

deaths that are directly caused by armed violence should be included in the counts

(deaths caused by disease or starvation are not included).

Conversely, the ACD include any conflict that reaches a minimum of 25 battle-

related deaths in a given year (civilian deaths are not included). This threshold

would appear to be very low, especially compared to COW’s original 1,000 deaths

in a year (or their later coding, 1,000 deaths in the course of the conflict) and to

Sambanis’s cumulative 1,000 deaths in a three-year period. As conceptually civil war

is a “big thing,” this coding appears to be overly low. The ACD project offers two

primary justifications for this threshold. The first is for reasons of statistical analysis.

Gleditsch et al. (2002, 617) note: “As multivariate models of conflict become more

fully specified, there are simply not enough wars for statistical analyses over shorter

periods of time,” making a lower threshold “useful.” Secondly, they argue that the 25-

deaths threshold is “high enough for the violence to represent a politically significant

event, although the precise local and international impact may vary” (617).

15See pages 829-830, Sambanis (2004b).
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The Sambanis coding rules require sustained fighting, such that if there are fewer

than 500 deaths in a five-year period, the war is considered over. The war likewise is

considered over if a peace treaty produces six months of peace, victory by the rebels

produces a new regime, if a government victory is followed by six months of peace,

or if a cease fire, truce, or simply an end to the fighting if results in at least two years

of peace. These termination rules are unnecessary for the ACD data, which simply

codes a year has having “no conflict” if there are fewer than 25 deaths.

Finally, Sambanis requires that the weaker side is able to mount an “effective

resistance,” which is defined as at least 100 deaths caused by the weaker side over

the course of the conflict. However, he notes that this rule in particular is applied

rather subjectively based on each war. For example, if the weaker side stops being

effective, causing no deaths to the more powerful side in a year, it becomes one-sided

violence and thus is no longer a civil war. The ACD, by contrast, have no effective

resistance clause likely due to the low deaths threshold (a 5% threshold would require

that the weaker side cause at least 1 death in the extreme case; a 100 deaths threshold

obviously makes little sense given their criteria).

Using Civil War Data Each of these datasets has advantages and disadvantages.

The Sambanis data are are accompanied by excellent coding notes and have perhaps

the most thorough and thoughtful coding rules. However, they are only available

from 1946 to 1999 and are largely incompatible with other datasets relating to civil

war.

The ACD, while they cover the 1946 to 2010 time frame, are difficult to use in their

own right. First, it is hard to separate minor instances of armed conflict from civil

war. The ACD have two different “intensity” or severity variables, which provide a
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categorical coding of the number of battle-related deaths associated with the conflict.

The first of these variables is a yearly measure that codes whether the conflict had

more than 1,000 deaths in that year. The second indicates if the war reached a

cumulative count of 1,000 deaths in that year of fighting. This appears like it would

be a useful indicator to separate minor from major wars. However, different episodes

of conflict are not differentiated from one another. For example, the civil conflict in

North Yemen that occurred in 1948 had over 1,000 deaths in that year. The same

conflict is coded as continuing from 1962 to 1970, and then again from 1979 to 1982.

The issue is that because it is given the same conflict ID, the cumulative intensity

measure is coded the same throughout each phase of the war because it hit over 1,000

deaths in 1948. In other words, it is impossible to separate different phases out from

one another, as it is almost more like a civil war rivalry approach than a coding of

distinct civil wars.

This leads to a second major problem with the ACD, which is determining when

one war stops and when another begins. There is often a single year of peace in

between two years of conflict. The ACD, however, offers no information regarding

whether those two periods of conflict should be considered distinct, or if it is the con-

tinuation of fighting (much like Sambanis’s at-least-500-deaths-in-three-years rule).

During studies of onset, for example, should all conflict years followed by peace be

included? Or only conflicts that follow at least two years of peace, or perhaps at least

five years of peace? And in studies of conflict termination, should any year followed

by peace be considered a terminated conflict? Or should there be a mandatory two

year break?

One of the key benefits, however, of using the ACD is that the data are compatible

with a multitude of other datasets that have been funded and complied by the Uppsala
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Conflict Data Program.16 Data on conflict termination, peace agreements, one-sided

violence, actors, and more are available and compatible with the ACD. These are

data that are central to many theories of civil war, at all three phases of the civil-war

life-cycle, and would otherwise require much research and recoding to make them

compatible with the Sambanis data, for example.

A best practice for civil war studies would be to use a number of different codings,

especially given these differences and given the relative advantages and disadvantages

of each dataset. It is thus extremely unfortunate that this is not done in this project.

The Sambanis data are used in Chapter 3, as a typology of civil wars was coded using

the Sambanis coding notes (among other sources). It would have been very time and

work intensive to code the ACD, as well. In Chapter 4, my own rules (explained

in the chapter, and based on the conceptual and operational criteria described here)

were applied to the Arab Spring cases. In the remaining chapters, the ACD are used

in order to also take advantage of the other UCDP datasets.

2.4 Theoretical Orientation

While there is not an overarching theory that ties each of the chapters together,

there is a broader theoretical orientation that is common across each of the empirical

chapters. Following the larger literature on government repression, I take a “soft

rationalism” approach, where leaders are expected to apply repression if the cost-

benefit calculation renders repression “worth it.”

Davenport (2007a) overviews the shifts in theoretical orientation of the repression

literature, from structuralist, where repression was assumed to be the result of cer-

16Visit http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/datasets/ for more.
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tain political-economic systems (e.g., autocracy, economic underdevelopment). This

evolved during the 1950s, when repression was viewed as a tool that leaders were

“compelled to take” because they had no other way to maintain control. It was

seen as a tool used by those unable or unwilling to govern in another way. Research

emerged in the 1970s and 80s that focused more explicitly on the cost-calculations

of the leader. In this approach, leaders are assumed to weigh the costs of repression

against the benefits of doing so. In other words, repression was viewed as a rational

or strategic choice. This is the most common approach taken today.

The benefits to applying repression are typically considered to be maintaining or

establishing political order, while costs can range from the material costs of applying

repression (training, weapons, etc.) or the negative impact on the government’s

legitimacy (Davenport, 2007b). This is then compared to the cost-calculation of other

potential responses, such as offering concessions or in some cases, doing nothing. If

the benefits are greater than the costs, and there are no better alternatives, repression

is likely.

An extension of this argument involves threats to a leader’s tenure, which is largely

argued to be the primary cause of governmental repression (e.g., Poe and Tate, 1994;

Davenport, 2007b). Leaders are expected to respond to threats, real or perceived,

with repression. As noted by Davenport (2007a), this is a well established argument,

one that “[dates] back to, at least, Kautilya in India during the fourth century... or,

more familiar to those in the West, Niccolo Machiavelli in Italy during the late 1400s

and early 1500s or Thomas Hobbes in England during the late 1500s and early 1600s”

(7). In modern scholarship, nearly every study that analyzes the effect of dissent on

repression finds that anti-government dissent leads to increased protest, Davenport’s

so-called “Law of Coercive Responsiveness.” Above all, anti-government protest can



46

put the leader’s tenure in jeopardy, which is perhaps the most fundamental concern of

government authorities. Dissent also creates additional problems, from the collection

of taxes to perceptions of legitimacy.

A leader’s tenure is then the greatest benefit, the most valuable inclusion in their

cost-benefit calculation. Thus, it is expected that above all, threats to leaders’ rule

should be the most likely to lead to repression. The rationalist approach to studying

repression, as well as the general argument that leaders respond to threats against

their rule with repression, provide the overarching theoretical orientation for this

project.

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter offered a clarification of the primary concepts of this project—repression

and civil war. I also considered the operationalization of both terms, as well the pri-

mary datasets used to study these phenomena. Finally, an overview of the theoretical

approach taken in the project was discussed, which is a soft rationalism. This leads

to the assertion that leaders will respond to threats to their rule, real or perceived,

with repression as their own tenure is perhaps the greatest benefit that leaders have

to protect and maintain.
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CHAPTER 3

Explaining the Onset of Internal Armed

Conflict: The Dual Role of Repression

3.1 Introduction

Civil war tends to occur in states that are relatively poor and have rough terrain,

large populations, and weak and ineffective governments (e.g., Hegre and Sambanis,

2006; Collier and Hoeffler, 2004; Fearon and Laitin, 2003). However, many states

can be perpetually characterized in this way. Indicators like terrain, population size,

and governmental strength are essentially static—they cannot speak to the process

that actually leads to and results in civil war. Likewise, the more recent literature

favors explanations of opportunity, mountains conceal, weak governments allow rebel

groups to mount a campaign, etc., rejecting grievance factors as unable to explain the

outbreak of civil war.1

The reliance on static, opportunity factors are two significant shortcomings of

the onset literature. I argue that the inclusion of repression can, at least in part,

overcome these issues. Repression is a dynamic phenomenon that can affect both

the level of grievances in a state and, in some cases, the opportunity groups have to

rebel. A consideration of repression can then help to refocus attention onto the role

1But see Cederman, Weidmann and Gleditsch (2011) for recent work on grievances and civil war
onset.
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of grievances, while allowing for a dynamic conceptualization of both grievance and

opportunity factors.

Consider the case of Northern Ireland, where repression played a direct role in

the onset of large-scale civil violence. Northern Ireland has a long history of mistrust

and violence between two groups, which are divided by both political allegiances

and religious beliefs—the Catholic, Nationalist minority and the Protestant, Union-

ist majority. As the majority, the Protestants engaged in the widespread political

discrimination and repression of the Catholics, in the areas of housing, employment,

voting rights, and more. This repression was both due to ideological divides and the

perceived determination of the Nationalists to create a unified Ireland, a move that

would have likely removed the Unionists from power.

In the period leading up to the conflict, increasing tensions in the 1960s were

spurred by the election of more liberal governments in both Northern Ireland and the

UK; both prime ministers promised to address and improve the civil rights of Catholics

in Northern Ireland. In this environment, the Northern Ireland Civil Rights Associa-

tion formed in 1967 to address the discrimination of Catholics, and led a series of civil

rights marches across Northern Ireland in the late 1960s. During these marches, po-

lice brutality was common, as security forces attempted to violently disperse crowds.

At the same time, the legislature passed measures outlawing civil disobedience tactics

like sit-ins, and imprisonment of Catholic activists without trial became increasingly

common as the state attempted to silence the protest movement.

Of interest here is what led to the escalation of this violence from a limited and

relatively sporadic campaign that resulted in few deaths, to a widespread and orga-

nized campaign of violence. In large part, the key to understanding the escalation of

this violence was the creation of a violent Nationalist group, which occurred when a
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divide emerged in the Irish Republican Army, which led to the creation of a splinter

group—the Provisional Republican Army. The PIRA argued that the Official IRA

failed to defend Catholics and Catholic neighborhoods, and instead embraced a strat-

egy of violence and insurgency to achieve their political goals. White (1989) argues

that the repression of the Catholics, including their long-term discrimination and

more importantly the immediate repression of the protesters, marchers, and activists,

was a direct cause of individuals’ endorsement of violence. Only after people began

to view peaceful protest as ineffective and had themselves experienced repression or

known a close tie who had, did they embrace violence. In 1971 the PIRA launched

their offensive campaign, and the civil war officially began.

In the case of Northern Ireland, repression was one of the direct causes of civil

war. It was certainly not the only cause, but the heavy use of government repression

is what convinced a number of rebels to join the PRIA and engage in a campaign

of violence. Repression transformed peaceful protesters into violent rebels, escalating

the conflict to the level of a civil war.

Conversely, in the case of Rwanda’s 1990 civil war, repression did not play a

direct causal role, but I argue was of importance nevertheless. There, the economy

had collapsed in the late 1980s after the collapse of coffee prices, and social unrest was

on the rise. This was met with a corresponding rise in repression, as the government

fought to dismantle the rising dissent. Meanwhile, in Uganda a large contingency of

Tutsi refugees had risen to prominence in the Ugandan military and government, but

due to a nationalistic turn within Uganda they had been expelled from their positions.

It was a combination of these two forces, the push out of Uganda and the pull to an

unstable Rwanda, that resulted in the invasion of the RPF, the Rwandan Patriotic

Front, and civil war began. In Rwanda, then, repression played an indirect role in the
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onset of conflict. In a sense, it provided for an opportune moment to attack, when

the government’s attention was turned to the rising unrest.

In this chapter, I examine the role of repression in civil war onset. I argue that

there are two mechanisms, two ways in which repression causes civil war. The first is

a direct mechanism, where repression causes the rebellion as happened in Northern

Ireland. Here, high levels of repression create grievances, signal the failure of non-

violent political channels, and show the government’s inability or unwillingness to

protect the safety of its citizens. As a result, violence becomes a more attractive

option and support and membership of the rebellion will likely increase. Secondly,

repression may act as a permissive condition as it did in Rwanda in 1990—high

repression signals unrest and some sort of threat to the central government. This is

similar to an opportunity variable, in that it signals the government is under strain

and thus less able to combat rebel advances. It signals a more opportune time to

attack, invade, mutiny, etc.

In what follows, I first offer a brief overview of the civil war onset literature,

with a focus on the two weaknesses of the literature—static indicators and a failure

to consider grievances—that can be addressed with the inclusion of repression as

an explanatory variable. This is followed by an overview of the repression literature,

suggesting why repression is relevant to the question of civil war onset. Next, I present

my central argument, which is that there are two causal mechanisms, direct and

permissive, that lead from repression to civil war. I then draw a series of hypotheses,

which are tested using both logistic and multinomial logistic regression. Results are

generally supportive, although better data are needed.
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3.2 A Consideration of the Literature

3.2.1 Civil War Onset

The opportunity-grievances framework is often invoked in studies of civil war onset.

As noted by Collier and Hoeffler (2004, 563), “rebellion needs both motive and oppor-

tunity.” There is, indeed, a long-standing literature on the role of grievances in the

onset of civil conflict, and insurgency is seen as a means through which they can be

addressed (e.g., Tilly, 1978; Gurr, 1970). More recently, these grievance-based expla-

nations have been down played or even rejected by scholars who argue that grievances

remain constant within any given state, and as such they cannot be translated into

large-scale conflict unless the cost of rebellion is sufficiently low.2 Opportunity vari-

ables have been introduced to address this concern.

Perhaps two of the most influential studies in this field are Collier and Hoeffler

(2004) and Fearon and Laitin (2003), both of which pushed the civil war literature

towards focusing on the opportunity rebel groups have in carrying out their insurgen-

cies. Collier and Hoeffler (2004) focus on the opportunity costs of joining a rebellion,

arguing that wealthy and well-educated individuals will be unwilling incur the oppor-

tunity cost of joining a rebel group. Likewise, the ability to finance opposition groups

makes the rebellion possible and potentially even attractive in the case that war is a

profit-generating industry.

Fearon and Laitin (2003) focus on opportunity structures, arguing that state weak-

ness is key to understanding the outbreak of conflict. Their central argument is that

insurgencies can only be successful in relatively weak states, where the insurgency

group will have enough power to actually challenge the government. In wealthy, es-

2Although see Cederman, Weidmann and Gleditsch (2011) for a recent study that focuses on
grievances.
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tablished, and stable states war should be unlikely as an insurgency has little chance

of success. Likewise, factors such as mountainous terrain make insurgencies possible

and more difficult for the government to quell. Hegre et al. (2001) also present an

opportunity-structure argument. They find that political instability (conceptualized

as inconsistent political institutions) and regime transition create an opportunity to

rebel.3

The rejection of grievances in favor of opportunity structures, however, ultimately

does not address the problem of static explanations of rebellion. The Collier and

Hoeffler model, for example, is based on the opportunity cost of rebellion and the

ability to loot natural resources. Neither of these factors is particularly dynamic. Job

opportunities, levels of per capita income, and mineral deposits tend to be relatively

static. For example, they use per capita gross domestic product (GDP) as a primary

measure, yet GDP per capita tends to steadily grow (such as in OECD states) or

remain flat (in “developing” countries). It does not provide a dynamic explanation of

civil war onset. Fearon and Laitin use similar, and in some cases, identical indicators

to test their arguments. Their primary argument, that insurgency is only possible in

weak states, is again tested using GDP per capita. Likewise, on a conceptual level

the idea of state strength is not something that is likely to rapidly change.

The central issue, then, is that explanations of civil war onset tend to be static

on both a theoretical and operational level, across both the earlier grievance-based

explanations as well as the recent studies that stress opportunity factors. As an il-

lustration of this shortcoming, consider the findings of Hegre and Sambanis (2006),

who perform a sensitivity analysis on civil war onset. They test nearly 100 of the

literature’s most prominent variables to determine which of the reported findings are

3For a more in depth review of the civil war onset literature see Sambanis (2002).
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robust, ultimately determining that a large population, low income levels, inconsistent

democratic institutions, ethnic dominance/ethnic fractionalization, and rough terrain

each increase a country’s chances of having a civil war. Each of these variables tend

to be static, however. Rough terrain and population size are especially so, but a

country’s political institutions and GDP per capita tend to be slow moving variables,

as well. Likewise, one of the few significant grievance measures is ethnic fractional-

ization, which is literally static, with only one measurement taken per country, then

applied to all years under study.

While it is clear that poor countries tend to have civil wars, it remains unclear

why war breaks out in some poor states, but not others. Little attention has been

paid to within-state dynamics that can affect the level of opportunity and grievances,

mobilizing rebel groups to war. An explicit consideration of government repression

can help to address that weakness.

3.2.2 Repression

Generally, studies of civil war onset do not include the level of repression as a variable

of interest. Hegre and Sambanis (2006), for example, do not include repression in their

sensitivity analysis.4 Yet, I argue that repression is indeed relevant to the question

of civil war onset for a number of reasons.

It is commonly argued that leaders will use repression as threats, real or perceived,

mount (e.g., Poe and Tate, 1994). Indeed, Davenport (2007a) goes as far as calling

this the “Law of Coercive Responsiveness.” He notes that in nearly every study that

examines this process, increased protest or challenges to the state lead to increased re-

4But, see White (1989), Sambanis and Zinn (2005), Davenport, Armstrong and Lichbach (2006),
and Thomas and Ron (2007) for examples of studies that have examined repression as causes of civil
war onset.
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pression. This response to growing threats—increased repression—may be even more

likely in weaker states, where the government may engage in increasingly repressive

behavior, “not because it has a high probability of success but because the weakness

of the state precludes its resort to less violent alternatives” (Mason and Krane, 1989,

175). In this view, the state has little choice but to apply repression, as they lack

alternatives in the face of mounting dissent. This suggests that the states already

prone to civil war, weak and inefficient states, are more likely to rely on repression

due to their ineffectiveness at governing through standard and non-violent challenges.

This increased coercive behavior, however, increases grievances. Among the lim-

ited studies that have considered the relationship between repression and civil war

onset, the typical argument is that high levels of repression translate to grievances.

Thomas and Ron (2007), for example, find that the level of repression is highly cor-

related with civil war onset, indicating that highly repressed societies are more likely

to turn to violence to redress their grievances.

Additionally, high levels of coercion are also argued to be a mobilizing agent. In

order to explain their findings, Thomas and Ron (2007) argue that, “State repression

is a major risk factor [of civil war onset] because it can transform latent grievances into

active antagonisms, providing the persecuted with strong motivations for violence”

(695). Thus, not only does a high level of repression lead to increased grievances, but

it also help to mobilize the population.

Regan and Norton (2005) also argue that high levels of government violence

heighten the ability of rebel leaders to recruit and mobilize, as people increasingly

turn to the rebel groups for protection from the government. Mason and Krane (1989)

likewise argue that as the level of state violence increases and becomes more indis-

criminate, individuals may turn towards rebel groups as their safety can no longer be
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assured. When the level of repression increases, grievances grow, people become less

secure, and may increasingly seek out rebel groups for protection and as a means to

redress their grievances.

The repression literature, then, suggests that repression is indeed relevant to the

study of civil war onset. High levels of repression translate into grievances, which can

then act as a mobilization agent. Likewise, repression is, at least in some countries,

a highly variable phenomenon. As states respond to threats, their use of repressive

tactics can change dramatically. This can be seen in Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. Repres-

sion can then help to address the major problems with the civil war onset literature,

namely a lack of consideration for grievances and a reliance on static variables.

3.3 The Dual Role of Repression in Civil War Onset

I argue that there are two primary mechanisms for how repression can lead to the

onset of civil war: the direct cause and the permissive condition. Each of these will

discussed below.

3.3.1 The Direct Cause

As a direct cause, repression essentially causes the rebellion. First, it is commonly

argued that high levels of repression create grievances. Torture and imprisonment may

become everyday practices applied indiscriminately. Killings may become common,

and individuals may come to fear for themselves, their family, and their friends. As

government coercion becomes more common, the likelihood that individuals know

at least one individual that has been the victim of torture, imprisonment, or killing
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increases. Repression generates animosity towards the government and becomes a

justification for using violence against it.

Likewise, as repression increases the ability of groups to use “normal,” non-violent

political channels are increasingly seen as futile. As each petition, non-violent protest,

or opposition voice is silenced, violence becomes a more attractive option and po-

tentially the only option to achieve change. Given the assumption that conflict is

inefficient ex post, violence should only become an option to opposition leaders after

non-violent channels are no longer viable. As the coerced populace views non-violence

as failed, violence becomes a vehicle for change.

In the case of Northern Ireland and the Provisional Irish Republican Army (PIRA),

White (1989) argues that repression was one of the primary factors in the develop-

ment of the violent insurgency, primarily because the group began to view peaceful

protest as ineffective in the face of repression. Importantly, a turn towards violence

is not simply an emotional response. White argues that, “Although state repression

does produce an emotional reaction in its victims, this emotional reaction does not

prompt noninstrumental behavior. Instead, people experience emotions and still act

rationally, determining consciously whether violence is the proper response to the

situation” (1297). For the PIRA, violence became the rational response to repression

after non-violent channels for political change had failed. When these groups are met

with repression, it signals to them that non-violent actions will no longer be effective.

Finally, when the government relies on extensive repression against its people,

individuals will no longer feel safe, and may choose to no longer entrust the govern-

ment with their protection. Mason and Krane (1989) and Regan and Norton (2005)

both argue that heightened repression leads to a feeling of insecurity and as such,

individuals may seek out rebel groups for protection. This serves to strengthen the
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Figure 3.1. Civil War and Repression in Algeria, 1976-2009

rebel group, as support for the organization increases and aids in mobilization and

recruitment.

In sum, repression can cause rebellion through increasing grievances, closing po-

litical channels such that violence becomes the only viable option, and can aid in the

strengthening of rebel groups as individuals seek protection against the state.

Direct Mechanism: Algeria, 1992 In the 1980s, Algeria was run by a single-

party, the National Liberation Front (FNL). The FNL was a socialist party that relied

heavily on strong oil prices to maintain their rule. The price of oil, however, plunged

in 1986, dropping from around $30 per barrel to around $10 per barrel. Large-scale

protests and demonstrations broke out among the people of Algeria, which were

met with a harsh government response. The military fired on the protestors, killing

anywhere from the government’s official estimate of 176, to unofficial estimates of

around 500.
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Following these protests, then President Chadli Bendjedid promised reform, estab-

lishing a new constitution that disestablished the FNL as the sole party and allowed

freedom of expression. A number of opposition parties formed following the reform,

including the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS). The FIS quickly gained popularity, win-

ning local elections in 1990. In 1991, the FIS forced the government to schedule

open and fair parliamentary elections, after they demonstrated against the state’s

redrawing of district lines, a move they viewed as gerrymandering.

In late 1991, the parliamentary elections were held; the FIS won around 48% of the

vote, indicating that they would be in a position to form the new government. The

state, fearing an FIS victory, canceled the next round of elections, and arrested the two

main leaders of the FIS along with many additional low-ranking party members. After

this point the military took over, deposed President Bendjedid, arrested thousands

of FIS members, and declared a state of emergency. As such, various constitutionally

granted rights were suspended and the military responded harshly to protests, relying

on methods of torture and imprisonment to quell the popular opposition group.

It was at this point, after it had become clear that reform was not going to take

place and that the FIS was going to be shut out of governing that guerrilla groups

started forming. In early 1992 groups like the Islamic Armed Movement (MIA),

largely fighting in mountainous regions, and the Armed Islamic Group (GIA), which

was a largely urban organization, both formed, along with a series of additional

guerrilla organizations.

The case of Algeria supports the idea that repression can cause rebellion. In

Algeria, it was only after the government led a concerted effort, which included ar-

rests, torture, and killings in attempt to destroy and put down the FIS—that orga-

nized violence began. In other words, it was increased repression that turned the
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groups towards using violence. Before that point, opposition groups relied on non-

violent protest and the use of democratic political channels like voting to gain political

change.

These dynamics can be seen in Figure 3.1. In this graph, the level of repression

(as measured by the political terror scale) is on the vertical axis, and time on the

horizontal axis. It is clear from this plot that repression can be highly variable over

time. In the case of Algeria, two points are of particular interest here. The first is

a spike in repression in 1988. This spike in the PTS coding relates to the oil protest

that ended violently, while the steady increase in repression in the early 1990s refers

to the period when the FIS was being heavily targeted. The drop lines on the graph

indicate civil war, which in Algeria began in 1992. Thus the increase of repression,

which ends in civil war, can clearly be seen here.

3.3.2 The Permissive Condition

The permissive condition mechanism is akin to an opportunity argument. If leaders

respond to threat with coercion, then high levels of repression suggest that there is

some sort of unrest or instability within the state. The government faces some threat

that is diverting its attention and resources to combat whatever the challenge may

be. This places the government in a position of relative weakness, increasing the

opportunity rebel groups or insurgencies have to rebel. Periods of high repression

thus provide an opportune time to mutiny, invade, carry out a coup, and the like for

groups that are either already formed or for groups that can quickly come together

and attack.

Note that, as repression can be a dynamic phenomenon, opportunity can then be

explicitly conceptualized as dynamic as well. Rather than exist only as structural
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Figure 3.2. Civil War and Repression in Guinea-Bissau, 1977-2009

elements, such as mountainous terrain, a weak government, or a large population,

repression varies over time and thus indicates when there are windows of opportunity

for opposition or rebel groups.

Permissive Condition: Guinea-Bissau, 1998 In January 1998, a series of armed

clashes occurred in the Casamance region of Guinea-Bissau, home to a separatist

movement. A cache of weapons was seized after the attacks, and a number of military

officers were accused of trafficking the weapons to the separatists. Those suspected

were suspended from duty, including Armed Forces Chief of Staff, General Asumane

Mané. At the same time, in December 1997 and January 1998 the government also

arrested over 20 people including Guinea-Bissau soldiers and civilians and Senegalese

civilians whom it suspected of involvement in the arms trafficking.

President João Bernardo Vieira formally dismissed Mané on 6 June 1998. Many

troops rallied in support of Mané following his dismissal, and together, Mané and his

supporters led an attack on the President’s forces. War had officially began.
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Figure 3.3. Civil War and Repression in Rwanda, 1976-2009

The direct cause of the Guniea-Bissau civil war was the dismissal of General Mané

and the subsequent mutiny. Yet as Figure 3.2 shows, the level of repression in Guinea-

Bissau had been steadily rising, increasing from a score of 2 in 1995 to 4.5 in 1998.

There were riots in the capital over unpaid wages, discontent among foreign nationals

forced to return to Guinea-Bissau from Spain, and general unrest over the state of

the economy and President’s Vierira’s authoritarian style of governance.

Certainly repression was not a direct cause of conflict in this case; however, the

increasing levels of repression suggest that the government was facing some threat,

which created greater opportunity to engage in rebellion.

Permissive Condition: Rwanda, 1990 In the 1980s, Rwanda had no real econ-

omy, but depended on foreign aid and coffee exports. In 1989, the price of coffee

dropped steeply, the Rwandan economy collapsed, and the state was forced into a

structural adjustment program. This was coupled with rising international pressure

to democratize, a short rainy season, and food shortages. As a result, Rwanda saw
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a significant rise in both political unrest and protest. The government was weakened

by the economic collapse, and Kigali’s attention was diverted to these crises. An

increase in repression can be seen in Figure 3.3; government repression reached a low

point in the late 1980s, only to spike by the start of the conflict in 1990.

At the same time, a number of Tutsi refugees from Rwanda—forced out of the

country by the Hutu majority—had risen to prominence in Uganda due to their

participation in Uganda’s civil war. However, rising nationalistic sentiment in Uganda

led to the refugees’ dismissal from their government and military positions.

It was these simultaneous push and pull factors, the rejection from Uganda and

the draw of an unstable Rwanda, that led to the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) to

attack in October 1990. Again repression was not a direct cause of conflict in this

case. Rising levels of repression did, however, signal to the RPF that the government

was facing a serious threat at home, creating an opportunity to invade from their

base in Uganda.

3.3.3 Implications and Hypotheses

Two primary implications, and subsequent testable hypotheses, arise from the two

mechanisms in which repression causes civil war. The first is relatively straightfor-

ward. I argue that repression can affect conflict onset in either a direct way, by

actively causing the rebellion, or an indirect way, serving as a permissive condition

for rebellion. Regardless of which mechanism is at play, from a cross-sectional per-

spective countries with higher levels of repression should be more likely to experience

civil war. This leads to the first hypothesis:
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H1 : Countries with higher levels of repression are more likely to experi-

ence civil war onset.

However, the effect of repression is not uniform across all civil wars. In Algeria it

was a direct cause of conflict, effectively creating the armed rebellion. In Rwanda and

Guinea-Bissau high levels of repression were permissive conditions that created the

opportunity for conflict. The primary difference between these conflicts, as it relates

to the impact of repression, is the role and involvement of the general population.

Algeria was a mass-based conflict; the FIS was a large and popular political party,

evident by the 48% of the vote the FIS garnered at the polls. It was when individuals

that supported or belonged to the FIS were violently repressed that they turned to

violence and armed rebellion. The same is true for the IRA in Northern Ireland, as

noted by White (1989). It was the repression of non-violent protest that lead the

opposition to the conclusion that non-violent means had failed, and that violence was

the rational course of action. In both cases repression caused the rebellion.

Conversely, the cases of Rwanda and Guinea-Bissau were not mass-based conflicts.

Rwanda’s civil war began after an armed group, the RPF, invaded from Uganda. This

group was essentially formed in a foreign country, and decided when to attack. In

the case of Guinea-Bissau, the war started when General Mané was dismissed and a

large segment of the military mutinied to join forces with him. It was a war led by

elites. In both cases repression was a sign of unrest, of a weakened government, and

thus of an opportune time for armed conflict.
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Mass-Based N Other N

Nation-Wide: Revolutionary Wars 3
Elite Wars: Coups, Mutinies

36
Foreign-Formed Insurgencies

Regional: Wars of Self-Determination 23
Guerrilla/Terror Campaigns
Failed State Factions

Table 3.1. Civil War Typology

In order to distinguish mass-based conflicts from other types of civil war, I devel-

oped the typology presented in Table 3.1. The frequency of each type of civil war,

during the 1976-1999 period, is also given.5

There are two types of mass-based conflict: revolutionary wars and wars of self-

determination. The primary difference between them is the scope of mass participa-

tion. Revolutionary wars are nation-wide, and are typically fights over the control of

the central government. Overall, this type of war is relatively rare, with only three

incidences of revolutionary war from 1976-1999. The war in Algeria fits this descrip-

tion, as a nation-wide conflict with large-scale popular involvement. Revolutionary

wars were coded using Fearon (2004), who codes a revolutionary war as one with a

mass-protest in the capital city before the conflict began.

By contrast, wars of self-determination are based on achieving control over some

territory, and are thus regionally located and concentrated. Wars of self-determination

are relatively common, with 23 incidences, or about 37%, of all wars in the 1976-1999

period. The conflict in Northern Ireland is one example of this type of war, as the

IRA fought to gain independence from the UK. Wars of self-determination were coded

using a number of sources, including Fearon (2004), Sambanis and Zinn (2005), and

additional reference sources.6 A war of self-determination is any war over a particular

5The time period was decided by the range of available data. The Sambanis (2004b) civil war
data are coded through 1999, while the Political Terror Scale data begin in 1976.

6These included BBC Country Profiles, Amnesty International Country Reports, US State De-
partment Background Reports, and the Sambanis (2004) coding notes.
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territory (i.e., not a war for control of the central government) fought by a group with

some common identity.7

Among the “other” types of civil war are elite wars, foreign-formed insurgencies,

guerrilla/terror campaigns, and failed-state factions. This category makes up around

60% of civil wars in this time period. The 1998 civil war in Guinea-Bissau is an

example of an elite war. Wars that begin after coups also belong in this category.

Rwanda’s 1990 civil war is an example of a foreign-formed insurgency, as the RPF

formed in Uganda and later attacked Rwanda. There are a number of examples of

guerrilla wars or terror campaigns. These wars generally do not have the involvement

of the general population; terrorism and guerrilla warfare is the weapon of a small

group that has little ability to launch a large-scale attack or fight a protracted battle.

Finally, some of the weakest states are breeding grounds for various militias and

armed factions, such as present-day Somalia. Any war that was not a mass-based

conflict fell into this larger, “other” category.8

Based on this typology, repression should have the greatest impact in revolutionary

wars and wars of self-determination. It is these conflicts that are directly caused by

repression, which turns individuals into supporters of the rebellion or armed rebels

themselves. This leads to the second hypothesis:

H2 : The impact of repression is highest in mass-based conflicts.

The mechanism that leads from repression to rebellion is the same in revolutionary

and self-determination wars. The primary difference between the cases is that one is

7There was some degree of subjectivity in these codings, however most wars were coded similarly
across different sources. For those that were not, reference materials were consulted.

8As the consideration here is on mass-based versus “other” types of civil war, wars in the “other”
category were not formally sorted into the different groups.
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nation-wide, while the other is regionally concentrated. Because the direct mechanism

requires the repression of those individuals that will later make up the rebel group,

the repression must be directly applied to those people, or minimally, the region in

which they reside. General repression, or nation-wide repression, should thus have

the greatest impact in revolutionary wars. In wars of self-determination, localized re-

pression, or coercion applied specifically to that region, will have the greatest impact.

Hypothesis 2 can thus be expanded into two attritional hypotheses:

H2a : General Repression will have the greatest impact in revolutionary

wars.

H2b : Localized repression—against the group or region seeking indepen-

dence or greater autonomy—will have the greatest impact in wars of self-

determination.

3.4 Empirical Analysis

3.4.1 Research Design

A series of multivariate analyses are presented below in order to test the two hypothe-

ses. The unit of analysis for each model is the country-year, and the time period is

1976-1999.9 The models for each analysis are discussed below.

Testing Hypothesis 1 In order to test the first hypothesis—that countries with

high levels of repression are more likely to have civil war—a logistic regression is

9The Political Terror Scale data are available from 1976-2009, while the Sambanis (2004) civil
war data are available from 1946-1999. The effective data range is thus 1976-1999.
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presented. The dependent variable is the onset of a civil war, a dichotomous variable

with 1 indicating a civil war started in that year, 0 not. These data were taken from

Sambanis (2004b).10

In this study, only civil wars that began during a time of peace were included. In

other words, if a separate civil war starts while another is ongoing, this conflict is not

included in the analysis. Additionally, years with an ongoing civil war are excluded

from the analysis, such that only peace years, and the first years of a civil war,

are included. This is common in the civil war onset literature in order to separate

war-time dynamics from peace years.11 This is especially relevant to the question

of repression, as there is a strong finding in the literature that repression increases

during civil wars (e.g. Poe and Tate, 1994). Including onsets during ongoing conflicts

would increase the average level of repression, potentially biasing the results in favor

of the first hypothesis.

Testing Hypothesis 2 The second hypothesis states that repression will have a

greater impact on mass-based conflicts. The typology presented in Table 3.1 was used

to separate mass-based conflicts from other types of civil war. The Sambanis data

were again used as the civil war data, and again the onset of civil war spells was used.

Coding each type of civil war was done using a series of sources, as discussed in the

previous section. The dependent variable has four values. It is coded 0 for no war, 1

for revolutionary war onset, 2 for war of self-determination onset, and 3 for “other”

war onset. Frequency counts for each type of war are given in Table 3.1.

10The Sambanis data were used primarily due to the detailed explanation of the coding procedure,
found in Sambanis (2004) and the accompanying coding notes. The coding notes were used as a
source to code the typology of civil war types, as discussed below.

11Results are similar for models that include all civil war onsets, regardless of whether there is an
ongoing civil war, and only civil wars that begin during a time peace
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Primary Independent Variable The independent variable of interest for each

model is the level of repression. Repression data were taken from the Political Terror

Scale (PTS) (Gibney, Cornett and Wood, 2010), a measure of physical integrity viola-

tions, which include torture, imprisonment, extrajudicial killing, and disappearances.

The PTS is coded using two sources, Amnesty International’s Annual Report and the

US Department of State’s Country Reports on Human Rights Practices. The measure

has five categories, ranging from 1 (the least repressive) to 5 (the most repressive), de-

lineated based on the scope, intensity, and range of state violence (Wood and Gibney,

2010). Here, scope refers to the type of violence (i.e., torture, political imprisonment,

extrajudicial killings, and disappearances), intensity refers to the frequency of the

violence, while range refers to the portion of the population that is affected.12 The

Amnesty International Reports are coded separately from the US State Department

reports. The overall PTS indicator used here is the average of these two measures.

In each of the models, repression is lagged in order to establish temporal prece-

dence.

Control Variables The remaining explanatory variables are included based on

their robustness, as determined by Hegre and Sambanis (2006). First, as noted by

Sambanis (2002), there are a handful of variables that are in nearly every study of

civil war, including the natural log of population and the natural log of wealth. Both

are included, taken from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators (WDI)

data, and lagged one year. Wealth is measured as the gross domestic product (GDP)

per capita, in constant 2000 USD.

12For more on what the levels 1-5 denote, see Wood and Gibney (2010) for a more in depth
description of their measure.
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Beyond these variables, a number of others were also found to be robust indica-

tors of civil war onset. These include economic growth, regime type, terrain, ethnic

fractionalization, and fuel exports. Economic growth is measured as the percentage

change in GDP, which was also taken from the WDI. A dichotomous variable for

anocracy, or having a political system composed of both authoritarian and demo-

cratic elements, serves as the measure for regime type. Anocracies were coded using

the Polity IV data (Marshall and Jaggers, 2006); any country that scores between a

-5 and 5 on the Polity scale is considered an anocracy.

Measures of rough terrain and ethnic fractionalization are included, which were

taken from Fearon and Laitin (2003). The mountainous terrain measure codes the

proportion of the country that is considered mountainous, according to the codings of

geographer A. J. Gerard.13 The ethnic fractionalization measure gives the probability

that two randomly drawn individuals in a country are from different ethnolinguistic

groups. The fuel exports measure is the percentage of exports that are fuel exports,

from the WDI data.

Finally, a measure of peace years is included in order to account for potential

temporal dependencies (Beck, Katz and Tucker, 1998). This measure is based on

the Sambanis civil war data, and counts the number of years since the last civil war

ended.

3.4.2 Results

Hypothesis 1: Repression and Civil War Onset Results for the first hypothesis—

countries with high levels of repression are more likely to experience civil war—are

displayed Table 3.2. Three models are presented, with the first serving as a baseline

13See Fearon and Laitin (2003), page 81, for more.
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Table 3.2. Logistic Estimates of Repression on Civil War Onset

(1) (2) (3)
1946-1999 1976-1999 Repression

Repressiona 2.504***
(0.000)

GDP per capitaab 0.538** 0.627* 0.625*
(0.002) (0.038) (0.042)

Economic Growtha 0.989 1.027 1.036
(0.694) (0.416) (0.299)

Populationab 1.205 1.170 1.007
(0.089) (0.224) (0.954)

Rough Terrainb 1.534*** 1.439* 1.259
(0.001) (0.012) (0.130)

Ethnic Fractionalization 1.278 3.087 3.222
(0.781) (0.336) (0.254)

Anocracya 1.859 1.873 1.599
(0.073) (0.141) (0.309)

Fuel Exportsa 1.009 1.008 1.010
(0.063) (0.210) (0.175)

Peace Years 0.996 0.992 0.998
(0.760) (0.550) (0.893)

N 2238 1543 1451
Log Likelihood -158.1 -108.3 -97.2

Odds ratios reported, with p-values in parentheses

* p > 0.05, **p > 0.01, ***p > 0.001
a lagged one year. b logged.
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model that can be compared to the findings of the larger civil war onset literature.

The time-frame of this model is from 1946-1999, as is typical in the literature. The

model performs as expected, with most of the indicators at or close to conventional

levels of significance. GDP per capita and rough terrain are both significant and in

the predicted direction; population, anocracy, and fuel exports are each close to the

.05 significance level and are each in the predicted direction. Only economic growth,

ethnic fractionalization, and peace years are insignificant.

The second model restricts the time frame to 1976-1999, which is the range avail-

able to this study due to the PTS measure. This model suggests that there are time

dynamics with regard to civil war onset, as many of the variables that were significant

in Model 1 fail to reach those levels in Model 2. GDP per capita and rough terrain

remain significant and in the predicted direction, although none of the other variables

do.

The lagged repression measure is added in Model 3. Repression is significant at

the 0.001 level and is in the predicted direction, which lends support to Hypothesis

1. As the level of repression increases, so too does the likelihood of civil war onset.

This is notable, especially given that the most robust civil war variables, as found by

Hegre and Sambanis (2006), are not in the 1976-1999 period. The only additional

variable that reaches a conventional level of significance is GDP per capita, which is

unsurprising as it is one of the most robust measures within the civil war literature.

Figure 3.4 shows a graph of the predicted probability of experiencing civil war

onset across the range of repression. While the probability of civil war onset is

relatively low across the range of repression, when a country moves from the least to

most repressive their probability of experiencing a civil war increases by about 600%.
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Figure 3.4. Effect of Repression on the Probability of Civil War Onset

Figure 3.5. Effect of GDP per capita on the Probability of Civil War Onset
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Figure 3.5 is also included as a reference. This graph shows the probability of civil

war onset across the range of GDP per capita, typically the strongest predictor of

civil war. The two graphs of predicted probabilities are similar, with the probability

of civil war onset ranging from 0 to about .06.

Overall, Model 3 and Figure 3.4 support Hypothesis 1. Countries with higher lev-

els of repression are significantly more likely to experience civil war onset. Regardless

of whether repression is a direct cause or a permissive condition, as the government

engages in higher levels of coercion civil war becomes increasingly likely.

Hypothesis 2: Repression and Mass-Based Conflicts The second hypothesis differen-

tiates between mass-based and other types of civil wars in order to test the argument

that repression matters most in conflicts with high involvement of the general pop-

ulation. The dependent variable has four categories, with 0 as no war onset, 1 as a

revolutionary-war onset, 2 as a war-of-self-determination onset, and 3 as an “other”-

type-of-war onset.

Of interest in this model is the effect that repression has on different types of

civil war onset. First, in all three cases repression is significant and in the predicted

direction. Additionally, the magnitude of the repression variable is highest in revolu-

tionary wars, as expected. This supports Hypothesis 2a, which states that the effect

of general repression would be highest in revolutionary wars.

Hypothesis 2b also receives some support here—repression is significant and a

cause of wars of self-determination. However, the magnitude of this indicator is lower

than that of both revolutionary wars and other types of civil war onset. This is

likely due to the PTS measure, which is a general rather than localized measure

of repression. Put differently, for the PTS measure to register the highest level of
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Table 3.3. Multinomial Logit: Mass-based Conflicts and Repression

(1)
1946-1999

1: Revolutionary
Repressiona 1.511*** (0.000)
GDP per capitaab -0.460 (0.262)
Economic Growtha -0.029 (0.741)
Populationab -0.491 (0.057)
Rough Terrain 0.712 (0.244)
Ethnic Fractionalization -2.948 (0.092)
Anocracya 1.270 (0.418)
Fuel Exportsa 0.061 (0.053)
Constant -2.252 (0.653)
2: Self-Determination
Repressiona 0.787* (0.020)
GDP per capitaab -0.163 (0.617)
Economic Growtha 0.003 (0.949)
Populationab -0.007 (0.970)
Rough Terrain 0.232 (0.279)
Ethnic Fractionalization 2.273 (0.202)
Anocracya 0.269 (0.714)
Fuel Exportsa -0.057 (0.076)
Constant -7.121* (0.034)
3: Other
Repressiona 1.211*** (0.000)
GDP per capitaab -0.567* (0.025)
Economic Growtha 0.120*** (0.000)
Populationab 0.035 (0.833)
Rough Terrain 0.114 (0.594)
Ethnic Fractionalization 1.487 (0.249)
Anocracya 0.422 (0.488)
Fuel Exportsa 0.013 (0.085)
Constant -6.681 (0.058)
N 1474
Log Likelihood -115.1

p-values in parentheses
a lagged one year. b logged.
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Target Regional Base
Civilians 0.60
Non-Violent Collective Action 0.26
Violent Collective Action 0.65

Table 3.4. Correlation Between Localized Repression and Rebellion

repression, a 5, the entire population must be targeted with torture, killings, and the

like. For regional conflicts, such as the war in Northern Ireland, the PTS measure

will not register higher than a 4 if repression is restricted to that region.

To test Hypothesis 2b, localized repression data are needed. The closest are the

Minorities at Risk (MAR) data, which has a variable of group repression and a mea-

sure of group rebellion (Minorities at Risk Project, 2009). The measure of repression

runs from 0 to 5, with 0 indicating no repression reported, 1 surveillance, 2 harass-

ment and containment, 3 non violent coercion, 4 violent coercion short of killing, and

5 violent coercion with killing. The measure of rebellion runs from 0 to 7, with 0

indicating no rebellion reported, 1 sporadic terrorism, 2 terror campaign, 3 local re-

bellion, 4-6 increasing degrees of guerrilla activity, and 7 protracted civil war. There

is an additional measure that codes whether the group has a regional base. At risk

minority groups with a regional base are used here as a proxy for groups seeking

self-determination.

Unfortunately, the data only run from 2004-2006; when repression is lagged it

drops the effective date range to two years. As such a series of graphs and a table of

correlations is presented (see Figures 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8 and Table 3.4).

Overall, the graphs and correlations support of Hypothesis 2b. In both the case of

civilians and violent collective action, as repression increases so too does the likelihood

of rebellion. Repression and rebellion correlate at 0.6 and 0.65 for civilian and violent

action, respectively. When these groups are targeted with repression, the degree to
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Figure 3.6. Repression of Citizens and Rebellion

Figure 3.7. Repression of Non-Violent Collective Action and Rebellion
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Figure 3.8. Repression of Violent Collective Action and Rebellion

which they engage in active rebellion increases, supporting the idea that localized

repression can lead to wars of self-determination.

3.5 Discussion and Conclusions

I argued that there are two mechanisms in which repression can cause civil war onset.

The first is a direct path, in which repression creates the rebellion. It turns ordinary

individuals into supporters of or even combatants for the opposition by increasing

grievances; indicating that “normal”, non-violent channels of communication have

failed; and showing that the government can no longer be entrusted with protection

and security. The cases of Algeria and Northern Ireland are examples of this path to

civil war onset.

Secondly, repression may be a permissive condition for rebellion. High levels of

repression suggest that there is some threat to the government, that the government’s

resources and attention are turned towards quelling that threat. As such, periods of
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high repression provide an opportune time to invade, attack, mutiny, and the like.

Repression is not a direct cause of conflict in this case, but more akin to a permissive

condition of rebellion. The cases of Guinea-Bissau and Rwanda’s 1990 conflict are

examples of this path to conflict.

A series of hypotheses were then developed based on these two mechanisms. The

first stated that, regardless of which mechanism is at play, countries with high levels

of repression will be more likely to experience civil war. This was supported with the

results of a logistic regression. The impact of repression was significant and positive,

and an increase from the lowest to highest level of repression increases a country’s

chances of civil war by nearly 600%.

The second hypothesis stated that repression should have the greatest impact

in mass-based conflicts, and more specifically, that general repression will matter

most to revolutionary wars (Hypothesis 2a), while localized repression will matter

most in wars of self-determination (Hypothesis 2b). The results of a multinomial

logistic regression supported Hypothesis 2a—repression did indeed have the largest

impact in revolutionary wars. Hypothesis 2b, however, is not adequately tested with

a national measure of repression like the PTS. Instead, the MAR data were used as

a measure of localized repression. Although the data’s time frame is limited (2004-

2006), correlations and graphs lent support for Hypothesis 2b.

The addition of repression to studies of civil war onset is a significant contribution

to the civil war literature. Studies of conflict onset have generally not considered or

not been able to account for escalatory dynamics and temporal dimensions of op-

portunity and grievances. The inclusion of repression overcomes both of these issues

by allowing both opportunity and grievances to significantly vary over time. Addi-

tionally, this suggests that the rejection of grievances as a static factor is unfounded.
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Grievances can be dynamic, and certainly are dynamic when considered through the

lens of repression.

The greatest limitation of this study is data. Better localized data are needed to

test the effect of repression on wars of self-determination. Likewise, more fine-grained

data, such as events-based data, would help to better examine and test the escalatory

processes. Country-year data, while a useful first test, are rather clumsy and can miss

many of the fast-paced dynamics of conflict onset.
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CHAPTER 4

The Direct Mechanism: From Protest to Civil

War

4.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, I argued that there are two causal paths that can lead from

repression to civil war. The first is an indirect mechanism or permissive condition,

where high levels of repression suggest that it is an opportune time to attack, mutiny,

and the like; it is a permissive condition that allows civil war to start. The second is a

direct mechanism, where repression causes civil war by turning individuals into com-

batants. Repression effectively creates the rebellion through heightening grievances

and closing “normal,” non-violent political channels, leaving organized violence as a

sole option to achieve change. This mechanism is particularly relevant to mass-based

conflicts, where ordinary individuals organize, form a rebel group, and fight against

the state.

The direct mechanism in particular deserves more attention. While the previ-

ous chapter established that there are indeed causal connections between repression

and civil war, the path from being repressed to open, armed conflict is yet unclear.

This chapter explores that process of escalation in order to develop a more complete

understanding of how repression transforms a protest movement into a rebel group.

This is done through the development of an escalation process model. The model
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begins with the emergence of a protest movement and includes a series of steps that

are necessary for the outbreak of civil war to occur. The model also gives outcomes

that are likely to happen in the case that one of the steps is absent.

In order to explain why certain protest movements escalate from one step to

the next, I focus on the strategic interaction that occurs between the government

and the protesters. Once protest occurs, the government has a number of different

strategies that it can use in attempt to end the movement, including repression,

accommodation, or tolerance (i.e., doing nothing). The protesters then respond to the

government’s move using their own strategic calculations, whether to stage another

protest or perhaps end the movement. Opposition-government interactions may then

include any combination of protests with government responses. The goal of this

chapter is to connect these strategic exchanges with the escalation process model in

order to better understand what types of interactions are likely to cause escalation,

transforming a protest movement into a civil war.

This approach to studying civil war onset advances the literature in two primary

ways. The first is a contribution to the civil war literature. This chapter examines the

civil war-escalation process, which has generally not received attention in the quanti-

tative onset literature.1 The typical civil war onset study examines static, structural

explanations of conflict outbreak and does closely examine escalation dynamics or

the pre-war dynamics that lead to and result in war. In particular, onset studies do

not consider how an interchange between protest movements and the government can

lead to civil war.

Secondly, this approach contributes to the protest-repression nexus literature by

focusing on the outcome of protest-repression sequences, rather than isolated inter-

1Davenport, Armstrong and Lichbach (2006) and Sambanis and Zinn (2005) are among the few
studies to examine this escalation process in a large-N setting.
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actions that do not consider the larger campaign of protest. Typically, studies in

this literature ask how protest affects repression (e.g. Davenport, 1995; Moore, 1998),

or conversely how repression affects protest (e.g., Moore, 2000; Gupta, Singh and

Sprague, 1993; Lichbach, 1987). Only a handful of studies examine a larger sequence

of government-opposition events, such as Pierskalla (2010), but even these do not

tend to explore the overall outcome of such exchanges. Additionally, studies do not

typically consider the full range of government responses, but focus exclusively on ei-

ther government repression or accommodation.2 Here, I consider protest movements,

a wide range of government reactions, and a number of potential outcomes, which

allows for a more complete understanding of both civil war onset and the dynamics

of the protest-repression nexus.

In what follows, I first offer a brief overview of the protest-repression literature and

an explanation of its relevance to the study of civil war onset. Next, I present the es-

calation process model. Here, I consider the steps necessary to transform government-

protester interactions into a civil war, as well a number of additional outcomes that

may occur at a given “exit point” from the escalation model. Particular focus is given

to the role of government strategies in escalating a protest movement from one level

to the next. The escalation process model is then tested using events of 17 countries

that experienced Arab Spring-related protest movements. I first categorize each of the

protest movements using the escalation process model. Second, a sequence analysis

is performed, where the various sequences of government-protester interactions are

clustered based on their similarity. These two sets of results, one from the escalation

model and the other form the sequence analysis, are then compared, and there is

striking overlap between them. Very similar sequences tend to be at the same exit

2Franklin (2009) and Rasler (1996) are two examples of studies that do consider a wider range
of government responses to dissent.
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point on the escalation model, which suggests that government-protester interactions

are a key correlate of escalation.

4.2 The Literature: Protest, Repression, and Civil War

Both protest and repression are relevant to the question of civil war onset. The pre-

vious chapter established the relationship between repression and civil war onset. In

the following section, I first consider the role of protest in the outbreak of conflict;

next, I widen the focus to the varied government reactions to protest, by considering

repression along with accommodation and tolerance. Finally, I consider the interac-

tion between the protesters and the government and what it can add to the question

of conflict onset.

Protest Protest is a tool of ordinary people. It is a way to try and influence

the political system without a great deal of money, weapons, training, or political

connections. Protest is a method of voicing discontent when conventional channels are

closed or have become ineffective. It is a clear and obvious signal to the government

and leadership that people are dissatisfied, have grievances, and want change. It is

also sign that people are willing to incur costs to advocate for that change. Engaging

in unconventional tactics like protest is generally more costly than using conventional

methods or normal political channels, especially if the demonstrations are likely to

be repressed. As such, dissent is a signal that not only are people unsatisfied, but

that they are willing to incur the higher costs of contentious action rather than rely

on conventional methods or remain silent.

As argued in Chapter 3, the direct causal mechanism—where repression causes

rebellion—applies when the rebellion is a popular movement. In other words, it is
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the repression of the general population, of ordinary people, that leads to this type of

violent conflict. Protest is one of, if not the, main tool the general population can use

against the government. As such, a study of the direct mechanism must start with a

consideration of protest, and how a campaign of demonstrations can escalate into an

armed rebellion.

For the purposes of this study, protest is defined as politically-motivated, uncon-

ventional, collective action. This includes both non-violent and violent action, taken

by a domestic non-governmental actor, that challenges a government actor, agency,

or policy (Carey, 2006; Franklin, 2009; Tarrow, 1991). Protest events are political in

nature—they are actions taken against the government, to further some political goal.

They are additionally unconventional, meaning that they “take place outside of the

officially accepted, institutionalized methods of conflict resolution” (Franklin, 2009,

701). In other words, they occur outside of the usual political channels available in

a given country. It is also a collective action, meaning that dissent is done by groups

rather than single individuals, and further these groups are non-government actors.

Finally, both violent and non-violent actions are included here.

Repression and Government Reactions to Protest Leaders will use repression

as threats, real or perceived, mount (e.g., Poe and Tate, 1994). And within the re-

pression literature, “threat” is often synonymous with “protest” or “dissent.” Indeed,

based on the assumption that the most serious of threats to a leader is the threat to

his or her power, any type of collective, anti-government activity should be perceived

as a threat to a leader’s rule. As such, a number of studies focus almost exclusively

on the relationship between protest and repression (e.g., Moore, 1998, 2000; Carey,

2006; Francisco, 1996; Davenport, 1995). Davenport (2007a), for example, notes that
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in nearly every study that examines the effect of opposition dissent on government

action, increased protest leads to increased repression. He goes as far as calling this

the “Law of Coercive Responsiveness.” If protest is the tool of ordinary citizens,

repression is the tool of the government.

Underlying the “Law of Coercive Responsiveness,” however, is the assumption

that the government wants the threat to stop. In this end repression is not the

government’s sole option. As argued by Franklin (2009), there are at least four options

that the government has. One is certainly repression, but the government can also

accommodate protesters’ demands, offering various concessions. And, leaders may

choose to use a mixed strategy, offering both repression and accommodation. Finally,

the government may also be able to wait out the protests, or put differently, meet

the dissent with tolerance. Thus the government may employ any of these options,

repression, accommodation, a combination thereof, or tolerance in attempt to end

the dissent.

Government-Protester Exchanges and the Escalation to Civil War Any

number of interactions between protesters and the government are theoretically pos-

sible, although it is generally not understood what combination or sequence of inter-

actions can result in civil war. A handful of studies have examined the role of protest

and repression in civil war onset, including Sambanis and Zinn (2005) and White

(1989). Sambanis and Zinn argue that when non-violent self-determination move-

ments are met with repression, they will turn to violet tactics. When these groups

are met with repression, it signals to them that non-violent actions will no longer

be effective. They find that the presence of a non-violent movement, together with

increased repression, does lead to an increased likelihood of civil war onset. White
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(1989) offers a similar argument in his study of the Provisional Irish Republican Army

(PIRA) in the UK during the early 1970s. He argues that the repression of Northern

Ireland was one of the primary factors in the development of the violent insurgency,

primarily because the group began to view peaceful protest as ineffective in the face

of repression.

Davenport, Armstrong and Lichbach (2006) also examine this escalation process,

but focus more specifically on the particular interactions between the government

and opposition groups. Davenport and colleagues present three different paths to

civil war. The first they call inflammation, which relates to the case in Northern

Ireland. In this case the government increases the level of repression, which thus

increases grievances and the opposition’s willingness to rebel. In this case, civil war

is essentially seen as an unintended consequence of increased repression.

Their second path to civil war is termed incapacity. In this scenario, protestors

continuously increase their level of dissent; upon viewing that the government will

not or cannot repress their protests, they escalate to civil war to exploit government

weakness or inaction. The last path is called ineffectiveness; in this case there is some

ongoing protest, which is then repressed by the government. But the repression is

ineffective; the protest thus continues, escalating to civil war. They find that these

different paths each predict different civil wars; in other words they all occur in their

empirical data. Some civil wars are the result of inflammation, others incapacity, and

others still ineffectiveness.

Taken together, these studies suggest that the interactions that occur between

protest movements and the government can and do lead to civil war. In each of

the paths presented by Davenport, Armstrong and Lichbach (2006), there is some

combination of both dissent and repression that eventually leads to war. The same
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is true in both the study done by White (1989) and by Sambanis and Zinn (2005).

These studies begin with a non-violent protest, and find that increased repression

leads opposition groups to switch to using violent protest, leading to civil war.

While each of these studies helps to establish the connections between protest, re-

pression, and civil war, each has limitations. White’s account of Northern Ireland pro-

vides an excellent case study of the decision to turn to violence. The study, however,

is not explicitly couched in the larger context of protest-repression exchanges, and it

comes with the limitations of only examining a single case. A wider test is needed.

Sambanis and Zinn (2005) provide a first look at the repression of self-determination

movements; however, they use proxy measures for repression (the level of democ-

racy), and they take a cross-sectional rather than longitudinal approach and thus do

not consider the larger exchange between the self-determination movement and the

government. As such, their results suggest that the repression of self-determination

makes conflict more likely, but they are unable to account for the series of interactions

that results in conflict.

Davenport, Armstrong and Lichbach (2006) consider different paths to escala-

tion, but the paths they consider span multiple years of repression and protest and

their data are in a country-year format—a crude measure of fast-moving interactions.

As such they cannot speak to the interactions that occur between governments and

protesters. Additionally, they use all civil wars in their sample. Yet as Chapter 3

suggests, this is not a sensible case selection, as a number of civil wars begin with no

protest-repression interactions (or at least no interactions that have a direct causal

impact on civil war onset). This suggests that the cases and their paths to civil war

are not well known, and thus need to be more carefully considered. Finally, none

of these studies considers the role of government accommodation or of tolerance of
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the protest events, resulting in an incomplete understanding of the larger escalation

process.

4.3 The Escalation Process: Getting to Civil War

While there is support for the argument that protest and repression matter to civil war

onset, it remains unclear what the escalation process looks like or which sequences

of interactions escalate. In this section I present an escalation process model that

outlines the steps that lead to civil war. Each of these steps is considered below, as

well as the government-opposition interactions that contribute to their occurrence.

4.3.1 The Escalation Process Model

On the path to escalation, I argue there are five primary steps (that are not necessarily

ordered): 1) emergence of a protest movement, 2) its growth into a widely-supported

and popular movement, 3) adoption of regime change as a goal, 4) the government

decision to engage in wide-spread violence, and 5) the formation of a rebel group.

These steps make up the escalation process model, and are summarized in Figure 4.1.

In this section, each of the five steps are considered in turn. First, why the

stage matters to the process of escalation is discussed. Second, I focus primarily on

the strategic exchange between the government and opposition in order to explain

movement, or the lack of movement, along the escalation process. Finally, at each

“exit point” along the model, hypotheses regarding what the sequence of events, in

terms of protest, repression, and accommodation, look like at that exit point are

given. The hypotheses are summarized in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1. Escalation Process Model: Overview and Expectations
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1: Emergence of a Protest Movement The emergence of a protest movement is the

first step in the process that leads to a revolutionary civil war. The mechanism

under study states that repression causes rebellion directly through activating latent

grievances and aiding in the formation of the rebel group. The protest movement is

the first step in this process, as it is this movement that becomes the rebellion.

Movement Emerges Understanding when a protest movement will materialize is

a research task in and of itself. Indeed there is a large literature within sociology

and political science that examines the emergence of such movements.3 Here, the

focus is not on why these movements emerge, but on why they transform into widely-

supported and broadly-popular movements with a goal of regime change.

Movement Fails to Emerge Should a protest movement not occur, then the

status quo will maintain. There will be no (or limited and unconnected) protest

events.

2: Growth of the Movement The protest movement must gain strength to become a

popular and widely-supported group within society. Ultimately, the rebel group that

emerges from this process must be strong in terms of both numbers and dedication,

as well as have the ability to organize and carry out attacks in order to mount an

effective campaign against the government (e.g., Fearon and Laitin, 2003). A mass-

based protest movement allows the group to both build support and act as a training-

ground of sorts for the planning and execution of eventual military attacks.

3There is indeed a large literature on social movements, mass mobilization, contentious politics,
and the like, where explanations of dissent include relative deprivation (e.g., Gurr, 1970), resource
mobilization (e.g., McCarthy and Zald, 1977), political opportunity structure (e.g., Kitschelt, 1986),
and cultural differences (e.g., Norris, 2002). See the social movement literature for more on why
these protest movements emerge
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Movement Gains Strength A protest movement may gain strength for any num-

ber of reasons. Social media was one of the key factors, for example, that allowed the

groups of the Arab Spring to organize and plan protests, while the internet allowed

for foreign news to be disseminated among anti-government groups. The task here,

however, is not to understand the interworkings of these phenomena, per se, but to

specifically examine the role of government responses in the escalation process, or in

other words, to specifically examine the strategic interaction between the two sides

that contributes to the escalation of the protest movement.

Repression is a likely strategy for the government to pursue, as findings in the

literature suggest that repression is the most likely response to protest (e.g., Daven-

port, 2007a). In the case that repression works, the government is able to stay in

office without giving any policy concessions. However, coercion may be applied to

the demonstrations either unevenly or ineffectively and fail to stop the movement;

conversely, it may serve to mobilize further, larger protests. Sambanis (2004a), for

example, argues that incomplete repression strategies may explain the onset of civil

wars, whether due to state weakness or an inability to fully commit to repression due

to international oversight, transparent domestic politics, or fears of creating backlash

for using overly-harsh repression. If the state is constrained in its ability to coerce,

it will be less able to “root out opposition in its early stages,” allowing the protest

movement to gain strength and eventually engage in civil war (271).

Additionally, repression carries with it potential for long-term, negative conse-

quences, or “backlash potential” (Franklin, 2009). While the application of repres-

sion can end a protest event in the short-term, it may lead to “widespread outrage,

causing individuals to place greater value in opposing the government” in the long

run (702). This backlash potential can be conceptualized as declining support for
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the government, which may be translated into additional future protests. This is

consistent with a number of studies in the literature that find that repression can, at

least over time and in some situations, lead to increased dissent (Gartner and Regan,

1996; Francisco, 1996, 1995; Gupta, Singh and Sprague, 1993; Rasler, 1996).

In certain situations, the government may present concessions in attempt to end

the movement. However, a handful of studies have found that concessions can also

lead to increased dissent, leading to the opposite-than-intended effects. Rasler (1996),

for example, argues that in revolutionary settings, concessions to highly visible groups

increases expectations about their ability to win future concessions. Muller and Opp

(1986) likewise argue that if groups see that their protest is met with concessions,

then they will be more likely to continue protesting because it raises expectations

that their goals will be achieved.

This may be especially true at this early stage if the government offers minimal

concessions, such as vowing to think about the possibility of reform or even to grant

concessions that are not a part of the protesters’ demands, for example firing a regional

governor rather than the prime minister. This demonstrates to the protesters that

the government is not willing to make substantial changes, which can bolster the

movement through the perception that increased protest and dissent is necessary to

achieve change.

The government may also pursue both strategies—coercion and concessions—

concurrently, which can serve to mobilize individuals on two fronts. Heavy repression

creates a strong potential for backlash, while weak concessions show that the gov-

ernment will not make meaningful changes. For example, this dual strategy was

followed by Syria’s President Assad, who mixed brutal repression of demonstrations

with “threadbare” olive branches. One protester said that “up until now people have
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been too scared...[but] the killings caused anger to outweigh fear,” while a second said

that “I changed my mind after the speech (Assad) gave...I am thinking of joining the

protest because I don’t think he will—or even can—make changes.”4 Heavy-handed

repression served as a rallying point for the protesters, while meaningless concessions

suggested that increased dissent would be the only way to achieve change. As a result,

the movement will grow and gain strength.

Movement Fails to Gain Strength In the case that the movement does not

gain strength, then the protest movement is likely to be relatively short, and it is

likely to be characterized by one of two paths. First, heavy-handed repression may

have succeeded in successfully ending the movement. In that case, the sequence of

government-protester exchanges will be characterized by very high levels of repres-

sion and no or minor concessions. Second, the movement may end through toler-

ance, potentially mixed with minor concessions. In this case, tolerance signals to the

protesters that there is little to be gained by continued dissent. Likewise, a relatively

minor movement is not likely to garner large-scale concessions from the government

as there is little threat to leaders. Minor concessions, however, may be given as a

sign of compromise or a willingness to peacefully resolve issues if the government is

pursuing a strategy of tolerance. Minor concessions may also be given if the govern-

ment is being heavily repressive in order to try and “lessen the blow” of very harsh

repression. This leads to the following hypotheses regarding the form of movements

that end without gaining substantial strength:

H1a : Movements that do not gain strength are likely to be short.

4Marsh, Katherine. 2011. “Arab uprisings: Silent majority will determine divided Syria’s next
step: Protests gather momentum as thousands march in Damascus, but divisions threaten to tear
fledgling movement apart.” The Guardian (London), April 16.
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H1b : Movements that do not gain strength are likely to be characterized

by either heavy repression or tolerance, both of which may be mixed with

minor concessions.

3: Adoption of Regime Change as a Demand An important part of any protest move-

ment is what the demonstrators are demanding, whether job creation, an end to

corruption, foreign events, or regime change. Certainly, not all demands are equally

threatening. In order for civil war to result, protesters must have wide-reaching goals

and significant demands of government overthrow, regime change, or territorial inde-

pendence.

Significant demands increase the potential benefits to be gained from the act of

protesting. Demands such as regime change are likely to draw repression as no con-

cession (with the exception of the government stepping down or granting regional

independence) will satisfy the protesters. This sets up a significant divergence in the

goals of the government and protesters and serves as the foundations for a future

armed conflict. It also raises the benefits of winning open conflict against the govern-

ment, aiding in the justification of enduring the costs of repression and potentially

civil war. The significant benefits to be gained from winning offset the tremendous

costs that protesters must incur.

Demands such as regime change also suggest that the government is viewed as

illegitimate, which often serves to justify the use of violence against the state.5 White

(1989), for example, argued that one of key justifications for individuals joining the

5As a counter example, such far reaching demands are not likely to occur in an established
democracy. Large protest movements do indeed occur in advanced democracies, such as the Occupy
Wall Street movement in the United States. However, the goals of these movements are typically
not focused on regime overthrow. This produces the expectation that regardless of how large or
popular a movement, it will necessarily exit the escalation process model because the movement
will not adopt regime change as a goal. This meets both the theoretical arguments and empirical
findings of the civil war onset literature—civil wars do not occur in advanced democracies.
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Provisional IRA in Northern Ireland was based in the illegitimacy of the government.

Members of the Provos specifically noted that the high levels of repression contributed

to their perception of the government as illegitimate. Indeed, heavy repression is very

likely to increase perceptions of illegitimacy, as a state that relies on violence against

its people is not one that governs through public support but by brute force.

Group Adopts Regime Change Demands of regime change may theoretically

emerge at any point from the start of a protest movement to the formation of a

rebel group. Typically, this comes sometime after protests have begun, while the

movement is gaining strength. Overall, the reasons for adopting regime change are

similar to what makes the movement gain strength, with one important addition—

the adoption of regime change as a demand reflects the perception that the regime is

illegitimate. As such there is likely to be some government action that tips the scales

in favor of demanding revolution. This may happen after heavy repression leads to

deaths, thereby serving as a rallying point, or perhaps after the government reneges

on promised concessions that would have brought significant change.

Group Does Not Adopt Regime Change In the case that the protesters do not

adopt regime change as a goal, then the movement is most likely to be characterized

by more substantial concessions, as these relatively minor demands, like job creation

or limiting the power of the executive, are easier to appease through accommodation.

This is supported in the literature by a number of studies (O’keefe and Schumaker,

1983; Schumaker, 1975; Kowalewski, 1980; Kowalewski and Schumaker, 1981). As

these groups do not adopt regime change as a goal, it is unlikely that the government

used significant repression against them. Rather, these series of events should be
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longer in length, but be characterized by accommodation and tolerance, with rela-

tively minor levels of repression (but more likely in response to violent protests/riots).

H2a : Movements that gain strength but do not adopt regime change are

likely to be longer than movements that do not gain strength.

H2b : Movements that gain strength but do not adopt regime change are

likely to be characterized by more substantial accommodation, tolerance,

and limited repression.

4: Government Willingness to Use Violence The government’s willingness to use

violence is of critical importance, as the outbreak of civil war requires that both the

government and rebel group are engaged in armed conflict.

There are two relevant actors to the question of governmental willingness to use

violence: the leader and the military. In the face of very large and popular social

movements, either one of these groups may balk at using force against their own

people and fellow citizens. As Bellin (2004) notes, “Violently repressing thousands

of people, even if it is within the physical capacity of the security forces, is costly.

It may jeopardize the institutional integrity of the security apparatus, international

support, and domestic legitimacy,” and additionally leads to the potential costs of

fighting a civil war (145). These costs are in addition to what can be conceptualized

as the psychological costs of massacring the people that both the leader and military

are in power to protect.

Overall, there are significant costs to engaging in wide-spread repression, and some

leaders may be unwilling to incur them. This appeared to be, at least in part, the case

in Tunisia in early 2011, when President Ben Ali called for police to stop using force
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against protestors while he and his family fled the country. Each of his attempted

solutions to the country-wide movement had failed, and when this became clear Ben

Ali chose to flee rather than to fight. Bellin likewise points to Roh Tae Woo of South

Korea who opted for democratization rather than repression, as did the leaders of

Argentina and Peru in the face of large, organized labor movements.

The military may also refuse to fire on their countrymen, which may be a function

of the institutionalization of the security establishment (Bellin, 2004). Institution-

alization here stands in opposition to patrimonialism, such that an institutionalized

coercive apparatus is “rule-governed, predictable, and meritocratic” (Bellin, 2004,

145). An institutionalized military has an identity separate from that of the central

government, and thus can imagine a future for itself without the current govern-

ment being in power. As such an institutionalized military should be more willing

to accept political change, whereas a patrimonial security apparatus depends on the

current government for favors, its position, and its advancement. In other words, a

patrimonial security establishment fears change as its future is uncertain should the

government change, and thus a patrimonial military should be more willing to stand

behind leaders regardless of what is asked of them.

Government Unwilling to Use Violence In the case where the government is

unwilling to engage in violence against dissenters, regime change—the most signifi-

cant of concessions—is the most likely occurrence. These exchanges are likely to be

characterized by repression at the outset, which serves to grow the movement and

encourage protesters to adopt regime change as a goal. But, as the movement grows

and repression proves unsuccessful, a government unwilling to use significant violence
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will become increasingly likely to try any and all strategies at their disposal. This

translates into offering greater concessions.

H3a : Movements that gain strength and adopt regime change are likely

to be longer than movements that do not gain strength or adopt regime

change.

H3b : Movements that gain strength and adopt regime change, and are met

by a government unwilling to use violence, are likely to be characterized by

heavy repression at the outset, and increasingly significant accommodation

later in the movement.

5: Formation of a Rebel Group The formation of a rebel group is the final step to the

outbreak of civil war.

No Rebel Group Forms Without the formation of an armed rebel group, an odd-

status quo of protests met with harsh repression can result. These movements are

likely to be rather long, and end either through fatigue on either the government or

opposition side. For example, many thought that the events in Syria would eventually

end when protesters realized that their dissent was ineffective (this, of course, did not

occur as a rebel group eventually formed). Conversely, a government may eventually

agree to transfer power or offer a major concession to stop the violence.

This type of a movement may also be characterized by some sort of irregularity

that allows repression to “work” later in the movement, when it failed at the outset.

For a movement to escalate to this point, there is likely to be heavy, but failed

repression. There is then a question regarding why repression is successful in ending
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the movement later on. An example of this is Bahrain during the Arab Spring,

which sought assistance in the form of troops and policemen from Saudi Arabia and

the UAE, which bolstered their own Bahraini security forces and allowed for the

successful termination of the protest movement through harsh repression, after their

earlier attempts to repress the movement had failed.

H4a : Movements that advance short of rebel group formation are likely to

be rather long.

H4b : Movements that advance short of rebel group formation are likely to

be primarily characterized by heavy repression, potentially with periods of

irregularity.

Rebel Group Forms It is only after the protesters make the decision to engage in

explicitly violent tactics against the state, in the form of an armed rebellion, that civil

war occurs. One very important component to the formation of a rebel group is the

willingness of the protesters to adopt violent strategies. Some groups will not turn

to violence, and especially not organized and large-scale violence, in order to achieve

their goals. One example of groups unwilling to use violence includes countries that

have recently experienced civil war. Consider both Algeria and Iraq during the Arab

Spring. Both countries had recently experienced civil wars: an estimated 200,000

people were killed in Algeria’s civil war that occurred in the 1990s (with violence

continuing into the 2000s), and Iraq’s “rebuilding” process and civil war claimed

at least 100,000 lives. Each of these countries experienced anti-government protest

events as a part of the Arab Spring, but were ultimately unwilling to engage in large-
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scale, organized, and prolonged violence. In that sense, the culture and history of the

group matter to the question of protest-repression outcomes and conflict escalation.

Again, the government strategies that lead to the formation of a rebel group

are similar to what makes a protest movement gain strength—the use of repression

or failed concessions. Importantly, a rebel group will only form when nonviolent

strategies are believed to be ineffective and unable to affect change. This may be in

reaction to a specific event, such as the canceling of the second round of Algeria’s

elections in 1991. The government saw that the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) was

on its way to winning national elections, and as such canceled the elections, arrested

leading members of the FIS, enacted emergency law, and began a harsh crackdown

on the remaining supporters. It was at this point that the FIS members saw that the

process of reform that had begun was not the vehicle for change. Armed rebel groups

then formed and began a campaign against the government.

The decision to form a rebel group may also come after a long campaign of re-

pression, at which point the group may come to the conclusion that their continued

protests will only be met with more repression, and that they will not be able to

achieve change via protests and demonstrations. That was largely what occurred

within Northern Ireland in the late 1960s, as the Provisional IRA decided to break

away from the larger IRA. This also essentially happened in Syria in 2011. Syrians

continued to engage in serious protest across the country (with the exception of Dam-

ascus, the capital, which was often quiet), and they simply kept getting repressed.

Thousands of deaths occurred before a group—the Free Syrian Army—formed to lead

and organize the resistance.

In either case, it is very likely that the protester-government exchange will be

characterized by extreme government repression, causing many deaths. This is in
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part a result of the escalation process. At each step, repression is one of the primary

explanations for why a movement gains strength, adopts regime change as a goal,

or forms a rebel group. A government willing to use violence is also less likely to

try and end a conflict through offering concessions, and increasingly likely to repress

protest events, especially as they grow in size. Even in the case where failed accom-

modation leads to the formation of rebel groups, that process is likely to be marred

with government violence, as well. That was certainly the case in Algeria in 1991,

where the government imprisoned, tortured, and killed thousands of FIS members

after canceling the second round of elections.

This leads to a final consideration about forming a rebel group, which is the

relative capabilities between the government and the protest movement. In Syria,

for example, it took many months for such an organization to form. This may, in

part, be explained by the strength of the Syrian government and military, as well as

Assad’s clear willingness to use massive violence against demonstrators. The benefits

of regime change, after all, can only be achieved if the rebellion has a chance of

winning open conflict against the government. Thus in some cases, a rebel group

may never form if it does not believe it can win in war. In this case, a long and brutal

campaign of repression against the protest movement is likely to ensue.

The following hypotheses were drawn from the above discussion:

H5a : Movements that end in civil war are likely to be the longest.

H5b : Movements that end in civil war are likely to be characterized by

extreme repression; concessions are likely to be limited and early in the

movement.
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Summary In sum, a revolutionary civil war is likely to emerge if each of the five

steps occur: a protest movement forms, gains significant strength, adopts demands

of regime change, transforms into a rebel group, and if the government is willing

to use violence in return. In this escalation scenario, it is expected that the series

of interactions between the government and opposition should be marked by little

accommodation and great repression. This is a government willing and comfortable

with repression, but likely reluctant to offer major concessions—it seeks to maintain

its power absolutely, without giving up control. However, repression does not “work,”

in that it only serves to mobilize the population and strengthen the movement.

Indeed it is the reliance on repression that pushes the rebel group to the next

step in the escalation process. A protest movement will gain strength if repression is

ineffective or not fully applied, creating a backlash potential that increases grievances

and the willingness to protest against the government. Repression is also important

to the adoption of regime change as a demand, as the protesters must come to view

the government as illegitimate. A reliance on repressive strategies is a signal to the

population that the state does not rule through popular support, but must rely on

force to keep power. Finally, the formation of a rebel group is a drastic step. It is

dangerous and carries tremendous costs; it is only after change cannot be achieved

through any other channels that the option of civil war should become viable.

Hypotheses were drawn at each step in the escalation model, which are summa-

rized in Figure 4.1. As a movement passes through each of the steps, the movement

is also expected to become longer. In other words, there is a predicted time-dynamic,

suggesting that in a typical movement it should take time for each of the steps to

develop. Additionally, each of the phases are unique in terms of how the sequence
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of events is characterized. In the following section, the hypotheses drawn from the

escalation process model are tested using empirical data from the 2011 Arab Spring.

4.4 The Arab Spring and Sequence Analysis

In order to examine the outcome of government-opposition interactions, I examine

the events that recently unfolded during the so-called Arab Spring. First, the various

protest movements were categorized using the escalation process model to determine

when each country’s movement exited from the escalation process. For example, Syria

and Libya progressed though the entire process, whereas Saudi Arabia only advanced

a single step, exiting after a movement began but before it was able to gain strength.

Next, the Arab Spring data were transformed into sequences of events and compared

against one another, which allowed for clusters of similar sequences to be determined.

For example, the UAE and Qatar had no events, and thus cluster together.

The results of the clustering process were then compared to the categorizations

drawn from the escalation model. For example, the UAE and Qatar clustered to-

gether, and they were both categorized as “no movement emerged” according to the

escalation model. Thus, the expectations are met—countries with no movements are

categorized by having no events. The hypotheses are considered to be supported if

countries’ sequences cluster together, advance the same number of steps along the

escalation process model, and those clusters have the expected mix of protest, ac-

commodation, and repression as outlined in the hypotheses. In general, the clusters

conform very well to the escalation model, with the hypothesized mix of protest,

repression, and accommodation.



104

The data and analysis processes, both the application of the escalation model

and sequence analysis, are described below. This is followed by a presentation of the

results.

4.4.1 The Arab Spring

The Arab Spring is a series of revolutionary protest movements that unfolded across

the Arab world, and the Middle East more generally, during late 2010 and throughout

2011. The Arab Spring began in Tunisia on 17 December 2010, when a 26 year-old

vegetable vendor by the name of Mohamed Bouazizi lit himself on fire in protest. Ear-

lier that day, a policewoman had confiscated his unlicensed cart and goods. Bouazizi

tried to pay the 10-dinar fine, but the policewoman refused to accept his payment,

and allegedly slapped him, spit in his face, and insulted his dead father.6 When local

municipality officers refused to see Bouazizi, he bought paint thinner and found a

light, and set himself ablaze in front of the provincial headquarters. This event set

off a firestorm of protest activity that spread from Tunisia to Egypt, Libya, Yemen,

Syria, Algeria, and nearly every other Middle Eastern state.

The Arab Spring provides an excellent set of cases for the research question at

hand, which seeks to understand the outcomes of opposition-government interactions.

Without an obvious context, such as the Arab Spring, it is difficult to develop criteria

for what opposition-government interactions make up a related set of exchanges. For

example, the Social Conflict in Africa Database (SCAD) lists a number of protest

events that took place throughout the African continent. Cote d’Ivoire has 234 events

across a 20 year period. But which of these events are related? Do any make up an

6Abouzeid, Rania. (2011). “Bouazizi: The Man Who Set Himself and Tunisia on Fire.” Time
Magazine, Jan. 21.
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actual protest movement or campaign? It is very difficult to pick out periods of

related movements without a more concrete context. Additionally, it is difficult to

gather a wide-range of outcomes. In this case, I am particularly interested in events

that lead to civil war. It is relatively easy to start with all countries that have had

civil wars and work backwards to see if a protest movement was a direct cause of the

war. However, what about protest movements that fail to reach high levels of civil

violence? Finding negative cases can be difficult here.

The Arab Spring, on the other hand, provides a series of protest movements that

each clearly originated following the events in Tunisia. Each movement began after

17 December and had clear connections to the events in Tunisia (and then to Egypt,

Libya, and the many other countries experiencing these movements). What makes

the movements stand out from other protest events in the region is that first, protest

and dissent are relatively rare in many of these countries. The Middle East is known

for its repressive and autocratic regimes that harshly quell dissent. Thus in many

cases the presence of a protest movement is significant and unique simply because

it exists. Secondly, the demands of the protesters were very similar across cases.

In many countries, protesters’ demands first centered on job creation, higher wages,

lowering food prices, and similar economic and living concerns, but then shifted to

political goals, and protesters demanded an end to corruption, better human rights

practices, more freedoms, and in many cases, regime change. Third, news coverage of

these events, which overall was very good, frequently cited protests as “Arab Spring”

inspired and included quotes from activists and government officials alike that con-

firmed their activities were a part of the larger movement happening across the Middle

East.
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In addition to clear protest campaigns, there is also great variation in the outcomes

of these events. While the majority ended in peace, three cases led to civil war and

two to regime change. Even among those countries that saw a return to peace, there

was great variation in the events that led them there—many governments relied on

strategies of accommodation, some on repression, a few had mixed strategies, and in

one case tolerance brought the events to an end.

The countries that experienced these movements also have a good balance of

similarity and variance. The countries, for example, are similar in culture and history,

but at the same time there is variation in regime type, history of violence and civil

war, wealth, ethnic composition, and the like. Also, certain contextual factors are

controlled for while using the Arab Spring cases. One is the time frame. The majority

of events occurred within a six month window, helping to control for temporal variance

that can occur over a much wider time-span. Additionally, phenomena such as social

media are controlled for, in that almost all countries had access to mobile phones and

the internet for planning protest events, mobilizing people to protest, and obtaining

outside information. If events from the fall of the Soviet Union were compared with

the Arab Spring, for example, social media would likely play a large role in the

differences between cases. When using only the Arab Spring, however, each country

(with perhaps the exception of Yemen) had these tools available.

4.4.2 The Data

Coding the Arab Spring I collected data on the Arab Spring protest movements

of 17 Middle Eastern countries. While many of the “core” cases were obvious to in-

clude in the case selection—e.g., Libya, Tunisia, Egypt—some of the more peripheral

countries were not. A choice had to be made between including only Arab states,
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only Middle Eastern states, or a combination of the two. Ultimately, I examined 17

countries from the region that makes up the Middle East and North Africa, with the

exception of Israel (and Palestine).7 Palestine and Israel were not included largely due

to the very complicated nature of events that occur there. Some Arab Spring-related

events did happen within Palestine, but were not considered in attempt to separate

Arab Spring events from other protests or acts of violence. A list of the countries

that are included can be found in Table 4.1.

Status Country Name

Included in the Study

Algeria
Bahrain
Egypt
Iran
Iraq
Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Libya
Morocco
Oman
Qatar
Saudi Arabia
Syria
Tunisia
UAE
Yemen

Countries Not Considered Israel (Palestine)

Table 4.1. Case Selection

7A second method of case selection would to examine the countries in the Arab League. The
Arab League has significant overlap with the Middle East region, with the exception of Comoros,
Djibouti, Mauritania, Palestine, Somalia, and Sudan. These countries, however, are either far from
the region (Comoros and Djibouti), not independent states (Palestine), or are qualitatively different
from Middle Eastern states (Sudan and Somalia are both relatively poor and have significant ongoing
conflicts). Additionally, neither Comoros, Djibouti, nor Somalia had any real action related to the
Arab Spring. Sudan and Mauritania had limited student protests, but the Sudanese protests, at
least, occurred simultaneously with the South Sudan referendum and thus were less clearly related
to the Arab Spring.
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I collected data by coding news articles from major world publications, as found

in Lexis-Nexis.8 I coded events for each of the 17 countries included in the study that

occurred between 17 December 2010 and the end of the protest movement. The end

of the movement was determined by which of the three outcomes of interest came

first: peace, regime change, or civil war. Although events continued in countries that

had a regime change (protests are ongoing in Egypt, for example) and civil war, I

stopped coding these events after the outcome of interest occurred.

For those countries that returned to peace, I stopped coding events when either

there were not any more events to code, when they stopped being relevant to the

Arab Spring, or if they fell after December 2011. For example, in some cases sectarian

violence occurred that was not explicitly about the previous protest movement. These

events were not coded. In other countries, events became sporadic and spread out

over many months, and thus no longer had the same kind of momentum or impact

as they had previously. Algeria, for example, has ongoing protest, but not nearly at

the same level of intensity at the height of their Arab Spring movement there. These

events were also excluded.9

4.4.3 Applying the Escalation Process Model

In order to apply the escalation process model, additional data had to be gathered

for each of the Arab Spring countries. First, I coded whether the movement “gained

strength.” Within the context of the Arab Spring, determining which country had a

strong movement versus a relatively weak one was not entirely straight forward. This,

in part, is due to the fact that in many of these countries the presence of any kind of

8An explanation of the data collection process can be found in Appendix A.
9While this coding decision did leave out a number of protest events, (many countries, for example,

have ongoing protests as of spring 2012), the momentum of the movements was largely lost.
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protest is significant, and even more so if it grows into a campaign of demonstrations

that span many months. Overall, this was a largely subjective coding, but it was

rooted in the size and frequency of protests. If protests regularly had over 10,000

participants and were relatively constant (weekly or more often) the movement was

considered to have become strong/popular.

Secondly I coded if, and if so when, the movement adopted regime change as a

goal. This was also done using the news articles. A movement was considered to

have adopted regime change as a goal if articles started reporting that the protesters

were demanding the ouster or resignation of the leader (president, king, etc.), regime

change, revolution, the establishment of democracy, or the like. If a movement only

demanded reform of the current system, such as a sultan relinquishing some power,

or more frequent elections, it was not enough to qualify as demanding regime change.

There must be a demand for abandoning the current system in favor of a new regime.

If the movement was both strong and had regime change as a goal, I next coded

what the government’s overall strategy was—fight or flee. This was based on whether

the government engaged in heavy repression or if either the leader or military refused

to fire on protesters. Finally, in the cases where the government chose to fight (against

a large movement with a goal of regime change), I coded whether a rebel group formed,

and when. This was based on the declaration by the rebel group of its formation,

or when news articles reported an organized, armed group was engaging in attacks

against the government (which happened in Libya, for example).

After each of these data were collected, the different Arab Spring countries were

categorized based on how far along the escalation model they progressed. The results

are presented in Figure 4.2, and discussed below.
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4.4.4 Sequence Analysis

Next, the data were transformed into sequences of three different types of events:

protest, repression, and accommodation. Having the data in sequence-form allows

first for the various sequences to be described—how long each one is, how many

instances of repression versus accommodation are present, how many protest events

occurred, and the like. Secondly, having the data in sequence form allows for a

sequence analysis to be done. The end result is a series of clusters of similar sequences,

which can then be compared to the categorizations from the escalation process model.

The sequence analysis process, which is relatively new to the social sciences, and its

benefits are described below.

Sequence Analysis Sequence analysis was originally developed to analyze DNA

and protein sequences, and has since been developed by Abbott and others for use

in the social sciences (Abbott, 1995; Abbott and Tsay, 2000). It has been frequently

applied, for example, to the study of life trajectories and career paths (Scherer, 2001;

Kogan, 2007; Aassve, Billari and Piccarreta, 2007). While new to political science,

sequence analysis can provide powerful insights in areas where more traditional mod-

eling techniques cannot.

For example, systematically studying the outcomes of opposition-government in-

teractions is not well suited to traditional statistical analysis. One more traditional

approach would be to include lagged values of protest and repression in a model of

civil war onset, but this is clumsy and data are often not fine-grained enough to

adequately capture the dynamics of fast-paced events, especially if they must be ag-

gregated to the typical country-year unit of analysis. And while sequence data are

similar to duration data in that there is a spell of some kind that eventually comes
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to an end, sequence data do not include a hazard and time dependence is not the

primary interest. Put differently, duration modeling captures time dynamics rather

than the ordering or sequencing of events, which is of interest here. In this case,

sequence analysis is a more suitable modeling technique.

In sequence analysis, the sequence is the unit of analysis. In this case, the sequence

is the set of interactions between the protesters and the government and includes three

possible actions: protest, repression, and accommodation. For descriptive purposes,

one of the visual representations of the sequences (seen in Figures 4.3 and 4.4) shows

the magnitude of events, including the number of participants in protest events, if

there were deaths caused by repression, and if so how many, and whether or not

accommodation met protesters’ demands. For the purposes of the sequence analysis,

however, the three events are simplified such that the magnitude of each event is not

considered. This helps to simplify the analysis process, and specifically the optimal

matching process, which is described below.

Consider the sequence below, with the three events labeled as P , R, and A, for

protest, repression, and accommodation:

P −R− A− P −R (4.1)

In this example, protest is met with repression, then the government offers some

concession, then a second protest occurs, which is again met with repression. As can

be seen in the example, the positions of events are fixed and ordered chronologically.

For this analysis, the sequences are ordered by relative positioning and are thus

incompatible with absolute or fixed time. Put differently, the elapsed time between

events is not accounted for; events may be days, weeks, or even months apart. All

that is considered here is their relative order. Additionally, sequences are not of a
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standard length, but include all events that were a part of a given interaction. Within

the Arab Spring cases, some were particularly short, such as the events of Lebanon

and Kuwait, while others were quite long, like Syria and Yemen.

The ultimate aim of sequence analysis is to compare sequences with one another

in order to form clusters of similar sequences. The first step in this process is to

determine the (dis)similarity between different sequences. There are different algo-

rithms that have been developed for this process. Optimal matching is perhaps the

most commonly used in the social sciences.10 The optimal matching process works

by computing the “cost” or “effort” it takes to convert one sequence into another.

Three different actions can be taken in order to transform the sequences: insertion,

deletion, and substitution. Insertion and deletion are generally grouped together and

given the name indel.

One of the more difficult questions facing researchers that use optimal matching

is in determining what the costs of each of these actions should be. Abbott and Tsay

(2000) review a number of different approaches to setting these costs, including having

a uniform cost for both indels and substitutions, setting costs based on some linear

property of the different categories under study, or using the sequences themselves to

determine costs. A standard cost structure is that costs of a substitution is double

the cost of an indel.11 That is the cost structure adopted here.

The optimal matching process produces a symmetrical matrix of dissimilarity be-

tween each of the sequences. Using this matrix, cluster analysis is then performed to

group the sequences based on their similarity. There are again different algorithms

that can be used for this process. In essence, each sequence is first treated as its own

10For a review of other methods, see Abbott (1995), Abbott and Tsay (2000), and Liu, Neuwald
and Lawrence (1999).

11This, for example, is the default in both the Stata and R packages that have been developed for
sequence analysis.
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cluster. Similar sequences are then linked as the distance for what is considered “sim-

ilar” is relaxed, allowing two or more sequences to cluster together. This process is

repeated until all sequences are linked, resulting in a hierarchy of clustered sequences.

There are a number of rules that can be applied to determine when clusters are

sufficiently similar to be linked, including the single, complete, pair-group average,

weighted pair-group average, and Ward’s method linkages, among others. The single

linkage, for example, links clusters when any two sequences in the two clusters are

closer together than the respective linkage distance. Conversely, the complete linkage

rule links clusters when the distance between sequences with the greatest distance

across two clusters is greater than the linkage distance. The pair-group average

compares the average of the distances between all pairs of sequences across the two

clusters, while the weighted version takes into account the number of sequences within

a cluster. Finally, Ward’s method is different in that it groups sequences based on

minimizing the Sum of Squares of each cluster that could be formed at each step

(Cluster Analysis, N.d.).

Each of these linkage processes allow for the creation of a cluster tree, or a graph

of the cluster hierarchies. In this analysis, clusters are then determined by visually

examining which groups cluster together.

4.5 Results

The results from applying the escalation process to the data are first presented. This

is followed by a description of the sequences and then the results of the sequence

analysis. Finally, the results obtained from the escalation model and the sequence

analysis are compared with one another as a test of the hypotheses presented above.
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4.5.1 Categorizing the Sequences using the Escalation Model

First, each of the different protest movements was categorized using the escalation

process model. The results of this process are presented in Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.2. Categorizations of the Arab Spring Movements, Using the Escalation
Process Model

The model stated that civil war only comes at the end of an escalation process,

whereby a number of necessary steps occur. The first of these steps is for a protest

movement to begin. In the context of the Arab Spring, two countries that are within
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the Middle Eastern region did not experience demonstrations: Qatar and the UAE.

These states simply maintained the status quo.

The second step is for the movement to grain strength and to become a popu-

lar campaign with a wide support base. A number of movements were weaker than

others in terms of the number of participants and the frequency of events. Protests

in Iraq, Iran, Kuwait, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia can be characterized in this way.

In Saudi Arabia, for example, events were relatively infrequent and never had more

than a few hundred participants. Iran had one notably large protest, with tens of

thousands of participants, but future protests were many weeks apart and never had

more than 1,000 participants. Events in Iraq were larger on average, but spread out

over the course of many weeks. They lacked consistency. Finally, Kuwait had signif-

icant protests—one with over 100 thousand participants—but were typically months

apart from one another. In general, then, these protest movements were not insignifi-

cant. Indeed, Kuwait’s government and prime minister resigned in acquiescence with

the protesters demands. However, they did not carry the same sort of momentum,

consistency, and participation of the campaigns occurring in other Arab Spring states.

The third step in the escalation process is for the protesters to adopt the demand

of regime change. Jordan, Morocco, and Oman each had relatively strong movements,

with close to weekly protests that generally had 1,000 participants or more. Yet, in

none of these countries did the protesters adopt the demand of regime change. In

each of these countries, there is a relatively popular monarch that serves as the head

of state. In Morocco, overthrowing King Mohammed VI was never a goal of the

protesters, nor was ousting Sultan Qaboos bin Said in Oman, nor King Abdullah II

in Jordan. As one protester said in Jordan, “People are happy with the king, but
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they are angry with the government.”12 Protesters in these countries sought reforms

rather than revolution.

This leaves seven countries that had popular movements with regime change as

a demand. In three of those states—Egypt, Tunisia, and Algeria—the government

appeared unwilling to use violence against the demonstrators. This was certainly the

case in Egypt, where the military refused to fire on protesters, and Tunisia, where

President Ben Ali ordered the military to stand down. In each of these countries,

regime change resulted. Algeria is something of a unique case, and arguably nei-

ther the government nor general population would have been willing to engage in

organized, armed violence given the country’s history of civil war. There, mosque

imams urged peace and to “shun the manifestations of violence,”13 while the national

secretary of the largest Algerian opposition party, the Socialist Forces Front, said,

“Symbolically, people are still traumatized by what happened before... Most Algeri-

ans don’t want to risk an adventure.”14 A history of violence left both the opposition

and government unwilling to engage in activities that would risk a return of civil war.

This allowed the government to successfully offer a series of substantial concessions—

but that stopped short of stepping down from power—such as ending emergency law,

in order to bring the movement to an end.

In the case that the government is willing to use violence against such a protest

movement, the final step on the road to civil war is the formation of a rebel group.

Three of the remaining states—Libya, Syria, and Yemen—each saw the emergence of

an armed, organized group with the intent of fighting the government, and civil war

12Eglash, Ruth. (2011). “Anti-government protests gather steam in Jordan.” Jerusalem Post,
January 19.

13“Algeria: Calm reportedly returned to capital after recent riots.” (2011). BBC Monitoring
Middle East, obtained from the El-Khabar website, Algiers, in Arabic 9 Jan 2011. January 10.

14Nossiter, Adam. (2011). “Amid a Sea Of Upheaval, Algeria Is Still.” The New York Times,
February 19.
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resulted. The final state, Bahrain, did not. There, the government, with the help of

1,000 troops from Saudi Arabia and 500 policemen from the UAE, engaged in a brutal

campaign of repression to clear out protesters from their camp in Pearl Roundabout

and undercut the leadership of the opposition group, effectively destroying the protest

movement.

In the three civil war states, rebel groups emerged through somewhat different

paths. War came to Libya incredibly fast. Within days of the first planned demon-

stration, both the government and opposition had resorted to armed violence. Even

during the first protest event, the government open-fired on protesters. Within five

days over 200 people had been killed. This prompted the opposition to organize and

arm themselves, and by the end of 21 February the opposition quickly gained ground

and looted weapons, seized a radio station to begin their own broadcasts, and had

control of military barracks in Benghazi. Four days later, rebel forces seized Misurata

and Benghazi. Thus while the National Transition Council, an umbrella group of sorts

for armed groups across Libya, did not officially form until 27 February, it is clear

that groups organized and began engaging in armed violence against the government

at least a week earlier.

In Syria, conversely, it took many months for a rebel group to emerge. There,

the protest movement was weak relative to the national military. The movement

was not a nation-wide front with many people who, whether because religious ties,

admiration, or fear, supported the president. Importantly, Damascus was relatively

quiet; it was only the areas outside of the capital that were engaging in demonstra-

tions. Further, President Assad had control of a strong and loyal military, where the

upper cadre of officers depends on Assad for promotions, pay, and their position in

general. They are wedded to the current regime and not likely to act against it. In
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any case, accounts coming out of Syria reported that any soldier that did defect was

immediately executed.

On 29 July—nearly five months and thousands of deaths after the protest move-

ment began—the Free Syrian Army officially formed. The movement was slow to

emerge likely due to the perceived power imbalances and fear of repression. This is

not to say that no individual had attempted to fight back against the army—many

had. The movement was not organized, however, until late July.

Finally, Yemen may be the most difficult case to categorize. It is the weakest and

poorest of all the Arab Spring states, and is a state that has a number of rebel groups,

terror groups, and armed opposition groups in existence. Secessionists in southern

Yemen fought a civil war against the central government in 1994 and still want to

reverse the 1990 unification of Yemen. A second movement is in northern Yemen

in the form of a Shia Huthi rebellion, and the regime also faces a threat from al-

Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula. Yemen’s military is also far from a professionalized

organization, or as one analyst put it: “There isn’t really an institution called the

military here... What we have are tribal factions in uniform.”15 This is mixed with

the second highest guns-per-capita ratio in the world (behind the United States).

In the context of this armed, factionalized, and rather violent setting, there were

massive and very consistent protests in Yemen, led by students and spurred on by

Mubarak’s ouster in Egypt. A rebel group did not so much form as emerge from the

Yemeni landscape and agree to join the protesters. The civil war “began” (fighting

had been intense, with many deaths before this point) when the leader of the Hashid

tribal federation jointed protesters. This marked the beginning of the Battle of Sana’a.

15Martin, Patrick. (2011). “Overturning Yemen regime á la Egypt a long shot.” The Globe and
Mail, March 2.
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4.5.2 Describing the Sequences

The next step in this analysis is to create sequences of events using the government

and protester events, and then to perform a cluster analysis on them. These clusters

will then be compared to the categorizations described above, which were obtained

using the escalation model.

First, a general description of the sequences or interactions between the govern-

ment and protesters is given to provide a sense of what the sequences look like. They

can be described in a number of different ways. First, I present a visual representation

of the overall sequences. This is followed by a description of the sequences’ length,

the number of “elements” present in each sequence, and the number of each type of

event in each sequence.

Figure 4.3 gives a plot of each of the sequences. In this plot, the blue bubbles

represent protests, red repression, and green accommodation. These sequences also

capture the relative magnitude of each event. For protests, the bubble size reflects the

number of participants at the protest;16 for repression the size reflects whether the

repression caused deaths or not, and if so how many deaths;17 and for accommodation

the bubble size reflects if the concession met protesters’ demands or not.18 Figure 4.4

shows the same plot but without the cases of Syria and Yemen, which gives a better

visualization of each of the sequences.

In these plots, the variation across the sequences is apparent. Some of the se-

quences, such as Syria’s and Yemen’s, were quite long, while others like Lebanon’s

16This is based on a categorical variable, with a value of 1 for 0-10 participants, 2 for 11-100, 3 for
101-1,000, 4 for 1,001-10,000, 5 for 10,001 to 100,000, 6 for 100,001-1,000,000 , and 7 for 1,000,001
or more.

17The bubble size is 1 for repression without deaths, or it reflects the actual number of deaths if
any resulted.

18The bubble size is 1 if the concession did not meet demands, 2 if it did.
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and Kuwait’s, were rather short. Some are marked by a heavy use of repression, such

as Libya’s and Syria’s, while others resulted in no deaths and were generally more

accommodative. Interestingly, almost all sequences include all three types of events:

protest, repression, and accommodation.

A second visualization of these sequence plots can be found in Figures 4.5 and 4.6.

These figures are somewhat cleaner, as they do not represent the magnitude of each

event, and so the actual sequencing of the events is easier to see. In these figures,

grey represents protest, red repression, and green accommodation.

Figure 4.5. Index Plot

In this representation, the variation among the different government strategies

used is clearer. Egypt, for example, essentially abandons repression in the latter half

of its sequence, while Jordan does not engage in repression until the latter half of

its sequence. Bahrain, on the other hand, has three distinct phases, from a mixed

strategy, to all accommodation, to all repression across the duration of its events. The

consistent stream of demonstrations in each of the sequences is also clear, as there is a

very steady occurrence of protests throughout each of these movements. This makes
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Figure 4.6. Sequence Plots, without Syria and Yemen

sense, as it is the protest events that are driving the government reactions. Without

the presence of demonstrations, there would be little need for the government to

engage in either repression or accommodation.

To break these sequences down further, Table 4.2 lists the length of each sequence,

while Figure 4.7 gives a visual representation of the sequence lengths. All but two—

Yemen and Syria—are under 40 events. Indeed, many of the protest movements that

were a part of the Arab Spring contained relatively few events; Lebanon and Kuwait

had the fewest, with 10 each. In some cases, a small number of events does also equate

to a short time span. In Libya, only 12 events are included as war started so soon after

the first protest began—the sequence only covers a week’s worth of time. Yet because

the sequences only capture the relative positioning of events, short sequences do not

necessarily mean that they were short temporally. Protests in Kuwait, for example,

spanned ten months, beginning on 18 February and going through 7 December.
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Table 4.2 also gives the beginning and ending dates of the movements, so the

sequence length can be compared to the movement’s calendar time. Most of the se-

quences span many months, with events placed throughout 2011. Events started in

Tunisia on 17 December 2010, and began to spread to other countries in January. Al-

geria, Egypt, Jordan, Oman, and Yemen each experienced protests in January, while

protests in the remaining countries began in February. In terms of when the move-

ments end, most began to slow significantly by the summer months, with sporadic

events throughout the end of 2011. In Morocco, for example, the bulk of the protests

ended in July, with an additional protest event in November.19

Country Events Time Period

Lebanon 10 25 Jan - 31 Dec
Kuwait 10 18 Feb - 7 Dec
Libya 12 13 Feb - 19 Feb
Saudi Arabia 13 18 Feb - 25 Sep
Iran 13 11 Feb - 11 Apr
Iraq 14 5 Feb - 3 Jun
Jordan 23 14 Jan - 20 Jul
Oman 26 17 Jan - 15 Oct
Morocco 28 17 Feb - 27 Nov
Bahrain 34 14 Feb - 18 Mar
Tunisia 34 17 Dec - 14 Jan
Algeria 36 5 Jan - 17 Apr
Egypt 40 17 Jan - 11 Feb
Yemen 123 12 Jan - 23 May
Syria 165 1 Feb - 8 May

Table 4.2. Sequence Length

In terms of the number different types of event in each sequence, 13 had all

three event types—protest, repression, and accommodation. Only one, Lebanon,

had only one type of event (protest), while only Iran had two types (protest and

19In many cases, Arab Spring-related events continued after the date posted here. The “end date”
reported in Table 4.2 marks when events begin to significantly slow, becoming many months apart,
or are not longer a part of the original movement.
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Figure 4.7. Length of Sequences

repression). The “mixed” strategy of using both accommodation and repression was

quite common during these protest campaigns. Indeed, it was very common for

leaders to both repress demonstrations by sending in security forces with tear gas,

batons, rubber bullets, and sometimes live ammunition to clear protesters, while

announcing that same day that cabinet ministers or governors had been fired, a

benefits package or new jobs had been created, or that they were willing to engage

in negotiations. This attempt to try and both stop protest events using force while

trying to appease dissenters with some sort of concession was certainly the norm

rather than the exception.

# Elements N Cases

1 1 Lebanon
2 1 Iran
3 13 All Others

Table 4.3. Number of Elements in the Sequences
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Table 4.4 breaks down the sequences in another way, showing the number of times

each element appears in the sequences. First, protest is the most common element

in each of the 15 sequences, making up around 45% of all events, with repression not

far behind at 37%. Accommodation is the least common of the events, making up

around 16% of all events. Most sequences are also pretty evenly balanced between

repression and accommodation, with a few notable exceptions: Libya, Syria, Yemen,

and Iran. While overall repression is more common than accommodation, a handful of

countries engaged in more accommodation that repression, including Jordan, Oman,

and Morocco, while Lebanon did not engage in the use of repression.

Country # Protest # Repress # Accommodate Total

Lebanon 10 0 0 10
Kuwait 6 2 2 10
Libya 5 6 1 12
Saudi Arabia 5 4 4 13
Iran 5 8 0 13
Iraq 4 6 4 14
Jordan 14 3 6 23
Oman 13 6 7 26
Morocco 15 6 7 28
Bahrain 17 11 6 34
Tunisia 12 12 10 34
Algeria 14 13 9 36
Egypt 18 12 10 40
Yemen 62 49 12 123
Syria 63 82 20 165
Total 263 220 98 581

Table 4.4. Number of Each Type of Event in the Sequences



127

4.5.3 Sequence Clusters

The sequences were next clustered together based on their similarity. The clustering

process was done using cluster tree diagrams,20 which group sequences into a hierarchy

of similarly related sequences. The clusters were then determined based on these

diagrams. In that sense, the clusters were subjectively determined in that there is

not a quantitative rule that distinguishes one group from the next (e.g., clusters

are not based on sequences grouped at the similarity value of 0.1). They were also

determined by looking across different linkage methods in attempt to construct the

most robust or commonly found groupings. The clusters are presented in Table 4.5.

Cluster Country

1
UAE
Qatar

2
Lebanon
Kuwait

3

Iran
Libya
Iraq
Saudi Arabia

4
Jordan
Oman
Morocco

5
Egypt
Algeria
Tunisia

6 Bahrain

7
Syria
Yemen

Table 4.5. Clusters of Sequences

20Three cluster trees are presented in Figures B.1, B.2, and B.3 in Appendix B.
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4.5.4 Results: Escalation Process, Clusters, and Testing the Hypotheses

The final step in the analysis is to compare the results obtained from the escalation

process model to the clusters obtained from the sequence analysis. Results from this

process are presented in Figure 4.6. Notably, clusters obtained using the sequence

analysis match the clusters that were found using the escalation model almost exactly,

with the sole exception of Libya. This suggests that protest movements that expe-

rience certain steps along the escalation process, such as gaining significant strength

or adopting regime change as a demand, also have a similar combination of protest,

repression, and accommodation. Additionally, these clusters were in line with the

hypotheses, supporting expectations regarding what each sequence looks like. The

remaining analysis considers the clusters in relation to the escalation process model.

Cluster 1 Unsurprisingly, the two countries without any events—the UAE and

Qatar—cluster together at Step 0, “no movement emerged.” No movement emerged,

and thus there were no protest events.

Clusters 2 and 3 Clusters 2 and 3 were overall quite short, and progressed to Step

1 of the escalation model, wherein a movement emerges but does not gain consid-

erable strength. The two sets of countries found in Clusters 2 and 3 are almost a

perfect match to the first group, as determined by the escalation process model. The

striking difference between the two groups is which government strategy worked to

end protests—tolerance and accommodation for one cluster, and heavy repression for

another.

Libya, is the only country in the analysis that has a escalation model result that

does not the cluster analysis results—it is with Cluster 3 but experienced a civil
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war. Libya is certainly the misfit in this cluster because its eventual outcome of civil

war was markedly different than each of the others, which were able to bring their

respective protest movements to an end. Libya was placed in this cluster because it

was also heavily repressive, with only one instance of accommodation that occurred

before protests had broken out as a preemptive move.21 After the protests began,

each subsequent day had large protests across multiple cities that were each met with

heavy and deadly repression—it is estimated that more than 200 were killed in less

than a week of demonstrations. In terms of the sequence of events, Libya’s sequence

was similar to Iran’s in that it was relatively short and marked with repression.

One of the things that the sequence analysis does not have is the magnitude of

the repression, how many people were killed. Once magnitude is considered, Libya

resembles the events in Yemen and Syria more closely, at least in terms of the severity

of government repression.

Taken together, these results lend support to Hypothesis 1a and 1b, which state

that movements at Step 1 are likely to be short and either characterized by tolerance or

repression. Libya stands in contrast to this, as it is an example of an extremely violent

and extremely fast escalation process. While the magnitude of violence resembles

events in Syria and Yemen more closely, it clusters here due to its limited duration.

Libya is a good example of how these steps can occur, but at a pace that far outstrips

expectations.

Cluster 4 A fourth cluster is composed of Jordan, Oman, and Morocco. Each

of these countries experienced somewhat longer movements, and while they had

mixed strategies, accommodation was more common than repression. In Jordan,

21Gaddafi tried to contain protests by meeting with opposition members and promising the media
they would be allowed to continue publishing.
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the King promise protesters could demonstrate peacefully, which was the case until

pro-government “thugs” beat protesters. After that, security forces were present in

large numbers at protest events in order to protect the demonstrators. Protests even-

tually came to an end after the King promised to give up some power; he declared

that in the future the cabinet would be formed according to a parliamentary majority,

for example.

In Oman, events were generally allowed to unfold peacefully, although violent riots

broke out at one point and were ended only after the Omani military rolled into Sohar

to break up the incident. Later that week, a series of concessions were announced,

which generally ended protests. In Morocco, protests were also generally peaceful,

and in the midst of these demonstrations the King announced that a committee had

been appointed to draft constitutional reforms. This took three months to complete.

During this period, protests were at first allowed to continue peacefully, but in May

the government begun harshly breaking them up. Finally, a referendum to accept

the constitutions took place on 1 July. It passed with 73% of the vote and protests

generally ended afterwards.

These three states are also grouped together in the escalation analysis at Step

2, where a protest movement gains strength but does not adopt regime change as a

goal. The governments here did not automatically try and bring the movements to

an end through the use of heavy repression. Rather, the movements, while repressed

at times, were eventually undercut through the provision of concessions. The ability

to end the demonstrations via accommodation was likely possible in large part due

to the relatively minor demands of the protesters. Overall, this supports Hypothesis

2a and 2b, which state that these sequences are likely to be longer and characterized

by accommodation and tolerance, with limited repression.
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Cluster 5 Egypt, Algeria, and Tunisia make up the fifth cluster. All three of these

sequences are marked by a greater repression at the outset of the protest movements,

with more concessions offered at middle or end of the sequence than in the beginning.

This is especially true in the cases of Algeria and Egypt. The increasing tendency

towards accommodation is also a sign of the governments’ unwillingness to use vio-

lence. In Egypt and Tunisia, leaders eventually made the “ultimate” concession by

removing themselves from power. Algeria proved to be a unique case, in that although

the movement escalated significantly, ultimately neither side was willing to engage in

large-scale violence. This is likely due to Algeria’s recent civil war; members of the

older generations in particular were keen to avoid renewed war (as with most Arab

Spring events, Algeria’s movement was primarily youth-led).

Each of these countries clusters together in the escalation analysis, as well. These

governments were, in general, uncomfortable with protest and willing at first to try

and suppress the movements with repression. Yet as the movements went on, and

gained incredible momentum, ultimately civil war was not the outcome, specifically

because the government chose not to pursue armed conflict. This led to regime change

in Egypt and Tunisia, and significant concessions in Algeria. This pattern of events

fits with Hypothesis 3b.

Cluster 6 Bahrain was the only country that clustered inconsistently, depending

on which linkage function was used. When Ward’s linkage is used, Bahrain appears

to be in a cluster with Jordan, Oman, and Morocco. When the complete linkage

rule is used, Bahrain is grouped with Egypt, Algeria, and Tunisia. Finally, if the

weighted average linkage is used, Bahrain appears to be in a cluster by itself (or very

loosely related to the Tunisia cluster). Due to these inconsistencies, Bahrain was put
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into its own cluster. This has some face validity, as Bahrain was the only country to

engage in noticeably distinct strategies throughout the period: first repression, then

accommodation, then repression. Bahrain was also the only country to actively seek

and openly employ foreign security forces in order to repress the protest movement

into submission. In short, the events in Bahrain were unique for a number of reasons.

Bahrain was also alone in the escalation model as well. It was the only country

to meet each of the steps in the model short of having a rebel group form, and as

expected, the protest movement there was brought to an end with harsh repression.

However, there was an irregularity with this movement. Bahrain attempted to use

repression at the outset of the movement to quickly quell the protests. It proved

ineffective, however, and protesters continued to occupy Pearl Roundabout. Bahrain

then allowed protesters to demonstrate, and even offered concessions. This was a

no-risk strategy, where the government attempted to end protests through accommo-

dation, but in the meanwhile was in talks with Saudi Arabia and the UAE to send

troops for reinforcement. Ultimately, when the concessions failed, foreign troops bol-

stered the Bahraini security forces, and repression effectively cleared protesters from

Pearl Roundabout and ended the movement.

This fits Hypothesis 4b, which states that one possible path for protest movements

that escalate to this phase in the model is to experience some king of irregularity that

allow repression to eventually work.

Cluster 7 The final cluster is made up of Syria and Yemen. These countries are

grouped together in large part because both of their sequences were long relative to

the others. But length is not the only similarity they share. Both Yemen and Syria

were more, although in a limited fashion, accommodative at the outset of their protest
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movements, and both moved strongly towards repression as the movement went on.

The first event in Syria was preemptive accommodation, when President Assad de-

clared that “now is the time for reform” (although he was exceedingly vague on what

that entailed, exactly). Throughout early protests, the Assad regime largely used a

strategy of accommodation and containment; officials discussed reforms, apologizing

for police brutality, and allowed internet sites to come back online. In mid-March,

the accommodation-only strategy came to an end, and Assad began mixing harsh

repression—first arrests, then killings—with rather weak concessions, like promising

to think about some reform or another. By the end of April, the government aban-

doned any attempts at accommodation. Full-fledged sieges, of Dara’a, then Homs,

then Baniyas, Tafas, Talkalakh, Rastan, Talbiseh, Jisr ash-Shugur, and Hama were

carried out, with thousands killed. By the end of July, the Free Syrian Army was

officially formed and announced, suggesting that the opposition became armed and

organized, and thus the situation could be considered civil war.

In Yemen, President Saleh was almost successful in stopping protests early on.

He agreed to not seek reelection in 2013—the next presidential election—and that

his son would not seek election, either. However, the protest movement was given

new life after Mubarak fell in Egypt. On 12 February, people took to the streets in

celebration, and in opposition to Saleh. Police beat the dissenters, and a fresh wave

of protest began. Protests, which were nearly always met with repression, continued

until a more organized form of violence, civil war, occurred three months later. And

while Saleh would offer what he termed “major” concessions throughout this period,

he nearly always reneged on those promises.

In comparison with the escalation process analysis, Libya is missing from this

cluster. The primary reasoning for this comes down to the incredible speed that
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brought Libya from peace to civil war. First, in both Syria and Yemen the government

began by offering some sort of accommodation (although usually only promises or very

limited concessions) and became increasingly repressive. Gaddafi, on the other hand,

engaged in severe repression from the outset, killing as many as 200 civilians in less

than a week through the use of snipers and other military means. Thus the Libyans

were prompted to mobilize much earlier. Secondly, the Libyan military was known

for being weak. Gaddafi purposefully undercut the military because he was nervous

it would threaten his power. This may have bolstered protesters. This stands in

comparison to Syria’s trained forces, or Yemen’s array of armed, militia-like forces.

The perceived probability of winning open conflict against the government was likely

much higher in Libya than in Yemen, and especially Syria.

All three of these countries eventually engaged in very harsh repression before the

outbreak of war. The extreme coercion pushed groups towards forming a rebel group,

as it became increasingly clear that protests would only be met with harsh repression

and no worthwhile concessions would be granted. As such, violence became the only

path to achieve change. This fits with Hypothesis 5a and 5b, which stated that

sequences ending in civil war were likely to be rather long, and marked by extreme

repression. Any accommodation was expected to be limited, and at the beginning

of the movement. Overall, the civil war cases fit this. The exception is again Libya,

while conforming to the expected form of the sequence—heavy repression—had a very

short movement.

Summary Overall, the two analyses match very well, while the clusters also meet

the expectations that were developed and presented in a series of hypotheses.
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The strong overlap between the two analyses suggests that protest movements

that hit certain milestones, so to speak, in the escalation process encounter similar

and predictable governmental responses. Movements that do not grow particularly

large are either ignored (Cluster 2) or actively quelled through the use of repression

or a combination of repression and accommodation (Cluster 3). Movements that are

allowed to grow, but that do not adopt regime change as a goal, tend to be met with

relatively less repression and are brought to an end through accommodation (Cluster

4). This lack of repression and presence of accommodation helps to explain why

these movements do not adopt regime change as a goal—if they are able to peacefully

protest and gain concessions, there is little motive to demand government overthrow.

Of the movements that do adopt regime change as a demand, three main outcomes

result. The first is regime change or some significant concessions (Cluster 5). These

sequences are marked by heavy repression at the outset, which may explain why they

gain strength and adopt regime change as a goal, but as the movement grows the

government switches to a more accommodative strategy, as leaders come to the real-

ization that civil war is not a path they want to pursue. Of the governments that do

choose to engage in heavy repression against a strong movement, one outcome is that

a rebel group does not form and high repression results (Cluster 6). Bahrain had one

of the stranger sequences with three distinct phases. After the government realized

it did not have the ability to end the movement through harsh repression mixed with

deal-sweetening concessions (its first strategy), it went through a period of accom-

modation that almost resembled dormancy (second strategy), before it gained troops

and policemen from neighboring countries. Then repression was used to effectively

end the movement (its third strategy).
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The final outcome that can come at the end of this escalation process is civil war.

Overall, these sequences were long and characterized by heavy repression, causing

a very high number of deaths, and minimal accommodation (Cluster 7 and Libya).

There was one significant difference between the civil war states, Libya versus Syria

and Yemen, which is how long it takes for a rebel group to form. This may be

explained by early strategies adopted by the government as well as the strength of

the protest movement vis-á-vis the state military.

4.6 Conclusion

This chapter sought to further examine the direct mechanism of civil war onset, which

was presented in Chapter 3. I presented an escalation process model, which has five

necessary steps from the emergence of a protest movement to the onset of civil war.

Repression plays a key, although nuanced, role in each of the steps, from the outbreak

of protest, to it gaining strength, to adopting regime change as a goal, and finally to

forming a rebel group. In general, as the escalation process proceeds, the magnitude

of the repression does as well, forcing the movement to the next level.

A number of testable hypotheses were drawn regarding the expected form of se-

quences at each step in the escalation model. These hypotheses were then tested using

data from the Arab Spring. First, the different protest movements were characterized

based on its exit point from the escalation model. Second, a sequence analysis was

done, which allows for the government-opposition interactions to be clustered based

on their similarity. The two sets of results were then compared.

Overall, results from the analysis were supportive of the hypotheses. The clustered

sequences overlapped very well with the results from the escalation model. The
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clusters of sequences were also of the expected length and had the expected types

of events, as stated in the hypotheses. This suggests that countries that advance a

certain distance according to the escalation model also have similar and predictable

patterns of protester-government interactions. Sequences that ended in civil war, for

example, were marked by heavy uses of repression, which contributed to movements

growing, adopting regime change, and finally turning towards organized violence.

This can be compared to cases where the government was unwilling to use violence in

the face of a strong protest movement demanding regime change, where they typically

started out repressive but turned increasingly towards accommodative strategies as

the movements continued to gain strength.

Overall, this chapter helps to advance the understanding of civil war onset through

offering a closer examination of this escalation process, and specifically in understand-

ing the role of government reactions in that escalation process. It also helps to ad-

vance the protest-repression nexus literature through the consideration of sequences

of events, of entire protest campaigns, rather than simply action-reaction sequences,

and by considering the eventual outcome of the protests.
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CHAPTER 5

War-Time Repression As a Government

Strategy

5.1 Introduction

That government repression increases during civil wars is well known, a relationship

noted by Poe and Tate (1994) and confirmed by others (e.g., Poe, Tate and Keith,

1999; Zanger, 2000; Davenport, 2007b). If leaders respond to threats with coercion,

there is no clearer threat than large-scale and organized civil violence, the “most

serious of threats in the domestic arena” (Poe and Tate, 1994, 859). Indeed, there is

a considerable difference between civil war years and peace years, as can be seen in

Figures 5.1 and 5.2.

Figure 5.1. Peace Years Figure 5.2. Civil War Years
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These figures, however, also show that there is a good deal of variation in the

level of repression among countries that experience civil war. Some governments are

highly repressive towards the civilian population, engaging in widespread killing and

torture, while other states do not rely so extensively on repressive methods. During

Sudan’s civil war against the Sudan People’s Liberation Army, in which South Sudan

eventually gained independence, the Sudanese government regularly killed over 1,000

civilians per year. Conversely, during the conflict in Northern Ireland the British

authorities relied on a police-style strategy that resulted in almost no civilian deaths.1

Beyond cross-sectional variance, the level of repression can also change over time

as leaders adopt different war-time strategies. Angola, for example, has been in a

state of war for nearly four decades, beginning in the 1960s and continuing into the

2000s. Over this period, however, there has been substantial variance in the level

of repression employed by the government. This can be seen in Figure 5.3, which

shows the level of repression with red drop lines indicating civil-war years. Over the

course of 30 years, repression in Angola has been tremendously high at periods (at a

5 on the PTS scale), and more limited at other times (3 on the PTS scale). While

repression was never particularly low during this period, there are at times significant

increases to the point where the entire population is affected by killing, torture, and

imprisonment by the government.

The goal of this chapter is to explain this variance—why and when governments

adopt strategies of targeting, repressing, and killing civilians during civil war. The

1According to the Political Terror Scale (PTS) data (Wood and Gibney, 2010), the Sudanese
conflict is coded as a 5 throughout the conflict (the most repressive; murder disappearances, and
imprisonment is a way of life that affects the entire population), while at least 10,000 civilians were
killed from 1989 to 2010, according to the UCDP One-sided Violence Dataset (Eck and Hultman,
2007). The conflict in Northern Ireland, by contrast, is coded between a 1 and 1.5 on the PTS
scale. The UCDP data do not include an entry for the UK during “The Troubles,” meaning the
government never killed more than 25 civilians in any year.
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Figure 5.3. Repression and Civil War in Angola, 1981-2010

central argument presented here is that targeting civilians is strategic, based on the

level of threat posed by the rebel group. First, however, the relationship between the

rebels, government, and civilians need to be clarified. Civilians provide significant

material and nonmaterial support to the insurgency. As a rebel group gets stronger,

the government may very well target civilians in order to cutoff that lifeline. I further

argue that the government will respond to clear and readily available information

that signals the group’s military effectiveness and strength, including the number of

battles won, and thus territory gained, by the rebel group, as well as the size of the

insurgency.

In the following section, I first offer a conceptual clarification of repression as it

applies to the war-time context. Second, I consider the literature on targeting civilians

to establish the connections between the three primary groups—rebels, government,

and civilians. I then present the primary arguments as to why governments engage in

a strategy of repression, together with a series of testable hypotheses. Hypotheses are
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tested using a number of different data sources, including the Armed Conflict Location

and Event Data (ACLED), the PTS data, and the Nonstate Actor data compiled by

Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan (2009). A discussion of the results, which are

generally supportive, follows.

5.2 War-Time Repression: A Note of Caution

The concept of repression presented in Chapter 2 was developed for peace-time situ-

ations and has largely not been applied to periods of civil war. Indeed, the original

concept that has been borrowed by Davenport and others was developed by Goldstein

(1978), in a study of political repression within the 20th century United States. During

times of civil war, however, the political landscape changes dramatically. While the

concept of repression does not change, its application and operationalization become

more difficult in the context of war.

One of the first difficulties in applying the concept in this setting is ensuring that

war-time repression is politically motivated. War is, of course, a period of violence,

and in this context deaths, torture, imprisonment, or any other form of repression

may very well be the result of “rogue soldiers,” a command structure that allows

killing as a form of payment, a manifestation of hatred, and so forth. Civil wars,

in particular, are known for brutality that seemingly goes above and beyond what

is rational or necessary, at least in a strategic sense (Kalyvas, 2006). Or, as noted

by Mayer (2000): “If war is hell, then civil war belongs to hell’s deepest and most

infernal regions” (quoted in Kalyvas, 2006, 52). At this time, there does not appear

to be a way to control for this use of repressive tactics for motivations that go beyond

the political. Arguments drawn from the literature as well as the theory presented in
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this chapter view repression as political strategic; however, it is necessary to consider

the results of the empirical analysis with caution.

5.3 Targeting Civilians As Military Strategy

There is a growing literature on violence against civilians during civil war. Of those

studies that focus on killing done by the government, the theoretical argument, as

with the larger repression literature, involves the threat posed by the rebel group.

Governments are expected to use greater repression against civilians as the threat

posed by the rebel group increases. This, in conjunction with the argument that

violence can be instrumental (Arendt, 1951; Clausewitz, 2008), creates the foundation

for treating the war-time repression of civilians as a strategic means towards achieving

military victory.

This relationship between threat and targeting civilians, however, is complicated

by the war-time environment. When the state is at peace, the connection between

“threat” and repressing civilians is more straightforward, especially when threat is

conceptualized as anti-government protests, demonstrations, and dissent. In this

case, the primary threat to the government is created and caused by civilians. It is

ordinary people who engage in protest and dissent, making the connection between

repressing individuals as they engage in anti-regime behavior clear. In the civil war

setting, the environment is complicated by the presence of three primary groups—the

government, the rebels, and the civilians.2 The primary threat is posed by the rebel

group, and not the civilians, per se. Thus, a connection needs to be drawn between

the actual threat—the rebel group—and the civilian population.

2Certainly, there can be multiple rebel groups fighting concurrent civil wars and civilians are not
typically unified; however, the logic of the three separate types of actors holds.
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One approach, taken by Wood (2010), views civil war as a competition between

the government and insurgents over the loyalty of civilians. Civilian support is an

important lifeline to the rebel group in terms of both material and non-material

resources. Civilians provide the rebels with soldiers and monetary support, food and

secrecy (Weinstein, 2007). As argued by Valentino, Huth and Balch-Lindsay (2004,

384), “guerrilla armies often rely directly on the local population for food, shelter,

supplies, and intelligence, as well as to act as a form of ‘human camouflage’ into which

the guerrillas can disappear to avoid detection.” The rebel group thus strongly relies

on civilian support in order to maintain an effective military force, or as put by Mao,

the rebels are the fish who inhabit the sea of the masses.

The government, on the other hand, requires comparatively less from civilians, as

the state has a much wider and deeper resource pool to draw from. The state does not

rely as significantly on civilians for material resources, but only for information, and

more importantly, for civilians to not support the rebellion (Wood, 2010; Valentino,

Huth and Balch-Lindsay, 2004; Kalyvas, 2006). Put differently, even a neutral civilian

benefits the government through not providing support to the rebels. To undercut

the rebels it is necessary to “drain” their civilian support base. Thus to return to

Wood’s (2010) argument that a civil war is a competition over the loyalty of civilians,

the rebels fight for civilians’ loyalty in order to obtain supplies and support. This

gives the government incentive to target civilians if they are actively supporting the

insurgency.

Conversely, in terms of the government’s own supporters, Kalyvas (2006) argues

that it would be counterproductive to use indiscriminate violence against them, par-

ticularly where the government has full control over a region or area. In that zone,

all civilians can be considered to be loyal or supporters of the government, regardless
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of their true preferences as civilian have little choice but accept the protection of the

group in control. Civilians will also be less able and less likely to covertly support

the rebel forces, as given government control over the area, information on individ-

uals supporting the rebels is easier to obtain, and thus defectors can be selectively

targeted and punished. In this zone, civilians are then more likely to support or at

least tolerate the government forces, and as such it makes little strategic sense for the

government to target them (Mason, 1989).

Where government control is weak or uneven, however, government forces have few

disincentives to not carry out violence against civilians, as well as greater incentives

to employ indiscriminate violence against civilians. First, the government typically

has a greater ability to carry out violence in general as compared to a rebel group,

and against civilians in particular, given their larger and better equipped armies.

This greater strength also translates into a better ability to protect their own civilian

supporters. Conversely, insurgents are generally in a weaker position both in terms

of attacking government supporters and defending their own civilians. Thus, there is

little disincentive for the government to not attack rebel supports, as those civilians

are likely poorly defended and carry a lesser threat of retaliation by the rebel forces

(Valentino, Huth and Balch-Lindsay, 2004).

Secondly, when the government lacks full control of an area and the rebels are in a

position of greater strength, it becomes rational to employ a strategy of indiscriminate

violence. When the state lacks control, it also will likely not have the information

needed to employ selective violence to only target defectors or rebel-loyalists. Instead,

the government will be much more likely to use wide-spread and indiscriminate vio-

lence against civilians in these areas in the attempt to gain control of the region and

to undercut civilian support of the rebels (Kalyvas, 2006). Overall, then, the govern-
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ment has greater incentive to target civilians in areas controlled by rebels, where the

civilian population can freely support the insurgency.

A strong use or overuse of government repression, however, carries with it a back-

lash potential. It thus makes little sense to be overly-reliant on repressive methods

when a less controversial and risky strategy is available (Franklin, 2009; Valentino,

Huth and Balch-Lindsay, 2004). Heavy reliance on killing civilians may not only

alienate the domestic population, but risk the support of allies, cause attention and

even intervention from an outside power, or generate sanctions from the international

community. It is thus expected that repression will only be used as a rebel group

grows stronger, as it will be increasingly able to both entice civilians with benefits

and sanction those civilians that defect. Overall, the rebel group will have an in-

creased capacity to both maintain and grow its support base, a primary resource that

contributes to its military effectiveness. Thus it is only as the rebel group grows

stronger and more effective militarily that government will act to undermine the re-

lationship between the civilians and rebel population to cutoff the resource flow from

civilians to rebels.

There is, in a sense, a sort of realist logic to this argument—if the government

is losing, then it will escalate in attempt to reverse their fortunes. This is especially

true since, in civil wars, if the government loses to the rebels then it will cease to

exist. All leaders will “try hard” to win an internal conflict in order to maintain their

hold on power.3 Even in the case of a stalemate, while power is not automatically

3This can be compared, for example, the selectorate theory’s predictions regarding interstate
wars. Bueno de Mesquita et al. (1999) argue that democracies will “try harder” to win interstate
war because they need to achieve victory—a public good that can be distributed to its large winning
coalition. An autocrat, on the other hand, can cut his losses and distribute any remaining resources
as a private good to his much smaller winning coalition. When this logic is transferred to a civil
war, such institutional arrangements do not affect how the importance of achieving victory, as a loss
in a civil war leads to a loss of power.
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lost, the post-war landscape becomes much more uncertain. There is more likely

to be a compromise in terms of who is in power and how resources are distributed.

Leaders should thus always try to win civil wars outright. When the government is

losing, it should escalate. And in the context of civil wars, one of the primary ways

a government has to escalate the conflict is to target civilians in order to try and

weaken the rebel group’s support base and supply line.

5.3.1 Why Target Civilians?

The theoretical focus, as presented above, is on the threat posed by the rebel group.

As this threat increases, the government becomes more likely to target civilians in

order to undercut the insurgency’s resource base and thus its military effectiveness.

A government must first, however, determine the level of threat that is posed by the

rebel group. Strategically, it makes logical sense that the government would want

to target civilians based on the level of support that they give the insurgents, on

the material resources and troops that civilians are providing. Yet governments are

unlikely to have this sort of information if they are not in control of a territory.

Indeed, this is the theoretical reasoning behind why a government is using repression

to begin with.

Instead, the government is likely to respond to more readily available information,

such as the amount of land the insurgency controls, the military effectiveness of the

group in terms of its ability to win battles, and the group’s estimated size. Unfortu-

nately for this study, there is of yet no measure of the amount of territory controlled

by a rebel group over the course of a civil war. There are however measures of both

battle victories and rebel size, in terms of the number of troops.
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Consider Angola’s decades-long civil war, fought between the Popular Movement

for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) and the National Union for the Total Indepen-

dence of Angola (UNITA). Both groups began as armed liberation movements against

Portuguese rule, and transformed into a civil war between the MPLA government and

the UNITA rebels after Angola gained independence in 1975. The fighting between

these two groups has been relatively constant, with lulls in the fighting following

peace accords. The Lusaka Accords of 1994 were one of these peace agreements, and

the focus here is the period following the demise of the Lusaka Accords, beginning

around 1997.

In 1997, UNITA began to increasingly violate the Lusaka Accords, failing to dis-

arm, demobilize troops, and return various territories. In response, the UN placed

various sanctions on UNITA, such as prohibiting the purchase of diamonds from

UNITA or UNITA-controlled areas, freezing UNITA bank accounts, prohibiting travel

of senior UNITA officials, and closing UNITA’s foreign offices. Savimbi, the leader of

UNITA, fully rejected the peace accords in 1998, and war officially resumed.

At the outset of this period of violence, UNITA was relatively successful, gaining

some territory and beating government forces in a number of battles. However, by

1999 the UN sanctions began to take a toll on both Savimbi and his rebels, which

became increasingly marginalized. In September 1999, the government recaptured

territory that, only a year before, had been UNITA’s headquarters. In 2000, the

government captured UNITA-held diamond mines, undercutting Savimbi’s ability to

pay his troops, and stopped a UNITA offensive. The following year the government

retook another of UNITA’s military bases, and in early 2002 MPLA forces succeeded
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Figure 5.4. Repression and Rebel Victories in Angola’s Civil War Against UNITA,
1997-2002

in killing Savimbi. After that point, UNITA transformed into a political party and

agreed to peace, ending the nearly 40-year war between UNITA and the MPLA.4

Figure 5.4 shows the relationship between the level of government repression in

Angola and the number of rebel victories. First, the number of rebel victories matches

the story of the war—UNITA won a number of battles in 1998 when the fighting first

resumed, but slowly lost ground in the following years. There is a slight resurgence

in 2001, when UNITA engaged in a series of attacks in a show of force, in which they

won a handful. Generally, however, during this period the government was slowly

recapturing territory and handing UNITA a series of defeats.

Given the military effectiveness of UNITA during this time, the level of repres-

sion meets expectations. It jumps in 1998, around the same time that UNITA both

rearms and successfully wins a number of conflicts. Then, as the military effectiveness

of UNITA declines, the level of government repression does as well. During 1998 and

4For more on the Angolan civil war during this period, see Lamb (2001) and the “Report of the
Secretary General on the United Nations Observer Office in Angola (UNOA),” 14 January 2000.
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1999, the Angolan military launched a serious offensive against the resurgent UNITA,

bombing UNITA headquarters, indiscriminately shelling cities, and engaging in coun-

terinsurgency operations. These tactics left hundreds of civilians dead, with more

than 200,000 displaced (Lamb, 2001). The Angolan security forces were also accused

of “the torture and physical abuse of civilians while in custody; disappearances of

alleged UNITA sympathizers while in custody; and summary extrajudicial killings of

civilians,” while “[d]uring military campaigns, there have been allegations that the

[Angolan Armed Forces] has been responsible for the indiscriminate killing of civilians

and pillaging” (Lamb, 2001, 36). As the military effectiveness of UNITA declined,

the government’s attacks became more targeted and resulted in a lower overall level

of repression against civilians.

This relationship between rebel victories and the level of repression is extended

to all African civil wars from 1997 to 2010 in Figure 5.5.5 These graphs show the

relationship between the number of rebel victories won and the level of repression.

There is an interesting floor effect in these graphs, such that as the number of vic-

tories increases, the level of repression does not fall below a certain point. Rebel

victories appears to be a sufficient condition for high levels of repression. This sug-

gests that other factors play into the use of government repression when the group

has limited success on the battlefield, but as an insurgency becomes more powerful

the government will respond with repression.

The data show that there may be a sufficient-condition relationship between rebel

victories and repression, yet it is important to test this relationship in a larger, mul-

5The limited scope and time frame are due to the data source for rebel victories, the Armed
Conflict and Events Location Data (ACLED). For more on this dataset see the Data and Methods
section.
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All Conflicts # Rebel Victories Limited

Figure 5.5. Repression and Rebel Victories in African Civil Wars, 1997-2010

tivariate setting. The following hypothesis, as the number of victories increases, so

will repression, can thus be tested:

H1 : As the number of battles won by the rebel group increases, the level

of civilian targeting by the government will increase.

Secondly, I argue that repression will increase as the number of battles that end

in stalemate, or no land being exchanged, increases. As the rebel group is typically

weaker than the government, any time it is able to maintain control over its land

might be considered a victory (Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan, 2009; Lichbach,

1998). In this situation, the rebel group is able to defend its territory and defeat the

government forces. Thus the rebels will maintain control there, providing an incentive

for the government to target civilians that support the rebels in that area.

Conversely, even if a stalemate is the result of the government successfully defend-

ing its territory, I argue that the state will also engage in increased killing against the

civilian population. The ability of rebels to mount an attack in a given area suggests

both that they are strong enough to do so and thus that they have the support of the
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population. It also signals that the group is strong enough that they are not easily

defeated by government forces. As said by Henry Kissinger, “the guerilla wins if he

does not lose.”6

Consider again the case of Angola. The level of repression, as compared to the

number of stalemated battles, is given in Figure 5.6. In this case, UNITA was rela-

tively successful early on, in 1998. By 1999, its ability to win conflicts declined (as

seen in Figure 5.4) as the group became increasingly marginalized, but it remained

very active in its pursuit of government forces.7 The number of stalemates peaked in

1999, at the same time that repression remained quite high, even though the number

of victories won by UNITA had decreased.

When extended to all civil wars in Africa during the 1997 to 2010 period, the

same sort of floor effect is present with stalemated battles, as seen in Figure 5.7. As

the number of stalemated battles increases, the lowest level of repression found in

the data also increases. In other words, a high number of stalemates appears to be

sufficient for a high level of repression. The following hypothesis, which states that

as stalemated battles increase so does repression, is again introduced in order to test

the relationship in a multivariate setting:

H2 : As the number of stalemated battles increases, the level of civilian

targeting by the government will increase.

6Kissinger, Henry. (1969) “The Vietnam Negotiations,” Foreign Affairs. 48 (2): 214. Quoted in
Brandwein (2012).

7The number of stalemated battles in Angola in 1999 is an outlier at 1,142. The next highest
number of stalemates experienced by another country was 343 in Burundi. This outlier is omitted
in Figure 5.7 in order to show the variation among the other data points. In general, the number of
stalemated battles has a larger standard deviation than the number of rebel victories; the average
number of rebel victories is about 6, with a standard deviation of 13, and the average number of
stalemated battles is about 77, with a standard deviation of 113. More is given on these measure is
the Data and Methods section.
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Figure 5.6. Repression and Stalemated Battles in Angola, 1997-2003

Figure 5.7. Repression and Stalemated Battles in African Civil Wars, 1997-2010
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Finally, I argue that the strength of the rebel group, in terms of its number of

troops, also matters to the government’s use of repression. The size of a rebel group,

while not perfect information, is clearer and easier for the government to track than,

for example, the group’s relative strength, mobilization capacity, or support among

the population. Given how difficult it is to gauge public support, the government

may very well consider the rebel group’s size as an indicator of how much support

the group has, as the insurgency largely relies on and recruits civilians to be soldiers.

All Conflicts # Rebel Troops Limited

Figure 5.8. Repression and the Number of Rebel Troops in all Civil Wars, 1946-2010

Figure 5.8 shows the relationship between the level of repression and the number

of rebel troops.8 There is again a similar floor effect, suggesting that groups with very

high numbers of rebel soldiers is a sufficient condition for high levels of repression.

However, the sufficient-condition relationship is not as strong in here as the previous

graphs of rebel victories and stalemated battles. Rather, there is a slightly more linear

relationship between these two indicators, which do in fact correlate the highest of

8The size of the rebel group was taken from Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan (2009). More
on this measure is given in the Data and Methods section.
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the three indicators discussed, at 0.46 (compared to a correlation of 0.32 and 0.31 for

rebel victories and stalemates, respectively).

Unfortunately, one of the problems with this measure is that it is taken at the

conflict level, and thus it is constant throughout a period of civil war when a war is

broken down into a country-civil-war-year unit of analysis. While it is better to have a

constant measure of rebel group size rather than have no indicator of size whatsoever,

the static nature of the variable should be taken into consideration. For example, as

a point of comparison, throughout the Angola conflict discussed above UNITA had

around 20,000 troops. In the later years on the conflict, however, and especially

beginning in 2000, there were many defectors and UNITA’s size likely decreased as

the government retook territories and an increasing number of combatants left the

group.

This suggests that in general, as the number of rebel troops increases, so too will

the level of repression. This leads to the following hypothesis:

H3 : The greater the number of soldiers in a rebel group, the greater the

level of civilian targeting by the government will be.

5.4 Data and Methods

In this section, an analysis of the determinants of government repression during civil

wars is performed to test the hypotheses. A description the data and methods is

given, followed by the presentation and discussion of the results.
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5.4.1 Scope and Model Specification

For this analysis, the main indicators are taken from the Armed Conflict Location and

Event Data (ACLED) (Raleigh et al., 2010). The ACLED data are essentially events

data coded from a number of sources, including reports from developing countries,

local media, and humanitarian agencies as well as research publications. ACLED has

a number of indicators relevant to the study, including battles won by the rebels,

battles resulting in no exchange of territory (stalemates), and battles won by the

government.

The ACLED data, however, are currently coded only from 1997 to 2010 for the

African continent (i.e., including Northern Africa and Egypt). The tests that are

presented are thus relatively limited in both scope and time coverage. I argue that an

analysis on only African civil wars, if anything, is a more difficult test than if all civil

wars in the post-World War II period were included, helping to justify the limited

scope of the data. This is because the theory and hypotheses presented are explicitly

about a government’s strategic response to the performance and strength of the rebel

group. Many of the African counties that experience civil war are characterized

by very low levels of state capacity and at times a near absence of government.

Thus, if government forces are nevertheless responding specifically to rebel victories,

it suggests that the theory applies even in the absence of a coherent government

structure.

As this is a study of repression during civil wars, only civil-war years are included.

Civil-war years are determined using the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Data (ACD)

(Gleditsch et al., 2002).
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Indicator N Average St. Deviation Minimum Maximum

Repression 148 4.0 0.8 1.5 5
Rebel Victories 148 5.9 13.0 0 82
Stalemated Battles 148 77.4 113.1 0 1142
Rebel Group Size 139 12,726 14,816 165 54,500
Government Victories 148 6.5 14.1 0 94
GDP per capita 148 494.5 548.3 82.7 2,232
Severity 129 2,540 6,915 25 36,250
Duration 148 8.0 7.6 1 28
Democracy 148 0.1 0.3 0 1

Table 5.1. Summary Statistics

The dependent variable is the level of government repression, as measured by the

Political Terror Scale (Gibney, Cornett and Wood, 2010). The PTS measure used here

is the average of the State Department and Amnesty International-derived scales. It

ranges from 1 to 5, with half-steps, where 1 indicates the lowest level of physical

integrity violations and 5 the highest. An ordered logistic regression is used in order

to account for the nature of the data.9 Both robust standard errors and clustered

standard errors (at the country level) are also used.

5.4.2 Independent Variables

The independent variables of interest include measures of the military effectiveness

and strength of rebel groups. First, counts of battles where the rebels gained territory

(rebel victories) and counts of battles where no territory was exchanged (stalemates)

are included. Both of these indicators are from the ACLED data. Battles are defined

as “a violent interaction between two politically organized armed groups at a partic-

ular time and location” (Raleigh et al., 2010). Typically, these events are between a

9The parallel regression assumption was tested to ensure that it was not violated. An approxi-
mate likelihood ratio test was performed, and the parallel regression assumption was not rejected,
indicating that the assumption was not violated.
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government and a rebel group, but rebel to rebel violence or violence of two armed

militias is also included. To ensure that only government-rebel group interactions are

included, only events where one of the actors is coded as the government are counted.

Rebel victories are expected to increase the level of government repression (Hypoth-

esis 1), and stalemated battles are also expected to increase government repression

(Hypothesis 2).

The number of government battles won is also included as a control (also taken

from ACLED). One might argue that if government repression increases with the

number of both stalemated battles and rebel-won battles, that perhaps it is simply a

period of high activity and thus the number of civilian fatalities is likely to increase,

as well. If there is no relationship between the number of government-won battles

and repression, then more confidence can be established in the relationship between

rebel victories and civilian targeting.

Secondly, the size of the rebel group, in terms of the number of armed forces, is

also included to test Hypothesis 3. It is expected that as group size increases, the

level of government repression will increase, as well. This indicator is taken from

the Non-State Actor Data compiled by Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan (2009).

Unfortunately, it is coded at the conflict level, rather than the conflict-year level. In

other words there is only one measure per conflict. It is a significant improvement,

however, on having little to no information of rebel group strength, and the measure

can capture at least some of the cross-sectional differences between conflicts. When

disaggregated to the conflict-year level, for any years with overlapping conflicts, such

that the government is fighting two or more rebel groups at the same time, the size

of the various groups are added together.
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A number of control variables are also included. GDP per capita (taken from the

World Bank’s World Development Indicators) is included as a measure of government

capacity. It is expected that as GDP per capita increases, the level of repression will

decrease. This is both because the government will be less threatened from a rebel

group in general, due to its increased capacity, and also because of the expectation

from the repression literature that wealthier countries do not repress (e.g., Poe and

Tate, 1994).

Severity, or the number of battle deaths that occur in one year, is also included.

As the severity of the conflict increases, the government may turn towards targeting

civilians as they become more desperate and less willing to continue incurring costs,

and therefore more likely to turn their attention towards civilians rather than better-

defended military targets (Wood, 2010; Downes, 2008). This measures is from the

UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset (UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset v.5,

2011), and is the number of battle deaths that occur in a given year. Second, conflict

duration is also included. One argument found in the literature is that the longer a

civil war, the more likely that a rebel group has survived an early period of extreme

power imbalance, and thus a relatively long insurgency is a proxy for a relatively

strong insurgency (Licklider, 1995; Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan, 2009). As

such a longer war may also lead to higher levels of government repression. Conflict

duration is calculated using the ACD, and is measured in years.

From the repression literature, democracy is expected to have an effect on the

level of repression used by the government (e.g., Poe and Tate, 1994; Davenport,

2007a). More democratic countries are argued to be less likely to repress than their

non-democratic counterparts. Regime type data is taken from the Polity IV data.
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A democracy is coded as 1 if the polity score is 5 or greater, and coded 0 otherwise

(Marshall and Jaggers, 2006).

From a theoretical perspective, the government’s reaction to rebel victories and

stalemated battles should be relatively fast-paced. In the Angola example, the gov-

ernment reaction to UNITA’s victories and heightened activity was almost immediate.

Government forces may need time to regroup, plan the next attack, or develop a new

strategy, but this is not likely to take a year or more. This is important because each

of the indicators used here are in a country-year format, and from a methodological

perspective the independent variables should be lagged one year in order to estab-

lish temporal ordering and thus causality. Given this divergence in theoretical and

methodological needs, two models are presented. In the first, none of the explanatory

variables are lagged in attempt to capture the “real-time” relationship with the de-

pendent variable. A second model is then run with all explanatory variables lagged

one year.

Descriptive statistics of each of these explanatory variables can be found in Ta-

ble 5.1.

5.5 Results

Results are presented in Table 5.2. First, the two models are relatively consistent.

Only one variable, GDP per capita, switches signs between models, but it is also

insignificant and has a nearly null magnitude. Stalemated battles and democracy are

each significant in one of the models, while rebel victories and rebel group size are

significant in both. Overall, each of the models is significantly different than zero, as

well.
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Table 5.2. Determinants of Government Repression During Civil Wars
Model 1 Model 2

Not Lagged Lagged

Rebel Victories 0.038* 0.058**
(0.071) (0.023)

Stalemated Battles 0.006** 0.001
(0.043) (0.880)

Rebel Group Size 0.00004*** 0.00003*
(0.009) (0.093)

Government Victories -0.005 -0.006
(0.894) (0.768)

GDP per capita 0.0003 -0.0002
(0.604) (0.673)

Severity 0.00003 0.00002
(0.619) (0.793)

Duration 0.041 0.063
(0.532) (0.271)

Democracy -1.699 -3.107**
(0.216) (0.020)

Cut 1 -3.041 -4.758
Cut 2 -1.991 -3.876
Cut 3 -0.966 -2.820
Cut 4 0.213 -1.997
Cut 5 1.826 -0.318
Cut 6 3.116 1.235
Cut 7 2.328
N (# countries) 129 (24) 95 (21)
log likelihood -184.72 -131.80
χ2 68.84 78.15
p > χ2 0.000 0.000
p-values are listed in parentheses

* p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01
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The first hypothesis, which states that the government will respond to rebel vic-

tories on the battlefield with increased repression, receives support. Rebel victories

is both positive and significant in both models, lending support to the argument

that as rebel victories increase, so does repression. This finding holds for both the

lagged and non-lagged measures, suggesting that the government will both respond

immediately to high numbers of rebel victories and continue to apply repression into

the future.10 The predicted probabilities for each level of repression across the range

of rebel victories are shown in Figure 5.9.11 The most notable line in this graph is

for the probability that repression is at 5, or the highest possible level. After about

20 rebel victories, the probability that a government will repress at any lower under

5 slowly decreases, while the probability of repressing at the highest level increases

dramatically, until reaching a 97% likelihood of being at a level 5 at the maximum

number of rebel victories (82).

There are interesting results for fewer rebel victories, as well. First, there is little

probability of having a low level of repression (3 or lower), regardless of the number

of rebel victories. There is only a 3.4% chance of having repression at level 3, when

the rebels have had no victories. This is the highest probability of any of these low-

level repression values across the range of rebel victories. Both levels 3.5 and 4 follow

a similar trend. They are most likely at low numbers of rebel victories, and their

likelihood slowly decreases across the range of insurgent wins. Conversely, level 4.5

becomes more likely to occur as the number of rebel victories increases, until about

20 rebel victories. After this point, the probability of a 4.5 also declines.

10It may also suggest that rebel success in one year may help to predict rebel success in the
following year.

11The results from Model 2 were used to calculate predicted probabilities as this is the more sound
model methodologically.
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Figure 5.9. Predicted Probabilities Across the Range of Rebel Victories

These relationships are similar to the descriptive plot of rebel victories against

the level of repression, shown in Figure 5.5. After about 25 rebel victories, the level

of repression is never under 4.5, while there is more diversity at lower numbers of

victories.

Hypothesis 2, however, only receives support from the non-lagged model. This hy-

pothesis states that the government will respond to stalemated battles with increased

repression, under the logic that a rebel group that is able to challenge the government,

even if it is not able to win, poses a significant threat. In only the non-lagged model

is stalemated battles significant, although it is in the predicted direction across both

models. This suggests that high levels of rebel group activity may illicit an immediate

response from the government, but is not threatening into the future. Certainly, more

fine-grained data is needed to better parse out this relationship.
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Figure 5.10 shows predicted probabilities of the level of repression, across the

range of stalemated battles.12 Predicted probabilities are similar here as they were

for the number of rebel victories. After about 300 stalemates, the most likely level of

repression is 5, and it only becomes more probable as battles increase. An important

consideration with this measure is that the maximum value of 1,142 stalemated battles

is an outlier.13 The next highest number of these stalemates is 343. For 343 winless

battles, the probability of repression being at level 5 is 55.8%, then 26.3, 13.7, and 2.8

for levels 4.5, 4, and 3, respectively. Thus, while there is still this higher likelihood of

having a 5 at the maximum level of stalemated battles, it is perhaps not as dramatic

as this graph suggests.

As a comparison, the number of government victories is also included in the model.

The number of government victories, as expected, is insignificant across both models,

and if anything has a negative impact on the use of government repression. This

helps to support the argument that the government is responding to the military

effectiveness of the rebel group, and that their own victories do not lead to the

targeting of civilians. It is not simply periods of high activity that lead to increased

civilian deaths.

Hypothesis 3, which states that as the size of the rebel group increases, so too

will the amount of government repression, also receives support. The size of the rebel

group indicator is in the predicted direction and significant for both models. It is not

all that surprising that this indicator is consistent across models, with (less of) a time

dynamic or a difference between whether it is lagged or not. This indicator, again, is

12The results from Model 1 were used to calculate predicted probabilities as stalemated battels
was insignificant in Model 2.

13The residuals were examined and the model was run without this observation to ensure that it
was not driving results. There were no clear outliers in the residuals (and any that were somewhat
far were not from this observation), while the results were nearly identical with and without this
observation for both models.
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Figure 5.10. Predicted Probabilities Across the Range of Stalemated Battles

basically constant as it is measured at the conflict level, and only changes if another

rebel group enters the fray.

Figure 5.9 shows predicted probabilities across the range of rebel group size. As

with the number of rebel victories and stalemates, there is consistently a low proba-

bility that the level of repression is at 3 or lower. Predicted probabilities here show

that as the size of the rebel group gets larger, the level of repression is likely to in-

crease. The highest levels of repression, 4.5 and 5, both increase until the number of

armed rebels is around 30,000, then the likelihood of a 4.5 begins to decrease while

the probability of being at a level 5 increases. As for the remaining indicators, each

is in the predicted direction with the exception of GDP per capita, which switches

signs between models. However, only democracy reaches significance and only in the

lagged model. The democracy club in this sample, on continental Africa during civil

wars, is relatively elite. Mali (7), Senegal (8), Niger (6), and Burundi (6) are the
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Figure 5.11. Predicted Probabilities Across the Size of the Rebel Group

only countries coded as democratic (with polity scores in parentheses), for a total of

11 years scattered throughout the 2000s. While democratic institutions do appear

to lead to lower levels of repression, there is not all that much information here to

confirm those findings.

5.6 Discussion and Conclusions

Governments are expected to respond to threats to their rule with repression. In this

chapter I argued that understanding this threat in the civil war environment requires

an explicit focus on the relationship between the rebellion, the government, and

civilians: rebels significantly rely on civilians for material and nonmaterial support,

while the government primarily relies on civilians to not support the insurgency.
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Thus, as the rebel group grows stronger, the government will target civilians in order

to starve the rebels of a primary support line.

I further argued that the government will respond to clear and readily available

information regarding the military effectiveness and strength of the insurgency, in-

cluding the number of battles won by the rebels, the number of battles that ended

in stalemate, and the size of the rebel group. Each of these indicators is likely to

be known to the government. Rebel-won battles represent a clear loss of territory to

the government, while increase activity against government troops will also be known

and relayed to the central command. Rebel group size is harder to gauge from the

government’s perspective, but government forces will be able to estimate the size of

rebel forces both due to intelligence gathering and information gathered during bat-

tles that are fought. Certainly, it is easier to estimate the actual number of rebel

fighters than it is to estimate civilian support for the rebels, which would be the ideal

information for the government to have.

In general, it is expected that as the military effectiveness and strength of the

rebel group increases, so too will the level of repression. Descriptive statistics suggest

that these indicators may actually be sufficient conditions, such that high levels of

rebel victories, stalemated battles, and rebel size, the minimum level of repression

increases. These relationships were also tested in a multivariate setting, and the

effect of rebel-won battles and rebel group size were both found to have a positive

and significant effect on the use of government repression. The number of stalemates

was in the predicted direction and significant when not lagged, but it was insignificant

in the lagged-indicator model. More fine-grained data are needed to determine the

actual relationship between repression and stalemated battles.
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CHAPTER 6

War-Time Repression: An Effective Strategy?

6.1 Introduction

The previous chapter established that governments are likely to use repression against

civilians when rebel groups pose an increasingly significant threat in terms of military

effectiveness and strength. Given the propensity of governments to use repression in

these situations, I ask whether this strategy is effective, if the use of repression can

lead to a government victory.

One of the primary motivations of the protest-repression nexus literature is to

determine the “effectiveness” of repression, or whether it serves to deter or encourage

protest.1 Overall, however, most studies are not oriented towards explaining the

effect that repression has on the overall outcome of a protest movement, but rather,

on the isolated reaction of protesters to an instance of repression. It is, in essence, an

action-reaction approach to studying this question.

The tendency to overlook the broader implications of repression is especially true

in the context of a civil war, where the strategic impact of repression or targeting

1As discussed in Chapter 4, nearly every form of this relationship has received support in the
literature. One set of studies argues that repression discourages future protest through raising the
costs of dissent due to the likelihood of repression, while also disrupting a group’s organizational
capacity (Hibbs, 1973; Tilly, 1978; Moore, 1998, 2000; Francisco, 1995, 1996; Lichbach, 1987). A
second group of studies argues that repression can increase the level of dissent through the “back-
lash potential” by eroding popular support for the regime, increasingly willingness to protest, and
signaling the failure of nonviolent or conventional methods of political participation (Gurr, 1970;
Hibbs, 1973; Francisco, 1995, 1996; Franklin, 2009). A third group of studies argues there is more
complex relationship, whether U-shaped (Muller, 1985; Lichbach and Gurr, 1981), time dependent
(Rasler, 1996), or based on the relative sequencing of tactics used (Moore, 1998; Lichbach, 1987).
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civilians on the outcome of civil war has received little attention.2 As civil wars

are known for their “seemingly enduring brutality” (Kalyvas, 2006, 3), a reasonable

follow-up question is whether that brutality is effective, or whether high levels of

state-sponsored repression contribute to government victory.

As a government will tend to use repressive tactics when they are already in a

position of weakness, I argue that the “gamble” of repression will not be successful

in reversing the government’s fortunes. Rather, a heavy application of repression

will either serve the opposite-than-intended purpose, pushing civilians into the arms

of the rebels, or simply serve to undermine the relationship between civilians and

the government. As such, wars that are characterized by high levels of government

repression will be less likely to end in government victory. However, I further argue

that government repression may be somewhat successful, in that it may very well

stop a rebel group from being able to win. Thus while high repression may not be

able to secure government victory, it may help to prevent the rebels from winning.

As such, stalemate should be the most likely outcome in instances of high war-time

repression.

In the following section, I offer an overview of how civil wars end both over time

and space. Secondly, I review the literature that explores civil war outcomes, with

a focus on the effectiveness of repression as a governmental war-time strategy. I

then present the central argument, that high levels of repression do not increase

the government’s chances of achieving victory—I argue that repression is likely to

have opposite-than intended consequences, and at the same time governments are

rarely able to “fully” repress and thus defeat rebel groups. Together this should

typically lead to the failure of the government to achieve victory. It may, however,

2But see Brandwein (2012) as one example.
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serve to undercut the rebels such that they cannot achieve victory, either. Rather,

stalemate should be the most likely outcome for wars characterized by high levels

of repression. This is tested using the UCDP’s Conflict Termination Dataset, and

results are generally supportive.

6.2 How Civil Wars End

While there is a large and growing literature that connects civil war outcomes to

the durability of peace (Toft, 2010, 2009; Hegre, 2004; Cunningham, Gleditsch and

Salehyan, 2009; DeRouen and Sobek, 2004), there has been less work on the previous

step in the conflict process, which relates to the outcomes themselves, determining

what factors explain when a civil war will end in victory or stalemate (Mason, 2009).

Before considering the effectiveness of repression as a military strategy, this section

overviews how civil wars have ended over time and space.

As seen in Figure 6.1,3 the number of ongoing civil wars dramatically increased

from the end of World War II into the early 1990s—there were more than five times

the number of ongoing civil wars in 1992 as there were in the early 1950s. Yet, as

noted by Hegre (2004) and others, this was not due to marked increase in the outbreak

of new wars over this period, but a result of wars that seemingly would not end.

This changed in the 1990s. With the end of the Cold War, the international

community turned its attention towards ending these conflicts. At the same time the

United States and former Soviet Union stopped funding opposing sides in these civil

conflicts, as their need to fight and win proxy wars also ended. This phenomenon

is captured in Figure 6.2, which shows the number of wars that ended in a given

3Data are from the Armed Conflict Data (Gleditsch et al., 2002) and the UCDP Conflict Termi-
nation Data (Kreutz, 2010).
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Figure 6.1. Ongoing and New Wars Over Time

year.4 While war termination was relatively stable during the Cold War, the number

of conflicts that ended increased significantly during the 1990s.

The way in which civil wars ended also shifted during this time. Table 6.1 gives

the number of civil wars terminations by decade, broken down by different ways a

civil war can end.5 Up until 1990, it was most common for a war to end in victory,

whether by the government or rebels, or end when one side weakens to the point that

they cannot carry out significant violence (the “low activity” category). During this

time, any kind of negotiated end to conflict, whether a peace agreement or ceasefire,

was rare.

4Data are from the UCDP Conflict Termination Data (Kreutz, 2010).
5These data are from the UCDP Conflict Termination Dataset (Kreutz, 2010). Here, victory

occurs when one side is either defeated or eliminated, or otherwise capitulates. A peace agreement
is coded as ending the conflict if an agreement is signed in the last year of conflict or first year of
peace that is accepted or signed by all parties that is aimed at resolving the central incompatibility
at stake. A ceasefire agreement can include conflict regulation mechanisms, and is an agreement
between the parties to halt military operations. Finally, the low activity category includes conflicts
for which activity continues, but drops below the UCDP deaths threshold.
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Figure 6.2. Civil War Termination Over Time

This changed in the 1990s, when the number of peace agreements and ceasefires

jumped dramatically. In the 1990s and 2000s, 35% and 40% of civil wars ended in

either a peace agreement or ceasefire, respectively. Before then, 0% to about 10% of

civil wars ended in a negotiated settlement, with the one exception of the 1970s. At

the same time, the number of government victories has remained relative constant

over time, with the exception of the 2000s where the number of government victories

dropped rather significantly. However, the percentage of conflicts that end in this

manner has steadily dropped over time, from around 40% of conflict in the 1950s to

a mere 6% in the 2000s. A similar, although less dramatic, trend can be seen with

rebel victories. While the number of rebel victories has been relatively stable, the

percentage of wars ending in rebel victory has decreased markedly from the 1950s to

the 2000s. There is then a sense that it is harder to win wars in the post-Cold War

period, whether due to the international community’s intervention in conflicts or a

fundamental change in the nature of war (e.g., Fortna, 2004).
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Decade
Government Rebel Peace

Ceasefire
Low

Total
Victory Victory Agreement Activity

1950s 9 (42) 5 (24) 1 (5) 0 (0) 6 (29) 21 (100)
1960s 14 (40) 4 (11) 2 (6) 2 (6) 12 (34) 35 (100)
1970s 13 (38) 4 (12) 5 (15) 2 (6) 10 (29) 34 (100)
1980s 11 (22) 7 (14) 2 (4) 1 (2) 28 (56) 50 (100)
1990s 12 (10) 6 (5) 19 (16) 22 (19) 57 (49) 117 (100)
2000s 3 (6) 2 (4) 12 (23) 10 (19) 25 (47) 53 (100)
Total 68 31 41 37 142 319
Percentage of the decade total in parentheses.

Table 6.1. Civil War Termination Over Time, 1950-2008

Another way to examine civil war termination is by region, as shown in Fig-

ure 6.3. Here, stalemates essentially denotes no victory, and is a combination of

peace agreements, ceasefires, and low activity. One of the most striking regions is

the Americas—the only region where stalemates do not outnumber the number of

government victories. This, in part, reflects the end date of civil wars in South and

Central America, where 75% of conflicts ended before 1990. This is notable given the

abundance of ongoing conflicts in the last 20 years.

In each of the remaining regions, stalemates or draws outnumber, sometimes

greatly, government victories. In Africa, for example, the government won 22% of

conflicts, while 67% of conflicts ended in stalemate in a region where over half of all

conflicts ended after 1990. In Asia, governments won an even lower percentage of

wars, at about 16%, while over 80% of wars ended in stalemate.

6.3 The Effectiveness of Repression as a Military Strategy

Beyond asking why and when a government will engage in repression against civilians,

an important follow-up question is whether that strategy is successful in terms of
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Figure 6.3. Civil War Termination By Region

winning the civil war. As argued in the previous chapter, the government is most likely

to target civilians when the rebels are successful militarily, winning on the battlefield,

or gain strength in numbers. This alone suggests that the government is most likely to

pursue repressive tactics when they view themselves in a place of weakness. Indeed,

Mason and Krane (1989) argue that it is regimes that lack the ability to use other

tools, such as accommodative plans of reform, that turn to violence. Put differently,

“escalating repression is perpetrated not because it has a high probability of success

but because the weakness of the state precludes its resort to less violent alternatives”

(175). In either case, the government is not using repression when it is in a place

of strength relative to the insurgents. The question that must be addressed here is

whether the strategy of targeting civilians is effective, whether it can successfully

undercut the rebel-civilian relationship and contribute to a government victory.

A common argument in the civilian-targeting literature is that the practice is

counterproductive—high levels of repression aid in rebel recruitment and garner in-
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creased support for the insurgency (Goodwin, 2001; Kalyvas and Kocher, 2007; Ka-

lyvas, 2006; Mason, 1989). Thus, rather than serving to undercut the relationship

between civilians and the rebels, violence may actually have the opposite effect of

driving the civilians into the arms of the rebels as they come to see “no other way

out” (Goodwin, 2001; Wood, 2010). Especially as the levels of violence escalate and

become more indiscriminate, civilians may come to see that their immunity from

violence can no longer be assured through simply remaining neutral and avoiding

a proclamation of support for one side or another. If the government is employing

heavy repression, they may then turn to the rebel group for protection and security

(Mason and Krane, 1989; Kalyvas and Kocher, 2007).

However, as noted by Wood (2010, 154), “the history of indiscriminate violence is

not as replete with failures as the literature suggests—it works under some circum-

stances.” Using indiscriminate violence against civilians is something of a gamble.

If the rebels can effectively protect civilians against this violence, or perhaps offer

incentives or benefits that serve to off-set it, then it will be an ineffective strategy

for the government. Violence will simply reinforce the disincentives for supporting

the state, and instead push civilians towards the insurgents. Conversely, if the gov-

ernment is able to “drain the sea,” then such violence can be an effective tactic to

undermine the relationship between the rebels and their civilian supporters. This ef-

fectively happened in Guatemala, when scorched earth tactics employed by the Montt

government eliminated supporters and effectively deterred future challengers (Wood,

2010). Although the expectation is that governments will only use violence against

civilians if they are in a place of relative weakness, if the state is able to successfully

and fully apply repressive tactics, it may be able to reverse its fortunes.



176

Others have argued that targeting civilians can be effective in certain contexts,

such as when the government is simply trying to gain territory rather than “win hearts

and minds” (Downes, 2008). In this case, government forces may be able to clear land

of civilians in order to occupy the territory. Downes argues that this occurred dur-

ing the Second Boer War of 1899, where British forces essentially eliminated Dutch

settlers, engaging in scorched earth tactics aimed at stopping the Dutch from reoc-

cupying the land. Again, this calls for very harsh and very high levels repression, as

the goal is to clear land of civilians.

Expectations regarding the effectiveness of targeting civilians then, as drawn from

the literature, are mixed. Some argue that high levels of violence against civilians

will push them into the arms of the insurgents, while others argue that repression

can be an effective tool to undercut civilian support of the rebels. Below I argue that

in general, high levels of repression will not successfully reverse the government’s

fortunes; however, it can serve to ensure that the rebels do win, either. Thus, while

governments that rely on repression will be less likely to win the war, rebels will be

less likely to win, as well. In these situations, stalemates should be the most likely

outcome.

6.3.1 Hypotheses: The Effect of Repression on War Outcomes

Based on the above arguments, I argue that the government will be less likely to win

the war if it relies on high levels of civilian repression. When the government relies

on targeting civilians as a strategy, it first and foremost signals that the state is at a

point of weakness. This is especially true if the government is responding to battlefield

outcomes as argued in the previous chapter, rather than only their perceptions of the

insurgents’ strength. As such, the state requires a significant turn of events, a swing in
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the balance of power, to regain superiority. I argue that targeting civilians, however,

is unlikely to produce this outcome.

First, as argued by Goodwin (2001), Mason and Krane (1989), Kalyvas and Kocher

(2007), and many others, repressing civilians may produce the opposite-than-intended

outcome. Targeting civilians may lead them to seek protection from the rebels, or to

heighten animosity and desire to seek vengeance against government forces. Even if

government repression does not lead civilians to actively seek protection of the rebels

or even take up arms with them, it may have the more subtle effect of encouraging

civilians to support the rebels through providing them with information or, conversely,

to not give information or aid to the government.

Secondly, those who argue that repression can be an effective tactic often re-

quire that it be applied fully and completely. In other words, the government must

“drain the sea.” This, however, is an extreme form of violence, often characterized

by scorched earth tactics and even mass murder. Such extreme violence is costly

in a number of ways: in material resources, man power, and the opportunity costs

of employing time seeking out civilians rather than insurgents. Such severe violence

may draw the attention of allies or the international community, which may withdraw

support, actively condemn the government, or even seek to intervene in the conflict.

While such devastating violence is, at times, employed, it is a costly option that will

likely be undertaken by few.

Indeed, since 1975 only 25% of wars have ended in government victory if the

average level of civil war repression was at a 4 on the PTS scale or higher. Compare

this with wars that do not end in government victory—nearly 50% of those wars

repress at a level of 4 or higher. Among those wars where the government won with a

high level of repression, two were for relatively minor conflicts that were being fought
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Avg Repression N

Non-Gov’t Victories 3.77 (234)
Government Victories 3.25 (29)

p < 0.000***

Table 6.2. Difference of Means: Government Victory

at the same time as another, more intense conflict. This occurred in Russia in 1999

when the government defeated the Wahhabi movement of the Buinaksk district, but

was concurrently fighting an ongoing war against the Chechens.

Perhaps the best example of successfully applied, extreme brutality is Syria’s con-

flict against the Muslim Brotherhood in the early 1980s. The uprising was largely

a terror-style war, in which the insurgents would attack civilians, off-duty military

personnel, and nearly anybody that would condemn their attacks, including Islamic

clergy. Throughout the insurgency, President Assad responded with the free and

liberal use of the Syrian Army, attacking civilians and insurgents alike. The vio-

lence culminated in 1982 during the massacre of Hama, when an estimated 10 to 40

thousand were killed during a siege of the city by the Syrian Army. This massacre

effectively ended the uprising.

Syria is, however, an exception rather than the rule. As seen in Table 6.2, if

the government wins the average level of repression is significantly lower than if the

government does not win. For these reasons, I argue that the type of repression likely

to be employed by the government is more likely to send civilians into the arms of

civilians rather than “drain the sea.” Thus, the government should be less likely to

win a civil war if it engages in high levels of repression:

H1 : The greater the level of government repression during a civil war,

the more likely the government is to not win that war.
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Avg Repression N

Non-Rebel Victories 3.72 (247)
Rebel Victories 3.61 (16)

p < 0.300

Table 6.3. Difference of Means: Rebel Victory

However, I argue that the rebel group will also be less likely to win a war if the

government engages in high levels of repression. The rebels begin, almost necessarily,

from a point of weakness. As noted by Brandt et al. (2008, 419), “Rebels start off

with a decided military disadvantage: they have to build an army from scratch in the

shadow of a government that already has an army.” As such, the negative effects of

the government targeting civilians would need to be great in order to overcome the

extreme power imbalances in order to aid in the rebel group winning.

Secondly, repressing civilians may very well act as an effective deterrent to offer

aid or support of the rebels. Thus while it may not completely “drain the sea,” it may

serve to make the sea a less friendly place to do business. Civilians may attempt to

support neither side for fear of being targeted, especially if they live in contested areas

in which the rebels are targeting civilians alongside government forces. If civilians

are targeted, in other words, it may very well serve to make them avoid the conflict

entirely, not seek out the rebel group for participation or even protection.

A difference of means test, presented in Table 6.3 offers only some support for this

argument. Wars that end in rebel victory do have a lower average level of repression,

but it is not significantly different from wars that do not end in rebel victory, nor is

the magnitude of the difference (at about 0.1) particularly large. Nevertheless, the

following hypothesis is presented to test in a larger, multivariate setting:
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Avg Repression N

Victory 3.37 (45)
Stalemate 3.75 (185)

p < 0.003**

Table 6.4. Difference of Means: Stalemate vs. Victory

H2 : The greater the level of government repression during a civil war,

the more likely the rebels are to not win that war.

All told, a stalemate should be more likely than victory if the government engages

in significant war-time repression. In this situation, the government will likely fail to

gain a military advantage through the harsh use of repression, but the rebels may

very well be weakened, rather than greatly bolstered, by it as well. This dovetails

with arguments found in the literature on how civil wars end. If the government is

in a place of relative weakness and employs repression as a result, then it is likely

that the war has been going on for some time. These wars are most likely to end in

stalemate rather than victory (Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan, 2009; Brandt

et al., 2008). Secondly, highly repressive wars are likely to be more severe, as well, in

that the number of battle-related fatalities is likely to be higher. Very costly wars are

also expected to end in stalemate or a mutually hurting stalemate (Zartman, 2001;

Mason and Fett, 1996).

A difference of means tests, presented in Table 6.4 between victories and stale-

mates supports the argument that highly repressive wars are more likely to end in

stalemate. This leads to the following hypothesis:

H3 : The greater the level of government repression during a civil war,

the more likely the war is to end in a stalemate.
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6.4 Research Design

6.4.1 Dependent Variable and Model Specification

For this analysis, the dependent variables are taken from the UCDP Conflict Ter-

mination Dataset (Kreutz, 2010). These data are at the conflict level, and record

how each civil war (as coded by the Armed Conflict Data) ends. The first dependent

variable is coded 1 if a given war ends in government victory, and 0 otherwise. The

second dependent variable is coded 1 if a war ends in rebel victory, and 0 otherwise,

while the last dependent variable is coded 1 if it ends in stalemate (any outcome other

than victory).

While the conflict termination data cover the 1946 to 2009 period, the primary

independent variable (PTS) is only available starting in 1976. For that reasons, all

wars that started in 1976 or later are included.6 Given the dichotomous dependent

variables, logistic regression is used with robust standard errors.7 Finally, for this

analysis only wars that caused at least 30 deaths are included. After conducting

preliminary analyses, there were a series of outliers. Their primary similarity is that

they only resulted in 25 to 30 deaths. As there is a theoretical and conceptual reason

for excluding these minor conflicts, as they are not “large” conflicts, a choice was

made to exclude these very minor wars.8

6A second approach would be to only include wars that ended after 1976, in order to have wider
coverage. As the repression indicator used here is the average level or repression during a civil war,
having repression levels for a limited number of war years would reflect the entire war. Models were
thus run both ways—with wars that start in or after 1976 and with wars that end after 1976—and
results are similar.

7Certainly, multinomial logit would have also been an appropriate model choice. Here, a series
of logits were done in order to more clearly display results from each hypothesis. A trichotomous
dependent variable with each of the three outcomes was also constructed in order to compare results
presented here with results of a multinomial logit. As expected, they are very similar.

8As with any threshold, 30 deaths is certainly an arbitrary choice. However, the series of outliers
each at a very low number of deaths suggested that conflict severity needed to be thought of and
modeled differently. A higher threshold of 30 was determined to be appropriate from a mythological
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6.4.2 Independent Variables

The primary independent variable is the level of government repression during the

civil war, taken from the PTS data. It is expected that high levels of war-time

repression will lead to a higher probability of stalemates, and a lower probability of

both government and rebel victories. To aggregate this measure to the conflict-level,

the mean value of all conflict years is taken.

Other explanatory variables included in this model relate to the strength of both

the rebel group and the government. First, the number of rebel troops is included

(Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan, 2009). This measure is taken at the conflict-

level. Secondly, the insurgency’s mobilization capacity is also included as a second

measure of the group’s military effectiveness. This measure indicates the ability of the

rebel group to mobilize personnel, relative to the government. It is a categorical vari-

able, with 1 indicating low mobilization capacity in comparison to the government, 2

relative parity, and 3 higher capacity than the government. As each of these indicators

increase, it is expected that the likelihood of government victory will decrease—the

stronger the rebel group, the more likely it can force a settlement or even win the war

outright (Mason and Fett, 1996; Mason, Weingarten and Fett, 1999). Conversely,

both the probability of stalemate and rebel victory is expected to increase as the

rebels’ mobilization capacity increases.

Second, the number of government troops and GDP per capita are included as in-

dicators of government strength. The number of government troops is taken from the

Correlates of War’s National Material Capabilities data, v3.02 (Singer, Bremer and

Stuckey, 1972), and GDP per capita is taken from the World Bank’s World Devel-

perspective it is better in terms of model fit while at the same time it allowed a substantial number
of cases that to remain in the study (i.e., the number of cases did not drop to a point where an
analysis would not have been possible).



183

opment Indicators. As government strength increases, the likelihood of government

victory is expected to increase, all else equal, while the likelihood of rebel victory is

expected to decrease.

Conflict severity (logged number of battle deaths) and duration (logged number of

conflict years) are also included. First, as the level of severity increases, it is expected

that the likelihood of victory—whether government or rebel—should decrease. High

severity is argued to decrease the willingness to incur further costs, and thus high

severity should increase the willingness to settle (Mason and Fett, 1996). Secondly,

as the duration of the war increases the likelihood of victory is also argued to decrease.

As the war continues on, each side is able to gain more information of the capacity of

their foe. This increases the likelihood of settlement (Werner and Yuen, 2005; Mason

and Fett, 1996). If rebels are able to survive the military disadvantage at the outset

of the war (as the government forces are likely to be significantly stronger), as the war

goes on the rebels can attract more supporters as it demonstrates its survivability

(Mason, Weingarten and Fett, 1999; Lichbach, 1998). This also decreases the changes

of government victory, while increasing the chances of either stalemate or even rebel

victory.

Final, a post-Cold War variable is also included. As discussed earlier, there is a

clear trend in civil war terminations, beginning at the start of the post-Cold War era,

around 1990. At that time, the number of civil war terminations spiked, and wars

have ended in the last 20 years are much more likely to end in some kind of settlement

or stalemate. For that reason, a dummy variable, coded 1 for all years after 1989 and

0 otherwise, is also included to capture these time-effects.
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Table 6.5. Effect of Repression on Civil War Outcomes
Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:

Gov’t Victory Rebel Victory Stalemate

Repression -3.256*** -1.003 1.174**
(0.002) (0.390) (0.037)

Rebel Group Size 0.000** 0.000* -0.000**
(0.011) (0.069) (0.034)

Rebel Mobilization -5.823*** 3.023 0.450
(0.000) (0.137) (0.458)

GDP per capita 0.000 -0.002* 0.000
(0.212) (0.056) (0.480)

Military Personnela -1.321*** -1.128** 0.961***
(0.002) (0.012) (0.000)

Severitya 0.780 0.366 -0.182
(0.240) (0.134) (0.520)

Durationa -3.850*** 0.672 0.738
(0.008) (0.281) (0.227)

Post-Cold War -1.000 -5.003* 2.671***
(0.438) (0.077) (0.007)

Constant 18.992*** -0.216 -8.216***
(0.002) (0.922) (0.003)

N 83 83 83
Log Likelihood -14.77 -10.24 -27.80
χ2 28.68 14.08 27.14
p > χ2 0.000 0.080 0.001
p-values are listed in parentheses; a indicates a logged value.

*p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

6.5 Results

Results are presented in Table 6.5. Model 1 corresponds to Hypothesis 1, Model 2 to

Hypothesis 2, and Model 3 to Hypothesis 3. The first hypothesis states that the likeli-

hood of government victory will be lower following wars with high levels of repression.

This hypothesis is supported. Repression is both negative and significant, suggesting

that wars with higher levels of repression are less likely to end in government victory.
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Figure 6.4. Probability of Government Victory Given Repression

Figure 6.4 shows the change in the predicted probability of government victory

across the range of war-time repression.9 As the level of government repression in-

creases, the probability of government victory decreases. At the lowest level of re-

pression (1) the government has a 75% chance of winning. This decreases to about

5% at the mean level of repression (3.5), while the government has only 0.5% chance

of winning at the highest level (5).

Wars characterized by high levels of government repression are then less likely to

end in government victory. If government responds to the military effectiveness and

strength of the rebel group with repression, as found in the previous chapter, when

government forces repress they are likely already at a disadvantage. Gambling on tar-

geting civilians, according to these results, does not typically reverse the government’s

fortunes, or at least not enough to lead to government victory.

9All indicators are held at their mean for each of the three predicted probability graphs, with
the exception of the post-Cold War and rebel mobilization indicators, which are set at their median,
which is the post-Cold War period and low mobilization capacity, respectively.
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Figure 6.5. Probability of Rebel Victory Given Repression (PTS)

Hypothesis 2, which states that as repression increases the chances of rebel victory

should decrease, receives limited support. While the coefficient is in the predicted

direction, it is not significant. Likewise, the coefficient itself has a relatively small

magnitude. This can also be seen in Figure 6.5, which shows the probability of rebel

victory over the range of government repression. While the likelihood of rebel victory

decreases as repression increases, overall the probability of rebel victory is rather

low. Even at the lowest levels of repression, the rebels only have a 0.17% chance of

winning.

In general, rebel victories are rare. In this sample there are only 14 cases of

rebel victory, many of which are better classified as successful coup attempts rather

than civil wars. More in depth case studies should be done on the few instances of

rebel victory in order to determine if government repression had a role. While both

a difference of means test and the multivariate analysis suggest that government
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Figure 6.6. Probability of Stalemate Given Repression (PTS)

repression is lower when rebels win, these results are not very strong and certainly

not definitive.

Finally, Hypothesis 3 also receives support. Hypothesis 3 states that stalemate will

be the more likely end to highly repressive wars. In Model 3, the repression indicator

is both positive as predicted and significant. This suggests that very repressive wars

are most likely, of any of the three outcomes examined here, to end in stalemate. This

is true even in the post-war period.

Figure 6.6 shows the predicted probability of stalemate as government repression

increases. Overall, stalemate is generally likely to occur. At the lowest level of

repression, there is about a 40% chance that a war (in the post-Cold War period)

will end in stalemate. This increases as government repression increase, such that

there is nearly a 100% chance of stalemate if the level of war-time repression is at 5.

This lends support to the argument that highly repressive wars tend to end not in

government victory, but in stalemate.
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As for the remaining measures included in this series of analyses, the rebel strength

variable is perhaps one of the most interesting. As the size of a rebel group increase,

the likelihood of government victory also increases. When facing relatively small

rebel groups, from the minimum of 100 to the average of 7,300, the government

has less than a 1% chance of winning. It is only for relatively large groups that

the government’s chances of victory increase. At 50,000 members for example the

government’s chances of winning increase to 40%. This suggests that although larger

rebel groups are stronger, government forces are typically better equipped to fight

large, conventional armies. Interestingly, the same type of relationship is found with

rebel victories, as well, such that rebel groups are most likely to win when they have

a larger force. This makes sense. Overall, then, victory is more likely when the rebel

group is larger, while a stalemate is most likely when rebel forces are small.

Rebel mobilization follows a more expected pattern. As rebels become better able

to mobile as compared to the government, the government forces are more likely to

lose. Conversely, the rebels are more likely to win. This relationship is significant for

government victories, and close for rebel victories.

In terms of government strength indicators, GDP per capita is in the predicted

direction for both government and rebel victories, although is only significant for

rebel victories. This suggests that wealthier countries are better able to win conflicts,

while poor countries are more likely to lose. Military personnel, on the other hand,

is in the opposite-than-predicted direction for government victories. It is actually

negative, suggesting that countries with smaller militaries or fewer security personnel

are better able to win conflicts. However, it is in the predicted direction for rebel

victories—large militaries are better able to prevent the rebels from winning.
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As for the control variables, severity does not have a significant impact on civil

war outcome, although in general it appears that more severe wars tend to end in

victory, while less severe wars end in stalemate according to the direction of the

coefficients. Duration has a negative impact on government victory—the longer a

war drags on, the less likely the government is to win. This is consistent with much

of the literature, which argues that longer wars are made up of insurgencies that

were able to withstand an early period of extreme power imbalance and are not easily

targeted by government forces (Lichbach, 1998; Cunningham, Gleditsch and Salehyan,

2009). These rebel groups can continue to survive and in some instances even gain

force, making it difficult for governments to soundly defeat the group.

Finally, the post-Cold War indicator is in the predicted direction across all mod-

els. Victory is significantly less likely in the post-Cold War period, while stalemate

is significantly more likely. This conforms to expectations given the trend in civil

war outcomes over the last 20 or so years. Interestingly, while this indicator is in the

predicted direction for government victory, it is not significant. This might suggest

that although victories have decreased as a percentage of outcomes, it may not nec-

essarily means that achieving victory is harder today than in the past. Perhaps it is

the strong governments, fighting a particular kind of rebel group, that are still likely

to win civil wars today.

6.6 Conclusions

In this chapter I focused on the effect that war-time repression has on the outcome

of civil wars. This contributes to the literature by first considering the overall impact

that repression can have. Many scholars have noted that repression increases during
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civil wars, yet few have asked what effect it has on the overall outcome on the war, on

whether it is an effective war-time strategy. Secondly, this contributes to the literature

on civil war outcomes, which has typically been focused on how the outcome of the

conflict affects post-war peace rather than on explaining the outcomes themselves.

I argued that, as governments that employ repression as a war-time strategy are

likely beginning from a point of weakness or disadvantage, they will be unlikely to

reverse their fortunes through the “gamble” of repression. In order for repression to

work, it typically needs to be fully applied which translates into very harsh tactics,

whether scorched earth, large-scale massacres, or something similar. It is relatively

rare that a government successfully apply such harsh tactics to end a civil war, espe-

cially in the period under study (1976 to 2009). Rather, high levels of repression are

more likely to stop civilians from supporting the government at a minimum, or even

push civilians into the arms of the rebels as they seek protection from government

forces.

I further argued, however, that government repression may be somewhat success-

ful, in that it may very well stop a rebel group from being able to win. Thus while

high repression may not be able to secure government victory, it may help to prevent

the rebels from winning. As such, stalemate should be the most likely outcome in

instances of high war-time repression.

Results were generally supportive. Government victory is significantly less likely

given high levels of repression, while stalemate is the most likely outcome. The

effect of coercion on rebel victories was less certain, in large part due to the limited

instances of rebel victory. More time needs to be spent examining individual cases

of rebel victory in order to better determine the relationship between government

repression and rebel victory.
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CHAPTER 7

After the Fighting Stops: Repression in

Post-War States

7.1 Introduction

Repression is expected to increase during civil war (Poe and Tate, 1994; Davenport,

2007a). As argued in Chapter 5, the government becomes increasingly likely to target

and repress civilians as the strength and military effectiveness of the rebels increase.

In other words, the government responds to increasingly threatening rebel groups

with repression.

Yet after the war stops, a return to peace and stability does not necessarily result.

Defeated forces, whether rebel or government, may continue to represent a viable

threat militarily or otherwise. Groups may flee into another country to regroup and

plan new invasions; rebels may continue to carry out on more limited terror attacks;

and segments of the population may remain supporters of the insurgency. Should

neither side win, the former rebels may still have weapons, resources, active members,

or support among the population, with both sides aware of the reality that they were

unable to defeat the other side. The post-war government is not secure by default,

but will likely continue to face an ongoing threat stemming from the civil war.

In the presence of this threat, an important but little-studied question deals with

repression in this post-war environment. If the war-time threat remains, do the high,
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war-time levels of repression also remain? Under what conditions will repression de-

crease after wars end? While a number of studies have examined the use of repression

during civil wars, relatively few have looked at the use of repression in the post-war

environment, and almost none have explored whether the typically high level of re-

pression drops, increases, or remains the same after a civil war ends.

These questions deserve more attention for a number of reasons. This is an im-

portant phase of the civil-war life-cycle that is significant both in terms of political

transition and the establishment of peace. Certainly, high levels of government re-

pression do not equate to a country at peace. While the fighting does stop, high

levels repression, and specifically physical integrity violations, equate to an ongoing

feeling of insecurity and potential to be in harm’s way, to ongoing violence. High

levels of repression can also lead to the onset and recurrence of civil war, as found in

Chapters 3 and 4, and suggest that the political conflict has not been fully resolved.

This further complicates the transition and rebuilding process.

This chapter offers an analysis of repression in the post-conflict environment.

I specifically consider the change in the level of repression from the war to post-

war periods, or in other words, whether repression increases, remains constant, or

decreases after a civil war ends. I argue that first, the intensity of the war matters

to post-war repression. Low-intensity wars, defined here by their severity, are likely

to be characterized by constant levels of repression; government coercion does not

tend to increase after the onset of war or after the conflict ends. Following high-

intensity conflicts, however, the actual or perceived post-war threat is likely to be

much higher. Yet there is real variation in the change in the level of repression

after high-intensity wars. In order to explain this, I consider a series of constraints

that keep the government from actively pursuing the war-time threat. I argue that
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democratic transitions and power-sharing agreements each act as constraints against

pursuing the war-time threat, while disarmament and the presence of a third-party

agreement-enforcer act to neutralize the threat.

In the remainder of the chapter, I first discuss the relatively sparse literature of

repression in the post-war environment. This is followed by a discussion of the pri-

mary arguments, regarding the intensity of conflicts and the various constraints that

keep governments from pursing the lingering war-time threat following high-intensity

conflicts. These relationships are tested using the ACD and PTS data, among others,

and the results are generally supportive of the hypothesized relationships.

7.2 Repression in Post-Conflict States: The Literature

While the post-civil war environment has recently received greater attention in the

literature, with studies on the effect that civil war has on the state of the economy

(Murdoch and Sandler, 2004; Collier, 1999; Kang and Meernik, 2005), trade and

foreign direct investment (Bayer and Rupert, 2004), education (Lai and Thyne, 2007),

and public health (Hoddie and Smith, 2009; Ghobarah, Huth and Russett, 2004;

Murray et al., 2002), relatively few studies have focused on the use of repression in

this period.

The few studies that do examine repression in this period tend to focus the effect

that tools of conflict management or transitional justice have on post-war repres-

sion. Murdie and Davis (2010), for example, examine the impact of peacekeeping on

the level of human rights violations following civil war, while Meernik, Nichols and

King (2010) and Sikkink and Walling (2007) explore whether international criminal

tribunals, domestic human rights trials, and truth commissions affect the level of hu-
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man rights violations in post-war states. In general, they conclude that these tools

have little impact on repression, unless peacekeeping missions have an explicit human

rights mandate or a considerable amount of time has passed after the conflict ended

(at which point it is not clear if it is trials or some other factor that has lead to lower

levels of repression).

Herreros (2011) offers one of the few studies that focuses explicitly on the de-

terminants of repression in the post-war environment, rather than primarily on the

impact of peacekeepers, trials, or tribunals. He argues that when the victors of a civil

war engage in a wave of repression against the population, that patterns of post-war

repression will be applied based on the dynamics of the war itself. Indiscriminate

repression will be applied to regions or groups that the government views as being

particularly threatening to the status quo, and these areas/groups are identified using

information acquired during the civil war. For example, the government may target

territories that were held by the losing side during the war in order to quell a possible

uprising there. Retaliatory repression may also be used against the defeated popu-

lation for specific crimes or actions committed during the war. Herreros tests this

using the period following the Spanish Civil War of 1936-1939, which was marked by

a wave of heavy post-war repression. He finds that the longer a province was under

Republican control during the war, the greater the level of repression employed there

by victorious Francoist government.

While these studies are certainly important contributions, they each focus on

specific events in the post-conflict environment, whether peacekeeping, transitional

justice mechanisms, or in the face of heavy repression, where that repression will be

applied. Missing from this small body of literature is a more fundamental question
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about the post-war period, about what leads governments to apply repression in the

first place.

Herreros (2011), for example, notes that:

Once a civil war ends... [t]he most positive outcome is one in which the
country is pacified and the wounds of the war are progressively sealed.
Another considerably bleaker situation is one in which civil war is recur-
rent: a new insurrection or another shock leads to a renewal of war. There
is at least a third possibility: that civil war is followed by a wave of re-
pression by the victors against citizens, especially the defeated population
(176-177).

Herreros does not offer any answers as to when and why each of these options is

likely to result, or if these are the main, only, or most likely possibilities. He does

not offer clues as to why the victorious Francoist government applied a harsh wave

of repression after the war, or why some countries are pacified and wounds are sealed

over time. He simply notes that the last option—that civil war is followed by a wave

of repression—is the alternative that he considers.

Secondly, each of these studies are concerned with explaining the level of repres-

sion, rather than the change in government coercion from the war to post-war period.

Considering only the level of repression takes the post-war environment out of con-

text, and makes it difficult to tell what the post-war period is like as compared to the

war. A repression level of 3 on the PTS scale, for example, is relatively high. Yet,

if the country was at a 5—the highest level—during the war, a post-conflict score of

3 represents a significant drop. Conversely, on occasion countries actually increase

repression after a civil war. If the country was only at a 2 during the conflict, a

post-conflict score of 3 represents an increase in the level of repression, and perhaps a

shifted status quo in terms of how much repression the government will apply. Thus

the same post-war score of 3 represents quite different paths following a civil war.
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Figure 7.1. Change in the Level of Repression (PTS) from War to Post-War Years

Here, I focus on the change in the level of repression in order to keep this larger

context in view. Consider Figure 7.1, which shows the change in the level of repression

from the war to post-war periods.1 There is considerable variation in the change in

repression following civil wars. Although most do, not all countries experience a

decrease in repression after the war ends, and in fact some countries see an increase

in repression.

Figure 7.2 also gives a visual representation of patterns of repression throughout

the post-war period to show the variation among the broader patterns throughout

the civil-war life-cycle. The red drop lines indicate civil wars, while the black line

represents the level of repression. The number of cases of each pattern, as found in

the data, are also included next to each of the smaller graphs.2 There is an interesting

amount of diversity among these patterns. Perhaps the most expected pattern from

1Figure 7.1 is the change in the level of repression from the war to post-war periods, where
negative numbers indicate a decrease in repression and positive numbers an increase. The unit of
analysis is the country-year. See the Data and Methods section for more.

2Wars are categorized based on whether the increase in the average level of repression from the
pre- war period (3 years prior to war onset) to the average level of war-time repression is greater
than 0.5, less than 0.5 and greater than -0.5, or less than -0.5. This determines if it increased, stayed
the same, or decreased. The change from the average level of war-time repression to the average
level of post-war repression (5 years after a civil war ends) is similarly constructed.
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Figure 7.2. Patterns of Repression During the Civil-War Life-Cycle
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the literature—that repression increases during a war and decreases afterwards—is

actually not the most common. The most common is when there is no change in

repression, either from the pre- to war-periods, or from the war to post-war period.

More is discussed on explaining these differences in the following section.

Given the importance of the post-war period as a time of rebuilding and estab-

lishing peace, this variation is something that needs to be explained. The extant

literature cannot speak to this variation, and does not offer many answers regarding

a government’s motivations to use repression in varied contexts. A more explicit study

on how the level of repression changes from the war to post-war periods is needed.

7.3 Explaining Post-War Repression

In this section I seek to explain the use of repression in the post-war context, and

specifically how it changes from the war-time use of repression. As with previous

chapters, I begin with the argument that governments respond to threat, real or

perceived, with repression. A leader is concerned with his or her own tenure and will

therefore seek to quell challenges to his/her rule. In the post-war environment, the

primary threat to a government’s rule stems from the conflict itself, whether from

the losing side, if either the government or rebels won the war, or the “other” side if

the war ended in stalemate. If open, armed conflict is the most serious threat to a

leader’s rule, then the government will be primarily concerned with the recurrence of

war and thus will be focused on their former enemy.

I consider three main paths a country can follow after a conflict ends regarding

post-war repression. The first follows low-intensity conflicts. I argue that these minor

wars are not likely to have a large impact on the use of repression either during the
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war or after it ends. Rather, repression is more likely to remain essentially constant

throughout the civil-war life-cycle. The second set of paths follow high intensity

conflicts, the aftermath of which will be marked by strong perceptions of threat due

to the legacy of war as well as the realities of the post-war context.

After these wars, there are at least two outcomes (or ideal cases) that can result.

The first is that the post-war threat is managed through a number of institutional

constraints, such as power sharing arrangements or third party enforcers of peace

agreements. A second possibility is that the post-war period is effectively not man-

aged. Here repression is likely to stay at its highest as the new government forces can

more freely target, whether indiscriminately or in a more targeted fashion, threat-

ening regions or groups of civilians. Certainly, this is what happened following the

Spanish Civil war. Each of these three paths is considered below.

7.3.1 Repression Following Low Intensity Conflicts

When translating this fear or renewed war into the use of repression, the war itself

must first be considered. There is great diversity among civil wars. Some are marked

by long and intense fighting between relatively strong and well supported groups,

harsh repression against the civilian population, and a driving ideological or identity-

based justification for fighting. Conversely, other wars are relatively quick and minor,

with few deaths and little justification for war other than personal gain. This diversity

in wars is particularly strong when using “armed conflict” as a guiding concept, as in

the Armed Conflict Data, where a minimum of 25 deaths are required to be included

in the dataset.3

3This is the threshold of the Armed Conflict Data (Gleditsch et al., 2002), which is the primary
dataset used here. For more on the conceptual and operational issues of civil war, see Chapter 2.
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Minor wars, in particular, should have little impact on the level of repression, nei-

ther during nor following the conflict. A minor conflict is one that lasts a short period

of time; results in few deaths; is caused by rebels that are either weak or are elite

factions, in either case having little involvement or support of the people; and that

therefore has little “staying-power” after the conflict ends. Especially in the context

of a relatively weak state, an armed conflict may only represent an intensification

in violence within a larger context of instability. In other words, the war may not

represent a significant deviation from “politics as usual.” Ghana, for example, had

eight governments—most installed via bloody coups—over the course of 15 years. In

this case, the government’s use of repression will not likely shift based on the coup

attempts, but remain relatively constant.

When translated into the types of post-war repression the government may em-

ploy, indiscriminate and retaliatory (or targeted), government forces are argued to

use indiscriminate repression against regions that were rebel strongholds during the

conflict, as well as retaliatory repression against known rebel supporters or combat-

ants (Herreros, 2011). In either case, the government is targeting areas known to be

connected to the insurgency. This presupposes that there are regions with, or groups

of, rebel supporters or former combatants. While this condition holds for many high

intensity wars, it does not necessarily transfer to other armed conflicts. In the case

of Ghana, for example, in general there were no regions that were controlled by the

rebels, no large groups of rebel supporters, and few people connected to the events of

the conflict itself. In other words, there is little room for indiscriminate repression.

Conversely, retaliatory repression is likely to be highly targeted in these minor

wars, against only individuals with a clear connection to the coup attempt or rebellion.

This occurred in Kenya, for example, where a failed coup attempt led by an air force
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private resulted in the targeted and retaliatory repression of the airmen; hundreds

were jailed, the air force was disbanded, and 12 connected to the plot were executed.

Indiscriminate repression was not used, as the only group connected to the coup

attempt was the air force itself.

During minor wars, then, the expectation is that repression will not tremendously

increase during the war itself, and thus will not decrease after the war ends. In effect,

repression will remain constant. One way to proxy the intensity of a war is via its

severity, or the number of battle deaths that resulted. Tables 7.1 and 7.2 display the

different patterns of repression that can occur during a civil-war life-cycle, along with

the number of wars that fall into each category.4 Table Tables 7.1 includes all armed

conflicts with fewer than 500 battle deaths, while Table 7.2 includes all wars with

500 or more battle deaths. As an example, the pattern in the first cell is for a cycle

where the average level of repression decreased during the war, and then decreased

again after the war. This is in general a rare pattern, regardless of the war’s severity

(with 1 case for minor wars, and 2 cases for major wars). The expected pattern as

drawn from the literature is that repression will increase during civil wars, and then

decrease after the war ends. This pattern is common for severe wars (30% of cases).

For less severe conflicts, in 66% of cases the war did not lead to an increase in

repression. This is notable, especially given the well established finding that civil

war is a strong predictor of increased repression. For these minor conflicts, however,

4The pre-war to war-time change variable was calculated by subtracting the average level of
pre-war repression (average of repression in the 3 years before a civil war started) from the average
level of repression during the war. It was then transformed into a categorical variable. If there was
greater than a 0.5 point decrease, it is coded as decreased; between a 0.5 point decrease and 0.5 point
increase is considered no change; and greater than a 0.5 increase is coded as an increase. The same
general process was used to calculate the change in repression from the war to post-war period.
Here, the average level of war-time repression was subtracted from the average level of post-war
repression, which is the average level of repression in the 5-year period following a civil war. If civil
war recurs, the post-war period is considered ended. The variable was transformed into a categorical
variable, using the same guidelines described above. Each variable is calculated using the PTS data.
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War to Post-War 4
Decrease No Change Increase Total

Pre-War to War 4
Decrease 1 3 0 4
No Change 8 26 5 39
Increase 7 8 1 16
Total 16 37 6 59

Table 7.1. Changes in Repression Surrounding a Minor Armed Conflict

War to Post-War 4
Decrease No Change Increase Total

Pre-War to War 4
Decrease 2 1 0 3
No Change 7 9 1 17
Increase 17 16 3 36
Total 26 26 4 56

Table 7.2. Changes in Repression Surrounding a Major Civil War

repression does not usually increase. Additionally, following wars that do not lead to

an increase in repression, 66% of those cases see no change in the level of repression

after the war ends, either. Overall, this “no change” - “no change” cell, representing

countries that have a constant level of repression before, during, and after an armed

conflict, is the most common, at 44% of cases.

Conversely, for the more severe conflicts, only 16% of conflicts are were in the “no

change” - “no change” category. For severe wars, the majority of conflicts (64%) saw

an increase in the level of repression during the civil war, fitting the expectations of

the literature. Following the end of the conflict, most countries either saw a decrease

in repression or no change. Overall, the two most common patterns for severe conflicts

are 1) repression increases during the war, then decreases after the conflict ends (29%);

and 2) the war leads to an increase in repression, which then stays high and does not

decrease after the war ends (29%).
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Pre-War to War (N) War to Post-War (N)

Minor Conflicts 0.27 (60) -0.29 (61)
Major Wars 0.77 (58) -0.47 (80)

(0.000)*** (0.050)**

p-values in parentheses below averages. *p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

Table 7.3. Average Change in Repression Surrounding Civil War

Another way to see these differences between the two types of conflicts is presented

in Table 7.3. For minor conflicts, the average level of repression only increases by 0.27

(according to the PTS measure) after a civil war starts. After the conflict ends, the

level of repression drops by 0.29. Overall then there is a very minor increase in

repression, followed by a normalization back to the pre-conflict levels. Conversely, for

major wars the level of repression jumps rather considerably, by 0.77. And after the

war ends, while the level drops by 0.47, it does not return to pre-war levels. In other

words, repression tends to remain higher following these types of conflicts.

In general, there tends to be rather different patterns of repression surrounding

minor conflicts verses more intense or major wars. This makes sense considering

the different dynamics that characterize these conflicts. Consider the civil wars in

Rwanda and Lebanon versus those in Comoros and Togo. The wars in Lebanon and

Rwanda were marked by deep ideological and identity-based divisions between the

fighting parties; they were many years long, thousands were killed, the corresponding

rebel groups were strong, with support and materials provided by not only the civilian

population but in some cases foreign governments and other, outside groups, and the

wars had a significant impact on post-war political life and society in general. In

Comoros and Togo, on the other hand, both wars were essentially bloody coups.

In Comoros, Colonel Denard, the head of the Presidential Guard, had a falling out

with the president after learning that the president had had plans to dismantle the
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Presidential Guard. So Denard arranged to have him killed. An estimated 27 died

during the coup, which lasted three days, saw little change in the actual governing

of the country (as Denard only gained more power), and served to reinforce the

population’s dislike of the Colonel.

Overall, these low intensity wars are most likely to be marked by little to no

changes in the level of repression, either from the pre-war to war periods, or from the

war to post-war periods. While retaliatory repression may occur, it will be relatively

limited and based on targeting individuals involved in the coup or rebellion. As

such, it will not be wide-reaching or have a significant impact on society in general.

Indiscriminate violence, on the other hand, is not likely to occur given the lesser

opportunity to target larger groups of suspected supporters.

7.3.2 Repression Following High Intensity Wars

High intensity wars, on the other hand, such as those in Rwanda and Lebanon, have

a more complex and difficult post-war period. Heavy violence and perhaps heavy

repression used during the war contribute to high perceptions of threat, distrust, and

ongoing division after the conflict has ended. Complicating these situations is that

the losing side—or both sides if the war resulted in a stalemate—were necessarily

strong during the war in order to have contributed to such a high intensity conflict.

This contributes to the perception of threat in the post-war period, as well as the

actual ability of the non-governmental group to renew fighting.

Even a defeated rebel group may have arms and resources still at its disposal and

members willing to fight on. In the case that the group is disarmed and forced into

dormancy, if former members of the rebellion are allowed to carry on there is always

the possibility that they will regroup and attack once more. There likely exist pockets
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Minor Conflicts (N) Major Wars (N)

Stalemate -0.32 (40) -0.46 (56)
Victory -0.14 (20) -0.51 (21)

(0.177) (p < 0.390)

p-values in parentheses below averages. *p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

Table 7.4. Difference of Means: Stalemate versus Victory in Minor and Major Wars

or even large segments of the population that continue to be loyal to both sides, and if

a group could mobilize once there exists the possibility that they will mobilize again.

In the case of a stalemate, the remaining threat is clear. Neither group was able to

win. There was some other circumstance, whether a hurting stalemate, intervention

from another state, successful negotiations between the two sides, or something else,

that brought the conflict to an end. It is likely that neither group has been eliminated,

and the opposing sides—former enemy combatants—must come together to rebuild

after the conflict ends.

Table 7.4 gives the results of a differences of means tests for both minor and major

wars.5 For major wars, there is no significant difference in the average change in

repression between wars that end in victory and wars that end in stalemate. In other

words, how the war ends in and of itself does not help to explain the use of repression

in the post war period. This suggests that the actual threat and/or perception of

threat remains high after the conflict is over, regardless of if it ended in victory or

stalemate. For minor wars, included here as a comparison, there is also no significant

differences between the average change in repression. While not significant, wars that

end in victory have lower drop in repression after a war, suggesting that minor wars

5Minor wars are wars with 500 or fewer total deaths, major wars have more than 500 deaths. See
the Data and Methods section for more on the severity measure. The change in repression is the
level of war-time repression minus the average level of post-war repression. Difference of means tests
were conducted, with p-values in parentheses. One-tailed tests are used for all difference of means
tests done in this chapter.
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that end in victory are unlikely to see large jumps in repression during or after the

conflict.

The change in repression is also higher for high intensity wars than it is for minor

wars. After a major conflict ends, the level of repression is likely to drop further.

In these states, the war is characterized by significant violence; it makes sense that

after such a war ends the society would stabilize somewhat due to the absence of

large-scale violence.

In general, then, following a high-intensity war the government will view the

“other side” as an ongoing threat regardless of the war’s outcome. Given the nature

of major wars, there is potential for the government to carry out both indiscriminate

and retaliatory repression. Rebel groups and government forces alike would have

had strongholds, supporters, and regions under their control, all of which could be

targeted by the new government after the war ends. There is also great opportunity

for retaliatory repression after a high intensity war ends. Following the civil war in

Rwanda, for example, many of the killings committed by the government after the

war ended were essentially revenge killings, retaliation against the genocide of the

Tutsi people (Verwimp, 2003).

Following these wars, the opportunity to engage in gross repression is likely to

be present. However, many of these countries significantly reduce the level of repres-

sion in the post-war period, while a limited number even increase their repression

after a war ends. I argue that there are two ideal-case paths that can follow high

intensity wars. In the first, a series of constraints against using repression as well

as elements to lessen or neutralize the threat are in place. These constraints act to

stop the government from pursing a real or perceived post-war threat. Conversely,
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Explanatory Factors War to Post-War 4
Constraints Against Using Repression

Democracy ø
Democratic Transition ↓
Political Power-Sharing ↓
Military Power-Sharing ↓

Controlling the Threat
Disarmament ↓
Third-Party Enforcement ↓

Table 7.5. Summary of Theorized Effects of Explanatory Factors

countries without these constraints will be more likely to have continuing high-levels

of repression. These two paths are considered below.

7.3.3 Constraints Against Using Repression

Two primary sets of factors that can help to explain the variation in post-war repres-

sion following high-intensity conflicts are examined here. First are constraints that

are in place against using repression, including institutional arrangements and peace

agreements. Secondly, there are a also a series of factors that can aid in controlling

and thus lessening the threat. A summary of the various factors, as well as their the-

orized effect on the change in the level of repression from the war to post-war periods

can be found in Table 7.5. In this section, descriptive statistics and hypothesis tests

are calculated using only high-intensity wars.

Constraints Against Using Repression One set of factors examined here includes var-

ious constraints that are in place to keep the government from actively pursuing the

transformed, war-time threat. Considered here are democratic institutions, demo-

cratic transitions, and both political and military power-sharing.
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Democratic Institutions A number of studies in the repression literature link the

presence of democracy to better human rights practices (e.g., Davenport and Arm-

strong, 2004; Poe and Tate, 1994; Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2005). Within democratic

states, the use of repression is seen as both costly and largely unnecessary. The costs

of using repression include not only the material costs of doing so, but a potential

loss of legitimacy, as well. The use of repressive methods is largely inconsistent with

democratic rule, and as a result leaders may face sanctions if they employ coercive

force. Indeed, the ability of voters to remove elites from office as well as the ability

of other political elites to sanction repressive leaders provides a strong disincentive

to use these methods. Additionally, the alternative mechanisms of control provided

by democratic institutions are generally considered to be more efficient that using

coercion. For these reasons, repression is expected to be lower in democratic states.

All else equal, a democratic regime is expected to employ less repression than a

non-democracy following a civil war. However, this does not necessarily mean that

the level of repression will decrease after a civil war if these democratic states were

not heavily reliant on repression during the war itself. During “The Troubles” in

Northern Ireland, for example, the level of repression in the UK averaged around 1.2

according to the PTS scale, quite low in relation to the overall average for civil wars of

around 3.5. In this case, repression virtually stayed the same after the conflict ended.

Thus, while democracies overall are expected to have a lower level of repression, it

will not necessarily translate into a decrease in repression from the civil war years.

Table 7.6 displays the average change in repression for democracies and non-

democracies.6 Democracies do tend to see a larger drop overall, at -0.66 versus -

6Post-war repression is the average level of repression in the 5-year period following a war. The
change in repression is the difference between war-time average and post-war average repression.
Democracy is defined as 6 or greater on the polity scale; a country must be a democracy throughout
the entire post-war period to be coded as such.
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Averages (N)

Non-Democracies -0.41 (65)
Democracies -0.66 (15)

(0.138)

p-values in parentheses below averages. *p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

Table 7.6. Difference of Means: Non-Democracies and Democracies

0.41 for non-democracies, but the means are not significantly different. The lack of

significant results reflects the reality that democracies do not tend to rely on repression

in general, including during civil wars.

Democratic Transitions I argue that countries that have experienced a demo-

cratic transition are more likely to see a post-conflict reduction in repression. As

discussed above, there is a longstanding literature that argues democratic states are

less likely to engage in high levels of political coercion, yet each of those arguments

are made within the context of consolidated democracy.

In the case of these newly transitioned states, however, there is reason to believe

that these arguments largely do not apply. As stated by Walter (1999, 139): “Coun-

tries emerging from civil war have deeper societal divisions, more fragile institutions,

and greater temptations toward exploitation than almost any other kind of state at-

tempting to democratize.” If anything, this line of reasoning suggests that states

with recent democratic transitions, rather than respecting human rights, are more

likely to violate them. Indeed, Thomas and Ron (2007) find that states in transition

from authoritarian regimes to democracies are more likely repress, suggesting that

the transitional period is rather chaotic.

However, I argue that countries that went through a post-conflict democratic

transition are likely to make an effort to respect human rights and not repress in

order to distance themselves from both past regimes and the conflict itself. In effect,
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Averages (N)

No Transition -0.15 (20)
Transition -0.56 (60)

(0.021)**

p-values in parentheses below averages. *p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

Table 7.7. Difference of Means: Transitions and Non-Transitions

it is these regimes that have the greatest underlying preference to respect human

rights in order to gain legitimacy. Additionally, in many cases individuals and groups

fought in order to end repressive tactics, establish democracy, or liberalize the regime.

In Romania, for example, what was essentially a democratic revolution overthrew

the ruling communist regime, and significant liberalization followed even though the

revolution was not fully successful. It is expected that countries that do transition

to democracy will restrain from using heavy repression, not necessarily due to the

presence of democratic institutions, but to stay in line with the goals of the movement.

These transitioned states, however, will not necessarily have low levels of repres-

sion. Rather, they will strive to be less repressive than the old regime was. In other

words, democratic transitions may not lead to very low levels of repression (as will

true democratic institutions), but should be related to a larger decrease in the level

of repression from the war to the post-war period.

Table 7.7 shows the average change in repression for countries that experienced a

democratic transition versus those that did not.7 In general the expectations are met.

Countries that transitioned do see a significantly larger drop in the level of repression

after a war ends, at -0.56 as compared to -0.15, as expected.

7The change in repression is the difference between the war-time average and the post-war average
of repression. A democratic transition is considered to have occurred if there was a 3 point or greater
increase in the polity score at any point during the post-war period or during the final year of the
civil war.
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Power Sharing Power-sharing arrangements make up the final category of con-

straints that are considered here against using repression. Hartzell (1999) argues

that power-sharing mechanisms, including both political and military power sharing,

help to address two of the primary concerns of the former combatants, that the other

side will gain an advantage in terms of the distribution of power over 1) the political

arena or 2) the coercive apparatus. Groups cannot be sure, for example, if the rules

of the political game will change in a way that damages their interests if political

institutions are controlled by the other side, or that the coercive apparatus will not

be used against them if it is controlled by the other side.

Political power-sharing deals generally fall into three categories, electoral propor-

tional representation, administrative proportional representation (e.g., appointment

to administrative positions, such as cabinets, courts, ministerial positions, etc.), and

regional autonomy (Hartzell, 1999). Both electoral and administrative proportional

representation ensure that power will be split among the opposition sides, giving ad-

versarial factions some degree of policy-making influence and the ability to act as a

“veto player.” Hartzell, Hoddie and Rothchild (2001) argue that territorial auton-

omy reduces the threat of renewed conflicts by limiting the political control of the

central government by shifting power to the region, allowing the regional government

to feel as if they have increased protection against the center. It can also help to dif-

fuse tension by allowing minority groups the ability to rise within their own regional

bureaucracy, creating opportunities that did not previously exist.

Military power-sharing agreements are argued to have a similar effect, but with

regard to the coercive apparatus. A military power sharing agreement generally

involves integrating the rebel forces into the state’s military, whether proportionally

or by some troop count. Military and security power sharing helps to ease the problem
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Averages (N)

No Power Sharing -0.35 (62)
Power Sharing -0.83 (18)

(0.009)***

p-values in parentheses below averages. *p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

Table 7.8. Difference of Means: Political Power Sharing

Averages (N)

No Power Sharing -0.41 (71)
Power Sharing -0.81 (9)

(0.076)*

p-values in parentheses below averages. *p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

Table 7.9. Difference of Means: Military Power Sharing

of disarmament, as once one side disarms they can have confidence in their fate despite

their vulnerability. Overall, the presence of security power sharing should help to

alleviate the threat posed by the other side by balancing or neutralizing the security

apparatus. Additionally, this should lead to an additional veto player of sorts in the

military, making indiscriminate repression more difficult when troops and security

personnel are from both sides of the fight.

As shown in Tables 7.8 and 7.9,8 the change in repression from the war-time

level is significant for both and the magnitude of the decrease is rather large in

comparison to other constraints considered above. For political and military power

sharing agreements, the average change in repression is around -0.8 for both. Thus,

these average differences are both significantly different from conflicts that do not

have power-sharing agreements, but are also characterized by a substantively large

change, as well.

8The change in repression is the difference between war-time average and post-war average re-
pression. The military and political power sharing indicators are described in the data and methods
section. For this test, power sharing is coded as 1 regardless of whether or not the agreement ended.
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Averages (N)

No 3rd Party Enforcer -0.36 (65)
3rd Party Enforcer -0.87 (15)

(0.010)***

p-values in parentheses below averages. *p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

Table 7.10. Difference of Means: Third Party Enforcement

Controlling the Threat A second set of factors involves controlling or neutralizing

the threat found in the post-war period. Here, third-party enforcement of peace

agreements and disarmament are considered.

Third-Party Enforcement of Peace Agreements One of the key barriers to

reaching a negotiated settlement is the fear that the other side will renege on the

agreement. As stated by Walter (1997), “Negotiations fail because civil war oppo-

nents are asked to do what they consider unthinkable. At a time when no legitimate

government and no legal institutions exist to enforce a contract, they are asked to

demobilize, disarm, and disengage their military forces and prepare for peace” (335-

6). These are indeed dangerous terms to carry out when it is uncertain whether the

other side is upholding their end of the bargain.

The presence of a third party to guarantee the terms helps to solve this dilemma,

as the commitments made by each side become believable. The same should hold

for the level of threat faced by the new government in the post-war setting. If a

third party is acting as a guarantor to a peace agreement, it lends credibility to that

commitment, thereby reducing the threat of renewed attack.

Table 7.10 lists the change in repression for peace processes that are overseen by a

third-party enforcer. Here, a third-party enforcer can be either a peacekeeping opera-
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Averages (N)

No Disarmament Clause -0.41 (65)
Disarmament Clause -0.67 (15)

(0.120)

p-values in parentheses below averages. *p > 0.10, **p > 0.05, ***p > 0.01

Table 7.11. Difference of Means: Disarmament

tion or a committee established to oversee the implementation of a peace agreement.9

If a peace agreement is overseen by a third party, these countries tend to experience

a much larger decrease in the level of repression following a civil war, at -0.87; this

is significantly different than the mean for countries without a third party, which is

only -0.36.

Disarmament In the case of negotiated settlement, a disarmament clause may also

aid in lowering the perception of threat. A group that is no longer armed has a greatly

diminished ability to mount a violent campaign against the government, and makes

re-mobilization much more difficult (Fortna, 2003). Disarmed groups are also less

able to mount a surprise attack. Overall, a group that is not armed poses a much

lower threat. Although the group could work towards arms and mobilization again,

the immediacy of that possibility is reduced.

Disarmament is expected to lead to a decrease in the level of war-to-post-war re-

pression, as the government can feel somewhat more conformable with the formerly

mobilized group. This expectation is somewhat supported in Table 7.11.10 The av-

erage decrease for conflicts with a disarmament clause is -0.6, and about -0.3 for

9Results are similar when these two different types of third party are considered separately. See
the Data and Methods section for more on how this variable is constructed. The change in repression
is the difference between war-time average and post-war average repression. For this test, a third
party is coded as present regardless of whether or not the agreement fails in the post-war period.

10The change in repression is again the difference between war-time average and post-war average
repression. For this test, a disarmament clause is coded as present regardless of whether or not the
agreement fails in the post-war period.
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countries without such a clause, however this difference is not significant at conven-

tional levels.

7.4 Data and Methods

The Armed Conflict Data were used to determine the list of civil wars to be included

in the analysis (Gleditsch et al., 2002). Post-war periods are considered to be the

five years of peace following a conflict. If war recurs, then the post-conflict period

is considered over. A summary of the length of post-conflict periods is given in

Table 7.12. Within this table, 10 peace periods are truncated as they are ongoing in

2010, the year the data end. Four of these conflicts have a period of 1 year, four at 2

years, and one each at 3 and 4 years.

# Peace Years N %

1 44 20.4
2 23 10.7
3 15 6.9
4 13 6.0
5 121 56.0

Table 7.12. Number of Years in the Post-Conflict Period

The unit of analysis is the post-conflict country-year (where the post-conflict pe-

riod is up to five years following a civil war). Due to the coverage of the peace

agreements data, the time period covered is from 1989 to 2010.

7.4.1 Dependent Variable and Model Choice

The dependent variable is calculated using the Political Terror Scale measure (Gibney,

Cornett and Wood, 2010), and is change in the level of repression from the war to
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post-war period. To calculate this, the level of repression in the post-war period

is subtracted from the average level of repression during the civil war. It is thus a

country-year measure that compares each year in the post-war period to the civil war

average. This variable is continuous, ranging from -4 to 2. As such, OLS regression is

the model used, with robust standard errors that are clustered at the country level.

7.4.2 Independent Variables

A number of different independent variables are used. First, a dummy variable is

included that indicates whether the war led to over 500 deaths (coded 1) or not. This

variable is intended to capture the first path discussed above. Low intensity wars

are expected to see less of a decrease in the level of repression following war than

major wars. The severity of a civil war is calculated using the UCDP Battle Related

Deaths Dataset (UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset v.5, 2011), by taking the sum

of the “best guess” for battle deaths in each year of an armed conflict, creating an

overall sum of the total number of battle deaths. If the “best guess” estimate was

not available, the mean of the high and low estimate was taken for that year. The

dichotomous variable was then constructed based on whether the war had more than

500 deaths or not.

Secondly, a series of variables were constructed that correspond to the different

constraints discussed above. Each of these variables is expected to lead to a greater

decrease in post-war repression. First, democratic institutions were measured using

the Polity IV data (Jaggers and Gurr, 1995; Marshall and Jaggers, 2006). The post-

war level of democracy is a dichotomous measure, and it equals 1 if the level of

democracy in the post-war period is greater than 5, and 0 otherwise. Second, the

democratic transition variable was also constructed using the Polity IV data. It is
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also dichotomous, with 1 indicating that there was a democratic transition in either

the last year of conflict or during the post-war period, and 0 otherwise. A democratic

transition is considered to have occurred if the polity measure increases by a margin

of 3 or more.

Both power-sharing indicators are constructed using the UCDP Peace Agreements

Dataset (Harbom, Hogbladh and Wallensteen, 2006). Political power-sharing is coded

1 if there was any power-sharing measure in either the central or regional government,

whether the integration in government or civil service, rebel integration into the in-

terim government, power-sharing in the government, autonomy granted to a disputed

region, federalism established, or local power-sharing. The military power-sharing

measure is coded 1 if the agreement provided for the creation of a new national army

or the integration of rebels in the army, and 0 otherwise. Both of these indicators

coded 1 only if the peace agreement has not failed. If the peace agreement fails, then

they are coded 0.

Data on both disarmament provisions included in peace agreements and the pres-

ence of third-party guarantors that uphold peace agreements are also taken from the

UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom, Hogbladh and Wallensteen, 2006). An

agreement is considered to have a disarmament clause if it included provisions for the

disarmament of any or all of the warring parties. This variable is coded 1 if there

is a disarmament clause, 0 otherwise (only if the peace agreement has not failed).

A third-party enforcer is coded based on whether there was either a peacekeeping

operation deployed or another body established to oversee the implementation of the

agreement. This measure is coded 1 if there is a third party, and 0 otherwise (only if

the agreement has not failed).
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A “total constraints” variable was also calculated in order to test the combined

effect of these mechanisms. This indicator is simply the total number of constraints

or neutralizing factors that a country has. It includes democratic transition, political

power-sharing, military power-sharing, disarmament, and third-party enforcement.11

A country that has each of these provisions scores a 5, while a country with only two

provisions is coded as 2, etc. It is expected that as the number of constraints increases,

the greater the drop in post-war repression. Whether a country is democratic was

not included in this measure first for theoretical reasons. Democratic institutions

are included in a number of relevant literatures as a factor dampens repression and

increases the chances for peace. Also, as noted in the results section, the democracy

indicator is significant on its own, and so it was left out of the combined measure to

ensure that the total constraints measure is not driven by democracy.

Additional variables including the outcome and duration of the war and population

size are also included. Data on the outcome of civil wars is taken from the UCDP

Conflict Termination Dataset (Kreutz, 2010). Each of the armed conflicts is coded

based on its outcome. If the conflict ended in a victory, the victory measure is coded

1, and 0 otherwise. Although victory was shown in the difference of means tests to

have little impact on the change in repression, it is included here due to its strong

connection to establishing peace. The duration of the war is also included, calculated

using the ACD. It is simply the number of years (logged) that the conflict lasted. It

is expected that as duration increase, the practices and norms of conflict will transfer

over to peace years. In other words, repression may become habitualized during the

war, and thus not drop following the conflict.

11Cronbach’s alpha is 0.78, indicating that the reliability of the scale is acceptable.



219

Finally, the average level of war-time repression is included as a control. One

might argue that it is unsurprising that repression drops after a highly repressive

war—there was nowhere to go but down. Highly repressive wars may have larger

drops in repression simply because a decrease is the only possibility following such

a war. To help control for this reality in the data, the average level of war-time

repression is also included. Secondly, a variable that indicates the how many years

after the civil war has passed is included. It is expected that the level of repression

will decrease the longer a country is at peace, as both sides are better able to establish

trust and increasingly normalize their relations. This variable is simply a count of

the number years that have passed since war ended.

7.5 Results

Results are presented in Table 7.13. First, the severe-war variable, which indicates

whether a war resulted in 500 deaths or more, is insignificant and in the opposite

than predicted direction. This is not entirely surprising. Severe wars were expected

to greatly increase the level of pre- to war-time repression. However, there is much

variance in what happens after these wars end. Some see decreases in repression,

while others remain more or less the same. Thus, the fact that this variable does not

have any real explanatory power in this setting is unsurprising.

On their own, each of the individual constraints has little explanatory power. The

one exception to this is the democracy indicator, which is interesting because the

democracy difference of means test was one of the few that was not significant. How-

ever, it appears that when considered in a multivariate setting, democracy explains a

significant piece of the variance in the dependent variable. If a country is democratic,
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Table 7.13. Determinants of the Change in Post-War Repression
Model 1 Model 2

Intensity 0.044 0.108
(0.686) (0.637)

Constraintsa — -0.094*
(0.040)

Democracya -0.314** -0.207
(0.020) (0.137)

Transitiona -0.249 —
(0.123)

Political Power Sharea -0.117 —
(0.528)

Military Power Sharea -0.016 —
(0.966)

Disarmamenta 0.143 —
(0.584)

3rd Party Enforcera -0.135 —
(0.406)

Victory -0.043 -0.133
(0.788) (0.432)

Durationb 0.005 0.090
(0.955) (0.350)

War-Time Repression -0.480*** -0.489***
(0.000) (0.000)

Peace Time -0.098*** -0.099***
(0.001) (0.001)

Constant -1.493*** -1.474***
(0.050) (0.000)

N (# conflicts) 387 (69) 387 (69)
R2 0.278 0.267
p-values in parentheses. *p > 0.05, **p > 0.01, ***p > 0.001
a indicates lagged values, and b logged values.
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the level of repression after a conflict ends will decrease by about 0.3, all else equal.

When each of the other constraints against using repression is included together in

the model, the democracy variable remains in the predicted direction although it

becomes insignificant.

As for the other constraints, they are insignificant but they are each in the pre-

dicted direction when included separately, with the exception of disarmament. Dis-

armament is one of the weaker measures for the difference of means test, as well. It

is possible that countries with disarmament clauses are the “difficult cases.” Con-

sidered together, however, the constraints indicator is in the predicted direction and

significant. For each additional constraint a country has, the change in repression

is expected to drop by about 0.1. If a country has all five constraints, the level of

repression is expected to drop by about 0.5. While on their own these indicators may

not significantly affect post-war repression, if they are present together then they can

have a substantial effect.

As for the remaining variables, the two control variables—war time repression and

number of peace years—are both significant and in the expected direction. The higher

repression was during the war, the larger the decrease in repression will be after the

war ends. For every 1 point increase in war-time coercion, there is a corresponding

.5 drop in repression after the war ends. This makes sense, as wars with very high

levels of repression have the highest potential post-war decreases. Also, with every

post-war peace year, the level of repression decreases by about 0.1, suggesting that

time also plays a role in neutralizing the war-time threat.

Finally, neither victory nor duration is significant. As expected, victory alone has

little impact on the post-war environment. Duration is in the expected direction—as
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the war goes on the level of post-war repression increases by small margin—but is

insignificant.

7.6 Discussion and Conclusions

Overall, the theoretical expectations regarding the intensity of a war, constraints

against using repression, and factors that might help to neutralize the war-time threat

were supported by the empirical record, according to at least one of the hypothesis

tests that were conducted. In general, low-intensity wars, defined here by their sever-

ity, are likely to be characterized by constant levels of repression, which does not tend

to increase after the onset of war or after the conflict ends. This finding suggests that

the variation among different types of wars need to be considered more closely, as was

argued in previous chapters. As this post-war context is dissected further, war-time

factors like the type of war (revolution, elite war, etc.), the tactics used during war,

and the like should be more carefully considered in order to better understand the

dynamics of post-war societies.

Following high-intensity conflicts, the actual or perceived post-war threat is likely

to be much higher than following minor conflicts; indeed, repression is higher both

during and after these wars as compared to minor wars. For these major wars, the

outcome of the war does not appear to have an effect on repression in the post-war

period. Regardless of outcome, the threat remains high in these cases.

Yet, there is real variation in the change in the level of repression for high intensity

wars. In order to explain this, I considered a series of constraints that keep the

government from actively pursuing the war-time threat. Democratic institutions,

democratic transitions, and power-sharing agreements each mattered to repression in
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the post-war period, and led to lower levels of post-war repression. I also argued that

there are some factors that may help to neutralize the threat or the perception of

threat in the post-war period, including a third-party enforcer and a disarmament

clause. Both the presence of a third party and a disarmament clause were related to

greater decreases in repression following the war, as well.

Overall, this period of time needs more attention in general, and regarding the

use of repression in particular. There are many avenues open to expand this study.

More in depth case studies and larger quantitative analyses of these indicators are

needed to flesh out the connections between the factors presented here and the use of

repression. Beyond that, repression is likely connected to the recurrence of civil war,

much as it is connected to onset. Yet the relationship is likely complex, and a theory

specific to inter-war periods should be developed.
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CHAPTER 8

Conclusions

8.1 Bougainville and Papua New Guinea

Papua New Guinea (PNG) gained independence from Australia in 1975. By that time,

the island of Bougainville had failed to gain its own independence, and its attempts to

enter into political union with the Solomon Islands had also been rejected. The island

was instead forced to accept the rule of PNG, who in return granted Bougainville a

degree of autonomy in attempt to mollify the secessionist threat it represented.

Bougainville is rich with natural resources, including copper. Prior to indepen-

dence, an Australian-owned mining company called Rio Tinto began mining copper

in the Panguna region of Bougainville, and the profit generated from the open-pit

copper mine would become a major source of revenue for PNG’s central government.

Based on a colonial-era agreement, the central government received 58% of profits,

while 5% went to the province and only 1% to the indigenous tribes. While the mine

was of great importance to both Rio Tinto and the Papuan central government, to the

locals of Bougainville it was known as the “mine of tears.” By the late 1980s, the mine

had caused serious environmental damage, including the destruction of rainforest, the

transformation of a mountain into a large pit, the alleged poisoning of the Jaba River,

and the extinction of the flying fox. All the while, the people of Bougainville had

seen almost none of the vast amounts of revenue generated by the mine.
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By 1988, PNG itself was facing increasing threats throughout the country. One

western diplomat described the situation as “a marked escalation of tension, of vi-

olence, and a perception that the government is not in control” (quoted in Drogin

(1998)). Violent crime was endemic and riots rocked the capital city. It was in this

deteriorating context that Rio Tinto denied killing fish in the Jaba River, acting as

a catalyst for the formation of the Bougainville Revolutionary Army (BRA). Locals

in the Panguna region began protesting the environmental damage caused by the

mine through staging demonstrations and engaging in targeted violence against min-

ing equipment, as they felt that negotiation with Rio Tinto and the Papuan central

government had become futile.

In response to the attacks, Rio Tinto conspired with the government of PNG to end

the protests and violence “at any cost.” The corporation supplied helicopters, fuel,

barracks and more to the central government. In late 1988, a state of emergency was

declared in Bougainville by the national government; special police forces were sent

into the region to establishe a curfew and were instructed to shoot suspected rebels.

Human rights violations became common and more egregious. Shortly thereafter, the

government sent military troops to the island, and civil war began.

The war between Bougainville and PNG was harsh. In the early stages of the war,

the government forcibly removed people from their homes to be relocated into “care

centers,” burning the abandoned homes and villages after they had been evacuated.

An estimated 1,600 homes were destroyed and 20 to 40 thousand people relocated by

the central government in this slash-and-burn campaign. Then, in May of 1990, Rio

Tinto announced it was going to pull out of the region due to the escalating violence.

This led the government to agree to pull government troops off of Bougainville if the

BRA disarmed. After Papuan troops withdrew from Bougainville, the police fled,
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fearing that they would be targeted by the rebels. By May of 1990, the BRA—which

did not disarm—controlled the island of Bougainville.

With no control over the island, PNG imposed a blockade on Bougainville that cut

off the flow of goods onto the island, stopping food, medicine, fuel, building materials,

and other supplies from getting to Bougainville. In essence, the government targeted

the entire island in order to “smoke out” the rebels. This quickly transformed into a

humanitarian crisis, as noted by an Amnesty International report on the conflict:

Some sources have estimated that as many as 3,000 people may have
died from malnutrition and preventable diseases between early 1990 and
the beginning of 1991, when the government said it would lift the block-
ade. Since then, however, delivery and distribution of essential goods and
services have been sporadic, reaching selected parts of the island only.
The blockade has continued to cause severe hardship, with many suffering
from the lack of medicines, including anti-malarial drugs and vaccines for
preventable diseases.1

Fighting resumed in 1992, and continued throughout the 1990s with periods of

intensification surrounding turnovers in PNG leadership. The peace process began in

1997 with a truce. By this point, the level of repression on the island had dropped

considerably from its peak in the early 1990s after the blockade was established.

The New Zealand-led Truce Monitoring Group was also deployed in December of

1997 to oversee the process, until April 1998 when the truce became a formal cease

fire agreement, at which point the Australian-led Peace Monitoring Group was de-

ployed and further supported by the UN Observer Mission on Bougainville. In 2001,

the Bougainville Peace Agreement was signed, which provided for the disarmament

1From “Papua New Guinea: ‘Under the barrel of a gun’ - Bougainville 1991 to 1993,” which can
be found at http://www.amnesty.org.
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Figure 8.1. Level of Repression in Papua New Guinea, 1986-2001

of the rebel fighters, as well as elections for the establishment of an autonomous

Bougainville.2

Bougainville’s war lasted nearly a decade, thousands died and many thousands

more were displaced, while suffering due to lack of basic care and materials was high.

It has been called “one of the most serious conflicts in the South Pacific region since

the Second World War.”3 The story of this war cannot be fully understood without

also considering the role of repression. Government repression was one of the sparks

that caused the war, was tremendously high during the conflict and led to the deaths

of thousands of civilians, and then was constrained after the war ended through a

cease fire, peace agreement, and the presence of multiple peacekeeping missions.

Figure 8.1 illustrates the relationship between Bougainville’s civil war and repres-

sion. The level of repression in PNG steadily increased in the three years before

2See the Bougainville Peace Agreement and the UNOMB for more. Information on the peace
process can also be found at the Australian Government’s Department for Foreign Affairs and Trade
web site, at http://www.dfat.gov.au/geo/png/bougainville peace process.html.

3As noted by the Australian Government’s Department for Foreign Affairs and Trade.
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war began. It was at this point that the main island of PNG was in chaos, and the

Papuan capital was rocked by protest and increasingly harsh repression. Relations

on Bougainville were also deteriorating at this time—the BRA had formed and began

to engage in protest and violence against mining equipment; in response Rio Tinto

and PNG sent in military units in attempt to harshly quell the violence. This only

stoked the fire. Civil war broke out in 1989.

Repression then reached a high point in 1990, after the BRA gained control over

the island and the PNG military imposed a harsh blockade. A break in the fighting

occurred in 1991, but negotiations quickly failed. Fighting and the harsh government

offensive resumed shortly thereafter. Government offenses became less common and

less intense in the final years of the conflict; they were generally unsuccessful and

the BRA was able to keep control of Bougainville. A peace process began in 1997.

Peacekeeping forces were sent to the island to oversee the truce and then to oversee

the cease fire. The peace agreement that ended the war, finalized in 2001, included a

disarmament clause, gave greater autonomy to Bougainville, and called for continued

monitoring of the island with peacekeeping forces. Throughout this peace process,

the level of repression steadily dropped on the island.

8.2 What was Learned, What has been Contributed

The central goal of this project was to generate greater knowledge and understanding

of these connections, of the relationships that exist between repression and civil war

at each of the phases of the civil-war life-cycle. In essence, the goal of this project

was to be able to take a civil war, like the conflict on Bougainville, and dissect each

phase of the conflict in order to understand both the causes and effects of repression.
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Civil War Onset Chapters 3 and 4 considered the role of repression in civil war

onset. Repression has a nuanced role in civil war onset; it can be either a permissive

condition or a direct cause of civil war. As a permissive condition, repression acts

as an opportunity factor for a group to carry out an attack, invasion, mutiny, and

the like. Increasing levels of repression on the mainland of PNG may have played

into the calculus of Francis Ona—the founder of the BRA—to found the BRA in

the first place. Rwanda’s 1990 civil war, which began when the Rwandan Patriotic

Front invaded from Uganda, occurred during increasing protest and repression af-

ter the degradation of the Rwandan economy, and soldiers in Lesotho mutinied in

1998 following increasing protest following elections and a corresponding increase in

repression.

During other conflicts, repression may be a direct cause of the war. The repression

of protest movements may lead those groups to view “normal,” non-violent political

channels as closed, while also increasing grievances and therefore willingness to fight.

Government coercion may also very well push individuals into the arms of the rebels,

as they seek protection against government forces. In PNG, the main group of com-

batants had already become convinced that normal political channels had failed. This

occurred after representatives from Rio Tinto asserted that the mine had no effect on

the river and had nothing to do with the declining fish population (along with a long

history of denying wrongdoing and refusing to more fairly divide profits with locals).

However, the harsh response of government forces to protest and targeted violence

on Bougainville likely served to push people into the arms of the rebels while also

increasing grievances and thus a willingness to fight.

An important determinant of when the direct versus permissive mechanism will

come into play is the type of civil war. I developed a typology that essentially divides
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mass-based or revolutionary conflicts from other types of wars, such as mutinies,

coups, terror campaigns, or foreign-formed insurgencies. The direct mechanism is

relevant to mass-based conflicts, whether regionally in wars of succession—such as on

Bougainville—or nationally in a revolutionary war.

Chapter 4 considered mass-based conflicts and the direct mechanism in depth, in

order to develop a greater understanding of how a protest movement can grow and

transform into a civil war. An escalation process model was presented to flesh out

this process, which starts with the emergence of a movement, then the movement

must grow, adopt regime change as a goal, and finally decide to form a rebel group;

at the same time, the government must adopt violence and repression as the key

response to the growing movement. This model was compared against a series of cases

drawn from the 2011 Arab Spring, and the different patterns of protest, repression,

and accommodation clustered together very well in regards to how far each country

advanced within the escalation process model.

Together, Chapters 3 and 4 first helped to establish the different roles that repres-

sion can play in the onset of violence. As an extension of the direct versus permissive

mechanisms, the typology and appreciation for the differences among civil wars is an

important contribution, especially to the quantitative literature. Additionally, the use

of repression helps to inject a dynamic explanation of civil war onset, as compared to

the static explanations that dominate the literature, and help to put the focus back

of grievance factors, which have recently been downplayed in favor of opportunity

factors.

The escalation process model introduced in Chapter 4 represents a substantial step

forward in terms of understanding the events that lead up to and cause civil war, which

up until this point have been largely ignored or only minimally considered. While
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the literature is able to determine which states are likely to have civil war, it cannot

differentiate between those states to say when war will occur, nor can it describe,

explain, or predict the process that leads to war. In that sense, Chapter 4 provides

a real contribution to the collective understanding of civil war onset as well as the

outcomes of protest-repression exchanges. The protest-repression nexus literature has

largely been stuck with an action-reaction approach, and typically not considered the

larger outcomes of these interactions such as large-scale violence. Thus this chapter

also contributes to that literature, as well.

Repression During the War Chapters 5 and 6 examined both the determinants

of war-time repression, as well as the effect that high levels of repression have on the

likelihood of government victory. The primary argument put forth is that repression

is used strategically, even within the emotionally charged environment of war. Gov-

ernments are most likely to use harsh repression against civilian populations when

the rebel group is militarily effective, able to win battles and gain territory, and when

the group is strong. When fighting against a strong insurgency, the government has

incentive to target the civilian population because the rebels heavily rely on civilians

for material and nonmaterial support. Targeting civilians thus undercuts the rebellion

by damaging the relationship between the rebels and the civilians.

This phenomenon was certainly present in the war on Bougainville, where gov-

ernment repression was highest when the BRA was gaining more and more control of

the island. It was during this time that the government engaged in its “relocation”

policy, killing, raping, and burning villages as they went. As the BRA gained full

control of the island, the government put its military blockade in place to choke the

rebels and civilians alike.
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The real contribution came from Chapter 6, in considering the role that heavy

government repression has on the likelihood of government victory. While the gov-

ernment may, from a cost-benefit perspective, believe that repression is worth the

costs if they are able to undercut the rebels, this does not ultimately help the gov-

ernment win conflicts. Targeting civilians is not enough to swing the government’s

fortunes, and more likely helps to push civilians into the hands of the rebels, or even

stop civilians from helping the government. Indeed, the Bougainville war ended in

stalemate through the implementation of a peace agreement. The government was

never able to regain control of the island, nor could it defeat the rebels there.

The Post-War Period Finally, Chapter 7 examined the correlates of post-war

repression in an exploratory study of this important phase in the civil-war life-cycle,

and in a country’s history in general. It is during this time that the country is

rebuilt, institutions established or liberalized, armed forces integrated, elections held,

and more, all to establish peace and stability, and to resume public services. The

use of repression during this period is not well understood, as very few studies have

focused on post-war repression.

This chapter considered a number of factors that might be related to post-war

repression, arguing first that the war itself is a primary determinant of the shape

of a post-war threat. High-intensity wars are much more likely to be characterized

by an uncertain post-war period, with high levels of real or perceived threat to the

government’s rule. In these cases, it is important to understand both the potential

constraints and factors that may help to neutralize these threats.

In Bougainville, for example, the post-war threat for the PNG government was the

former rebel group on Bougainville. Even after the war ended, there were factions of



233

the BRA that refused to participate in the peace agreement, and continued to engage

in sporadic violence. Even so, beginning in 1997, first the truce then the official

cease fire was implemented and oversaw by peacekeeping forces. A peace agreement

signed a few years later saw the disarmament of the BRA and former rebels on

Bougainville, and allowed for greater regional autonomy on the island. All together,

these constraints helped to ensure that the central government of PNG would not

engage in repression on the island, at least not to the same extent it did during the

war.

8.3 Extensions

While this project contributed to the collective knowledge of repression, civil war, and

their connections, there are many extensions of the project to be completed. First, the

conclusion that civil wars are heterogeneous and have significant differences matters.

A coup or mutiny is distinct from a terror group, which is distinct from a revolutionary

war. Likewise, more caution needs to be used when including very low-severity wars,

such as the coup in Comoros that led to 27 deaths, alongside very severe wars, like the

brutal conflict that occurred in Cambodia with an estimated 117,538 deaths. (This

is especially true for researchers who rely on the Armed Conflict Data.)

While Chapter 4 looked in depth at the onset of revolutionary wars, the onset of

elite wars, terror campaigns, and the like deserve more attention. There is also great

possibility for an extension and incorporation of literatures that do not typically over-

lap, such as coups and civil wars or civil war and terrorism. Likewise, the differences

in civil wars could be extended to the question of war termination and the post-war
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period to determine how different types of wars are likely to end, and to determine

the impact that the type of war has on the post-war period.

Secondly, the repression literature in general should broaden its focus in order to

understand 1) the overall effect that repression has, and 2) the varied options that the

government has in addition to coercion. Chapters 4 and 6 each considered the overall

impact of repression, whether its role in civil war onset or the effect it has on the

government’s chances of winning an armed conflict. In general, the action-reaction

approach to studying repression and protest, while useful in certain applications,

should not be the only theoretical or methodological approach to studying these

questions.

Additionally, questions of repression should also expand their focus to being ques-

tions of government response. In Chapters 5 and 6, for example, one potential and

worthwhile expansion would be to consider the role that government accommodation

has in “winning” civilians. Guatemala, for example, was famous for its civil war-time

strategy of “Frijoles y Fusiles,” or beans and guns. The government launched a cam-

paign to provide a number of benefits to civilians, such as roads, electricity, and food;

however, if civilians were against the government they would be killed. Repression

is certainly not the only option that the government has, and an extension of these

study would be to consider when concessions are likely to be offered, what the role

that giving concessions or benefits has on the chances of government victory, and how

it interacts with the government’s use of repression.

In general, the post-war period also deserves more attention. It is perhaps the most

important period under study here, but also one of the least understood. There are

some studies on civil war recurrence, but they do not consider the use of repression

in this period. The study of this period should also be expanded to areas beyond
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physical integrity violations, and into the broader areas encompassed in the concept

of human security.

Finally, a better measure of repression is needed. The current measures, whether

the Political Terror Scale, CIRI, or Minorities at Risk each have serious shortfalls.

First, most of these measures are in a country-year format. This is problematic

on two fronts. The first is that they are not fine-grained regarding the timing of

repressive events. There appears to be a trend in data collection back towards events

data, coding news sources and other reports. The PTS measure could be transformed

into a similar format, using the same Amnesty International and State Department

sources in conjunction with news articles, AI and other human rights groups’ press

releases, and the like.

The second issue is that most of these measures are not regionalized or localized.

The PTS measure covers an entire country; this renders the measure virtually useless

in a country like India. As an example, the PTS measure does not fully capture

the brutality on Bougainville during the war, because government violence was only

being applied to a small portion of the population. The highest the PTS scale got

during this crisis is a 4 (out of 5), as it never affected the entire population. The

MAR data project is currently in a data collection phase, in which information on

the repression of minority groups will be collected. This is certainly a step forward,

but not all groups are included in the MAR project, and it does not fully capture

regional differences in government-applied repression.

A final issue is in regards to the types of repression or human rights violations

that are currently coded. There is certainly sense in only coding physical integrity

violations. However, the conceptual range of repression is far greater than these

limited, although severe, violations. Information on all types of repression would allow
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researchers to develop more nuanced and complete explanations and understandings

of repression and its connections to various other political phenomena. In general,

more advanced and complete data are needed to advance our collective knowledge

regarding the use of repression.
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APPENDIX A

Data Collection

This appendix outlines the procedure used to collect the Arab Spring data used in
Chapter 4. The collection and coding process is very similar to that used in the Social
Conflict in Africa Database.

A.1 Search Procedure

1. Using the power search interface in Lexis-Nexis, use the HEADLINE option to
search for the country name in the headline.

2. After including the country name, add AND “protest” OR “demonstration”
OR “riot” OR “violence” to the search.

3. In the “sources” field, choose “Major World Publications.”

4. Set the date to 17 December 2010 to 1 January 2012.

A.2 Sort Procedure

1. Begin with the oldest story and proceed chronologically. For each article, de-
termine if it is relevant to the project. If not, discard the story.

2. In many cases multiple articles cover the same event. Group these articles and
determine what information is likely to be the most accurate by determining
what information is more commonly cited and/or most recent (e.g., articles
often list different numbers of deaths for an event).

3. Some articles cover more than one event. If so, determine if they are each
relevant, and code each event separately.

4. Code each DAY of protest/repression separately rather than coding spells or
larger protest campaigns.



238

A.3 Coding Procedures

The following section describes the procedures used to code the data.

• Identification Scheme: Events were identified by the country code (ccode) and
the sequential ordering of events (id)

• Date: Gives the date of the event.

• Etype: Indicates the type of event

1. Protest: Distinct, continuous, and largely peaceful action directed toward
government authorities

2. Violent protest: Distinct, continuous and violent action directed toward
government authorities (riot)

3. Repression (no deaths): Act of government repression, without result-
ing in deaths

4. Repression (with deaths): Act of government repression, resulting in
deaths

5. Civil war: Both the state and opposition resort to violence causing a
significant number of deaths (500), opposition is organized as a fighting
unit (not just unarmed protestors)

6. Accommodation: Act of the government to appease protest/opposition
demands

7. Regime Change: Leader steps-down/resigns, reneges power

8. Pro-Government Demonstration: Distinct, continuous, and largely
peaceful action directed against anti-government protestors/opposition

9. Pro-Government Violence: Distinct, continuous, and largely violent
action directed against anti-government protestors/opposition

10. Extra-State Violence: Violence occurring between two groups, neither
of which is officially affiliated with the government

11. Violence:Violence targeting government actors

• Etype2 : A consolidated version of etype

1. Protest: Includes the protest and violent protest events of etype

2. Repression: Includes the no deaths and deaths repression events of etype

3. Accommodation: Includes the accommodation events of etype
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• Actor 1 : Records the actor responsible for the event (e.g., central government,
students, protesters)

• Actor 2 : Records the actor responsible for the event (e.g., central government,
students, protesters)

• Target 1 : Records the primary target of the event

• Target 2 : Records any secondary or additional target of the event

• Npart : Records the number of participants in the event

1. less than 10

2. 10 to 100

3. 101 to 1,000

4. 1,001 to 10,000

5. 10,001 to 100,000

6. 100,001 to 1,000,000

7. over 1,000,000

• Ndeaths : Lists the number of individuals killed during the event. If multiple
figures were given, the most recent, most commonly cited, or mean was given,
depending on the situation

• Elocal : Gives the name of the locality where the event was held

• Locnum: A categorical coding of the location type

1. Capital city

2. Other major urban area (population greater than 100,000)

3. Rural (including small towns, villages with population less than 100,000)

4. Multiple urban areas

5. Multiple rural areas

6. Province/region listed, exact location unknown

7. Nationwide. Effects several cities and rural areas

• Issue 1 (also Issue 2 and Issue 3 ): Categorical coding of the issue mentioned
as the source of the event

1. Elections

2. Economy, jobs
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3. Food, water, subsistence

4. Environmental degradation

5. Ethnic discrimination, ethnic issues

6. Religious discrimination, religious issues

7. Education

8. Foreign affairs/relations

9. Domestic war, violence, terrorism

10. Human rights, democracy

11. Pro-government

12. Economic resources/assets

• Issuenotes : Text field that gives a basic description of the event
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APPENDIX B

Cluster Trees

The cluster trees used in Chapter 4 to determine which sequences cluster together
are given below. Three separate cluster trees were used, each with a different linkage
function.

Figure B.1. Cluster Tree, Ward’s Linkage

Figure B.2. Cluster Tree, Complete Linkage



242

Figure B.3. Cluster Tree, Weighted Average Linkage
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