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A1. Overview

Here we present a series of additional results that confirm the main conclusions from the paper.

The first section of the Appendix presents additional confirmation of our baseline OLS results by

showing that they are robust to (i) the use of alternative conflict data sources (UCDP-GED), (ii)

the exclusion of potential outliers from the sample, and (iii) controlling for pre-colonial patterns

of conflict.

The second section of the Appendix presents two alternative strategies to investigate causal

relationships: (i) An application of the techniques developed by Altonji, Elder and Taber (2005)

and Oster (2014), which each propose ways to assess the required strength of unobservable

characteristics to fully explain our baseline results, and (ii) nearest neighbor matching. While

our main identification strategy is the RD, the results from these test are reassuring.

The third section of the Appendix presents alternatives to our main RD specifications. We

show a series of OLS regressions that simply limit the sample to adjacent ethnic groups used in

the RD analysis. We also present a series of RD-like results that do not use the grid-cell strategy

and instead, limit the outcome variable measures to conflicts close to ethnic group borders. We

strongly prefer the grid-cell strategy since it allows for the inclusion of a running variable –

nevertheless, our results are robust to this alternative set of specifications.

A2. Robustness of the Baseline OLS Results

One criticism of the ACLED conflict data (e.g. Depetris-Chauvin, 2014) is that it includes conflict

events that do not result in fatalities. Other geo-referenced conflict data, like UCDP GED, only

geocodes a conflict incident if there is at least one fatality. This criticism results in part from

the fact that conflict events without fatalities are more difficult to geocode accurately. While the

ACLED data provide rich additional information that we use in our main analysis, it is important

to establish the robustness of our results to the use of UCDP GED data. We therefore re-ran

all of our basic models using the UCDP GED data. Appendix Table A1 reports the results of

this exercise for three of our outcome variables, (log of) total conflict incidents, (log of) total

fatalities and (log of) years of conflict (other results are similar and available upon request) .

Here for simplicity we collapse the three relevant panels of Table 2 into six columns and only

report the results with fixed effects and geographical and historical covariates, and results that
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also include contemporary controls (endogenous/“bad" controls). We report only the coefficient

on the segmentary lineage society dummy. The results are all remarkably similar to the results

we estimated with the ACLED dataset both in the size of the coefficients and in their levels of

statistical significance, which is reassuring.

Another concern could be that our results are being driven by outliers or conflicts which have

very large numbers of fatalities and last for longer stretches of time, such as that initiated by

the Lord’s Resistance Army in Uganda, in the territory of segmentary lineage societies such as

the Acholi. Though Figure 4 suggests that this is not an obvious concern, it is useful to take a

more systematic approach to this. As a further robustness test therefore, we repeated the fully

controlled regressions for each outcome variable except we removed observations whose value

for the dependent variable falls in the top 5 percent. Our results do not change and these results

are reported in Panel A Table A2.

To ensure that our results are not biased by the location of capital cities which may be subject

to unique conflict dynamics, we exclude ethnic groups whose territories include a capital cities.

Again, our results remain the same and are reported in Panel B of Table A2.

Since it has been found that historical conflict is correlated with post-colonial conflict (Besley &

Reynal-Querol 2014), we use data from Besley & Reynal-Querol (2014) to control for pre-colonial

conflict in our baseline regressions. Table A3 presents these results using both OLS and Pois-

son regression models – reassuringly, the coefficient on our variable of interest remains highly

significant and very similar in magnitude to the previous analysis.

A3. Alternative Strategies to Investigate Causal Relationships

While the RD analysis presented in the main results is our primary strategy to estimate the

causal relationship between segmentary lineage organization and conflict, in this section we

present several additional results suggesting that our conclusion is unbiased. First, we employ

a strategy adapted by Nunn and Wantchekon (2011) from Altonji et al. (2005) that allows us to

determine how much stronger selection on unobservables would have to be compared to selection

on observables in order to fully explain away our result. To perform this test, we calculate the

ratio β̂F /(β̂R − β̂F ), where β̂F is our coefficient of interest from a regression that includes a full

set of controls while β̂R is our coefficient of interprets from a regression that includes a restricted

set of controls. As Nunn and Wantchekon (2011) write “The smaller is the difference between β̂R
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and β̂F , the less the estimate is affected by selection on observables, and the stronger selection on

unobservables needs to be (relative to observables) to explain away the entire effect. . . The larger

β̂F , the greater is the effect that needs to be explained away by selection on unobservables, and

therefore the higher is the ratio” (p. 3238).

We perform this test for all of our 12 outcome variables from Table 2 and report the results in

Table A4, columns 1-3. All specifications include country fixed effects. Within each panel, one

row includes geographic and historical controls in the fully controlled regression and the other

also includes contemporary controls in the fully controlled regression.

In total, this yields 24 ratios that range from - 160.239
1 to 193.709. In general, these ratios

suggest that the influence of unobservable characteristics would have to be far greater than the

influence of observable characteristics to fully account for our findings.2

We also use results from Oster (2014) in order to calculate a lower bound for our coefficient of

interest (columns 4-6). Oster’s result relies on the assumption that observables and unobservables

have the same explanatory power in the outcome variable, then the following estimator is a

consistent estimator:

β∗ = β̂F − (β̂R − β̂F ) ∗
R2

max −R2
F

R2
F −R2

R

β̂F and β̂R are as defined above, R2
F is the R2 from the fully controlled regression, and R2

R

is the R2 from the regression with restricted controls. R2
max is the R2 from a regression that

includes all observable and unobservable controls. R2
max is unobserved; however, we know that

the maximum value for R2
max is 1 and this value yields the most conservative estimate of β∗.

While recent research (e.g. Gonzalez and Miguel, 2015) has been devoted to bounding Oster’s

R2
max below 1 and thereby raising the lower bound for β∗, in this analysis we assume R2

max = 1

and rely only on the most conservative lower bound estimate.

We present lower bound results corresponding to the fully controlled and restricted regressions

in columns 4-6 of Table A4. All lower bound estimates, aside from those using civil conflicts and

endogenous controls, remain positive and economically significant. These results further indicate

1In some cases, the coefficient in the controlled model is larger than that on the uncontrolled model giving a
negative ratio.

2The one exception to this trend is when outcomes are calculated from civil conflicts and endogenous controls are
included in the fully controlled regressions. This makes sense, given our finding in Table 4 in the main text. However,
as noted in the main text, there are additional problems associated with including potentially endogenous variables
on the right hand side (“bad controls").
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that it is unlikely that our conclusions are biased by the presence of some unobservable factor,

and suggest that the relationship that we have identified between segmentary lineage organization

and conflict is indeed causal.

A second strategy it to use nearest neighbor matching to compare each segmentary lineage

society to the non-segmentary lineage society that is most similar, based on a range of observable

characteristics. We compute the Mahalanobis distance for each segmentary lineage society to each

non-segmentary lineage society. The Mahalanobis distance between segmentary lineage society i

and non-segmentary lineage society j is defined as:

Dij =
√
(Xi −Xj)′S−1(Xi −Xj)

where Xi and Xj are vectors of observable covariates and S−1 is the variance covariance matrix

of Xj .

Table A5 presents the results from this approach for several choices of Xk, k = i,j. In column

1, Xk consists of latitude and longitude. In the second column, Xk consists of all geographic and

historical controls discussed in the baseline analysis. Finally in the third column, we continue

to match ethnic groups based on all geographic and historical controls, and we also require that

members of a matched pair have the same number of levels of jurisdictional hierarchy beyond the

local community. As discussed above, levels of jurisdictional hierarchy is of particular interest as

a potential confounder. These results are similarly robust.

A4. Additional RD Specifications

In addition to the grid-cell approach to the RD described in this main part of the paper, we

performed a simpler analysis in which we run our baseline regressions but restrict the analysis

to conflicts that are close to boundaries between segmentary lineage and non-segmentary lineage

societies. While we prefer the grid-cell approach because it allows us to include a running variable

and control flexibly for the impact of geographic location, results from the simpler psuedo-RD

are reported in Table A6. The outcome variable is always the number of deadly conflict incidents.

Since the number of conflicts is a count variable and there are a number of zeroes, especially

when we constrict the area of analysis, and since a count model is possible for these regressions,

all reported coefficients are from negative binomial regression models. Each column includes

conflicts within a particular distance from the relevant border – the left-most column restricts
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to conflicts within 50km from the border while the right-most column (column 5) restricts to

conflicts within 200km of the border. Panel A reports the coefficient on the segmentary lineage

indicator variable in regressions that include country fixed effects. In Panel B, geographic controls

are added and in Panel C, historical controls are also included. This table shows that, without the

grid cell structure, there is a strong relationship between segmentary lineage organization and

conflict restricting the sample to conflict events close to the borders between societies that are and

are not organized based on segmentary lineages. Figure A1 presents these results graphically,

using three additional outcome variables: conflict deaths, civil conflicts, and non-civil conflicts.

Table A7 performs a simpler analysis for all outcome variables. It repeats our fully controlled

baseline specification from Table 2, except restricts the sample to the same adjacent ethnic groups

used in Table A6. Outcome variables are listed on the left side of the table and all coefficients

shown are coefficients on the segmentary lineage indicator – in total, this table shows results from

36 regressions. The first column reproduces our results for the full sample from Table 2 using all

outcome variables for reference. The second column repeats the same specifications using the RD

sample. Column 3 reproduces column 2, except here we use a Poisson model and the outcome

variables are left as count variables.

Lastly, in the main results of the paper (Figure 7) we show that there is a sharp increase in the

fraction of the population surveyed by Afrobarometer that identify as a member of a segmentary

lineage society just inside Murdock’s approximation of the society’s boundary. In Figure 4, we

aggregate over all borders between segmentary lineage and non-segmentary lineage societies

and graph this discontinuity in self-reported ethnic affiliation at these borders. This aggregation

is perhaps less intuitive than showing the discontinuity at any single border. While for many

individual borders we do not have sufficient data to document a significant trend, in Figure A2

we graph the discontinuity for two individual borders with sufficient data. First, we show the

border between the Soga and the Ganda – the outcome variable is the fraction of the population

that identifies as Ganda and on the x-axis, positive values indicate kilometers into Ganda territory.

This graph presents a clear discontinuity in self reported ethnicity at the border, and suggests a

magnitude for the discontinuity that is very similar to Figure 7. Next, we present the same

graph for the border between the Zulu and Sotho – the outcome variable is the fraction of the

population that identifies as Sotho. Again, a sharp discontinuity is apparent and the magnitude

is very similar. Interestingly here, for most observations inside of Murdock’s Zulu territory, the
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fraction of the Afrobarometer population that identifies as Sotho is zero. We interpret these results

as perhaps a more concrete demonstration of the conclusions from Figure 4 – that there seems to

be a discontinuous change in individual ethnic affiliation at Murdock’s boundaries.
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Figure A1: This figure graphs a series of conflict variables close to the border between segmentary
lineage and non-segmentary lineage societies. Negative values on the x-axis measure distance
in kilometers to the relevant border – positive values represent kilometers into the segmentary
lineage society. The y-axis variable is noted on each graph.
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Figure A2: This figure presents the relationship between self-reported ethnicity and geographic
location based on survey data from Round 3 of the Afrobarometer Survey at two individual
Murdock borders: the border between the Soga and the Ganda and the border between the Sotho
and the Zulu. The x-axis reports geographic distance – the borders are at kilometer 0. In the
lefthand graph, the y-axis is the fraction of the surveyed population that identifies as Ganda. On
the righthand graph, it is the fraction of the surveyed population that identifies as Sotho.

Table A1: Segmentary lineage societies and conflict: Robustness of OLS estimates to the use of
UCDP-GED conflict data.

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

Outcome	Variable,	log(1+X):

Segmentary	Lineage 0.922*** 0.687** 1.778*** 1.451*** 0.484*** 0.367**
(0.256) (0.262) (0.475) (0.497) (0.149) (0.150)

Country	FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geographic	Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Historical	Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Contemporary	Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 141 141 141 141 141 141
R-squared 0.741 0.769 0.720 0.743 0.745 0.769
Notes :	This	table	uses	conflict	data	from	the	UCDP-GED	conflict	data	set.		All	regressions	include		a	set	of	country	fixed	effect	
, 'geographic controls' (including the log of the land area occupied by the ethnic group, the log of the minimum distance
between the ethnic group centroid and a national border, mean altitude, absolute latitude, longitude, an agricultural
suitability	index,	and	an	indicator	that	=1	if	an	ethnic	group	is	split	by	a	national	border),	and	'historical	controls'	(	historical	
political centralization -- jurisdictional hierarchy beyond the local community -- and historical settlement pattern
complexity). Columns (2), (4) and (6) addto theseaset of contemporarycontrols, logof light density per capita in 2000, log
of populationdensity in 2000, and an indicatorvariable that equals 1 if Islam is themajority religion. *, **, and *** indicate
significance	at	the	10%,	5%,	and	1%	levels.

Conflict	Events Conflict	Deaths Conflict	Duration
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Table A2: Segmentary lineage societies and conflict: Robustness of OLS estimates to restricted
samples.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
All	Conflict Civil	Conflict Non-Civil	Conflict

Outcome	Variables,	as	log(1+X):
Conflict	
Events

Conflict	
Deaths

Months	of	
Conflict

Conflict	
Events

Conflict	
Deaths

Months	of	
Conflict

Conflict	
Events

Conflict	
Deaths

Months	of	
Conflict

Panel	A:	Excluding	Top	5%	of	Each	Outcome	Variable
Segmentary	Lineage 1.080*** 1.382*** 0.777*** 0.566** 0.910** 0.419* 0.992*** 1.474*** 0.798***

(0.241) (0.424) (0.205) (0.259) (0.442) (0.225) (0.214) (0.329) (0.185)

Country	FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geographic	controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Historical	controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
R-squared 0.676 0.670 0.684 0.654 0.599 0.603 0.696 0.701 0.657

Panel	B:	Excluding	Ethnic	Groups	that	Contain	a	Capital	City
Segmentary	Lineage 1.109*** 1.419*** 0.850*** 0.658** 0.999** 0.558** 1.009*** 1.619*** 0.822***

(0.254) (0.441) (0.198) (0.269) (0.464) (0.225) (0.222) (0.388) (0.185)

Country		FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geographic	controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Historical	controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128
R-squared 0.728 0.718 0.749 0.697 0.679 0.658 0.717 0.675 0.725
Notes : The unit of observation is the ethnic group and the right hand side variable of interest is an indicator variable that equals 1 ifan ethnic group is a
segmentary lineagesociety. Alongwith thesegmentary lineagevariable,all columnswe include aset of country fixed effectsand language group fixed effects,
'geographiccontrols' (including the logof the landareaoccupied by theethnic group, the logof theminimumdistancebetweenthe ethnic group centroid and
anational border,meanaltitude, absolute latitude, longitude, an agricultural suitability index, and an indicator that =1 if an ethnic group is splitby anational
border), and 'historical controls' (including historical political centralization (jurisdictional hierarchy beyond the local community), historical settlement
patterncomplexity, and an indicatorvariable that equals1 if the ethnic group is "split" by a national border). The outcome variable is listedat the top of the
column. In Panel A, in each column we excluded ethnic groups in the top 5% in the corresponding outcome variable. In the case of columns 5 and 6, we
excluded ethnic groups that were participating in conflict or civilwar for all years during theperiod of study. InPanel B, we excluded ethnic groupswhose
territory	contains	a	capital	city.		Robust	standard	errors	are	reported	in	parentheses.		*,	**,	and	***	indicate	significance	at	the	10%,	5%,	and	1%	levels.
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Table A3: Segmentary lineage societies and conflict: Robustness of OLS estimates to controlling
for pre-colonial conflict.

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

Outcome	Variables:
log(1+Deadly	
Conflicts)

log(1+Conflict	
Deaths)

log(1+Months	
of	Conflict

Deadly	
Conflict

Conflict	
Deaths

Months	of	
Conflict

OLS	Estimation Poisson	Estimation
Segmentary	Lineage 0.980*** 1.199** 0.727*** 0.831*** 1.063** 0.579***

(0.268) (0.458) (0.215) (0.305) (0.477) (0.223)

Pre-Colonial	Conflict Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country	FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geographic	controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Historical	controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 141 141 141 141 141 141
R-squared 0.706 0.689 0.722
Notes : The unit of observation is theethnic groupand the righthand side variable of interest is an indicatorvariable
that equals 1 if an ethnic group is a segmentary lineage society. Along with the segmentary lineage variable, all
columns we include a set of country fixed effects and language group fixed effects, 'geographic controls' (including
the log of the land area occupied by the ethnic group, the log of the minimum distance between the ethnic group
centroid and a national border, mean altitude, absolute latitude, longitude, an agricultural suitability index, and an
indicator that =1 if an ethnic group is split by a national border), and 'historical controls' (including historical
political centralization (jurisdictional hierarchy beyond the local community), historical settlement pattern
complexity, and an indicatorvariable that equals1 if theethnic group is "split" by anational border).We also control
for pre-colonial conflict using data fromBesleyand Reynal-Querol (2014).The outcome variable is listed at the top of
the column. In columns 1 and 2 we run OLS regression models and in columns 3 and 4 we use Poission models.
Robust	standard	errors	are	reported	in	parentheses.	*,	**,	and	***	indicate	significance	at	the	10%,	5%,	and	1%	levels.
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Table A4: Assessing the importance of bias from unobservables by controlling for observable
characteristics.

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

Robustness	Test:
Controls	in	
Restricted	Set

Controls	in	Full	Set Deadly	
Conflict	
Incidents

Conflict	
Deaths

Months	of	
Conflict

Deadly	
Conflict	
Incidents

Conflict	
Deaths

Months	of	
Conflict

Panel	A:	All	Conflicts
FE FE,	Geo.,	Hist. 10.916 5.282 10.001 0.881 0.827 0.69
FE FE,	Geo.,	Hist.,	Contemp. 1.523 1.211 1.333 0.312 0.099 0.241

Panel	B:	Civil	Conflicts
FE FE,	Geo.,	Hist. 2.806 2.858 3.132 0.156 0.172 0.19
FE FE,	Geo.,	Hist.,	Contemp. 0.47 0.441 0.41 -0.386 -0.731 -0.277

Panel	C:	Non-Civil	Conflicts
FE FE,	Geo.,	Hist. -12.917 -21.67 -22.546 1.153 1.74 0.862
FE FE,	Geo.,	Hist.,	Contemp. 2.79 4.071 2.336 0.461 0.899 0.362

Panel	D:	Intra-Group	Conflicts
FE FE,	Geo.,	Hist. -160.239 11.882 193.709 0.806 0.845 0.654
FE FE,	Geo.,	Hist.,	Contemp. 2.709 2.499 2.574 0.252 0.134 0.203
Notes : Each cell in columns 1-3 reports ratiosbased onthe coefficient for thesegmentary lineage indicator in two regressions; in
one	regression	a	restricted	set	of	controls(country	fixed	effects)	is	included	and	in	the	other,	a	"full"	set	of	controls	is	included.	If	B_R	
is thecoefficient in therestrictedset and B_F is thecoefficient in the fullset, then the ratio is B_F/(B_R-B_F). The controls included
in eachset is listedontherightsideof the table and theoutcome variables are listedat the top. Inpanels A-D, the outcome variable
is constructedusing all ACLEDconflict, civil conflicts,non-civil conflicts, and intra-group conflictsrespectively. Each cell in columns
4-6 report coefficient lowerboundsbased onOster (2015). If wedefine R2_Ras theR2 for the regressionwith therestricted set of
controls and R2_Fas theR2for theregression with the fullset of controls, then the minimumcoefficient lowerbound is:B_F-(B_R-
B_F)*((1-R2_F)/(R2_F-R2_R)). Again, the controls in the full and restricted sets are listed on the left sid eof the table, outcome
variables	are	listed	at	the	top,	and	in	each	panel	the	outcome	variable	is	constructed	using	a	different	conflict	type.

Coeff.	Ratio	Test	(after	Altonji,	Elder	and	
Taber	2005)

Minimum	Coeff.	Lower	Bound	(after	
Oster	2015)

12



Table A5: Nearest Neighbor Matching.
REVISED
Table	A8:	Nearest	Neighbor	Matching

(1) (2) (3)
Nearest	Neighbor	Matching

Geographic	Proximity

Geographic	&	
Historical	
Controls

Geographic	&	
Historical	Controls;	

Exact	Jurisd.	Hierarchy
Log	Deadly	Conflict	Incidents:
All	conflicts 1.005*** 1.289*** 1.449***

(0.352) (0.372) (0.380)
Civil	conflicts 0.653* 0.565 0.701*

(0.337) (0.401) (0.372)
Non-civil	conflicts 0.843*** 0.990*** 1.121***

(0.304) (0.333) (0.355)
Within-ethnicity	conflicts 0.687*** 1.085*** 1.243***

(0.240) (0.249) (0.248)
Log	Conflict	Deaths:
All	conflicts 1.367*** 1.562** 1.691**

(0.503) (0.644) (0.671)
Civil	conflicts 1.046* 0.938 1.096*

(0.539) (0.642) (0.638)
Non-civil	conflicts 1.522*** 1.882*** 2.014***

(0.457) (0.502) (0.559)
Within-ethnicity	conflicts 1.275*** 1.817*** 2.035***

(0.399) (0.463) (0.499)
Log	Months	of	Conflict:
All	conflicts 0.769*** 1.010*** 1.154***

(0.295) (0.308) (0.314)
Civil	conflicts 0.615** 0.733** 0.839***

(0.275) (0.294) (0.283)
Non-civil	conflicts 0.726*** 1.018*** 1.150***

(0.271) (0.264) (0.280)
Within-ethnicity	conflicts 0.567** 0.927*** 1.072***

(0.220) (0.223) (0.215)
Observations 145 141 140
Notes: Column 1 reports the average treatment effect on the treated between segmentary lineage
and non-segmentary lineage societies across the 12 conflict variables on the left using nearest
neighbor matching, where ethnic groups are matched using the Mahalanobis distance function
based on their latitude and longitude. Column 2 reports the average treatment effect on the
treated using nearest neighbor matching, where ethnic groups are matched using the Mahalanobis
distance function based on all 'geographic' and 'historical' controls. Column (3) reports the
average treatment effect on the treated using nearest neighbor matching, where ethnic groups are
matched using the Mahalanobis distance function based on all 'geographic' and 'historical' controls
and ethnic groups are matched exactly based on their jurisdictional hierarchy measure. In
Columns 2 and 3, estimates are corrected for bias due to matching on multiple continuous
variables (Abadie and Imbens 2006, 2011). *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and
1%	levels.
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Table A6: Conflicts Close to Borders Between Segmentary Lineage and Non-Segmentary Lineage
Societies.

Table	A3:	"RD"	Without	Grid	Cells	Using	Only	Distance	from	Conflict	to	Border

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Outcome	Var.	is	Deadly	Conflict <	50	km <	75	km <	100	km <	150	km <	200	km

Panel	A:	Country	Fixed	Effects
Segmentary	Lineage 0.860* 1.329*** 1.223*** 1.322*** 1.425***

(0.468) (0.383) (0.401) (0.352) (0.343)

Panel	B:	Country	Fixed	Effects	and	Geographic	Controls
Segmentary	Lineage 0.822** 1.208*** 1.154*** 1.124*** 1.160***

(0.335) (0.288) (0.311) (0.277) (0.278)

Panel	C:	Country	Fixed	Effects	and	Geographic	&	Historical	Controls
Segmentary	Lineage 0.849** 1.027*** 0.821** 0.906*** 0.941***

(0.401) (0.347) (0.375) (0.294) (0.284)

Mean	of	Outcome	Var.	 21.141 36.635 43.565 52.765 57.902

Notes: The outcome variable is the number of deadly conflict incidents and each column presents results
from negative binomial regressions. The sample of ethnic groups is restricted to segmentary lineage

societies that are adjacent to non-segmentary lineage societies and non-segmentary lineage societies that

are adjacent to segmentary lineage societies. The outcome variable in Column 1 only includes conflicts

within 50 kilometers of the border between adjacent segmentary lineage and non-segmentary lineage

societies. The outcome variable in Column 2 only includes conflicts within 75 km of this border, and so on.

Panel A reports the coefficient on the segmentary lineage indicator in regressions including country fixed

effects. Regressions in Panel B also include a set of geographic controls (including the log of the land area

occupied by the ethnic group, the log of the minimum distance between the ethnic group centroid and a

national border, mean altitude, absolute latitude, longitude, an agricultural suitability index, and an

indicator that =1 if an ethnic group is split by a national border) and in Panel C we add to these a set of

historical controls (historical political centralization and historical settlement pattern complexity). Robust

standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%

levels.

14



Table A7: Adjacent Societies.

(1) (2) (3)
Full	Sample	

OLS
Adjacent	
OLS

Adjacent	
Poisson

Log	Deadly	Conflict	Incidents:
All	conflicts 1.043*** 1.093*** 1.080***

(0.253) (0.272) (0.393)
Civil	conflicts 0.622** 0.703** 1.306**

(0.261) (0.295) (0.523)
Non-civil	conflicts 0.992*** 0.976*** 0.983***

(0.224) (0.241) (0.322)
Within-ethnicity	conflicts 0.790*** 0.792*** 1.106***

(0.202) (0.253) (0.334)
Log	Conflict	Deaths:
All	conflicts 1.358*** 1.668*** 1.703***

(0.430) (0.455) (0.499)
Civil	conflicts 0.936** 0.986** 2.013***

(0.449) (0.485) (0.748)
Non-civil	conflicts 1.594*** 1.770*** 1.947***

(0.374) (0.365) (0.541)
Within-ethnicity	conflicts 1.310*** 1.462*** 2.020***

(0.380) (0.444) (0.696)
Log	Months	of	Conflict:
All	conflicts 0.811*** 0.851*** 0.727***

(0.202) (0.230) (0.225)
Civil	conflicts 0.522** 0.545** 0.739***

(0.220) (0.251) (0.287)
Non-civil	conflicts 0.803*** 0.807*** 0.820***

(0.192) (0.213) (0.233)
Within-ethnicity	conflicts 0.664*** 0.661*** 0.973***

(0.175) (0.218) (0.309)
Country	FE,	Geographic	&	Historical	Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 141 80 80
Notes: This table reports results from 36 regressions -- the unit of observation is the ethnic
group. Displayed are coefficients on the segmentary lineage indicator in each regression.
Each regression includes country fixed effects, along with a set of geographic & historical
controls: log of the land area occupied by the ethnic group, the log of the minimum distance
between the ethnic group centroid and a national border, mean altitude, absolute latitude,
longitude, an agricultural suitability index, an indicator that =1 if an ethnic group was split
by a national border, historical political centralization and historical settlement pattern
complexity. Column 1 includes the full samle of ethnic groups while columns 2 and 3
restrict to segmentary lineage societies adjacent to non-segmentary lineage societies and
non-segmentary lineage societies adjacent to segmentary lineage societies. Regressions
reported in Column 2 use OLS while those in Column 3 use use a Poisson model. Robust
standard errors are reported in parentheses The outcome variable for each row is listed on
the left side of the table. Outcomes are parameterized as log(1+X) in columns 1-2 and left as
count variables in column 3. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, and
***	indicate	significance	at	the	10%,	5%,	and	1%	levels.
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