Reviewer A:
The Effect of Crude Oil Price Changes on Civil Conflict Intensity in Rentier States

This paper argues that states which rely upon oil sales to fund a large portion of government spending will have a more difficult time maintaining conflict- reducing state capacity when prices are low. Using country-year data in 185 states from 1980-2018, it finds that low average oil prices are associated with lower military spending, as well as higher rates of battle fatalities in
existing civil conflicts. It combines cross country regressions with a case study of Nigeria.

The paper should be more explicit about the sample size in different regressions. It says 185x39 about 7000 observations were used but N=1108 in Table 1. Some discussion of the number of observations is needed. Similarly for Table 2 and appendix tables where there are fewer observations. Changing samples may be a factor in the results.
The revised manuscript provides a clarified discussion of this in section four: there are roughly 1200 state-year cases of civil conflict in total for the battle deaths dataset, but the number of observations was reduced in some regressions by the need to include control variables for which there was missingness in the data. The control variables are needed for model fit and robustness. Additional clarification and discussion of this was added to the manuscript.
Estimating the equations in Tables 1 and 2 on the same sample and looking at the relationship between military expenditure and conflict on the same sample. Oil might increase military expenditure and reduce conflict but military expenditure have no effect on conflict.
This is an important critique and in response we have developed a third hypothesis that tests this connection explicitly. Table 4 provides the results of this analysis and directly links military expenditure with battle deaths. We develop three additional models to operationalize this hypothesis test, and find that military expenditures are most clearly related to battle deaths in states where conflict intensity was low, where milex was negatively associated with battle deaths. This indicates that military expenditures were most effective at reducing battle deaths where conflict was occurred at a low level. In more intense conflict, the relationship is unclear. This is likely because increases military spending might often precipitate “crack downs” on rebels which increase battle deaths. This is discussed in detail in the results and case study portion. 
There is the difficulty for the results in section 5, that probably for most country years, the number of battle deaths was zero. The number of non-zero cases should be given in the tables. There might be some discussion of the extensive margin, going from zero to non-zero, and the intensive margin, changing number of non zero.
As described above, we clarified the discussion of the data in section four. There were no zero cases, the only cases in the data were country years in which there was civil conflict, and the number of battle deaths. In cases where battle deaths were zero (i.e. no civil conflict), this was not part of the data. This was not a result of our selection on the data, but rather how the Upsala data is structured. 

All the Tables should include a column with all the variables in. There may be multicollinearity but it would allow a judgement of incremental fit. R squared is not well defined in panels, there is within, between and total. The numbers seem very low for this to be a total R squared. Better notes on all the tables are needed, e.g. specifying the estimation method, two way fixed effects for instance.
Model fit was indeed quite poor for some of the models in our previous manuscript. In response, we have re-worked the models to include all control variables, and added discussion of model fit (i.e. R squared) to the results section. Model fit is improved and the results include an expanded discussion of control variables and fixed effects. Two way fixed effects were incorporated into the models wherever possible as the reviewer suggests.
Log military expenditure might be better in Table 2. This would avoid the problem of scale for some coefficients.
In response to this, we have added a robustness test for H2 that includes a logged DV as the reviewer suggests. The results were similar, and are now included in the appendix. 
On p 7 it should specify whether WTI or Brent was used. From the equations it appears that WTI was used, Brent is probably more indicative of the amount countries other than the US receive, because WTI is sensitive to inventories at Cushing Oklahoma. It probably does not make much difference.
The effect using Brent was nearly identical to WTI. However, we clarified this choice and added discussion of this to the data section in part four as the reviewer suggests. 
