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ABSTRACT
This thesis aims to identify which factors that kexp why ethnic groups raise separatist
demands and what factors that are associated witdiaalization or de-radicalization of
these demands over time. The topic is importamany respects. Separatist movements have
the double potential of making a new state at ttpelese of breaking an old one and, in the
worst case, being the cause of violent conflicts.

The dynamic character of the phenomenon impliesdha treats separatist demands
as a broad theoretical concept operating alongeatisp ranging from moderate to radical
demands. | argue that a coherent and broad thealrétamework is needed. First, variables
associated with the groups, such as ethnic distetmetss, size, geographic concentration,
political, economic and cultural discrimination, daexternal sources of power must be
assessed. Second, contextual variables associdgtedhe host states, such as institutional
power sharing arrangements, regime type, regimabdity, and state reputation must also be
taken into consideration.

The theoretical framework is comprised of two levelf actors, as the groups
constitute sub-units within their host states. vehgherefore used a multilevel growth curve
regression model to test the theoretical hypothefbs method of analysis is especially
suited for handling a phenomenon that involves statk data structure. The quantitative
analysis was performed on data mainly from the Mims at Risk and Quality of
Government datasets, supplemented by data fromaBafh Walter and Philip G. Roeder.

The analysis supports the adoption of a two-lévebretical framework: Both factors
related to the groups and the states are impoivargxplaining separatist demands. Among
the group-level characteristics, | found that pcdit and cultural restrictions influence the
likelihood of separatist demands, both positivelyd anegatively. Also, if a group is
concentrated geographically, the likelihood of treup becoming separatist is increased.
Lastly, if a group has separatist or politicallyndoant ethnic brethren in neighbouring
countries, this influences the likelihood of a grdaeing separatist.

Among the state-level variables, federal systengsaanonomy regimes influences the
likelihood of separatism. Regime durability alsoyed to be important, the longer a regime
has survived, the more groups relax their demawmdstane. Finally, presidential systems are
associated with a radicalization of separatist deteaWhat is most striking, both for group-
and state-level predictors is that theoreticallptexl variables’ effects differ both in positive
and negative directions, and with respect to erpigidemands at the onset of the analysis as

opposed to explaining change in these demandstiover
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Research question and motivation: Why study separatism?

This thesis aims to explore the origins and cadyabmics behind separatist claims. The
research question is the following:

Which factors make separatist demands among etmimorities more likely, and which
factors are associated with either a moderatiorraicalization of separatist demands over

time?

The relevance of such a research question is amp&ee need only mention recent
events like the international recognition of Kosevimdependence in 2008, after prolonged
conflicts between the separatist Kosovars and #1esS$ the outbreak of armed violence in
South-Ossetia between the Ossetian separatisthan@eorgian armed forces during the
summer of 2008, and the very recent escalatiorrroéd violence in Sri Lanka between the
separatist Tamil Tigers and the Sinhalese goverhralened forces, which earlier this year
forced some 200.000 refugees out of the war zdrRasésh 2009). Furthermore, the potential
consequences of separatist activism are immense.

First, separatism influences the stability of stateictures. Ethnic and indigenous
groups’ claims for self-determination, whether they aimed at limited autonomy or the
creation of a new sovereign state, have reshapddcantinue to reshape state structures
(Marshall and Gurr 2005).

Secondly (and interrelated), separatist movemeftén anfluence the well-being of
people. Because of the often violent nature of Isggh movements, it produces humanitarian
challenges both for the ethnic separatist groupsifielves, as well as the larger population.

Thirdly, separatism can (though not always dollteas war. In relative numbers most
of the contemporary conflicts in the world are ofiatrastate character. Moreover, of a total
of twenty-five ongoing armed conflicts in 2008, letigen of these conflicts were fought over
issues concerning territory and self-determinaldarbom, Melander, and Wallensteen 2008:
215). In another words they werseparatistwars® Additionally, internal instability due to

1 A whole of seventy-one ethnic groups have wagetdrconflicts for autonomy or independence at ang t
since the 1950s. The long-term trend shows anaseren armed conflicts for self-determinations freight in
the late 1950s to a peak of 40 in the late 1980s.developmental pattern since then has been aajrad
decrease to 25 conflicts in the early 2000s (Mdrsimal Gurr 2005: 21, 25).



separatist activism in one state quickly spillsroe borders, thus causing a larger regional
instability.

However, the potential consequences of sepagatistism depend on the intensity of
the demands, and there are clear differences wgpect to separatist groups’ end goals.
These differences is evident both between ethroapg residing within the same state and
between ethnic groups across states. Whereas sbme groups raise radical demands for
full political independence or an irredentist rdigation with a neighbouring ethnic kin
“homeland”, other groups raise more moderate desdmidregional autonomy. Still other
groups raise no separatist demands at all. Foannst what makes countries like Russia or
Burma particularly disposed to ethnic separatismhérmore, using Russia as an example,
why have the Chechens fought a lengthy separatsmt against Moscow, while the
neighbouring and kindred Avars have rfot?

Additionally, there is a dynamic element involved ethnic separatism. While some
groups radicalize their demands over time, otheugs moderate their demands. Why has for
instance the Kurds in Turkey relaxed their demdioddull political independence to more
limited demands for greater political rights thrbogt the late 1990s, while the Nuba in
Sudan have followed a path from no demands to desifam regional autonomy?

These two forms of variations, the different degreé¢ separatist demands and the
temporal change in these demands, are thereforpritmary concern of this thesis, and the

motivating “puzzle” behind my research question.

1.2 Scientific contribution

There is by now an extensive literature on semamtirhe so-called “ethnic revival” among
ethnic groups such as the Scots, the Quebecoi8abgues and Catalans, and the Flemish in
Western Europe and North-America inspired a waveabilarly work on ethnonationalist
theories in the early 1980s (Gourevitch 1979; KepR001; Tiryakian and Rogowski 1985;
Williams 1982). Case studies and comparative aralg$ secessionist movements have since
been made in a variety of geographical locatiamduding the Middle East, Asia and Africa.
The breakdown of communist regimes in the Sovigbliand the Eastern Europe spurred yet

another upsurge of both qualitative and quantiéatgsessments of separatist movements

2 For assessments of these groups see the MinaitRisk project website (MAR 2008).
% Also here, see MAR website.



there (Emizet and Hesli 1995; Gorenburg 1999; HAB0; Ishiyama 2000; Motyl 1992;
Roeder 1991; Slezkine 1994; Treisman 1997).

Large-N analyses of ethnic conflicts in general fe@gely been made possible
throughout the 1990s by the work of American saisolke Ted Robert Gurr and Monty
Marshall and their colleagues (Kaufmann and Conv2@97: 17-18). Their effort in
collecting data on ethnic groups worldwide in theadtities at Risk dataset has triggered an
increasing amount of quantitative studies on etgnowips, which has proved to be a valuable
complementary resource to qualitative and parti@atla approaches. However, most
guantitative studies on ethnic nationalism havenlmcerned with explaining only the most
radical forms of mobilization, especially which fas that are associated with secessionist
movements, ethnic conflicts, and civil wars (Ayremd Saideman 2000a; Lustick,
Miodownik, and Eidelson 2004; Saideman and Ayre®020Walter 2006b; Collier and
Hoeffler 2002; Fearon and Laitin 2003). Some okéhstudies have been undertaken either on
a relatively limited geographic setting, such asifigtance within the Soviet Union, Russia or
in Eastern Europe (Emizet and Hesli 1995; Hale 2Q008; Ishiyama 2000; Treisman 1997);
or limited to secessionist movements in demociaiimtries (Brancati 2006; Sorens 2005).

Furthermore, the various contributions offered lie iterature often focuses on a
narrow set of explanatory variables, either predgtrelated to group characteristics,
grievances or strategic behaviour. Other studiege hdiscussed the impact of states’
institutional frameworks on ethnic mobilization redn general. Although some studies have
tested a broad set of theories, this has been dore limited number of cases, therefore
providing the findings with limited external valigi (Hale 2000). Based on these
observations, | argue that my thesis is a valuabtgribution to the existing literature for at
least three reasons.

Firstly, |1 argue that there is a need to study s#En as a broader category of
nationalist claims on a large sample of caseserdtian focusing solely on the most radical
forms of ethnic mobilization and secessionist deisamn the literature on separatism there
has been a tendency to interpret the term as am-albthing ideology, independent political
statehood being the one and only goal, thus jusiagcseparatism with secessionism. | argue
that this is wrong for different reasons. Puttihg study of separatism on the same footing as
that of secessions would firstly restrict the scopéhe study, as successful secessions are
quite rare. In fact, more often, separatist gronpser reach their goals, which make it
interesting to explore why groups, faced with lodds at succeeding in their campaign,

nevertheless choose to challenge their centraé statinterparts. Therefore | consider it



equally important to investigate the conditiond tlagilitate the separatisiemandsas it is to
explain why groups succeed or not in seceding.

Furthermore, | agree with those scholars advocatinginclusive definition of
separatism and argue that the term separatismsav&urbset of alternative demands, ranging
from demands for limited autonomy all the way up secessionist demands. A narrow
definition of separatism would also ignore the fdt separatist demands are dynamic and
may change in a more radical as well as a moddnagetion.

Secondly, instead of focusing on a limited set aplanatory variables either
describing characteristics of the groups, or tmeotivations, grievances or capacities, as
opposed to variables describing the institutionattext of the states, there is a need to
reconcile and test both group-level theories aatedevel theories in a coherent framework.
This is based on the following argument: Ethnicuporaise separatist demands, but they are
not doing it in a vacuum. The demands are raisempposition to a host state, which in turn
can employ countermeasures. Treisman (1997: 2&8rring to separatist movements in
Russia, has pointed out that: “ethnicity enterstigslvia the interaction of local and central

leaders”, and continues:

Their [the regional leaders’] choices can be ex@dithrough analysis of the “nested” or “two-level”
games in which they play a part, negotiating wiéimtcal counterparts under constraints and payoffs

determined by characteristics of regional poputetio

| agree with this argument. But | will extend itdtso incorporate the constraints and
payoffs on separatist activity determined by thearabteristics of the host stafes.
Consequently, we are dealing with a phenomenonishiking place in the space between
two levels of actors, the separatist groups andthies. This observation implies that factors
at both the group-level and the state-level musassessed in order to explain why some
groups seek greater self-determination while otldersiot. In fact, the great variety in the
occurrence of separatism both across and withitesstsuggests that contextual, as well as
group-specific variables matter for explaining gefiat demands.

Separatist movements provide according to SmitBZ197) “the classical paradigm

of nationalism.” As a consequence, the study oasssm has drawn much of its theoretical

* Earlier studies have also focuseddemandgIshiyama 2000; Jenne, Saideman, and Lowe 2007),drgue
(see chapter three, section 3.4.1) that the newatipralization of separatist demands used inthi@sis offers a
vital contribution because it is a more finely ggddneasure than those used in earlier studiesefnerit is
more suited for tracking a radicalization or deicatization of separatist demands

® The term “host state” | have adopted from Jen0&42.



substance from studies on nationalism in genemath® other hand, some scholars argue that
nationalism, and therefore implicitly ethnic sepira, is a form of contentious politics just
the way social movements, rebellions and revolstiare, and therefore is attributed to the
same causal mechanisms (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tig124)°

The study of ethnic mobilization has, however, thdo rely on ethnic politics
theories rather than on contentious politics treorAs Reny (2009) points out, whereas the
literature on contentious politics has emphasimedrnteed for a dialogue between structural,
rational and cultural approaches, a similar debatthe usefulness of reconciling the different
approaches has been less salient among ethnicipatibih students. There is therefore a need
to assess “the interaction between political ingths and processes, sociopolitical actors,
and framing processes (symbols, norms, values @&uwbuises)” (Reny 2009: 497). My
contribution in this respect will be to reconcileth theories that provide information on the
ethnic groups, the states and the interaction lertileese two levels of actors.

Thirdly and directly related to the preceding argmty the two-level character of the
phenomenon and the theories developed to explaisuggests that there are good
methodological reasons for conducting a new amalyEseparatism as well. Despite the fact
that most previous studies of separatism have greglwvariables measured either at the
group-level or the state-level, there has not geinbundertaken a comprehensive test of these
theories in a multilevel analysis on a broad selacof cases. As Luke (2004: 4) puts it:
“Because so much of what we study is multilevelnature, we should use theories and
analytic techniques that are also multilevel. If d@ not do this, we can run into serious
problems.”

Multilevel statistical methods are by definitionpesially suited for explaining a
phenomenon that is affected by factors at diffedemels, which is clearly the case with
separatism. By employing this sophisticated metbbenalysis | will be able to evaluate a
broad theoretical model combining information ohnét groups with contextual information
without running the risk of fallacies that oftere associated with aggregated or disaggregated
data structures (Luke 2004). To take account foiatian in separatist claims over time, this
analysis will rest on a three-level data-structmgploying a growth curve model, with time-

points (level-1) nested within ethnic groups (le2ehested within host states (level-3).

® Contentious politics is defined as: “episodic, lykrollective inter action among makers of claiamsl their
objects when (a) at least one government is a alatinan object of claims, or a party to the claiamd (b) the
claims would, if realized, affect the interestsabfeast one of the claimants” (McAdam et al. 2G&)1:



1.3 Structure of the thesis

Chapter two presents the theoretical frameworkhefthesis. The chapter starts out with a
discussion and definition of separatism and who sbparatists are. Then | proceed by
presenting the different theoretical explanatiorfs separatism that is available in the
literature. First, the group-level theories arespréed. These theories cover group traits,
group motivations and grievances, and group cdpaaind strategic power. This is followed
by a presentation of the state-level theories, Wwhkimver power sharing arrangements, regime
type and regime durability, as well as state repauilding.

In chapter three | will introduce the quantitativeethod of analysis, a multilevel
growth curve analysis. This chapter will also pdevinformation on descriptive statistics, the
data used in the analysis, operationalization efdapendent and the independent variables,
as well as a discussion on the validity and rdliigtnf the variables.

Chapter four presents the results from the empirasalysis. The findings are
interpreted in light of the hypotheses presentedhiapter three. Seven different explanatory
models are tested with the aim of landing on al fmadel that includes the predictors at the
group-level and state-level that combined offeeslibst explanatory leverage.

Chapter five concludes the thesis by summarizirggrttain findings in light of the
research question, and discusses the implicatibmsydfindings. The thesis is rounded off

with some suggestions for further research.



2 EXPLAINING SEPARATIST DEMANDS IN A TWO-LEVEL
FRAMEWORK

In this chapter, I introduce the different theoribat have been used to explain separatism,
and based on this derive hypotheses to be testeltapter four. | will present the theories in
two different groups of variables and hypothesesinfled both on the theories’ level of
analysis and theoretical focus. First, the growelleheories are introduced. These cover
group characteristics, group motivations and grnieea and group capacity and strategic
bases of power. Second, there are the state-lgpdreations: Federal systems and autonomy
regimes, regime type (democracy versus autocracyl presidential systems versus
parliamentary systems) and regime durability, andtes reputation. However, before
presenting the different explanations, | providansodefinitions, respectively of what

separatism is, and who the separatists are.

2.1 Definitions and background

2.1.1 Terminological confusion: How to define separ  atism?

As with most other concepts in the social sciendhs, term separatism is interpreted
differently among scholars, creating a conceptuahfiesion. Certainly, much of this
terminological inconsistency can be traced to Het that theories on nationalism in general,
and studies of separatism as a subcategory of bitdaach, are inter-disciplinary; both
historians, political scientists, and more recesthgiologists are concerned with the field of
nationalism (Kaufmann and Conversi 2007: 6). Henseparatism is often used
interchangeably with other theoretical conceptshsas secessionismirredentism and
regional autonomismPut shortly, secessionism refers to the demamdfdth political
independence; irredentism is the claim for unif@matwith a neighbouring ethnic kin
“homeland”; while regional autonomism refers to sonfiorm of self-determination
arrangement within an existing state that fallssbbindependence.

Whilst some scholars rely on a narrow definitionseparatism, emphasizing one of
the distinctive forms of separatist ideologies,eothemploy broader and more encompassing
definitions covering all the abovementioned consefoth for theoretical and empirical



reasons that will be elaborated in the subsequarggpaphs, | argue in favour of a broad
conceptual approach when studying ethnic separatism

According to Pearson (1997: 18), separatism mayldfeed as: “The demand for
sovereign independence for an ethnically-definechdland in defiance of resident state
authority.” This definition clearly is an exampléanarrow definition, postulating sovereign
independence as the central antgleaim. Further, Pearson (1997: 18) argues that @admo
there have been some attempts among scholars tingdish between a broad concept of
political separatism and the narrower form of ciasbnal secessionism, the absolute nature
of separatist ideology has never been questionezh@mationalists themselves. Following
this line of argument there are wegreesof separatism. Rather it is a question of all or
nothing. The definition thus strictly links sepasat with a complete withdrawal from the
host state. Some would argue, me included, thatdhkfinition covers but one aspect of a
political phenomenon that consists of a set ofradtive ideologies that are internally related,
both theoretically and empirically.

Rather than treating separatism and secessionigquagalents, other scholars on the
other hand distinguish between the two conceptsnl(}975)adopts the following definition

of the two terms:

separatism; meaning a movement seeking to restefuincorporation, subordination within the large
political authority of which it is already a membpeand secession, meaning a movement seeking to

break away decisively from the existing principalitical authority (in Navaratna-Bandara 1995: 4).

A similar understanding is adopted by Wood (1981 )an effort to build a theoretical
framework for analyzing secessionism, he defingsusgism as the somewhat vague and
encompassing terms that covers all acts of pdliatanation and desires for a reduction of
central authority. Separatism thus may take thm fof demands for provincial rights or local
or regional autonomy. Secessionism on the othed harthe much narrower ideology of
ultimate alienation, referring to the formal withgral from a central political authority on the
basis of a claim to independent sovereign statusoi\1981: 110).

Hechter (1992: 267) argues that this understandirtge term serves to differentiate
secessionism from separatism, as the latter corammotrding to him does not aim at such a
withdrawal. Thus, rather than viewing secessionesma subcategory of a broader separatism
concept, some theorists draw sharp distinctionsvdxt secessionism and separatism in

general, treating it as something qualitativelyfetdnt. Zariski (1989: 256) also employs a



narrow definition of separatist activists as movataethat has “has a clearly articulated
ultimate goal of independence and sovereignty.” s points out his study is merely
concerned with what he terneghnic extremismwhich is deemed to justify the restricted
focus.

However, is such a narrow focus theoretically andpiecally plausible? In
accordance with another group of scholars | wiljua in favour of a more liberal
understanding of the term separatism. AccordingKeating (1992: 45), questions of
territorial autonomy traditionally has been posétes as a bid for separatism from the state
or devolution of power within the state. Despitattibthe demands are put together in an
autonomistrather than geparatistterminology, this definition nonetheless acknowjesl that
the different demands are related and alternajems, rather than different phenomena. In
the Dictionary of the Social Sciences (Calhoun 2062paratism is defined either as group
resistance to integration within a society or adfuor as secession from a state and
subsequent establishment of an independent countigther cases the goal is reunification
with ethnic “kin states”.

The underlying desire for some sort of separatoothé uniting aspect that links the
different alternatives together. Nagel (1978: 3#¢rs a similar approach in her definition of
ethnic separatism when she includes both attenoptbtiain group autonomy, ranging from
increased local decisional rights up to confedenatshort of independence, as well as
attempts to gain full political independence. Fpup aims tend to escalate. When the initial
goal is reached the next goal is independence.

Horowitz (1981) further argues that the tacticauna of separatist demands, and their
elasticity favours an inclusive understanding gfasatism. Occasionally movements settle for
less than they claim or to the contrary intendiigit demands when the more radical goals are
perceived to be obtainable. Smith (1982) also wafrmaking too sharp distinctions between
different subtypes of ethnic nationalism, includirdistinctions between secessionist
movements and groups that mobilize for limited aotay. Groups that seek independence
may, faced with strong opposition, moderate thkaiints to an autonomist compromise.

An even more formalized understanding of the déifer nationalist ideologies
available for ethnic groups is offered by Rokkard dgrwin (1983: 141) in a so-called
“pyramid of peripheral aims”. Here available gradpologies are ranked according to degree
of resistance towards the central authority froasteadical to most radical. Starting at one

end of the scale withfull integration the aims radicalizes througberipheral protest



regionalism regional autonomyfederalism confederalism separatism/irredentisnto full
independencat the other end of the scale.

| contend that an inclusive understanding of sdjsralaims has major strengths
compared to narrower alternatives. In fact it ipesior if one is to get a grasp of the dynamic
nature of these claims. Both for theoretical ad welpirical reasons | therefore consistently
refer to all types of ethnic political alienationscussed above as varyirdggreesof

separatism.

2.1.2 Who are the separatists?

Smith (1982: 19) makes a case for distinguishingveenethnic andterritorial separatism.
The former refers to demands for autonomy basecutinral distinctiveness, while the latter
refers to demands for autonomy based on geogrdphitigy.” However, this thesis is
concerned with both agthnicand aterritorial aspect of separatism. The units of analysis are
ethnic groups whereas the dependent variable measures whétége groups claim some
sort ofterritorial separation from the host state, whether of a dichitr encompassing type.
With respect to Smith’s (1982) distinction | amanlg interested in what he targets as ethnic
separatism, that is, separatist activity basecherbasis of a shared ethnic identity. There are
naturally a variety of different definitions on ampts such as ethnicity, ethnic identity and
ethnic group. This is not the right time or placeenter into a somewhat contested and
interdisciplinary debate of what constitute an &thdentity, and the origins or creation of
ethnic boundarie3Nonetheless, it is useful to look at some of tleémperspectives.

In studies of ethnonationalism there is a roughirmdison to be made between
primordialist andinstrumentalistperceptions of ethnic identity. Thimordial perspective
treats ethnic identities as more essential and rexgluhan other bases of identity (Gurr
2000b: 4). In this perspective ethnic nationalismhius understood as a manifestation of an
enduring cultural tradition that is based on theugs’ primordial ethnic identity (Gurr 1993:
167). “Given” and “natural” emotions and instin@se in themselves therefore treated as

ultimate explanations of nationalism (Kaufmann @uhversi 2007: 7).

" Examples of the latter are Iceland’s separatisfitim Norway; as well as the erosion of ties bemw6Ereat
Britain and the British dominions of New Zealandisfralia and Canada as a result of the geographical
remoteness (Smith 1982: 19).

8 For a thorough review of existing scholarly debaig ethnicity see Yinger (1985).

° For an elaboration of the primordialist perspeztee Shils (1957) and Geertz (1963).
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The strictly primordial understanding of ethnicity a “natural given” has largely been
discredited among contemporary scholars in favduaro understanding of ethnicity as a
social and political construct (Hechter and Okam@@01: 193). Thisinstrumentalist
perspective on the other hand treats ethnicity dependent variable, meaning that ethnic
identities are produced and maintained for the g@sepof achieving other strategic goals
(Kaufmann and Conversi 2007: 7). Communal or séisanmovements are thus seen as an
instrumental response to differential treatmentr(@993: 167):°

However, according to some scholars, that does@wgssarily imply that the cultural
dimensions of ethnic identities can be disclaimédgather. According to Conversi (in
Hechter and Okamoto 2001: 193) the constructioretbinic identities is based on the
“preexisting diffusion of shared symbols and cudtuelements as well as on memories of a
shared past and myths of a common destiny.” Furtbexr Smith (1992: 47) argues that a
central problem in the scholarly discussions arcethdic nationalism: “is their failure to take
sufficiently seriously the formative role of prenswd ethnic ties, and the ways in which
preexisting ethnic identities help to shape thenfrtrajectories, and characters of modern
nations and modern polyethnic states.” In Irelad)es, Brittany, Corsica, Catalonia and the
Basque country for instance, despite periods ofilag@ation and assimilation that threatened
these groups’ culture and language, ethnic idehiyy survived. This very identity has indeed
formed the basis for the ethnic revival and mohtian for ethnic autonomy that has
challenged the unity of many western states (S&882: 49).

Hechter and Okamoto (2001: 194) encloses the dismusn ethnic identity by stating
that: “Perhaps the most judicious conclusion ig tfeional identity is a (relatively) modern
construction that is sometimes built on prior adtufoundations.” A third perspective on
ethnicity can thus be referred to esnstructivist which offers a middle-position. Ethnic
identities are considered to be enduring sociaktrantions, yet the content and importance
of these identities can change. Based on this gtateting, ethnic identities are not viewed as
primordial in the sense that they are natural gydt they are still based on “common
values, beliefs, and experienc€&urr 2000b: 5). Also, the identities are not instental, but
they are “usually capable of being invoked by leaded used to sustain social movements
that are likely to be more resilient and persistaah movements based solely on material or
political interests{Gurr 2000b: 5).

9 For instrumentalist perspectives see Hechter (t#&rowitz (2000); and Gellner (1983).
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Acknowledging that the roots of ethnic identity dam both of an enduring character
as well as they can change and be “invented” dngper “reinvented” by leaders, how is one
to define an ethnic group? A common definition thiréc groups is to treat them as composed
of “those who conceive of themselves as being dike&irtue of their common ancestry, real
or fictitious, and who are so regarded by othe8filjutani and Kwan (1965) in Connor 1994
115). More precisely ethnic groups consist of indlmals who:

Share a distinctive and enduring collective idgribidsed on common descent, shared experiences, and
cultural traits. They may define themselves, andidfined by others, in terms of any or all of adien

of traits: customary behaviour and dress, religibesief, language, physical appearance, (“race”),
region of residence, traditional occupations, anbistory of conquest and repression by culturally
different peoples (Gurr 2000b: 4).

I have now defined both the content of separatasmwell as identified the separatists,
and now turn to the theoretical framework thatppleed to explain separatist demands. My
point of departure is that separatist claims ingdlwo leves of actors, the separatists (which |

recently identified as ethnic groups) and the steféGURE 2.1 provide an illustration of this.

FIGURE 2.1 The hierarchical relationship between ethnic groups and states.
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Based on the premise that there are two levelsctdrg | therefore build an

explanatory framework that incorporates both tresofiocusing on the features associated

with the ethnic groups, as well as the features@ated with their host states. FIGURE 2.2

provide an illustration of how this coherent thema framework is built.

FIGURE 2.2 The coherent theor etical framework of both group-level theories and state-level theories.

State-level

.

STATE

J

Group-level theories

Group traits and
characteristics

Group grievances
and motivations

Group capacity and
strategic power

Group-level

2.2 Group-level theories

Separatist
demands

State-level the ories

Power sharing
arrangements

Regime type and
durability

State reputation

ETHNIC
GROUP

In this part | will present the theories and hygsts that focus on the ethnic groups. Firstly, |

discuss the different traits and characteristie$ serve to distinguish the groups from others.

This group of theories thus covers ethnic distugiess, group population size, geographic

concentration and structural inequality. The nbebty to be discussed is the one focusing on

grievances and motivations. More specifically thifers to the motivational effect that

economic, cultural and political discrimination,qogoublic health conditions and restricted
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access to land, is supposed to have on separatisarals. Lastly, among the group-level
theories, | discuss those that focus on group dgmcand strategic power bases. The
existence of external lobby-actors is assumedfloance separatist demands.

2.2.1 Group traits and characteristics

Ethnic distinctiveness: Separating “us” from “them”

Theories that hypothesize that ethnic distinctigsrere a precondition for separatism is often
referred to as primordialist (Jenne 2004; Prem@@D1Treisman 1997). This perspective is
associated with the work of Shils (1957) and Geg&t863) Geertz (1963: 109) defined a
primordial attachment as one that stems from tlinefg” or the assumed “givens” of social
existence: That is, immediate contiguity and kimreection, but also “the givenness that
stems from being born into a particular religioesnmunity, speaking a particular language,
or even a dialect of a language, and followingipaldr social practices” (Geertz 1963: 109).
These attachments are seen to have an importame,vabt just as a result of “personal
affection, practical necessity, common interesinourred obligation, but at least in great part
by virtue of some unaccountable absolute imporibatied to the very tie itself” (Geertz
1963: 109).

Whereas ties based on class, party, business, onipmfession rarely are considered
to be a sufficient base for nationhood, primordiak such asassumed blood tiesace
languageregion religion or customson the other hand potentially can threaten anatiith
secessionism or irredentism (Geertz 1963: 110-1E@jthermore, according to Williams
(1980: 50) “culture separateness reinforces thesesedf unique descent and destinable
history.” Primordial factors represent cleavagesaciety that are deep, and which serve to
define the identity of a particular group (Premd890: 22). However, the primordial factors
are most of the time a combination of both fact amgth. Whether or not the primordial
attachments in fact are “real” or “constructed” tleerefore not necessarily the crucial
distinction to be made, as long as they can sen&hmsis for an ethnic ident{§The crucial

task to be made by a separatist group is rathdiffierentiate itself from the “others”. The

™ In his studies of family and kinship, Shils (19841-142) discovered that the strengths and tessiofamily
attachments was not merely an attachment to ther &aimily member as a person, but as a possessertafn
primordial qualities. As Shils (1957: 142) put‘ithe attachment to another member of one’s kinghqup is
not just a function of interaction....It is becauseegtain ineffable significance is attributed te tie of blood.”
12 A famous theoretical account of the constructednesof nations and nationalism is offered by Bécted
Anderson (2006), who argue that nations are imalgowditical communities.
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dichotomy between “us” and “them” thus forms aneesisl platform for ethnic mobilization
(Premdas 1990: 13).

Nevitte (1985) compares the different historicatorels of nationalism in Quebec,
Wales and Scotland, and argues that religious h&s played a decisive role in the
maintenance of these groups’ national identity matibnalist struggle. The religious factor is
seen to be particularly important in occasions ‘“sghtée national minority is distinguished by
religion from the dominant culture of the state’efliite 1985: 344). Moreover, the impact of
religion in contemporary politics has become inshegly salient. This is evidenced by
developments such as 9/11, the upsurge of religiopndamentalism, and ethno-religious
conflicts in Chechnya, East Timor, Tibet, Sudan a&d Lanka (Fox 2004: 717.
Furthermore, religious nationalism and religiousdamentalism often have the common
goals of preserving the religious values of theamatThis can be achieved either by seizing
control of government when the incumbents reprasenore secular fractions of their
religion, or by demanding autonomy when state |esadme ethnically different from
themselves (Fox 2004: 718). In Southern Thailahd, Malay Muslims’ separatist activism
are motivated by both a “religious right and duywithdraw’ from any form of persecution
that is serving to place their survival in jeopdr{fghalk 2001: 243).

Similar bases for separatist activity are seen gmiwe Muslim minorities of the
Moros in the Philippines and the Acehnese in Ind@eThese groups are also assumed to
cultivate ties with other Islamic separatist antidamentalist groups in the South Asian
region as well as in the Middle East (Chalk 20@ijnilarly, in East Timor and in Irian Jaya,
the fact that these peoples are Christian, haseglayn important role in “their sense of
separate national identities and the rejection hd lavanese Muslim/abangan central
Indonesian government” (Tan 2000: 270). Religioles tand identities may therefore be
powerful bases for political and violent actith.

Differences in social customs also has the potemtiabe a disintegrative force,
especially when a relatively sophisticated grouppeehends itself as “the bearer of a

‘civilization’ amid a largely barbarian populatiofGeertz 1963: 113). Customs also operates

13 Although an Islamic heritage may be important lre€hnya and Tatarstan, Treisman (1997: 248) hasifou
demands for autonomy to be the result of strategiduations of the potential costs and benefitsepratist
activism, instead of a manifestation of primorditthchments. Wilhelmsen (2005: 40) similarly argthes
although the balance of the Chechen separatist menegradually has tilted in favour of radical telahis is
just as much attributable to instrumentalist coasitions of the benefits of material and politisapport from
Islamic organizations in Asia or the Middle Eastjtas a part of a primordial identity.

14 Religion, as a predictor of separatism, has beestipned because religious denominational distieess
rarely coincides with the boundaries of ethnic camities, at least in the European context (CoakRg7: 62).
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as group boundaries, as they serve the twofold edskcluding outsiders, as well as they
help sustaining routines and procedures.

Language, as the means of communication, serv@segerve common experiences
and functions as an instrument for cultural divis{@Villiams 1980: 50). A statistical analysis
of secessionism in democracies showed that amdmgr dactors, regions with a distinct
language have a higher probability of supportingessionist political parties (Sorens 2005:
318-319). Moreover, because of its importance éarad interaction, language often provides
a decisive barrier to assimilation (Williams 19&0). In Europe, Orridge (1982: 49-50)
states, language has proved to be an importans Barsautonomist nationalism because: “it
[the language] is a unique possession of the pateatitonomist nationality and is a
possession of ‘the people’ as a wholethat way the perception of possessing something
unique, may provide both a motive and justification wanting independence.Kearney
(1978: 524) argues forcefully that in Sri Lankagaage has been the most important symbol
for ethnic identity and separatism. Controversiesr danguage between the Sinhala-speaking
majority and the Tamil-speaking minority, as a pEra more complex set of problems, has
done much to fuel the separatist sentiment amoadatter group (Kearney 1978). Moreover,
Tamil separatism is driven by a cultural pride engral, and the widespread responsibility
felt among Tamils to protect this pride (Pfafferdesr1981: 1146).

Connor (1994: 104) has raised doubts about theragjpanature of the different
primordial attachments when denoting ethnic natismmaas either of a linguistic, religious or
regional character, as groups may lose either e$ethrcultural markers but still possess a
national identity. Insteadprimordialism should be understood ase concept covering all
attachments. In that way the various cultural markeay have a cumulative effect: The more
cultural markers that separate a group from othewpgs, the more likely it will view itself as
a nation and the more likely it will preserve iteemtity through seeking self-determination.

Thus, the following hypothesis is put forward:

Hypothesis 1: The more ethnically distinct a group is the mokelly it will be separatist.

15 Critical accounts argue that linguistic distinetiess has not proven to be decisive for the Basige&Velsh
or the Scottish nationalist movements, as manh@htationalist activists in these regions speakrtaopolitan
language rather than their native one (Coakley 198Y. Others have found the impact of languagpdditical
conflicts to depend on to what degree social miyhisi either blocked or facilitated by belonginga@ertain
language group (Inglehart and Woodward 1967: 28).
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Group relative size and geographic concentration

Besides ethnicity, there are also a range of dthés and characteristics that serve to define
ethnic groups and distinguish them from each ofGeosup population size can be expected to
have an influence on separatist activism (Gurr 1$28deman and Ayres 2000; Wood 1981).
The relatively smaller groups face the twofold abbkds of lower chances of winning violent

conflicts, as well as they are more easily reprbsse central governments (Saideman and
Ayres 2000: 1128). The winning chances naturakynst from the fact that small groups by

virtue have a limited pool from which to draw maliy recruits.

Furthermore, a weak military potential serve to emakparatist demands less credible
as small groups does not have the strength toysfitient power behind their threats. These
arguments is supported by Fearon and Laitin (1999 who have shown that among other
factors, size matters: Larger groups were moreogdeph to be involved in separatist wars.

Hence, the following hypothesis is formulated:

Hypothesis 2: Relatively larger groups are more likely to be sepiat.

When theorizing about secessionist movements, WA881: 112) argues that a
necessary geographical precondition for such mowésnes the existence of separable
territory “which contains the bulk of the potenlyatecessionist population.” Orridge (1982:
46) also identifies the existence of a core tewyjton which an ethnic group is concentrated,
to be the most important base for raising separal@sms on a national homeland. In Sri
Lanka for instance, the Tamils has been concentiat¢he Jaffna district in Sri Lanka and
additionally constitutes the overwhelming majordy the inhabitants in this area. These
factors, combined with a claim to the "traditiom@meland” of the Tamils have been an ideal
breeding ground for Tamil separatism (de Silva 1988 33). Likewise, Gurr (1993: 175)
contends that groups that are concentratedna region are more likely to engage in
contentious forms of political mobilization like rfanstance rebellion, than groups that are
relatively more dispersed geographically.

According to Toft (2002: 86) the occurrence of éthviolence depends on how the
opposing actors view the disputed territory. Theddsility of separatist claims is tied to
whether a group is a majority or minority in itggi@n of residence and where the group
resides. By contrasting the different experiencéssaparatist activism in Tatarstan and
Chechnya, the former demanding greater autonomy thedlatter demanding outright

independence, Toft (2002: 85) argues that the rihffeintensity of these demands can be
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attributed to the dispersed settlement of the $abarcontrast to the highly concentrated

Chechens. A group’s capability of successfully purg a separatist agenda and the
legitimacy of this cause is therefore highly cogént on its settlement patterns. Groups that
are a concentrated majority in a region have higélihood of demanding independence,

while a concentrated minority has moderate likadthoThe Abkhazians in Georgia exemplify

the latter type. Urban or dispersed groups on therdiand have low likelihood of demanding

independence. An obvious example of such groupsldvba the widely scattered Roma

people in Eastern Europe (Toft 2002: 89-92).

That a group needs a territorial base in orderetaniobilized for separatist territorial
goals, may as Kaufmann and Conversi (2007: 18)tpant, seem like a self-evident and
trivial precondition. To control for this one coupgrhaps conduct an analysis restricted to
ethnic groups that have a territorial base. Howetler association is not deterministic, as
regionally concentrated groups are not by definitestined to raise separatist demands.
Therefore groups’ spatial distribution is includeslan explanatory variable just as relevant as
any else and the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 3: Groups that are concentrated in one region areerlikely to be separatist.

Structural inequality

Whereas modernization theorists have argued tlatossic and political development would
lead to the decline of ethnically based conflictgyeneral, other scholars has argued for the
opposite outcome, that modernization processes tendxacerbate communal conflicts
(Melson and Wolpe 1970). The resurgence of ethmabilzation has thus been considered a
consequence of rising levels of competition betwethmic groups during state modernization
processes, rather than the outcome of primordialesttities (Nagel and Olzak 1982: 128).
Some scholars have therefore focused on the staligiteconditions for ethnic conflict, in
terms of class relations and political economy arguots (Hechter 1975, 1992; Bates 1974;
Horowitz 1981, 2000).

However, there are diverging views with respecivtoch groups are the most likely
separatists. Some argue that it is the relativedgdvantaged groups, whereas others argue
that it is the advantaged and advanced groups.oDtiee most cited contributions within the
so-calledpolitical economy argumentsn nationalism is Hechter's (1975) theoryimternal
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colonialism*® The theory assumes that the modernization prosesfsstate territory created
both relatively advanced and backward groups, whchto unequal distribution of power
and resources between these groups. The powerfal maturally aims to maintain their
advantaged position by reserving the prestigiolssrand positions for their members, and
denying the members of the peripheral group adteisese positions. This creates a system
of political, economic and cultural stratificatiolt.also creates a division of labour between
an industrialized modern core and an agriculturatlyprimary commodity-producing, export-
oriented periphery.

Eventually the stratification is also accompaniegl the development of ethnic
identification within the respective groups. Ultitaly, in a system where social disadvantage
coincides with ethnic distinctiveness this may leéadch heightened sense of nationalism in
opposition to the core, and peripheral claims afependence (Hechter 1975: 8-10). As
peripheral groups already find themselves in addigataged and oppressed position, it is
reasonable to assume that these groups have Iesetivom parting with the rest of the state
in terms of economic losses, as they are more diep¢ron export to foreign markets. The
more industrialized regions of the state on thesiotiand relies more on internal market for
their manufactured goods. Hence they have morede from a partition and are not that
likely to see the separatist option as a viablategy.

Horowitz (2000: 233) makes a similar distinctionvieen advanced and backward
groups. The former type have benefited from opputies in education as well as
employment outside the agricultural sector, wherbaslatter type is associated with less
education, lower per capita income and less adogz®stigious jobs. He then categorizes the
groups further according to whether they resida backward or advanced region. Backward
groups in backward regions are assumed to be thst sager separatists. They fear the
competition that is likely to develop with theirigiebouring groups, and therefore concludes
that they have little to gain from preserving thesent state. This fear is driven both by
numerical disadvantage vis-a-vis other groups anpemeption of its own competitive
weakness compared to more dynamic and sophistigavegbs’’

While backward groups in backward regions eagly seceders, advanced groups in

backward regions afate seceders. This is due to the fact that advanceapgrim backward

18 Inspired by the work of Andre Gunder Frank in hatimerica and theories of “development of
underdevelopment”, Hechter (1975: 31) attemptegkfmain the revival of ethnic mobilization in Weste
Europe by addressing centre-periphery relationships

1" Examples of such groups are the Moros in the fifiiles; the Nagas in India; the Karens in Burmd; tae
Southern Sudanese in Sudan (Horowitz 2000:; 236-237)
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regions mostly are population exporters, as theeelimited potential in their regions of
residence. The Lozi homeland of Barotseland in danmdnd the Sri Lankan Tamils’
homeland in the Jaffna Peninsula are regions wathr @nd unproductive soil, which has
forced these groups to search for educational antegsional opportunities outside their
regions (Horowitz 2000: 243-245). In the 1960s,%mkan Tamils made claims to about 40
to 50 percent of the university places in scienageld faculties, engineering and medicine
(Samarasinghe 1990: 51). Because of this, the $am#naged to get hold of a large
proportion of the central bureaucratic and govemtadepositions, and hence became widely
dispersed across Sri Lanka. Logically, these ads@dngroups have more to gain by
maintaining the status quo of a unified state tttaopt for a separate state, as the group’s
advantaged status has come to rely on populatiggorexo other regions of the state
(Horowitz 2000: 244). The costs of separation argly higher than the potential rewards.
However, this is only true if the groups are naield with violence and discrimination.
In other words when “the advantages of ‘one Nigenidone Sri Lanka’ can readily be called
into question” (Horowitz 2000: 247), the chances greater that these groups will migrate
back to their home regions and see the separatiginoas a realistic alternative. Thus, not
rejecting the possibility that advanced groups bacsome separatist altogether, Horowitz
(2000: 258) argues instead that these groups fodoseparatist goal only insofar as the
economic costs are lower than the potential cobtstaying put. Hence, according to his
framework backward groups are both earlier and niimguent separatists than advanced

groups. From the preceding discussion the followipgothesis is therefore derived:

Hypothesis 4a: Separatism is more likely among economically diaathged groups.

On the contrary, some scholars have argued thattite most advantaged and rich
groups that seek separation. Gourevitch (1979: 30ékes the argument that peripheral
nationalism is explained by whether political leatg and economic dynamism is located in
the same region or whether it is divided betweemn fi@gions. The latter option is assumed to
be a strong determinant of separatism when it mbioed with what he terms “ethnic
potential”, that is distinctive group charactedstiExamples of cases where there is a divide
between the two functions combined with an ethroteptial are Scotland in the United
Kingdom, Catalonia and the Basque Provinces inr§p@uebec in Canada, Flanders in
Belgium, and Croatia in the former Yugoslavia. Wda Madrid is the administrative centre

of Spain located in the region of Castille, the remnic development has been led by the
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manufacturing centres located in the Basque caiti®ilbao and the Catalonian centre of
Barcelona. This has created nationalist tensiondet the different functional centres
(Gourevitch 1979: 311 Often such tensions have centred on the defitiwd®n the taxes
paid to the central government by economically tped regions and the low share they
receive in return from national budgets.

Based on his study of the ethnically defined regiand republics in Russia, Treisman
(1997: 222) argues that regional dependence orcgh&re for communications, trade, raw
materials and subsidies makes regions less likeputsue a separatist route. Regions that do
not “suffer” from such a dependency on the centréhe other hand, will have more strategic
bargaining power vis-a-vis the centre. Hence, tiwly be more daring when it comes to
raising separatist demands. Additionally, the eentvill be more cautious to launch
countermeasures against economically strong regions

In their study of secessionist movements in thee&dynion, Emizet and Hesli (1995:
529) shows that economic well-being, rather thaonemic deprivation, is the stronger
predictor of separatism. Whereas the advancedcBatttes were early seceders, the Central
Asian republics with their rural areas and lacksafficient infrastructural facilities faced
more difficulties in launching nationalist movemgnitlale (2000, 2002) has also documented
that in the Soviet and the Russian setting it & riégions that possess the most wealth that
tend to be the most eager secessionists. Whilel\dhségaged groups rely on state subsidies
and job opportunities provided for by advantagedugs, advantaged groups on the other
hand, already possesses the wealth and goods atssbevith modernity. Therefore the
former groups has the most to gain from remainmthe state, whereas the latter has the least
to gain as they are likely to stay more developed after having “left the building.” (Hale
2002: 9) Although the different studies | have mefd to in this section has focused on
different units of analysis, some on ethnic grougibers on ethnic regions, they all point in

the same causal direction:

Hypothesis 4b: Separatism is more likely among economically achged groups.

18 A Basque protest song put it quite clear that SEafa cow with its muzzle in the Basque countny és
udder in Madrid.” (Douglas and da Silva (1971) iarbwitz 2000: 250).
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2.2.2 Group grievances and motivations

Another group of scholars has emphasizedntingivational aspects of ethnic mobilization,
arguing that deliberate discrimination and grievencaused by this provide ethnic groups
with a motive to mobilize for collective demandsaf{i@nport, Johnston, and Mueller 2005;
Fox 2000; Gurr 1993; Moore and Jaggers 1990). Negéxploitation, domination, internal
colonialism, repression, discrimination, and forcadnexation serve as the triggering
mechanisms of collective consciousness that is ssacg for nationalist mobilization
(Premdas 1990: 22). According to grievance theptiesmotivations behind group claims are
therefore not determined by structural inequalityt by relative deprivation and subjectively
felt injustices that follow from differential treaent. Such theories have been applied for
explaining different forms of conflict, includingbellions and protest (Fox 2000; Gurr 1993;
Gurr and Moore 1997; Moore and Jaggers 1990) dsawah studies on civil war (Fearon and
Laitin 2003; Collier and Hoeffler 2004).

In an effort to understand the driving forces bdhaommunal political action Gurr
(1993) developed a causal model that basically ban reduced to the following:
Discrimination of ethnic minorities leads to grogpevances and demands for extended
economic or political rights. These grievances umntserve as catalysts for minority
mobilization for political action. Lastly, the highthe level of mobilization, the more likely
the minority group will pursue its goals througldical political action such as protest or
rebellion (Fox 2000; Gurr 1993; Gurr and Moore 1997

However, | am not concerned with explaining thes adtprotests or rebellions as final
outcomes. My focus is instead on explaining autongmevances, which is perceived to be
intermediate variables in Gurr's model. Despitdedlént purposes, Gurr's model offers some
plausible explanations for the formation of groujggances-’

Groups’ political and economic disadvantages ardalr tlilentities are seen as the
sources for group grievances (Gurr 1993: 173) &edd grievances are likely to originate
from economic and political discrimination. Thide®s to “patterned social behaviours by
other groups (and the state) that systematicaliyrict group members’ access to desirable
economic resources and opportunities, and to palitights and positions” (Gurr 1993: 173).

With respect to the political and economic sphéhnese restrictions may imply a lack of

¥ Furthermore, as was mentioned in chapter oneipsett?, separatist activity can be treated asaategory
of contentious politics, thus it can be expected fvme of the factors associated with protestglliens and
the like also have an impact on separatist demands.
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access to jobs (civil service, official higher o#i police, military, and business), freedom of
speech or movement, and rights to vote or organize.

A third set of group disadvantages is referredsa@@emographical stress factors and
include high birth rates, poor public health coiwtis, migration and lastly land scarcity.
Additionally, group grievance over a loss of higtat autonomy is assumed to be a strong
predictor of separatist demands (Gurr 1993: 174).

Besides grievances over political and economic tsigilsome authors have also
investigated the effects of restrictions on culturghts. As was discussed earlier in this
chapter, the primordial sentiments that are treateddentity markers for ethnic groups are
seen by some scholars to be an important preréguisi separatist activism. A logical
extension of this assumption would then be thegatsto group identity will be a motivating
force behind separatist mobilization. Cultural disenation could thus be hypothesized to
lead to the formation of group grievances in a lsimmanner as economic and political
grievances (Fox 2000: 19).

As religions has major importance as points ofregfee for people’s understanding of
the world around them, a discriminatory challenggmiast the practice of religion will
therefore be perceived as a threat to the religeniserents themselves. Additionally, the
adherence to a specific religion often implies taofdehavioural customs and ways of living
which also will be threatened by centrally directigstrimination (Fox 2000: 17-18).

Whereas the linguistic interests of the Uyghurthim Xinjiang province in China have
been fairly well accommodated by the central gowemnt, the accommodation of Islamic
religious interests on the other hand has beentivela limited. As a consequence,
discrimination on the basis of religion has led samligious groups to cultivate an anti-state
discourse. A similar pattern has also been obseawsahg the Sikhs in the Punjab region in
India (Reny 2009: 515-516). It would thus be plblesito expect that perceived threats to
ones identity, customs and way of life will leadtbe desire for separation. Greater political
freedom provides groups with more room to live thiges in a manner consistent with their

culture. Therefore the following hypotheses willtbsted:

Hypothesis 5: Groups faced with economic discrimination are mideely to be separatist.

Hypothesis 6: Groups faced with cultural discrimination are maileely to be separatist.

Hypothesis 7: Groups faced with political discrimination are mdileely to be separatist.
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Hypothesis 8: Severe problems with public health conditions areranlikely to lead to

separatism.

Hypothesis 9: Groups that suffer from restricted access to lamé aore likely to be

separatist.

Hypothesis 10: Groups that have enjoyed historical autonomy arerembikely to be

separatist.

2.2.3 Group capacity and strategic power

Traditionally in the literature on ethnic conflitiere has been a tendency to tretatesas
rational actors anckthnic groupsas irrational primordially attached entities thdd not
calculate their capacities or potential gains (T2902: 114). Furthermore, structuralist and
institutionalist accounts of group claims oftenyrein predictors that are slow-moving for
explaining a phenomenon that is dynamic and ofteanging. Grievance and motivational
theories on the other hand tend to focus exclugioeldefensive motivations. Hence, none of
these approaches seem to grasp the possible abdiemefit calculations of ethnic claim-
making (Jenne 2004: 731-732).

An alternative approach is therefore offered byharg that emphasize the rational
behaviour of both ethnic groups and states andvitler strategic environment these actors
operate within (Jenne 2004; Jenne et al. 2007; ava@06b; Cetinyan 2002). These ethnic
bargaining theories perceive the interaction betwettnic groups and their host states as a
bargaining process over state institutions, wheoeig demands are motivated by a goal of
extracting concessions from the state (Cetinyar2 20€nne et al. 2007).

Faced with the central counter-response of eittmormmodation or repression,
whether a group advances radical or moderate desregainst the political centre depends on
the groups’ calculations of its own strategic leg®. In other words, groups that possess the
strength to withstand a potential military respofigen their host state, either because of
internal or external bases of power or both, areeni@ely to pursue a radical agenda and
vice versa (Jenne et al. 2007: 541). Essentidliyg,doils down to a matter of credibility.

In order to launch a separatist threat againspdtiécal centre, an ethnic group should

be able to portray itself as a worthy adversaryouprtraits such as population size and
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settlement concentration may serve as internal pbases of strategic leverage that facilitate
ethnic mobilization and radicalization (Jenne et2807: 541-542; Toft 2002; Gurr 1993;
Saideman and Ayres 2000; Wood 1981). However, eatesources of strategic power are
also assumed to have an impact. Both Cetinyan {20@2ne (2004) and Jenne et al. (2007)
argue that outside lobby-actors, whether they tates organizations or ethnic kin national
homelands, have a crucial impact on the bargaipiogess between ethnic minorities and the
political centres over group demands.

This third-party influence can operate in differemiodes. Outside states or
organizations may provide ethnic minorities witther political or military support. Another
source of support may come from national homelahds can threaten to intervene on the
minority’s behalf (Jenne et al. 2007: 542). A rdaexample of such a scenario is the Russian
intervention in South Ossetia when the latter'sflicinwith Georgia escalated during the
summer of 2008.

Groups receiving foreign military support are expddo raise more radical separatist
demands as they have higher strategic leveragadJenal. 2007). However, as Cetinyan
(2002: 659) argue in a convincing way, to measuteraal support by assessing whether or
not a group receives military support, raises sqoeential difficulties with explaining
whether the chicken precipitates the egg. In otvwds: Is military support a precondition for
separatism or does separatism generate this kistiggort? According to Cetinyan (2002)
material support from external actors often tera$®é launched after a conflict in fact has
broken out. Measures of this type of support thay not be that qualified for explaining why
groups raise demands in the first place. As mydadsuon explaining separatidemands|
follow Cetinyan, in that it is theoretically morelevant to focus on thagotentialfor external
support, rather than the actual support, as agedf separatist demands.

However, applying the bargaining model on the aafsélungarians residing in the
Vojvodina province in the former Yugoslavia, Jen@804: 740, 744) concludes that this
group radicalized its demands only when it fourselitin a strategically favourable position
to do so: when the Hungarian government officiaitsited its support for ethnic brethrens
living abroad. This indicates that it is not onhetpotential support from outside actors that
may influence separatist demands. The actual myildapolitical support from external actors
may serve as a catalyst for ethnic groups, makieghtmore ambitious and self-assure to the
degree that they challenge their host states.

Third-party intervention or support is often motee by so-called ethnic ties,

meaning that external states will provide suppaoirtaf separatist group with which they share
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an ethnic kinship (Saideman 1997: 726)Kinship ties may exist between an ethnic group
and its ethnic homeland where the kin is a domimqemter or to ethnic groups of similar
kinship, but where this group is not dominant. kthtin dominance in a nearby state gives
the group enhanced strategic power, because ifisgya potential for external political and
military support.

The number of segments of a particular group may.v@ome groups are mainly
based in one state while other groups are fragrdeateoss a number of stafésThis may
have an impact on ethnic demands as it potent@bvides the group both with more
supporters and more contenders. Whether the etimdeed groups in neighbouring states are
separatists as well can also be assumed to hawvepact (Saideman and Ayres 2000; Ayres
and Saideman 2000b). This discussion leads meofmpe the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 11: Groups that have kindred groups that are dominanainearby state are

more likely to be separatist.

Hypothesis 12: The higher the number of segments of ethnic kinggan other countries the

more likely a group will be separatist.

Hypothesis 13: Separatism among ethnic kin groups in other coestrincreases the

likelihood that a group will be separatist.

2.2.4 Summary of the group-level theories and hypot  heses

In this section, | have presented a broad seteamfrtes on ethnic separatism that is connected
to the ethnic groups, and categorized them acoptditheoretical content. Among the group-
level explanations there are three categorieseairtbs, the first focusing on characteristics of
the groups, the second on grievances as a souroetofation, and the third on capacity and
strategic power. Based on these theories fourtgpotheses (counting 4a and 4b as two)
were derived. TABLE 2.1 provides an overview ofshalifferent group-level theories and

hypotheses to be tested in chapter four.

% Testing this theory against the “vulnerabilityahg’ which postulates that a state’s own vulneiiabtb
separatism serves as a constraint on its will éotare external support, Saideman (1997) findsallvsupport
for the “ethnic ties” theory when it comes to expiag third-party intervention in the secessiomishflicts of
Katanga, Biafra and Yugoslavia.

% The geographically divided Kurds is an exampla gfoup with segments in different countries.
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TABLE 2.1: The group-level theories and hypotheses.

Group-level theories Hypotheses
1. The more ethnically distinct a group is the nldeely it will be separatist.
Group traits and 2. Relatively larger groups are more likely to bparatist.
characteristics 3. Groups that are concentrated in one region are fikely to be separatist.

4a. Separatism is more likely among economicakadvantaged groups.
4b. Separatism is more likely among economicallyaadtaged groups.

5. Groups faced with economic discrimination areerlikely to be separatist.

6. Groups faced with cultural discrimination arerenbkely to be separatist.

7. Groups faced with political discrimination arenma likely to be separatist

8. Severe problems with public health conditioresrapre likely to lead to
separatism.

9. Groups that suffer from restricted access td e more likely to be
separatist.

10. Groups that have enjoyed historical autonoraynaore likely to be separatist.

Group grievances
and motivations

11. Groups that have kindred groups that are daminaa nearby state are more

likely to be separatist.

Group cqpacity and 12. The higher the number of segments of ethnigkinips in other countries the
strategic power more likely a group will be separatist.

13. Separatism among ethnic kin groups in othent@s increases the

likelihood that a group will be separatist.

2.3 State-level theories

Whereas group identities, characteristics, motigapabilities and strategies, all are important
factors for explaining minority demands, one musbdake into account the wider context
within which these demands are raised. Althoughetifiect of institutional arrangements on
ethnic conflict, and the various conflict-solvingeasures utilized in multiethnic states have
been tested in previous accounts (Brancati 2006kleg 1992; Cohen 1997; Ishiyama 2000;
Saideman, Lanoue, Campenni, and Stanton 2002; 204lé; Lustick et al. 2004; McGarry
and O'Leary 1994), the effect on separatism hadeen assessed with the same frequency.
To investigate the effects of institutional desigms ethnic mobilization and conflict is
important in order to understand under which canigxcircumstances these conflicts are
more likely to occur. It may also provide policy-keas with clearer guidelines as to which
options that is to be preferred for appeasing patieseparatist movements.

In the following part | discuss theories that foars state-level institutions, such as
modes of power sharing arrangements, regime tydeegime durability. | also touch upon

theories on state reputation with respect to prelmehaviour towards internal challengers.

27



2.3.1 Power sharing arrangements

In this part | discuss theories that focus on th@act of various forms of power-sharing
arrangements. In general, decentralization of pasvexpected to dampen ethnic tensions by
“bringing the government closer to the people, @asing opportunities to participate in
government, and giving groups control over theilitipal, social, and economic affairs”
(Brancati 2006: 652). Power sharing arrangememgtearefore often put forward as options
available for states in order to contain conflietdaprotest in ethnically fractionalized
societies. However, the theories and empiricaktdscussing the merits of federal systems
and autonomy regimes are at best mixed. Some sshoblave found power sharing
arrangements to have a neutralizing impact on etlonflict, while others have found
support for the opposité.Nevertheless, there has been an increase in tpiad, or at least
the consideration of adopting, federal politicalstures among ethnically divided countries
over the last decades; Spain, Belgium and Ethibpie adopted a federal structure, whereas
there has been debates of doing the same bothlyn tlhe United Kingdom, the Philippines,
Indonesia, South Africa, Burma, Uganda and Afghanis(Bermeo 2002: 97; Amoretti
2002)%

There are a variety of definitions and typologiégealeral systems. Riker (1964: 11)
views federal systems as a result of a bargainioggss and defines them by the existence of
two levels of government that rule the same lardi@@ople, where each level has at least one
area of action in which it is guaranteed autono@iepan (1999: 20-22) criticizes this
definition for being highly restricted to the U.Bwdel of federalism. He argues that we
should separate between “coming-together” or symoattfederations like the United States,
Switzerland and Australia, “holding-together” olyamsnetrical federations that were created
in order to accommodate the ethnically divided pafpens of India, Spain and Belgium, and
lastly “putting-together” federations that wereated by coercion and force like the USSR.

A similar conceptualization with another wording tihe distinction betweesthnofederations

22 As Hechter and Okamoto (2001: 203-204) points autdditional third group of scholars argues thase
arrangements neither promotes nor neutralizesctuniflict. Bakke and Wibbels (2006) offer a releva
critique; they state that the question is not ashmuhether federal systems are more prone to pravet than
unitary systems, but more about under witatditionsfederal systems serve to dampen or escalate ethnic
conflicts.

% Federalism has even been suggested as a possbhatve for Iraq (Roeder 2009: 203).

% There are clear implications that follow from ckimy between different conceptualizations. Considercase
of Canada; according to the different theoristait be classified both as a “coming-together” fatien, an
asymmetrical federation and an ethnofederal sepite similarities in the formation process & thS. and
the Canadian federations as “coming-together” etlage nevertheless important differences. The Ganad
federal system has an asymmetrical element aasttdee of the federal units, Quebec, is basedcabarmality,
whereas the U.S. federal units are regionally b@isgohlicka 1998: 128).
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andfederations(Hale 2004; Roeder 2009) For a state to be clads#fs ethnofederal, at least
one constituent territorial governance unit is agged with an ethnic category (Hale 2004:
167). | will restrict my classification of federaystems and the expectations to be derived
from this, to the distinction between ethnofederadi (in the meaning of ethnically defined
federal units) and federations (in the meaningegianally defined units), which is also most
commonly used in the literatuf@.

As the different types of federal systems havertbein defining features, one may
expect them to have different implications and intpaon separatist activity. According to
Stepan (1999: 20), countries like Indonesia, Rudsigeria, China, and Burma, that have
been plagued by separatist movemehiye to create federal systems that are able to
accommodate cultural diversity, in order to beconable democracies. Such a solution is
needed, even if this entails an arrangement ofiapagtonomy for a certain group. Efforts at
crafting ethnofederations are thus seen by manylah as the most likely choice for
countries faced with ethnic diversity.

Gurr (2000a: 55) sees the gradual decrease ofcetioniflicts in the last decades as a
result of an increasing will to accommodate minesit collective demands through
devolution of power. In fact, the Organization fSecurity and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) and the Council of Europe has adopted stdadto “endorse autonomy for
minorities within existing states” (Gurr 2000a: 5Beluctance to grant autonomy on the other
hand may be motivated by fears that minorities, eortbeir demands have been
accommodated, will radicalize further. However, G(2000a: 56-57) argues that these
expectations are not well supported by the empirigalities. The successful establishments
of federal arrangements or autonomous regimeshf®Mizos in India, Gaguaz’ in Moldova
and the Chakma tribe in Bangladesh in fact supperbpposite outcont8.

The success of such arrangements may be due toretmsuring effect such
accommodating concessions have in deeply dividatest as demands for greater self-
determination often are driven by fears of insdgu(Rothchild and Hartzell 1999: 259).
Furthermore, goods that are valueddmge segment of a society, for instance the provisibn o

education in a distinct language or state supmorafspecific religion, are best provided for

% The former label thus incorporates the asymmeétoicéholding-together” federal systems, whereasltiter
refers to symmetrical or “coming-together” fedesgstems.

% However, state concessions of special autonomyalsanbe fragile and reversible. McGibbon (2004a@jues
that Aceh and Papua was granted autonomy underoedinary circumstances when the Indonesian govenhm
was rendered weak by a number of crises. Whenutiaty was rebuilt and the crises passed over the
government loosened its commitment to the autongragits made in the post-Suharto era, fearing tht s
commitments would stimulate a domino-effect of cegil demands.
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locally. This is because the local provision of geancreases the likelihood that the goods
produced are in line with the wants and identibéshe particular segment. To devolve the
provision of such goods to sub-national units ohefal systems is therefore a way of handling
this (Hechter 2000: 143).

Federal systems also provide multiethnic societieth political flexibility and
minority groups with alternative arenas in whichytltan operate (Brass 1991: 60). Rothchild
and Hartzell (1999: 268) finds, although relativdlynited, empirical support for the
proposition that including arrangements of territbautonomy when negotiating settlements
of intrastate conflicts increases the likelihood tbése settlements being stable. Bermeo
(2002: 105) states that federalization and thetgrgrof special or asymmetrical autonomy in
Spain and Belgium has served to check the suppogeparatism. Furthermore, whereas the
positive effects associated with decentralizatiamehbeen supported by the stabilizing effects
such features have had in Canada, Switzerlanda bl Nigeria, failure to provide federalist
concessions on the other hand has, according tmd2e(2002: 105-107), often served to
stimulate separatist movements.

Similarly in Russia, despite threats of Tatar ssioeésm in the early 1990s, the
negotiation over federalism and the power sharigigement that was reached in February
1994 between Moscow and Tatarstan, has servedeseme Russia’s territorial integrity
rather than to disintegrate it (Walker 1998: 2444)2 This is supported by the findings of
Lustick et al. (2004: 223): Increasing represeatatihrough autonomous power sharing
arrangements significantly reduces secessionisttgct’

Whereas the assumed strengths of ethnofederasiangheir ability to target and
accommodate aggrieved ethnic minorities, federatisith ethnically heterogeneous regions,
on the other hand, may prevent the formation astitirtionalization of ethnic identities at the
periphery, and stimulate inter-ethnic cooperatiather than conflict (Roeder 2009: 217).

Based on the preceding discussion the followingbiygses are derived:
Hypothesis 14a: Groups residing in federations are less likely eodeparatist.

Hypothesis 15a: Groups residing irethnofederations are less likely to be separatist.

2 Their analysis is based on a computer simulatiognam employed on a virtual country, Beita. Theules
suggest that repression may serve to contain etfitiopl mobilization, but not secessionist actvt.ustick et
al. 2004: 223-224).
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Hypothesis 16a: Autonomous groups are less likely to be separatist.

There is however a large group of scholars thagjessig that decentralization of power
does not reduce ethnic conflict, but quite the @yt serve to escalate such conflicts.
Whereas some scholars have concluded that fedsrahzand devolution of power may have
had a stabilizing effect in many divided societikégloes not necessarily eliminate separatist
sentiments. The breakdown of the communist regimeéle Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia
and Yugoslavia, followed by the massive ethnic ullsinces that was revoked when the
ethnic pressure cooker exploded, did much to fhel debate on the potential damaging
effects of ethnofederalism.

The Soviet central leadership in Moscow createdietily defined federal units led
by ethnic cadres that were made dependent on asmd to the centre. This strategy was
initially aimed at neutralizing ethno-politics bas Roeder (1991: 199) puts it: “It was a
strategy that achieved interethnic peace not schnwycremoving the root causes of ethnic
grievances as by eliminating mobilizational oppoities for independent ethnic protest.” A
similar assessment has been made by Slezkine (4898 who in a metaphoric manner states
that: “If the USSR was a communal apartment, themefamily that inhabited it was entitled
to a room of its own.” The Soviet communist stdtest combined a simultaneous promotion
of ethnic nationalism and union federalism base@ telief that by nurturing ethnic national
autonomies, schools and languages, one would ealgneliminate distrust and discontent
towards the federal centre (Slezkine 1994: 420).

The somewhat unintended consequences of the fesigstms in the Soviet Union,
Yugoslavia (post-revolution) and Czechoslovakias{gl®68), was however the construction
and recognition of national diversity within thatgs. These federal systems therefore served
to develop and reinforce already existing ethnienidies, but also to create a “common
enemy — which, in the federal context, was ineWtahe center” (Bunce 1999: 47-48).
Federalism may therefore serve to create natiorthe@sub-state level that are equipped with
strong symbolic resources like borders and varemmomic, cultural or political institutions.
These institutions are expected to fuel nationalmt separatist aspirations (Bunce 1999: 84-
85; Jenne et al. 2007: 54%).

2 Dorff (1994: 102) stresses the distinction betwiseeralstructure(the institutions) and federptocess
(cooperation between the partners of the federgtaaiming that neither of the three communisteiedions
met both of these criteria, thus questioning whetteat all can brand these regimes as federadliSaedit
federal systems as tools for conflict-managemerthersole basis of the failure of these regimes thay be
immature.
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The organization of federal systems along ethmiesimay pose serious challenges to
the conduct of federal process as it potentialligttens the conflict between ethnic groups.
There is also a risk that the centre will be ocedpby a dominant group that may aim to
centralize the system and thereby inhibiting theppr federal process. The experience of
ethnic federalism in Ethiopia since 1991 lends s@upport for this reasoning. Here the
failure to contain ethnic strife, to a large degtees been ascribed to the lack refl
decentralization of power and the continued govemmdominance by the Tigreans
(Mengisteab 2001: 24).

Hale (2004: 167) points out that all the ethnofatlens that have failed and broken up
have had an ethnic core region, whereas this isheotase for those lacking a core redion.
In Nigeria these problems became evident duringfitee Nigerian First Republic. The size
and dominance of the northern region of the Haugank did much to bring about the
collapse of the federal state structure (Suber3140).

With reference to the Canadian federation Kymliqd®98: 128) questions the
flexibility of federal systems when they are bwlt asymmetrical relationships, observing
that whereas federal units based on nationalitye lteatendency to seek ever greater powers,
regionally based units does rBtThis is illustrated by the fact that the regiopdtlased
federal system of the United States over time hasomme more centralized, while the
ethnofederal Canadian system has become more dalzasd (Kymlicka 1998: 1283

The accommodation of national minorities may alswehan unwanted effect of
reinforcing ethnic identities rather than depoiticg them. As minorities become empowered
with self-governing institutions they may gain doehce in their pursuit for even greater
concessions (Kymlicka 1998: 139). This argumenédboed by Cornell (2002: 250), who
points out that the granting of autonomy to specifjroups as a form of positive
discrimination raises both moral and practical lémges. He further argues: “The institution
of autonomous regions is conducive to secessioherause institutionalizing and promoting
the separate identity of a titular group increabas group’s cohesion amniillingnessto act,
and establishing political institutions increaske ¢apacity of that group to act” (Cornell
2002: 252). Providing groups with borders, ideestiinstitutions, leadership, control of mass

media, and potential external support, Cornell 20875) concludes that ethno-federal

29 A core region is defined by Hale (2004: 169) dbfes: “An ethnofederal region is a core ethnicicegf it
contains either an outright majority of the popiglator makes up at least 20 percent more of thdavho
country’s population than does the second largggon.”

% Whereas Quebec is a federal unit based on naitiprthle other nine provinces in Canada are rediphased
units within the English-speaking majority (Kymlek998: 128).
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arrangements have beens@aurcerather than a solution” [emphasis added] to conith the

Caucasian environment. The following alternativpdtireses are therefore proposed:

Hypothesis 14b: Groups residing irfederations are more likely to be separatist.

Hypothesis 15b: Groups residing in ethnofederations are more likelype separatist.

Hypothesis 16b: Autonomous groups are more likely to be separatist.

2.3.2 Regime type and durability

Whereas the preceding section discussed the pessidtits and pitfalls of accommodating
ethnic mobilization through the adoption of varidesms of power sharing arrangements,
there is also a large scholarly debate that mavadby discuss what regime type that is best
suited for handling ethnic conflicts in deeply digd societies.

Some scholars maintain that it is a particularaselemocratic institutional designs,
rather than democracy in general, that are eshecikll-equipped for ethnically
fractionalized countries. Lijphart (1977: 25) haer finstance argued in favour of
consociational democracy, grand coalition goverrisierfconcurrent majority” rule,
proportionality and segmental autonomy in orderntake democracies stable in plural
societies. Similarly, Cohen (1997: 628) has sholat among democracies, those that are
built on proportional institutions are better aintding ethnic conflicts than those built on
majoritarian institutions.

Furthermore, democracies, as opposed to especsaiyi-autocracies, but also
autocracies, have been found to be less vulnetabdxtreme forms of ethnic mobilization,
such as political violence, rebellions, civil waehd armed conflict (Ellingsen 2000;
Mousseau 2001; Hegre, Ellingsen, Gates, and G&di01; Scarritt, McMillan, and
Mozaffar 2001).

However, neither democratic nor autocratic regirsesm to be immune to ethnic
separatism. In fact, building ethnically inclusigemocratic governments with cross-cutting
coalitions is not an easy task in severely dividedieties. Some of the defining aspects of
democratic systems may pose severe challenges liticglo stability in ethnically
fractionalized states, and to the contrary makeadbeaties more prone to separatism.
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In democratic systems, the victorious political patitors are rewarded with inclusion
in government. This inclusion is often accompaneth further rewards, such as access to,
and distributive power over resources and othewilpges. In divided societies, the
mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion run the agkoinciding with ethnic lines, which
makes the potential rewards or losses associattéd either inclusion or exclusion all the
more serious. Exclusion from government may be symwmus with exclusion from society in
general (Horowitz 1993: 18).

Democratic institutions may in fact facilitate v@aus electoral outputs that are
undemocratic and that potentially fuel the salien€eethnic cleavages further. In divided
societies it is quite likely that one, in one waytloe other, either ends up with some sort of
tyranny of the majority. This majority could be @ther an absolute or a simple form. The
latter would in practice mean a tyranny of the milyp as first-past-the-post electoral
systems, such as the Westminster system, bringower the party with the highest vote
share, regardless of how large this vote sharétlseaotal turnout (Horowitz 1993: 29-30).

Competition between ethnic groups over access libgab power may thus become a
guestion of all or nothing. This creates a situatd uncertainty for the losers, as the losers
cannot trust that the winners credibly intend totgct other than their own self-interest.
When the impartiality of the state is at doubt,wdren the state itself has collapsed, this
creates what some theorists have labelledthnic security dilemm@Posen 1993; Saideman
and Ayres 2000; Saideman 1998; Saideman et al.)30@=ced with uncertainty, ethnic
groups may come to rely even more on their owntitieand kinship ties, as a source of trust
and protection against neglect and exclusion (Hdarow993: 32). Ultimately, what better
way of protecting ones own interests and secustthere than to form ones own political
entity? Ethnic groups that are excluded from theares of the democratic systems would
therefore be more likely to see the separatisbapdis a way of obtaining security (Ayres and
Saideman 2000b: 97; Saideman and Ayres 2000).

Furthermore, demands of ethnic separatism are nbeéréntly associated with
violence. Such goals may equally well be pursueatigh the democratic rules of the gaine.

The opportunities for non-violent ethnic mobilizati are higher in democracies than in

32 Security here refers to economic, political angigital security. While economic security is deteed by
issues such as income and employment; physicatisecancerns the more basal need of not feelingatened
physically by another group in the state. Politeaturity is gained through some form of politicahtrol
(Saideman 1998).

% Some obvious examples of politically organizedssatist are the Scottish National Party (SNP) iot&ad:;
Plaid Cymru (PC) in Wales; Euskadi in the Basquentg Parti Québecois (PQ) in Canada; and Lega Nord
Italy (Sorens 2005: 305).
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autocracies, as democracies are more tolerantaimacracies. In that way democracies may
provide ethnic separatists with both the relevastitutions and political channels, through
which they can set forth their separatist demanmdsailegal way. This is opposed to

autocracies which are insensitive to ethnic demandfess the costs of repressing them
outweigh the benefits (Gurr 1993: 177; Saideman Awes 2000: 1131; Gurr and Harff

1994: 103).

The act of putting forward separatggmandgwhich can be non-violent), should thus
be more likely in democracies than in autocracassseparatist demands are more likely to
trigger large-scale conflict in autocracies, beeatl®® demands cannot be raised through
political channels.

Autocracies may also remove some of the competiiveertainty that is found in
democracies, as they can be quite stable regimésijthstanding which methods of coercion
that are employed to reach this stability (Saidemtaal. 2002: 107). One could also expect
democracies where the dominant group enjoys relgtiimited legitimacy, to be more prone
to ethnic unrest and separatism, than say an atiimecegime with a narrowly legitimized
military leadership, which does not have to rely support from ethnic groups for their

legitimacy. Based on this discussion the followiygothesis are to be tested:

Hypothesis 17: Ethnic groups residing in democracies are morelyike be separatist.

It is not just the character of the regime thaissumed to influence the likelihood of
separatist activity. The stability and durability megimes also are expected to matter.
According to the ethnic security dilemma theory #Hituations that occur following a regime
collapse are likely to be characterized by uncetyaand anarchy (Posen 1993).

The upsurge of separatist activism in the formestygommunist world may thus be
viewed as a consequence of a lack of state instisitthat were able to handle ethnic
mobilization once the beasts were released fromn tages. In the wake of regime changes,
ethnic groups are forced to rely on strategies thidit maximize their self-interest and
security. When no other alternative groups are gtas credible, this would best be achieved
through the creation of a state of their own. Regithange should therefore be positively
correlated with increased ethnic unrest, indepeindénvhether the direction of change is
toward democracy or autocracy (Gurr 1993: 176-H@gre et al. 2001). Long established
regimes, both democratic and authoritarian typespeore likely to have “worked things out,

either satisfying the demands of competing groupdiscouraging dissent through enduring
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repressive institutions” (Saideman et al. 2002:)1@n the basis of these arguments, the

following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 18: The longer a regime has endured, the less likelynhabiting group will be

separatist.

Regime durability and stability is hypothesizedréstrain ethnic mobilization, but
how is this stability achieved? There is a larghotarly debate addressing what type of
executive institutions, presidential or parliameiata, that is most likely to produce political
stability, and therefore most successful in ethhyjchvided societies.

Some scholars argue that presidential systems thavwestrengths, first, in terms of
accountability as voters directly elect their executive, and npaymish or reward the
executive in the next election. Second, presidergistems provide higher levels of
identifiability, in the meaning that presidential elections presidlearer cues to the voters in
order for them to make a prospective choice andresgsthat they know their alternatives.
Third, presidential systems have a systemmoftual checksas executive and legislative
power is separated. Fourth and last, encouragékebgeparation of power, the president may
function as ararbiter, placing himself above congressional party pdiiic order to ensure
moderation (Shugart and Carey 1992: 44-49).

In ethnically divided societies this arbitrary elemb may motivate groups to
cooperate, and to muster support behind a jointlidate, as cooperation is preferable to
being excluded from politics (Ishiyama 2000: 54) Ethnic groups facing security dilemmas,
the presidential principles should make them mangfident that undesired policies will be
blocked in a system of mutual checks and balansagléman et al. 2002: 111). Hence, the

following hypothesis is set forth:

Hypothesis 19a: Groups in presidential systems are less likelyg@éparatist.

However, presidents are often elected in firstHplae-post procedures, creating zero-
sum games where the electoral winner takes a#ithnically divided societies, this may serve
to polarize ethnic cleavages, and lead to a hegenstettus for the largest ethnic group, thus
enabling it to exercise a tyranny of the (simplepjonty (Linz 1994: 44; 1990: 56).
Alternatively, the following hypothesis is theredégoroposed:
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Hypothesis 19b: Groups in presidential systems are more likelydsbparatist.

2.3.3 State reputation building

Yet another approach is offered by Walter (200609)1 She argues that the strategic
interaction between ethnic groups and their certvahterparts must be viewed in light of the
uncertainty that surrounds a government’s willinggi® accommodate a challenger. In other
words, a government sits on private informationwlwhether it will act in a conciliatory or
repressive way when challenged.

This means that this information is not availaldegotential challengers. Instead, the
groups must evaluate and calculate the informatiahis readily available and based on this
make a guess of how the government in fact will @bots can be done by reviewing previous
government behaviour. However, what complicates rtregter is that governments, also
conciliatory ones, thus have an incentive to achistrategic way, so as to repress early
challengers in order to avoid future challengersaiféf 2006b: 110). Building on theories
from economics, Walter (2003, 2006a) argues thatdicisions to fight or accommodate a
challenger can not be reduced to evaluations ofstfaegic value of the territory at stake.
Rather, governments exercise a form of reputatiglting in order to deter future
challengers.

Results from statistical analysis shows that statest face numerous future
challengers will act more repressive towards eehlgllengers, and states that repress early
challengers will face fewer challengers in the fatuBecause of imperfect information about
how a government will respond to challenges, grotigerefore will have to rely on
information on earlier challenges and earlier gowent responses to these. Hence, the

following hypothesis will be tested:

Hypothesis 20: Groups that have observed state accommodation rtieeahallengers are

more likely to be separatist.

2.3.4 Summary of the state-level theories and hypot  heses

In the preceding section | have presented thresgoaes of state-level theories with eleven
adhering hypotheses. The first theoretical persgeds that focusing on various forms of

power sharing arrangements. The second focusdseaffect of democratic versus autocratic
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regime types, presidential versus parliamentariegsys and regime durability. Lastly, there is

the theory that discusses the impact of past bittaviour as a source of reputation building.

These theories and hypotheses are summarized ihERER.

TABLE 2.2: The state-level theories and hypotheses.

State-level theories

Hypotheses

Power sharing

14a. Groups residing in federations are less likelye separatist.

15a. Groups residing thnofederations are less likely to be separatist.
16a. Autonomous groups are less likely to be séigara

arrangements S : ) .

14b. Groups residing ifederations are more likely to be separatist.

15b. Groups residing in ethnofederations are nikedylto be separatist.

16b. Autonomous groups are more likely to be sejsara

17. Ethnic groups residing in democracies are tikety to be separatist.
Regime type 18. The longer a regime has endured, the lesyl&®inhabiting group will be

and durability

separatist.
19a. Groups in presidential systems are less lilkehe separatist.
19b. Groups in presidential systems are more lil@lye separatist.

State reputation

20. Groups that have observed state accommoddtiearicer challengers are more
likely to be separatist.
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3 METHOD OF ANALYSIS, DATA AND
OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES

This chapter begins with a discussion of the choita quantitative research design in this
thesis. Then, | proceed by presenting the spemfithod of analysis, the multilevel linear
growth curve model. | continue by discussing theadesed in the empirical analysis. Finally,
| present the operationalization of the dependent the independent variables used in the

empirical analysis.

3.1 Research design: A quantitative approach

Skocpol (2003: 409) argue that social scientistsirarolved in a “doubly engaged” enterprise
as we simultaneously aim to answer real-world golestas well as being engaged in a
discussion of causal theoretical hypotheses andcehaf optimal methods of empirical
investigation. It is the latter aspect that is ¢hegl in this chapter: What is the ideal
methodological approach fanyresearch question?

Traditionally, the methodological approaches awddafor political scientists have
been dichotomized into a quantitative, variablexoteéd approach with a large N and an aim
of generalizing the results to a broad universecades, and a qualitative case-oriented
approach focused on one or a smaller number osd&Seg, Verba, and Keohane 1994: 3-4;
Ragin 2004). This dichotomy has been, and stillaceompanied with a high level of
controversy between adherents to both approaché&s abat techniques are best for causal
inferences (King et al. 1994; Lijphart 1971; McKao®999; Skocpol 2003; Ragin 2004).

Rather than to throw myself into a debate of whetme methodological approach in
general is superior to another, | instead argué dghquantitative approach is best for my
research question. Firstly, ethnic separatist m&rdgsnare active in every corner of the world.
With this in mind, | intend to track which factoese the most important for predicting
separatist demands by testing it on a largest Iplessample of ethnic groups, thus
maximizing the ability to generalize the resultsnoy analysis. The choice of a quantitative
design is further grounded in the fact that presistudies of separatism often has been done
in either qualitative analyses of one or a limitednber of cases (Gourevitch 1979; Keating
2001; Tiryakian and Rogowski 1985; Williams 198@),0n a higher number of cases, albeit

restricted either to a specific geographic regiortcoseparatist movements in democracies
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(Emizet and Hesli 1995; Hale 2000; Ishiyama 200@jsiman 1997; Sorens 2005). Although
guantitative studies has been undertaken on a Mrggmple of ethnic groups, most of these
have been concerned with explaining only the masdical forms of ethnic mobilization,
especially which factors that are associated witlttly secessionismovements, or other
types of ethnic conflicts like rebellion, protest @vil wars (Ayres and Saideman 2000a;
Lustick et al. 2004; Saideman and Ayres 2000; W&@6b; Collier and Hoeffler 2002;
Fearon and Laitin 2003).

Thus, | argue that there is a need for a test ef rilch theoretical resources
accumulated in previous studies, both on a widectspeof cases and with an inclusive
operationalization of separatist demands (whichgued in favour of in chapter two, section
2.1.1). I will now turn more specifically to theahe of a multilevel method of analysis.

3.2 Method of analysis

3.2.1 The need for a multilevel analysis of separat  ist demands:

Theoretical and statistical motivations

Often, political scientists aim to answer reseaqtlestions that involve multilevel data
structures, also called hierarchical data. In fidese types of data structures exists whenever
a group of units can be considered as a subsethef anits (Steenbergen and Jones 2002:
219). However, though so many of the phenomenantemd to explain involves a multilevel
structure, relatively few attempts to address thmsestions through the statistical methods
that are available for handling such nested datetsires have been made (Steenbergen and
Jones 2002; Luke 2004; Raudenbush and Bryk 2002)

The theoretical reasons for conducting multilealalyses are numerous and
convincing. As | have argued both in the introdoietio this thesis and in the following theory
chapter, | hypothesize ethnic separatism to be dh&come of both group-specific
characteristics and factors associated with thesgpg’ host states.

My argument is relatively straightforward, ethniogps aresubunitswithin their host
states. Ethnic separatism is therefore clearlyenpimenon that is comprised of a multilevel
data structure. Whenever a researcher employsaaetieal framework or hypotheses that
“are composed of constructs operating and intergait multiple levels, then the researcher
should use multilevel statistical models” (Luke 20@3). However, more often than not

multilevel theoretical frameworks are not tested dorresponding multilevel statistical
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models. The study of ethnic separatism proves tocbexception to the rule in this respétt.
My choice of research design is therefore driventhmoretical considerations, as | aim to
explain a phenomenon comprised of a hierarchicéh d&ructure by utilizing the most
appropriate method for doing so.

There are various risks associated with a lackoofespondence between theory and
the method employed to test these theories. Ofsga dn lower levels of analysis are
analyzed at an aggregate level. This may leattdogical fallacieswrongly concluding that
a relationship observed at an aggregate levelalyais also holds at a lower level of analysis.
Alternatively one may be tempted to draw inferenaksut relationships at higher levels of
analysis based on aggregated data, potentiallyirgpasomistic fallaciesLuke 2004: 5-6;
Hox 2002: 3-4). These classic examples of falladesrease our ability to construct correct
theories and draw correct inferences. Multileveldels overcome these fallacies as they
combine two or more levels of analysis into a fnglodel where predictors are specified for
each level (Steenbergen and Jones 2002: 219).

Additionally, multilevel models provide researchergh a tool to investigateausal
heterogeneitywhich is the possibility that causal patterns magy between units at higher
levels of analysis (Steenbergen and Jones 2002:VZ&Stern 1998: 1233-1234). Within the
literature of political science, it is often assuwiibat “political processes play out differently
in different settings” (Western 1998: 1234). Corti@mal statistical methods like OLS
regression analysis does not take into accouneffieet of context and provides us but with
one set of regression coefficients that is assuiméald across different contexts (Luke 2004:
7). This assumption of causal homogeneity has HBemefully targeted by adherents to
historical comparative analysis (Hall 2003; Gold&to2003; Mahoney 2003). However,
multilevel analyses make it possible to test whetthe assumed relationships holds for
different contexts. In other words we can more wharftly judge the generalizability of our
results (Steenbergen and Jones 2002: 219).

The statistical reasons for choosing multilevel eledare also convincing. When
faced with multilevel data political scientists et employ a set of dummy variables to
capture the effect of contextual or subgroup déffimes within the framework of a single-level
OLS regression analysis. However, these dummy hasadoes nothing more than to indicate
differences, without explaining them (Steenberged dones 2002: 220). Moreover, standard

statistical tests are based on an “independencebeérvations” assumption. However,

34 Hale (2008) has employed this method in a receakion separatism, but the analysis is relativiejtéd
both in terms of the explanatory variables includedvell as the study is limited to cases in Earasi
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whenever there exists a multilevel data structurh wlustered data, this assumption is
violated. Statistical tests thus end up biasingreges of standard errors towards zero and
providing the researcher with significant, but spus results, causing type | errors (Hox
2002: 5; Steenbergen and Jones 2002: #19).

Additionally, by disaggregating information fromhagher level of analysis to for
instance the individual level, the contextual imf@tion that is not captured by the predictors
in our model ends up in the same model error t&€omsequently, clusters of individuals
belonging to the same group leads to correlatear éerms, thus violating one of the most
basic assumptions to be met in the standard ANOVBIS regression analysis (Luke 2004:
7; Steenbergen and Jones 2002: 220).

Whereas the theoretical and statistical justifaradi for employing multilevel models
provide me with relevant arguments for using a ilewiél model to explain the roots of ethnic
separatism, the most basic assumption must alsb Tibere has to be an actual link between
the proposed multilevel nature of the theoretiggldtheses presented in chapter two and the
actual empirical patterns to be analysed in chaiptar. In the next chapter, which presents
the results of the analysis, | will therefore begiith a preliminary look at my datasets to see
if there is in fact a correspondence that justiffes use of a multilevel analysis to answer my
research question. In order to do this, | first ndo give an outline of the logics and
construction of the specific method of analysis, lthear growth curve model.

3.2.2 The multilevel linear growth curve model: Log ics and construction

As | aim to explain both separatist demands as agetihanges over time in these demands the
data structure in this thesis is not only multileveit also longitudinal. In multilevel models
one can treat repeated measurements as nested wiits. In my example this would be time
periods nested within ethnic groufls.

Multilevel growth curve modelling, because of iwger and flexibility, is in fact one
of the most suited methods for analysing longitatihata as it can handle both missing data
and designs where the observations occur at diffénmes for different units (Luke 2008:
545; Hox 2002: 93; Raudenbush and Bryk 2002: 1Blis is exactly the case for the dataset

% Type | error means incorrectly rejecting the fylpothesis, by concluding that there is a correfetihen it
actually is not (Hair Jr., Black, Babin, Andersand Tatham 2006).

% As we may expect individuals belonging to a certioup, for example students belonging to a abassr to
be clustered and more alike than individuals baluntp separate groups, we could also expect regeat
measurements within the same unit to be more #iée repeated measurements across units (Luke 2083:
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used in this thesis (as will be discussed moreetaillin section 4.2). In TABLE 3.1 an

overview of this unbalanced panel is shown.

TABLE 3.1: Overview of observations across the threetime periods

Number of groups Pattern of observations over time
1990-1994 1995-1999 2000-2003
219 X X X
54 - X X
6 X X -
3 X -
1 - X

Of the total of 283 groups, | have data for allethitime periods for 219 of these
groups. For 54 groups, | have data on the twotlggesods (many of these groups are the
found in the former Soviet republics and the p@stimunist states in Eastern Europe). For
six groups | have data only for the two first pdgoLastly, for three groups | have data solely
for 1990-1994, and for one group | have data only1f995-1999. However, this poses no
problems to my analysis.

The multilevel way of modelling longitudinal dataakes it possible to trackithin-
group changeover time. This means that | can detect the inddial growth trajectory of
separatist demands for each ethnic grbuphis part of a growth curve model is called the
intra-individual part (Luke 2008: 549). Have for instance the Kurdgaq or the Basques in
Spain radicalized or de-radicalized their separasnands throughout the 1990’s and early
2000's? This, | will be able to answer as | trabk tndividual rates of change among each
ethnic groups, by assessing repeated measurensenéstzd within these groups. Each group
is then allowed to display their own growth curizele 2008: 549).

Additionally I can assess thietergroup differences in change by adding predictors at
the level-2 (group characteristics) and level-&atéstcharacteristics) of the analysis (Singer
and Willett 2003: 8)That is, why do ethnic groups display differentwgtio trajectories in
separatist demands and which factors can explasetlifferencesRre these differences the
outcome of group characteristics, like for instamt¢eether one group is concentrated in one
region and another group is not? Alternativelyt tetermined by one state being federal and
the other not federal? In sum, these methodologippbrtunities make the multilevel method

of analysis an ideal approach for my research turest

37 Although the term “growth” seems to indicate acréase over time, the outcome may equally well be a
decrease. Growth is thus just a substitute fomtbiel “change” (Singer and Willett 2003: 4).
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When the number of time observations per unit eve (one to three) as is the case in
my dataset, growth curve model must be fitted ine@ar model (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002:
163)3® To summarize then, my model consists of threeléewf analysis. The first level is
the repeated measurements, the second level igthimc groups in which the repeated
measurements are nested within, and the third lisvéte host states in which the ethnic

groups are nested within.

3.2.3 The unconditional model

When building multilevel models, it is common tarstout from simple unconditional models
(without predictors), and then step by step buddditional models by adding predictors at
the various levels. In this thesis, | will buildtlree-level, linear, growth curve model with
predictors at level-1, -2 and 3.

The only predictor that is included in the uncoraial growth curve model is the
linear time variabldrend at level-1. Next, the parameters in the level-it p& the model
become outcomes at the level-2 part of the model e level-2 parameters become
outcomes at the level-3 part of the model (Luke&®@29). For my unconditional model, the

following equation is estimated at level-1:
Yy =T + T4 (trena)tij * €y

In my three-level model the indicési, andj respectively denotéme, ethnic groupsand
stateswhere there are (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002: 229):

t=1,2, ... n; time observations within ethnic groum statsj;
i =1,2,...];ethnic groups within stajeand

j=1,2,... ) states.

In the level-1 equatiorY is the outcome at timefor groupi within statej. (trend) is
a time variable that is O at time period 1990-19P4} time period 1995-1999, and 2 at time

period 2000-2003,77Oij is the initial score on theeparatism indexor groupi within statej,

3 In order to assess the exémtm of change, i.e. whether it is linear or non-linearer time one need three or
more waves of data (Singer and Willett 2003: 9).

%9 In general, multilevel models can be denoted Ipasste equations for the models at each level efoations
for the level-1, -2 and -3 models may also be cominto a mixed model (Raudenbush and Bryk 208R: 2
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that is, the expected outcome for groum 1990-1994.;7lij is the rate of change in separatist
demands for group within statej. g; is the random error at level-1. These effects are

assumed normally distributed with a mean of 0 aadawces®. The level-2 equation is
denoted in the following way (Raudenbush and Bri§&2 238):

Ty = ,BooJ' + I

L; = :3101' 1

Here, the initial score on thseparatism indexs, for groupi within statej is
predicted by the mean initial score on #eparatism indexs,,; within statej, and a random
level-2 effectry, . The changeate in separatist demandsg, for ethnic groupj is predicted
by the mean change rate in separatist demafjglsvithin statej, and a random level-2
effectr,; .

At level-3 the following equation is denoted (Ranidesh and Bryk 2002: 239):

,Booj' = Yooo t Ugo;

,8101 = Vioo T Uy

Here, the mean initial score on theparatism indexs,, for statej is predicted by the overall
mean initial score on theeparatism index/,,,and a random level-3 effect,,; . The mean
change rate in separatist deman@s within statej is predicted by an overall mean change
rate y,,, and a random level-3 effeat,,;. The equations for level-1, -2 and -3 can be

combined into a single mixed equation:

Yy SeparatisnF Yoo, + Vg0 * trend+ry; +1; *trend+uy,; +u,,, *trend+g;

Here, outcomé& on theseparatism indeat timet for groupi within statg is predicted

by the overall mean initial score on theparatism index/,,, as well as the mean overall
change in separatist demangg,. Whereasg; , r; and uy, are the unmodelled variability
respectively at level-1, -2 and -3 for the initsgore on theseparatism indexry; and u,,; are

the equivalent variability for the rate of changeseparatist demands at level-2 and -3. From
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this departure point, the unconditional model, omey add predictors at different levels in
line with the theoretical expectations.

However, before adding predictors at the differéatels it is useful to take a
preliminary look at the empirical patterns in mytaly calculating the intraclass correlation
coefficient (ICC). This will give an indication dhe appropriateness of using a multilevel
analysis for my purpose (Luke 2004: 18). ICC carcéleulated on the basis of the variance
components that are obtained from running the whtonal model. The variance

componentsof,afO and 0’500 are estimates of the variance at level-1, -2 andespectively

(Hox 2002: 32). The intraclass correlation coedfitio measures the proportion of variance

in the outcome that is between level-2 or levelfBtsy that is, ethnic groups or states
(Raudenbush and Bryk 2002: 36). | will give a mdetailed presentation of the calculation
and interpretation of the ICC at the start of te&trchapter.

3.2.4 Moving from an unconditional to a conditional model

After having checked whether there is significaatiance at both level-2 and -3, in my case
with respect to initial score on tilseparatism indeas well as the rates of change in separatist
demands through examining the ICC, the next stepnuitilevel modelling is to add
predictors at the different levels in order to eiplthis variance. Ethnic group predictors that
are time-varying are added at level-1, whereasigtad that are fixed across time is added at
level-2 (Luke 2004: 65). The level-1 equation ie #ame as the first one | presented, except
for the addition of therr;a ; part, which reflects the inclusion of time-varyipgedictors at

level-1:

Y.

i = Ty + T (trend)y +---+ 1,8, + €

The level-2 equation witlg = 1,...,Q level-2 predictorsX; is notated in the following way

(Raudenbush and Bryk 2002: 231-232):

Thy; =,Bool‘ +ﬂ01jxlij +"'+:qujxqij * loj
Ty = Bioj + By Xy +0F BogXgi +
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Here, both the initial score on tkeparatism indeand the change rates in separatist
demands for ethnic groupis predicted by the mean initial score and thenmradenge rate in

statej, as well as the level-2 predictofg; . For a model withs=1,...,Slevel-3 predictors

W, , the level-3 equation is notated as follows:

,3001' = Vooo + VooMyj - F VoV + Ugg
,5101' = Vioo + VaoVyj +o 0+ YWy + Uy

| have now provided a brief introduction to theiésgbehind and the composition of
the multilevel model, as well as the procedure rooving from an unconditional to a

conditional model via the calculation of the ICC.

3.2.5 Model estimation, model fit and deviance

The most typical form of estimation of multilevelodels is some variant of Maximum
Likelihood (ML) estimation (Luke 2004: 26; Luke 280555). Maximum Likelihood
estimation means “maximizing a likelihood functitimt assesses the joint probability of
simultaneously observing all of the sample datausng a certain set of fixed and random
effects” (Luke 2008: 555). The method is robust ayemherally produces consistent and
efficient estimates (Hox 2002: 37). ML provides mi¢h the likelihood statistics, which can
be employed for checking the model fit to the dafthis is done by transforming this
likelihood to devianceby multiplying the natural log of the likelihood/ minus two (-2LL)
(Luke 2004: 34; Luke 2008: 555).

Deviance, in turn, is a measure of the “discrepdretyveen the observed data and the
fitted model” (Luke 2008: 556). This measure mayebgloyed to contrast different models
against each other, i.e. two models with unequatbars of predictors, in order to see what
model best fit the data. This is ideal for my puwgoas | will test different theoretical
categories of variables, and evaluate if the inolusf a new set of variables serve to improve
the model fit. The drawback with the devianceistiatis that takes a lower value (which is a

sign of good model fit) with the inclusion of movariables. However, one may use a
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different fit measure that incorporates a degreé&addom control, the Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC) (Luke 2008: 556
Furthermore, there is an important distinction ke Full Maximum Likelihood

(FML) and Restricted Maximum Likelihood (RML). InML both the fixed and the random
part of the model is included in the likelihood ¢tion, whereas in RML only the random part
is included. This causes the FML estimates to beenmased than the RML estimates,
although these differences are usually not thagelafHox 2002: 38). Nevertheless, the
computation of FML is easier. The inclusion of bdtie fixed and the random part of the
model in the likelihood function makes it possibbeemploy a chi-square test, also called a
likelihood-ratio test, in the comparison of two netglthat contain different predictors in the
fixed part of the model (Hox 2002: 38). This medret through FML | can compare different
theoretical models and see which of them perforest.Hence, | will use a FML estimation

method in my analysis.

3.3 The multilevel data

3.3.1 The Minorities at Risk dataset

In order to conduct a multilevel analysis of ethegparatism, | have had to find data on both
ethnic groups as well as their host states. Tha datethnic groups is exclusively based on
the Minorities at Risk dataset which is availabteg flownload from the MAR project
website** The MAR dataset provides information about a breatl of variables on 283
currently politically active ethnic groups arourtktworld, and is therefore one of very few
resources available for research on ethnic grotgpthermore it is probably one of the most
widely used sources for large-N statistical anaysfeethnic groups, which can be seen as an

indication of its validity for these purposes.

“0 These measures are not provided by the statistéabare | use in this thesis, HLM, but can bekited
manually by the following equationgs.denotes the number of parameters and N is thelsasize (Luke 2004:
34): AIC = -2LL + D.

*1 The MAR project was initiated by Ted Robert Guri986 and is currently based at the University of
Maryland’s Center for International Development &@whflict Management (CIDCM/MAR 2008). MARGene
was used to generate the Minorities at Risk datetionic groups (Bennett and Davenport 2007). Trogam
can be downloaded from the MAR website, and waduymred with the intent of making the MAR data more
easily available for various statistical softwaregrams. The data was imported into SPSS whereated three
separate data files, one for each level of analysiese files were then imported into HLM 6, whisla
specialized statistical software program develdpe®audenbush, Bryk and Congdon (2004) intended for
multilevel analyses.
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This analysis will be restricted to cover the wefiom 1990 to 2003, as these are the
only years for which there is information availaloe all of the variables | require for my
analysis. The dependent variable is coded for yea& periods, which means that there are
three different time periods, 1990-1994, 1995-18868 2000-2003. In sum, this gives me an
N of 781 time units at level-1. These time units aested within ethnic groups.

The units of analysis in the MAR dataset are ethnotjgali groups, which are non-
state communal groups that are politically impdrteacause of their status and political
actions. These groups are included on the badigdfdfing at least one of the following two

criteria:

The group collectively suffers, or benefits fronystematic discriminatory treatment vis-a-vis other
groups in a society; and/or the group is the bamigolitical mobilization and collective action in
defence or promotion of its self-defined interé &R 2009)??

According to Gurr (2000b: 6), the salience of ethidentities depends on the extent to
which this very identity determine a group’s setyyrstatus, well-being or access to power.
This means that groups that are treated differehiiyn other groups within a state tend to
become more conscious about their identity, whegeaaps that are not treated differently
tend to deemphasize their identities. These deficniteria limit my empirical analysis to a
total of 283 ethnic groups spread across 117 ciasntr

To summarize then, my multilevel analysis will bedartaken on 781 time units
(level-1 units) nested within 283 ethnic groupv€le2 units) nested within 117 states (level-3

units).

Limitations and reliability of the MAR data
There are some problematic issues associated hatlige of the MAR dataset that is worth
mentioning. Firstly, | intend to track separatiginthnds over time and to discover which

factors that is associated with a change in suchadés. Ideally, one should therefore have

2 There are also seven additional selection cri{@I®CM/MAR 2008):
1. Only groups in countries with at least 500.000 bitants.
2. Only group that has a population of at least 100 @0Omake up at least 1 percent of the country
population.
Groups are included separately if residing in défe countries.
Advantaged minorities are included but not advaedamajorities.
Temporary refugee and immigrant groups are excluded
Groups are coded at the highest within-countryllefaggregation (i.e. Hispanics is coded as one
group in the United States).
The widest demographic definition is used to estinmembership in a group.

ook w

N
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information on the groups over a large time-spaortter to get a grasp of long-term trends.
However, the dataset has been developed over faseg with different time spans, 1945-
1990, 1990-1996, 1996-1999 and 1998-2003, eachriogva varying number of ethnic
groups and variables (CIDCM/MAR 2008). Because lté triteria for inclusion in the
dataset, some groups were added as a new phatsel,stanile others disappeared from the
dataset depending on a shift in group status. @heesggoes for some of the variables, some
were added in the newer phases as better informatidhe groups has become available and
not all of the previous variables have been updatechewer versions. These factors
complicate a longitudinal study of separatism usirgMAR dataset.

Secondly, the selection criteria employed in theRMdataset are clearly not random,
nor does it cover the complete universe of ethnowgs, and the dataset therefore has some
potential problematic aspects. Though the minimwmddion of variance in the dependent
variable is satisfied in the dataset (King et &94), the dataset include only ethnic groups
that are politically mobilized and “at risk”. Grosighat are not considered to be “at risk”, such
as the Saami minority in the Nordic countries igsttomitted from this dataset. This might
cause a selection bias.

As Fearon (2003: 196) points out: “If we considalyooppressed or disadvantaged
groups, we are truncating variation on the indepandariable, and thus making it harder to
detect a relationship between (say) discriminat@om rebellion.” Economic or political
discrimination is often hypothesized to have anadoipalso on separatism. Based on the
selection criteria in the MAR dataset, one possihlys the risk of biasing the coefficients of
these predictors toward zero.

However, if selection bias is unavoidable (as iinisthis case), we should aim to
ascertain the direction and magnitude of this lfkiag et al. 1994: 133). At the least, one
should therefore be cautious about rejecting disoation predictors solely based on
statistically insignificant coefficients, beforertml groups that are not “at risk” is included
in the datase® The selection criteria employed in the datases thmits the scope of
generalizations to be made from the results ofdahalysis to groups that are defined to be “at
risk”.

On the other hand, for the purpose of studyingietbeparatism and specifically why

ethnic groups radicalize or moderate such demdndigw support from Jenne et al. (2007:

3 In fact, work is being undertaken to solve thebpems of selection bias by the MAR project coorthns
Unfortunately, at the moment of writing, this upel#t still not available for researchers to be eygdl in
statistical analysis.
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545). They argue that the dataset includes altipaliy relevant groups that plausibly can
raise collective demands against their host stathss, | do not consider the bias to be
harmful for the inferences that is drawn basedheranalysis.

In terms of reliability, there are two types, inthserver and inter-observer. The first
refers to the degree of consistency between meaasmts performed by different observers
on the same units. The other type refers to theedegf consistency between repeated
measurements on the same units performed by the saservers (Pennings, Keman, and
Kleinnijenhuis 2006: 68J* The coding is performed by well-trained studeats] reviewed
by senior staff. Despite minor adjustments, it iguad in the codebook that all in all, the
reliability and validity of the variable coding dald be satisfactory. Therefore, | consider
these arguments as well as the extensive use dfatlaset for quantitative studies (Ayres and
Saideman 2000b; Brancati 2006; Fox 2000, 2004; G@93; Gurr and Moore 1997;
Ishiyama 2000; Jenne et al. 2007; Saideman andsA30€0), as a sign of its quality and
reliability.

3.3.2 State-level data

Data on host states has mainly been obtained frenQuality of Government (QoG) dataset
(Teorell, Holmberg, and Rothstein 2008)A vast number of variables has been compiled
from widely used datasets and then put togethewaondifferent QoG datasets; one is a cross-
sectional dataset for 2002, and the other is a-$enes dataset covering the years from 1946
to 2002. As | trace ethnic separatism over timauvehused the latter. This dataset covers all
the 192 nations that was recognized by the UN &002, plus 13 historical nations that have
ceased to exist during the interval, which givestal of 205 nations (Teorell et al. 2008). |
have data on all 117 states that is relevant fisrttiesis, i.e. the states that host one or more
minorities at risk as defined in the MAR datasetimty the years from 1990 to 2003. For a

classification of federal systems | have used thgorization offered by Roeder (2009).

“ Although neither inter-coder reliability nor thatérnal consistency of the MAR indicators has yesrb
screened systematically, this work is under pragr@a external review of the internal consistenag been
made and discovered some coding flaws that werested] immediately by the MAR project staff.

*>The QoG is a compilation of various cross-natiatath on a wide range of variables covering asmects as
democracy; human rights; forms of government; elettsystems; corruption; and ethno-linguisticeligious
fractionalization, to mention some.
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Upon request, | was also fortunate enough to getsscto Barbara F. Walter's (2006b) data
on, amongst other aspects, state accommodatichmitgroups?

In instances when states split up or two statesgen@nto one, this always poses
challenges for time-series analyses. In other wdrd#/ should one treat these states before
and after a schism or merger, as continuous omagpanits? In my dataset, the potentially
problematic cases are the People’s Republic of ¥laga pre-1992, Czechoslovakia pre-
1993, the USSR, and Ethiopia pre-1993. Howeveh waspect to Czechoslovakia and the
USSR this problem becomes somehow irrelevant, e tis non-existent data in the MAR
dataset on ethnic groups in these states for thes yi990-1994. | instead trace ethnic groups
in the successor states of the Czech RepublicaBlawand the former Soviet Republics from
1995 to 2003.

Yugoslavia in my dataset refers to the remaindethefpre-1992 federation, Serbia
and Montenegro. The secessionist republics of trendr Yugoslav federation, Croatia,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia are incldisied 1995 to 2003, as data is missing
also for ethnic groups in these states in the MARskt from 1990 to 1994. Ethiopia pre and
post 1993 (that is, before and after the secessidritrea) is treated as a continuation of the

same state.

3.4 Operationalization of the dependent and independent variables

The operationalization of data is defined as tHeref to “obtain an acceptable operational
definition, which renders walid transformation that can lreliably measured” (Pennings et
al. 2006: 62). In other words, the validity of dat@asurements concerns as to what degree
there is a an actual link between what we actuakasure empirically and the concepts we
intend to measure (Pennings et al. 2006: 67; Adawuk Collier 2001: 530). | will now
present the operationalization of the variable$ itk be used to test hypotheses that were

proposed in chapter two, and discuss the measutesalhity of these variables.

“® These data were used in her article “Informatiorgertainty and the decision to secedr’order to measure
data on state behavior in dealings with ethnic gspiValter (2006b: 130) has collected data fromcsilike
the Keesings Record of World Events, EncyclopeditaBnica, Lexis/Nexus, New York Times, The Econsini
Agence France Presse, CNN, BBC, and group prdfibes the MAR data project.
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3.4.1 The dependent variable: the separatism index

Notwithstanding the clearly related character offedent separatist claims, quantitative
studies of separatism most often have focusedtbergburely secessionist demands or other
radical forms of ethnic mobilization like rebellioprotest or civil war. Studies with a narrow
focus, however, runs the risk of presenting incatgplcausal explanations. Moreover,
predictors associated with secessionism or ethdiremism also tend to be present at periods
of relative moderation (Jenne et al. 2007: 540)kmdevliedging the dynamic nature of
different separatist demands is therefore esseiatiget a better understanding of the causal
links. This thesis therefore adopts a continuuneta®nceptualization of separatism.

Efforts at quantifying separatist demands alongades using the Minorities at Risk
dataset as well, is also present in the literaflst@yama 2000; Jenne et al. 2007). However,
there are some differences between my approacleauidr contributions. By comparing my
way of measuring separatism quantitatively withliearcontributions, my aim is solely to
highlight potential problems with respect to measwent validity for the purpose of the
presentstudy and how | deal with these challenges.

In a study on various institutional arrangementeats on separatist demands,
Ishiyama (2000: 58) has constructed an index mempwhat he callpolitical demandsThe
different indicator variables are weighted; eachalde is recoded into dummy variables and
then multiplied by one, two or three respectivatg@ding to how radical the demands are.
Occasionally, however, some groups raise seveaahsl simultaneously. Despite weighting
the different indicator variables, by simply beeg additive index, without controlling for the
number of demands being raised at the same tinseinthex is, in my opinion, not that good
at capturing either radicalization or moderationseparatist claims. | can offer an example
with data from the MAR dataset to illustrate thegmbial problems this may cause. A group
like the native Hawaiians in the USA would get thp score of six points. This means that
this group raises all three forms of separatist ateds. However, this does not necessarily
make it more radical than a group like the ChechanRussia that only claims political
independence and gets a score of three pointse @watcontrary, | would argue that a group
that raises several demands at the same time yhsaleertain will to compromise, whereas a
group that sticks to the sole claim for independersxc an uncompromising one. For the
present study, aimed partly at tracking which fettat are associated with a radicalization

or moderation of separatist claims, this operatination is clearly not that suitable.
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The dependent variable used by Jenne et al. (2603) is somewhat different,
measuring whether a group seeks in ascending otdiemmative action or protection from
discrimination cultural or linguistic autonomyregional/territorial autonomyor secession or
irredentism Only the most radical demand is reported at ang.tHence, this measure does
not take into account the fact that some grouperseveral demands at the same time. To use
the same example as above, by employing this intiexpative Hawaiians and the Chechens
would get the same score of four points, as thesapg both have raised the most radical
demand, despite that the former group seems todoe compromising than the other.

Separatism has also been quantified in alternataass. In an analysis of secessionism
in advanced democracies, Sorens (2005: 314) opeé&ditzes his dependent variable as vote
share for secessionist parties, arguing that then radvantage of this approach is its
comparability. However, my main objection to measgirseparatism with vote share is that
not all separatist movements are represented kpfitecal party. This would at first restrict
the analysis to democracies, thus limiting theigbtlb generalize to a broad universe of
ethnic groups. Furthermore, it runs the risk ofsbdresults, as a group may potentially be
separatist despite the absence of a political pasiging this sentiment. This point is also
made by Hecther (1992: 268), who further arguesrdgional interests may also be promoted
by national parties, which makes the vote sharedgional secessionist parties an inadequate
measure of this phenomenon. Finally, | aim to explae presence of separatigmandsn
the first place, not the support for or succegsadtical parties.

On the basis of these observations, | will offer aternative way to measure
separatism that may compensate for potential wesksein the abovementioned alternatives
for the purpose of the present study. | have coostd an inde¥ on the basis of four ordinal
scale variables from the MAR data&®&fThese variables measure the salience of autonomy
grievances with respect to whether a group hasdailemands fdimited autonomygreater
regional autonomy political independence (secessionisor) union with kindred groups

)49

(irredentism)™ According to the MAR codebook, the salience ofhrsdemands has been

*" The separatism index used in this analysis ismamnstruct and should therefore not be confus¢i thie
separatism index (SEPX) that is listed in the MAdRadet.

“8 This variable is thus not metric, like for instarmr@incomevariable is. Whereas the values in metric vartgble
areactualnumbers which may be exposed to all common mattieshaperations, the values in ordinal
variables are categories which may be rankdaggger thanor smaller than. However, they tell us nothinguwtbo
the distance between the different categories lolega Nonetheless, some scholars argue that ondinables
with six or more values may be treated as metrittharefore are applicable in analyses that presgsmetric
variables (Midtbg 2007: 32-33).

9 Respectively these variables are named AUTGR5, BRZ, AUTGR3 and AUTGR2 in the original MAR
dataset. For a more detailed description of thas@lles see the Codebook available at the MAR itebs
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coded “based on statements and actions in the cpexdaled by group representatives,
members, and outside observers who are knowledgeablut group objectives.”

This index is based on the argument that a separaidex that is supposed to
measure both radical and moderate demands musgilgated according to both how intense
the demands are felt among the ethnic groups,r@ndumber of demands raised by the group
at any time. It is theoretically plausible to exp#tat a group that raises several demands
simultaneously show certain will to meet half-waytheir dealings with host state regimes.
On the contrary, a group that claims nothing sbbrhdependence seems to be more radical
and thus unwilling to settle for less than sepastaeehood.

The separatism indexemployed in this thesis thus gives the groupsescbased on
how radical the demands are, and how intense treegupported. Then the score is divided
by the number of demands that are raised. To ommre ose my example groups, in this index
the native Hawaiians would get a score of threatpai5 + 3 + 1 / 3), as all three types of
demands are coded iasuesignificant.

The Chechens on the other hand get a score ofasithey raise the most radical
demand and at the same time it is codetssige important for mosiThese points are given
based on the scheme shown in TABLE 3.2.

TABLE 3.2: Separatism index scor e sheet

Indicator variables Issueimportant Issuesignificant Lesser salience/
for most I ssue not important

Secessionist /
Irredentist demand 6 5 0

Demand for widespread
regional autonomy 4 3 0

Demand for limited
regional autonomy 2 1 0

On the basis of this discussion, | argue that mgraionalization of the dependent
variable provides me with a valid measurement phsatist demands for the purpose of this

analysis.
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3.4.2 Group-level variables

All variables at level-1 and -2 are sampled from RIALevel-1 variables are variables that
display variation across time points, while level&iables are time-constant variables. What
they have in common is that they measure charatiterithat are specific to tlggoups

Group traits and characteristics

To test hypothesis 1, whether it is the more etilyidistinct group that is the most likely
separatists | will use the variab&hnic distinctivenes¥ This is a composite measure of
various variables measuring difference with respedanguage, religion, social customs and
race. The variable has values from a low of O (ifeeréntials) to 11. With respect to
measurement validity, this variable should covee tieoretical concept in a highly
satisfactory way, as it is a relatively direct megasient of group distinctiveness. This
variable does not vary over time and is therefooduded in the level-2 part of the analysis.

To measure the effect of the relative populatiae $or the ethnic groups (hypothesis
2), the variablegroup population sizés used’* This variable measures the group proportion
of the wider country population in 1990. This ig ttarting year of my analysis which should
provide me with a fairly accurate measure of thpytation size. Although | do not have
estimates for each year of analysis, populationdsen general are relatively slow-moving,
perhaps with the exception of the incidence of maapulation flows caused by wars or
changes in international borders. As a consequinng®ariable will be added at level-2. | am
also here highly confident with respect to the measent validity of this variable.

The ethnic group’s geographic or spatial distribut{hypothesis 3) is measured by
using geographic concentratiotf This dichotomous variable measures if a group is
concentrated in one region (1) or not (0). Thisalde will be included at level-2. As is the
case with group population size, one should exgeatial distribution to be a relatively slow-
moving measure, unless extraordinary changes irtamlpatterns occur as a cause of for
instance war. | am also tracing a relatively liditange of years in my analysis which makes
the possibility of large-scale changes in suchepast over these years less likely. Hence this
variable should have high validity. The variabldl Wwe included at level-2 as a variable with

time-constant effect.

9 ETHDIFXX in MAR.

*L GPROP in MARDIS. MARDIS is an acronym for the Miities at Risk Discrimination Dataset which also is
available on the MAR project website (CIDCM/MAR &R)0

2 GROUPCON in MAR.
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The effect of structural inequality on separatismgppthesis 4a and 4b) is tested by
using the variableconomic differential3’ This is a composite variable that measures sgciall
significant inequalities (which means differendesttis seen as a distinguishing factor among
the minority as well as the majority group) withspect toincome land/property higher
education presence in commergcefficial positionsand professionsThe variable may take
the following values: -2 = advantaged (the grous thaee or more checked advantages), -1 =
some advantages (the group has one or two checkeshtages), 0 = no socially significant
differences, 1 = slight differentials (differences one or two specified qualities), 2 =
substantial differentials (differences with respexttwo or three specified qualities), 3 =
major differentials (differences with respect touffospecified qualities) and finally 4 =
extreme differentials (differences with respective or six specified qualities).

This variable does not imply that the inequalitgttis measured is a result of direct
discrimination, but rather an assessment of oljeajroup differences as best as the MAR
coders can judge. For that reason | argue thawahn@ble should be highly valid for my
investigation of the effect of structural inequaliietween minority and majority groups on
separatist demands. This variable is coded fop#re®d immediately preceding the inclusion
of a group in the MAR dataset and is not updateat. tRat reason, | simply use the first
available year in which a group has a value on\hisable in order to give a score on this
variable. Thus, this variable will be included etel-2 of the analysis.

Group grievances and motivations
In order to measure economic, cultural and politiscrimination (respectively hypothesis 5,
6 and 7) | will use a set of dichotomous variaBfeEconomic discriminatiofis time-varying
and will be included at level-1. The variable sepes between no discrimination (0) and
discrimination (1), and is a macro coding of théerof public policy and social practice in
maintaining or redressing economic inequalitiesothrer words, this variable traces deliberate
positive or negative discrimination as a contraghe structural inequality variabéEonomic
differentials

Cultural discrimination is measured by seven dichus variablesRestrictions on
religion, restrictions on use of languagestrictions on language instructiprestrictions on
ceremoniesrestrictions on appearanceestrictions on family lif@ndrestrictions on cultural

organizations A value of 1 means that groups are discriminatetile 0 means no

3 ECDIFXX in MAR.
** These dummy variables are recoded versions of BCOULPO1-CULPO7 and POLIC1-POLICS8 in MAR.
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discrimination. Also, these variables show soméatian over time and are included at level-
1.

To measure political discrimination, | use eighffedtent dichotomous variables
separating between no discrimination (0) and disiodtion (1). These variables cover a
broad set of aspects of political discriminatiBneedom of expressipfreedom of movement
rights in judicial proceedingsrestrictions on organizingrestrictions on voting rights
police/military recruitment civil service accessand access to higher office All these
variables display none or limited variation oveneiand are therefore included at level-2.

To measure the effect of poor health conditiong@thesis 8) and access to land
(hypothesis 9), | use two different ordinal scalariables, health conditionsand land
conditions® Health conditionsis constructed by adding the values from two déffer
variables, measuring the presence or absence of Wigh-rates and poor public health
conditions>® Health conditionshave a value range from 0 (condition not present) &
(condition serious)Land conditionds constructed by adding three variables measuheg
presence or absence of competition for vacant laisphossession from land and forced
internal resettlement. This gives the variable a value range from 0 (@b not present)
and 9 (condition serious). The mean values for @hthe three time periods are used, and the
variables are included at level-2.

In order to measure the effect of previous autonghypothesis 10), the dummy
variablehistorical autonomyis used®® Here, 0 means no previous experience of autonomy,
while 1 indicates the opposite. This variable isluded at level-2, as it does not show
variation over time.

| contend that the variables employed to measuomaeuic, cultural and political
discrimination, as well as the variables measuniealth and land conditions are highly valid

as they are relatively direct measures of the quisdbat | intend to measure.

Group capacity and strategic power
Hypothesis 11 is tested by using the varidbtedred groups in powef This is a dummy
variable, where 1 means that kindred groups am@arént political power in a neighbouring

state, and 0 means that there are no kindred gioypsver. Hypothesis 12 is tested with the

* DMBIRTH (high birth-rate) and DMSICK (poor publiealth conditions) in MAR.

>’ DMCOMP (competition for vacant land), DMEVICT (gisssession from land) and DMRESET (forced
internal resettlement) in MAR.

% AUTON in MAR.

¥ GC11in MAR.
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variablenumber of segments in adjoining countfiéd.0 measure separatist activity among
ethnic kin groups (hypothesis 13), the dummy vaeiaative separatism among kindred

used, where 1 indicates that there is active séparand O indicates no such activity. Each
of these variables are highly valid with respectwioat | intend to measure. All of these

variables will be included at level-2 of the anays

3.4.3 State-level variables

The variables that are presented in this sectiersi@te-level variables to be included at level-
3 of the analysis. There is one exception, and ighgtoup autonomy statusrhis will be

explained more in detail in the succeeding section.

Power sharing arrangements

The test the effect of the various power sharingaregements that were proposed in
hypothesis 14a, 14b, 15a, 15b, 16a and 16b, ttagables are used. The two variables that
cover federal system$derationsand ethnofederationghypothesis 14a, 14b, 15a and 15b)
are coded on the basis of the very recent claasific of federal systems offered by Roeder
(2009). They are both dummy variables where 1 m#aaisa state is either a federation or an
ethnofederation, and 0 means they are®hdthese variables measure what is intended.
Federationsallow me to test the effect of territorially baséederal systems, whereas
ethnofederationgests federal systems in which the federal ungsetinnically based.

To address hypothesis 16a and 16b of the effettraforial autonomy, | will use a
variable calledautonomy statu¥ This dummy variable gives a score of 1 for grotht
enjoyed an autonomous status during 1990-19950dd groups that did not enjoy such a
status. This variable is well suited for targetimgether a group that already possesses an
autonomous status is more prone to demand furdparation than groups that does not enjoy
this privilege. Although this variable measuresraug-level phenomenon, and hence will be
included at level-2 of the analysis, | have and wiinsistently present it together with the

other power sharing variables, as it is theordtigalated to this group of variables.

®* NUMSEGX in MAR.

®1 The present federations in my dataset are: USAiz8rand, Argentina, Venezuela, Germany, Brazil,
Australia, Mexico and Malaysia. The ethnofederatiare: Canada, Pakistan, India, Nigeria, Tanz&pain,
Russia, Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro), anchida% Herzegovina (Roeder 2009; 205).

%2 AUTON2 in MAR.
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Regime type and durability
There are a variety of alternative measures avail@lo testing the effect of regime types and
democracy (hypothesis 17), and there is a heateatel@s to which alternatives offer the best
results in terms of conceptual validity and metHodal reliability (for reviews and
discussions of these matters see Bollen and Paf@080); Elkins (2000); Munck and
Verkuilen (2002) and Hadenius and Teorell (2004) ).

The discussion centres on whether one should wé®tdimous or graded measures.
Both Elkins (2000) and Hadenius and Teorell (208jue that graded measurements of
democracy like those of the Freedom House andyPioldices, despite that both of these
indices have been shown to suffer from some meilbgaml and conceptual flaws,
nonetheless performs superior to dichotomous meamnts with respect to both construct
validity and measurement reliabilit§ Arguably, this is so because dichotomous measrees
sensitive to where cut points are set, as welhaspbtential loss of information ultimately
decreases the reliability of such measures (Hadamid Teorell 2004: 12-13; Elkins 2066).
| will therefore use this combined score of theadables which will be calledegime type
which is a scale ranging with values ranging froemdcracy to authoritarian regim@sit is
constructed as a composite measure of the avecagesson the Freedom House variables of
Civil liberties and Political rights, and the Rexis Combined Polity Score. Both these
components have been transformed to a scale rarfiging O to 10, and then they are
averaged into a new variable with values from @glalemocratic) to 10 (most democratic). |
will use the mean score argime typeacross all years of the analysis for each state. Th
validity of this variable should be regarded ashig

To test the effect of regime duration (hypothedl} 1he variableegime durabilityis
used®® This variable measures the number of years siheemost recent regime change
(understood as change of three or more points @rfPtiity score over three years or less) or
the end of a transition period (which is definedtly lack of stable political institutions). The
first year in which a new polity has been estaleltsis given a score of 0, and then for each

consecutive year this new polity still remains @o@t is added to the score. | use the country

83 Hadenius’ and Teorell’s (2004) conclusion is based test of the following five leading indicesatvhanen,
Freedom House, Polity, ACLP and Reich.

% Having first concluded that Freedom House andtyatie the two best alternatives; Hadenius anddleor
(2004: 26) runs a test of the two indices overlacti®n of cases in which there is a large disanegdetween
them. Although Polity performs slightly better thareedom House in this test, the overall conclug@dhat
“the highest degree of credibility is provided bgambination of the Polity and Freedom House scbres
(Hadenius and Teorell 2004: 29)

% In the QoG dataset this variable is calledipolity2

% In the QoG dataset this variable is calpediurable.
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scores in the year they are included in the armlydso this variable is consistent with the
content of the theories and hypothesis.

The variablepresidentialisms used to the effect of presidential systemsegasatism
(hypothesis 19a and 19%).The variable is originally found in the DatabadePwlitical
Institutions (Beck, Clarke, Groff, Keefer, and Wal2001), and also available in the QoG
dataset. A value of 0 meadsect presidentigla value of 1 mearstrong president elected by
assemblyand 2 meangarliamentary (Beck et al. 2001: 172¥ Then | have recoded the
variable into a dummy variable by merging the ss@f0 and 1 into 1 (presidential), and 2

into O (parliamentary).

State reputation
In order to test whether previous state accommodatif ethnic group demands has an
influence on separatist activism (hypothesis 2®ijllluse a variable that has been compiled
by Barbara F. Walter (20065 roportion of previous challenges accommodatahtains the
number of previous accommodations divided by thalmer of groups that had challenged the
government between 1940 and the year under obgerv&ior this variable | use the values
observed in 1990, which is the starting year of anglysis. The variable directly measure
what was proposed in the hypothesis, and thersfwsald be regarded as highly valid.

TABLE 3.3 provides a summary of the variables Hratused to test the hypotheses in
the next chapter. In total, there are ten levekfiables, seventeen level-2 variables and six

level-3 variables.

%7 This variable is calledpi_systenin the QoG dataset.

% According to the DPI codebook, in cases where thsebeth a prime minister and a president the Vaithgy
criteria defines presidentialism:

a) Veto power: president can veto legislation dddarliament needs a supermajority to overrideéte.
b)Appoint prime minister: president can app@ntdismiss prime minister and / or other ministers.

c) Dissolve parliament: president can dissolveigiangént and call for new elections.

d) Mentioning in sources: If the sources mentianghesident more often than the PM then this saasemn
additional indicator to call the system presiddr{fRromania, Kyrgyzstan, Estonia, Yugoslavia).

The system is presidential if (a) is true, or if éod (c) are true. If no information or ambiguous
information on (a), (b), (c), then (d).
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TABLE 3.3: Summary of the predictorsat level-1, level-2 and level-3.

Level-1 variables

Level-2 variables

Level-3 variables

Economic discrimination
Restrictions on religion
Restrictions on use of languag
Restrictions on language
instruction

Restrictions on ceremonies
Restrictions on appearance
Restrictions on family life
Restrictions on cultural
organizations

Health conditions

Land conditions

S

Historical autonomy
Group autonomy status
Group populatio® s
Ethnic distinctiveness
Economic differentials
Geographic concentration
Number of segments in adjoining
countries
Active separatism among
kindred
Kindred groups in power
Freedom of expression
Freedom of movement
Rights in judicial proceedings
Restrictions on organizing
Restrictions on voting rights
Police/military recruitment
Civil service access
Access to higher office

Ethrodeations
Fatitens

Regime type
Regime
durability
Presidentialism
Proportions of previous challenges
accommodated

62



4 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

In this chapter | present the results from the eicgdi analysis of the thesis. Firstly, |
comment briefly on the descriptive statistics facle variable included in the analysis.
Secondly, the results from the unconditional madel presented. Based on these results, the
ICC, which serves to justify empirically whethemailtilevel model is appropriate in the first
place, is calculated. This is followed by a segésests of eight different explanatory models
including different categories of predictors atdeg¢, -2 and -3, in line with the theoretical
framework and the hypotheses that were set fortbhepter two. After having tested the
different theoretically anchored variables, théndtte goal of the analysis is then to construct
a model which includes the predictors at each le¥ednalysis, that best accounts for both

initial levels of separatism, as well as changesearatist demands over time.

4.1 Descriptive statistics

In this part, | will provide a brief presentationdasome comments on the descriptive statistics
for the dependent and independent variables. InJAB.1, | have listed the minimum and
maximum values, mean values, standard deviatidhY&nd N for each variabfé.

Separatism indexobviously, is the dependent variable. As expldimechapter three,
section 3.4.1, this variable is a construction Hase four different ordinal level variables,
which gives the variable a minimum score of 0 amdaximum score of 6. The mean for the
separatism indexis 1.68, which shows that the average score fe&r shm of time
measurements idemands for limited regional autonomyhe standard deviation of 2.05

indicates that there is considerable dispersionradtdhe mean.

% Although mean and standard deviation are meastfirespectively the central tendency and disperfion
metric variables, | have not included separate measfor ordinal variables, as all variables indhalysis are
treated like metric variables.
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TABLE 4.1: Descriptive statistics for the dependent and independent variables.

Minimum Maximum Mean SD. N

Dependent variable

Separatism index 0 6 168 205 781
Level-1 predictors
Economic discrimination 0 1 .15 .35 781
Restrictions on religion 0 1 A5 .36 781
Restrictions on use of language 0 1 .18 39 781
Restrictions on language instruction 0 1 .25 43178
Restrictions on ceremonies 0 1 12 .32 781
Restrictions on appearance 0 1 A2 .32 781
Restrictions on family life 0 1 .04 19 781
Restrictions on cultural organizations 0 1 .19.39 781
Health conditions 0 6 114 157 781
Land conditions 0 6 94 147 781
Trend variable 0 2 1.06 .80 781
Level-2 predictors
Historical autonomy 0 1 .20 .40 283
Group autonomy status 0 1 .24 43 283
Group population size .00 .87 12 15 283
Ethnic distinctiveness 0 11 577 2.65 283
Economic differentials -2 4 1.75 191 283
Geographic concentration 0 1 51 .50 283
Number of segments in adjoining countries 0 4 1.34.25 283
Active separatism among kindred 0 1 .18 .39 283
Kindred groups in power 0 1 .30 46 283
Freedom of expression 0 1 .27 44 283
Freedom of movement 0 1 31 46 283
Rights in judicial proceedings 0 1 .28 45 283
Restrictions on organizing 0 1 40 49 283
Restrictions on voting rights 0 1 .23 42 283
Police/military recruitment 0 1 .35 .48 283
Civil service access 0 1 .38 49 283
Access to higher office 0 1 46 .50 283
Level-3 predictors
Ethnofederations 0 1 .08 27 117
Federations 0 1 .08 27 117
Regime type .06 10.00 5.62 3.04 117
Regime durability 0 181 20.80 30.13 117
Presidentialism 0 1 .73 45 117
Proportions of previous challenges accommodated .00 1.00 .02 A2 117

Economic discriminationand all thecultural restrictions variables (ranging from
restrictions on religionto restrictions on cultural organizatiopsat level-1 are dummy
variables. The mean value for dummy variables mayitively be interpreted as the
proportion of units that is assigned with the valuéMidtbg 2007: 44). This means that 15
percent of the groups face economic discriminatiangd meet restrictions on religious

conduct, 18 percent on use of language, 25 peareidnguage instruction, 12 percent each
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on ceremonies and appearance, 4 percent on faifieilyahd finally, 19 percent on cultural
organizations.

Both health conditionsaandland conditionshave a value range from O to 6, where the
maximum score of 6 means that the sufferings oitthheanditions areseriousrelative to
other groups. Foland conditionsthis maximum value of 6 indicates that no groupfessf
from seriousconditions on more than two of the three indicatmmiables (as this variable has
a possible maximum score of 9). The mean valuebdtr of these variables are quite small,
respectively 1.14 and 0.94, indicating that on ager most groups do not suffer seriously
from poor health or land conditions relative toastlgroups in society. However, the standard
deviations of 1.57 and 1.47 are relatively largbaftTindicates that there is a substantial
amount of dispersion in the data. Tinend variable is a measure used to model change in
separatist demands, and further comments are thene€edless. Lastly, all variables at level-
1 have an N of 781.

At level-2, historical autonomygroup autonomy statugjeographic concentratign
active separatism among kindrekindred groups in poweare all dummy variables. This
means that 20 percent of the groups have had pee@rperience with autonomy, 24 percent
enjoyed an autonomous status in 1990-1995, 51 mpeere concentrated in one region, 18
percent have kindred groups in other countries dhatalso separatist, and, 30 percent of the
groups have kindred that are in power in otherestaflso, the political discrimination
variables (listed fronfreedom of expressidn access to higher offiteare dummy variables,
which means that 27 percent of the groups havemaffrom restrictions on their freedom of
expression during the years from 1990 to 2003 Haspblitical discrimination variables are
temporally aggregated for the whole period of asialy Furthermore 31 percent have faced
restrictions on freedom of movement, 28 percenthair rights in judicial proceedings, 40
percent on restrictions on organizing, 23 percent wting rights, 35 percent on
police/military recruitment, 38 percent on accessivil service and 46 percent on access to
higher office.

Group population sizenumerates the proportion a group population makesf the
larger state population, and thus has values betvieand 1. As we can see from the
maximum value, the largest group relative to thirestate population constitutes 87 percent
(which is the Shi'is in Bahrain). However, the meatue is considerably lower at 12 percent,
which suggests that most of the groups are quitallsm relative numbersEthnic
distinctivenesss a scale based on a set of ordinal variables svithinimum score of 0 and

maximum score of 11. The mean here is 5.77 andtdmlard deviation is 2.65, which shows
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that most groups are found in the middle rangénefscale, with a relatively large amount of
dispersion surrounding the mean. Témonomic differentialvariable is a scale that has a
value range from -2 to 4 (where the minus scoreansmdhat groups have an advantaged
position, 0 means no differences, and 4 means ragtisadvantages). The mean value of
1.75 suggests that most groups are moderatelyreliiated in a negative substantial way,
while the standard deviation of 1.91 signifies asiderable amount of dispersion in the data.
For all variables at level-2 there are 283 units.

The level-3 predictors have an N of 117 statessach variableEthnofederations
federationsand presidentialismare all dummy variables. The mean values sigtalsthere
are 73 percent presidential systems and 8 percaft ef the two types of federal systems
among the 117 stateRegime typés a scale with a value range from O to 10. Theimmim
value here is .06 and the maximum value is 10.mMban value of 5.62 suggests that there is
a small majority of democratic states, however \aittelatively large amount of dispersion, as
the standard deviation is 3.0Regime durabilitylists consecutive years a regime has
survived, and has a minimum value of 0, and a maxinscore of 181 (which is the United
States). The average age of regimes is 20.8 yaars,the standard deviation is 30.13.
Proportion of previous challenges accommodajast like the group population size variable,
varies between 0 and 1, where a score of 1 indictitat all previous challenges from
separatist groups has been met by accommodationm thieir host states. The mean here is
.02, which tells us that very few, only 2 percehftitee states, in fact has accommodated a

previous challenger.

4.2 Exploratory analysis

4.2.1 The unconditional model

As | mentioned in the previous chapter, there hesretical, statistical, as well as empirical
justifications applicable for assessing whetherudtifavel analysis is the appropriate tool for
a specific research question (Luke 2004). | hawgued heavily in favour of such a
methodological tool based on the theoretical fraor&wsurrounding the study of ethnic
separatism (see chapter three, section 3.2.1). Nbws time to check whether these
expectations also hold for the actual empiricatggas in my data. A common procedure to

check this is by calculating the intraclass cotretacoefficient (ICC)0 , which is obtained
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through fitting an unconditional model in HLM (Luk&004: 19)° This means that | first
have to run an analysis of a simple model withaetljiztors at the various levels. The results
from fitting this model are presented in TABLE 4.2.

TABLE 4.2: The unconditional model of averageinitial separatism score and averagetrend rate.

Fixed effect Coefficient ~ Robust SE  P-value
Average initial separatism scofggo(***) 1.634 145 .000
Average trend ratey oo .018 .052 731
Random effect Variance component d.f. Chi-sguare P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, £ .355
Level-2 (groups within states)
Group initial score, g (***) 3.470 163 1754.46 .000
Group trend rate 4 (***) .209 163 316.25 .000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) .634 115 160.14 .004
State mean trend rate,(***) .095 115 189.59 .000
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2587.85 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 9 N (level-2) 3 28
AIC = 2605.85 N (level-3) = 117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p <.06**) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon19

The first part of the table shows theed effectsand the adhering standard errors for
these effects. | have reported tlobust standard errorswhich compared to regular standard
errors are better able to correct for heteroscaufgstas well as handling non-normally
distributed error terms (Hox 2002: 201)The intercept coefficientooo, of 1.63 is interpreted
as the average score on Heparatism indefor all ethnic groups in the period 1990-1994. As
we can see, the intercept is significant with aajue well below the .01 level. The average

score in 1990-1994 is thuemand for limited regional autonomgomewhere in the midst

O For a presentation of the ICC, see chapter tisextion 3.2.3.

™ An examination of the residuals from the final rabrkvealed that they were neither perfectly notynal
distributed nor homoscedastic. Whenever the relEdi@not follow a normal distribution, the asymto
standard errors are inconsistent and inaccuratepared to the robust standard errors. This meats th
inferences based on the robust standard errovserethe dependency on the normality assumptionetiery at
the expense of some statistical power (Cora and2864: 130). The robust standard errors also peonidre
accurate significance tests and confidence inteban asymptotic standard errors, when heterositmitg is
present (Hox 2002: 201). In order to work well tbbust standard errors need a relatively large fasipe at
the highest level of analysis (Raudenbush and BB@: 276) Long and Erwin (1998) (in Hox 2002: 26aye
suggested at least 100. In my case this shoulbaatproblem as there is an N of 117 states at8&ve
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betweenissue important for mosindissue significantThe score is low due to the fact that
there is a majority of groups that in fact is ngparatist at all.

The second row shows the coefficiento, for thetrend variable. This tells us that for
each new time period, i.e. moving from 1990-19941995-1999 and 1995-1999 to 2000-
2003, there is an average increase of .018 poimttheseparatism indexor all groups’
However, with a p-value of .731, the coefficiennt significant. The effect is clearly both
weak and insignificant, which indicates that thé&enot a clear developmental trend in
separatist demands across the entire selectiothoicegroups from 1990 to 2003. This is not
that surprising, one should expect that some etjmoigps radicalize their demands over time,
whereas others de-radicalize their demands, andthetrs maintain a status quo. In other
words, groups pursue separate agendas, and theme evidence of a global trend of
relaxation or escalation of ethnic separatist segrti.

The next block of the table displays tlamdom effectsrespectively the level-1, -2 and
-3 variance components. These components showeuantiount of unmodelled variation at
each level. As | mentioned in the previous chaplesse variance components may be used to
calculate the ICC, which is a measure of the priiorof variance in the outcome that is
found at the different levels of analysis. The Ie¥ainmodelled variance for the average
initial separatism score is 3.47, and for thend rate .21. There is thus a great deal of
variation left to be explained with respect to aggr score in 1990-1994. The unmodelled
variation on change is much lower. The equivaletaes for the level-3 variance components
are .63 and .10. This tells us that, there is clamably less variation to be explained at level-3
than at level-2.

The deviance statistic of 2587.8 provides me witheasure of the lack of fit between
the observed data and the fitted model, and mayskd as a baseline value with which to
compare against different explanatory models (HO022 51). | also mentioned in the
methods chapter that this provides me with an dppdy to test pairs of models against each
other in a likelihood-ratio test (LR-test). Thisstecompares the difference in deviance
statistics of two different models, which has astpare distribution and degrees of freedom
that equals the difference in the number of parareeh the models being estimated. Thus, it

tests whether the inclusion of more predictors, imgpvirom one model to another, is

2 Thetrendvariable has the values 0 = 1990-1994, 1 = 1988 &hd 2 = 2000-2003, which means that the
intercept shows the average separatism score i+1994 (when thérendvariable has the values of 0) because
thetrendvariable is centred at 0. Alternatively, | coulavie substituted the values of 0 by -2, 1 by -12bg O,
and instead estimated the average separatismisac20€0-2003. However, | want to model the scor&980-
1994 and the changes in separatist demands fraemeéhiod.
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associated with a significant decrease in the deeiastatistics, which would imply a better
explanatory performance. In the ensuing analysed]l Icompare the various models both
against the baseline unconditional model (that wessented in TABLE 4.2) and the
immediately preceding models.

The AIC value of 2605.85 is also a measure of mdielbut in contrast to the
deviance, it is adjusted for number of parametded. | have also reported the number of
iterations needed in the Maximum Likelihood estioratof the model, which in this case are
19. Basically, the fewer iterations needed to estiina model, the better (Hox 2002: 39).

4.2.2 The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC)

Based on the following equation | can find the mmdjon of variance that lies between ethnic
groups on initial score on tleeparatism indefRaudenbush and Bryk 2002: 239):

2

O, _ 347 _
2 2 = 84
- +0 347+ 63

r0|| Uoo j

This gives an ICC of .84, which means that ethmaupg accounts for about 84 percent of the
variation in initial score on thgeparatism index_uke 2004: 21). The same can be calculated

for the level-3 variance:

2

: um,z _ 63 15
o +0, 3.47+.63

rlu o j

This gives an ICC of .15, indicating that statesoamt for about 15 percent of the variation in
initial score on theseparatism indexClearly, most variance is accounted for by growaplser
than states. What then about the rate of changeparatist demands? Based on the following
equation we can find the percentage of variance libs between ethnic groups on rate of
change (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002: 239):

2

: r1“2 _ 21 _ 57
g +0 21+.10

r1|j Uio j

3 Although the number of iterations is reportedll mot comment on this for the succeeding modefsess
there were specific problems associated with thienation process.
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This gives an ICC of .67 for level-2, which is lawtban the proportion of variance in initial
separatism score at level-2. The same calculateybe applied to the level-3 variance:

2

: umjz _ 10 _ 3
o +0 .21+.1C

r1|j Uio j

This gives an ICC of .32 at level-3, which indicatbat states accounts for a substantially
higher proportion of the variation on rate of changhan they do for initial separatist
demands in 1990-1994.

These preliminary findings suggest that there ao®dgempirical reasons for
conducting a multilevel analysis of separatist dedsa TABLE 4.2 shows that the variance
components, both for initial score on geparatism inde&nd for rate of change at both level-
2 and level-3 are significant in a chi-square téswurthermore, the calculation of the ICC has
shown that, while predictors associated with thaietgroups seem to be substantially more
important than state-level predictors in order ¢cocant for initial scores on theeparatism
index this relative difference in proportion of vari@ndecreases considerably with respect to
change in separatist demands over time. Both gkegl- and state-level predictors are
therefore needed to explain ethnic separatism.

4.3 Explanatory analysis: The conditional models

There is no single optimal way of extending a nheNtl analysis from a simple unconditional
model to more complex explanatory models. Howeltds, a common strategy to build the
model stepwise, by adding predictors at the loweatl of analysis first, and then proceed by
adding predictors at the higher levels of analykiske 2004: 23). In an analysis that is as
comprehensive as the present one, with respecirtder of predictors to be included, | deem
it necessary to remove insignificant variables taesy/ tappear underway in the analysis, and
before moving to a new theoretical model. This wallso make the analysis more
parsimonious and easier to follow, as | proceetd$d the different models. Furthermore, this

enables me to construct a final combined model Withpredictors that best explain ethnic

"It has been pointed out that one should be caoéfolitting too much weight on the fact that a ande
component is significant, and what this actuallistes. The sizes of the variance components irmportant
than the p-values (Luke 2008: 551).
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separatism. The analysis will therefore proceeal series of steps, where the first step already
has been performed through the examination of tieenditional model.

Next, | will examine a model were | include all &\ predictors, which in my growth
curve analysis means the linear time varidbdmnd and the other variables that are time-
variant’®> Then | will add the level-2 predictors also belampito the same group of
theoretical variables. The analysis proceeds bywsge extending the models with level-2
predictors according to the theoretical categasfesriables. After having tested the different
variables at level-2, | will do the same with tlegdl-3 predictors.

In general, whereas the intercept is allowed tg,viais common to, at least initially
treat the predictor slopes as fixed. This is ca#lathtercepts-as-outcommodel (Luke 2004
23) orintercept-onlymodel (Hox 2002: 51). It means that | expect aplaxatory variable
such as for examplgeographic concentratioio have a similar effect across the entire
sample of ethnic groups. However, in my model the@ne exception in this application, and
that is with respect to the time varialdend As | aim to model not jusévelof separatism in
1990-1994, but also change in separatist demamd=sath ethnic group, theend slope must
also be allowed to vary across groups. Therefongl| estimate what is termed antercepts-
and-slopes-as-outcomesodel (Hox 2002: 53; Luke 2004: 14, 23), which neghat | will

add predictors at level-2 and -3 in order to predath the intercept and tieend slope’®

4.3.1 The level-1 predictors

Model 1: Group grievances and motivations part |

In this first explanatory model, | will include gredictors that are time-varying, which in my
dataset is the variables measuring economic ardrablldiscrimination, and conditions of
public health and access to land. Thus, in thst 8xplanatory model, | will test hypothesis 5,
6, 8 and 9. Hypothesis 5 postulates that groupmdaeconomic discrimination are more
likely to be separatist. Hypothesis 6 expected thatural discrimination increases the
likelihood of separatism. Hypothesis 8 set fortatthroups that suffer from poor public health
conditions are more eager separatists, @ndlly, hypothesis 9 proclaimed that severe

5 These variables represent the theoriegronp grievances and motivatigraresented in chapter two, section
2.2.2. Although this group of variables is presdrgecond to the theories on group traits in chaptey | test

this group of variables first in the analysis, tas the only group of variables that includes timagiant
predictors at level-1.

® Thetrendslope (change in separatist demands) can not belleddy predictors at the same level. When |
include predictors at level-2 and -3 however, | i able to model the change overt time. In thétitavel
terminology, this means that | will model crossekinteraction between predictors at level-2 oar8 thetrend
variable at level-1.
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restrictions on access to land and resources isesdhie likelihood of separatism. The results

from this first explanatory model are presente@ABLE 4.3.”’

TABLE 4.3: Model 1: Effects of level-1 predictors of group grievances and motivations on initial
separ atism score.

Fixed effect Coefficient  Robust SE P-value

Model for initial separatism scory;
Model for mean separatism score within sjapag;

Intercept,ygoo (***) 1.621 .169 .000
Trend slopeyigo .030 .050 .550
Economic discriminationy,gg -.041 224 .854
Restrictions on religionysgg -.135 129 .298
Restrictions on language usgy .057 193 .766
Restrictions on language instructiong, -.025 194 .898
Restrictions on ceremonieggo (**) 448 191 .020
Restrictions on appearangggg -.304 242 210
Restrictions on family lifeyggo(**) -.703 .299 .019
Restrictions on cultural organizationggo(**) 321 134 .017
Health conditionsy1ooo -.036 .048 447
Land conditionsy;1go .020 .043 .634
Random effect Variance component df. Chi-square P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, .338
Level-2 (Groups within states)
Group initial score, g (***) 3.348 163 1756.07 .000
Group trend rate 4 (***) .218 163 335.24 .000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) .610 115 159.08 .004
State mean trend rate,i(***) .095 115 183.22 .000
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2565.60 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 19 N (level-283 2
AIC = 2603.60 N (level-3) = 117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p < .06**) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon18

Here, the intercept of 1.62 is the separatismesgod990-1994 when all predictors at
level-1 have the value of 0. Thus, the coefficigrinterpreted as the score for an ethnic group
that is not suffering from any kind of economiconiitural discrimination, poor public health
conditions nor restrictions on access to land. fféed slope is still positive, with an increase
of .03 points on theseparatism indexXa slight increase from the unconditional model) fo

each new time period, although not statisticaliyngicant. As can be seen from the p-values,

" The postscripts that follow each variable name i) have different numbers attached to thesg(when the
numerator 1, comes first) this means it is a ldvpredictor. When extending the analysis with prits at
level 2 and 3g;pmeans it is a level-2 predictor agdmeans it is a level-3 predictor (respectively, tienerator
1 comes second and third in the postscript).
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three of the explanatory variables have a signiticfect at the .05 level, and all three of
them are measures of cultural discrimination. Wagnestrictions on ceremonieand
restrictions on cultural organizatiorntsave a positive impact, in other words is assediatith
more radical separatist demandsstrictions on family lifehas an opposite effect. All these
are dummy variables which separate between naatestis and any level of restrictions. This
means that groups that suffer from restrictiondhwéspect to ceremonial activity have a .45
points higher score on tlseparatism index 1990-1994 than groups that do not suffer from
these restrictions. Groups that suffer from restnis on cultural organizational activity have
a .32 points higher score. To the contrary, grahps face restrictions on family life have a
.70 points lower initial score, compared to groupat do not face these restrictions.
Comparatively, restrictions on family lifehave the most profound effect, followed by
restrictions on ceremonynd restrictions on cultural organizationsNeither economic
discrimination health conditionsor land conditionsseems to have an impact on separatist
demands. The same applies r@strictions on language useestrictions on language
instructionsandrestrictions on appearance

A closer look at the random effects reveals thatunmodelled variation for average
separatism score in 1990-1994 at level-2 has deedefrom 3.47 in the unconditional model
to 3.35 in the model with all level-1 predictoridis the desired outcome, as it indicates that
a higher portion of the variance is accounted fgrtibe explanatory model than by the
unconditional model. There is also a slight deaaaghe level-3 variance component for the
initial separatism score from .63 to .61. With esdto the variance components for tfend
variable, this model does not perform better thHan unconditional model. However, this is
not unexpected, as | have not added predictofsi®thange variable yet.

The results from the likelihood-ratio test of thd#fetence in deviance (model fit)

between this explanatory model and the baselinesimsgresented in TABLE 4.4.

TABLE 4.4: Likelihood ratio-test of Model 1 and the
unconditional model.

Chi-square statistic (**) 22.24
Degrees of freedom 10
P-value .014

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) =p <.06**) =p < .01

The chi-square statistic of 22.24 is significantre .05 level, which tells us that Model 1 has
a better model fit compared to the model withoetdetors. This is furthermore supported by
the decrease in AIC from 2605.85 to 2603.60, desthie addition of ten new variables.
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However, it should be noted that the reductionugeqsmall, and only three of the level-1
predictors had a significant effect.

With respect to the hypotheses, this analysis findssupport for hypothesis 5;
economic discriminatiohas no significant effect on separatist demandshigpothesis 6, the
results are mixed. Some predictors of cultural rthsination are significant whereas others
are insignificant. Additionally, whileestrictions on ceremonieand restrictions on cultural
organizationsperform in line with the hypothesisgstrictions on family lifdhas an opposite
effect. This may suggest that the predictors otucal discrimination represent separate
phenomena, rather than being indicators of a laogerdimensional phenomenon. Neither
hypothesis 8 nor hypothesis 9 is supported by #malysis; the effect of public health
conditions and land access is not significant.

4.3.2 The level-2 predictors

Model 2: Group grievances and motivations part Il

In this model, | have kept the variables that tdroat to be significant in Model 1 (the three
variables measuring cultural discrimination) andntladded the level-2 variables adhering to
the same theoretical perspectivegnbup grievances and motivatiaffsin hypothesis 7, it
was claimed that groups that suffer from politickécrimination are more likely to be
separatist. Hypothesis 10 suggested that groupsittarically have enjoyed an autonomous
status should be more disposed to separatism. &dudts from testing these hypotheses are
presented in TABLE 4.5.

8 Basically, the only reason for separating thigéagroup of predictors into level-1 and level-2diceors, was
as | mentioned previously, that the variables atlld describes group-level characteristics thaiegaover time,
whereas the predictors at level-2, which also gosip characteristics, show little or no varianeeraime. |
have also run an analysis where | included allgitoeip grievances and motivationariables at the same time,
but it had no drastic effects on coefficients ovghues, and therefore no consequences for thesiociuor
exclusion of significant or insignificant variablsem the models.
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TABLE 4.5: Model 2: Effects of level-2 predictors of group grievances and motivations on initial
separ atism scor e and change in separ atist demands.

Fixed effect Coefficient Robust SE P-value

Model for initial separatism scorgy;
Model for mean separatism score within sjafgg

Intercept,ygoo (***) 1.431 .208 .000
Restrictions on ceremonieggo(*) .356 .200 .076
Restrictions on family lifeysqo(**) -.680 .315 .031
Restrictions on cultural organizationsgg 157 153 .308
Historical autonomyygio(*) .532 311 .088
Freedom of expressiofgy(*) .599 .322 .063
Freedom of movementys, .018 .358 .959
Rights in judicial proceeding$g4o -.374 .337 .270
Restrictions on organizinggso(***) 1.294 275 .000
Restrictions on voting rightsgso 422 .302 .164
Police/military recruitmentyyzo .050 154 .878
Civil service accesgpso -.563 414 175
Access to higher officergg (**) -.817 .348 .020

Model for trend rate in separatist demandsg,
Model for mean trend rate within stgigq

Intercept,yioo -.027 .070 .702
Historical autonomyy;4 .070 .091 439
Freedom of expressiof,»g 077 A17 511
Freedom of movement;s, -.020 .100 .840
Rights in judicial proceeding$;zo 164 151 .280
Restrictions on organizing 4o -.191 .120 113
Restrictions on voting rights;so(**) -.249 .103 .016
Police/military recruitmentygo -.142 .120 .237
Civil service accesgy7o .225 .150 135
Access to higher officegg 118 113 .299
Random effect Variance component d.f. Chi-square P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, .345
Level-2 (Groups within states)
Group initial score, g (***) 2.964 154 1637.16 .000
Group trend rate 4 (***) .205 154 328.09 .000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) 424 115 145.07 .030
State mean trend rate,o(***) .060 115 161.55 .003
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2515.88 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 30 N (level-283 2
AIC = 2575.88 N (level-3) = 117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p < .067*) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon18

The first block of the table presents the coeffitsefor the predictors of the mean
initial separatism score. Again, the intercept @3lis the expected separatism score in 1990-
1994 when all predictors has the value of 0. Notie the level-1 predictaestrictions on

cultural organizationdhas lost its significance after the inclusiontté hew level-2 variables.
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The other two cultural discrimination variables lewel-1, restrictions on ceremonieand
restrictions on family lifedo still have respectively positive and negagfiects at the .10
and .05 level. However, with coefficients of .35lar68, both of these variables’ effects have
lost some strength from the previous model.

Historical autonomyhas a significant positive effect at the .10 le@loups that have
experienced historical autonomy have a .53 poinghdn initial score on theeparatism
index Of the variables that measure various aspecplitical discriminationfreedom of
expressiorandrestrictions on organizingpave significant positive effects respectivelyls t
.10, .001 level andccess to higher office significant negative effect at the .05 levelcltaf
these variables are dichotomous, which means tioapg that suffer from a lack of freedom
of expression have a .59 points higher initial saam theseparatism indexwhile groups that
face limited opportunities to organize politicalhave a 1.29 points higher score on the
separatism indexContrastingly, groups that are denied accessigbeh office have a .82
points lower initial scoreFreedom of movemenights in judicial proceedingsestrictions
on voting rights police/military recruitmentandcivil service accesen the other hand do not
have significant effects on the initial separatissore.

The second block of the fixed effects part of thielé present the coefficients, robust
standard errors and significance levels of theli@yaredictors’ effect on th#end slope, that
is, the rate of change in separatist demands awver. Thetrend slope has become negative,
which means that on average, controlled for thelipters in Model 2, separatist demands
decreases by .027 points for each new time petitmvever, this coefficient is still not
significant. Of all the predictors at both levekfid level-2, onlyestrictions on voting rights
have a significant negative effect at the .05 leKel each increase in thendvariable, from
1990-1994 to 1995-1999 and from 1995-1999 to 20WIB2 groups that face restrictions on
voting rights have a .25 point higher decreasespagatist demands for each new time period
than groups that does not face such restrictionstHer words, restricting voting rights has a
de-radicalizing effect on separatist demands avee.tlt should be noted thegstrictions on
organizing and civil service acces$fiave p-values right above the .10 level, and mast b
further assessed before they can be rejected dfors of changes in separatist demands.

The next block of the table presents the unmodedeidnce at the different levels. For
the initial separatism score at level-2 this vaze@ahas now decreased from 3.35 in Model 1 to
2.96 in Model 2, which is a relatively substantiscrease. With respect to the variance
component of thérend slope at level-2 there is only a minimal decrefase .22 in Model 1

to .205 in Model 2. This is only logical, as omgeof the variables included in Model 2 had a
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significant effect on thérend slope. In other words, other predictors are neddetkbcrease
this unmodelled variance. The level-3 variance coment for the initial score displays a
decrease to .42 from .61. This is a bit surprisagyl have not included any level-3 predictors
yet. One could therefore expect that this composéoild decrease even further in later
models. Finally, the level-3 variance componentii@trend slope has decreased to .05.

The deviance statistics is reduced from Model liclvlis a sign of better model fit.
The same goes for the AIC value of 2575.88, contptne2603.60 in Model 1. The results
from the likelihood-ratio tests presented in TABIES, shows that this model offers a
significant improvement (with p-values well belowet.01 level) from both the baseline

unconditional model and Model 1.

TABLE 4.6: Likelihood-ratio test of Model 2 versus
the unconditional model and Moddl 1.

Unconditional Chi-square statistic (***) 71.97
model Degrees of freedom 21
comparison  P-value 0.000
Model 1 Chi-square statistic (***) 49.72
Comparison Degrees of freedom 11
P-value 0.000

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) =p <.06**) =p < .01

When considering the results against the hypothésdls hypothesis 7 and 10 reaches
some support. With respect to the latter, the amalghows that groups that have previously
experienced an autonomous status are more likddg geparatist in 1990-1994. However, the
support for hypothesis 7 is somewhat less clearThit is due to the fact thteedom of
expressiorandrestrictions on organizingerve to increase the likelihood of separatism]avhi
access to higher officeperforms in the opposite direction of what wagdthesized.
Restrictions on voting rightsimilarly have a negative effect on rate of chamgeeparatist
demands. Just like the cultural discrimination afalés it thus seems that these political
discrimination variables are not one-dimensional.

To summarize then, although some of the variabte® Iperformed differently than
what was expected beforehand, the results frormggesie first group of theoretical variables
leave me with seven predictors to be included m shcceeding analysesstrictions on
ceremonies restrictions on family life historical autonomy freedom of expression

restrictions on voting rightsaccess to higher officas predictors of the average separatism
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score in 1990-1994 anekstrictions on voting rightas a predictor of change in separatist

demands.

Model 3: Group traits and characteristics

In Model 3, the various defining aspects of grodpntities that were presented under the
headinggroup traitsin chapter two are testéd! will thus test hypothesis 1, 2, 3, 4a and 4b.
In hypothesis 1 it was argued that ethnically didtigroups are more likely to be separatist.
Hypothesis 2 suggested that separatist demandsaee likely among groups that are large
relative to other groups in a state. Hypothesisdpased that groups that are geographically
concentrated ioneregion are more prone to be separatist. While thgsis 4a proclaimed
that it is the economically disadvantaged groupsyjgs differentiated in a negative way) that
are the most eager separatist, hypothesis 4b kbtdo opposite assumption, that rather it is
the wealthier groups that will have most valid imitees to opt for separatism. The results

from this analysis are presented in TABLE 4.7.

¥ Presented in chapter two, section 2.2.1.
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TABLE 4.7: Model 3: Effects of group traits and characteristics on initial separatism score and changein
separatist demands.

Fixed effect Coefficient  Robust SE P-value

Model for initial separatism scorgy;
Model for mean separatism score within sjafgg

Intercept,ygoo (***) 1.003 .375 .009
Restrictions on ceremoniegg (**) .387 .190 .041
Restrictions on family lifeyzqo(**) -.669 294 .023
Historical autonomyyoio 494 311 113
Freedom of expressiofg(*) .557 .285 .052
Restrictions on organizinggzo(***) 1.096 .249 .000
Access to higher officergso (***) -.843 .239 .001
Group population sizepsg -.923 .884 .298
Ethnic distinctivenessgo -.020 .052 .690
Economic differentialsygzo .064 .064 .315
Geographic concentratioggo (***) .728 .228 .002

Model for trend rate in separatist demandsg,
Model for mean trend rate within stgigq

Intercept,yioo -.030 A11 .785
Restrictions on voting right$;.0(*) -.180 .109 .099
Group population size; g -.369 468 431
Ethnic distinctivenesg; s .010 .016 .548
Economic differentialsy;4o .023 .023 .315
Geographic concentratiofso -.026 .086 .763
Random effect Variance component d.f. Chi-sguare P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, £ .346
Level-2 (Groups within states)
Group initial score,qj (***) 2.683 155 1444.60 .000
Group trend rate g (***) .206 158 322.63 .000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) .674 115 173.87 .000
State mean trend rate,(***) .077 115 172.92 .001
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2507.90 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 24 N (level-283 2
AIC = 2555.90 N (level-3) = 117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p <.06**) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon18

The intercept coefficient has decreased furthenfidodel 2 to 1.00 in Model 3, when
all predictors, except fagroup population sizehave the value of ¥ Thetrendslope is now -

.03, suggesting that for each new time period thsr@a decrease of .03 points on the

8 Group population sizis grand mean centred, which means that is hastbeesformed by subtracting the
grand mean of the variable. Centering can be usaf@ number or reasons (Luke 2004: 52-53) asmkiance
when a variable has no meaningful zero-point. leheentred the population variable, because it miikies
sense to interpret the intercept, when the populatize is held at zero (which in practice woulglyrthat the
group does not exist at all). The coefficient fustvariable is instead interpreted as the dewvidtiom the grand
mean (Luke 2004: 48).
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separatism indexalthough its p-value is over the .10 level. Whiéispect to explaining initial
separatism score, the level-1 predictors of cultdiscrimination do still have significant
effects in the same direction and with roughly saene strength. All but one of the level-2
predictors from the preceding model still has digant effects in the same directions.
Historical autonomyhas lost its statistical significance, with a peegjust above the .10 level.
As this may be due to sensitivity with respecthe addition of new variables, it should be
tested also in the next model. The other leveléljotors’ effects are roughly the same as in
Model 2. Restrictions on organizingpas the most notable decrease in coefficient gtinen
from 1.29 in Model 2 to 1.09 in Model 3. The onligrgficant predictor of changes in
separatist demands in Model r2strictions on voting rightsstill has a significant negative
effect, although this time at the .10 level. Thef@oient has also decreased from -.25 to -
18%

Of the four newly added variables, only one of theas a significant effecGroup
population sizeethnic distinctivenesandeconomic differentialall fail to obtain significant
effects on the initial separatism sco€@eographic concentratigron the other hand, has a
significant positive effect at the .01 level. Ethigiroups that are geographically concentrated
in one region, thus have a .73 point higher scor¢heseparatism indein 1990-1994, than
groups that are more geographically dispersed.

The level-2 variance component for the averageaingcore has decreased further
from 2.96 in Model 2 to 2.68 in Model 3. This indies that Model 3 better accounts for the
variation at level-2 than Model 2. However, thedl®2 variance component for theend
slope stays the same. As the model failed to addhlas with predictive capacity on the rate
of change, this is not unexpected. The level-3avexe component for the initial score has in
fact increased from .42 to .67, whereas the vagarmnmponent for th&rend slope also has
increased to .07. This suggests that level-3 veasahre needed in order to decrease the
unexplained variance at this level.

The results from the likelihood-ratio tests preéedrin TABLE 4.8 show that Model 3
is significantly better than the baseline modelthwa chi-square of 79.94. Although the
deviance statistic has decreased from Model 2 tdé18, the likelihood-ratio test shows that

this decrease is not significant. However, onehef predictors that were added in Model 3

81 Restrictions on organizingndcivil service acces€TABLE 4.5) had a p-value just above the .10 lénel
Model 2 as predictors of rate of change in sepatrdémands. | therefore reran Model 3 in a sepéeatavith
these predictors included, to see if the p-vallesged from Model 2 to Model 3. Whilestrictions on
organizinggot a p-value of .455, and hence well above thdeu€l, civil service accessn the other hand had a
p-value of .061 which is significant at the .10dEVT his variable therefore needs further testisg a the next
model.
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had a significant effect on initial separatism s¢c@nd for that reason it is still justifiable to
consider Model 3 a better model than Model 2. Thisupported by the AIC value that has
decreased from 2575.88Model 2 to 2555.9(h Model 3.

TABLE 4.8: Likelihood-ratio test of Model 3 versusthe
unconditional model and Model 2.

Unconditional Chi-square statistic (***) 79.95
model Degrees of freedom 15
comparison  P-value .000
Model 2 Chi-square statistic 7.97
comparison Degrees of freedom 6
P-value .239

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) =p <.06**) =p < .01

When considering the results against the hypothesesecomes clear that only
hypothesis 3 is supported by the analysis: Grobgsare geographically concentrated in one
region are more likely to be separatist. Hypothésig, 4a and 4b on the other hand, are not

supported by the analysis.

Model 4: Group capacity and strategic leverage
In this part of the analysis, | will evaluate timepiact of variables relating to group capacities
as well as sources of strategic power, for preacseparatist demands. This means that | will
add a new a group of variables at leveN2&imber of segments in adjoining countriastive
separatism among kin groupsdkindred groups in power

Hypothesis 11 suggested that having ethnic kin dange in a nearby state will lead
to more radical separatist demands. Hypothesisr@@oged that the higher the number of
segments a group has in other countries the mkedy lit is itself will be separatist. Finally,
hypothesis 13 proclaimed that separatism amongdoekim groups in other countries is likely
to lead to radical separatist demands. The reBuolts this analysis are presented in TABLE
4.9.
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TABLE 4.9: Model 4: Effects of group capacity and strategic power on initial separatism score and
changein separatist demands.

Fixed effect Coefficient  Robust SE P-value

Model for initial separatism scory;
Model for mean separatism score within sjafgg

Intercept,ygoo (***) .997 224 .000
Restrictions on ceremoniegg (**) 404 .184 .029
Restrictions on family lifeyzqo(**) -.675 .298 .024
Freedom of expressiofgo(*) .529 277 .057
Restrictions on organizinggso (***) 1.029 .220 .000
Access to higher officergzo (***) -.788 .240 .002
Geographic concentratiogao (***) 770 .203 .000
Number of segments in adjoining countrigsge -.155 .096 107
Active separatism among kindredg (**) .889 .390 .023
Kindred groups in powetjyzo 446 .290 126

Model for trend rate in separatist demandsg,
Model for mean trend rate within stgigq

Intercept,y1oo .063 .068 .360
Restrictions on voting rights;10 -.143 .097 .143
Number of segments in adjoining countrigsg .048 .031 123
Active separatism among kindreds, -.052 126 .680
Kindred groups in powet40(**) -.269 11 .016
Random effect Variance component d.f. Chi-sguare  P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, .347
Level-2 (Groups within states)
Group initial score,qj (***) 2.730 156 1538.77 .000
Group trend rate g (***) .201 159 321.39 .000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) .506 115 158.14 .005
State mean trend rate,(***) .072 115 171.09 .001
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2504.21 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 22 N (level-283 2
AIC = 2548.21 N (level-3) =117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p < .06%*) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon18

The intercept has decreased slightly from Model 29, when all the predictors have
the value of 0. Thé&rendslope has a positive effect of .06. However, thaloe is not below
the .10 level. The level-1 predictors of culturaadimination remain significant predictors of
initial separatism score with roughly the samergjtie also when controlled for the group
capacity variables. The same applies to the levaielictors of political discrimination on

initial separatism scor&.

82| also here ran a separate test of Model 4 inohybiistorical autonomywhich was just above the .10 level in
Model 3)as a predictor of initial separatism score, aivd service accesas a predictor of change in separatist

82



Among the newly added variables;tive separatism among kindréds a significant
positive effect at the .05 level on the initial asgism score. Groups that have kindred groups
in other countries that also pursue a separatestagayhave a .89 points higher initial score on
the separatism indexNeitherkindred groupsn power nornumber of segments in adjoining
countries have a significant effect on initial separatisnorec However, both of these
variables’ coefficients have a p-value slightly edahe .10 level. Further testing is therefore
needed in order to decide whether they should bsidered as important predictors of initial
separatism score or not.

The previously significant predictor of thieend slope,restrictions on voting rights
has lost some strength and also has reached aip-waér the .10 level. However, since it has
already proven to be a relatively stable predidbrchange in separatist demands in the
preceding models, one should be cautious of elitimgat. | will therefore include it in the
next model, in order to see if it still is insigednt. Of the group capacity variables, only
kindred groups in powehnave a significanbhegativeeffect, which is in the opposite direction
of what was hypothesized. For each increase itrémel variable, groups that have kindred in
power in a neighbouring state relaxes their segam@mands by -.27 points, compared to an
increase of .06 points for those groups that dagshave kindred in power. The other two
predictors are insignificant.

The level-2 variance component for the intercepd #me trend slope is relatively
stable, although the former has in fact increaseohf2.68 in Model 3 to 2.73 in Model 4.
However, the level-3 variance component for thercept has decreased from .67 to .50.
Although both the deviance statistic and the AlLiga have improved marginalife results
from the likelihood-ratio tests shown in TABLE 4,18uggests that Model 4 is not
significantly better than Model 3. Neverthelessthactive separatism among kindredd
kindred groups in poweare both significant predictors of respectivelyeleand change in

separatist demands.

demands, to see if there occurred a change inyesaBoth of them now turned out to be insigniftoaith p-
values of respectively .187 and .115, indicatiraf these variables perform inconsistent acrosswannodels.
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TABLE 4.10: Likelihood-ratio test of M odel 4 versus
the unconditional model and M odél 3.

Unconditional Chi-square statistic (***) 83.64
model Degrees of freedom 13
comparison  P-value .000
Model 3 Chi-square statistic 3.70
Comparison Degrees of freedom 2
P-value .155

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) =p <.06**) =p < .01

Hypothesis 13 is supported by the results fromtéisé of Model 4, having separatist
kin groups in neighbouring states increases thaliikod of a group being separatist at the
onset of the analysis. Hypothesis 11 on the handtisupported, dsandred groups in power
had a negative instead of a positive effect: Hawiglred groups in power serve to de-
radicalize these separatist demands over time. tHgp® 12 is neither supported by the
analysis. | have now tested all the variables @nattied to group-level theories at level-1 and

-2 of the analysis. Now, | will turn to the levelp8edictors associated with the host states.

4.3.3 The level-3 predictors

Model 5: Power sharing arrangements

In this model, | will test the level-3 part of thieeories on power sharing arrangements. In
chapter two | set forth hypotheses that relatedwo different types of federal systems,
ethnofederationsndfederations and both will be tested here. | also discussedeffect of
autonomy regimes, and although this effect is measwith a level-2 predictor, | have
included in Model 5, as it is theoretically relatedthe other two types of power-sharing
arrangement®’

Whereas hypothesis 14a argued tfederations distinguished by symmetry and
territorially based federal units, should have atraizing impact on separatism, hypothesis
14b launched an opposite expectation. Hypothesispiaclaimed thatthnofederationswith
federal units organized around ethnic identity, m@e likely to temper separatism as they
serve to accommodate ethnic demands, while hypeth&Sb instead expected such
arrangements to have an inflammable effect on aéipar. Lastly, hypothesis 16a proposed
that the granting of autonomy would hamper ethrepasatism, while hypothesis 16b

8 This was discussed more in detail in chapter seotion 2.3.1.
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expected such granting to have the unwanted effestimulating further separatism. The
results from testing Model 5 are presented in TABLEL.

TABLE 4.11: Modéd 5: Effects of power sharing arrangements on initial separatism score and changein
separatist demands.

Fixed effect Coefficient RobustSE ~ P-value
Model for initial separatism scory;
Model for mean separatism score within sjapag;

Intercept,ygoo (***) .694 231 .004
Restrictions on ceremoniegg (***) 516 175 .004
Restrictions on family lifeyzgo(**) -.671 .282 .018
Freedom of expressiofgo(*) .525 .269 .051
Restrictions on organizinggzo (***) .885 .205 .000
Access to higher officergzo (***) -.628 .235 .008
Geographic concentratiofgao (**) .526 .207 .012
Active separatism among kindredgo (**) 671 .303 .027
Group autonomy statuggeo (***) 1.884 .297 .000
Ethnofederationsgo; .027 371 .942
Federationsygg, (**) -.635 317 .047

Model for trend rate in separatist demandsg,
Model for mean trend rate within stgigq

Intercept;y1o0(*) .070 .053 191
Restrictions on voting right$;10(*) -.163 .089 .069
Kindred groups in powet;q(*) -.193 .099 .051
Group autonomy statug,zo(**) -.269 107 .013
Ethnofederationsgy;o; (**) 272 112 .017
Federationsy;g, (**) .615 .287 .034
Random effect Variance component df. Chi-sqguare P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, £ .353
Level-2 (Groups within states)
Group initial score, g (***) 2.321 157 1288.87 0.000
Group trend rate 4 (***) 177 160 296.79 0.000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) 403 113 158.55 .003
State mean trend rate,(***) .052 113 165.00 .001
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2447.07 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 24 N (level-283 2
AIC = 2495.07 N (level-3) = 117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p < .06**) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon22

When all the predictors in this model have the gatiO, the initial separatism score is
.69. Thetrend rate is positive with a coefficient of .07. Comgauito the results for Model 4,

there are only minor changes in the coefficientstfie level-1 and level-2 predictors that
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were added in the previous models. The p-valuesvghat all these variables still have
significant effects, after including two predictaslevel-3 and one predictor at leve}2.

The three newly added variablethnofederationsfederationsand group autonomy
status display dissimilar directions with respect to theifect on initial separatism score; the
first one has a positive effect, the second a megatffect, and the third a positive effect.
However, only the latter two have statistically refggant impacts. Groups residing in
federations, have a .63 points lower initial sconetheseparatism indethan groups residing
in non-federations. Groups that enjoy an autononstatis on the other hand have a 1.88
points higher score in 1990-1994 than groups njlyarg such a status.

When it comes to predicting change in separatishashels, ethnofederationsand
federationsboth have positive effects that are significanttla .05 level, although the
coefficients tells us that tHfederationspredictor has a stronger impact on this trend tives
than ethnofederations For each increase in thiend variable, groups that reside in
federations increase their separatist demandslpothits more than groups residing in non-
federations, whereas groups residing in ethnoféid@saincrease their demands by .26 points
more. Groups that have an autonomous status displaypposite pattern, as they decrease
their demands by .26 points more than groups tleaba@t autonomous over time.

The level-2 variance component for the intercept ta@nd slope has decreased from
2.73 and .20 in Model 4 to 2.32 and .17 in Modeivhjch indicates thagjroup autonomy
statushas reduced the unmodelled variance at level-2.l&\e-3 variance components have
also decreased from .50 to .40 and from .07 tore@pectively for the state mean initial
separatism score, and the state mean rate of chamgether words, in Model 5 the
unmodelled variation at level-3 has been reducest #fie inclusion okthnofederationsind
federations

This is also reflected in a lower deviance statiefi 2447.07 compared to 2504.21 in
Model 4. The AIC value has similarly decreased frag48.21in Model 4 to 2495.07n
Model 5. TABLE 4.12 presents the results from tlkelihood-ratio tests of Model 5 versus
the unconditional model and Model 4. The tests iconthat Model 5 offers a significant

improvement compared to Model 4 without any levelr&dictors.

8 Also here, | have performed a separate test oféWldavhich included variables that had p-valuethin
borderline of the .10 level in preceding modelistorical autonomyow got a p-value of .313 and therefore is
eliminated from the rest of the analysitimber of segments in adjoining countsasilarly performs badly on
explaining initial score, but is significant at ti® level for explaining changes in demands (aitftothe effect

is relatively weak)Kindred groups in powemow perform better, and turn out to be a signifiqaredictor of

both initial score and change in demands. Thisabdeiwill therefore be included in the next mod&til

service accesfails to become significant again, and therefargiven less attention in the succeeding analysis.
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TABLE 4.12: Likelihood-ratio test of Model 5 ver sus
the unconditional model and M od€l 4.

Unconditional Chi-square statistic (***) 140.77
model Degrees of freedom 15
comparison P-value .000
Model 4 Chi-square statistic (***) 57.14
Comparison Degrees of freedom 2
P-value .000

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) =p <.06**) =p < .01

The results provide mixed and contradictory evigerather than clear-cut support for
any of the hypothesis. Hypothesis 14a is supparethat groups residing ifederations
display lower levels of separatism at the stathefanalysis. However, hypothesis 14b is also
supported as groups residing in federations radeaheir demands more than groups
residing in non-federations. Hypothesis 15a issupported by the analysis. To the contrary,
hypothesis 15b finds support: Groups residing etlhnofederationsare more likely to
radicalize their demands over time. Hypothesis ik6bupported as autonomous groups are
more separatist at the onset of the analysis. &stime time, hypothesis 16a is supported as
autonomous groups de-radicalize their demandstower

Power sharing arrangements, especially federatodsautonomy regimes, therefore
seem to have oppositional effects: While groupglieg in federations start out lower on the
separatism indexthey radicalize over time, autonomous groupsh ¢ontrary start out
higher and instead de-radicalizes over time. Thay finave implications for which power-
sharing arrangement should be introduced as a icbnfanagement tool in countries
challenged by ethnic separatism.

Model 6: Regime type and durability

Model 6 extends the preceding model with threealdeis that test the impact igime type
(democracy versus autocracyggime durabilityand presidentialismon separatist demands.
Hypothesis 17 argued that ethnic groups in demasahould be more prone to separatism
as they face the threat of ethnic competition, sgculilemmas and fear of exclusion.
Hypothesis 18 proposed that the longer a regimebban consolidated, the less likely it will
foster ethnic separatism. Finally, hypothesis 1@&lpimed that presidential systems are less
likely to lead to separatism as they, whereas hgxis 19b set forth the opposite expectation.

The results from testing this model are shown irBLE 4.13.
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TABLE 4.13: Modé 6: Effects of regimetype, presidentialism and regime durability on initial
separ atism scor e and change in separ atist demands.

Fixed effect Coefficient Robust SE P-value

Model for initial separatism scorgy;
Model for mean separatism score within sjafag;

Intercept,yooo .627 431 .148
Restrictions on ceremoniegg (***) .546 193 .005
Restrictions on family lifeyzgo(**) -.673 271 .013
Freedom of expressiofgo(**) .536 .265 .044
Restrictions on organizinggzo (***) .875 .205 .000
Access to higher officergzo (***) -.657 233 .006
Geographic concentratiofgs (***) 572 .205 .006
Active separatism among kindredg,(**) .604 .301 .045
Kindred groups in powefso 451 277 .104
Group autonomy statuggzo(***) 1.868 .265 .000
Federationsygo; (***) -.887 .256 .001
Regime typeyoo .010 .048 .832
Regime durabilityygos .004 .003 175
Presidentialismygos -.290 .265 .276

Model for rate of change in separatist demangs,
Model for mean rate of change within stptgg;

Intercept,yioo -.223 147 132
Restrictions on voting rights;10 -.137 .083 .100
Kindred groups in powet;q(**) -.236 .109 .031
Group autonomy statug,so(**) -.255 .104 .015
Ethnofederationsgo; (***) .346 .091 .000
Federationsy;g, (***) .783 .249 .003
Regime typeyios .024 .017 167
Regime durabilityy o4 (***) -.005 .001 .002
Presidentialismy;gs (***) .340 .108 .003
Random effect Variance component d.f. Chi-sguare P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, £ .356
Level-2 (Groups within states)
Group initial score,qj (***) 2.343 156 1269.41 0.000
Group trend rate g (***) .182 160 294.02 0.000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) .269 111 150.40 0.008
State mean trend rate,ou(***) .006 110 139.08 0.001
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2424.29 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 30 N (level-283 2
AIC = 2484.29 N (level-3) = 117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p <.06**) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon23

The initial separatism score is now .62 when a#dptors have the value of O.
However, the intercept has a p-value above theled@l. Thetrend rate has now become
negative with a coefficient of -.22, but also th@efficient has a p-value above the .10 level.
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The level-1 and level-2 predictors that were sigaiit in the previous analyses, remain
significant and with relatively unchanged coeffiti® with respect to direction and strength.
There are two exceptions: Firstly, the effectkafidred groups in powecrosses the .10
significance level slightly with a p-value of .108econdlyrestrictions on voting rightalso
reach the .10 level with a p-value of .100. Howebeith predictors has been influential when
testing previous models, and | therefore argue tim&t should not rush to disclaim these
variables’ effects altogether. It may be that they just sensitive to the addition of the three
new variables. Before excluding them from the asialyit is therefore necessary to evaluate
how the newly added variables perform.

When it comes to explaining initial separatismreca@he new variablesegime type
regime durabilityand presidentialisnperforms rather poor. Neither of these variablesla
significant impact on separatist demands in 199941However, their performances are
enhanced considerably with respect to explainirangbs in separatist demands, although the
effect of regime typeis statistically insignificant also hereRegime durability and
presidentialismon the other hand both obtain significant effects ahange in separatist
demands, the former in a negative direction anddtier in a positive. For each increase on
thetrendvariable from 1990-1994 to 1995-1999 to 2000-2@P8ups residing in presidential
systems increases their separatist demands byiB pnore than groups that does not.

Regime durabilityhas a negative effect, which indicates that tighédr the number of
years a regime has survived, the lesser the scotieeseparatism indewill be. The effect of
a one year addition to regime durability is reflected an.0045 points lower score on the
separatism indexOne should not be tempted to discard the effaseth on the low value of
the coefficient. To exemplify, for a group withirstate with a regime that has endured for 50
years, the separatism score decrease$0iy0045=.225points (for each increase in the
trendvariable) more than for a group in a regime tteest &ndured O years.

The level-2 variance components show that the umitext] variance for both the
group initial score and the rate of change hasess®d respectively from 2.32 to 2.34 and
from .17 to .18 from Model 5 to Model 6, which bzly can be explained by the fact that |
have not added new predictors at level-2. More mgpdly, the decrease for the level-3
variance components for the average state separatisre from Model 5 to Model 6 is over
.1 from .40 to .27. Also, a similar decrease in odelled variance has occurred for the state
mean rate of change from Model 5 to Model 6 frord t6 .006. This indicates that the
inclusion of theregime durabilityand presidentialismvariables at level-3 has enhanced the

explanatory power of the model.
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The deviance statistic has also decreased from.Q4#h the previous model to 2424.
28 in Model 7. Furthermore, the AIC value has besmtuced from 2495.00 2484.29. The
results from the likelihood-ratio tests of Modev@&sus Model 5 and the unconditional model
are shown in TABLE 4.14. These tests show that M6dgearly offers a significantly better
model fit than both Model 5 and the unconditionaldal.

TABLE 4.14: Likelihood-ratio test of Model 6 versusthe
unconditional model and M odel 5.

Unconditional Chi-square statistic (***) 163.56
model Degrees of freedom 21
comparison  P-value .000
Model 5 Chi-square statistic (***) 22.78
Comparison Degrees of freedom 6
P-value .001

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p < .067*) =p < .01

Hypothesis 17 is not supported by the analysistivdr a regime is democratic or
autocratic does not seem to influence separatrsadds.Regime durabilitydoes not explain
level of separatism in 1990-1994, but the analizsis shown that the longer a regime stays
alive the more the separatist demands will de-edidie over time, thus lending support to
hypothesis 18. Althougpresidentialismfails to explainlevel of separatism at the onset of
analysis, hypothesis 19b nonetheless reaches agupers by the present analysis, as groups
residing in presidential systems become more s@giamver time, than groups residing in

parliamentary systems. This also means that hypstii®a is not supported by the results.

Model 7: State reputation building

The last level-3 predictor to be addedpm®portion of previous challenges accommodated

Hypothesis 20 proposed that ethnic groups thatreessn accommodating behaviour by their

host state regime towards previous separatistariggrs are more likely to be separatist, as
they have reason to believe that the state wilh@@mmodating also in their dealings with

future challengers. The results from testing tlyisdthesis are presented in TABLE 4.15.
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TABLE 4.15: Modél 7: Effect of state reputation building on initial separatism score and change
in separatist demands.

Fixed effect Coefficient Robust SE  P-value

Model for initial separatism scorgy;
Model for mean separatism score within sjafgg

Intercept,ygoo (***) .594 213 .007
Restrictions on ceremoniegg (***) .526 .185 .005
Restrictions on family lifeyzqo(**) -.635 270 .019
Freedom of expressiofgo(*) 461 270 .088
Restrictions on organizinggso (***) .858 .200 .000
Access to higher officergzo (***) -.698 .227 .003
Geographic concentratiofgso (***) .546 .203 .008
Active separatism among kindredgo (**) .607 297 .042
Kindred groups in powetygo(*) 482 .265 .069
Group autonomy statuggzo(***) 1.919 274 .000
Federationsygg; (**) -.663 277 .018
Proportion of previous challenges accommodayed, 11 .385 774

Model for rate of change in separatist demangs,
Model for mean rate of change within statg;

Intercept,yioo -.050 .097 .606
Restrictions on voting right$;10(*) -.150 .088 .087
Kindred groups in powet;o(**) -.248 .106 .020
Group autonomy statug,so(**) -.266 107 .014
Ethnofederationsg;o; (***) .302 .105 .005
Federationsy;g, (***) .805 .262 .003
Regime durabilityy;o3(**) -.004 .001 .010
Presidentialismy; g, (***) .257 .092 .006
Proportion of previous challenges accommodated, 228 .305 456
Random effect Variance component df. Chi-sqguare P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, .356
Level-2 (Groups within states)
Group initial score, g (***) 2.329 156 1277.00 .000
Group trend rate 4 (***) 181 160 293.68 .000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) 322 113 153.73 .007
State mean trend rate,o(**) .010 110 141.66 .022
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2428.98 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 28 N (level-283 2
AIC = 2484.98 N (level-3) = 117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p <.06**) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon23

The initial separatism score when holding all s constant at 0 is .59, and the
coefficient is significant at the .01 level. Thend rate is now -.05 and has a p-value way
above the .10 level. The most obvious changes fktmadel 6 to Model 7 regarding the
already included variables, is that the p-valueskindred groups in poweas a predictor of
initial separatism score, and fia@strictions on voting rightas a predictor of rate of change in
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separatist demands, have sunken below the .10 dga@h. For the other variables at level-1
and level-2, the coefficients remain significant avith approximately the same strength.

The newly added variablgroportion of previous challenges accommodadeds not
obtain a significant effect on neither initial segdgsm score nor changes in these demands.
Hypothesis 20 is thus weakened by the analysis dihalysis suggests that the occurrence of
separatist demands does not seem to be influencttlproportion of previous challenges a
state has accommodated. This is further confirmethb lack of improvement in model fit
illustrated by the variance components at levelr2-3) and the deviance statistic which
actually has increased from Model 6 to Model 7haligh the likelihood-ratio test presented
in TABLE 4.16 suggests that there is a significamprovement from Model 6 to Model 7,
this is due to the fact that there are fewer pataraesstimated in Model 7 than in Model 6.
The AIC of 2484.98n Model 7 compared to 2484.29 in Model 6 underpims observation.
Nevertheless, the newly added varialpieportions of previous challenges accommodaited

not significant and therefore are not includechia final model.

TABLE 4.16: Likelihood-ratio test of Model 7 versusthe
unconditional model and M odel 6.

Unconditional Chi-square statistic (***) 158.86
model Degrees of freedom 19
comparison  P-value 0.000
Model 7 Chi-square statistic (*) 4.70
Comparison Degrees of freedom 2
P-value 0.093

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p < .067*) =p < .01

4.3.4 The final model

| have now tested and evaluated a large amountiwoéhles related to all three levels of
analysis. Based on these results, | have endedithpawfinal model that best accounts for
variation both in initial separatism score and m@tehange in separatist demands over time.
This model consists of variables that representiiele range of theories that were presented
in chapter two. Thegroup grievance and motivationtheories are represented by variables
measuring cultural and political discrimination.€lgiroup traits and characteristickheories

8| also ran Model 7 with a test ofgime durabilityas predictor of initial score, amegime typeas a predictor
of change in demands, as both of these had p-vabtebat far above the .10 level in Model 6. Hoagwnone
of them experienced a drastic improvement in tivalpes in Model 7, with .157 for the former and4 X&r the
latter.
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are represented solely ggographic concentratioWith respect to theapacity and strategic
powervariables botlactive separatism among kindrad well akindred groups in poweare
included. Among the level-3 variables, the theomes power sharing are represented by
federations ethnofederationandgroup autonomy statugurthermoreregime durabilityand

presidentialismare included. The results from this final analysis shown in TABLE 4.17.

TABLE 4.17: Model 8: Thefinal model.

Fixed effect Coefficient Robust SE  P-value

Model for initial separatism scorgy;
Model for mean separatism score within sjapag;

Intercept,ygoo (***) .597 210 .006
Restrictions on ceremoniegg (***) 525 .184 .005
Restrictions on family lifeyzgo(**) -.632 274 .021
Freedom of expressiofgo(*) 469 .268 .080
Restrictions on organizinggzo (***) .856 .200 .000
Access to higher officergzo (***) -.703 225 .002
Geographic concentratiofgs (***) .550 .203 .008
Active separatism among kindredg,(**) .600 .297 .044
Kindred groups in powetgo(*) 481 .265 .070
Group autonomy statuggzo(***) 1.917 271 .000
Federationsygo: (**) -.666 274 .017

Model for rate of change in separatist demangs,
Model for mean rate of change within statgg;

Intercept,yioo -.037 .093 .690
Restrictions on voting right$;10(*) -.147 .087 .091
Kindred groups in powet;o(**) -.249 .106 .020
Group autonomy statug,so(**) -.260 .107 .015
Ethnofederationsgo; (***) .344 .090 .000
Federationsy;g, (***) .802 .263 .003
Regime durabilityy oz (***) -.004 .001 .009
Presidentialismy; g4 (***) .243 .087 .006
Random effect Variance component d.f. Chi-sguare P-value
Level-1 variation
Temporal variation, .356
Level-2 (Groups within states)
Group initial score,qj (***) 2.328 156 1278.36 .000
Group trend rate g (***) .182 160 294.11 .000
Level-3 (between states)
State mean scoregg(***) .323 114 153.81 .008
State mean trend rate,o(**) 011 111 142.14 .025
Model fit Observations
Deviance = 2429.63 N (level-1) = 781
Number of estimated parameters = 26 N (level-283 2
AIC = 2481.63 N (level-3) =117

Significance levels: (*) = p < .10, (**) = p < .067*) = p < .01 (two-tailed tests)
Number of iterations (Maximum Likelihood estimatjon23
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The initial separatism score for a group with vh&ie of 0 on all predictors is .59, and
this coefficient has a p-value below the .01 levEhe trend rate is now -.03, but not
significant. Overall, there are no drastic chanigethe coefficients or the p-values for any of
the predictors at any level. Neither is there meftainge in the variance components.

The deviance statistic has in fact increased fra@429in Model 6 and 2428.98
Model 7 to 2429.63 in the final model, thus a ikebd-ratio test of the final model versus
both Model 6 and Model 7 would not represent a i@t improvement. However, the
deviance statistic does not punish models withgadr number of predictors added. The final
model is more parsimonious than both Model 6 andlél@, and this should also be taken
into account. This is reflected in the AIC value24i81.63, which is lower than both the AIC
value in Model 6 and Model 7. Hence | conclude thé final model is the best model for

explaining ethnic separatisfi.

4.4 Summary of the analysis

The aim of this empirical analysis has been twqftig both assessing which factors can
explainlevel of separatist demands at the onset of the analpsi®©90-1994, and modelling
change in these demands throughout the late 198tisthe early 2000’s. Before adding
explanatory variables, | performed an exploratarglgsis of the data. This analysis showed
that there is most variance to be found at the gteuel both with respect to initial levels of
separatism and change in these demands. Althowglyrtbup-level variance are relatively
more important than the state-level variance, t@ogatory analysis also signalled that the
state-level is proportionally more important forp&ining change than it is for explaining
initial separatism score. These patterns are teflieio the tests of the various group-level and
state-level predictors. While group-level predistbave the most explanatory leverage for the
initial level of separatism, state-level predictayains added importance for explaining

changes in separatist demands.

8| also tested the final model with some extra mmntariables includedSDP per capitastate population size
(both of these are found in Gleditsch’s (2002) exfgal data on trade and GDP, and which | downloaded
through the Quality of Governance datasgtdportion of the country that is mountainai@svariable that was
compiled by Fearon and Laitin (2003) agttinic fractionalizatior(which was compiled by Fearon (2003)).
However, neither of these had a significant eféaceither initial separatism score or change s[5t
demands.
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4.4.1 Explaining initial separatism score

The first group of theoretical variables was thee ameasuringgroup grievances and
motivations. Two predictors of cultural discriminationretrictions on ceremonieand
restrictions on family life and three predictors of political discriminatigfreedom of
expression, restrictions on organiziagdaccess to higher offigdad a significant effect on
initial separatist demands. Among the variables smeag group traits only geographic
concentrationhad a significant effect. Of theapacity and strategic powerariables both
active separatism among kindrexhd kindred groups in powehad a significant effect.
Among the state-level theories, origderationsandgroup autonomy statuseemed relevant
for explaining initial separatist demands.

Although the coefficients presented in TABLE 4.1& aot standardized and therefore
not readily comparable, it still possible to makeng notes on their strength. All the cultural
and political discrimination variables are dummyrigbles (0 = no discrimination, 1 =
discrimination). Judging by the sizes of the caséits, it thus seems that of tigeoup
grievances and motivationgariables restrictions on organizing.85) is the most important
predictor, followed byaccess to higher offic€-.70), restrictions on family life(-.63),
restrictions on ceremonieg52) andfreedom of expressio046). The difference between
being autonomous (plus 1.92 points on $kparatism indexll other variables held constant
at 0) and not autonomous is perhaps the mostregrigifect.Active separatism among ethnic
kindred (0 = no separatism, 1 = active separatiskmdred groups in powe(0 = not in
power, 1 = in power), angeographic concentratio(0 = not concentrated, 1 = concentrated
in one region) are also dummy variables, and haudyfeven sizes on their coefficients,
respectively with .60, .48 and .55. Trezlerationsvariable is also dichotomous, and with a
coefficient size (-.67) approximately the samehasthree last variables.

TABLE 4.19 summarizes the significant predictofsiratial separatist demands in
1990-1994, the direction of their effects and iéyhperformed in line with the theoretical

expectations.
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TABLE 4.18: Predictors of initial separatism score, direction of effects and evaluation of hypotheses.

Evaluation of

Theories Predictors Hypothesized effect Actual effect hypotheses
Restrictions on Hypothesis 6: Cultural Associated with  Hypothesis 6
ceremonies discrimination associated with higher initial supported

Group grievanceg
and motivations

Restrictions on
family life

Freedom of
expression

Restrictions on

levels of
separatism

higher levels of separatism.

Hypothesis 6: Cultural Associated with

discrimination associated with lower initial

higher levels of separatism  levels of
separatism

Hypothesis 7: Political Associated with

discrimination associated with higher initial

higher levels of separatism  levels of
separatism

Hypothesis 7: Political Associated with

Hypothesis 6 not
supported

Hypothesis 7
supported

Hypothesis 7

organizing discrimination associated with higher initial supported
higher levels of separatism  levels of
separatism
Access to Hypothesis 7: Political Associated with  Hypothesis 7 not
higher discrimination associated with lower initial supported
office higher levels of separatism  levels of
separatism
G . Geographic Hypothesis 3: Geographic Associated with  Hypothesis 3
roup traits . . ) L S
and concentration  concentration assomatgd with higher initial supported
- higher levels of separatism  levels of
characteristics .
separatism
Kindred groups Hypothesis 11: Kindred Associated with  Hypothesis 11
in power groups in power in nearby higher initial supported
state associated with higher levels of
Group capacity levels of separatism separatism
and strategic
power Active Hypothesis 13: Kin separatismAssociated with  Hypothesis 13
separatism associated with higher levels higher initial supported

among kindred

levels of
separatism

of separatism

Power sharing
arrangements

Federations

Group
autonomy
status

Hypothesis 14a: FederationsLeads to lower
associated with lower levels ofinitial levels of
separatism separatism
Hypothesis 14b: Federations
associated with higher levels
of separatism

Hypothesis 16a: Autonomy  Associated with
associated with lower levels ofhigher initial
separatism levels of
Hypothesis 16b: Autonomy  separatism
associated with higher levels

of separatism

Hypothesis 14a
supported

Hypothesis 14b
not supported

Hypothesis 16a
not supported

Hypothesis16b
supported
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The testing of group-level theories yielded ambiguoesults when evaluating the
results against the hypotheses. Overall, the masgprising findings, perhaps, is that
predictors assumed to have a similar effect, ag @he supposed to represent indicators of the
very same theoretical phenomenon, such as theugapeedictors of cultural and political
discrimination, display dissimilar causal effect$ie results from the analysis suggest that
cultural or political discrimination in fact are thone-dimensional phenomena with unison
and one-directional effects. This means that sofrieeohypotheses proposed in chapter two
at the same time is supported and not supportetebyesults. For instance, whiteedom of
expressionand restrictions on organizindnave a positive effect in line with hypothesis 7,

access to higher officdas a negative effect contrary to the hypothesis.

4.4.2 Explaining change in separatist demands

The group-level predictors fared worse in explagnehanges in separatist demands. Only
three predictors proved to be stable and signifipmedictors of thdrend slope. Thegroup
grievances and motivatioriseories are representedrgtrictions on voting rightsHowever,
restrictions on voting rightbave a negative effect on separatist demandstiorey quite the
opposite of what was expected in hypothesis 7. Amibre group capacity and strategic
powertheorieskindred groups in powenave an influence on change in separatist demands.
This variable also performed in the opposite dicgcdf what was expected in hypothesis 11.
Within the state-level theories, all three varigblaeasuring power sharing arrangements,
federationsethnofederationandgroup autonomy statusave a significant impact on change
in separatist demands. Lastly, within the regimgetyheories, botegime durabilityand
presidentialismhad significant effects.

Group autonomy statuandkindred groups in powehave relatively similarly sized
negative coefficients of respectively -.26 and -R8&strictions on voting rightisas a slightly
smaller coefficient of -.15. Among the dichotomatate-level variabledederations(.80),
ethnofederationg.34) andpresidentialism(.24), the first one seems to be most influential
followed byethnofederationandpresidentialismRegime durabilitys not comparable to the
three dichotomous variables, as of the differencdsvel of measurement. Nonetheless, the
older a regime is, the more groups de-radicalizgr tdemands over time. TABLE 4.20
provides equivalent information as TABLE 4.19 widspect to the significant predictors of

change of separatist demands.
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TABLE 4.19: Predictors of changein separatist demands, direction of effects and evaluation of

hypotheses.
Evaluation of
Theories Predictors Hypothesized effect Actual effect hypotheses
Restrictions on Hypothesis 7: Political De-radicalizing Hypothesis 7 not
Group grievances| voting rights discrimination associated effect on supported
and motivations with higher levels of separatist
separatism demands over
time

Group capacity and
strategic power

Kindred groups in
power

Hypothesis 11: Kindred De-radicalizing
groups in power in nearby effect on

state associated with higherseparatist
levels of separatism. demands over

Hypothesis 11
not supported

time

Federations Hypothesis 14a: Radicalizing Hypothesis 14a
Federations associated witheffect on not supported
lower levels of separatism separatist
Hypothesis 14b: demands over Hypothesis 14b
Federations associated withtime supported
higher levels of separatism

Ethnofederations  Hypothesis 15a: Radicalizing Hypothesis 15a

Ethnofederations associateceffect on

not supported

with lower levels of separatist
Power sharing separatism demands over
arrangements Hypothesis 15b: time Hypothesis 15b
Ethnofederations associated supported
with higher levels of
separatism
Group autonomy Hypothesis 16a: Autonomy De-radicalizing Hypothesis 16a
status associated with lower levelseffect on supported
of separatism separatist
Hypothesis 16b: Autonomy demands overt Hypothesis16b
associated with higher time not supported
levels of separatism
Regime durability = Hypothesis 18: EstablishedDe-radicalizing Hypothesis 18
regimes associated with  effect on supported
lower levels of separatism separatist
demands over
time
Regime type, Presidentialism Hypothesis 19a: Radicalizing Hypothesis 19b
presidentialism and Presidential systems effect on supported

regime durability

associated with lower levelsseparatist

of separatism demands over
Hypothesis 19b: time
Presidential systems

associated with higher

levels of separatism

98



5 CONCLUSION

5.1 Answering the research question

My aim for this thesis was to answer the followirggearch questionVhich factors make
separatist demands among ethnic minorities morehijkand which factors are associated
with either a moderation or radicalization of sepist demands over time?

In order to investigate this topic, | first needex define the content of ethnic
separatism and who the ethnic claim-makers areteé@lfter, drawing on previous research,
both qualitative and quantitative, | presentedttiemretical framework to be employed in the
empirical analysis. | have argued heavily that iettseparatism is a complex phenomenon
that cannot be understood unless one takes intouat¢he wider context in which such
activism takes place. In other words, separatismlues two set of actors, the claim-makers
and the host states that is targeted by the cldimshapter four, | ran a series of tests of
different models with variables measuring groupeleand state-level theories in a multilevel
analysis.

The findings offer clear-cut support for the theimad point of departure. Firstly,
factors associated with the groups, such as gebigrajpncentration, political and cultural
discrimination, and external bases of power arangtiortant predictors for explaining why
groups are disposed to separatism. Secondly, ghikuitional features of the host states, such
as the use of federal systems, regime enduranak,pegsidential versus parliamentary
systems also have major importance for explainihg groups become separatist. Through
the use of a multilevel analysis, | have been dbledetect this complexity. No set of
theoretical explanations are sufficient on theirnoWRather it is the combination of both
group-level and state-level explanatory variablest best accounts for separatist demands.
The method of analysis has also enabled me towdsdtbat explaining initialevelsandrates
of changein separatist demands, involve a complex dynaihiwirned out that some of the
variables performed in opposite directions, depspdin whether they were set to predict
initial demands as opposed to rate of change setdemands over time.

Regarding initial demands, the results from thdymmahave shown that separatism is
more likelyamong ethnic minorities when the following coralis are present: Restrictions
on cultural ceremonial activity, lack of freedom @fpression and limited possibilities for
organized activity. | have also shown that it isrenbkely when groups are geographically

concentrated in one region, when their ethnic bestthave dominant political power in
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neighbouring states, when their ethnic kin are s activists in neighbouring countries
themselves, and, when a group already has beeredram autonomous status. To the
contrary, | found that separatismless likelyif a group meet restrictions in its conduct of
family life, is denied access to higher officialsitions, and when the group’s host state has a
territorially based federal system.

| found the following factors important for explaig change: Groups are more likely
to radicalizetheir separatist demands from their initial densaimd1990-1994 if they reside in
federal states, regardless of whether the federiéd are territorially or ethnically organized,
or when they reside in presidential regimes. Caselgr they are more likely tde-radicalize
their initial demands if they have restricted asdesvoting rights, and have kindred groups in
power in neighbouring states. This is also the cadeen they already have been
accommodated through the granting of political aatay. Finally, the longer a regime has
survived, the more likely groups witle-radicalizetheir demands, regardless of whether the

regimes are democratic or autocratic.

5.2 Implications of my findings

Grievance theories have achieved mixed results whmmes to explaining separatist claims
in previous accounts. Whereas some studies havaucted that these grievances do not have
a significant effect on separatist claims at adinfle et al. 2007; Saideman and Ayres 2000);
others have found that frustration generated bly td@ccess to political positions, as well as
a loss of historical autonomy, motivate ethnic groto raise separatist demands (Gurr 1993);
and yet others has demonstrated that restrictegsado political participation is negatively
correlated with separatism (Ayres and Saideman [20007).

My findings show that some types of discriminatseem to “work”: Discrimination
of ethnic minorities on areas such as family ldéecess to jobs in higher office or voting
rights are effective measures to reduce ethnicragpan. However, it is hardly viable from a
normative perspective to recommend such practitat Deing said, restricting rights to
perform ceremonial activities, to participate irgamizational activity and the right to speak
freely, on the other hand functions as a motivataogor behind separatist demands. Thus, my
findings have shown that the causal link betweecrdnination and separatism are not of a
one-dimensional character. The implications of é¢hsdings is that the actuabntentof

whatever cultural or political restrictions empldyes more important for predicting why
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some groups are separatist, than the more gengpaictations thatultural or political
discriminationleads to more separatism.

Geographic concentration has been found to bengmortant predictor of separatist
demands also in earlier studies (Jenne et al. 288ileman and Ayres 2000), and this is
supported by my findings. A regional base givesugeoa strong card, and makes it easier to
credibly raise separatist claims.

The importance of potential external sources of growsuch as the presence of
separatist or politically dominant kin groups inighbouring states, have been found to
increase the likelihood that a group is separatisrlier studies. My findings mostly comply
with these. However, | found that despite beingoeisded with higher initial levels of
separatism, having kindred in power in a neighbwustate has a de-radicalizing effect on
separatism over time. This is the opposite of wied found in an earlier account (Jenne et al.
2007). One possible interpretation could be that ghesence of, and prospective military
support from, politically dominant ethnic kindredogps in the immediate nearby, may
function as a safeguard against harassing treatfr@nttheir host states, thereby removing
potential motivation for separatism in the firshq.

Furthermore, the sometimes enthusiastic recommiemd&br adopting federal or
ethnofederal power sharing arrangements in divateieties is not warranted by my findings
(Bermeo 2002). Although groups in federations Haweer levels of separatism in 1990-1994,
they radicalize their demands over time. The resniltthe analysis therefore provide support
to those who argue that federal systems are reinfprmechanisms for institutionalizing
ethnic identities at the sub-state level (Corn8D2 Kymlicka 1998; Roeder 2009; Treisman
1997; Hale 2000, 2004).

However, | also found that groups that are autonerat the onset of the analysis
relax their demands over time. These somewhat adictory findings concerning power
sharing arrangements on a whole may indicate tnaepsharing accommodation targeted at
one particular group, serve to malkbkat specificgroup content, whereas both federal or
ethnofederal systems serve to increase the aggrégatls of separatism in a state. First,
ethnofederalsystems are asymmetrical in the way that theyigeogome sort of special
concessions to at least one specific ethnic grdomever, wheronegroup is accommodated,
this will lead to intensified demands among thosrigs that have not been accommodated in
the same way, as they will come to desire a sinpitemileged status, causing a domino effect
of group demands. Second, assuming that some férapaxial concession is the desired

outcome for an ethnic group, it becomes clear theither federationsare capable of
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accommodating this desire, as these systems aes lwas principles of territoriality and
symmetry. These principles per definition therefg@®vide no room to make special
concessions tonegroup. The best way to accommodate separatismdwbus be to grardll
ethnic minorities some sort of autonomy.

Lastly, that politically stable regimes, referrit@ythose regimes that have survived for
many consecutive years, are more likely to see-mdiealization of ethnic separatism over
time, contradicts earlier findings by Saideman let(2002: 124), who found that younger
democracies are less likely to have problems witinie conflict, and even less so when
political change is headed towards democratizaBased on my findings | instead argue that
it is regime stability and durability, and not neg type (democracy versus autocracy) or the
direction of political change per se, that is masiportant for either promoting or
discouraging separatism.

Furthermore, in ethnically divided societies, onbowd consider choosing
parliamentary systems instead of presidential syst# one is to avoid a radicalization of
separatist demands. This finding contradicts tHecefof presidential systems on ethnic

protest and conflict found in earlier studies (ystma 2000; Saideman et al. 2002).

5.3 Suggestions for future research

Earlier studies has shown that parliamentary systeave a three times higher survival rate
than presidential systems (Stepan and Skach 1993Ke&eping this in mind, | have shown
that regime endurance is associated with a retaxati separatist demands over time.
However, perhaps another possible perception ofittkebetween regime durability
and separatism also should be considered. Turmeagicture upside down: What are the
expected effects of separatism on regime durabditg stability? As | mentioned in the
introduction, separatist movements undoubtedly hheepotential to both brake and make
states, and therefore separatist activism is dyrdatked to both regime stability and
durability. Perhaps the most plausible way to asdgbs link is by viewing the causal
relationship between separatism and regime dutylgi one that operates both ways. In other
words, there is an interaction between separatistism and regime endurance, where the
two elements may influence each other. Explainirgcdy how this interaction between
separatism and regime durability operates woulds tha an interesting task for future
research. In order to do this there is first a nedolild a theoretical framework that specifies

how this two-way process operates.
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