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Events during the 1990’s suggest that ethnic conflict spreads quickly from group to group and from state to state.  From the relatively simultaneous disintegrations of Yugoslavia, the Soviet Union, and Czechoslovakia in 1991 and 1992 to the more recent Kosovo conflict and its impact upon Macedonia, there seems to be a pattern of contagion, where separatism in one state somehow causes separatism to increase elsewhere.  Analysts have argued that ethnic conflict in general and ethnic separatism in particular spread across state boundaries.
  Indeed, within the media, separatism seems as contagious as the common cold.
  However, others have argued that ethnic conflict and separatism are not as infectious as conventionally thought.  These analysts posit that ethnic conflict is self-limiting,
 and that actors within ethnic conflicts are much more responsive to domestic incentives and constraints than external events.
  These latter arguments suggest that separatism is more like cancer—that exposure to some external event may matter (such as waves of political and economic liberalization), but that internal processes are more important in the development of separatism and its spread within individual states.  These competing analogies—common cold vs. cancer, external vs. internal contagion—frame the major groups of explanations for why ethnic groups choose separatism.


This question not only has important implications for theoretical debates, but for policy debates as well.  If separatism is contagious, then states and international organizations must try to fight separatist conflicts as they break out, preventing any separatist movement from succeeding for fear that it will spread.
  On the other hand, if internal domestic political dynamics cause separatist movements to develop, the problem becomes both much easier and much harder to handle.  It is much easier, as a separatist movement does not pose the same threat to neighboring states than it would if such dynamics were contagious.  On the other hand, the domestic processes that cause ethnic separatism may be much harder to alter and more resistant to international intervention than potential transnational contagion processes.  


While analysts have used case studies to test these arguments
 and some quantitative analyses of ethnic conflict in general have also been developed,
 there has been relatively little quantitative work to determine what kinds of conditions are correlated with ethnic separatism.
  Our goal here is to use the Minorities at Risk [MAR] dataset to test competing hypotheses drawn from both sides of the argument: do external or internal conditions cause groups to seek independence?  Our results indicate that, contrary to simple wisdoms on either side, both matter.  Below, we delineate the external contagion argument, and then discuss what domestic dynamics might cause separatism.  Then, we specify how we use the Minorities at Risk dataset to test these arguments, as well as its limitations.  After we present the results of the quantitative analysis, we suggest the implications of our findings for future research as well as for current policy debates.

The Logic of Contagion and The Force of External Events

Before discussing specific causal pathways, it makes sense to distinguish between different conceptions of contagion.  Analysts have long recognized that processes within states may not be independent of each other.
  Some phenomena may be contagious: the occurrence of a particular event may change the likelihood of subsequent occurrences.  This sparse definition includes both positive and negative diffusion: an event may make similar subsequent occurrences more or less likely.
  Analysts usually consider positive diffusion, an event making subsequent occurrences more likely, but negative diffusion may also matter.
 

A second distinction is also relevant for this study: something may spread over time or space.  A phenomenon may spread within a state or repeat itself over time (reinforcement), or it may spread beyond the boundaries of a state (spatial diffusion).  When we combine the first distinction concerning the direction of effect with this second distinction, four possible diffusion dynamics result:

1. Positive Reinforcement: an event within a system increases the probability of similar events occurring subsequently within the system.

2. Negative Reinforcement: an event within a system decreases the probability of similar events occurring subsequently within the system.

3. Positive Spatial Diffusion: an event within a system increases the probability of similar events occurring subsequently elsewhere.

4. Negative Spatial Diffusion: an event within a system decreases the probability of similar events occurring subsequently elsewhere.


Analysts generally focus on positive spatial diffusion, while the internal alternative, presented in the next section, emphasizes positive and negative reinforcement.  In other words, the reinforcement argument predicts that separatism within a state increases the probability of more separatism within that state.  Analysts also often ignore the possibility that the effects of positive and negative spatial diffusion may cancel each other out.  Potential activists may draw different lessons as they observe the Yugoslav conflict—positive ones if they focus on Slovenia and negative ones if they focus on Muslims in Bosnia.  Likewise, ethnic leaders could draw conflicting lessons from the collapse of the Soviet Union: positive ones if one stresses the Baltics, and probably quite negative lessons if one considers Georgia.  Different people can draw contradictory lessons from the same event—we still have no consensus on Vietnam, for instance.
  Thus, it is important to consider how events may have both positive and negative effects on subsequent events, making something more or less likely in the future.


While these distinctions help to clarify what the possibilities are, they do not explain how a phenomenon—war, riots, policy innovations, etc.—might spread.  There are two ways to consider how a political phenomenon spreads: through processes generated by its occurrence and through the lessons drawn by others observing the occurrence.  Spillover generally refers to the former; and contagion usually refers to the latter.
  Thus, spatial diffusion can occur because of either spillover or contagion processes.


To argue that separatism diffuses would require showing that there is some process inherent within separatist crises that causes it to spread beyond the boundary of a state.  For instance, separatist conflicts generate refugee flows that may destabilize the population balances of neighboring states, increasing ethnic tensions beyond the state.  Refugees act as sparks generated by the fire of separatism, causing the phenomenon to spread.  Macedonia feared that the flow of Kosovo’s Albanians would increase tension within Macedonia, perhaps leading to greater separatism on the part of its own Albanian minority.  This is an example of positive spatial diffusion.  A different kind of diffusion dynamic may also be inherent in separatism: unless the seceding region is very homogeneous, the attempt at separatism threatens the security and livelihood of minority groups within the region, causing them to also consider separatism.  Thus, separatism within Croatia, Bosnia, Macedonia, and Georgia are examples of positive reinforcing diffusion.  If separatism, because of something inherent in the process, causes itself to spread, then there may be very little that various actors can do to limit its spread once it occurs.  If this is the case, then prevention becomes critical.   


Contagion generally refers to the spread of a phenomenon through the lessons drawn by actors outside of the original conflict.  Outsiders observe a particular separatist conflict, causing them to revise evaluations of their own circumstances.  Such events may simply increase the salience of one’s ethnic identity, which then might lead to political mobilization and separatism.
  Observing a successful secession may cause elites and populations elsewhere to reconsider their chances of success, to develop better strategies, and to become more or less inhibited concerning separatism.  Stuart Hill and Donald Rothchild have argued that “a spreading of political conflict is best understood as a process of social learning and social action.”
  Political conflict in one state provides information to elites and their supporters elsewhere, including ideas that affect the possible strategies for organizing and mobilizing those supporters.  If separatism is contagious, i.e., it spreads by causing politicians and constituents to re-evaluate their chances of success (or even causing them to re-consider their identities), then we can think theoretically about the conditions that limit or exacerbate this contagion.


Ted Gurr has provided some empirical evidence supporting positive spatial diffusion arguments about ethnic conflict.  He develops indicators to capture the process of spillover: what is the highest level of protest (violent or nonviolent) of a group’s kin in another state; and what is the highest rebellion level for a group’s ethnic brethren in another state.  Gurr has also developed separate indicators for contagion processes: the mean level of protests among all groups in the same region and the mean level of rebellion among all groups in the region.  He finds that these spillover and contagion variables are highly correlated with group protest and rebellion, suggesting that ethnic conflict does spread by positive spatial diffusion.  However, once he performs multivariate regressions, these indicators play a much less significant role.  Protests of similar groups in the same region are marginally significant (p > .05 but <. 20) in accounting for group protests in the 1980’s, and the indicator relating the rebellions of similar groups is likewise somewhat significant (p > .05 but <. 20) in the equation focused on rebellion in the 1980’s.
  These findings are rather weak.  In a second test of communal rebellion in the 1990’s, the diffusion of rebellion from similar groups in the same region is positively and significantly correlated when all groups are in the equation.
  However, once each group is tested separately, ethnonationalists are found to have a negative but insignificant correlation with the contagion of rebellion indicator.  


Gurr used Phase I of the Minorities at Risk dataset to test his arguments.  Since then, the Minorities at Risk project has added new data and revised older data to create Phase III.
  This newer dataset (with some of our own additions) provides two opportunities.  First, we can revisit Gurr’s earlier findings and see if spatial diffusion findings based on spillover and contagion variables continue to hold up.  And second, the updated data will help us determine whether the events of the 1990’s, including the great explosion of ethnic conflict between 1990-1992, were caused by external diffusion dynamics or by internal domestic political reinforcement.


Before discussing the domestic alternative, we derive some testable hypotheses from the diffusion argument to provide multiple avenues for testing the external/positive spatial diffusion argument.

Spillover and Contagion

Diffusion arguments suggest that conflicts spill over to neighboring states, producing the following three hypotheses: 

H1a: If the kin of an ethnic group in nearby states is separatist, then that group is more likely to be separatist.

If one’s kin is actively separatist, that will have an impact upon the group.  It will increase the salience of ethnic identity.  The group may become a supporter of their kin, which may increase tensions not only with the neighboring state but with its government as well.  The separatist group in the neighboring state may also assist the group’s efforts.  Thus, we should expect ethnic groups near to kin that are seceding to be more likely to be separatists themselves.

H1b: If a group resides in a state neighboring other countries inhabited by non-related (not kin) separatist groups, then that group is more likely to be separatist. 

While the first hypothesis focuses specifically on the effects of separatist kin, the ethnic domino theory suggests that any nearby separatism, even by unrelated groups, is likely to increase the separatism of a group.  Refugee flows, warfare, support to one side or another are all likely to increase the desire for groups to secede. 

H1c: The existence of anti-regime activity by kindred groups in neighboring states will increase the likelihood that a group will become separatist. 

The argument here is more general—that ethnic conflict (separatist or otherwise) by ethnic kin in neighboring states is likely to spill over, increasing the likelihood of a group’s separatism.  While the empirical literature focuses on how rebellion encourages rebellion, and protest encourages protest, it is logical that rebellion and protest in neighboring states may increase a group’s desire to secede as well, by raising the salience of ethnic identity, by increasing the fears of the ruling regime (and perhaps causing an over-reaction), and through refugee flows and the like.
 
H2a: If a group resides in a region characterized by a high level of protest or rebellion by other ethnic groups, then the group will be more likely to be separatist.

Contagion arguments focus not on the direct effects of other conflicts, but on the lessons drawn from other conflicts.  Conflicts elsewhere suggest new or different strategies, even if they are not close enough to provide immediate spillover problems like refugee flows.  They alter perceptions of costs and benefits, of probabilities of success, and of the likely actions of other actors (major powers, neighbors, and international organizations).  Groups are more likely to focus on the behavior of groups in their region
 than elsewhere since these groups are more similar and because news of these other groups is more likely to reach activists within the group in question.

H2b: Separatism is likely to increase after successful separatism.

This is the heart of the conventional wisdom—that one successful separatist effort causes other groups to revise their beliefs about their chances of success.  Thus, we should expect group desires and efforts for independence to increase after a successful secession in their region, and we should expect separatist efforts to decrease if other separatists fail.

Domestic Sources of Separatism

The competing argument focuses on domestic political and economic forces—reinforcement mechanisms.  While the explosion of ethnic conflict during the collapse of the Soviet empire might suggest that ethnic conflict spreads from state to state, it might also implicate domestic political processes as the key cause of ethnic conflict.  Democratization, political instability, economic change, and violent conflict with the state may have caused groups in different states to seek independence, thereby causing the appearance of a contagious process.
  Likewise, events in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s in Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet Union suggest that groups facing discrimination or denied access to power and resources are more likely to be disgruntled.  Below, we develop a variety of hypotheses that can be drawn from the decline of the Soviet empire in order to pose a domestic alternative to international causes of separatism.  We do not develop a coherent theoretical framework here for the domestic alternative, although we do draw on existing theories of ethnic conflict as we go along.

The increase in separatism in the former Soviet bloc seems to have coincided with democratization, violence and economic change, suggesting the following hypotheses.

Democratization, political change, instability, economic change


H3: Separatism is more likely in more democratic systems.

First, as countries became more democratic, there seems to be have been more separatism.  Given arguments that political competition may cause politicians to promise increasing exclusive policies,
 and given the possibility of tyranny of the majority, we might expect that democracies may have more problems with separatism than regimes that seemed to have successfully repressed such efforts.

H4a: Separatism is more likely when political institutions change frequently.

The wave of separatism in the former Soviet Union may not have been related to the direction of change within the state, but simply the change in political institutions. Existing political structures may guarantee minorities some influence or, at least, a veto.
  However, such institutions are not always binding, and periods of transition raise questions about whether institutions will constrain one’s potential adversaries.  During transitions from one kind of political system to another, it is not necessarily clear which groups will rule, which ones will be excluded, whether old guarantees will endure, and whether institutions designed to resolve or mediate conflict will operate successfully.
  Decolonization, in 1960’s Africa and in 1990’s Eastern Europe, redistributes political power, so we should not be surprised that separatism breaks out after such major shocks.  Likewise, changes in regime, even without changes in sovereignty, raise questions about the future and about past commitments.  If a state frequently changes its political institutions, groups are less secure as any guarantees are likely to change and as the government seems to be up for grabs.


To be clear, both here and below we are not testing the nature of the changes—towards democracy, towards authoritarianism, nor do we address the specific design of the institutions—presidentialism vs. parliamentarism, plurality vs. proportional representation, federalism and the like.  This dataset does not contain enough information to test the effects of particular institutional designs.

H4b: If the host country recently changed its political institutions, the group is more likely to be separatist.


Groups will be more uncertain and more fearful about whether the government is likely to be captured by other groups if political institutions have significantly changed recently.  It is not clear whether institutions will bind the behavior of important actors and guarantee security for the ethnic group.  States with older institutions provide groups with clearer expectations, so they may be able to work within the system, rather than worrying about the rules changing against them whenever they have some success.

H5:  If other groups in the state are seceding, then the ethnic group in question is more likely to be separatist. 

Perhaps the explosion of separatism was not produced by changes in institutions, but by the diffusion of separatism within a state.  Once an ethnic group secedes, this changes the political dynamics of the country.  Ethnic conflict and separatism are contagious within states as each group is facing the same actor—the government, so government weakness or tolerance can then be perceived by other groups as applying more broadly.  Further, the separatist efforts of some groups also weaken the center, making it easier for other groups to seek to secede.  

H6:  The more conflict a group faces from the state, the more likely it will be separatist.

The Yugoslav conflicts indicate that the more severe the violence between the state and a group, the more likely a group is try to secede.  Groups facing violence will seek independence so that they are no longer in the same state as their attackers.  Of course, measuring this will be difficult because it may be hard to tell whether the violence causes separatism, or the separatism causes violence.


Explanations of separatism have generally focused on differential treatment of groups.
  Advantaged groups are less likely to secede since they benefit from the current system, while groups that face discrimination or are denied access to political power and economic success are more likely to want their own state.

H7a: If a group does not have as much political access as other groups, it is more likely to be separatist.

Groups lacking access to the state will not be able to control the state, and will exist at the whims of other groups.  If they cannot gain access, the next best strategy is to create a state that they control.

H7b: If a group is discriminated against politically, then it is more likely to be separatist.

Groups can have access, but face discrimination.  This discrimination will also limit their ability to control outcomes or at least veto very unfavorable ones, so political discrimination may compel a group to secede.

H7c: If discrimination worsens, then the group is more likely to be separatist. 

The ethnic security dilemma is dynamic—as things change for the worse, groups will develop new strategies as their security becomes increasingly threatened.

H7d: If a group is advantaged but is being challenged, then it is less likely to be separatist.

Advantaged groups will try to hold onto power and use their resources to defeat challenges to their position, rather than seeking to secede.  For instance, the Hutus of Rwanda did not seek independence in their conflict with the Tutsis—Hutu elites chose genocide since they controlled the state apparatus.  

H8a: If a group is discriminated against economically, then it is more likely to be separatist.

If belonging to a state hurts a group’s economic chances, it will seek to control its economic affairs by creating a new state.

H8b:  If a group is either advantaged or disadvantaged economically, then it is more likely to be separatist. 

Groups that are advantaged may perceive themselves as subsidizing the other groups, while those that are disadvantaged may be frustrated with their situation.  Both are likely to be separatist.


While this list of hypotheses is not exhaustive, it provides a good start for comparing the relative impact of international and domestic factors upon ethnic groups seeking to secede.  Before moving on to the methods section, some control variables need to be addressed.

Control Hypotheses:

We include in our analyses four control variables to account for other factors that might influence a group’s ability and desire to be separatist and to account for the unique aspects of Soviet decline.

H9:  Groups that are large compared to the state's population are more likely to be separatist.

Small groups cannot possibly win and would prefer to avoid attracting the hostility of other groups.  It could also be argued that smaller groups are more insecure and, thus, more likely to secede.  Which way it goes is an empirical question deserving of exploration.

H10:  A more widely dispersed group is less likely to seek independence.

Separatist groups have claims to a particular territory and usually reside in that territory.  Separatism is about claiming independence for a territory, so widely dispersed groups cannot pursue this option.
  Other studies of ethnic conflict have indicated that concentration plays an important role.

H11: A group that has lost autonomy is more likely to be separatist.

This hypothesis is one of the stronger findings of previous studies.
  Groups that have a grievance such as having their previous autonomy taken away are more likely to want to become independent—Eritrea and Kosovo are two prominent examples.

H12: The separatism of the 1990’s is the product of the end of the Soviet empire.

Since the dataset is of ethnic groups and separatism in the 1990’s, it makes sense that we control for the possibility that one region’s events may dominate the dataset.  Byman and Van Evera consider the collapse of empire to be an important cause of ethnic conflict for a variety of reasons, including the likelihood that successor regimes are too weak to deter citizens and groups from using violence, causing all groups to be insecure.
 

Data, Methods, and Analysis

While the logic of external diffusion and domestic dynamics have been presented and argued elsewhere, they have not been systematically examined in a context which allows for comparisons between them.  While this effort claims to be no more than a first cut at this question, we believe that a truly comparable testing approach is needed.  The best place to start this process is with a common set of data and cases.  For this purpose we will use Minorities at Risk data, in its most recent Phase III incarnation.
  There are two benefits to using this data as a starting point.  First, as discussed earlier, much of the initial large-N work on contagion used earlier versions of this dataset.  Therefore, it would be useful to see whether the addition of information from the early 1990’s support or undermine these earlier analyses.  Second, the MAR data have become one of the key data sets in the study of civil conflict generally, and the largest and most respected one to deal primarily with issues of ethnicity and conflict.
  However, one of the limitations of the dataset is that it only includes minorities “at risk”, rather than all minorities, so efforts to determine why ethnic conflicts develop may suffer from some selection bias.  A second limitation is that the data is not organized as a time series so it is often difficult to determine the direction of causality.  Third, the dataset does not include measures of violence, political institutions (other than scores for autocracy and democracy), and the like, so there are other dynamics that we cannot address.
Operationalizations

To test the proposed set of hypotheses, we need some measure for each of the variables.  The MAR data set provides a number of excellent measures of many of these concepts, although some have not yet been included in the project.  In this section, we first discuss our dependent variable. Table 1 then depicts the indicators used to test the various hypotheses, making reference to the MAR set where we use those data and indicating how we have constructed new variables where that is necessary.


The most important decision concerns the dependent variable.  Here, we are interested in measuring separatism—whether a group is or is not seeking to separate itself from the state in which it resides.  This is captured in the variable SEPX, which is a simple categorical coding for each group of the status of separatism: “None”, “Historical”, “Latent”, or “Active”.  Our dependent variable for all tests is SEPARATISM, based on SEPX, with 1 indicating active separatism for the group (at the time of coding, usually at or near 1995), and 0 indicating everything else (e.g. a lack of active separatism).


With this as our dependent variable, we depict our independent variables below in Table 1. 

Insert Table 1 here.

Testing Methods

Given these indicators, how do we go about testing the hypotheses?  We combine the various hypotheses and their indicators into “concept groups” (external, internal). Then, we use logistic regression (STATA 6.0 Logit) procedures to test each of these clusters together as a group, in combination with a group of control variables suggested in the control hypotheses above, and finally both groups and the controls together.  The results of these tests should enable us to begin to tease out the relative strengths of external and internal causes.  They should also point us to useful future avenues to explore these questions further.


For each model, we focus our comparisons on three results: the overall percentage of cases correctly predicted by that variable group; the percentage of separatist cases correctly predicted by that variable group; and the performance of individual variables within the group in terms of significance.  The first result, overall prediction rate, can be compared to the base rate of separatist/not separatist in the DV, to see whether that group of independent variables can predict outcomes better than chance, or better than a model that would predict only the most likely outcome for all cases.  This overall base rate is 65.5% not separatist (0) and 34.5% separatist (1); hence, any model that can predict better than 65.5% of all cases is an improvement on a null hypothesis of chance.  Similarly, we can consider any model that can predict better than 34.5% of the separatist cases to be explaining more variance than the chance hypothesis.  With these standards in mind, let us turn to the results of the multivariate testing.

INSERT TABLE 2 HERE
 
The first analyses group each of the concept sets’ independent variables, together and then with the control variables added.  Because the regional secessionism index (the regional measure of successes - failures in separatism) and the former Soviet space indicator share a tremendous amount of variance (correlation coeff. = .988), placing them together into the same model could create problems.  Hence, the results presented here do not control for the former Soviet empire.  We run one analysis without Eastern European states and former Soviet republics to determine what impact collapse of the Communist bloc had on the results.  An examination of the remaining independent variable interactions revealed no other significant collinearity problems, and the models all seem relatively stable and robust when variables are added or subtracted 

Basic Observations:  

We have combined the spillover and contagion variables into one group (spatial diffusion), and the domestic variables into another, to test both as overarching models.  Diffusion provides some explanatory leverage beyond a chance model.  Active separatism among a group’s kin consistently increases the probability of a group being separatist, while protests by a group’s kin consistently decreases the likelihood of such an outcome.  Successful secessions, protests and rebellions in the region, along with the rebellions of ethnic kin, increase the chances of a group being separatist.  However, the magnitude of successful separatism is much smaller than expected by those fearing diffusion.  Further, the diffusion hypotheses by themselves explain relatively little of the variance, as the low reduction of error statistics suggest (17.05% and 7.61%).  The addition of the control variables adds some leverage, and almost all of the findings are consistent among these two tests, except that the spillover effect of rebellious kin is no longer significant.  Including the control variables explains more of the variance.


The internal domestic variables produce a stronger model, particularly in the prediction of separatist cases.  Neither regime type nor changes in institutions seemed to matter much. Further, discrimination, with economic discrimination being statistically significant, apparently has a negative impact on the likelihood of separatism, contrary to our expectations.  The existence of other separatist groups in the state does significantly increase the probability of separatism, as the argument expects (that separatism reinforces other separatism within states).  Rebellion is very strongly correlated with separatism, suggesting again that violence causes groups to secede, or groups trying to separate tend to do so violently as host states resist their efforts much more assertively than groups with other aims.  Advantaged groups are much less likely to secede, which make sense since they can use the state to defend their interests, rather than having to secede.  These results do not change much when we add the controls, except that the model captures less variance with controls than without.  This is not surprising, given some of the variables that were significant in the non-control equation.  Both relative size and concentration are likely to impact a group's ability to engage in rebellion (the most robust variable in terms of significance); small or widely dispersed groups are less able to mount widespread and extended civil war campaigns.  Similarly, including group concentration may weaken the predictive effect of economic discrimination; it is easier to discriminate against a group economically if it can be isolated in an economically marginal region than if it is spread throughout the state.  Finally, the inclusion of previous autonomy might be expected to impact the Advantaged Groups variable; groups that are advantaged but had autonomy in the past might be more willing to consider secession than those that have no history of separate control for their group.

Next, we created one large model (External, Internal, and Controls) with all variables included to determine which variables are really driving the probability of a group being separatist.  This model does better than any of its sub-components (unsurprisingly), producing the highest levels of overall and separatism prediction and the best reduction of error statistics of all the models.  Active separatism among ethnic kin, protest in the region, successful separatism, rebellion, relative size, and group concentration all have significantly positive relationships with a group’s separatism.  Political discrimination and advantaged minorities have significantly negative correlations with a group’s separatism.  


Finally, there remains one final unexplored explanation for these findings  Perhaps they are the product of the events of one particular region (the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe) and the wave of separatism that was created in that area in the 1990’s.
  This possibility deserves serious consideration, because it could significantly limit the generalizability of any of our findings so far.  The best way to rephrase this question is: which of these relationships hold up outside East Europe and the former Soviet Union?  To test this, we ran the All Combined model with the East Europe/former USSR cases removed.  We present this run’s results in the last column of Table 2.


These results confirm the generalizability of some of the above findings, but cast doubt on others.  The first thing to note is that the overall rate of prediction does not change much: 84.19% total correct vs. 85.37% in the model omitting the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe cases, and 76.81% of separatist cases correctly predicted vs. 74.47% in the model with fewer cases.  This similarity suggests that the overall utility of these variables is not solely a function of the one region.


Within this overall similarity, how do the individual variables’ performances change?  Several variables continue to perform well in the reduced sample.  Active separatism among kin groups retains strong significance.  Advantaged minorities continue to be less likely to secede, as are groups that are not equal economically to the rest of their societies.  The existence of rebellion, group concentration, and past group autonomy continue to be positively correlated with separatism.  These findings simply reinforce those produced in the previous models (with the exception of the existence of economic differences), and suggest that these effects are probably generalizable for separatism around the globe.


Perhaps more interesting are those variables that do NOT work.  The index of successful secession loses its predictive ability in the model without the former Eastern bloc, which is not altogether surprising, given the wide disparity in that measure for that particular region.  Perhaps more surprising is the collapse of significance for two other variables: regional level of protest and proportional group size.  Regional level of protest is still positively correlated, but the finding is not significant without the Former Soviet Union.  Because all three of the contagion variables are coded by region, it is not surprising that together they wash out when one region is removed.  On the other hand, the effect of proportional group size could reasonably be expected to correlate with separatism regardless of region.  Its drop from a level of moderate significance (p = .05 in the larger model) to no significance at all (p < > .5 in the smaller model) suggests that group size does not matter as much globally.  There may have been something peculiar about the makeup of minorities in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, creating a correlation which does not apply elsewhere.


What do these findings suggest for the competing arguments?  No one argument emerges unscathed, nor can any of the arguments be dropped from further consideration: domestic politics and international forces both influence the likelihood that groups will be separatist.  Active separatism of ethnic kin increases the probability of the group in question being separatist nearly forty percent.
  Protest within the region by other groups increases the chances of separatism by nearly sixty-three percent.  Again, since it is coded by region, it is unclear whether something about regional differences is being brought in, besides mean protest.  The fact that the finding becomes insignificant after excluding the post-Soviet empire cases is suggestive.  


A group in a region where secession is most successful is almost thirty-eight percent more likely to be actively separatist than a group in a region where secession is least successful.  The other diffusion hypotheses produce insignificant results (with some having unexpectedly negative coefficients).  This study, therefore, finds some support for the fears people have about the possibility of ethnic conflicts crossing boundaries and causing conflicts elsewhere, but that these concerns should not be so strong as to divert our focus from other causes of separatism.


While the collection of domestic factors explains much of the variance in outcomes, many of the individual hypotheses perform worse than anticipated.  Political discrimination is negatively correlated with separatism, which confounds our prior expectations.  Instead of political discrimination compelling groups to secede, this analysis suggests that repression works—that excluding and repressing groups inhibit their efforts to secede.  The probability of a group facing no discrimination seeking some form of separatism is twenty-five percent higher than a group facing extreme discrimination.  Surprisingly, the number of institutional changes was insignificant in their impact upon a group’s separatism.  Because changes in institutions may improve the situation of ethnic groups and may be a response to their demands, perhaps we should not be as surprised.  The type of political system by itself apparently says little about whether groups are more or less likely to be separatist.  On the other hand, advantaged minorities who are challenged are twenty-five less likely to secede than other groups.  Seeking to secede is not the strategy of choice for such groups, as they can use their advantages to hold onto power.  For instance, Serbia did not secede from Yugoslavia, as Serbs dominated the political system—opting out would only reduce their ability to control the group’s destiny.


While the number of other separatist groups in the state matters in several analyses, its coefficient becomes much smaller (and becomes negative once the EEFSU cases are dropped) and is no longer statistically significant.  A group’s relative size provided positive correlations.  Larger groups may be more likely to secede since they are less likely to endanger themselves foolishly than smaller groups whose attempts at separatism are more likely to be futile and thus counter-productive.  One of the most robust findings is that rebellion is positively correlated with separatism.  If the conflict moves from no rebellion to protracted civil war, the odds of the group becoming separatist increase by nearly seventy percent.  This is a strong relationship—the problem is that we cannot tell for certain whether rebellion causes separatism, or that the choice to seek separation increases the level of violence between the group and the state.  


These findings suggest two things: that looking at internal and external structural factors can provide important leverage on the prediction of ethnic separatism; and that while our final, overall model does explain a fair amount of variance in separatism, there is still more which remains to be explained.  The reduction of error calculations confirm the expectation that many of these variables are capable of predicting better than chance, particularly when combined into larger conceptual models.  The variables under the concept cluster of domestic factors do better (when in competition) than the diffusion variables.  However, internal factors, when combined with the external spatial diffusion hypotheses, may not operate as powerfully as expected.

Implications 

For Theory

This study suggests that efforts focusing only on the external or internal sources of ethnic conflict are misguided.  Our findings suggest that both domestic and international forces matter in shaping whether groups become or choose to remain separatist.  In separate tests, both the domestic and international arguments helped to explain much of the variation, and several of the variables were significant and in the expected direction.  That several coefficients changed size, significance and direction once the competing arguments were tested simultaneously suggests that there are interactions between the internal and external variables for which we did not account.  


We found that the behavior of one’s ethnic kin matters, as a group was more likely to be separatist if its kin were actively separatist.  However, it is unclear whether the kin’s separatism causes a group to be separatist, that the group’s separatism is causing others to be separatist, or, more likely, that something is causing more than one segment of the ethnic group to become separatist simultaneously.  Interestingly, protest by a group’s ethnic kin was negatively correlated in the final analysis, highlighting the possibility of negative diffusion—that events in one country can make events in other countries less likely.  In this case, if a group’s ethnic kin protest (and holding constant the possibility of the kin being separatist), the group is less likely to be separatist.  This illustrates one of the key criticisms of the diffusion approach—that analysts often overlook negative diffusion.  Therefore, this study reminds us that we need to consider how events may make subsequent events more OR less likely.  


One of the most powerful findings in the combined analysis, confirming Gurr’s work, is that the level of protest in the region may have a huge impact on the probability of a group becoming separatist.  The question is still why is this the case, particularly since the protest activity of ethnic kin does not have the same impact.  Because the variable is coded by region, it is possible that it measures other features of the different regions besides the mean level of protest. Given the disconnect between protest by ethnic kin and protest in the region, it is unlikely that this is a contagious process at work. 


We also found that discrimination may work as groups that faced significant political and economic discrimination were less likely to secede.  This not only has implications for policy, but also raises important theoretical questions about what causes people to rebel or constrains them from engaging in dissent.  Thus, this article may be of relevance for the emerging debate about the causes and consequences of repression.


We found that institutional change, by itself, does not produce a significant impact in any particular direction.  Thus, the content of the changes, rather than existence of changes, may matter.  Stability by itself apparently matters less than we had expected, and regime type was not a factor, suggesting that democratization may not be harmful by itself.
  This is an interesting finding that could be explored further.

For Data Collection and Analysis


This analysis also suggests some of the limitations of the dataset we used.  The arguments concerning the influence of economic variables, for instance, may not have been tested as well as they could have been if the dataset contained information about the actual condition of each host state’s economy.  Economic shocks and trends like inflation, unemployment, and the like might cause more ethnic conflict and more separatism, but it is hard to tell with this dataset.  In future studies, it also makes sense to consider the timing of elections and the nature of the electoral system to get a better grasp of political institutions and the role played by political competition.
 


A harder problem to solve is endogeneity—whether our dependent variable may be causing our independent variables.  Does violence cause separatism or does separatism cause violence?  Does the separatist activity of a group’s ethnic kin cause a group to be separatist, or does a group’s separatist activity cause the ethnic kin to be separatist?  Until we collect enough data to perform time series analyses, qualitative accounts via process tracing case studies will be necessary to determine the direction of causality. 

For Policy

The first policy implication is that there are no easy solutions to separatist disputes.  Because elements of each argument are significant, focusing on solely the international side or the domestic side of ethnic conflicts will not be good enough.  The good news is that changes in political institutions, by themselves, do not seem to cause more separatist conflict.  Therefore, if we can determine which kinds of institutions might ameliorate such conflicts, altering the political structure to match is not necessarily going to cause more problems than it solves.


Perhaps the most important policy implication from this study is that states should not support the separatist efforts of the ethnic kin of their own potentially separatist minorities at risk.  There was a very strong positive correlation between the separatism of a group and the separatism of its kin.  If a state could discourage an ethnic group’s kin from being separatist, it might make be easier to resolve the domestic conflict.  Thus, Turkey should not assist the Kurds in Iraq, and vice versa.  Otherwise, the efforts of the Iraqi Kurds will encourage Turkey’s Kurds.  Addressing this problem would require international cooperation to discourage all ethnic groups who have potentially separatist kin elsewhere.  However, despite the conventional wisdom, states have not refrained from supporting separatist movements in neighboring states.
  


The analysis seems to indicate that political and economic discrimination may actually discourage separatism.  The policy implication is that states should discriminate against ethnic groups that might become separatist.  Why this might work is not clear, but the statistical results suggest that discrimination pays off.  Of course, our focus is on separatism, so discrimination may have other consequences (perhaps more violence or more intra-communal strife), so leaders should not run out and discriminate just because we have found that there is a negative correlation between discrimination and separatism.  This is a finding that requires more research to figure out the causal mechanism and other consequences.


Finally, one of the most robust findings is that group concentration is a very good predictor of whether a group is separatist.  Its inclusion in our study was due to the notion that concentration of a group is a necessary condition for separatism (although not necessary for other kinds of ethnic conflict).  Our findings bear out our expectation.  The logical policy recommendation is that governments should disperse potentially separatist groups.
  Of course, such efforts are likely to require the use of force, which might then cause the group to secede, as rebellion is also correlated with separatism.  Instead, it might make sense for states to provide economic incentives to encourage members of ethnic groups to move to different regions.  


In conclusion, this study indicates that there is much more work to be done to understand the sources of separatism.  We need more data to determine the direction of causality.  We need better theory to understand the causal connections between the various factors that seem to be at work.  We need to perform case studies to trace the causal process.  What this study does suggest is that working only on the external causes or the internal processes of separatism, and ethnic conflict in general, is insufficient.

Table 1: Hypotheses and Indicators

Argument
Hypothesis
Indicator

Diffusion
If the kin of an ethnic group in nearby states is separatist, then it is more likely to also be separatist.
SEPKIN: active separatism among kin groups


If a group resides in a state neighboring other countries inhabited by separatist groups, then that group is more likely to be separatist. 
NRSEP9X: created from counting number of separatist groups in states adjacent to group’s host state


The existence of anti-regime activity by kindred groups in neighboring states will increase the likelihood that a group will become separatist.
ISEGPRO9, ISEGREB9: highest level of protest/rebellion by international segments of ethnic group in the 1990’s


If a group resides in a region characterized by a high level of protest or rebellion by other ethnic groups, the group is more likely to be separatist.
ICONPRO9, ICONREB9: mean level of regional protest/rebellion


Separatism is likely to increase after successful separatism in the same region.
SECINDEX: created by counting for each region the number of successful secessions and subtracting the number of unsuccessful ones from it.

Domestic Sources of Separatism


Separatism is more likely in more democratic systems.
REGTYP94: subtracting autocracy scores from democracy scores using POLITY data included in MAR dataset.


Separatism is more likely when political institutions change frequently.
NICH7594: counts the number of years in which the state’s democracy or autocracy scores registered any change.


The more recent significant changes in political institutions occurred, the greater the likelihood of separatism.
NNDUR94: codes the number of years since the most significant shift in institutions, subtracting NDUR94 from 1994.


If other groups in the state are seceding, then the ethnic group in question is more likely to be separatist.
OTHSEP9X: coding the number of other groups in the same state that are actively separatist according to the SEPX coding.


The more conflict a group faces from a state, the more likely it will be separatist.
REBEL90X: level of conflict between group and host state, 1990-95.


If a group does not have as much political access as other groups, it is more likely to be separatist.
POLDIFX: index measuring access to power, voting rights, etc.


If a group is discriminated against politically, then it is more likely to be separatist.
POLDIS94: coding attempts to discriminate against group in 1994-95.


If discrimination worsens, then the group is more likely to be separatist.


POL#94: which measures the change in level of political discrimination from 1992-93 to 1994-95.


If a group is advantaged but is being challenged, then it is less likely to be separatist.
ATRISK3: codes whether a group is advantaged and facing a challenge.


If a group is discriminated against economically, then it is more likely to be separatist.
EC#94: measures changes in economic discrimination.


If a group is either advantaged or disadvantaged, then it is more likely to be separatist.
NECDIFX: based on ECDIFX, which indexes economic advantage and disadvantage, and re-coded as dichotomous indicating the absence or presence of significant economic advantages.

Controls
Relatively larger groups are more likely to be separatist.
PRO95: group’s proportion of host country population in 1995.


A more widely dispersed group is less likely to be separatist.
GROUPCON: coding the dispersion of the group.


A group that has lost autonomy is more likely to be separatist.
AUTON: measures whether the group was historically autonomous.

Table 2: Logistic Regressions of Diffusion, Security Dilemmas and Separatism in the 1990’s

Variables (Values are logistic regression coefficients)
Diffusion
Diffusion + Controls
Internal Domestic 
Internal + Controls
Diffusion, Internal, Controls
Without Eastern Europe, ex-USSR

Active Separatism Among Kin Group
1.45****
1.50***


1.92***
2.37***

Active Separatism In Adjacent States
0.04
0.06


0.11
0.15

Highest Level of Protest by Intl Segments of Group 
-0.30***
-0.26**


-0.24
-0.21

Highest Level of Rebellion by Intl Segments of Group
0.17**
0.11


-0.04
-0.10

Mean Level of Protest in Region
1.76**
3.52****


4.89***
3.61

Mean Level of Rebellion in Region
0.92*
1.18**


1.18
0.85

Level of Secessionist Success
0.04*
0.06**


.09**
-0.20

Regime Type of Host State


-.02
0.00
-0.03
0.00

Number of Institutional Changes, 1975-94


-0.20
-0.20
-0.01
-0.33

How Recent Were Significant Institutional Changes?


0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Number of Separatists in Same State


0.30***
0.34***
0.01
-0.14

Level of Rebellion, 1990-1995


0.40****
0.35****
0.46****
0.61****

Political Differentials


0.02
0.12
-0.05
-0.15

Level of Political Discrimination 1994


-0.43***
-0.44***
-0.39**
-0.36

Changes in Political Discrimination


-0.01
-0.08
0.10
0.74

Is Advantaged Group Being Challenged?


-2.08***
-1.52**
-2.66***
-2.88*

Changes in Economic Discrimination


-0.02
-0.08
-0.45
-0.57

Existence of Economic Differentials


-0.38***
-0.36**
-0.22
-0.44*

Relative Size of Group

2.22*

0.89
3.55*
1.60

Concentration of the Group

1.15****

0.71***
1.08****
0.89**

Was Group Autonomous in the Past

0.21

0.69
0.68
1.00

Constant
-5.12***
-11.45****
0.73
-1.44
-13.38****
-9.40

Pseudo R2
0.1556
0.2911
0.2702
0.3261
0.4730
0.5232

Log likelihood
-141.21
-117.77
-102.32
-92.98
-71.11
-46.84

Correctly Predicted (model)
72.14%
79.69%
80.09%
78.54%
84.19%
85.37%

Secession Correctly Predicted
38.64%
62.07%
64.38%
59.15%
76.81%
74.47%

Reduction of Error
17.05%
39.07%
39.72%
33.81%
50.74%
48.95%

Reduction of Error: Secessionist Cases
7.61%
43.11%
46.81%
39.55%
65.85%
64.21%

N
262
261
221
221
215
164

* = p <. 1 

** = p < .05

*** = p <.01

**** = p < .001
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