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Abstract:


The democratic peace debate has taken a new turn, focusing on a debate among liberal theorists about what drives foreign policy: domestic structures, democratic norms, economic interests, international norms and institutions, or domestically derived preferences.  This article takes this debate to a different realm—from that of interstate war to taking sides in ethnic conflicts in other countries.  As the various liberal strands are more likely to have competing predictions in this second area, we should not only see clearer some of the logical contradictions between different liberal approaches but also determine whether certain liberal arguments better capture what states actually do.  The article derives testable hypotheses from several strands of liberal thought and applies them to a dyadic dataset of ethnic groups and states to see what relationships exist.  We find that ethnic ties, which is how we conceive of preferences here, shapes the behavior of states towards ethnic groups in other countries more than domestic structures.  Other liberal arguments, such as common interests (states facing separatism do not support separatist groups), economic interests, and democratic norms either do not matter that much or have an effect opposite from what liberals would usually argue.  We conclude by focusing on liberalism as a preference-centered approach.
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The democratic peace debate has followed an interesting trajectory.  At first, scholars sought to show that a correlation existed between democracy and peace (Chan 1984; Doyle 1986; Maoz and Abdolali 1989; Maoz and Russett 1993).  Since then, adherents and critics have engaged in lively discussions about whether significant relationships exist and what might be causing these relationships.
  Now, the debate has evolved to the point where liberal theorists are arguing with each other about the causes of this phenomena.
  Eric Gartzke (1998, 2000) has argued that common interests have caused democracies not to fight with each other.  Bruce Russett and John Oneal (1997, 1999) have strongly disagreed, arguing that democratic institutions, international organizations, and economic interdependence have bound democracies together, creating a zone of peace among them.  They both might be right, but their differences raise questions about liberal international relations theory.

As liberal theory develops as a paradigm for understanding international relations, it makes sense to work out the conflicting claims that flow from core liberal assumptions and deductions.  The problem with using the democratic peace as the battleground for various liberal arguments is that they largely predict the same outcome, so scholars have to argue about which factors have more causal weight.
  Focusing on where liberal theories produce conflicting expectations should provide clearer understandings of the insights and limitations provided by the different approaches.  This article applies several strands of liberal thought to the international politics of ethnic conflict to determine which ones provide better accounts not only of this particular issue, but of foreign policy in general.  


First, we disentangle the various liberal strands and discuss attempts to compare the explanatory power of each.  Second, we discuss a different testing ground for liberal theory—the international relations of ethnic conflict.  We consider how scholars have applied each strand of liberal thought to the issue or how each strand has logical implications that have yet to be examined.  We then present a dyadic dataset that focuses on relationships between ethnic groups, their host states and potential supporters of one side or the other.  We consider the claims of rival liberals, finding that arguments focusing on the preferences of individuals and groups tend to provide better explanations than those focusing on domestic or international institutions, international norms, or economic interdependence.  We conclude with a discussion of the implications of this study for liberal international relations theory.

 AUTONUMOUT  Theoretical Combat Among Liberals


Our starting point for discussing liberal international relations theory is Moravcsik’s (1997) effort to clarify its foundations and core logics, as his article provides a clear and thoughtful summary of liberal thought.  He starts with three core assumptions: that individuals and groups promoting their interests are the primary actors in international relations; that a state represents “some subset of domestic society,” which then determines the state’s preferences; and that “the configuration of interdependent state preferences determines state behavior (Moravcsik 1997, 516-521).”  Thus, preferences are at the core of liberal IR theory.  Moravcsik goes on to delineate three main strands of liberal theorizing: ideational, commercial and republican.  

The first focuses on identities, which determine actors’ interests.  Moravcsik develops this strand and applies it directly to the question at hand, suggesting that how national identities and interstate borders overlap or intersect should be an important influence upon state behavior.  The other two variants of liberal thought are probably more well-known.  Republican liberalism considers how domestic institutions shape the representation of interests.  Commercial liberalism focuses on how economic interactions create converging and conflicting interests.  We develop each of these variants below, first as applied to the democratic peace and then extended towards the international relations of ethnic conflict.

These strands then can tell us what states prefer—the distribution of interests (whether states converge or diverge).  The next step is one of strategic interaction, where realists or institutionalists might be able to explain what happens.
  To be clear, though, Moravcsik explicitly excludes institutional theory (formerly known as neo-liberal institutionalism) from his definition of liberal IR theory because it “takes state preferences as fixed or exogenous (Moravcsik 1997, 536).”  Despite this stance, we consider the institutional approach to the topic as Moravcsik’s stance is not uncontroversial and because it will help to clarify the logical distinctions between liberal and institutional theory.


To disentangle liberalism, it makes sense to start by considering their different explanations of the democratic peace: democratic structures, domestic norms, economic ties, international norms and institutions, and preferences.  

 AUTONUMOUT  Structural Accounts


Scholars have considered a variety of causal relationships between democratic institutions and pacific foreign policy behavior.  The most intuitive structural approach is that democratic institutions raise the costs of risky decisions, and no decision is more risky than war.  Bueno de Mesquita and his collaborators (1999) contend that democratic institutions force politicians to seek successful policies, making them more selective in targeting enemies and less attractive as targets since they can mobilize resources better than autocracies.  Similarly, Fearon (1994) argues that democratic states are more credible and, thus, better at signaling their intentions because domestic audiences matter more.  When politicians are accountable (and where relative transparency exists), they do not want to back down in a crisis.  Therefore, they will avoid escalating conflicts unless they are quite serious.  This makes the threats of democratic leaders more credible than those of authoritarian leaders, who are less constrained by domestic audience costs.  Lake (1992) develops an approach that seems to be quite different, but still relies on greater accountability in democracies as the key source of the democratic peace.  He (1992) conceives of the state as a rent-seeker.  Left alone, states are likely to engage in expansion in order to increase the rents they gain.  However, societies can constrain the state, if the citizens can participate in the political system.  Democracy facilitates participation, as well as monitoring of the state, so that democracies are less likely to engage in expansion, and particularly less likely to aggress against other democracies.  For these and other scholars, institutions are the key to understanding the democratic peace.  The specific structures of democracies constrain leaders in a variety of ways, making war among democracies unlikely, if not impossible.

On the other hand, Braumoeller (1997) suggests that liberal theories about domestic politics should perhaps be agnostic about the impact of political competition upon foreign policy.  He considers how political competition in the former Soviet space might cause more conflict as democracy might encourage politicians to engage in nationalist appeals and voters to support them.  By contrasting structural arguments with those that focus on the preferences of voters (and others), we can see whether Braumoeller’s claims raise questions about structural accounts beyond the former Soviet Union.
 AUTONUMOUT  Democratic Norms

A different argument is not that the institutions matter directly, but the ways politicians behave domestically shapes how they behave when conducting foreign policy.  Russett (1993) and Dixon (1994) argue that norms of conflict resolution develop within democracies, and these norms then influence foreign policy.  Within democracies, political competition is open but “bounded (Dixon 1994, 15).”  Politicians, parties, interest groups and other actors engaged in politics must follow the rules of the system.  They must not engage in violence to resolve their disagreements.  Those who are successful domestically, by following the democratic norms, rise to power, and thus are in a position to negotiate with the leaders of other democracies.  Then, democracies are likely to negotiate with each other and compromise so that their disagreements rarely become so severe that they result in war.  This helps to explain why democracies discriminate—peaceful towards other democracies but not other political systems (Russett 1993, 32).

 AUTONUMOUT  Interdependence


Oneal and Russett have argued quite vigorously that the peace is a liberal one, not merely democratic (Oneal, Oneal, Maoz and Russett 1996; Oneal and Russett 1997; Russett, Oneal and Davis 1998; Oneal and Russet 1999).  That is, democratic institutions combined with economic interdependence reduce the likelihood of conflict.  “Economic interdependence reinforces structural constraints and liberal norms by creating transnational ties that encourage accommodation rather than conflict.” (Oneal and Russett 1997).
  They present a classical liberal argument—that trade gives states incentives for continued cooperation and disincentives for conflict, as conflict interrupts trade.  In their various analyses, they find that countries that trade with each other are less likely to engage in conflict, even when controlling for joint democracy. 

 AUTONUMOUT  International Organizations and the Democratic Peace


In addition, Oneal, Russett, and Davis (1998) have broadened the notion of the liberal peace to include not just economic interdependence but also international organization.  They argue that shared membership in international organizations reduces the probability of militarized conflict.  Specifically, they argue that matter in several ways: “coercing norm breakers; mediating among conflicting parties; reducing uncertainty by conveying information; problem-solving, including expanding states’ conception of their self interest to be more inclusive and long term; socialization and shaping norms; and generating narratives of mutual identification (Oneal, Russett and Davis 1998, 445).”  They find joint membership has a significant impact on the likelihood of conflict, independent of democracy and interdependence.  However, their more recent work (Oneal and Russet 1999) raises questions about the effects of shared IO membership, as their statistical findings in several analyses fail to reach statistical significance or point in the wrong direction—joint membership might increase the probability of conflict.  Still, it is important to consider the influence of international organizations and norms as they are clearly part of the liberal canon

 AUTONUMOUT  Preferences


Gartzke (1998, 2000) argues that other scholars of the democratic peace have largely ignored motivations for war or peace.  That is, the question of whether states are interested in going to war has been omitted.  He asserts that states with conflicts of interest are more likely to engage in war than states who have a shared affinity for particular policies.  He finds that shared preferences are not caused by regime type, but instead may help to explain why countries do not fight each other.  To test his claims about the importance of shared preferences, Gartzke uses similarity of United Nations General Assembly roll-call votes.  Thus, even though he challenges liberal arguments about the impact of domestic institutions and interdependence, Gartzke himself presents a very liberal argument: patterns of shared interests and of conflicting preferences shape the possibilities of war and peace.  


The focus on preferences raises challenges from within and outside the liberal community.  Oneal and Russett (1999) argue that the shared interests that Gartzke posits are the product of democratic institutions and open economies.  They find that their variables explain much of the variance in Gartzke’s indicator of preferences.  Gartzke (2000) argues that affinity drives trade and joint membership, more so than the other way.  Because this debate is hard to resolve while focusing on the democratic peace, we need to consider other dependent variables to tease out the influence of each of these causal processes.
Of course, realists also argue that interests matter (Farber and Gowa 1997), but have a different conception.  That is, they argue that common threats cause democracies to hang together and war against others.  Instead of UN voting, they use alliances to measure common interests.  This does raise a few problems for Gartzke as UN voting may be a product of alliance behavior, rather than domestically produced preferences.  The analyses in this study avoid this problem by focusing not on international behavior to determine affinity but a logic of domestic politics—specifically, the impact of ethnic politics upon foreign policy.

 AUTONUMOUT  Applied to the International Relations of Ethnic Conflict


This article tries to resolve some of the confusion among liberal arguments applying liberal variants to the international relations of ethnic conflict.  Specifically, what do these theories say about which states will support specific ethnic groups?  Countries discriminate in which ethnic groups they support (Saideman 2001, 2002), but the question remains as to whether any, some or all liberal logics shed light here.  First, we suggest why this issue area might be helpful for considering the competing claims of liberalism, including extending current debates about how the democratic peace applies to the question of intervention.  Then, we deduce testable hypotheses from each variant of liberalism so that we can test these ideas empirically.  

 AUTONUMOUT  Existing Applications to Ethnic Conflict


Why should we consider how these arguments apply to the international relations of ethnic conflict?  Three sorts of answers: they might help to explain an important issue, they might reveal some interesting contrasts among the liberal arguments—an issue where various liberal notions produce conflicting expectations; and scholars have already started to apply liberal thought to intervention.  First, the topic is inherently important, as decisions to intervene or not in other people’s ethnic conflicts have dominated foreign policy agendas since the cold war ended.  Bosnia, Kosovo, Rwanda, the Congo (formerly known as Zaire), Sierra Leone, and Liberia are just a few examples of conflicts which challenged the international community, and which raised serious questions about the conditions under which countries will intervene.  Ethnic conflicts have been costly in terms of lives lost, refugees generated, economic development stunted, etc.  Intervention has been risky, as such efforts have challenged the capacity of international organizations to respond, occasionally endangering their legitimacy, as well as costing participating countries soldiers’ lives, hardware, and money.  If any of the liberal theories help to explain the international relations of ethnic conflict, then we will understand better an important phenomenon that has relevance for policy-makers and scholars alike.


Second, as will become apparent below, variants of liberal theory provide different and often competing predictions about how countries behave towards other states’ ethnic conflicts.  Liberal theories generally predict that democracies will not fight each other, so using the democratic peace to test different liberal approaches provides only limited insights.  Applying liberal theories to a different realm allows us to consider more clearly how different liberal logics may be.  Further, we may learn which aspects of liberal thought apply more directly to the empirical world.  Because liberalism contains ideas that may lead to conflicting expectations, rivals to liberalism can pick which aspects of liberalism to attack, making their arguments appear stronger.  As liberals directly consider the complexity of their paradigm, they can resist better the challenges of other approaches.   


Third, this article also extends a current research agenda—whether democracies intervene in each other.  Democratic institutions or norms should prevent democracies from intervening within other democracies.  Yet, this has not been the case as there are at least fifteen cases of democracies intervening in similar political systems between 1974 and 1988 (Kegley and Hermann 1995).
  They (1996, 2001) found that democratic institutions are less binding than democratic norms, as operationalizing democracy via coding of institutions produced analyses with more intervention by democracies into other democracies.  Kegley and Hermann (1997) raise the question of whether the liberal logic of pacific norms and representative institutions apply beyond war between states and specifically whether they constrain military intervention conducted by democracies.  Using Freedom House data to consider the role played by democratic norms, Kegley and Hermann (1997) find that democratic norms may decrease the likelihood of one democracy from intervening in another.
  Considering whether liberal theories apply to the international relations of ethnic conflict should shed some light on the Kegley and Hermann research agenda, which has seen some mixed results.

 AUTONUMOUT  Extending Liberal Logics


Liberals, like realists, have largely ignored the international relations of ethnic conflict, so we have to do much of the dirty work of extending the logic of liberal theories to apply to the topic at hand.  In this section, I focus on each liberal variant in turn (democratic institutions, pacific norms, economic interdependence, international norms and institutions, and preferences), developing the logic and deducing testable hypotheses for each.  

 AUTONUMOUT  Democratic Institutions

The essential notion is that democratic institutions make politicians more accountable for their behavior.  When the issue is war, the logic is that politicians are likely to be cautious and avoid war.  How does this apply to ethnic conflict?  If we start from the standpoint that politicians want to be successful and are punished by failure (Regan 1998, 2000), then the question is whether supporting ethnic groups in other democracies is likely to be successful or politically popular.  Without some notion of what voters prefer, it is hard to determine what the impact of democracy would be.  Generally, accountability is supposed to induce caution when engaging other democracies, so democratic structures should inhibit a state from supporting ethnic groups in other democracies.

H1:  Countries with democratic institutions are less likely to support ethnic groups in other countries with democratic institutions.

 AUTONUMOUT  Democratic Norms

Ideally, a democracy practicing norms of peaceful conflict resolution should not have severe ethnic conflict, and, thus, no issue to attract foreign attention.  However, democracies vary in how well they deal with minorities.  The question here is whether a state with pacific norms is likely to support a group within another country sharing those norms.  Supporting an ethnic group against its host state is a confrontational way to handle an ethnic conflict.  Given the expectation that democracies negotiate their disputes to prevent them from escalating (Dixon 1994), we should expect that countries with democratic norms to refrain from supporting ethnic groups in similar countries.  Further, Henderson has found that democratic norms apparently still operate despite the influence of religious, linguistic, and ethnic ties (1998).

H2: Countries with democratic norms are less likely to support ethnic groups in other countries with democratic norms.

 AUTONUMOUT  Interdependence


Arguments focusing on interdependence assert that behavior that threatens trade will be discouraged as important interest groups would be hurt by a break in economic interaction.  Countries dependent on trade are less likely to war with each other as domestic interest groups have invested in continued good relations, and would lose considerably if war were to occur.  Essentially, dependence on other countries deter states from engaging foreign policies that risk damaging that relationship.  Therefore, if a country depends highly on state A for its imports and exports, it likely would not risk that relationship by supporting ethnic groups within state A

H3: Countries are less likely to support ethnic groups in states upon which they are trade dependent.  

 AUTONUMOUT  International Norms and Institutions


Unlike the previous arguments that had to be extended to address the international relations of ethnic conflict, scholars have applied neo-liberal institutionalism to ethnic conflict.  Herbst (1989) argues that the common vulnerability of African states to separatism led to an effort to create an international institution, the Organization of African Unity, and buttress the norm of territorial integrity.  Citing Keohane’s work on reciprocity (1986), Herbst argues that states faced transaction costs and collective action problems.  African states, ultimately, were able to cooperate because they faced a common problem—any change in existing boundaries would threaten them all.  The key to the argument is vulnerability to separatism—that states are deterred by their own problems.  Thus, we should expect that vulnerable states are the most likely to support the norm of territorial integrity and oppose separatism.  Rather than focusing on joint membership in international organizations, we focus on the common interest that ought to cause states to cooperate.  

H4: Countries are less likely to support separatist groups in other countries if they face separatist conflict domestically.

Because Herbst relies on reciprocity, we can consider an additional dynamic that may shape involvement in other people’s ethnic conflicts.  Reciprocity, sometimes conceived as tit-for-tat (Axelrod 1984), can lead to mutual cooperation or conflict.  If states treat each other as they have been treated, we should expect that State A is more likely to give assistance to groups in State B if State B has given assistance to groups in State A.  The obvious example would be India and Pakistan, as each support ethnic groups in the other.  How common is this?  Do states refrain from supporting ethnic groups in states that have been similarly restrained?
H5: State A is more likely to support groups in state B if state B has assisted groups in State A.

 AUTONUMOUT  Preferences


Gartzke develops an indicator, affinity, based on how countries vote at the UN.  This leaves open the question of why do such preferences emerge.  A liberal theory of foreign policy preferences should start with what politically relevant actors within states desire.  In every political system, democratic or authoritarian, a set of individuals and groups matter—those whose support is necessary for the politicians to stay in office.  What do these people care about when it comes to ethnic conflicts in other countries?  Ethnic identity is a social dynamic grouping individuals into categories of “us” and “them” (Horowitz 1985, 2001).  The idea of an imagined community (Anderson xx) is that individuals will feel as if they belong to the same community even if they have never met.  Thus, members of a group will have affinity (to use Gartzke’s term) with other members, even if they live far away.  Groups will prefer for their state to support ethnic groups elsewhere with which they share ethnic ties—those that speak the same language, practice the same religion, share the same race, belong to the same clan (Saideman 1997, 2001).  Some scholars have asserted that religious affiliations have influenced international relations and will come to dominate world politics in the 21st century (Huntington 1993).  However, the claim here is simply that ethnic ties influence foreign policy, not that any particular kind of identity—religious, racial, linguistic, or kinship—matters more than the others.

H6:  Countries are more likely to support ethnic groups with which their constituents share ethnic ties.


We have now six  hypotheses providing predictions that sometimes compete (a democracy where constituents have ties to a group engaged in conflict with the government of another democracy) and sometimes coincide (a democracy where supporters have ties to those who run another democracy).  The next step is to consider the data used to test the different liberal approaches. 

 AUTONUMOUT  The Minorities and Potential Supporters (MAPS) Dataset

The democratic peace debate has largely focused on dyads of countries as the debate has focused on the impact of joint democracy, economic interdependence, contiguity, and other relational hypotheses.  This study will focus not on dyads of countries but on relationships between countries and ethnic groups.  Each dyad will consist of an ethnic group and a potential support—that is, a country other than the group’s host.  Because multiple groups exist within many countries, focusing purely on state-to-state relationships (using the traditional dyadic approach) ignores the reality of states picking some groups to support and not others.  The unit of analysis here—the state-group dyad—allows us to consider relationships between potential supporters and ethnic groups and between potential supporters and host states.  The Minorities and Potential Supporters Dataset [MAPS] essentially combines the ethnic groups in the Minorities at Risk Dataset [MAR] (Gurr 1999, 2000) with the countries in the Correlates of War dataset (Singer and Small 1995). The MAPS dataset consists of 39,663 dyads of ethnic groups and potential supporters for 1994-1995.
  Each observation is of a pairing of one “minority at risk” and one country (only countries with a population larger than one million),
 excluding the group’s host country.  So, the pairing of Russia as a potential supporter and the Basques of Spain would be one observation, but the U.S. and African-Americans would not be included in the dataset as the United States, by definition, cannot be a foreign power intervening in an ethnic conflict within its boundaries.  

The dataset potentially suffers from selection bias as it only includes groups that are “at risk”—ethnic groups that are not at risk are not included.
  This is not a problem for this study as we are seeking to understand why states support ethnic groups that are engaged in conflict with their host states.  Ethnic groups at peace are unlikely to ask for support, and are unlikely to attract it.  To be clear, the dataset does include groups that are not engaged in violence, but face discrimination or are politically mobilized.

A second clarification is that the dataset contains directed dyads.  That is, the potential supporter is or is not doing something to the ethnic group and its host state.  This will matter, for instance, as we operationalize economic dependence as the potential supporter’s trade with the host state of the group as a percentage of the potential supporter’s gross domestic product.  The literature suggests that using directed dyads can be problematic, although only one of the potential flaws is relevant here—possible non-independence of cases across direction (Bennett and Stam 2000).  That is, observations of Pakistan and its support of groups in India are not independent of observations of India and its potential assistance to groups in Pakistan.  We consider this problem more fully below.

A third clarification focuses on the data itself.  While the dataset itself contains nearly 40,000 dyads, the analyses below will focus on a subset of them.  International support for ethnic groups is relatively rare.  Of 39,516 valid dyads, there are 184 instances of a country giving support to an ethnic group.  We follow King and Zeng’s (2001a, 2001b) recommendations for analyzing rare events.  Specifically, they argue that normal logit procedures underestimate the probability of rare events, and they recommend that case-cohort strategies should be used.  For the former, they have developed Relogit, to address logit’s shortcomings.  The latter refers to using all of the positive cases (where the dependent variable is 1 or an event) and a random selection of the non-events (where the dependent variable is zero).  This allows the researcher to collect better indicators and/or include more independent variables since the recommended strategy reduces data collection costs.  
Fourth, scholars engaged in dyadic analyses must consider which dyads to include: all possible combinations of states (or here all combinations of groups and states) or only those that are politically relevant (Lemke and Reed 2001).
   Using politically relevant dyads can be problematic as what is relevant is not always clear.  The debate about dyads has focused on war and the threat or use of force short of war.  Proximity or great power status is seen as a necessary condition for such events.  Proximity is less necessary, but still quite significant for supporting ethnic groups.  Thus, we perform analyses focusing on all dyads within the dataset and on politically relevant dyads 

 AUTONUMOUT  Dependent Variable: What is International Support?

We focus on “support,” as countries give assistance to ethnic groups.
  The Minorities at Risk project coded various forms of international support.  The codesheets have four places to mark which countries gave what kinds of support to each ethnic group.  This clearly leads to some undercounting, but very few groups are coded as at least having four supporters, so the problem should not be too great.  I re-coded the data to create a five point scale (zero to four) in order of increasing costs and risks (to the supporting country) and of increasing efficacy, as indicated in Figure 1.  This five point scale was developed so that we could determine what causes states to give particular groups more serious forms of support.  

Table 1.  Level Of Support, 1994


Frequency
Valid Percent
Cum %
 
No Support
816
81.6%
81.6%
 
Modest
122
12.2%
93.8%
 
Moderate
21
2.1%
95.9%
 
Strong
21
2.1%
98.0%
 
Intense
20
2.0%
100.0
 
Total
1000
100%

 
 AUTONUMOUT  Independent Variables

In most cases, we rely on the standard operationalizations of the concepts we discussed above.  Below, we discuss how we operationalize each approach, and then address a few control variables that are frequently used in dyadic analyses.

 AUTONUMOUT  Operationalizing the Arguments


To operationalize the democratic institutions argument, we use the conventional approach in the democratic peace literature: a dyad is considered jointly democratic if both the potential supporter and the group’s host state are coded as six or higher on the Polity IV Polity (Democracy-Autocracy) scale.
  To test democratic norms, we use Freedom House data that codes countries as being free, partly free or not free, based on civil and political liberties.  If both the potential supporter and the host state are coded as free on both civil and political liberties, then the dyad is coded as free.  

To measure a potential supporter’s economic relationship with a group’s host state, we add a potential supporter’s exports to the host country to its imports from the host and then divide by the potential supporter’s gross domestic product (using purchasing power parities to control for exchange rate fluctuations).
  This is the measure that Oneal and Russett use in their work (Oneal, Oneal, Maoz and Russett 1996; Oneal and Russett 1997; Russett, Oneal and Davis 1998; Oneal and Russet 1999).  To consider the neo-liberal institutional accounts, we focus on dyads where the potential supporter faces separatism at home and the ethnic group is engaged in separatism.  Of all possible dyads, potential supporters in this situation should be least likely to give support.  A dyad was coded as jointly separatist if the group was considered to be actively separatist in the 1980’s and/or 1990’s, as coded by the MAR project, and if the potential supporter (the term used to describe the country in each dyad) had one or more actively separatist ethnic groups within its territory (using MAR’s data).
  To consider the influence of reciprocity, we created a dummy variable for each dyad, indicating whether the host state gave support to any groups in the potential supporter.

Coding ethnic ties is a bit more complicated.  For this article, we consider three kinds of ethnic identities—race, religion, and language—creating separate indicators for each and then one indicator indexing total ethnic ties, to be explained below.
  We coded each group and each country as having a dominant race, religion and language.  For states, we coded the ethnic characteristics shared by a plurality of the most politically important group(s) in 1994-95.  I chose race, religion and language as these three markers of ethnic identity are frequently salient politically, and to gather data on other ethnic characteristics, such as kinship or custom, would have been quite burdensome.


To code race, a difficult concept to operationalize, we used conventional categories used by anthropologists.  Thus, a group or a state was coded as predominantly: White/European/Caucasian; African/African-American/Black; Semitic/Arab; Slavic; East Asian; Indo-Pakistani/West Asian; Pacific Island; Indigenous; or Other (with countries with no predominant race coded as other).
  While the meaning and implications of race vary across the world, previous studies suggested that perceptions of racial divisions within countries shaped the dispute’s international relations.
  A country is coded as having racial ties with a group if they share the same racial coding.  Likewise, a country is coded as having racial ties with a host state if both the potential supporter and the host state have been coded the same race.  To develop our indicator, I subtract the latter (racial ties to host state) from the former (racial ties to group), producing a variable that ranges from 1 (racial ties to group) to 0 (racial ties to both or neither) to -1 (racial ties to host).


To code religion, I adapted MAR’s coding of groups’ “most common religion or sect,” and applied the adapted coding not only to groups, but to potential supporters and host states.  I made two changes to the MAR coding, setting up a distinct category for entities (groups or states) where the plurality of believers are Orthodox,
 and distinguishing largely Hindu entities from the category of “Other.”  Recent work, including the Clash of Civilizations debate (Huntington 1993, 1995) and recent events, e.g. the Yugoslav conflicts, suggest that while one might be able to consider a category called “Christian” includes both Roman Catholics and Protestants, members of Orthodox Churches are less likely to identify themselves as belonging to the same group as Protestants and Catholics.  The second change makes sense even though Hindus are not dominant in many groups or in many countries, as Hindu is seen as a world religion, and putting it into the category of “Other” would make it hard to assess the impact of ethnic politics on the international relations of a significant region of the world—South Asia.
  Thus, the adapted MAR coding leaves us with eleven categories: Roman Catholic, Protestant, Other Christian Sect, Orthodox , Sunni, Shi’ite, Other Islamic Sect, Buddhist, Animist, Hindu, Other.  


Given this categorization, how do we code religious ties?  I use a measure called religious ties, broadly defined, where we collapse the Protestant, Catholic, Other Christian categories into one category, and the Sunni, Shiite, and Other Islamic into a second category.  This helps us to address arguments about Christians versus Muslims, and so on.  Further, it also might help us address the reality of Shiites (Iran) supporting Sunnis (Bosnian Muslims).  Thus, for this indicator, a dyad of a Sunni group and a Shiites state would be coded as having religious ties.
   


For linguistic ties, I use the language family index from Ethnologue (Grimes and Grimes 2000) that codes groups by common supersets.
  The basic notion is that languages belong to families, and that the more branches down a family tree two languages share, the more they have in common.  First, we coded how similar the languages of the ethnic group and the potential supporter are, and, then, we coded how similar the languages of host and potential supporter are.  This produces variables ranging from one to twenty with one where the group or host state is in a completely different language family than that of the potential supporter (Japanese and Hindi, for example), and twenty reflecting dyads, which speak and write identical languages.  Given the particular distributions of these raw indicators, we collapsed the variables so that they ranged from 1 to 5, with 1 representing two entities with languages from completely different language families and 5 representing two entities with nearly identical or completely identical languages.
  Subtracting linguistic ties between potential supporter and host state from linguistic ties between potential supporter and the ethnic group produces a variable ranging from -4 (closest linguistic ties to host) to 4 (closest linguistic ties to ethnic group).


Testing these three variables separately might actually underplay the impact of ethnic identity, as analyses would indicate, for instance, the impact of religious ties upon foreign policy, holding constant racial and linguistic ties.  Yet, we ought to expect that a state whose constituents have racial, religious, and linguistic ties with an ethnic group to act more decisively in favor of that group than if only one identity is shared.  To consider this, we collapsed the linguistic ties variable to range from -1 to 1, to make it similar to the other two variables, and then we added the three components together, so that the total ties variable rangers from -3 to 3.  A potential supporter having religious ties to the host state, but racial and linguistic ties to the ethnic group would be coded as 1.
  For instance, Croatia is coded as one in Total Ethnic Ties, with the Croats of Bosnia, as Croatia shares racial and linguistic ties with both the Croats of Bosnia and the dominant group in Bosnia (frequently called the Bosnian Muslims), but share religious ties (Catholicism) with only the Croats of Bosnia.

 AUTONUMOUT  Control Variables

In the democratic peace debate, scholars often control for relative power.  We follow their example and use their method.  We developed an indicator of relative power using the conventional method—using a composite index from Correlates of War data (Singer and Small 1995).  Using data on each country’s military personnel, military expenditure, production of iron and steel, and total population, each country was then ranked in each category in terms of the percentage of the country’s capability relative to the world total.
  Then, we then averaged the country’s percentages of each category world total.  We use 1992 data for this study as it is the most recent set of relatively complete data.
  Since this is a dyadic analysis, I divide the potential supporter’s power relative to the world by the host country’s power relative to world totals.  This ratio is greater than one if the potential supporter is more powerful than the host state and less than one if the host is more powerful.


Likewise, contiguity is said to matter both in war and ethnic conflict.  Neighbors are far more likely to engage in conflict than non-neighbors are.  Likewise, it is often argued that neighboring states are more likely to get involved in other countries’ ethnic conflicts for several reasons.  First, proximity increases the ability of the potential supporter to give assistance— nearby bases for the ethnic group to operate (the role of Albania in the Kosovo conflict is instructive); ease of supplying the ethnic groups with money, arms, and the like; and no worries about overflying other countries.  Second, proximity increases the consequences a neighboring state faces for continued conflict, in the forms of refugees, hot pursuit, and the like.  Third, neighboring states are more likely to have ethnic ties for which we have not controlled—kinship, custom, etc.  We use the standard measure of contiguity—if the potential supporter and the group’s host country border each other or are separated by less than 150 miles of water.  That is, we code Cuba and the United States as considered contiguous.


Third, we consider whether it matters if the group and the potential supporter reside in the same region (coded as one if host state and the potential supporter are in the same region, and zero if they are not).  Previous studies (Saideman 2001) made it clear that countries within the same region as an ethnic dispute are much more likely to get involved.  As an indicator, it may stand in for a variety of factors, including joint membership in international organizations, similarly secure or dangerous neighborhoods, and the like.  
 AUTONUMOUT  Analyses of Liberal Approaches to the IR of Ethnic Conflict


Given the skewed nature of the dependent variable (see Table 1 above), one is tempted to use logit, or Relogit (rare events logit) as discussed above.  This would help us understand which countries are likely to give any assistance to which groups.  However, it would restrict our ability to determine what causes countries to give relatively more serious forms of support to some groups and not others.  To get at this second question, it would ordinarily make sense to use ordered logit.  However, initial tests indicate that the model violates the assumption that independent variables impact each level of the dependent variable similarly.  Therefore, we opt for using multinomial logit, as it is the appropriate method for considering multi-category data in such situations.
  First, we present the rare event logit analyses, and then we consider our multinomial logit analyses for all dyads and for politically relevant dyads.

Table 2. Rare Event Logit Analyses of Minorities and Potential Supporters


All Dyads
Politically Relevant Dyads


Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff. 
S.E.

Ethnic Ties
0.61**
0.16
0.45**
0.15

Joint Democracy
-0.88*
0.40
-0.35
0.44

Joint Freedom
-0.0004
0.70
-0.49
0.65

Separatist Dyad
1.05**
0.32
0.75*
0.34

Economic Dependence
1.27
2.29
3.87
3.79

Relative Power
0.01**
0.003
0.01*
0.002

Contiguity
3.32**
0.39



Same Region
0.60*
0.30



Host Supports Group in Potential Supporter
0.33
0.63
1.32*
0.60

Constant
-2.52**
0.18
-0.27
0.20

Number of Observations
777
228

*.05, **.01


Analyses of all dyads indicate that most of our expectations were supported, as countries tended to give assistance to groups with which they shared ethnic ties, to groups nearby or in the same region, and to groups in weaker states.  Further, democracies (defined by institution) were less likely to help groups in other democracies.  However, we found that neo-liberal institutional arguments may be quite off-target, as countries facing separatism were more likely to support separatist groups in other countries, and that reciprocity was insignificant.  


Once we focus only on politically relevant dyads, we find fewer significant results.  Ethnic ties, separatism, and relative power still seem to play important roles, and reciprocity seems to matter more among neighbors.  Before discussing these results further, we should consider the relative impact of each variable.  Using Clarify (Tomz, Wittenberg and King 2000), we can determine the impact of changes in values of a particular independent variable upon the dependent variable, controlling for the other variables.  Table 3 indicates the change in the probability of support as we manipulate each independent variable in turn.  We also report the 95% confidence interval, meaning that in 95% of the simulations, the impact of the independent variable was within a specific range.  If the confidence interval spans from a negative value to a positive value, we cannot be certain impact of that particular variable might be (and largely coincides with the significance of the findings in the ReLogit analyses).  

Table 3.  First Differences of Independent Variables Upon Whether A State Gives Support to a Particular Group


All Dyads
Politically Relevant Dyads


FD
95% CI
FD
95% CI

Change from Total Ethnic Ties with Host Only to Ties with Ethnic Group
45.6%
10.2% to 78.9%
47.3%
14.8% to 74.8%

Change To Host And Potential Supporter Being Contiguous?
36.0%
8.1% to 69.1%



Change from Host Not Supporting Group in Potential Supporter to Giving Support (Reciprocity)
0.6%
-5.5% to 5.6%
15.4%
1.2% to 40.9%

Change from a Dyad Not Characterized by Joint Vulnerable to Joint Vulnerability 
4.0%
0.5% to 50.8%
7.6%
5.4% to 24.8%

Change from Most Dominated Dyad to Most Dominant Dyad
2.3%
.3% to 12.6%
8.0%
1.2% to 35.8%

Change from Potential Support and Host in Different Regions to Same Region
1.6%
-0.1% to 12.8%



Change from Non-Jointly Democratic Dyad to Jointly Democratic (Institutions)
-1.1%
-6.6% to -.02%
-1.6%
-10.9% to 7.5%

Change from Minimal Economic Dependence of Potential Support on Host to Maximum Dependence 
0.8%
-6.4% to 9.9%
5.3%
-22.6% to 30.9%

Change from Non-Jointly Free Dyad to Jointly Free (Democratic Norms)
-0.01%
-7.8% to 4.6%
-3.1%
-26.6% to 4.9%

FD: First difference; 95% CI refers to the 95% confidence interval
Bold indicates that the confidence interval does not span from negative to positive results.


As Table 3 indicates, ethnic ties have the strongest impact upon whether a country gives support to a group.  For instance, Lebanon is approximately forty-six percent more likely than Canada to assist the Muslims of France as Lebanon has racial, linguistic, and religious ties to the group while the latter has closer ethnic ties to France.  

Proximity is the second most powerful influence, as countries were thirty-six percent more likely to support groups in neighboring states.  We can read much into proximity, including greater opportunity, greater likelihood to be impacted by the conflict, and a higher probability of other ethnic ties.  

Reciprocity seems only to matter in politically relevant dyads, but plays an important role in such relationships.  State A is fifteen percent more likely to support a group in state B if it has supported one or more groups in state A.  Reciprocity, in the form of mutual conflict, characterizes, for instance, India’s relationships with Bangladesh, China and Pakistan.
Separatism plays a positive role, as countries facing separatism at home are more likely to support separatist groups elsewhere, but the impact is much less than the other variables.  For instance, Kurdish separatism within their own countries has stopped neither Iran nor Iraq from assistant Kurds in Turkey.  


Relative power is about as influential as separatism.  While weak states are less likely to support separatist groups in the United States, Russia or China, whereas these countries are more likely to assist groups in very weak countries.  However, power may say more about opportunity and less about motive, as most of groups that Russia supports in relatively weak states happen to consist of Russians.


The liberal variables that seem to play such an important role in the democratic peace do not seem to matter as much for shaping the international relations of ethnic conflict.  Joint democracy is significant, but only marginally as a democracy is one percent less likely to support a group in another democracy than in an authoritarian regime (or an authoritarian state supporting groups in either other autocracies or in democracies).  Neither democratic norms nor economic dependence has a meaningful impact.  If anything, economic dependence seems to cause more support, rather than less, counter to liberal expectations.  


Before discussing the implications of these findings, we need to consider whether the arguments can help us understand why states give more serious forms of support, as opposed to giving the weakest and least meaningful forms of assistance.  Table 4 presents multinomial logit analyses, which should help us get at these questions.


Table 4.  Multinomial Logit Analyses of Minorities and Potential Supporters


All
Politically Relevant Dyads

Form of Support
Minimal
Modest
Strong
Intense
Minimal
Modest
Strong
Intense

Ethnic Ties
0.65**
0.45
0.87**
0.40
0.51**
0.37
0.81**
0.22

Joint Democracy
-0.85*
-1.65
-0.64
-1.05
-0.31
-0.80
0.29
-0.70

Joint Freedom
0.13
0.88
-32.49
-37.22
-0.22
0.10
-33.37
-35.44

Separatist Dyad
0.97**
0.97
1.82**
1.68*
0.62
0.78
1.54*
0.99

Economic Dependence
1.58
-3.36
-34.18
15.06
3.87
1.82
-18.74
12.35

Relative Power
0.02**
0.01*
0.01**
-0.03
0.01**
0.003
0.01**
-0.03

Contiguity
3.04**
4.05**
3.73**
5.46**





Same Region
0.43
1.22
1.63*
0.75





Host Supports Group in Potential Supporter
0.41
0.81
0.08
-0.77
1.42*
2.06*
1.53
0.60

Constant
-2.69**
-5.41**
-6.07**
-6.03**
-0.79**
-2.38**
-3.16**
-1.64**

Number of Observations
777
228

Pseudo R-2
.3390
.1296

Log likelihood
-361.9
-248.51

Comparison category is no support


We find relatively similar results, as ethnic ties, separatism, relative power, and proximity matter more consistently than the other variables.  States that face separatism at home are more likely not just to give support to separatist movements in other countries but are more likely to give the strongest forms of assistance, even in their neighbors (as suggested by the analysis of Politically Relevant Dyads).  Arguments focusing on democratic institutions and norms, economic interdependence, and international norms find less support. 


To ascertain the relative impact of each variable, I used Xpost, a set of tools Scott Long (1997) created to help interpret coefficients produced by multinomial logit.
  Specifically, table 5 depicts the change in the odds of each level of support relative to no support for a standard deviation change in each variable, holding the others constant.  Numbers greater than one indicate that the variable increases the likelihood of that particular outcome, and results between zero and one indicate that the variable reduces the likelihood of support.

Table 5: Relative Impact on Levels of Support

Variable
Modest
Moderate
Strong
Intense

Contiguity
2.749
3.861
3.469
6.175

Relative Power
2.650
2.137
2.472
0.157

Ethnic Ties
1.792
1.501
2.171
1.432

Separatist Dyad
1.395
1.394
1.866
1.783

Same Region
1.201
1.685
2.005
1.375

Host Supports Group in Potential Supporter
1.097
1.172
1.016
0.859

Economic Dependence
1.042
0.916
0.411
1.479

Joint Freedom
1.035
1.272
0.000
0.000

Joint Democracy
0.694
0.493
0.762
0.638

Base category is no support


Table 5 tells us the relative impact of each variable upon each potential outcome.  Proximity is not only consistently the strongest influence on support, but is a much more powerful factor shaping the most intense forms of support.  This makes sense, as intense support includes the provision of sanctuaries across the border and cross-border raids, things only a neighbor can do.  Relative power also plays an important, influencing modest, moderate and strong support.  Ethnic ties consistently are the third or fourth strongest influence of support.  Of the democratic peace variables, only joint democracy has a relatively consistent influence, reducing the probability of support.  Economically dependent states seem to give either no support or the most intense support.  Likewise, states with democratic norms are more likely to give modest or moderate support to states with similar norms, but unlikely to give stronger forms of assistance. 

 AUTONUMOUT  Findings


What do our analyses tell us about the intra-liberal debate?  First, before comparing liberal theories, it is important to note the important roles played by “realist” variables: power and proximity.  Powerful countries tend to intervene in weaker countries, as many realists (Mearsheimer 199x, Labs 199x ) would expect exploitation and predation to dominate international relations.  Not all realists would expect this behavior, as “defensive” realists (Walt 1987) tend to predict balancing behavior, and supporting rebels in stronger states would be a logical weapon of the weak.  In 1994-1995, the United States, by far, supported ethnic groups in other countries, although much of this was relatively modest.  Russia, too, was actively involved, although its assistance tended to be directed towards Russians in the former Soviet Union.  Indeed, when we drop the great powers from the set of potential supporters, we find that relative power is not significant in either our rare event logit or the multinomial logit analyses.


As discussed above, proximity may matter for a variety of reasons, but it certain does play an important role.  Not only are neighbors more able to support an ethnic group, but they are likely to be more motivated as they are more directly impacted by the conflict and as they may have other ties that are not accounted for in this study.  It has been assumed that countries that neighbor ethnic conflicts are likely to support the host state, so as to end the negative consequences that they endure—violence and refugees crossing boundaries, economic disruption, and the like.  However, it may be the case that neighbors respond in exactly the opposite manner—that they seek to end the conflict by supporting the ethnic group involved.  Only when the ethnic group is satisfied will the neighbor not have to worry about refugees, “collateral damage,” etc.  By supporting the group, the neighbor hopes to not only to end the conflict but in a manner that will encourage the refugees to return.  


What did we learn about liberal approaches to the involvement in ethnic conflicts?  Domestic institutions, democratic norms, economic interdependence, international norms and reciprocity do not seem to matter as expected, but that preferences are still important, just frequently mis-specified.  Of all of the democratic peace variables, democratic structures performed the best.  Countries with democratic institutions were less likely to give assistance to ethnic groups in similar states.  However, the impact was slight, when compared to other variables.  Countries with shared democratic norms did not act as predicted—they were not significantly less likely to support rebel groups in each other.  Countries were not deterred from support ethnic groups in countries with which they are economically dependent.  States that were the least likely to violate international norms of territorial integrity—those that are vulnerable to separatism—were more likely to support separatist groups.  Reciprocity—responding to countries as they have treated you—only mattered in politically relevant dyads.  Reciprocity, it seems, is only for great powers and neighbors.  On the other hand, ethnic ties played a consistently important role in shaping the policies of countries towards ethnic groups in other states.  


What does this pattern of findings suggest?  To be clear, democratic peace theorists might claim that this article is not a fair test, as they never or rarely claimed that their hypotheses would apply beyond the central issue of war.  To be fair, war and involvement in ethnic conflicts are not the same thing, so we should not be surprised that not all liberal logics apply.  Still, one way to determine the value of theories to see how well they can be applied to other issues.  

So, using this issue area to assess liberalism, we find that we need to return to the liberal focus on preferences.  Many of the liberal explanations of the democratic peace develop different assumptions and deductions about the preferences of relevant constituencies—that they prefer to avoid the costs of war, that they prefer to avoid sacrificing the economic rewards of continued peace, or that leaders prefer to maintain the territorial integrity of their states.  The democratic institutions argument generally assumes that people do not want to pay the taxes or the blood of their kin that war requires.  While democratic structures also mean that leaders can serve as a brake on the rapacious desires of the citizenry, the argument is usually the other way.  The other structural argument is that democratic publics prefer success, so their leaders will choose policies that are more likely to succeed.  Given how difficult it may be to conquer democracies, democratic leaders will not attack democracies.  However, democratic publics may prefer something else, other than any successful policy.  They may prefer to support those who are like themselves and oppose those who are different.  Democratic publics may identify with each other because they share similar political institutions (Weart 1998).

Most clearly, those who argue that economic interdependence restrains states from fighting assume that economic well-being is a higher priority for voters, interest groups, and relevant constituencies.  However, people may care about something else—the well-being of their kin.  Similarly, arguments about the restraining impact that weak boundaries may have upon leaders assumes that they have the best interests of their states in mind rather than their political careers.  It may be the case that leaders will choose policies that are bad for their countries in the long term but benefit themselves in the short run.  Support separatists elsewhere may fall into this category, particularly if the folks elsewhere share ties with politically relevant constituencies at home.  

Ultimately, many of the various liberal claims considered here may share a single flaw common to liberal approaches—they may be too optimistic about the interests of individuals.  A liberal theory of foreign policy need not always predict positive consequences even if the liberal tradition is optimistic about the course of human events.  Focusing on what people want may not lead to predictions of peace and cooperation.  Sometimes people want policies that conflict with the desires of other people.  Supporting some ethnic kin, for instance, is going to anger those who are related to the opponents of the ethnic kin.  Supporting Muslims in Bosnia will anger those who are Orthodox or Catholic, for instance.  Supporting Israeli Jews will anger countries having ties to the Palestinians.  Critics of liberal international relations can point to its optimism as a problem, causing liberals to ignore, downplay or misunderstand some of the nastier realities of international relations.  However, we do not need to throw out the baby with the bath water—a focus on preferences, as Moravcsik (1997) recommended, can help us explain both conflict and cooperation, progress and regress.
 AUTONUMOUT  Conclusions

Preferences are logically prior to other liberal concerns.  Political institutions shape how well preferences are represented.  Arguing that political institutions have a particular impact requires assuming what is or is not well represented.  Economic interests are one set of preferences, but they may not always be the most important.  One subject for future research is to consider when identity trumps income and vice versa—this is something with which the field of ethnic politics has struggled.  Asserting that leaders are acting in the best interests of their country, as neo-liberal institutionalism has tended, ignores the pressures leaders face to act on behalf of particular interests, especially if it improves their chances for staying in office (or enriching themselves).  Once we have a theory of preferences, then we can figure out how states will maximize their utilities, how leaders will try to get what they want, and what individuals will to get what they desire.  Thus, this article supports the “cooperation two-step” approach that Legro (1996) and Moravcsik (1997) recommend, with an important modification.  A theory focused on preferences may fit into the liberal tradition without buying into the normative expectations of liberal thought—people acting on their interests may conflict or cooperate, depending on whether and how their preferences converge or diverge.
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�   This literature is vast, but for some examples see Elman 1997, Farber and Gowa 1995, 1997; Fay 1995; Thompson 1997.  For an excellent summary of much of this literature, see Ray 1995.


�   Democratic peace theorists also debate whether it is a monadic or dyadic phenomenon (Rousseau et al. 1996).  The focus here will be on dyadic dynamics, in part because there is more consensus about the dyadic democratic peace and in part because several arguments to be tested are inherently relational.  


�   Another strategy is to develop other implications of the theory and test those.  For instance, David Lake (199x), discussed below, develops a theory which not only accounts for democracies having a lower probability of war with democracies but also a relative advantage in warfare.  Reiter and Stam (1998) have accepted Lake’s challenge, and tested competing predictions about the war initiation behavior of democracies to determine which variant of the democratic peace is more persuasive.


�   Legro (1996) also argues that scholars need to theorize about preferences and then consider how patterns of preferences lead to conflict or cooperation.


�   Not all scholars agree, as Waltz (1979) focused much of his criticism on interdependence as a cause of peace, and Barbieri (1996) has found positive relationships between economic ties and conflict


�   James and Mitchell (1995) use formal models to argue that stronger democracies are likely to intervene in relatively weak democracies.


�   To be clear, their findings have been contested (Tures 2001), so this study also serves as another test of whether democracies are less likely to intervene in other democracies.


�  I used 1994-95 data as it was the most recent period with the most complete data.  MAR has data on international support throughout the 1990’s, so I could have created this dataset for 1998, but then the other data, particularly that for relative power would have been incomplete.  This should not be problematic, as the international relations of ethnic conflict has been quite stable throughout the decade (Saideman 2001).


�  While smaller countries can take sides, the data is often harder to find.


�  Specifically, minorities “at risk” are defined as those ethnic groups that as groups gain from or are hurt by systematic discriminatory treatment compared to other groups in the society; and/or groups that are the basis for political mobilization for the promotion of the group’s interests.  The MAR dataset contains information for 275 groups, and groups are included if they meet the additional criteria: only groups in countries with 1995 populations larger than one million; only groups with populations of larger than one hundred thousand, or, if fewer, if the group exceeds one percent of at least one state’s population; groups are counted separately if they reside in more than one country as they meet the more general population criteria; and if the group is not an advantaged majority (advantaged minorities and disadvantaged majorities are included, Gurr 2000).  The Minorities at Risk dataset and codebooks are available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.bsos.umd.edu/cidcm/mar/" ��www.bsos.umd.edu/cidcm/mar/�.  The MAPS dataset will be available at my website.


�   For a critique of relevant dyads and a different way to handle the problem, see Lemke 1995.


�   This study does not address support given to the state resisting the ethnic group, a.k.a.  the host state.  MAR did not collect this data, and gathering it would be most difficult as it would require separating normal forms of assistance from that aimed against an ethnic group.


�   For Polity IV, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.bsos.umd.edu/cidcm/polity/" ��http://www.bsos.umd.edu/cidcm/polity/� 


�   International Monetary Fund, 1996; World Resources Institute, et. al. 1996.


�   The MAR dataset has a variable, SEPX, which codes groups as being not separatist, latent separatists, historically separatist, or actively separatist in the 1980’s or 1990’s.  The coders included groups advocating “greater political autonomy, complete independence, or union with groups elsewhere.”  MAR Phase III Codebook Appendix C: New Groups Codesheet.


�  Ethnic groups are “collective groups whose membership is largely determined by real or putative ancestral inherited ties, and who perceive these ties as systematically affecting their place and fate in the political and socioeconomic structures of their state and society.”  Rothschild 1981, 2.


�   It is our sense that the linguistic ties variable may overlap considerably with kinship (clan or tribe) affinities, so that it plays a larger role than one might otherwise expect (author in progress).


�  I based the categorization on the existing literature on race, both biological and anthropological. See Cavalli-Sforza and Cavalli-Sforza 1995; Garn 1962; Lewontin 1982; and Osborne 1971 


�  Saideman, 2001.  Also, see Moeller 1999.


�  MAR’s original coding has Orthodox groups as “Other Christian.”


�   There are more predominantly Hindu ethnic groups in the dataset than Buddhist, more Hindu host states than other Christian, Other Islamic or Animist, and about as many Hindu potential supporters as Shi’ite (two).


�   In another study, we compare narrower definitions of religious ties to broader ones, with, for instance, Shiites and Sunnis treated as not having religious ties, and we found very similar results, regardless of which measure we used.


�  Grimes and Grimes 2000.  I am grateful to Jim Fearon for discussions about using Ethnologue regarding a different project.  I adapted what was done elsewhere to this project.


�  Because some languages have more branches than others, it is hard to say whether having five branches in common means that the languages are much more similar than having eight.  Collapsing the variable helps to focus on the crucial similarities, and thus perceived ties, then if we do not.  Also, this facilitates an indicator that goes from -4 to 4, rather than from -19 to 19. 


�  Other studies raise questions about using a composite indicator of ethnic ties, as they have found that different kinds of identities may have varying impacts on international politics.  Henderson (1997) finds that ethnic similarities are associated with conflict whereas religious ties are inversely related to conflict.  


�  I am very grateful to Doug Van Belle for suggestions on how construct this indicate.  For a similar effort to code relative power, see Bremer 1992, 322.  Because of missing data, particularly for energy use, the indicator here is not identical to Bremer’s.  


�  There was simply too much missing data to construct an indicator for power for years after 1992.  The dataset I used does not contain data beyond 1993, and the data for 1993 for energy consumption and urban population is generally missing.


�  Some analysts use the natural log of this ratio to limit the impact of outliers upon the result (Oneal and Russett 1999), but I choose to use the ratio itself to facilitate discussion of the results.  It is harder to discuss how a unit change in the natural log of something produces a change in the dependent variable.  Using the natural log of the ratio, rather than the ratio itself, produces similarly significant results.


�  Using politically relevant dyads and a contiguity variable at the same time can be problematic (Lemke and Reed 2001, 135), so we drop contiguity from the analyses when we focus just on politically relevant dyads.


�  In correspondence, King and Zeng have indicated that multinomial logit can be used after sampling all of the positive cases and a random sample of the negative cases.


�   We tested for collinearity, but found it not to be a problem.  For instance, Joint Democracy and Joint Freedom are significantly correlated (.538 at p <.000), but the results of the models were stable whether we included one, the other, or both.  Indeed, the models provided quite stable results regardless of specification.


�   ReLogit does not provide goodness of fit or pseudo-R2 statistics.  Applying ordinary logit procedures results in similar coefficients and significance levels.  The log likelihood for all dyads was -238.91 and -134.57 for PRD’s, the pseudo-R2 was .4085 for all and .1454 for PRD’s, and the percent correctly classified was 88.8% for all dyads, and 66.7% for Politically Relevant Dyads.


� The tools and instructions for them are available at: http://www.indiana.edu/~jsl650/


�  cite social psych demo peace stuff.





