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ABSTRACT 

 
 The project focuses on inter-ethnic relations in democratizing countries. The author 
explains how each ethnic group’s concern about their future in the new political system creates 
security dilemmas that lead to higher levels of violence among groups that live in the country. 
 The theory is limited to certain types of democratization, namely quick democratizations, 
where institutional changes take place over a relatively short period of time and simultaneously 
with the expansion of political participation. 
 Major changes in the political system mean two things. First, with a new political 
structure in place, it becomes inevitable that balances will change in society. Various groups 
mobilize to protect or improve their status. A second consequence of major political change is 
the uncertain environment caused by the replacement of old and familiar institutions with new 
and democratic ones. At least initially, these institutions are not only foreign to people, but also 
lack the track record they need in order to inspire confidence. In this uncertain environment 
people are left to fend for themselves. As a result, they tend to mobilize around their ethnic 
groups. The presence of various ethnic groups competing for position under the new political 
system leads to security dilemmas that are likely to turn to inter-group violence because the state 
often lacks the means to keep the situation under control.     
 In order to evaluate the argument, the author creates a system of equations and using a 
data set that includes 284 tests it over a time period not only ethnically active, but also includes 
many democratization attempts. Results show strong support for the argument.  
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CHAPTER - 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

 Starting with the late 1980s, a new wave of regime transitions triggered by the end of 
Cold War made democratization and ethnicity have been two of the most heavily studied areas of 
comparative politics and conflict studies. The large number of transitions around the world 
concentrated over a relatively short period of time received a high degree of attention and have 
been studied in detail from many different angles. Even though the major emphasis during this 
period was on Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, similar transitions taking place in 
other parts of the world were also recorded and studied.  

During the same period of time we also witnessed an increasing amount of ethnic conflict 
around the world. Many tried to explain the causes of various ethnic conflicts using different 
approaches.  In the following chapter I review examples of various explanations, many of which 
sought the answer in the sources of ethnic identity development. Surprisingly, especially 
considering the amount of attention focused on these two very important subjects, the possibility 
of a relationship between them received very little attention.  

The goal of this study is to bring the processes of democratization and ethnic conflict 
together in a way that has not been done before. I will focus my attention on the impact of a 
democratic transition over the levels of violent ethnic conflict in multi ethnic societies. Simply 
put, I argue that by replacing repressive, but well-established authoritarian state structures with 
democratic, but unproven institutions, democratization creates an uncertain political 
environment. In multiethnic societies this power vacuum produces increasing demands from 
ethnic groups and starts a competition for the control of the political center. The limited amount 
of resources available makes the outcome of this competition crucial for all sides involved 
because the control of the government determines which group will shape the resource 
distribution structure in the country. The zero-sum nature of the competition creates security 
dilemmas and increases the possibility of violent conflict. 

I argue that in multiethnic societies more often than not, the divisions will take place 
along ethnic lines. Traditionally ethnic identity has been viewed as a social identity, more closely 
related to language, religion, tradition, and culture, while nationality was considered as the 
political identity mainly associated with nation-states and other political units. The events of the 
past two decades have significantly altered this convenient, but oversimplified, categorization.  
First, the end of the Cold War and the triumph of the Western bloc reduced the salience of 
ideological identifications in politics. In the absence of an ideologically oriented bipolar 
international system enforcing similar divisions in domestic politics, class ceased to be the main 
attribute people identified themselves with. The focus shifted to more salient identities that 
affected individual’s daily life more directly. Such identities were also much harder to change 
over time. One important difference between class-based and ethnic divisions is their 
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permanence. While an individual can change the class he or she belongs to over the course of his 
or her lifetime, the same cannot be said for ethnic identity. When politics are based on ethnic 
divisions, individuals find their fate permanently attached to that of their fellow group members. 
This inability to detach themselves and their future puts more at stake for each group member 
and makes failure even less acceptable, as a result significantly increasing political salience of 
ethnicity identities. Even though always salient, these identities had been pushed to the 
background as a result of the overriding divisions in international politics.  

Second, but also related to the end of Cold War, in certain parts of the world, the 
relationship between major and minor countries changed drastically. With the end of the bipolar 
international system the only remaining superpower had no need to compete for the allegiance of 
minor powers. Increasingly, economic assistance was attached to the adoption of liberal 
economic policies, which brought with them an opening of markets, as well as limitations on 
governments’ ability to control economic policy, leading to a weakening of social policy based 
economic systems, increasing dissatisfaction with government policies among less advantaged 
groups. These developments had an increasing effect on the level of violent ethnic conflict at 
some parts of the world. 

Ethnicity, under these circumstances, became a very important factor. New political 
alignments appeared along ethnic lines. Near simultaneous choice of ethnicity as a point of 
mobilization in many different countries appears to be the result of two characteristics ethnicity 
possesses. 

First, while some ethnic attributes are inherited by birth, many of the others result from 
the early socialization period. People gradually learn these characteristics from their family and 
their surroundings. The fact that ethnic identity develops early and is enforced constantly through 
daily life makes it very a very salient component of the individual’s personality and is very hard 
to change especially in the short run. Second, and maybe even more important for the political 
mobilization process, is the ethnicity’s ability to create and maintain an audience. Because ethnic 
identities result from long historical processes and are reinforced regularly, they eventually 
create a built in audience in a sub-section of society. The presence of an audience creates an 
important incentive for political entrepreneurs to appeal to those identities because the creation 
of an audience to be mobilized behind a cause is not only very costly, but also an extremely time 
consuming process. This argument is usually advanced by the supporters of the constructivist 
approach.1 

This ethnically based political competition had its most significant impact in 
democratizing countries. During a democratization period a country replaces the institutions of 
the old regime with new democratic ones. With new institutions taking shape, it becomes crucial 
for formerly advantaged and disadvantaged groups alike to secure a good position that will not 
only guarantee their security and wellbeing, but also provide access to state resources in order to 
pursue their interests in the future. This competition is usually perceived as a zero-sum game for 
two reasons.  

First, resources available to many of these states are very limited. When a new state 
structure is adopted, the distribution of these resources and institutions that control them are 
reshaped. The failure to control these strategic positions may be very costly to ethnic groups in 
the long run. Second, the state, regardless of how constrained it may be, controls the means of 
coercion. If an ethnic group cannot secure some level of power or influence over these means, 
they may not have the ability to protect their rights in the long run. Because so much rides on this 
                                                 
1 Some of these scholars are Breuilly (1982) and Smith (1995). 
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competition, security dilemmas tend to heighten and the possibility of escalating violence 
increases (Posen 1993).  

Under an authoritarian regime matters such as the control of state resources are rarely 
open to competition. The resource distribution is determined by the elites in order to protect their 
hold on power. In a democracy, on the other hand, different groups compete for position under 
the watchful eyes of established institutions. By providing the rules of the game and tools for 
mediation, these institutions make sure that the competition remains within the framework of 
what is considered acceptable. This is specifically where a democratizing country differs from 
other regimes. As a part of the democratization process, many coercive tools of the former 
authoritarian regime are dismantled and new democratic institutions are either being developed 
or are too recent to command authority and respect from competing sides. When the only form of 
mediation available to them is through unproven institutions, people are usually reluctant to put 
their long-term future in them and seek alternative solutions to their problem. 

I contend that the salience of ethnic identities, combined with unique characteristics of 
the democratization process explains the increased level of ethnic violence that coincided with 
the most recent wave of democratization.  

That being said, I should clarify that not all democratizations will lead to ethnic violence 
in multi ethnic societies. The argument I advance and test in this study is based on the fact that 
there are alternative paths to democracy. Despite what had been argued by modernization 
theorists, there is no single path leading to a democratic system. The main distinction I make 
here regards the speed of the process. I claim that following major changes in a short period of 
time the uncertainty in the system is much higher than it is during a gradual democratization 
where the political system opens up for participation step by step. This increased uncertainty 
leads to an increase of security dilemmas and violence. Because in a multi-ethnic society, 
ethnicity presents a salient identity to mobilize around, the violent struggle following a regime 
change tends to be ethnic in nature. In other words, the impact of democratization on violent 
ethnic conflict levels is not a direct one. Major political change leads to violent conflict by 
creating an uncertain environment where groups are more likely to support militant 
organizations, which do not rule out violent means to defend the group’s interests.  

A secondary distinction between various forms of democratization is usually made 
regarding the rights made available to people. In order to become a successful democracy any 
polity needs to go through two important transitions: liberalization and inclusiveness (Dahl 1971) 
(Pridham 2000). The former provides all citizens with individual rights and freedoms. The latter 
opens up the political system by participation from previously excluded groups. In my view, the 
distinction advanced by Dahl (1971) and Pridham (2000) suffers from one major weakness. In 
their version the dividing line between two possibly independent processes is not clear. By 
separating political participation from other rights and freedoms and adding it to the 
development of democratic institutions, they mix the two processes together. Because I expect 
that two necessary processes for a successful democratization will have different effects, I adopt 
a slightly different dimension. Two categories I look at are civil rights and liberties, which 
include the individual’s right to participate in political processes, and institutional structures of a 
democratic country, which pose checks and balances on the executive, determine the rules of 
political participation, and ensure fair and competitive selection of the executive. 

Even though it is not always considered a necessity to simultaneously advance in both 
fronts, uneven development of a political system may be a major source of political conflict. In a 
country where political institutions are developed without opening them for general participation, 
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it will be hard to speak of a real democracy. Similarly, in a country where individuals are granted 
the rights and freedoms expected under a democratic regime without any change in the political 
structure, people will sooner or later rally to change the regime structure.     

This study differs from the rest of the literature and contributes to it in the following 
ways. First and foremost, it brings together two major strands of theory in the recent past. By 
looking at democratization and ethnic conflict together, we may be able to understand the 
resurgence of old ethnic conflicts, as well as the failure of democratization attempts in certain 
countries. By contributing to our understanding of why democratization fails in some countries, 
this study, combined with others in the same area, may help us reduce the number of failures in 
the future, while possibly encouraging a larger number of countries to attempt a transition.  

In addition, the approach I adopt here differs from the majority of existing work because 
instead of focusing solely on economic sources of domestic ethnic conflicts, it looks at cultural 
and political sources. There is some good work done in the literature on political and cultural 
causes of ethnic conflict, but a major tendency appears to focus on economic factors. Even 
though economic inequalities in a country are likely o be a major source for dissent, economic 
conditions have a limited role in determining which identity people mobilize around. Also, 
democratization is mainly a political process and during the change past political and cultural 
discrimination is much more likely to play a role in people’s willingness to compromise while 
developing the new regime.  

The time period my study covers is another major improvement over existing studies. 
Unlike many others I test my arguments worldwide, over a time period of five years (1996-
2000). Even though the time period is relatively short, mainly due to the availability of data on 
some key variables, it still has the advantage of focusing on a time where ethnic political conflict 
was widespread.  

The discussion about the data brings us to another important contribution. Three of my 
key variables are coercive behavior by the group, state repression of ethnic groups, and 
democratization. Existing data on group coercive behavior separates protest and rebellion, 
because many studies focus on just one of these two types of opposition. I argue that rebellions 
do not start over-night. They are preceded by other forms of opposition. Depending on the state’s 
reaction, these lower intensity protests may potentially escalate to a rebellion. As a result, I view 
these two as different levels of a single opposition behavior. To accommodate my argument, I 
create a single scale starting with relatively low levels of protest such as verbal opposition and 
gradually escalating to civil wars. I do not expect every case of protest to eventually escalate to 
full-scale civil war, nor even to violent levels of protest. However, I do argue that high levels of 
violence will be preceded by lower intensity protest. 

State repression, on the other hand presents a bigger challenge. The Minorities at Risk 
data set lists twenty-three different types of repressive behavior, ranging from government 
spying on group members to civil war. Using thirteen of those twenty-three, I create a weighted 
scale allowing me to measure different levels of state repression. Similar to the argument I made 
for protest and rebellion behavior by ethnic groups, I expect to see low levels of repression in 
countries where higher levels are present. This scale produces extremely low stress scores, 
increasing its validity and reliability, is another contribution of this study. 

Last, but central to my argument, most existing democratization variables either focus on 
institutional requirements of democratization or civil rights and liberties. Because my argument 
requires the use of them separately. I create a group of variables that will measure both of these 
aspects of the democratization process.  
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The final contribution of this study to the literature is the counterintuitive nature of the 
argument. It claims that democracy, if not established properly or rushed in a short period of 
time, not only is not a fix all solution, but may actually do more harm than good. The support I 
have for my argument leads us to re-consider current democratization processes and stop trying 
to use democratization as the solution to all of the world’s problems. 

The rest of the study is based on the following outline. In chapter two, I review at the 
theoretical work of the three fields I bring together: ethnic identity, democratization, and social 
mobilization. I present the model I use to test my arguments in chapter three along with my 
hypotheses. My data sources, the method I use, and the results are presented in chapter four, 
followed by the conclusion chapter.  
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CHAPTER - 2 

ETHNICITY – DEMOCRATIZATION – MOBILIZATION 

 
 
 

In this chapter, I explain how the argument I presented in this study fits in the existing 
literature. In addition to clarifying key concepts such as ethnic identity, nationalism, and 
democratization, I evaluate major strands of theory in three fields (ethnic identity, 
democratization, and social mobilization) as they apply to my argument. Each one of these three 
fields is very wide and full of valuable contributions. It is a major undertaking to fully cover one. 
Because the current subject’s scope and relationship to each field is limited in nature, I limit my 
discussion of these fields to what is relevant to my argument. 

I start the chapter with the ethnic identity literature. The main focus is on the sources of 
identity development. I first define key concepts such as ethnic group and nation. Later I present 
a relatively new categorization of existing explanations that I argue is a better fit than traditional 
approaches. 

Then, I turn my attention to democratization. The democratization literature enjoyed a 
large amount of attention especially following the transitions at the end of the Cold War. My 
focus here will be on the interaction between the state and opposition groups immediately 
following a transition. Because my argument treats democratization as a facilitating factor that 
creates an environment of uncertainty where violent conflict may start under certain 
circumstances, it is important to have an accurate picture of the post-transition environment, 
where reforms are initiated, the power structure is re-organized, institutions are developed, and 
the nature of interactions within them. 

Last, but maybe most importantly, I look at the social mobilization literature. The 
emphasis is on how relatively large groups such as ethnic groups overcome collective action 
problems in order to pursue their interests under the new political structure.  

     
Ethnic Identity and its Sources 

 

Identity has been in the English language since the 16th century, but its use in the social 
sciences is relatively new (Gleason 1983: 911). The Oxford English Dictionary defines identity 
as “the sameness of a person or thing at all times or in all circumstances; the condition or fact 
that a person or thing is itself and not something else; individuality; personality.” Clearly, this 
definition focuses on low level identities that are often a unique combination of characteristics 
that define an individual, not more general identities individuals share with others, establishing a 
common denominator that brings them together.    

Identities can be defined at very low levels that represent a unique combination of 
characteristics an individual possesses, or they can be defined at a higher level describing 
common characteristics shared by a large group of people. Anthony Smith (1991) recognizes that 
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we are unique individuals, as well as a part of a global identity. Between these two extremes, we 
all have many mid-level identities, which, when combined, contribute to our uniqueness and 
when taken individually, bring us together with other people that share the same features. 
Despite the first part of the definition above, not all of these identities are fixed in the long-run. 
While some of these various identities are based on characteristics we are born with, others are 
acquired over time.  

Social identities can be used to distinguish different subsets of the population. They are 
often crosscutting or overlapping. While two individuals may share the same identity at one 
level, they may belong to different subsets at another. The identity and changing groups that 
comes with it appears to be based on the issue in question and its salience for the individual.    

Identification is important for two reasons (Hardin 1995:8). First, identification 
determines how the individual reacts to others. Individuals from the same group are usually 
treated with openness while others are likely to be treated with hostility or at the very least with 
suspicion. Second, identification helps determine who will benefit after the group achieves its 
goal. Although it is possible to have a merit based payoff structure, where people who contribute 
more to the cause enjoy better rewards, overall it is reasonable to expect that group members will 
benefit more than non-members.  

At the mid-level of our identity structure that spreads from our unique identity to our 
global identity, we find the nation. At first look the nation appears to be a simple and 
straightforward identity, but various definitions suggest otherwise. 

In an attempt to define nationalism in a speech delivered in 1882, Ernest Renan 
emphasized the common past shared by individuals. He called nationhood “a spiritual principle 
constituted from the legacies of the past and the present desire of all its members to live and 
work together” (Kaplan and Herb 1999:2). This version emphasizes the common history as a 
bonding factor. Because of its reliance on history as a determinant of the nation, it leaves little 
room for the individual’s self-identification, an aspect heavily emphasized by definitions 
formulated by Walker Connor and Ernest Gellner. 

For Connor (1994: 4), the most important aspect of nationalism is self-identification: “the 
prime requisite is subjective and consists of the self identification of people with a group – its 
past, its present, and, what is most important, its destiny.” He claims that this self-identification 
creates a psychological bond, joining people and differentiating them from all non-members 
(Connor 1983: 377). Because this bond is created by choice, it is very strong and demands the 
individual’s loyalty in order to reach common goals and provides certain benefits of membership 
in return. 

One of the better organized definitions of nationhood comes from the work of Ernest 
Gellner (1983). He finds common culture and self-identification to be equally important. There 
are two conditions that need to be in place for two people to be from the same nation: “two men 
are of the same nation if and only if they share the same culture, where culture in turn means a 
system of ideas and signs and associations and ways of behaving and communicating” (1983: 7). 
The second is a self-identification condition. The two people also need to recognize each other as 
belonging to the same nation and be perceived by others as being so (Gellner 1983). By this, 
Gellner adds a second aspect to Connor’s identification requirement, identification by others. 

Considering the high number of distinct nations and the relatively low number of cultural 
dimensions available to us in categorizing them, we can argue that in order to qualify as a nation, 
a group does not need a completely distinct cultural system, different from all others in all 
aspects. Various combinations of these cultural characteristics can lead to different nations, 
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which are only separated by minor differences. At that point, history and identification appear to 
be more important aspects of nationhood than a unique culture. Since identification is a 
subjective measure of membership and multiple nations can share similar cultural traits, it 
becomes harder to draw clear lines between nations. This is why while trying to define what a 
nation seems relatively simple, when we attempt to identify different nations we start running 
into problems. The main source of the problem is the presence of two possibly distinct entities 
we interchangeably call the nation. Until the emergence of the nation-state, the term nation 
mainly applied to ethnic groups. Since the nation-state became the main unit for geographical 
divisions, when we talk about a nation we may be talking about one of two things: an ethnic 
nation or a civic nation. In a nation-state the geographic borders are assumed to mirror the 
borders of the nation the state represents. This perfect match is almost non-existent in real 
world.2 Under these circumstances the ethnic nation represents the distinct group of individuals 
that share a common identity, regardless of their geographic location. A civic nation, on the other 
hand, is a geographically based identity that represents the group of people living in a nation-
state regardless of their ethnic orientation. Civic nation serves a very specific purpose for 
governments who developed and continue to support it. It creates and maintains a certain degree 
of unity within their borders.  

Connor (1983: 374) claims that the confusing of patriotism and nationalism is not of great 
significance. He believes that these two loyalties reinforce each other in true nation-states, where 
the borders of the political unit perfectly coincides with the cultural unit. 

Because they represent similar size groups that are highly unlikely to coincide with each 
other, at times these two identities compete with each other for the individual’s loyalty. 
Throughout history, while loyalty toward the state (patriotism, civic nationalism) fluctuated over 
time, people’s loyalty toward their ethnic group (nationalism, ethnic nationalism) remained 
strong.  

There are three possible explanations for that. First, ethnic groups come together as a 
result of perceived common cultural characteristics. The reinforcement mechanisms are usually 
cultural. This is mainly because ethnic identity, unlike the civic one, is a predominantly cultural 
one. Second, the civic nation is a relatively new entity especially compared to the ethnic nation. 
Last, but not least, while the boundaries of a civic nation changes, they are relatively stable for 
ethnic nations over time.  

An ethnic group is “a segment of a larger society whose members are thought, by 
themselves and/or others to have a common origin and to share important segments of a common 
culture and who, in addition, participate in shared activities in which the common origin and 
culture are significant ingredients” (Yinger 1985: 159). 

The identification aspect of this definition is parallel to Enid Schildkrout’s argument that 
an ethnic unit is based on the idea of “common provenance, recruitment primarily through 
kinship, and a notion of distinctiveness whether or not this consists of a unique inventory of 
cultural traits” (Horowitz 1985: 53).  

Once in existence, ethnic groups are maintained through the feeling of solidarity. The 
scope of ethnic solidarity includes “the maintenance of strong ethnic interaction networks and 
institutions that socialize new members and reinforce social ties” (Olzak 1986: 356). 
Emphasizing the importance of these feelings of solidarity, Connor (1983: 386) claims “men 
don’t allow themselves to be killed for their interests; they allow themselves to be killed for their 

                                                 
2 Some of the countries that satisfy this assumption are Iceland, both Koreas, and to some extent Portugal and Japan. 
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passions.” These passions are created and maintained by ethnic solidarity and the feeling of 
solidarity is the source of ethnicity’s salience as an identity.   

The field for the explanation of the sources of ethnic identity is highly developed. 
However when it comes to the categorization of these theories there appears to be a major 
confusion. In order to evaluate these theories in an orderly fashion, they are usually grouped 
under two main categories: primordialism and constructivism. Even though they are general 
views, rather than theories, each of these two major approaches represent a major basis for many 
theories. 

An alternative categorization is adopted by Özkırımlı (2000) who specifically looks at 
nationalism. He divides existing theories into three main categories: primordial, modernist, and 
ethno-symbolist. This division is somewhat similar to the one used by Kellas (1998). Kellas 
names his approaches: primordial, contextual, and constructivist. Many of these existing 
categorizations fail to make a distinction between ethnic and civic nationalism. While some 
(primordialism) predominantly focus on the formation of ethnic identities, others (contextualism) 
mainly deal with the development of a national identity (civic nationalism). Because my focus is 
only on ethnic nationalism, not civic nationalism, a new categorization becomes necessary. Here, 
I build a new categorization mainly based on the works of Özkırımlı and Kellas. 

In the following section I will list and briefly explain major categories regarding the 
sources of ethnic/national identity. Later I will turn my attention to the importance of ethnic 
identity in political mobilization and more specifically during democratization.  

    
Primordialism 
 

Earliest attempts to explain ethnic/national identities were primordial in nature. As a 
general approach, rather than a specific theory, primordialism includes many distinct theories. 
One common belief all these approaches share is the conviction that nationality is a natural part 
of humans and that it existed since the beginning of the time. According to primordialists, the 
world is divided by nations and that these nations develop organically. They reject the idea that 
these divisions can be avoided or changed in the short run. 

 
Naturalism: The naturalist approach is the purest and probably best known version of 
primordialism. It considers national identities a natural part of all human beings: “a man has a 
nationality as he has a nose and two ears” (Gellner 1983:6). Born with these characteristics, 
individuals come together with others that share similar qualities and exclude the ones that do 
not. This behavior creates and maintains “natural frontiers” between ethnic groups. 

A milder strand of the naturalist argument, called “perennialism,” is distinguished by 
Anthony Smith (1984). Perennialists agree with other naturalists that nations are historic entities, 
but they adopt an evolutionary approach claiming that while their main characteristics remain 
unchanged, these nationalist identities develop over a long period of time. They argue that even 
though technological or economic advances change societies over-time, basic structures of the 
human association in a given society remains the same. This recognition of evolutionary 
identities allows perennialists to explain not only long term changes on the strength and salience 
of national identity over long periods of time, but also different levels of identity development in 
different societies. 

Even though it is clear to most that certain characteristics are acquired by birth, naturalist 
explanation appears over-simplistic. Taking national characteristics as constant, it also fails to 
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account for short and medium term fluctuations over time. In addition, and probably more 
importantly for the purposes of this study, it completely ignores any external factors that may 
contribute to the development and maintenance of ethnic/national identities.    

   
Sociobiological approach: Sociobiological view, like naturalists, looks at ethnic/national 
identity as an unchanging part, acquired by birth, of every human. It is distinguished from the 
naturalist approach, however by its heavy reliance on biology. Looking at humans within the 
context of other social animals, Van den Berghe (1978) claims that members of any social group 
recognize each other based on their common cultural traits. The motivation to form these groups 
and cooperate with other members is argued to be based on one’s urge to spread his/her genes 
and protect others who share them. He adds that individuals’ cooperation in these groups exists 
only to the extent it is beneficial for both sides.   

Van den Berghe (1978) believes that two mechanisms are key to maintain human 
sociality. Reciprocity encourages cooperation with the promise of mutual benefits. Under 
coercion, however, benefits are one sided and what motivates the individual to behave in a 
certain way is the fear of potential consequences. 

By seeking the sources of ethnic/national identities in biology, the sociobiological 
approach ignores any external factors that may play a role in the identity development process. 
Although potentially useful in explaining human behavior in groups, it falls short of 
convincingly explaining the sources of ethnic/national identities.    
 
Culturalism: The cultural approach is based on three main ideas (Özkırımlı 2000:72). First, 
primordial identities are believed to be present prior to all experience and interaction. They are a 
part of the individual the moment he/she is born. Identity is not a result of the individual’s 
interactions, but it determines those interactions. Second, group membership creates necessary 
attachments to the group and its practices. Once a member, the group demands the individual’s 
loyalty and the bonds are regularly enforced through group practices. Non-compliance may lead 
to coercion and even the loss of membership. And finally, primordialism is a question of emotion 
and affect. Geertz’s version of cultural primordialism is defined as “an approach which focuses 
on the webs of meaning spun by the individuals themselves” (Özkırımlı 2000:73). Culturalists, 
unlike other primordialists, emphasize the processes that develop and maintain the society. These 
processes bring together individuals with common cultural characteristics and determine 
boundaries of social interaction. Although in some aspects they are similar to constructivist 
theories, culturalists’ insistence on the pre-birth nature of ethnic/national identities place them 
under primordialism. 

Because, regardless of their differences, all primordial theories emphasize the finality of 
ethnic/national identities, they lack the power to explain fluctuations in the salience of such 
identities. This limits the usefulness of these theories in evaluating the role of ethnicity in 
political violence. 

 
Contextualism 

 
Contextualism is very similar to constructivism in the sense that it denies primordialist 

arguments about the unchanging and natural characteristic of ethnic/national identity and 
emphasizes external sources of these identities.  
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This view of ethnicity looks at the development and increasing salience of these identities 
in relation to the economic and cultural environment the group lives in. In this regard, contextual 
arguments are very closely related to modernization theory. One common aspect of these 
theories is the belief that nations and nationalism are products of the processes we experienced in 
the past two centuries. According to Smith (1994), some of these processes are capitalism, 
industrialism, the emergence of the bureaucratic state, urbanization, and secularism. Hobsbawm 
(1990) believes that unlike what primordialists would argue, nations are direct products of states 
and nationalisms.  

At first, it appears that the type of nation Hobsbawm is writing about is the civic nation. 
However, we must keep in mind that the politicization of the ethnic nation also coincides with 
the emergence of the nation-state. In some cases the ethnic nation is mobilized by the state in 
order to rally support. In other cases it becomes a rallying point for the opposition.   

It appears relatively reasonable to divide contextual theories in three main categories: 
economic, cultural, and political. Here, I look at economic and cultural theories, mainly because 
political theories generally focus on elite behavior, which implies intent and fits better 
constructivism. 

 
Economic Context: Economic context as a source of nationalist identity formation is stressed 
mainly by neo-Marxist scholars. Özkırımlı (2000) interprets this as an attempt by Neo-Marxist 
scholars to explain the emergence of anti-colonial nationalist movements and the challenge they 
present to the orthodox Marxist view of nationalism. 

This view looks at economic development processes as a source for emerging 
ethnic/national identities. Industrialization usually coincides with urbanization, increasing 
opportunities for education, and more importantly an end to the isolation of many small groups.  

Influenced by modernization and diffusion theories, Michael Hechter (1975) applies 
Lenin’s theory of international colonialism to nationalism. Looking at the existing literature on 
inter-group relations, Hechter specifies two possible paths inter-ethnic relations can take in 
multi-ethnic societies: assimilationism and nationalism.  

Assimilationism, which Hechter (1975) calls the “diffusion model of national 
development,” contends that increasing modernization and industrialization will contribute to 
general welfare and gradually reduce regional differences. This argument is clearly a reflection 
of general modernization theories. Like many others, Hechter is not convinced by the optimism 
of this approach and he suggests an alternative: internal colonialism. This model looks at the 
increasing contact between the core and the periphery in a given country and concludes that 
instead of contributing to the welfare of all, these relations will lead to the domination of the 
periphery by the core. He argues that the inequalities that result from this unequal relationship, 
combined with increasing awareness as a result of modernization will reinforce group solidarity, 
separating groups further instead of bringing them together.  

The main weakness of this model is its reductionism. The purely economic and 
geographic nature of the argument is inappropriate for explaining the development of ethnic 
cleavages, which are generally believed to be culturally based. It also does not pay any attention 
to the sources of the differences between the core and the periphery that precedes economic 
development. 

 
Cultural Context: Cultural arguments focus on cultural and social changes in society in order to 
explain nationalism. The cultural argument is somewhat dependent on the economic one because 
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in most cases these changes go hand in hand. One area they differ, however, is that while the 
economic approach evaluates changing economic relationships as a result of the modernization 
process, the cultural approach focuses on social relationships. One of the major contributors to 
this approach is Ernest Gellner. He divides human history into three main periods based on the 
methods of production: hunter-gatherer, agrarian, and industrial. 

In industrial societies, Gellner argues (1983), a “high culture” spreads and defines the 
society. This culture changes the nature of the shared identity in agrarian societies, where the 
culture maintained by the polity reinforces social structures and loyalties. In industrial societies, 
the culture plays a more active role in order to accommodate higher levels of social mobility. 
According to this model, the organizational change from traditional to industrial is supported by 
nationalism, which attempts to replace lower level group loyalties such as regional or ethnic 
ones. This argument is criticized by Kitching3 (Özkırımlı 2000:137) for trying to explain 
nationalism by using a historical phenomenon, the emergence of industrial societies, which 
chronologically followed it. It also fails to take into account the fact of various nationalisms in 
pre-industrial societies. Gellner, on the other hand, contends that industrialization is a long 
process and that the absence of an industrialized society does not necessarily mean the process of 
industrialization did not already start in that society. 

For cultural approaches economic changes, such as industrialization, have an indirect 
impact on identity development by forcing changes in the way the society is organized. While 
economic approaches focus on competition for economic resources, the cultural view emphasizes 
on social change and the resistance to it. Even though the process they look at as a cause for 
ethnic/national identity development is the same, they differ on the aspects of that process they 
find salient for ethnic/national identity development. 

   
Constructivism 

 
The literature usually categorizes contextualism and constructivism together. The logic 

behind that choice is that both approaches reject the primordial theories and find the sources of 
ethnic/national identities in social processes. Although at first that appears to be a valid 
argument, here I adopt Kellas’ (1991) example and distinguish between the two based on one 
characterisic: intent. Contextual explanations explain ethnic/national identities on the basis of 
events taking place around ethnic groups, directly or indirectly affecting them. In constructivist 
explanations, on the other hand, there is a clear intent on the part of the elites to develop or 
revitalize an identity in order to pursue their own goals or improve the group’s overall 
conditions.  

Constructivists generally see ethnic and national identities as convenient tools at the 
hands of competing elites trying to mobilize mass support for their struggle. Elites reinforce and 
redefine these bonds on a regular basis according to their needs. 

In Eric Hobsbawm’s view (1990), nations and nationalism are products of social 
engineering and we need to pay particular attention to the process that brings them to life. He 
distinguishes between two processes. The first consists of the adaptation of old traditions to new 
situations. A society faced with a new challenge that old traditions cannot find a solution for, 
reinterprets those traditions to apply them to new situations. This is a slow process evolving the 
identity in the long-term. It takes place in all societies. The second process is the creation of new 
traditions. This, Hobsbawm (1990) argues, usually takes place during periods of rapid social 
                                                 
3 Kitching, G. 1985. “Nationalism: The Instrumental Passion,” Capital & Class, 25, 98-116. 
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change. The goal is to preserve unity in an environment of uncertainty. He concludes that 
regardless of the process used, unlike primordialist claims, “nations do not make states and 
nationalisms but the other way around” (Hobsbawm 1990:10). 

Taking a more direct approach, but still consistent with the other constructivists, John 
Breuilly (1982) sees nationalism as being mostly about politics. He reasons that since politics is 
about power and power is achieved by controlling the state, nationalist movements can be 
defined as “political movements seeking or exercising state power and justifying such action 
with nationalist arguments” (Özkırımlı 2000:105). Parallel to contextual arguments, Breuilly 
goes on to link nationalism to modernization process. However, instead of competition for 
economic resources or resistance to social change, he emphasizes the changing nature of power 
distribution in a society. Prior to modernization, Breuilly (1982) argues, each distinct group has a 
set of institutions to perform multiple tasks on their behalf. With modernization taking place a 
new set of society-wide organizations replace these group specific ones. This transfer of 
functions is accompanied by a transfer of power. When power is transferred from group level 
organizations to state-level ones, it becomes next to impossible to satisfy individual group 
interests. Social inequality and the system’s inability to deal with it to the satisfaction of groups, 
makes these groups vulnerable to nationalist politicians.  

At first look the constructivist approach appears to be a better fit in explaining the 
development of more recent ethnic/national identities. However, just like other main approaches, 
its ability to explain certain cases well is accompanied by an inaccuracy in providing an 
explanation for many of the older national/ethnic identities. Constructivism is also the most 
skeptical of the approaches covered here, for it almost solely relies on elite efforts in explaining 
these identities, ignoring any possible primordial factor that may play a role.   

Despite their weaknesses these three major approaches formed a basis for many useful 
theories. Taken individually, all three suffer from a common weakness we see with most grand 
theories. While they appear to explain certain cases fairly well, they only focus on one aspect of 
the overall explanation. An alternative view, ethno-symbolism, brings different parts of these 
three approaches in order to provide a potential fourth approach and a realistic explanation that is 
applicable to a larger number of cases. Here I do not separate them as a fourth category mainly 
because the explanation they provide is not an original one, but a combination of the already 
existing approaches.  

Ethno-symbolists argue that contextualists and constructivists ignored the importance of 
certain characteristics emphasized by the primordialists such as persistent myths, symbols, and 
values. Özkırımlı (2000:168) cites Conversi’s4 definition of ethno-symbolism as “an approach 
which rejects the axiom that nations may be ipso facto invented, claiming that they rely on a pre-
existing texture of myths, memories, values and symbols and which by so doing tries to 
transcend the polarization between primordialism and instrumentalism.” 

Pointing our that elites do not go to work in a vacuum, Anthony Smith (1995:59-60) 
argues that the modern era “emerges out of the complex social and ethnic formations of earlier 
epochs, and the different kinds of ethnie, which modern forces transform, but never obliterate.” 
By bringing major approaches together ethno-symbolist approach has three advantages over 
others (Smith 1995). First, because ethno-symbolism looks at the present context, it makes it 
easier to determine which populations are likely to develop nationalist movements under which 
circumstances. Second, this approach takes myths, values, and symbols into consideration, 

                                                 
4 Conversi, D. 1995. “Reassessing Current Theories of Nationalism: Nationalism as Boundary Maintenance and 
Creation,” Nationalism and Ethnic Politics, 1 (1), 73-85. 
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allowing us not only to explain why while some groups develop a common ethnic identity, the 
others do not, but also to predict where division lines may be. And finally, it explains how 
nationalism manages to generate a widespread and in most cases long lasting support from the 
masses.  

My approach to ethnic identity development is very similar to ethno-symbolists’. I claim 
that in order to develop a salient ethnic identity a group must possess three things. First, the 
group must share common characteristics to base their identity on. Although it is possible to 
create an identity out of nothing from the point of view of elites, it is much easier and cost 
efficient to base one on pre-existing bonds that have been enforced for a very long time. A 
second requirement for the development of a salient identity is the presence of incentives. At 
least in its early stages, an ethnic identity needs entrepreneurs that will initiate the movement, 
mobilize the people, and develop enforcement mechanisms. These entrepreneurs provide this 
service, because they have expectations in case the movement is successful. Third is the 
opportunity. In order for such an attempt to be successful, the conditions in the given country 
must be favorable. Usually a drastic change in the context provides the opening for such a 
movement. 

Regardless of their sources, when it comes to the mobilization of a group, ethnic/national 
identities become very important. The reasons for the choice of this level as a point of 
mobilization are many and can be mainly found in the nature of ethnicity. First, because of its 
complex structure, ethnic/national identity provides many possible characteristics to rally around 
(language, race, religion, …). This allows political entrepreneurs to carve out a portion of the 
society they want to appeal to. Second, even though it represents a relatively small part of the 
society, an ethnic group is usually small enough to effectively mobilize with limited resources, 
but large enough to stand a realistic chance in its challenge to the state or dominant group. Last, 
but not least, ethnic groups have built-in audiences for politicians with the right message. They 
not only have a regularly enforced group structure that require member loyalty, but they also 
have mechanisms in place to minimize free-riding.  

 
Democratization 

 
In order for a mobilization attempt to be successful in an authoritarian system an opening 

is necessary. In open societies such movements usually develop without any pressure from the 
government and advance their cause according to the established rules and processes of the 
political system. In authoritarian systems, however, the regime rarely tolerates these movements 
and their demands. In these societies, major economic, political, and societal changes may 
provide an opportunity for these movements to surface.  

Democratization of the political system is one of these opportunities because it involves a 
major restructuring of the political system. Based on Pridham’s (2000:16) definition, I use 
democratization as an umbrella term for the process of regime change from authoritarian or 
totalitarian rule to the establishment of a new liberal democracy. Democratic transitions consist 
of two processes5: liberalization and institutionalization. Liberalization of the political system 
refers to a qualitative change achieved by lifting restrictions on individual and group rights. Even 
though this removes any obstacles in front of individual/group rights and freedoms, it does not 
necessarily increase participation in the political process. Liberalization, alone, attempts to 
broaden the social base of the regime without changing its structure. For that reason Przeworski 
                                                 
5 The labels I gave to these processes are somewhat different than the ones adopted b various theorists.  
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(1991:66) does not consider liberalization without institutionalization as a feasible project. He 
argues that attempts at liberalization can possibly lead to increased levels of repression by 
creating demands from the population and elites that the regime is not prepared to satisfy. 
O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986:23) support this view by arguing that once liberalization is 
initiated “the fear of a coup that would not only cut short the transition but impose a regression to 
an even more restrictive and repressive mode of governance” hangs over the possible outcome 
like “a sword of Democles.”  

Institutionalization, on the other hand is the expansion of the institutional aspects of a 
democracy, such as regular, competitive, and fair elections. This represents a more formal and 
procedural side of democracy. According to Stepan institutionalization means that a regime 
“consolidated the new patterns of succession, control and participation; has managed to establish 
a viable pattern of economic accumulation; has forged extensive constituencies for its rule; and 
has created a significant degree of Gramscian ‘hegemonic acceptance’ in civil society. It also 
implies that the majority of the weighty political actors in the polity are pursuing strategies to 
further their positions within the new institutional framework, rather than directing their energies 
to resisting, eroding, or terminating that framework” (Jackman 1993:42). The adoption of a 
constitution and rearrangement of the laws to fit a democratic system, by themselves are not 
enough for a successful democratization. The regime also needs to be a legitimate one, “one that 
can induce compliance from most people without resorting to the use of physical force” 
(Jackman 1993:98). This can only be achieved by providing individuals and groups with rights 
and freedoms guaranteed by institutions.  

With two processes needed for a successful transition, there are three possible paths a 
reforming polity can take: liberalization before institutionalization; institutionalization before 
liberalization; and a simultaneous transition. In a country where liberalization takes place 
without significant changes in the regime structure, we can expect to see two trends. Frustrations 
gradually build up as a result of the individual’s inability to be a part of the political process 
(Gurr 1970). In addition, security dilemmas increase because newly gained freedoms lack 
institutional guarantees and are under constant threat of being taken away. These, when 
combined with the perception that the recent concessions are signs of regime weakness, increase 
the likelihood of a challenge against the regime. 

A second possible path is institutionalization before liberalization. With this method 
political participation is also delayed with the granting of individual/group rights and freedoms. 
This path is usually chosen by authoritarian regimes that want to give the perception of a 
democratization, while still maintaining a tight control over politics. In these cases it is very hard 
to argue that a genuine democratization attempt is present. 

Last, but most common, is a simultaneous transition. These transitions can take place 
gradually over long periods of time or suddenly, almost overnight. Based on their speed 
Huntington (1968:346) splits democratizations into two categories: The “Blitzkrieg” strategy 
makes the goals known early in the process, pressing for as many of them as possible. “Fabian” 
strategies, on the other hand, are gradual. They separate reforms and push for them one at a time. 
Especially since the end of the Cold War, many countries attempted to become a democracy 
almost overnight. One generally agreed on advantage of this path is that by quickly 
dismembering the power structure of the old regime and giving all the rights and freedoms to 
individuals, a simultaneous transition effectively destroys any possibility of returning to the old 
political system and minimizes the influence the old regime may have during the transition. 
Pointing out the main weakness of such strategies, Huntington’s main thesis is that rapid social 
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change and the rapid mobilization of new groups into politics combined with the slow 
development of political institutions lead to violence and instability (Huntington 1968:4). Under 
such circumstances, Huntington (1968:54) argues, the gap between aspirations and expectations 
generate frustration and dissatisfaction. The emergence of this gap is partly caused because when 
faced with drastic changes in their political environment, “men’s expectations appear more 
susceptible to escalation than are the resources and institutions that determine their capabilities” 
(Gurr 1970:93). However, by destroying the only structures capable of maintaining order in 
society, this method also creates a power vacuum in an uncertain political environment where 
individuals are unfamiliar and skeptical about new institutions. As a result, they rally around 
smaller groups to protect their interests. In a society that lacks political community, people’s 
loyalties are directed to smaller social units. In the long-run, these divided loyalties cannot 
coexist and the individual reaches a point where he/she has to make a decision between low-level 
identities, such as ethnic identity, and higher-level identities, such as the civic identity. 

Most of today’s stable democracies followed the “Fabian” path, a simultaneous, but 
gradual path, where steps in granting rights and institutionalization took turns over the course of 
decades, if not centuries. This gradual inclusion of groups and individuals to politics created two 
advantages. First, as Dahl (1971:36) pointed out “tolerance and mutual security are more likely 
to develop among a small elite sharing similar perspectives than among a large and heterogenous 
collection of leaders representing social strata with widely varying goals, interests, and 
outlooks.” This limited but gradually expanding scope, Dahl argues, provides elites with much 
needed time to master competitive politics and accept it as a legitimate method of the political 
game. When multiple groups are included in the political system, Dahl contends, the search for a 
system of mutual guarantees that will satisfy all groups will be complex and time consuming, 
diverting attention from the more immediate task of institutional development.  

As Przeworski (1991:81) puts it, transitions to democracy are negotiated. Even though 
negotiation is not necessary to end an authoritarian regime, it is necessary to build democratic 
institutions that will replace it. In order to have such a bargaining environment different groups 
in the society must participate in the process, directly or through the elites that represent them. In 
either case, it is much easier to reach a compromise when the number of participants is relatively 
small and they agree on the legitimacy of the new regime.  

Another advantage of gradual political opening is that it gives the people time to observe 
newly created institutions in action. This not only builds familiarity, but also increases the faith 
individuals have in these institutions. 

In many countries during the process of democratization and/or independence many 
different groups unite behind a common goal. At this point, most of these groups share a basic 
understanding of democracy, which consists of a minimal definition of democracy. Once the 
goal is achieved these coalitions tend to fall apart because various groups discover that their 
version of a democratic institutional structure differs from others’. At the same time, the 
dominant group deals with many of the problems such as the centralization of the authority, 
national integration, social mobilization, economic development, political participation, social 
welfare simultaneously. Even though the existing power is often heavily concentrated in the 
hands of the reforming leader, any concessions by the dominant group usually encourage further 
demands, which may eventually lead to an opposition movement. Being the reformer is difficult 
in three respects (Huntington 1968: 344). The reformer fights a two-front war against 
conservatives and revolutionaries. In order to be successful the reformer has to try to dismember 
existing cleavages. A second challenge facing reformers is controlling social change and the pace 
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of the gradual transformation. A third test is to balance socio-economic reform and political 
participation.  

It is especially hard to overcome those obstacles in a weak institutional structure. In a 
society where political institutions are new, there are no institutionalized patterns of behavior. 
With no previous patterns, the predictability of institutional behavior is very low, reducing in 
turn people’s trust in them. Despite their weak structure, these political institutions still have 
distributional consequences, meaning they control not only economic, but also political and 
social resources of the state. As Przeworski (1991:81) points out, because institutions control the 
distribution of these resources, they determine which particular interests can be advanced. 
Because, unlike economic resources, the importance of the political and social resources is 
relative, Jackman (1993:26) argues these resources “cannot be spread around equally and retain 
their social value.”   

In such an environment, security dilemmas develop rather fast. The term security 
dilemma is a relatively new. It was first used by John Herz  in his 1951 book “Political Realism 
and Political Idealism” (Roe 1999)6, but it is a central concept in international relations denoting 
“a self-defeating aspect of the quest for security in an anarchic system” (Snyder 1984: 461). A 
part of the neorealist view, security dilemma emphasizes the anarchy in the international system7 
and the importance of self-reliance. In an environment where every state is for itself, each actor, 
in order to guarantee their own security, must assume the worst about others. Therefore, in a 
state system, even when none of the states have the desire to attack others, none can be sure of 
the others’ intentions and how they may change in the future. Under uncertainty, each feels the 
need to accumulate power for defense. When states see others’ efforts to increase their power, 
they assume that they might be intended for attack. As a result, “each party’s power increments 
are matched by others, and all wind up with no more security than when the vicious cycle began” 
(Snyder 1984:461).  
 With some slight variations, the concept of security dilemma is also applied to intrastate 
relations. According to Roe (1999: 188), the tendency to use security dilemma in intrastate 
relations came as a result of neorealism’s attempts to explain intrastate conflicts after the end of 
the Cold War. One major difference between the neorealist version of the international system 
and the domestic political environment is the lack of anarchy. The presence of a central authority 
that will step between conflicting parties and establish order makes it hard to talk about a 
security dilemma equal to the one in the international system, where there is a complete lack of 
central authority. As Kaufman (1996a: 151) points out, “strictly speaking the security dilemma 
should not apply to contending ethnic groups within a state, because they rarely find themselves 
in a situation of complete anarchy.” 

This, however, may be a much smaller problem than it may first appear, because ethnic 
security dilemmas are argued to become a factor where an effective central government is absent 
and various groups in the state are left to provide their own security. Those circumstances also 
reflect the main focus of this study, periods of political transition where the old regime is 
destroyed and a new one is in the process of replacing it.  

Barry Posen is considered to be one of the first applying the concept to ethnic conflicts. 
He contends that in a collapsing state ethnic groups are forced to provide their own security. This 
need in turn increases the salience of the ethnic identity because people identify more closely 

                                                 
6 Herz, John. 1951. Political Realism and Political Idealism, Chicago: Chicago University Press. 
7 Further detail on international security dilemmas can be found in Jervis (1976) (1978), Snyder (1985), and Wendt 
(1992).  
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with the group that ensures their security. A simultaneous increase in ethnic identity salience and 
group cohesion that follows it may lead each group to develop a worst case scenario of the 
others’ intensions. Posen argues that there are three questions every ethnic group that has to 
provide its own security has to ask itself (Posen 1993): is the neighboring ethnic group a threat? 
How much of a threat? How is that threat likely to change in the future? And he claims that those 
questions are often answered by looking at the past behavior of the other ethnic group. In 
countries where authoritarian regimes are replaced by more democratic ones the past relationship 
between the majority and minorities are often repressive. Because of the problems they 
experienced in the past, ethnic groups will approach the formerly dominant group with suspicion, 
creating security dilemmas from the beginning. One weakness of Posen’s approach is his 
exclusive focus on military capabilities. Kaufman (1996b) remedies that problem by contending 
that ethnic security dilemmas are based on issues, not just territory. This is a much more realistic 
approach, especially considering that only in a minority cases ethnic groups resort to military 
means.   

More recently, Saideman (1998) emphasized the importance of non-military factors by 
arguing that ethnic groups compete for the control of the state when they suspect its impartiality. 
Saideman and Ayres (2000) claim that the insecurity stems from the group’s inability to gain 
access to the government and its political, economic, and security resources. 

Political organizations’ inability to deal with major policy problems facing the country 
leads to the politicization of the individuals and groups (Huntington 1968:221). Once initiated, 
political action by one group tends to encourage political action by others.  

 
 

Social Mobilization 

 

Social mobilization is almost always risky in a country where rights and freedoms are not 
guaranteed. Under the uncertain circumstances of a political transition however, mobilization 
may carry further risks. During a political transition, any guarantees on civil rights and liberties 
are shaky at best. In addition, groups have to take into consideration the possibility that the 
transition may fail and a new repressive regime may impose consequences on individuals and 
groups that took part in the mobilization against the state. These risks involved tend to increase 
individuals’ reluctance to get involved in such movements. Failure to mobilize, on the other 
hand, may leave the group outside the new power and resource sharing structure. Luckily for 
individuals, ethnic group mobilization is a public good, where in case of success all members of 
the group benefit from the gains. This, in turn, creates a free-rider problem for the leaders of the 
movement. 

When dealing with collective action and free-riding, it is imperative to focus on Mancur 
Olson not only because his work represents a major development in the study of collective action 
and social movements, but also because so many other scholars built on his work in the years 
that followed. Put simply, Olson’s theory dealt with associations that exist to further the interests 
of their members by providing a collective good. 

Looking at large collectivities, Olson (1965) claimed that the individual member, just like 
a firm in a perfectly competitive market, lacked the ability to make a noticeable impact on the 
situation of his/her organization through his/her own efforts, but could still enjoy improvements 
brought by others regardless of his/her efforts in support of those improvements. As a result, 
Olson argued, members of a large group would lack the incentive to voluntarily organize to 
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attain a collective good that could benefit them all. The mobilization of these groups would only 
be possible through the use of sanctions or selective benefits. Under Olson’s assumptions it 
becomes surprising that we experience any opposition mobilization at all. 

Even though it was highly regarded, the applicability of these ideas to real-life social 
movements outside the economic sphere has been widely criticized. Theorists who followed 
Olson tried to explain the presence of opposition movements by either focusing on the 
inaccuracy of some of Olson’s assumptions, or the importance of additional incentives that may 
convince people to act collectively. Here, I will point out a few of those inaccuracies before 
turning my attention to the availability of additional sanctions and incentives in order to motivate 
group members to participate. 

Oberschall (1973:114), citing many others, claimed that such opposition movements 
usually develop during a previously authoritarian regime’s attempts to reform. During these 
periods social controls are loosened and greater freedoms of association and speech are allowed. 
In that environment, Oberschall argued, opposition would be much less risky and with the 
reduced cost of opposition, individuals will be less likely to free-ride. This view, of course, does 
not take into consideration the uncertain environment that accompanies such social changes. 

Because Olson’s theory mainly focused on individual level decision-making it ignores 
outside involvement in initiating and maintaining mobilization (Oberschall 1973:114). Outside 
involvement in the decision-making process can vary from political entrepreneurs to communal 
structures imposing sanctions to enforce discipline among their members. 

Another objection is against the economic nature of the argument that assumes a rational 
decision made individually in a vacuum. These mobilizations take place in an environment 
where there is a historical record of past behavior and the shadow of past experiences. McCarthy 
and Zald (1979) pointed out that the organizers of these opposition movements were not simply 
individuals with a large stake in the collective good in question, but “professional movement 
entrepreneurs” skilled enough to draw existing grievances into social movements. Their ability to 
relate pre-existing grievances to the new movement increase for individuals to join and often 
determines the probability of success for the movement.   

Because my focus is on the ethnic group’s support for such social movements, what is 
more important for the purposes of this study is the presence of additional incentives and the 
possibility of punishment aimed at increasing support. Various contributions made in this area 
can be grouped under two categories. The first group consists of internal motivations to join an 
opposition movement, psychological reasons an individual decides to mobilize with a group 
rather than attempting to free-ride on their success. The second category includes contributions 
that looked at external motivations that affect individual behavior, such as fear of punishment 
and additional rewards in exchange for the individual’s contribution to the movement.  

One of the major contributions to the internal motivations category is Ted Gurr’s relative 
deprivation theory. Gurr (1970:13) defined relative deprivation as “a perceived discrepancy 
between men’s value expectations and their value capabilities.” He distinguished between 
disappointment, when aspirations are unrealized, and deprivation, when expectations are 
unrealized. Gurr (1970) emphasized that while people can tolerate disappointment, they try to 
remedy deprivation with any means available to them. In this sense deprivation is considered to 
be a catalyst for revolutionary action (Gurr 1970:39). Gurr explains that in environments where 
relative status is valued more than absolute status, status becomes a zero-sum value, for which 
various groups must compete with each other, significantly increasing the possibility of conflict.   
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When discontented, Gurr (1970:296) claimed, people have two dominant motivations 
leading them to participate in organizational activity. First, they want to be compensated for their 
perceived relative deprivation. Second, they want to act aggressively against the people they hold 
responsible for their discontent. While the first can be achieved even if the individual chooses to 
free-ride, the second creates an additional incentive to take part in collective action. Gurr’s 
findings supported his argument showing that “many participants in strife perceive violence in a 
utilitarian way (…) [their calculations] tend to be derived from ideological assumptions or 
perceptions that violence has been successful in other situations” (1970:210).  

A second theory in this category is advanced by Oberschall (1973). Like Gurr, he was 
interested in the individuals’ feelings of resentment as a motivation to mobilize. One area 
Oberschall’s theory differed from Gurr’s, however, was that while Gurr focused on the formerly 
dominated group, Oberschall’s focal point was the formerly dominant group. Oberschall argued 
that ordinary people “resent the interference in their accustomed way of life” (1973:45). When 
faced with a major social and political change, Oberschall claimed, individuals cannot be sure 
about what may be waiting them in the future. In this uncertain environment, they have reason to 
fear that the new ruling groups will be “unjust, inaccessible, lacking in understanding for their 
concerns and partial to upstart groups who threaten to disturb the existing balance of local 
interests” (1973:45). Under these circumstances, he contended, people rally behind their 
traditional leaders and because the protection of their “traditional way of life” is an extremely 
salient issue they will have additional incentive to take risks.  

Recognizing authoritarian regimes’ effectiveness in dealing with opposition movements, 
Oberschall (1973) looked at post-independence societies. He then argued that following a short 
period of post-independence harmony, the lack of a common national identity in these societies 
would significantly hinder the possibility of non-conflictual relationships among various groups.  

In addition to the motivation to protect one’s way of life, Oberschall also emphasized the 
presence of external motivations imposed by the society the individual belonged to. Despite 
recognizing that individuals pursue goals rationally and selfishly, Oberschall argued that the 
choice of the goals pursued was neither private nor personal, but imposed by the collectivities the 
individual belonged to. Because most individuals benefited from group membership, he believed, 
individuals would take into consideration the costs of pursuing private goals that conflict with 
group goals. 

On the other side of the motivation spectrum we find theories that emphasize the 
importance of the external sources of motivation in leading individuals to be a part of a social 
movement. Along these lines Charles Tilly (1978) emphasized the importance of organizations. 
His “Catnet” variable was a combination of category, shared characteristics between people, and 
netness, networks or direct indirect links between people. Tilly (1978) argued that a group of 
people with a high catnet value would have a high potential for organizations which combined 
with common interest, led to mobilization. In addition to these inter-group dynamics, Tilly listed 
two government actions that facilitate mobilization and increase commitment to revolutionary 
claims (1978:204): the government’s failure to meet specific obligations the group considers key 
to their welfare; and a rapid increase in the government’s demand for resources from the 
population. Clearly, both of these are highly likely to take place during periods of major social 
change.  

Focusing mainly on peasant collective action, Michael Taylor (1988) tried to explain 
collective action by emphasizing special ties in relatively small groups. These relatively small 
groups were close in size to ethnic groups or in most cases consisted of individuals sharing an 
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ethnic background. He claimed that the presence of the community was the key factor making 
peasant collective action possible. In a community, Taylor contends (1988:67), conditional 
cooperation, based on others’ participation to collective action, usually succeeds partly because 
the size of the groups makes it possible to effectively monitor individual behavior, but more 
importantly because “a strong community has at its disposal an array of powerful, positive and 
negative social sanctions which were highly effective in maintaining social order and in the 
provision of other public goods.” According to Taylor’s (1988:68) definition a community has 
three core properties: its members have beliefs and values in common; relations between 
members are direct and many sided; and its members practice generalized and balanced 
reciprocity. These characteristics are similar to the ones used to define ethnic groups earlier. 

In this explanation, the presence of a political entrepreneur is only optional. Any role that 
an entrepreneur may play is generally at the initial stages of the mobilization. Once the process is 
initiated, the individual is believed to participate and contribute because “he is asked and tacitly 
or overtly pressured by friends, colleagues, workmates, or co-members of the association’s local 
branch or cell. He cannot say ‘no’ to them; he is afraid of losing their approval, respect or 
cooperation” (Taylor 1988:84). 

Facing the problem many others did before him, Tarrow (1994) emphasizes that the 
problem is social in nature. Specifically “coordinating unorganized, autonomous and dispersed 
populations into common and sustainable action” (Tarrow 1994:9). He contends that the 
motivation to join social movements is the presence of political opportunities. Because 
opportunity structures tend to change over time, individuals’ incentive to join social movements 
fluctuate with them. When access to power changes or ruling alliances shift, individuals will see 
potential gains in collective action. Tarrow’s main criticism of Olson is the fact that Olson 
perceives collective action only as a cost. Tarrow believes collective action gives individuals an 
opportunity to gain. Tarrow not only introduces the opportunity to gain, but more importantly an 
explanation to possible fluctuations over time in participation to collective action. 

No doubt, all of these approaches make some valid points in their attempt to explain how 
groups overcome Olson’s collective action problem. They present various mechanisms based on 
the nature of the groups that is to be mobilized as well as the environment in which this 
mobilization takes place. Regarding the nature of the group, ethnic groups, as mentioned earlier, 
tend to have strong bonds that are reinforced regularly through daily life. With such monitoring 
mechanisms in place, it is no surprise that the fear of consequences play a larger role than 
selective rewards in ethnic group mobilizations. The facts that the individual’s membership is in 
danger makes social movements based on ethnic identities very salient. When it comes to the 
environment, I have already argued that a political transition creates the uncertain environment 
that brings individuals together and provides the incentive to take risks. In a way, the need to 
overcome the collective action problem is what brings mobilization, ethnic identity, and 
democratization literatures together. 

In this chapter I evaluated many different explanations to the development of salient 
ethnic identities and argued that neither primordialist, nor constructivist approaches provided a 
satisfactory answer alone. I claimed that ethnic identities are a combination of characteristics 
partly gained by birth and partly during the early socialization process. However, what makes an 
ethnic identity politically salient is the efforts of elites to rally a group behind their goals. 

Regarding democratization, I made a distinction between the institutions and civil rights 
and liberties needed to make it a functional regime. I contended that the order and the speed of 
these two processes determine the success of a democratization attempt. A transition that 
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incorporates both and advances gradually at both fronts will have a higher chance of success. 
Finally, I evaluated various methods available to avoid collective action problem in an attempt to 
explain why ethnic identity is often chosen as a rallying point.     
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CHAPTER - 3 

T H E   M OD E L 

 
 
 
In this chapter, I describe the model I use to test the arguments I presented in previous 

sections. As I have been arguing all along, focusing one’s attention on either state repression or 
ethnic group behavior, rather than both together, would represent a distorted view of reality.  

The main focus of my study is the coercive interaction between the state and ethnic 
group. Above, I claimed that ethnic conflict was the result of the interaction between the state 
and organizations representing an ethnic group. By focusing exclusively on either state 
repression or ethnic group mobilization we fail to capture the interactive nature of a relationship 
which determines the level of domestic violence in a country. In my view for high levels of 
ethnic conflict to take place both sides must be willing to use violence against each other, 
regardless of who initiates it. I argue that an increased level of cooperation by either side can 
potentially lead to a significant decrease in domestic violence. Similarly, without state repression 
the group or organizations representing it can achieve many of their goals through peaceful 
means. Without violent opposition from the ethnic group and its organizations, the state can 
maintain the status quo with a minimal amount of repression. 

This is a good place to summarize the full extent of my argument, which I have presented 
piece by piece in previous sections. I argue that when we talk about democratization we actually 
talk about two distinct processes: institutional democratization and improvement of civil 
liberties. While both of these processes are necessary conditions for a successful democracy, 
they can be achieved independently from one another. This gives us multiple paths one can take 
in their attempt to become an established democracy. I contend that a simultaneous change in 
both categories is essential for the success of the regime change, because when one is neglected, 
it is likely that frustrations will build among the population and the government will have to deal 
with dissent in addition to the usual pains of the transition. However, the simultaneity of 
transitions is not sufficient to ensure a peaceful democratization. When significant changes are 
attempted in a relatively short period of time the political and social environment of a country 
becomes increasingly uncertain. There are two sources for this uncertainty. First, after acquiring 
new rights and freedoms individuals and groups are eager to take advantage of them, but often 
unfamiliar with the new boundaries that accompany those rights. This potentially may lead them 
to pursue their goals very aggressively, posing a threat to the state and other groups in the 
society. The second source of uncertainty is institutional in nature. As Huntington (1968) argued, 
when institutions that establish and enforce the rules in a society are changed, it takes a long 
period of time for them to establish roots. When most, if not all, of the political institutions in a 
country are replaced, citizens are left to continue their daily struggles with, not only unfamiliar 
rules, but also with mediators they did not establish a bond of trust with. Inevitably, with new 
institutions comes a new power distribution. Each group tries to better its position in the society 
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relative to others. At the very least, they aim not to end up in a position that is more 
disadvantageous than their previous circumstances. In this competition, the role of the arbitrator 
is normally played by the institutions of the political regime. Unfortunately, in democratizing 
countries institutions lack the track record to gain the people’s trust and make them to leave their 
fate in the hands of the institutions with such high stakes. 

Even though these problems are shared by all democratizing states, I claim that ethnically 
diverse countries are much more vulnerable than the rest. This additional vulnerability results 
from the nature of ethnic identities. Even though, regarding the size of the group the loyalty is 
directed to, ethnic and civic identities are at similar levels, when the individual has to make a 
choice between the two, ethnic identities are often selected. As I explained in the previous 
chapter, ethnicity is a multi-layered, complex identity, enforced through the individual’s daily 
interactions on daily basis. This strong bond a person feels toward other members of his/her 
ethnic group translates to strongly bound groups in the country. Ethnic groups not only already 
share a common identity, but also have mechanisms in place to monitor member behavior. These 
two aspects of ethnic groups make them attractive targets for political entrepreneurs trying to 
mobilize masses behind their goals. In addition, when facing uncertainty and security dilemmas 
that result from it, group members feel more secure to act with others that they share a common 
bond with. 

Once ethnically based mobilization starts to take place in a country in transition, it is only 
natural that the government will be threatened to a certain extent by the demands it faces from 
various ethnic groups. The government finds itself in a dilemma. Giving in to the demands of the 
ethnic groups in the country is likely to be perceived as a sign of weakness and open the way for 
more demands from a larger number of groups encouraged by the success of the first set of 
demands. Sooner or later the government will be either unwilling or incapable, due to limited 
resources at their disposal, to accommodate such demands. This lack of accommodation is likely 
to lead to frustration on the part of ethnic groups and concerns that the transition may soon be 
reversed. This cycle, fueled by security dilemmas on both sides, significantly increases the 
likelihood of political violence.        

As the argument stands, in order to explain the sources of ethnic conflict we would need 
a simultaneous equation model consisting of two equations: one representing state repression; the 
other representing the coercive behavior by the ethnic group. Unfortunately, in reality 
relationships are rarely this simple. While models are supposed to be simplified versions of 
reality, to be useful they must reflect that reality as closely as possible. To get a more accurate 
picture of the real world two more equations need to be added. 

While we can safely assume that all governments possess certain means of repression in 
their country, it would be misleading to make a similar assumption for ethnic groups. At any 
given time there are multiple organizations claiming to represent an ethnic group. Some of these 
organizations adopt a conventional approach, trying to achieve their goals through existing 
institutions. Others adopt a more militant approach, and are more willing to use violence as a tool 
in order to achieve their goals. Because these organizations are dependent on group members’ 
support, the group’s support for these two main types of organizations not only determines its 
overall behavior toward the government, but also explains changes of support over time. To 
capture these behavioral changes I use two additional equations focusing on the level of support 
for conventional and militant organizations representing the ethnic group. 

Using this four-equation framework will allow me to accommodate the multidimensional 
nature of my argument examining the sources of ethnic violence in a multiethnic society without 
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leaving out any major components of the explanation. In the following three subsections I go 
through each equation and explain in detail the hypotheses I test. Additional information, 
including a detailed description of my variables including their range and operationalization, is 
presented in Appendix-3. 

  
Support for Ethnic Organizations 

 
One of the major consequences of democratization is the removal of barriers. With 

individuals and groups free to pursue their interests, we observe a major increase in the numbers 
and diversity of organizations representing different subgroups of society. Ethnic groups 
represent some of those subsets. Their behavior is important from the point of view of the state 
because they are relatively large and cohesive, with a potential to mount a challenge to the state. 
When the obstacles in front of their mobilization are removed, various organizations representing 
different interests of the group appear on the scene. At the same time, we also see an increase in 
the numbers of militant organizations, which previously were either too marginal or were 
effectively repressed by the state. Some of the militant organizations use this opening to cross to 
conventional politics. 

In such an environment members of an ethnic group are given the freedom to politically 
mobilize behind organizations that they feel best represent their interests. This support goes 
farther than simple expression of solidarity. Members of the group are willing to show their 
support by committing resources (time, money, …) to the cause of the organization. Free-riding 
is usually not a real option because these groups have quite effective monitoring procedures to 
overcome Olson’s collective action problem. 

The reason for focusing on ethnic organizations is two-fold. Up to this point I have 
argued that ethnicity represents a salient identity that is a unique combination of many potential 
dimensions (language, religion, race, …). In addition, unlike any ideological identification, 
ethnic identities are also social identities and are harder for the state to monitor and control. 

Looking at the methods they use, we can group these ethnic organizations in two main 
categories: conventional and militant. Conventional organizations include political parties and 
interest groups. These are organizations established within the framework of the new regime. 
They represent a certain ethnic group, but pursue its goals through the institutions and processes 
of the regime. Overall, they accept the rules of the political game and the legitimacy of the 
regime. Any attempt they may make to change certain aspects of the existing structure is made 
through the institutions and processes of the new democracy. 

Militant ethnic organizations, on the other hand, are willing to step outside democratic 
processes in order to guarantee the protection of their rights and achieve the goals of their 
supporters. Because they are likely to see the creation of the institutions during democratization 
as a zero-sum game where achievements by other groups are perceived as potential losses for the 
group they represent, they are more willing to adopt a firmer stance on issues and violence as a 
tool. 

I argue that people’s support for these organizations varies across environments. 
Specifically, under a relatively stable system with well-established institutions, political 
procedures lead to predictable outcomes and greatly reduce security dilemmas and the need to 
adopt risky coercive behavior. In such a stable environment the support tends to increase for 
conventional organizations.  Under a changing political system where the institutions are fairly 
recent and unproven, however, people tend to be uncertain about what to expect from 
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institutions. This uncertainty increases security dilemmas, increases their fears about the future 
and leads them to seek alternative methods to guarantee their rights.  

 
 

Support for conventional organizations 
 
With democratization, the political system opens itself up for participation from various 

groups that were previously kept outside politics. Obstacles in front of political mobilization are 
lifted and organizations such as new political parties and previously un-represented interest 
groups appear on the political scene. One characteristic conventional organizations share is their 
commitment to the rules and processes of the political system. While they may acknowledge 
certain weaknesses of the political system, they believe the change needs to be evolutionary. In 
other words, any change they would like to see has to be made gradually and through the 
processes and institutions in place.  

Support for conventional organizations is determined by three main sets of variables: 
ethnic group’s characteristics, support the group gives to militant organizations, and the nature of 
the political change. 

I have similar expectations for the change of support for both types of organizations 
regarding the characteristics of the ethnic group. One factor that may lead members of an ethnic 
group to bond together and support conventional organizations representing the group may be 
their differences from the formerly advantaged group. Differences in religion, language, culture, 
etc. may set conflicting goals for different groups and limit their ability to unite under common 
political organizations. Because politics determines who gets what, group members will 
rightfully conclude that their interests will be best protected by an organization that shares, in 
addition to the same past, similar goals for the future. 

 
H1: A high degree of difference between the ethnic minority and the advantaged group 

will lead to an increased level of support for organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
Related to the previous hypothesis, we can also look at the strength of an ethnic identity 

as a determinant of the support for ethnic organizations. The difference between the aggregate 
difference between two groups and the strength of their individual identity is a matter of salience. 
While the aggregate difference simply looks at how many categories two groups differ from each 
other, strength of identity focuses on how salient those differences are. A group of people 
sharing a common salient identity will be more likely to rally around that identity than a non-
salient one. 

 
H2: A strong ethnic identity will lead to an increased level of support for organizations 

representing the ethnic group. 
 
The support given to a militant organization has a negative impact on the level of support 

conventional organizations receive. Even though not mutually exclusive, the methods used by 
these two types of organizations are different enough to make it hard for the individual to justify 
supporting them simultaneously. In addition, limited resources available to individuals and 
groups make it difficult for them to support both types simultaneously. Militant organizations’ 
willingness to use violence and high risks associated with violent mobilization leads people to 
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see it as a last resort. Under two circumstances people may turn to militant organizations. First, 
people tend to resort to violence and accept the risks that come with it when they believe their 
conditions cannot be improved any other way. If the circumstances do not offer any hope for 
improvement, they will be more willing to consider violence as a solution to their suffering. 
These negative circumstances can either be the result of uncertain political environment, or 
conventional organizations’ failure to defend the group’s interests. Second, people will be more 
willing to transfer their support to militant organizations when they perceive a threat to their 
current status from other groups in the society or the government itself.  

 
H3: High levels of support for militant organizations will be associated with low levels of 

support for conventional organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
The last, but probably the most important, set of variables influencing the support for 

conventional organizations is based on the nature of political change. Under this category I have 
six variables. First, I look at the institutional democracy and civil liberties scores of the country. 
A highly democratic country will be able to allow its citizens access to the political decision-
making processes and guarantee their rights and freedoms at the same time. The ability to 
influence politics legitimately decreases the need to take the risks of violent struggle. As agents 
of political interest articulation conventional organizations tend to enjoy high levels of support in 
democratic societies. 

 
H4: High level of institutional democracy will be associated with high levels of support 

for conventional organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
H5: A high level of civil liberties will be associated with high levels of support for 

conventional organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
Next two variables look at whether the country initiated a democratization process since 

the previous year in either one of those two fronts. Democratization usually means, in simplest 
terms, the opening of political processes to mass participation. The definition implies that tools 
of the political participation will enjoy an increase of support from the group they represent. 
These newly legalized and/or founded organizations present a new option for the ethnic group 
and with new freedoms and liberties available, ethnic groups are likely to increasingly support 
conventional organizations in order to advance their cause. Institutional democratization, on the 
other hand, presents a challenge for the ethnic group. With major changes taking place over a 
relatively short period of time, the uncertain environment I described earlier increases security 
dilemmas and makes it hard for group members to support organizations that will rely on the 
very institutions in question.   

 
H6: A significant increase in civil liberties will be associated with high levels of support 

for conventional organizations representing the ethnic group.  
 
H7: A significant increase in the institutional democracy level will be associated with low 

levels of support for conventional organizations representing the ethnic group.  
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Even though democratization is expected to have a positive impact on the support for 
conventional organizations, it should be pointed out that the speed of the democratization process 
matters. Immediately after democratization political regimes are weak. Especially if 
democratization takes place too fast the country finds itself in an extremely unstable political 
environment. In an “overnight democracy,” newly adopted institutions lack the credibility in the 
eyes of the people and because the repressive institutions of the former regime are quickly 
destroyed to eliminate any possibility of a return to old ways there usually is a power vacuum. 
With the development of new institutions, a struggle to control them takes place between various 
groups. This competition and the fact that it takes place in an environment where there is no 
institutional mediation leads to heightened security dilemmas. Under such uncertain 
circumstances, ethnic group members will have every reason to be concerned about their 
survival. Fearing for their future, individuals are usually much more open to suggestions from 
militant organization willing to use violence to protect their interests.  

 
H8: A fast paced institutional democratization will be associated with low levels of 

support for conventional organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
The last political change variable I look at is the intensity of overall political change. As I 

have argued, major changes squeezed in a short period of time are likely to cause more problems 
than they solve. Accordingly, this joint democratization variable determines if the significant 
changes in civil liberties and democratic institutions coincided in a given country over the course 
of a year. I argue that even though it may take some time to adjust to the boundaries of newly 
acquired rights and freedoms, getting used to a new political structure is a much longer process. 
If the two take place simultaneously over a short period of time, confusion and security 
dilemmas intensify reducing the group’s support for conventional organizations. 

 
H9: A simultaneous democratization in civil liberties and political institutions will be 

associated with low levels of support for conventional organizations representing the ethnic 
group.   

 
The equation built to test the preceding hypotheses takes the following shape. 
 
Support for Conventional Organizations = α1 + β11 Change of Support for Militant 

Organizations + γ11 Ethnic Differences + γ12 Strength of Identity + γ13 Civil Liberties + γ14 

Institutional Democracy + γ15 Civil Democratization + γ16 Institutional Democratization + γ17 
Change in Institutional Democracy + γ18 Joint Democratization + e1  

 
Support for militant organizations 

 
The refusal to function within the regime’s framework makes it unlikely that militant 

organizations will be treated by the state the way conventional organizations are. Since these 
organizations are willing to use violence to attain their goals, the state views them as a threat, 
making them direct targets of state repression.  

Violent struggle is much more costly than conventional political mobilization. In addition 
to the material costs involved in sustaining a violent conflict, members of the ethnic group also 
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need to be concerned about state retaliation. These costs lead the members of the ethnic group to 
adopt violence as a last resort.  

The choice to support militant organizations, once again, is dependent on the same three 
sets of variables listed in the previous section: ethnic group’s characteristics, support the group 
gives to conventional organizations, and regime related factors. 

As I had mentioned earlier, my expectations about the relationship between ethnic 
characteristics and both types of ethnic organizations are identical. The differences between the 
minority and the ruling group play an important role in people’s mobilization around their ethnic 
identity. Once ethnicity becomes the main focal point of political mobilization, it becomes 
almost inevitable that at least some of the members will choose to support militant organizations.
 Similarly, a strong ethnic identity is a very important characteristic contributing to the 
group’s ability to take up violence. The strong identity helps reinforcing the group’s 
togetherness. A tightly knit group is easier to mobilize and rally behind the organization’s goals. 

A third factor is the support for conventional organizations. As explained in the previous 
section, limited resources available to the group and the fact that these two types of organization 
tend to undermine each other’s efforts constrain the group’s ability to support them 
simultaneously. This forces group members to make a choice and commit their support to the 
organization that they believe best represents their interests. Therefore increasing support for one 
type of organization translates to a decreasing support for the other.  

 
H10: An increased support for conventional organizations will be associated with low 

levels of support for militant organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
Regime related factors that have an impact on group members’ support for militant 

organizations come in two types. The past record of the regime is an important factor. People’s 
experiences under the former regime affect their trust and behavior toward the new regime. 
Ethnic groups that have been discriminated against politically, economically, and culturally 
under an authoritarian regime will welcome the regime’s political opening with more caution. 
Past political discrimination increases security dilemmas and the salience of the newly acquired 
rights, causes the ethnic group to interpret regime’s behavior with distrust, and opens up the 
possibility that group members will seek possibly violent ways of achieving their goals.   

 
H11: Higher levels of political discrimination by the government will be associated with 

high levels of support for militant organizations representing the ethnic group.  
 
The last group of variables is related to the nature of political change. The level of 

available liberties and freedoms is important because in free societies people have less risky 
ways of pursuing their goals within the political system available to them. With open channels of 
political access, violent opposition ceases to be necessity. Conversely, during major institutional 
changes, uncertainty and security dilemmas make militant organizations appear as a more viable 
option than conventional organizations which rely heavily on the same organizations that are the 
source of uncertainty. 

 
H12: High levels of institutional democracy will be associated with low levels of support 

for militant organizations representing the ethnic group. 
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H13: High levels of civil liberties will be associated with low levels of support for 
militant organizations representing the ethnic group. 

 
An increase of civil liberties reduces the support for militant opposition by opening other 

avenues for the group. A similarly significant increase in institutional democracy, however will 
contribute to the political uncertainty and encourage various groups in society to come up with 
other ways of accomplishing their goals. 

 
H14: A significant increase in civil liberties will be associated with low levels of support 

for militant organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
H15: A significant increase in institutional democracy will be associated with high levels 

of support for militant organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
However, as argued in the previous section a fast democratization produces different 

results. The uncertainty in a quickly changing regime leads to high levels of competition without 
effective mediation. In the absence of strong institutions, to guarantee their rights and protect 
their interests against challenges, group members can only rely on their own ability. These high 
stakes make them more willing to accept violence as a method. 

 
H16: A fast democratization will be associated with high levels of support for militant 

organizations representing the ethnic group. 
 
The last variable regarding political change records the presence of a significant change 

in civil liberties and institutional democracy simultaneously. As I have already contended, such 
an intense change intensifies security dilemmas at the very least in the short run, increasing 
support for organizations willing to use violence in order to protect group interests.   

 
H17: A simultaneous democratization in civil liberties and political institutions will be 

associated with high levels of support for militant organizations representing the ethnic group.   
 
I will use the following equation to test these hypotheses. 
 
Support for Militant Organizations = α2 + β21 Support for Conventional Organizations + 

γ21 Ethnic Differences + γ22 Strength of Identity + γ23 Political Discrimination + γ24 Institutional 
Democracy + γ25 Civil Liberties  + γ26 Institutional Democratization + γ27 Civil Democratization 
+ γ28 Change in Institutional Democracy + γ29 Joint Democratization + e2 

 
Protest and Rebellion by Ethnic Group 

 
The second part of my model focuses on the coercive behavior by the ethnic group. I 

have contended so far that any violence taking place in a country between the state and an ethnic 
group requires the active participation of both parties. Because of the tools of repression 
available to it, the government in any state poses the greatest potential threat to its people. After 
their prior experiences under a repressive regime ethnic groups are painfully aware of that fact 
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and once the transition toward a more democratic regime starts, they do their best trying to avoid 
a similar experience. 

The initiation of democratization implies two promises by the government: opening of 
the political system to mass participation and the extension of civil rights and freedoms to the 
general public. In order to keep these promises the ruling group has to eliminate its former 
government apparatus and replace it with a more inclusive one. The elimination of the former 
state apparatus creates a power vacuum. This removes any institutions that may possibly mediate 
the competition and conflict that may arise between ethnic groups in the building of the new 
regime. New institutions that replace them lack the track record and predictable processes that 
may win people’s trust. These institutions are created by the formerly ruling elites, which cause 
people to approach them with caution. Without an established political structure that people are 
familiar with in place and much at stake during the development of a new political structure, 
individuals and groups are left to interact in an environment where rules are new and often 
unclear. Under uncertainty security dilemmas surface. Those groups that lacked any access to 
political power for a very long period of time become determined not only to protect what they 
have accomplished up to that point, but also to ensure a better position for themselves in the 
emerging polity. With this much to lose ethnic groups are often willing to resort to violence if 
they feel threatened.   

There are three groups of variables that determine a group’s willingness to use coercion 
as a method to further their goals:  ethnic group’s characteristics, change of support for various 
organizations representing the ethnic group, and repressive treatment by the state. 

Differences between two groups may be a source of conflict. Being significantly different 
from each other is likely to limit each groups’ understanding of the other, restricting their ability 
to find a common ground. With the possibility of a solution appearing remote an ethnic group 
will be more willing to use various levels of violence in order to advance its goals. 

 
H18:  A high degree of difference between the ethnic minority and the ruling group will 

be associated with high levels of protest/rebellion by the ethnic group. 
 
The level of support for conventional and militant ethnic organizations is a main factor 

determining the group’s adoption of coercive policies against the state. A high level of support 
for militant organizations would mean an increasing level of support for violence as a tool, which 
in turn increase the level of the group’s protest and rebellious behavior. Related to that, a high 
level of support toward conventional organizations would signal the group’s willingness to work 
within the system and reduce the level of protest and rebellious behavior. 

 
H19: An increase in the level of support for militant organizations will be associated with 

high levels of protest/rebellion by the ethnic group. 
 
H20: An increase in the level of support for conventional organizations will be associated 

with low levels of protest/rebellion by the ethnic group. 
 
Finally, past state repression is a major reason why ethnic groups take up coercion. If a 

group becomes the target of state repression, they have reason to believe their new rights and 
freedoms are in danger. Ethnic groups know that not only the regime possess the tools of 
repression, but also it has better resources. Even if the regime is too weak to use repression that 
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possibility will increase the group’s security dilemmas. They will perceive state behavior being 
more hostile than it actually is and as a direct threat to their newly acquired rights and freedoms. 
As a result, they will be more willing to use coercion to stop any repressive state behavior. This 
is also where the relationship ceases to be linear. Because the state possesses more resources, its 
ability to use force usually exceeds the one of an ethnic group. At relatively lower levels of 
violence, violent behavior by one side leads to violent behavior by the other. Once violence 
levels escalate to a certain degree, due to limited resources the ethnic group becomes unable to 
match state behavior and the state repression starts to have a reducing impact on the 
protest/rebellion behavior. Here I expect the relationship to reflect an inverted-U. 

 
H21: At lower levels, the impact of state repression on protest/rebellion by the ethnic 

group will be associated with high levels of protest/rebellion b the ethnic group. At higher levels, 
the impact of state repression on protest/rebellion by the ethnic group will be associated with low 
levels of protest/rebellion b the ethnic group 

 
The following is the equation I use to test my hypotheses regarding the sources of ethnic 

group’s coercive behavior. 
 
Protest and Rebellion by the Ethnic Group = α3 + β31 Support for Conventional 

Organizations + β32 Militant Organizations + β33 State Repression + β34 State Repression 
Squared + γ31 Ethnic Differences + γ32 Strength of Identity + e3    

 
State Repression 

 
The final equation of my model focuses on the state repression of ethnic minorities. In an 

authoritarian political system, the repression of the population is usually seen as a tool for the 
protection of the regime. In a democratizing country, however, arbitrary use of state repression 
ceases to be an option. Most of the former regime’s repressive state apparatus is destroyed and 
institutional checks are placed over government behavior. This, however, does not mean that the 
state’s hands are completely tied.  

First of all, even if all the former tools of repression are dismantled, the state still possess 
the monopoly to use violence and many of the individuals are still available to the ruling groups. 
In addition, at least in the short run, institutional checks placed to keep state behavior under 
control lack the authority and need time to establish themselves.    

There are three sets of factors that determine a state’s use of repression against their 
minorities: ethnic group’s characteristics, the ethnic structure of the country, and the ethnic 
group’s behavior against the state. 

Just like in the previous equations, the differences between two groups are important 
factors in determining how the state treats its people.  

 
H22:  A high degree of difference between the ethnic minority and the ruling group will 

be associated with high levels of state repression. 
 
The ethnic structure of the country is also very important. It is established that a country 

in transition is a weak one because changing political structure limits the government’s ability to 
control its population. Hence, in a country with large ethnic groups the state can ill afford to let 
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these groups’ movements develop. Faced with early signs of dissent from one of its large ethnic 
groups, the governments of these multiethnic countries will have an incentive to try to limit the 
problem before it gains the support of a large portion of its population. 

 
H23: Higher levels of group proportion to country population will be associated with 

high levels of state repression. 
 
The last, but probably the most important determining factor of a state’s repressive 

behavior is its relationship with ethnic minorities. An increasing level of support for militant 
organizations representing the ethnic group deepens the state’s security dilemmas and makes it 
more likely that it will resort to repression. Coercive behavior on the part of the ethnic group 
pushes the state to further adopt repression as a policy tool. 

 
H24: An increase in the level of support for militant organizations will be associated with 

high levels of state repression. 
 
H25: An increase in the level of support for conventional organizations will be associated 

with low levels of state repression. 
 
Last, but not least, a state’s willingness to repress an ethnic group is determined by the 

group’s behavior. A state facing protest and rebellion from a certain ethnic group will be more 
likely to repress that group. There usually are two types of concerns that determine state 
behavior. First, the state will believe that its failure to effectively deal with protest may create the 
perception that it is weak and encourage further protest. In addition, the state will be concerned 
for the behavior of other ethnic minorities in the country. The perception that the state may give 
in to demands by ethnic groups, can provide incentive for others to mobilize behind their own 
interests.  

 
H26: An increase in the level of protest/rebellion will be associated with high levels of 

state repression. 
    
In order to test these hypotheses, I will use the following equation.  
 
State Repression = α4 + β41 Protest and Rebellion by the Ethnic Group + β42 Support for 

Militant Organizations + β43 Support for Conventional Organizations  + γ41 Ethnic Differences + 
γ42 Proportion of Group Population to Country Population + e4    

 
 In this chapter I described the simultaneous equation model that I use to test my 
arguments. The nature of my argument requires me to use a four-equation model, a diagram of 
which is presented in Appendix-1. I have two equations measuring the sources of changing 
support for conventional and militant organizations representing the ethnic group. Two 
additional equations focus on the violent interaction between state and ethnic group. Significant 
political change, I argue, affects this interaction indirectly through the levels of support for 
various organizations. In the following section, I present the details of the statistical analysis and 
the results. 
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CHAPTER - 4 

METHOD AND RESULTS 

 

 
 

The unit of analysis I use in this study is the ethnic group. The data includes 284 ethnic 
groups that meet the criteria of the Minorities at Risk (MAR) project. The details of the 
qualification criteria can be found in Appendix-1. In addition to MAR project, I also use data 
from Polity IV and Freedom House data sets. Even though these two use nation-state as their unit 
of analysis, because the data I use aims to describe the political circumstances the ethnic groups 
lives under, the combination of these three sources does not cause a problem. The details of these 
two data sets can also be found in Appendix-2. 

I start this chapter with a description of the method I used to test my simultaneous 
equations model.8 Later, I present my results and go through my hypotheses to assess the extent 
to which they are supported. 

  
Method 

 
The model I laid out in the previous chapter consisted of equations brought together in a 

simultaneous equations system. Kmenta (1986: 652) defines such systems as models in which 
“all of the relationships involved are needed for determining the value of at least one of the 
endogenous variables included in the model.” The model I use makes use of four endogenous 
variables as explanatory variables. 

Before proceeding with the estimation of a structural equation model one has to make 
sure that the model fulfills two conditions of the identification problem. Identification problem is 
called the “determination of whether there is a one-on-one correspondence between the structural 
coefficients and the reduced-form coefficients” (Pleli and Tanković XXXX:4). The two 
conditions of the identification problem are the order condition and the rank condition.  

The order condition can be stated in two different ways. First, in a simultaneous equation 
model of M equations, each equation must exclude at least M-1 of the variables appearing in the 
model (Gujarati 1995:665). If exactly M-1 variables are excluded from an equation, the equation 
is just identified. If the number of excluded variables is higher than M-1, the equation is 
overidentified. 

A second way of looking at the order condition is to compare the number of exogenous 
variables excluded from each equation to the number of endogenous equations included in that 
equation. If two values are equal, the equation is considered to be just identified. If the former is 
greater than the latter, it is overidentified. And finally if the latter is greater than the former, the 
equation is considered to be underidentified.  

                                                 
8 Personal communication with Stata indicated that there were no generally accepted goodness of fit tests available 
for simultaneous equation models estimated with three stage least squares. 
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In my model the first equation, there is only one endogenous variable included, support 
for militant organizations. Because two exogenous variables, political discrimination and group 
proportion to country population, are excluded from the equation, it qualifies as overidentified.  

The second equation, on the other hand is just identified. One included endogenous 
variable is support for conventional organizations, while group proportion to country population 
is the single excluded exogenous variable. 

The third and fourth equations both include three exogenous variables each and exclude 
eight exogenous variables, making both equations overidentified. In case of the third equation, 
support for conventional organizations, support for militant organizations, and state repression 
are the endogenous variables included. Exogenous variables left out the equation are institutional 
democracy, civil liberties, civil democratization, institutional democratization, institutional 
democracy change, joint democratization, political discrimination, and group proportion to 
country population. 

Fourth equation, includes support for conventional organizations, support for militant 
organizations, and protest/rebellion by the ethnic group. While excluding strength of group 
identity, institutional democracy, civil liberties, civil democratization, institutional 
democratization, institutional democracy change, joint democratization, and political 
discrimination. 

The satisfaction of the rank condition is significantly more complicated. “In a model 
containing M equations in M endogenous variables, and equation is identified if and only if at 

least one nonzero determinant of order (M-1)(M-1) can be constructed from the coefficients of 
the variables (both endogenous and predetermined) excluded from that particular equation but 
included in the other equation of the model” (Gujarati 1995:667). Luckily, many of the statistical 
software packages automatically check for the satisfaction of the rank condition before running 
the model.9  

Because in these models a correlation between an explanatory variable and disturbance 
leads to inconsistency of the direct ordinary least squares estimator of the regression coefficients, 
the parameters end up being biased and inconsistent. This rules out ordinary least squares as an 
appropriate model for estimating simultaneous equation models.  

There are usually two general approaches to the estimation of simultaneous equation 
models. The first consists of single equation estimations, such as two-stage least squares and 
limited information maximum likelihood estimation, where each equation is estimated separately 
from the rest. These methods have only limited reference to the rest of the system. In case all 
equations in the system are exactly identified, these methods produce a unique solution for the 
structural coefficients in terms of reduced form coefficients (Kmenta 1986). As a result, these 
methods will produce not only consistent, but also efficient estimates. 

If the system includes at least one over-identified equation, single equation estimation 
methods produce consistent, but inefficient results (Kmenta 1986: 695). Kmenta (1986) provides 
two explanations for this inefficiency. First, single equations disregard the correlation of the 
disturbances across equations. In addition, single equation estimators do not take into account 
prior restrictions on other equations in the model.  

In order to overcome estimation problems with systems containing one or more over-
identified equations a second approach is available. This method is called system method of 
estimation and is based on estimating all equations of the system simultaneously, meaning it 

                                                 
9 Personal communication with Stata confirmed that their software checked for the satisfaction of the rank condition 
before running the model. 
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obtains an estimator for all the parameters of the system simultaneously by making use of all 
available information (Dhrymes 1994). Using three-stage least squares method allows us to 
produce not only consistent, but also more efficient results than two-stage least squares (Judge et 
al. 1988). Since my model includes one over-identified equation, I use three-stage least squares 
to estimate it.  

The first step to three stage least squares is the creation of reduced-form equations, in 
which endogenous variables are expressed as a function of exogenous variables. This process 
leads to reduced-form parameters. These reduced-form equations can be estimated using 
ordinary least squares because exogenous variables are uncorrelated with errors. In the last stage, 
we obtain the three stage least squares estimators using generalized least squares.10 

Another aspect of my model that requires some explanation is the use of a scale as one of 
my dependent variables, state repression. In order to observe conflictual behavior by the state 
and ethnic groups, I developed a unidimensional scale. Unidimensional scaling is applied when 
“it is presumed that there exists a single, fundamental dimension underlying a set of 
observations” (McIver and Carmines 1981:13). One requirement for developing unidimensional 
scales is the use of multiple items (McIver and Carmines 1981). Three major types of 
unidimensional scales are Thurstone, Likert, and Guttman (McIver and Carmines 1981). The 
nature of my data and the assumptions I make about these two variables lead me to develop a 
Guttman scale, also known as scalogram analysis. In a Guttman scale, by looking at each cases 
score on one item, we can accurately predict the case’s score to each of the dichotomous items 
that make up the scale. Because I assume that the presence of a certain level of conflict implies 
the presence of lower levels of conflict, knowing a case’s highest score allows us to predict that 
case’s scores for all other items. Scalogram analysis also anticipates that the scale will violate the 
ideal deterministic model. At that point the question becomes how much deviation is acceptable. 

One way to look at item scalability is to measure the model’s internal consistency. 
Cronbach’s Alpha does this based on the average inter-item correlation, where a value close to 
one reflects a high level of consistency. Cronbach’s Alpha for my state repression scale is .9990. 

  
Results 

 
The results of my analysis are presented in tables one through four. Here, I first go 

through each equation in order to determine the level of support for my hypotheses. 
 

Support for Ethnic Organizations 
 
In hypotheses one through seventeen, I list my expectations regarding an ethnic group’s 

for conventional and militant organizations that claim to represent it. I define conventional 
organizations as the ones trying to advance their interests through the processes of the political 
system while functioning within the framework determined by the institutions. They abide with 
the rules of the regime. Militant organizations, on the other hand, are the ones willing to use 
violence when they deem necessary. These organizations usually have more extreme demands 
and are less willing to compromise.  

As factors determining the support for both types of organizations I identify three groups 
of variables. The first group consists of two variables and focuses on the differences of identity 

                                                 
10 Further details on the estimation of three-stage least squares can be found in Dhrymes (1994) and Kmenta and 
Ramsey (1980). 
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between the ethnic group and the dominant group and their salience. I argue that a high degree of 
difference between the two groups would lead to higher levels of support for both types of 
organizations mainly because with significant differences between two groups it becomes easier 
for both types of organizations to create an us versus them separation (Hypothesis-1). As the 
results from tables one and two show the argument is not supported for either types of 
organizations. However, because results for both types of organizations are relatively close to be 
significant, they warrant attention. Contrary to my expectations, it appears that significant 
differences between groups are associated with lower levels of support for conventional 
organizations. This leads me to believe that when the differences are deep between groups, the 
presence of security dilemmas makes it unlikely that group members will trust their fate to 
conventional organizations and more likely to turn their support militant organizations, willing to 
protect group interests by any means deemed necessary. Unfortunately, the strength of ethnic 
identities (Hypothesis-2), however, failed to produce significant results. 

A second category of explanatory variables is the relative support for each type of 
organization (Hypotheses 3 and 10). Assuming that the resources available to the ethnic group 
would be limited, I had argued that depending on the circumstances group members would have 
to alter the allocation of their resources from one type of organization to the other. In other 
words, when people commit resources to conventional organizations, militant organizations 
would suffer a loss of support and vice versa. This argument is not supported at all by the results. 
Support levels for both types of organizations are positively and very significantly related to one 
another. This suggests that my assumption is faulty. I implicitly assumed that the ethnic group 
would behave like a unitary actor in allocating their resources. Clearly, that is not the case. While 
existing circumstances are likely to have a major influence on how resources are used, every 
ethnic group is likely to include various sub-groups whose interests and preferences will vary 
enough to support different types of organizations. The co-existence of these organizations is 
proof enough. Once they have the opportunity, members of the community will support various 
organizations with diverse agendas simultaneously.  

The last category of factors determining support focus on the political environment of the 
country. In determining a country’s democracy level I have use two variables, civil liberties and 
institutional democracy. In open societies where both of these scores are high, individuals and 
groups are free to openly pursue their interests and mobilize behind organizations that will help 
them achieve them. This makes conventional organizations a good option for group members. I 
argue that because involvement in conventional organizations carries much less risk then militant 
organizations, people will support militant organizations only when they believe conventional 
organizations cannot efficiently represent them. I hypothesize that high levels of democracy 
would translate to higher levels of support for conventional organizations (Hypotheses 4 and 5) 
and lower levels of support for militant organizations (Hypotheses 12 and 13). As tables one and 
two show these hypotheses are supported. In a democracy, where institutions are established and 
the rules of the political game are determined, people prefer to advance their causes through 
legitimate means when they can and only support violent means when those legitimate means are 
not available to them. This is mostly a result of the risks involved in supporting both types of 
organizations. While the support for conventional organizations is seen acceptable by the 
government, high levels of support for militant organizations is likely to be perceived as a threat 
by the state, increasing the possibility of state repression in order to eliminate the threat. A 
second factor that may have contributed to these results is the availability of these organizations. 
Naturally, in a democracy we are more likely to see a large number of conventional 
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organizations. Under an authoritarian regime conventional organizations often are not available. 
This lack of legitimate means of political participation is likely to lead individuals’ support 
toward militant organizations. 

Throughout this study, I have argued that being an established democracy and a 
democratizing country are two very different things. While established democracies enjoy stable 
institutions that can determine and enforce the rules of political participation, democratizing 
countries suffer from a power vacuum due to the low credibility of their institutions. In this 
uncertain environment, I contend, it is much more likely that political competition will escalate 
to violent levels. In order to test that argument I look at significant increases in civil liberties and 
institutional democracy over the course of a single year. I have different expectations for the two 
measures of democratization. A significant increase in civil liberties is likely to lead to an 
increased support for conventional organizations (Hypothesis 6), and a decreased support for 
militant organizations (Hypothesis 14). These expectations are based on the belief that when 
people finally achieve the rights and freedoms they have sought for a very long time, they are 
more likely to take advantage of them through peaceful means. So, even an increase in civil 
liberties is not accompanied by a parallel advancement in institutional democracy levels, at least 
initially people will try to remedy the situation through conventional organizations and will shift 
their support to militant organizations only after their initial attempts fail. These expectations are 
also supported by the data. An increase in civil liberties tends to increase the support for 
conventional organizations and decrease it for the militant ones. 

My expectations for an institutional democratization are the opposite of the ones 
regarding civil liberties. This difference is the result of the environment that follows an 
institutional democratization. In any society, political institutions are a major source of order. 
When political institutions are replaced with a new political structure that people are not familiar 
with, security dilemmas increase. Consequently, I expect a drop in the support for conventional 
organizations (Hypothesis 7), and an increase in the support for militant organizations 
(Hypothesis 15). Both of these trends are clear in tables one and two. 

I have repeatedly mentioned that it was important for a country to carry out both 
transitions simultaneously in order to maximize their chances of success. This simultaneous 
transition, however, would have to be gradual, allowing people to adjust the new system before 
moving to the next step. Hypotheses 9 and 17 deal with such a transition. In countries where 
significant increases of civil liberties and institutional democracy levels coincide in a one year 
period, the transition is only likely to intensify the uncertainty of the political environment, 
resulting in lower levels of support for conventional organizations and significant increases in 
support for militant organizations. Even though the results are not significant for these two 
hypotheses, they not only have correct signs, but also are very close to being significant. Even if 
both transitions take place simultaneously, the success of democratization is not guaranteed. As 
results show, when both transitions take place over the course of a year, high levels of 
uncertainty result in high levels of support for militant organizations, which represent a direct 
threat to the success of democratization. 

Unfortunately two of my variables in the first two equations failed to gather support. The 
intensity of the institutional change, which takes into consideration not only what I described as 
democratization, but all fluctuations in the institutional democracy scores, does not appear to be 
a major factor in determining support for ethnically based organizations (Hypotheses 8 and 16). 
Another variable that failed to have a significant impact is the past political discrimination 
(Hypothesis 11).  
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The data lends strong support for most of my hypotheses regarding group members’ 
support for ethically based organizations. Especially the results from democratization variables 
are very consistent with my argument.  

       
State – Ethnic Group Interaction 

 
Regarding the interaction between the state and ethnic group, I have argued that political 

violence was a result of both parties’ participation. Each side’s violent behavior was determined, 
in addition to other’s behavior, by a combination of factors including ethnic differences, and type 
of organizations supported by the ethnic group.  

The ethnic difference variable I use here is the same as the one I use in the previous two 
equations. I argue that significant differences in ethnic identities of the two groups will lead to 
higher levels of violence by both parties (Hypotheses 18 and 22). The lack of common 
characteristics between the two groups should limit interactions and the possibility of a 
compromise between the two. The data, however, does not support this claim. Ethnic differences 
between two groups do not seem to have an impact on their violent behavior. This may be 
interpreted as lending support to constructivist claims about ethnic identity development, which 
see ethnic identities as tools in the hands of political entrepreneurs. If it is the case that ethnic 
differences do not contribute to the decision to use violence, we can argue that the source of 
ethnic conflict is not merely differences between groups, but the circumstances and issues that 
surround their interaction. 

I argue that high levels of support for conventional organizations will reduce the group’s 
protest/rebellion behavior, and a high level of support for militant organizations will increase it 
(Hypotheses 19 and 20). While the first of this argument produced opposite results, the second 
part failed to produce significant results. The data indicates that an increase in support for 
conventional organizations also leads to an increase in protest/rebellion by the ethnic group. 
Though, this result is contrary to my argument, it result may not be as surprising when we take 
into consideration the nature of the protest/rebellion behavior. As it may be recalled, when 
coding this variable, I created a scale that started with non-violent levels of protest and gradually 
escalated to civil war. Naturally, lower levels of this scale are experienced by a much higher 
portion of countries than its higher levels. Those non-violent levels of protest behavior also 
happen to be one of the tools in the arsenal of conventional organizations. Peaceful political 
protest is often used by conventional organizations, which could explain why an increase of 
support for conventional organizations translates into an increase in protest/rebellion by the 
ethnic groups. 

The state’s behavior toward the ethnic group is another important factor in explaining 
why ethnic groups may use protest and rebellion. An ethnic group repressed by the state is far 
more likely to react by protest/rebellion (Hypothesis 21). As I have argued earlier, the 
relationship is not a linear one. Because the resources at the state’s disposal are far greater than 
the ones available to the ethnic group, while lower levels of state repression is likely to lead to 
protest/rebellion, high levels of state repression was expected to crush the opposition and reduce 
protest/rebellion levels by the ethnic group. This argument is unfortunately is not supported by 
the results. Even though state repression’s impact on protest/rebellion is only significant at very 
modest levels, the squared value is not only insignificant, but also carries the wrong sign. There 
may be two possible reasons for these results. For one, this may be caused by the nature of my 
protest/rebellion variable. It is possible that since many of my cases involve only low levels of 
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protest/rebellion it rarely becomes necessary for the state to use very high levels of violence. A 
second reason may be the state’s inability to effectively repress opposition movements. It can be 
argued that the initiation of protest/rebellion indicates that the ethnic groups perceive a weakness 
in the government. This weakness may mean that the state lacks the means to effectively repress 
an opposition movement.  

In determining the sources of state repression, I have looked at three factors. 
Demographic factors such as the group’s share in the country population and ethnic differences 
(Hypothesis 22 and 23) produced results far from being supportive.  

More import is the relationship between the protest/rebellion levels and state repression. 
Unlike the previous equation, the relationship here is argued to be linear. I expect ethnic groups’ 
protest/rebellion to have a positive impact on state repression (Hypothesis 26). When dealing 
with an ethnic opposition, the government in a multi-ethnic country sees this as an important 
challenge because if successful, an ethnic mobilization signals to other groups in the country that 
the state is weak and unable to meet the challenge. This encourages other ethnic groups to 
mobilize in order to promote their own interests. The claim is supported by the data. 
Protest/rebellion behavior by ethnic groups appear to be an important determinant of the state 
repression.   

Regarding the support for ethnic organizations, I hypothesize that an increase of support 
for conventional organization will lead to less state repression (Hypothesis 25). Because by 
supporting conventional organizations, ethnic groups proclaim their commitment to the political 
system, the state is less likely to perceive them as a potential threat, reducing the need for 
repression. Increasing support for militant organizations, on the other hand, is likely to be 
rightfully perceived as a threat, and a potential source of challenge, by the state leading it to use 
repression in order to preempt the danger (Hypothesis 24). The claim about conventional 
organizations is supported by the data, while there is no support for my argument about militant 
organizations. When the ethnic group’s support shifts toward conventional organizations, state’s 
repression appears to decrease. Increased support for militant organizations, however, does not 
appear to infect the repressive methods used by the state. One way to explain this may be that the 
presence of support for militant organizations by itself does not necessarily mean that an ethnic 
mobilization is taking place. It is possible that the state only becomes aware of such increases in 
support for militant organizations only after those organizations become strong and able to pose 
a threat to the state. 

I started this section by describing the method I use to test my hypotheses. Then, I 
presented my results. Ethnic group’s support for organizations representing it was shown to be 
determined by the political circumstances in the country, specifically, democracy levels and 
democratization. The level of support, in turn, turned out to be a major determinant of the violent 
political behavior, establishing an indirect relationship between democratization and political 
violence.  

Overall, the model I present in this study performed very well, supporting most of the 
hypotheses key to my argument. Although it would be a gross overstatement to argue there is not 
need for improvements, despite data limitations this study proves to be a useful starting point for 
further research. I will attend such issues in the following section. 
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Substantive Effects 
 
 As the tables 1b through 4b show, directionally, the direct effects are consistent with the 
predicted directions I presented in tables 1a through 4a. It is now time to turn my attention to the 
substantive effects. One aspect of my dependent variables must be kept in mind while comparing 
the impact of various variables across equations. I present in Appendix-1 that the range of my 
first two dependent variables, support for conventional organizations and support for militant 
organizations, is zero to three, while my other two dependent variables, protest/rebellion by the 
ethnic group and state repression, stretch between zero and one hundred. Therefore, a one unit 
change in the first two equations represents a much higher increase than a unit change in the last 
two equations would.  

With that in mind, I first look at the support levels for various organizations. One result 
that immediately attracts attention is that, even though both significant, the impact of the support 
for conventional organizations on the support for militant organizations is more than three times 
higher than the opposite relationship. This is because militant require a higher level of 
commitment to the ethnic group’s cause. While militant organizations often recruit from and are 
supported by the people who already support conventional organizations, it is rarely the case that 
individuals supporting militant organizations do not already support conventional organizations. 
 Another important result concerns the overall democracy level in a country and its 
influence on the level of support for these organizations. Even though the relationship is in the 
opposite direction, an increase in the institutional democracy and civil liberties level appears to 
have a more substantial effect on reducing the support for militant organizations than it does on 
increasing the support for conventional organizations. This may be caused by the nature of 
democratic systems. Because in a democracy group rights, as well as individual rights and 
freedoms, are guaranteed by the regime, an increase in the democracy levels is likely to reduce 
the need for militant organizations that will use violence to protect the group’s interests. On the 
other hand, while an increased level of democracy usually translates to increased level of 
political involvement by the citizens, this participation does not necessarily have to be based on 
ethnicity. Once they feel secure, individuals often pursue their own interests through a variety of 
organizations.  
 The same tendency is also clear for the impact of democratization. When their country 
goes through a civil democratization, militant groups suffer a loss of support twice as much as 
the gain of support enjoyed by conventional organizations under similar circumstances. There 
are two possible reasons for this. First, more often than not the support for militant organizations 
does not effectively exclude support for conventional organizations. In other words, many 
supporters of militant organizations also support conventional organizations. As a result a drop in 
their support does not always increase the support for conventional organizations equally. A 
second reason for the faster decrease in support for militant organizations is caused by the risks 
involved. Any individual supporting such organizations becomes a potential target for state 
retribution. Naturally, when there are less risky avenues for achieving their goals, individuals 
tend to take them instead of risking more by continuing militant action. 
 When it comes to institutional democratization, I argued that the uncertainty of the 
situation would lead individuals to increase their support for militant organizations. And the 
results reflect this tendency. As the increase in the support for militant organizations is twice as 
large as the decrease in the support for conventional organizations, people appear to be selecting 
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the more appropriate organization to do the job, depending on the circumstances of the 
environment they live in. 
 Regarding the direct effects, the last equations of my model have a slightly less 
interesting story to tell. First, it is important to look at the relationship between protest/rebellion 
levels and state repression. While increasing levels of protest/rebellion by the ethnic group 
significantly increases the state’s repression levels, the impact of an increase in the state 
repression leads only to modest levels of increase in protest/rebellion levels. This can simply be 
the result of the means available to both sides. If we dig a little deeper, we can also argue that by 
reacting much more violently states are trying to send a message to other minorities in the 
country that may be considering similar actions. 
 
Total Effects 
 
 As in any structural equation system, direct effects only tell a part of the story. Because in 
these systems equations are estimated simultaneously, it is necessary to take into consideration 
the variables that are part of the system, but are not included in a given equation. Such variables 
have an indirect impact through other endogenous variables in the system. Table-6 presents the 
total effects of each variable in each equation.  
 As it becomes clear immediately, one advantage of looking at total effects is that they 
allow me to see the impact of democratization variables on protest/rebellion and state repression.  
 First, a high level of institutional democracy and civil liberties in a country appears to 
increase the level of protest/rebellion by the ethnic group. This, however, does not necessarily 
mean that the violence employed by the ethnic group is high. It can easily be interpreted as 
people using their right to oppose the government using low levels of protest. In a highly 
democratic society, individuals have the right to express their grievances openly. One 
characteristic that differentiates these societies from democratizing ones is the fact that those 
protests often do not escalate to a violent struggle.  
 When it comes to democratization, the results are slightly more puzzling. Both, 
institutional and civil democratization have a negative impact on protest/rebellion by the ethnic 
group. In other words, in a democratizing country ethnic groups tend to protest and rebel less. 
This may be the result of the initial optimism about the process. When people are granted rights 
that they did not possess before, they initially attempt to achieve their goals within the 
framework of the new regime and turn to protest and rebellion only after their initial attempts 
fail.  

Last, but not least, where institutional and civil democratization take place 
simultaneously and/or in a relatively short period of time, the level of protest and rebellion by the 
ethnic group increases.  This consistent with my argument regarding post democratization 
uncertainty and security dilemmas it creates. 

When it comes to the relationship between state repression and democratization, the 
results are somewhat mixed. While a high level of institutional democracy reduces state 
repression a high degree of civil liberties appears to increase it. While the first finding is 
straightforward, the second is hard to explain. 

Democratization, on the other hand, produces results that are easier to interpret. A civil 
democratization allows individuals and groups to protect their interests and pursue their goals. It 
is likely that some of these attempts will be interpreted by the state as a challenge to its authority. 
Under those circumstances, the state seems to respond with repression. An institutional 
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democratization, however, disintegrates the state apparatus, including some of its means of 
repression, limiting the state’s ability to repress ethnic groups.  

As it was the case for protest/rebellion by the ethnic group, where institutional and civil 
democratization take place simultaneously and/or in a relatively short period of time, we see an 
increase in state repression, which is also effected by uncertain circumstances surrounding it.  

Regarding the variables that already had direst effects, results are consistent with the 
direct effects table (Table-5). There are, however, few cases where the direction of the 
relationship changes. First and foremost two of my control variables, aggregate difference and 
the strength of group identity, drop out of my first two equations. Since their contribution to the 
model was far less than anticipated, this does not cause a major problem for my argument. 

High levels of institutional democracy appear to reduce support for ethnically based 
conventional organizations. In a society where individual, as well as group, rights and freedoms 
are guaranteed by the regime, individuals will have less of an incentive to organize around their 
common identities and will direct their support to organizations that represent their individual 
interests. The advantage ethnically based organizations provide their citizens with is the strength 
of numbers in an uncertain environment. If the environment is relatively stable, people are more 
likely to join others that share same goals than their ethnic brothers/sisters that may have 
conflicting interests. 

Civil democratization and joint democratization also produced results indicating the 
opposite of the impact I argued. Unfortunately there is no plausible explanation for those two 
results. 

On my second equation, a high degree of civil liberties appear to have a positive impact 
on the support for militant organizations. This may be caused by the ease of forming and 
sustaining organizations in countries where civil rights and freedoms are guaranteed. The 
freedom of association helps not only conventional, but also militant organizations to recruit with 
relative ease. 

As I have argued earlier, the negative association between the support for militant 
organizations and institutional democratization can be attributed to the early optimism about 
democratic system. 
Following these results that somewhat conflict with arguments I made at the beginning of this 
study, the total effects table also reveals some good news. A speedy transition to democracy 
increases group members’ support for militant organizations. This, although consistent with my 
argument, previously carried the wrong sign. Another change for the better is the positive 
relationship between support for militant organizations and protest/rebellion by the ethnic group. 
One last major change is that now support for conventional organizations appear to positively 
influence state repression. 
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CHAPTER - 5 

CONCLUSION 
 
 
 
 When I was first interested in this subject, the literature on ethnic violence was relatively 
limited. In the years since then the interest in the subject and the number of studies increased at 
such a rate that it would not be an understatement to say ethnic conflict became one of the fastest 
growing fields in political science. While some of these contributions were extremely valuable, 
most were too limited in scope to provide us an accurate view of the mechanisms at work. Here, 
With this study, I do not claim to fully explain mechanisms determining ethnic conflict levels in 
a country. For one, I am interested more in the conflicts related to political transition.  However, 
this study still has some major advantages over the others. First of all, instead of using a case 
study, I look at a cross-national sample of ethnic groups. And maybe more importantly, I focus 
on violence and democratization as dynamic processes that change over time according to 
circumstances. 
 I submit that political transition from an authoritarian system to a democratic one is a 
complicated process. The method and speed of the transition are important factors that determine 
its probability of success. Every political transition is followed by a period of uncertainty. 
Because such transitions change the institutional structure, individuals often need a period to 
adjust to new political institutions. Until that adjustment is complete and the people trust new 
institutions, it is inevitable that there will be security dilemmas in their relations with other 
groups in society that express different preferences. A high degree of change in a short period of 
time will only intensify the uncertainty and increase security dilemmas that result from it. 

I also suggest that ethnic heterogeneity is an important factor that needs to be taken into 
consideration by reforming elites. Political salience of ethnic identities is based on two of their 
main features. Some of the various characteristics that come together to form an ethnic identity 
are primordial in nature. The rest are established during the early years of an individual’s life and 
reinforced regularly. As a result, by the time the individual reaches adulthood, many of these 
characteristics become an important part of its identity. A second aspect of ethnic identities that 
makes them politically salient is the presence of enforcement mechanisms. Because ethnic 
identities are essentially social identities, they are maintained through community bonds. This 
makes it easier for political entrepreneurs to not only guarantee an individual’s loyalty to the 
group’s cause, but also to ensure his/her participation in the social movement.    

Consequently, I argue that because ethnic groups are relatively easy to mobilize behind 
group’s interests, a political transition in an ethnically diverse country brings with it additional 
risks and must be approached with caution. 

The dataset I used includes 284 politically active ethnic groups, over a five-year period. 
The model I built is a simultaneous equations model, consisting of four equations. The results 
were encouraging. The process of regime change and its nature appear to strongly affect the level 
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of support ethnic group provides to organizations claiming to represent its interests. While an 
increase in civil liberties shifts group’s support toward conventional organizations, the 
uncertainty following an institutional democratization appears to increase support for militant 
organizations. There also appears to be a clear relationship between intense political change and 
group’s support for militant organizations. The relationship between political violence levels and 
democratic change, although indirect, are high. 

Even though the results yield strong support for the majority of my hypotheses, it would 
be unrealistic to argue that there is not room for improvement. First, and foremost, the limitations 
imposed by the data need to be removed. At the very least, the data need to expand to cover a ten 
year period. Based on existing data sources it is impossible to achieve that without an extensive 
data collection project. Another problem is one of the sources I used, namely Freedom House 
data. In the field, there is some skepticism about the sources and methods employed by Freedom 
House project. Unfortunately, there are not that many available sources for civil liberties data. 
Even if it suffers from a few flaws, I believe the exclusion of the civil liberties data would be 
more harmful to my results than its inclusion.  

One aspect of my model, the exclusion of some economic variables, may attract some 
criticism. I do not deny that economic factors may produce some incentive for social 
mobilization. However, I argue that the economic factors that are important to political 
entrepreneurs and ethnic groups are not related to the current economic conditions of the 
country, but the state’s potential for generating economic benefits for the group that manages to 
occupy the center. For that reason, I believe that what essentially matters is the political control 
over the government.  

Despite these shortcomings, the study makes some important contributions to the field. 
First, the two scales I build start with low levels of non-violent conflict behavior and gradually 
escalate to civil war. This approach represents a new way of looking at ethnic conflict because it 
is significantly different than generally adopted separation of violent and non-violent means. The 
performance of those two variables in my model supports my view that in order to evaluate 
violent conflicts, one must also pay attention to non-violent levels of conflict. 

Another contribution concerns the measurement of democracy and democratization. Even 
though the separation of civil liberties and institutional aspects of democracy is not a brand new 
idea, it is not widely used in democratization literature. It can be considered a negligible 
difference when one focuses purely on democracy. However, when it comes to a dynamic 
process like democratization, it becomes important to separate the two for they have different 
impacts on the behavior of the parties involved. 

This study also takes an important step in bringing various fields together. It is clear that 
in order to accurately evaluate various events taking place around us one must not limit oneself 
to a single field. That results in the omission of valuable factors that may play an important role 
in the explanation.  

When we deal with concepts such as ethnicity and identity in general, it is inevitable that 
there will be some differences based on regional characteristics. This study’s most important 
contribution is to establish general tendencies we see in democratizing countries with multi-
ethnic populations. It provides me with a base support for my arguments. It is only realistic to 
expect that the support for my arguments varies depending social differences between different 
regions of the world. Now that general tendencies are established, the next step is to focus on the 
regional level and try explaining the sources of differences between them.  
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APPENDIX – B 

DATA 

 
 
 

The data I used to test my hypotheses is based on three widely used data sets in this area: 
Minorities at Risk, Polity IV, and Freedom House. Here, I will briefly summarize general 
information on their contents and inclusion criteria based on their codebooks. 

 
Minorities at Risk 

 
Minorities at Risk (MAR) is the main data set I base my research on. Many of my 

variables are either directly taken from the MAR data set, or are based on those variables. More 
importantly, the ethnic groups included in the MAR data set are the units of analysis of this 
study.  

MAR Project monitors and analyzes the status and conflicts of politically-active 
communal groups in all countries that meet the minimum population criteria of at least 500,000. 
These groups are tracked on political, economic, and cultural dimensions. 

At its current stage, the data set includes information on 284 politically active ethnic 
groups. In order to qualify as a minority at risk the groups must fit the following criteria: 

• The group collectively suffers, or benefits from, systematic discriminatory treatment 
relative to other groups in a society. 

• The group is the basis for political mobilization and collective action in defense or 
promotion of its self-defined interests. 
Since the strength and political significance of group identities change over time, the 

numbers of groups meeting the two general criteria also change. There are seven general rules 
that determine the application of groups: 

• The group must live in a country with a population greater than 500,000 for the year in 
question. 

• The group population must be at least 100,000 or, if fewer, it must exceeded 1% of the 
population of the country they reside in. 

• Groups residing in more than one country are included separately for every country 
where they meet the criteria. 

• The data includes advantaged minorities like the Sunni Arabs of Iraq and the Overseas 
Chinese of Southeast Asia, but exclude advantaged majorities. 

• The data excludes refugee and immigrant groups unless and until they are regarded by 
outside observers as permanent residents. 

• Groups are counted and coded groups at the highest level within-country level of 
aggregation that is politically meaningful. For example, all Hispanics in the U.S. are 
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profiled as a single group because they are usually regarded and treated by Anglo-
Americans as one collectivity. 

• Group membership is estimated using the widest demographic definition, even though 
not all people who nominally are members of a group necessarily identify with it. 
This criteria result in politically active 284 ethnic groups for the time period I study. 

MAR variables I use in my analysis and the details of their operationalizations are listed in 
Appendix-2.  

 
Polity - IV 

 
I rely on the Polity IV data set for my institutional democracy values. It contains annual 

information on regime characteristics for all independent states and covers the years 1800-2002. 
The minimum population requirement is the same as MAR, 500,000. Because most polities 
exhibit mixed qualities, Polity IV includes annual measures for both institutionalized democracy 
and autocracy.  

According to Polity IV democracy is conceived as three essential, interdependent 
elements:  

• The presence of institutions and procedures through which citizens can express 
effective preferences about alternative policies and leaders.  

• The existence of institutionalized constraints on the exercise of power by the 
executive.  

• The guarantee of civil liberties to all. 
There is need for one distinction here. Even though Polity IV includes the guarantee on 

civil liberties as a necessary condition for an institutionalized democracy, they do not include 
any data on civil liberties in their calculations. This makes it necessary to use an alternative data 
source for civil liberties. 

 
Freedom House 

 
Freedom House (FH) data is sometimes criticized for its secretive nature. Even though 

coding rules are vague and not available for evaluation, Freedom House is one of the very few 
sources for data on civil liberties.  

FH assigns each country and territory a political rights and civil liberties rating. This 
rating comes along with a corresponding status designation of Free, Partly Free, or Not Free. 
These ratings are not based on governments or government performance per se, but rather the 
“real-world” rights and freedoms enjoyed by individuals as the result of actions by both state and 
nongovernmental actors.  

Because there is room for judgment calls in coding, FH data is criticized by some as 
unreliable. Fortunately, for the purposes of this study, I do not use raw country scores as 
indicator of the civil liberties in a given country. The value I use is the civil liberties rating, the 
details of which are explained in detail in Appendix-2, which reduces the raw score varying 
between 0 and 60 to seven categories, in the process eliminating many inaccuracies. 
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APPENDIX – C 

VARIABLES 

 
 
 
 Following is a list of my variables, their sources and a their operationalization. 
  

Support for Conventional Organizations
11 

 
In order to calculate this variable, I used two variables available in the MAR data set. The 

scope of the largest open organization (OPSCOP9) records the highest level of support to the 
largest conventional organization representing the ethnic group for the period between 1990 and 
1995. The values vary between zero and three: (0) No Political movements recorded; (1) Limited 
(none supported by more than ten percent of the group); (2) Medium (largest organization is 
supported by no more than half of the group); (3) Large (largest organization is supported by 
more than half of the group).  

Taking 1990-1995 values for the scope of the largest open organization as a base, I used 
change in support for conventional organizations (CONOR#XX) to code my support for 
conventional organizations for the time period covered in this study, 1996-2000. Change in 
support for conventional organizations is coded between -1 and 1: (0) No change in support; (1) 
Significant increase in support; (-1) Significant decline in support. Starting from 1995 base 
values, for every significant increase in support, I increased the support level by one, and for 
every decrease, decreased it by one level.    

 
Support for Militant Organizations 

 
In order to calculate this variable, I used two variables available in the MAR data set. The 

scope of the largest militant organization (MILSCOP9) records the highest level of support to the 
largest militant organization representing the ethnic group for the period between 1990 and 1995. 
The values vary between zero and three: (0) No Political movements recorded; (1) Limited (none 
supported by more than ten percent of the group); (2) Medium (largest organization is supported 
by no more than half of the group); (3) Large (largest organization is supported by more than 
half of the group).  

Taking 1990-1995 values for the scope of the largest open organization as a base, I used 
change in support for militant organizations (MILOR#XX) to code my support for conventional 
organizations for the time period covered in this study, 1996-2000. Change in support for 
militant organizations is coded between -1 and 1: (0) No change in support; (1) Significant 
increase in support; (-1) Significant decline in support. Starting from 1995 base values, for every 

                                                 
11 Due to some concerns about the continuity of my dependent variables, I ran additional tests using ordered logit, 
which yielded very similar results to the ones I reported here, showing that my dependent variables were sufficiently 
continous. 
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significant increase in support, I increased the support level by one, and for every decrease, 
decreased it by one level.    

 
Protest/Rebellion by Ethnic Group 

 
As I have argued throughout this study, I believe that violent levels of ethnic group 

behavior are only an escalation of non-violent conflict behavior, not an entirely different 
phenomenon. Unfortunately a large portion of the literature treats protest and rebellion 
completely separately. As a reflection of this tendency, existing data sets present separate 
measures for these two behaviors. In order to create a measure that will fit my argument, I used 
two variables from the MAR data set: Group protest activities (PROTXX) and Anti-regime 
rebellion (REBXX). 

Group protest activities vary from zero to five: (0) None reported; (1) Verbal opposition; 
(2) Symbolic resistance; (3) Demonstrations by less than 10,000 people; (4) Demonstrations by 
less than 100,000 people; (5) Demonstrations by more than 100,000 people. 

Anti-regime rebellion, on the other hand, varies between zero and seven: (0) None 
reported; (1) Political banditry; (2) Campaigns of terrorism; (3) Local rebellion; (4) Small-scale 
guerrilla activity; (5) Intermediate guerrilla activity; (6) Large-scale guerrilla activity; (7) 
Protracted civil war.  

Combining these two variables, I created the thirteen-point scale presented in the 
following table. Because it would be unrealistic to expect each step in my scale to be at equal 
distance from each other, I assigned weights to each type of behavior.  

 
Minorities at Risk 

Value 

My Scale Weighed Value Description 

PROT/ REB 0 0 0 None reported 
PROT 1 1 5 Verbal opposition 
PROT 2 2 15 Symbolic resistance 
PROT 3 3 23 Demonstration (under 10,000 people) 
REB 1 4 34 Political banditry 
PROT 4 5 40 Demonstration (under 100,000 people)
PROT 5 6 49 Demonstration (over 100,000 people)  
REB 2 7 62 Campaigns of terrorism 
REB 4 8 70 Small-scale guerrilla activity  
REB 5 9 79 Intermediate guerrilla activity 
REB 3 10 88 Local rebellion 
REB 6 11 96 Large-scale guerrilla activity 
REB 7 12 100 Protracted civil war 

 
State Repression 

 
To measure state repression I construct a weighted scale based on repression variables 

from the MAR data set. MAR includes 23 variables (REP01XX to REP23XX) aimed to measure 
the presence of various repressive methods states use against ethnic groups. Taken individually 
none of these variables is sufficient for my purposes. As such, I have chosen 13 of these 
variables and ranked them from the lowest (systematic spying) to highest (ethnic cleansing) 
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levels of repression. I have converted each variable to dummies, coded one if the specific form of 
repression is present and zero if it is not. I assumed that if a country records at a certain level on 
the scale for a given year, all activities ranked lower will also be present in the country for 
that year. For example, if the members of a group are executed, it is also assumed that 
some members are also arrested. Because the items on the scale cannot be expected to be at equal 
distance from each other, they are later weighed between zero and one hundred. 
 
Minorities at Risk 

Variable 

My Scale Weighed Value Description 

0 0 0 None reported 
REP15XX 1 7 Systematic domestic spying 
REP11XX 2 15 Restriction of movement 
REP01XX 3 21 Few arrested 
REP02XX 4 27 Many arrested 
REP18XX 5 35 Limited use of force against protest  
REP03XX 6 44 Leaders arrested/ disappeared/ detained 
REP19XX 7 57 Unrestrained use of force against protest 
REP16XX 8 64 State of emergency 
REP20XX 9 75 Military campaigns against armed rebels 
REP06XX 10 81 Members executed 
REP09XX 11 87 Systematic killings by paramilitaries 
REP22XX 12 96 Military massacres of suspected supporters
REP14XX 13 100 Ethnic cleansing 

 
Aggregate Difference 

 
Taken from the MAR data set, aggregate intergroup differentials index (AGDIFXX) is 

based on the total number of differences checked for the following variables: Different 
ethnicity/nationality (CULDIFX1), Different language (CULDIFX2), Different historical origin 
(CULDIFX3), Different religion (CULDIFX4), Different social customs (CULDIFX5), Different 
residence (CULDIFX6), Access to power (POLDIFX1), Access to civil service (POLDIFX2), 
Recruitment (POLDIFX3), Voting rights (POLDIFX4), Right to organize (POLDIFX5), Equal 
legal protection (POLDIFX6), Income (ECDIFX1), Land/property (ECDIFX2), Higher 
education (ECDIFX3), Presence in commerce (ECDIFX4), Presence in professions (ECDIFX5), 
Presence in official positions (ECDIFX6). Added together, the value varies between zero and 18. 

 
Strength of Group Identity 

 
The strength of group identity (CATNESS) variable is based on Charles Tilly’s 

“categoriness,” the extent to which the group constitutes a distinct, self identifying identity. It is 
taken from the MAR data set and is a summary variable based on two other variables: Strength 
of cultural identity (CCATNESS) and Strength of politico-historical identity (PCATNESS). 

Strength of cultural identity, on the other hand consists of four variables: Language 
(LANG); Custom (CUSTOM); Belief (BELIEF); Race (RACE). While the strength of politico-
historical identity is made of two variables: Group concentration (GROUPCON); Lost autonomy 
(AUTLOST). 



 52

 
Civil Liberties 

 
Civil liberties values are taken from the Freedom House data. They are based on the 

answers given to a set of questions.  
a. Are there free and independent media and other forms of cultural expression? 
b. Are there free religious institutions, and is there free private and public 

religious expression? 
c. Is there academic freedom, and is the educational system free of extensive 

political indoctrination? 
d. Is there open and free private discussion? 
e. Is there freedom of assembly, demonstration, and open public discussion? 
f. Is there freedom of political or quasi-political organization? (Note: this 

includes political parties, civic organizations, ad hoc issue groups, etc.) 
g. Are there free trade unions and peasant organizations or equivalents, and is 

there effective collective bargaining? Are there free professional and other 
private organizations? 

h. Is there an independent judiciary? 
i. Does the rule of law prevail in civil and criminal matters? Are police under 

direct civilian control? 
j. Is there protection from police terror, unjustified imprisonment, exile, or 

torture, whether by groups that support or oppose the system? Is there 
freedom from war and insurgencies? 

k. Is the population treated equally under the law? 
l. Is there personal autonomy? Does the state control travel, choice of residence, 

or choice of employment? Is there freedom from indoctrination and excessive 
dependency on the state? 

m. Do citizens have the right to own property and establish private businesses? Is 
private business activity unduly influenced by government officials, the 
security forces, or organized crime? 

n. Are there personal social freedoms, including gender equality, choice of 
marriage partners, and size of family? 

o. Is there equality of opportunity and the absence of economic exploitation. 
Each question in the civil liberties checklists is awarded a raw point ranging from zero to 

four, where zero represents the smallest degree and four the greatest degree of rights or liberties 
present as specified in each question. After they are added together each country receives a civil 
liberties score that varies between zero and 60. These raw scores are then transformed to civil 
liberties ratings. The conversion is presented in the following table. 

 
Total Raw Scores Civil Liberties Rating 

53 - 60 1 
Countries and territories that receive a rating of 1 come closest to the 
ideals expressed in the civil liberties checklist, including freedom of 
expression, assembly, association, education, and religion. They are 
distinguished by an established and generally equitable system of rule 
of law. Countries and territories with this rating enjoy free economic 
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activity and tend to strive for equality of opportunity. 
44 -52 2 

States and territories with a rating of 2 have deficiencies in three or 
four aspects of civil liberties, but are still relatively free. 

35 – 43 3 
Countries and territories that have received a rating of 3, 4, or 5 range 
from those that are in at least partial compliance with virtually all 
checklist standards to those with a combination of high or medium 
scores for some questions and low or very low scores on other 
questions. The level of oppression increases at each successive rating 
level, particularly in the areas of censorship, political terror, and the 
prevention of free association. There are also many cases in which 
groups opposed to the state engage in political terror that undermines 
other freedoms. Therefore, a poor rating for a country is not 
necessarily a comment on the intentions of the government, but may 
reflect real restrictions on liberty caused by nongovernmental actors. 

26 - 34 4 
Same as three. 

17 – 25 5 
Same as three. 

8 – 16 6 
People in countries and territories with a rating of 6 experience 
severely restricted rights of expression and association, and there are 
almost always political prisoners and other manifestations of political 
terror. These countries may be characterized by a few partial rights, 
such as some religious and social freedoms, some highly restricted 
private business activity, and relatively free private discussion. 

0 - 7 7 
States and territories with a rating of 7 have virtually no freedom. An 
overwhelming and justified fear of repression characterizes these 
societies. 

 As the previous table shows, according to the civil liberties ratings, a low score represents 
a high degree of civil liberties. Because I do not further complicate the expectations in my 
model, I reversed the order, where a high rating translates to a high degree of liberties.  

Civil Democratization 
 
Based on the civil liberties variable I explained above, civil democratization is a dummy 

variable is a dummy variable coded one if a country experience a change of level over the course 
of a year and zero if the country experiences no change or a decrease in its civil liberties score. 

  
Institutional Democracy 

 
Taken from the Polity IV data set, institutional democracy variable is based on the 

democracy and autocracy values for a given country. The democracy indicator is an additive 
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eleven-point scale (0-10). It is derived from coding of the competitiveness of political 
participation, the openness and competitiveness of executive recruitment, and constraints on the 
chief executive. The eleven-scale autocracy score is created using the same variables used for the 
democracy score.  

My institutional democracy variable (the Polity score) is computed by subtracting the 
autocracy score from the democracy score; resulting in a unified scale ranging from +10 
(strongly democratic) to -10 (strongly autocratic). 

 
Institutional Democratization 

 
Based on the institutional democracy values from Polity IV data set, institutional 

democratization is a dummy variable coded as one if a country’s institutional democracy score 
increases by three over the course of a year, and zero if the institutional democracy score 
decreases or remains the same. Once coded as one, the value stays as one until a decrease in the 
institutional democracy score is recorded. One additional condition for this variable is that in 
order to qualify as an institutional democratization, the three point increase must land the country 
on positive territory. If following the change, the country still has a minus institutional 
democracy score, the variable is coded as zero.   

 
Change in Institutional  Democracy 

 
This variable simply records the change in institutional democracy variable from the 

previous year.  
 

Joint Democratization 
 
Joint democratization is a dummy variable coded one if the country experiences an 

institutional democratization and a civil democratization over the course of the same year and 
zero if not.  

 
Political Discrimination 

 
The political discrimination variable (POLDISXX) I use in my model comes from the 

MAR data set. It varies between zero and four. (0) No discrimination; (1) Neglect/ Remedial 
Policies (Substantial under representation in political office and/or participation due to historical 
neglect or restrictions. Explicit public policies are designed to protect or improve the group’s 
political status); (2) Neglect/ No Remedial Policies (Substantial under representation due to 
historical neglect or restrictions. No social practice of deliberate exclusion. No formal exclusion. 
No evidence of protective or remedial public policies); (3) Social Exclusion/ Neutral Policy 
(Substantial under representation due to prevailing social practice by dominant groups. Formal 
public policies toward the group are neutral or, if positive, inadequate to offset discriminatory 
policies); (4) Exclusion/ Repressive Policy (Public policies substantially restrict the group’s 
political participation by comparison with other groups).   
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Group Proportion to Country Population 
 
This calculation is based on the values of country population and group population taken 

from the MAR data set. 
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SUPPORT FOR CONVENTIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Table – 1a: Predicted Effects 

 Predicted Effect 
Aggregate difference  + 
Strength of group identity + 
Support for militant organizations - 
Institutional democracy  + 
Civil liberties + 
Civil democratization  + 
Institutional democratization - 
Institutional democracy change - 
Joint democratization - 

 
Table – 1b: Results 

 Coefficient Standard Error Significance
Aggregate difference -.0019 .0013 .134
Strength of group identity .0016 .0013 .210
Support for militant organizations .5172 .0135 .000
Institutional democracy .0366 .0080 .000
Civil liberties .2605 .0769 .001
Civil democratization .3447 .1993 .075
Institutional democratization -.6823 .1073 .000
Institutional democracy change .0314 .0316 .322
Joint democratization -.6164 .4088 .132
Constant  .4103 .1395 .003
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SUPPORT FOR MILITANT ORGANIZATIONS 

Table – 2a: Predicted Effects 

 Predicted Effect 
Aggregate difference  + 
Strength of group identity + 
Support for conventional organizations - 
Political discrimination + 
Institutional democracy  - 
Civil liberties - 
Civil democratization - 
Institutional democratization + 
Institutional democracy change + 
Joint democratization + 

 
Table – 2b: Results 

 Coefficient Standard Error Significance
Aggregate difference .0037 .0025 .135
Strength of group identity -.0032 .0025 .202
Support for conventional organizations 1.9332 .0577 .000
Political discrimination .0009 .0007 .193
Institutional democracy -.0724 .0157 .000
Civil liberties -.4899 .1474 .001
Civil democratization -.6943 .3799 .068
Institutional democratization 1.3123 .2104 .000
Institutional democracy change -.0557 .0604 .356
Joint democratization 1.2015 .7788 .123
Constant  -.8163 .2720 .003
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PROTEST/ REBELLION BY ETHNIC GROUP 

Table – 3a: Predicted Effects 

 Predicted Effect 
Aggregate difference  + 
Strength of group identity  + 
Support for militant organizations + 
Support for conventional organizations - 
State repression + 
State repression squared - 

 
Table – 3b: Results 

 Coefficient Standard Error Significance
Aggregate difference .0040 .0245 .871
Strength of group identity -.0160 .0175 .362
Support for militant organizations -.9179 4.6812 .845
Support for conventional organizations 2.9701 1.3758 .031
State repression .4609 .2834 .104
State repression squared .0025 .0034 .465
Constant 7.1012 2.0394 .000
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STATE REPRESSION 

Table – 4a: Predicted Effects 

 Predicted Effect 
Aggregate difference  + 
Group proportion to country population + 
Support for militant organizations + 
Support for conventional organizations - 
Protest/ Rebellion by ethnic group + 

 
Table – 4b: Results 

 Coefficient Standard Error Significance
Aggregate difference .0116 .0370 .754
Group proportion to country population -6.7333 4.3680 .123
Support for militant organizations 6.5141 6.7665 .336
Support for conventional organizations -4.2382 1.9937 .034
Protest/ Rebellion by ethnic group 1.3955 .1413 .000
Constant -8.3856 2.5985 .001
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DIRECT EFFECTS 

Table – 5 

 Support for 
Conventional 
Organizations 

Support for 
Militant 

Organizations 

Protest/Rebellion 
by Ethnic Group 

State 
Repression 

Support for 
Conventional 
Organizations 

1.9332*
(.0577)

2.9701* 
(1.3758) 

-4.2382*
(1.9937)

Support for Militant 
Organizations 

.5172*
(.0135)

-.9179 
(4.6812) 

6.5141
(6.7665)

Protest/Rebellion by 
Ethnic Group 

 1.3955*
(.1413)

State Repression .4609 
(.2834) 

State Repression 
Squared 

.0025 
(.0034) 

Aggregate 
Difference 

-.0019
(.0013)

.0037
(.0025)

.0040 
(.0245) 

.0116
(.0370)

Strength of Group 
Identity 

.0016
(.0013)

-.0032
(.0025)

-.0160 
(.0175) 

Institutional 
democracy  

.0366*
(.0080)

-.0724*
(.0157)

 

Civil liberties .2605*
(.0769)

-.4899*
(.1474)

 

Civil 
democratization  

.3447
(.1993)

-.6943
(.3799)

 

Institutional 
democratization 

-.6823*
(.1073)

1.3123*
(.2104)

 

Institutional 
democracy change 

.0314
(.0316)

-.0557
(.0604)

 

Joint 
democratization 

-.6164
(.4088)

1.2015
(.7788)

 

Political 
Discrimination 

.0009
(.0007)

 

Group Proportion to 
Country Population 

 -6.7333
(4.3680)

Constant .4103*
(.1395)

-.8163*
(.2720)

7.1012* 
(2.0394) 

-8.3856*
(2.5985)
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TOTAL EFFECTS 

Table – 6 

 Support for 
Conventional 
Organizations 

Support for 
Militant 

Organizations 

Protest/Re
bellion by 

Ethnic 
Group 

State 
Repression 

Support for Conventional 
Organizations 

- 1.9332 5.0463 10.0233

Support for Militant 
Organizations 

0.5172 - 2.6102 5.1849

Protest/Rebellion by Ethnic 
Group 

- - - 1.3955

State Repression - - 0.4609 -
State Repression Squared - - - -
Aggregate Difference 0.0000 0.0000 0.0315 0.0173
Strength of Group Identity 0.0000 -0.0001 -0.0163 -0.0230
Institutional democracy  -0.0008 -0.0017 0.4308 -0.0085
Civil liberties 0.0071 0.0137 0.0359 0.0711
Civil democratization  -0.0144 -0.0279 -0.0664 2.8319
Institutional democratization -0.0036 -0.0067 -0.0178 -0.0347
Institutional democracy 
change 

0.0026 0,0050 0.0131 0.2647

Joint democratization 0.0050 0.0099 0.0258 0.0513
Political Discrimination 0.0004 0.0009 0.0040 0.0047
Group Proportion to 
Country Population 

- - -3.1034 -6.7333

Constant  
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