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ABSTRACT

Contemporary military conflicts are not likely to occur between states but rather
within states. Recent examples, such as the ongoing Chechen-Russian war, Kosovar
resistance to Serbian ethnic-cleansing, Mayan (Zapatistas) autonomy claims in Mexico,
and the Ogoni struggle for land control in Nigeria testify to the diversity and scope of
ongoing state versus nation conflicts. Since most states "host" several ethnonational or
indigenous groups within their borders, an examination of the conditions under which
internal geopolitical faultlines (or historical/cultural divisions) transform into militarized
disputes is warranted.
Several theories of separatism, such as Hechter's (1975) "internal colonialism
model", Tilly's (1978) "resource mobilization theory" and Horowitz' (1985) political
conflict models, guide the two general research questions for this project. First, what
prompts some separatist groups to demand secession from the host state(s) while other
groups seek greater autonomy within the host state(s)? Second, what specific group
characteristics contribute to a separatist group's involvement in intrastate war?
To investigate the factors promoting separatist mobilization within host states, an
"Intrastate" dataset was constructed containing 226 separatist groups from around the
world. Utilizing knowledge of historical faultlines, current theories encompassing
constructivism and primordialism, and group resources, this dataset contains mainly
group-based indicators, which differentiates it from other existing datasets examining
ethnonationalism (Gurr 1993a). Variables in the Intrastate dataset include: whether the
group makes irredentist or secessionist demands, the geographic concentration of

10

ethnonationalist or indigenous group members on their homeland, and whether or not the
group is represented by a political party.
Using logistic regression analysis, the findings suggest that when a group is
highly concentrated on the homeland, is represented by a political party, and has more
than one host state, groups tend to demand exit over autonomy. Also, political parties
appear to be a very important indicator in determining a separatist group's mobilization
toward intrastate war, essentially exposing ethnonationalist faultlines and further dividing
the electorate. Finally, high group concentration can lead to involvement in interstate
crises, which demonstrates how intrastate conflicts can transcend state borders. Specific
conflict resolution techniques are offered in conclusion to promote accommodation by
both separatist groups and host states.
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Chapter 1
CONTEMPORARY FAULTLINES IN WORLD POLITICS

According to the recently updated Correlates of War (COW) data set, 92

intrastate wars (armed conflict within states) were fought between 1945 and 1992
compared to 3 5 interstate wars (wars between two or more states) during that same
period (Mason 1996:4). When comparing the outbreaks of interstate versus intrastate
wars throughout the world since 1945 (see Figure 1 below), it is evident that frequencies
of intrastate wars have steadily increased since the late 1950's; the advent of

FIGURE 1.1
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decolonization in the 1950's and 1960's led to several, intrastate confrontations that pitted
separatist groups against their newly formed "host" states. 1 As Figure 1 illustrates, the
1

The term "host" state is the most grammatically precise and widely used phrase
describing states containing ethnonationalist or indigenous groups within their borders.
However, this term should not be construed to imply a sense of undue state cordiality,
especially given the severe treatment that several indigenous and ethnonationalist groups
have received at the hands of their "host" states (Corntassel and Hopkins Primeau 1995).
It also should be noted that most ethnonationalist groups have more than one host state
as 70o/o of all nations throughout the world are situated across one or more state borders
(Gurr 1993a:133).
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gap between the frequency of intrastate and interstate wars widens even further beginning
in the late 1970's and more than doubling by the 1990's. While interstate wars seem to
occur at a fairly stable rate (ranging from 0-6 annually), the number of ongoing intrastate
wars has spiked dramatically upwards since the end of the Cold War to its current figure
of 27 ongoing intrastate wars. Data from the Minorities at Risk project (MAR), which
documents the global proliferation of intrastate conflicts since 1945, ftirther corroborates
this trend. According to the MAR data, outbreaks of wars of national liberation have
mcreased five-fold since 1950 (Gurr and Harff 1994:10-11).
Not only have intrastate wars been more frequent than interstate wars, but they
have also been deadlier. Of the approximately 22 million war casualties since 1945, 8
million were victims of combat between organized armies of two or more states; 14
million deaths have resulted from wars of national liberation or intemationalized civil wars
(Holsti 1992:41). "Host" states often refuse to recognize the existence of nations within
their borders for fear of shattering the illusion of "nation-state" homogeneity. All too
often, state-building has been accomplished by nation-destroying^ (Connor 1994:Chapter
2; Nietschmann 1994:229).
Unfortunately, theoretical development and empirical research investigating the
link between state and separatist group behavior lag far behind the reality of marked
global increases in intrastate rebellion (Garment 1993:137). Given the qualitative and
quantitative shifts in separatist group activity since 1945 (Garment 1993:140; Connor

2 When one considers the death toll due to "host" state-directed violence against national
peoples since 1945, there have been approximately 73.5 million deaths (Nietschmann
1994:237). In a related study, Rummel (1994:4) utilizes the term "democide" to refer to
the murder of any peoples by governments. He calculates that approximately 169 million
deaths have occurred at the hands of host states between 1900 and 1987 (Rummel
1994:31).
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1994; Gurr and Harff 1994:10-11), this research investigates the nature of separatist
group mobilization since World War II. This research begins to investigate why some
separatist groups pursue political divorce from the host state versus autonomy.
Additionally, what group and host state characteristics promote the onset of intrastate
war? And when do intrastate wars spillover into neighboring states to become interstate
crises or disputes? Finally, how can host states better accommodate separatist groups
within their borders? These questions will be addressed to better understand the tensions
that exist between separatist groups and the states that host them.
If current trends prevail, the centrifugal forces of separatism will continue to spiral
through countries and expose their longstanding geographic, social, political, and cultural
faultlines. These faultlines affirm the basic disjuncture between the claims of selfdetermination and autonomy asserted by separatist groups and the claims of sovereign
territorial control by their "host" state(s). Ultimately, most countries fear that
recognizing the legitimacy of one group's claim to self-determination within their borders
will produce a "slippery slope" or "domino" effect by spawning new and intensified
separatist conflicts within the region of the host state(s)3 (Gurr 1993a:323-324). If
intrastate wars continue to increase in frequency and intensity, which factors prompt
groups to openly demand independence or autonomy from the state(s) that host them?
What prompts some separatist groups to engage in military confrontations with their host
state(s)? These questions and others will be addressed while investigating the multiple

3 Additional state fears of separatism include: the non-viability of the "rump" state; the
issue of stranded majorities or trapped minorities; the danger of giving birth to inviable
entities that would be a burden internationally; the damage done to the will of the
majority and the resultant ability of a minority to constantly blackmail the majority with
secession; and, above all, the opening up of a "Pandora's box" of self-determination ad
absurdum (Buchheit 1978:27-31; Heraclides 1992:404-408).
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paths to separatism. Exploring the complex nature of these relationships and faultlines as
potential paths to separatism is the central focus of this project.
Terminological Distinctions
There is much confusion in the literature on how to define terms such as
separatism, ethnic group, indigenous group, nation and state. Rather casual usage of
terms such as separatism and nationalism in the past has produced terminological
"discord" when researching these subjects (Connor 1994:Chapters 2 & 4). The crux of
the problem is rooted in the fact that many scholars of world politics treat the nation as
being synonymous with the state. Consequently, the term "nation-state" is commonly
used to refer to one of approximately 192 legally recognized states in the world system.
Yet only nineteen of the 192 recognized states in the world are composed of one nation''
(Griggs and Hocknell 1996:2). The vast majority of the world's states (over 90%) are

'• The 19 existing nation-states within the current world system include: Andorra, Czech
Republic, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Lesotho, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta,
Marshall Islands, Monaco, Poland, San Marino, Seychelles, Slovenia, Tongal, Tuvalu,
Western Samoa, and Yemen (Griggs and Hocknell 1996:2-3).
In another conceptualization of states, Nielsson (1985:30-31) contends that 45
nation-states currently exist in the world. Here, nation-states are defined as one nationgroup accounting for more than 95% of the state's population. However, his list includes
territories that are not internationally-recognized state actors such as Hong Kong, Puerto
Rico and Taiwan. Additionally, some of the countries Nielsson lists as nation-states,
such as Italy, where 13% (8,145,000) of its inhabitants are Lombards, and Colombia,
where 23% (8,350,000) of its inhabitants are Antioquians, have nations within their
borders which clearly exceed the 5% cut-off that Nielsson proposes (Minahan 1996:25,
331).
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multinational and contain more than one nation within their borders. A state such as
Russia contains the Ainu, Altaians, Avars, Bashkirs, Buryat, Chavash, Chukots, Ingush,
Karelians and several other national groups wdthin its borders. Global institutions are
also guilty of terminological imprecision. For example, the United Nations is a misnomer
as its members are actually states; technically it should be called the "United States". In
sum, the root of this terminological discrepancy is that the state and nation are two
entirely separate conceptual entities. To rectify this problem, these terms are
conceptually distinguished (conceptualizations will be further discussed in Chapter 3).
For the purposes of this research, separatist groups^ are defined as:
Organized, politicized groups seeking goals ranging from increasing their
autonomy (i.e. self-management capabilities) within the host state(s) to attaining
fiill independence (i.e. secession) from the host state(s) in order to promote their
agenda of political, social, cultural and economic control over a territorial homeland
without undue influence from the host state(s) (Horowitz 1985:231; Gurr
1993a:294-299).
A separatist group can be comprised of either an ethnonational^ or indigenous
group. As one possible type of separatist organization, an ethnonationalist group is

5 Some scholars might object to the use of the term "separatist group" as it may be
construed to imply that most nations within the state-centric system have been
"incorporated" or subsumed within their host states (Griggs and Hocknell 1996;
Nietschmann 1994:237). However, given the broad definition of separatist groups used
here, there is no underlying assumption that these groups have been incorporated into
their host states; only that they are seeking greater autonomy or independence from the
authority of their host states
6 Walker Coimor coined the term "ethnonationalism" in 1973 to prevent further
terminological confusion over the use of the term "nationalism". In accordance with
Connor's (1994:Chapter 1) conceptual scheme, ethnonationalism and nationalism
essentially reflect the same phenomenon and are used interchangeably in this dissertation.
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defined as "a community of self-identifying people who believe they share a common
ancestry, culture, and a historically common territory" (Author's additions in italics;
Coimor 1994:197; Nietschmaim 1994:226).
Indigenous peoples constitute a second possible type of separatist group and are
defmed as:
... the existing descendants of the people who originally inhabited the present
territory of a country (or countries), wholly or partially, at the time when persons
of a different culture or ethnic origin arrived there from other parts of the world,
overcame them, either by direct conquest, settlement, or other means, reduced
them to a non-dominant group within their home region or territory. (Author's
additions in italics; E/CN.4/Sub.2/L.566, para. 34)
The majority of the states in the world system host both indigenous and
ethnonationalist groups within their borders. Here, a state is defined as a "centralized
political system recognized by intemal and external actors as a viable, sovereign entity
with exclusive authority to intervene coercively in all activities v^thin its legallyrecognized boundaries." (Nietschmaim 1994:227; Thomson 1995:219) Clearly from this
defmition there can be little confusion in differentiating a state from an ethnonationalist or
indigenous group.
However, not all groups seek separation from their host state(s). Gurr and
Haxton (1996:8-9) categorize these cases as "minority people" who have "a defined
socioeconomic or political status within a larger society ~ based on some combination of
their ethnicity, immigrant origin, economic roles and religion ~ and are concemed about
protecting or improving that status".
"Minority people" are differentiated from separatist groups in that they seek to
improve their social stratum or economic well-being within the confines of the host state.
For example, African Americans seeking an end to economic and social discrimination in
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the U.S. would be categorized as minority people.^ The political and economic activities
of groups conceptualized as "minority people" are not the object of this study.
Finally, it should be noted that the term "ethnic group" is conceptually distinct
from ethnonationalist or indigenous group. According to Connor (1973:3), ethnic groups
are identified by "outside" observers, such as anthropologists, while
ethnonationalist/indigenous groups are self-defined. Until group members become aware
of their cultural, political and ancestral uniqueness, they are merely an ethnic group and
not a nation. Following this logic, an ethnic group describes people who are placeless
minorities within a state. That is, they do not make any claims to a territorial homeland
vdthin the confines of the host state (Nietschmann 1993:40; Nietschmann 1994:230-231)
For example, Karelians in India would be considered an ethnic group since they do not
make claims to any part of India. However, Karelians in Finland and Russia would be a
nation since they make claims to a particular homeland there and are aware of their
cultural uniqueness. Therefore, an ethnic group is best defined as "placeless minorities
within a state who are identifiable by outside observers but do not yet share a common
awareness of their own cultural, political and ancestral uniqueness." (Connor 1973:3;
Nietschmann 1993:40)
The terms separatism, ethnonational, indigenous, and state wdll be widely used in
this research. Therefore it is appropriate that they hold specific meanings rather than be
used improperly or confused with other similar phenomenon. With the terminological

' Gurr (1993a:21) and others (Gurr and Harff 1994:354; Gurr and Haxton 1996:9) further
classify minority people usmg two distinct categories: ethnoclasses and communal
contenders. Ethnoclasses are people who occupy a distmct social and economic stratum
or niche, such as African Americans within the U.S. Commimal contenders are culturally
distinct peoples who hold or seek a share in state power, such as the Chinese in
Malaysia.
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precision for this research intact, one can investigate the interstate and intrastate activities
of separatist groups within their host states.

Contemporary Geopolitical Fauhlines
Much like the name implies for geographic study, a faultline is a deep fissure or
division within a host state. "While it is usually hidden from view, fauhlines or historical
divisions remain a potentially volatile force underlying future separatist movements.
There are three basic faultlines that exist in contemporaiy world politics, which will be
detailed below. Understanding these geo-strategic considerations promotes greater insight
into the ways that separatist groups mobilize for either exit or autonomy from thek host
state. Additionally, knowing how separatist groups react to their geopolitical context
may explain their propensity to become involved in interstate and intrastate conflicts.
Utilizing Esman's (1990:83-84) examination of ethnonationalist group distribution
patterns throughout the world, three distinct geopolitical faultlines of separatist groups
are identified as prevalent and longstanding determinants of intrastate and interstate
conflicts. Such faultlmes are found within all regions of the world and illustrate the
potential for separatist group mobilization as deep political and cultural divides within
host states.
The first geopolitical faultline to be discussed is irredentism. Terra irredentism
literally translated means "luiredeemed territory". The concept of irredentism can be
divided into two distinct, conceptual categories. First, it can refer to an ethnonationalist
group or state's attempt to detach land and people from one state to achieve incorporation
within the boxmdaries of another state (Horowitz 1991:10). An example of this is the
attempt by Somalia to detach part of Ethiopia and incorporate it as their own territory.
Second, irredentism can refer to the attempt to detach land and people divided among
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more than one state in order to incorporate them into a single new state. An example of
this is the effort by the Kurds living in Syria, Iran, Iraq and Turkey to form a new state of
Kurdistan (Horowitz 1991:10).
As the above defmition suggests, irredentist activity automatically involves more
than one host state. With this form of ethnonationalist activity, it is conceivable that
irredentist movements are more likely to initiate militarized conflicts with two or more
states. Given the very nature of irredentism as a group's attempt to detach land and
people from one state and add it to the boundaries of another state, it necessarily involves
competing territorial claims between two or more states. In fact, the more that
ethnonationalist/indigenous groups pursue the recovery of ethnic kindred and territorial
homeland in another state, the greater the risk of war (Van Evera 1994:8). Subsequent
research lends further support to this hypothesized relationship, suggesting that state
leaders perceive irredentist movements to be far more threatening to their state's territorial
integrity than other types of separatist group movements, such as secession (Garment
1996). The potential for interstate and intrastate violence attains an even greater
magnitude when one considers that approximately 68% of all separatist groups are
situated across one or more state borders (Gurr 1993a:133)
A second geopolitical faultline involving separatist groups is secession from one
host state. Similar to the definition of a separatist group, secession is the attempt by an
organized, politicized group to increase either autonomy (i.e. self-management
capabilities) or attain full independence from the authority of one host state. Given their
unique geographic distribution, secessionist groups are often referred to as "internal
colonies" or nations captured within one state's borders. Motivations for secession range
from a separatist group's demand for complete independence, decolonization, or demands
for greater self-management for its own peoples vwthin the existing structure of the state.
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One example of a secessionist movement would be the Chittagong Hill Tribes seeking
political and economic autonomy from the government of Bangladesh since 1971. A more
extreme example of secession would be Chechnya's attempt to break away from Russia
beginning in 1995 and form their own mdependent state.
Secession is conceptually distinct from irredentism in two ways. First, secessions
involve separation from one host state while irredentist movements involve separation
from two or more host states. As Horowitz (1991:10) points out: "Irredentism involved
subtracting from one state and adding to another state, new or akeady existing; secession
involves subtracting alone." As a form of political divorce, secession poses a distinct
threat to the territorial claims of states. Secessionist movements are more common than
irredentist movements and often lead to protracted conflicts between the group and host
state. There is a tendency for secessionists to continue an armed struggle against the state
v^thout compromise, even when a good opportunity arises (Heraclides 1991:35). This
may explain the persistence of secessionist conflicts over time.
Secondly, secessionist movements can draw third parties (neighboring states,
other separatist groups, IGO's etc.) into the ongoing intrastate conflict, which may widen
the scope of the conflict to an interstate dispute. To assess the nature of third party
involvement in separatist group actions, Heraclides (1990, 1991) undertook a comparative
case study approach and examined seven postwar secessionist movements.® Heraclides'
study found that third parties assisted secessionist groups in two important ways
(1990:368-369): offering tangible support to a separatist group in the form of material aid
(weapons, ammunition, aircraft, training etc.), access to communications media, and/or a
base of operation which includes military intervention on behalf of the separatists; and

8 The seven cases are Katanga, Biafra, the Southern Sudan, Bangladesh, Iraqi Kurdistan,
Eritrea, and the Moro region of the Philippines (Heraclides 1990:342).
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offering intangible aid, which includes "expressions of concern for the conflict", a call for
peace talks, and official recognition of the secessionist entity.
Overall, this project along with other works (Horowitz 1985; Garment 1993;
Garment and James 1995) begins to identify key factors in secessionist intrastate wars
"spilling over" into interstate disputes. As testament to the widespread potential of
secessionist impulses leading to interstate conflicts, one can witness the ongoing struggle
of Palestinian peoples for secession from Israel as evidenced by the actions of the
separatist group, Hamas, and the strained relations between Israel and Syria, as a known
sponsor of Hamas activities. Such a "triangulation" of state and national alliances amidst
an interstate dispute complicates the opportunities for conflict mediation and may serve
to escalate existing armed conflicts (Zartman 1992:33). State management of such a
triangular relationship is hindered by a failure to comprehend the long-range interests of
separatist groups.
A third example of a geopolitical faultline is a diaspora. As Sheffer (1986:3)
defines them, "Modem diasporas are ethnic minority groups of migrant origins residing
and acting in host countries but maintaining strong sentimental and material links vidth
their countries of origin —their homelands." There are two types of diasporas in
international politics: those with patron states of origin, such as Mexican citizens within
the United States; and those diaspora movements without patron states, such as
Palestinians, and may reside in Israel and other countries around the world. These are
truly transnational peoples who develop links with both their host countries and their
countries of origin. Diasporas are formed either by voluntary migration, such as Turks
working in West Germany, or as a resuh of expulsion from the original homeland, such as
the Hutus fleeing from the Tutsi government in Rwanda in recent months (Sheffer
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1986:9). Overall, diasporas tend to maintain strong ties with both their homeland and
their cultural practices, despite the actions of their host state(s).
Diasporas are distinguished from irredentist movements in that diasporas do not
actually reside on the original homeland. As a result, they do not seek to incorporate
adjacent territory as irredentists do, but rather to reclaim their original territory.
However, the potential of diasporas to get involved in intrastate or interstate conflict is
quite high and can result in communal conflict in three distinct ways (Horowitz 1986:294295). First, a diaspora may provide resources and political support to a homeland
community in a host state. This is best evidenced by Irish-Americans sending money to
their kindred nationals in Northern Ireland in order to reclaim their original territory.
Second, diasporas can engage in separatist activity by viewing themselves as an extension
of the original homeland. An example of this aie the Greek Cypriots claiming Cyprus as
part of Greece. Finally, diasporas can be parties to intrastate conflicts within their
current host country. For example, the Palestinians in Lebanon were struggling for a
dominant position within the host country rather than unity with the original homeland of
Palestine (Horowitz 1986:295).
After surveying these three, distinct geopolitical faultlines involving separatist
groups, it is apparent that multiple paths to separatist group mobilization exist. Different
paths to separatism may be dictated partially by longstanding historical and cultural
faultlines, while other immediate factors may facilitating a group's mobilization toward
intrastate conflicts. Not surprisingly, there are numerous faultlines or division within
host states today. To illustrate the breadth of competing nation and state territorial
claims in world politics, some scholars contend that between 5,000 and 9,000
nations/indigenous groups exist in the world today (Nietschmarm 1994:226; Minahan
1996:xvi). Using more conservative criteria, Nielsson (1985:33-35) identifies 589
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potential ethnonational and indigenous groups throughout the world. Despite the
variance in estimations, it is important to note that each of these groups has potential
claims to a territorial homeland. Therefore, even when using conservative estimates, the
ratio of separatist groups to host states v^dthin the contemporary world system is 3 to 1.
These stateless societies of the "Fourth World",® comprise approximately one-third of
the world's population and claim approximately 50% of the world's land area
(Nietschmann 1987:3). Given their potential homeland claims, they are deemed a threat
to the unity of existing host states. Exposing the geopolitical strategies these groups
undertake vwthin host states is only one method of understanding separatist activity.
Several other cultural, political, economic, and social divisions within host states have yet
to be considered. In order to better imderstand how separatist groups mobilize for either
exit or autonomy with the limited resources available to them, the investigatory stages of
this "Intrastate project" are detailed in the following section.

Steps in the Investigatory Process
Since this project represents an analysis of separatist group mobilizations within
host states, Chapters 2-7 can be regarded as steps in a larger investigatory process. A
brief synopsis of each chapter is provided to demonstrate that there are multiple paths to
separatism.

9 Fourth World Theory refers to the study of 5,000 to 8,000 ancient but internationally
unrecognized nations that predate and continue to resist the spread of the modem state
(Nietschmann 1994:225). The term came into wide use after the 1974 publication of
Shuswap Chief Manuel's book entitled The Fourth World: An Indian Realitv CGriggs
1992). Since then. Fourth World theory has been further developed and conceptualized
by a number of geopolitical researchers (Dyck 1985; Nietschmann 1994; Ryser 1994;
Griggs and Hocknell 1996).
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By now it is apparent that separatist group activity is the main unit of analysis
for this research while host states provide the context in which they operate. 226
separatist groups are identified for analysis in this project, representing approximately
13% (over 818 million people) of the world's population. Separatist group links to both
intrastate and interstate conflicts are investigated between 1945 and 1995. However,
separatism is not merely a contemporary phenomenon. In order to contextualize the
existence of longstanding territorial divisions between states and national/indigenous
groups, a brief historical discussion is necessary.
Chapter 2 provides a historical overview of the world system by documenting
longstanding ethnonationalist and indigenous group divisions within host states. Due to
colonialist and imperialist practices of the past, state authority has long been
superimposed over unconsenting nations and indigenous groups. When overseas
colonists permitted their former territories to become independent states (1950's to
1970's), ethnonationalist and indigenous groups wdthin the borders of these newlydecolonized states became captive or "internal colonies" (Hechter 1975). This existing
internal colonialism is not easily resolved due to the sovereignty accorded to states.
Established by the Peace of Westphalia in 1648, the principle of state sovereignty treats
existing state borders as inviolable and prohibits external intervention into a state's
"domestic" affairs.
However, several of the existing state boundaries were established by conventions
or treaties that reflected the objectives of colonial powers (Griggs and Hocknell 1996:5;
Nietschmann 1994:234-236). One notable example of this was the Berlin African
Conference of 1884-1885. While originally intended to bring "freedom of commerce" to
West Africa, the effect of the 1884-1885 Berlin African Coiiference was to begin the
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process of politically partitioning Africa under the leadership of major colonial powers'"
(Isaacs 1975:12; Crowe 1970:5-6). With the advent of arbitrarily-created state boundaries
produced by colonial powers, separatist groups that predate their host state often do not
recognize the legitimacy of their host state(s) and may ultimately challenge the host
state's "authority" over these groups. In fact, Gurr and Harff (1995) found that more
than 75% of all separatist groups preceded the formation of their host state(s).
Overall, the policies of the international community send mixed messages to
separatist groups. The 1945 United Nations' (UN) Charter claims that "all peoples have
the right of self-determination." Yet this right of self-determination cannot "disrupt the
national unity and territorial integrity of country." When the UN passed the 1960 UN
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, only
"external" colonies were able to seek independence. According to a doctrine known as the
"Salt Water Theory", it was not legitimate for nations who formed a minority within an
existing state territory to seek self-determination; only those separated by water or land
from the colonizing power (external colonies) could decolonize (Knight 1994:79). Internal
colonies such as Tibet (China), Hawaii (U.S.), Kurdistan (Iraq, Iran, Syria, Turkey), the
Chittagong Hill Tracts (Bangladesh), Chechnya (Russia), Miskito Indians (Honduras,
Nicaragua), and approximately 583 others continue to actively contest the intemational
conmiunity's proclamation that decolonization has ended.
Following a brief overview of the historical faultlines imdergirding intrastate
conflicts. Chapter 3 begins by briefly justifying the conceptualizations used in this
research. The bulk of the chapter, however, assesses the potency of existing theoretical

'0 Although 14 states attended the conference, including the U.S., only five were
especially instrumental in setting new policies for the continent of Afnca. These were:
France, Germany, Great Britain, Portugal and an ambiguous body called the Intemational
Association of the Congo (Crowe 1970:5).

26

approaches to separatist group mobilization, which have developed along two lines of
inquiry. The first school of thought is known as primordialism (Geertz 1963; Horowitz
1985; Smith 1986) and posits that the persistence of ethnic identity over time leads to
separatist mobilization, regardless of the context in which these groups operate.
Primordialism assumes that ethnicity's shared belief in a conmion ancestry and ability to
govern social relations is a historical artifact. The second theoretical framework is known
as constructivism (Hechter 1975; Tilly 1978; Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983).
Constructivists contend that separatist groups mobilize in reaction to state dominance
against a particular group of people. That is, certain circumstances, ranging from relative
deprivation to state repression, lead to the rational selection of ethnic identity as a means
of attaining desired political, economic, and other social goals (Scott 1990:148). Both
lines of inquiry are considered useful in explaining the underlying reasons for separatist
mobilization by promoting an understanding of micro and macro factors in separatist
group formation.
After reviewing several theories of separatism. Chapter 3 finds the greatest utility
in Hechter's (1975) "internal colonialism model", Tilly's (1978) "resource mobilization
theory" and Gurr's state repression models in his "Minorities at Risk" dataset (1993a;
1993b; 1996). By investigating some specific catalysts of separatism, two questions are
offered. First, what prompts some separatist groups to demand secession or political
divorce from the host state(s) while other groups seek greater autonomy or selfmanagement within the host state(s)? Second, what specific group or host state
characteristics contribute to a separatist group's involvement in intrastate war?
Specifically, the geographic concentration or dispersion of a group's members may impact
the mobilization for separatism. Most separatist regions are ethnically diverse, which
sometimes prevents the emergence of a strongly mobilized separatist outbreak (Horowitz
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1985:267). Therefore, the more densely ethnonationalist/indigenous groups are
concentrated, the greater the risk of war (Van Evera 1994:8). Overall, a thorough review
of the concepts and theoretical development of previous research generates some useful
explanatory tools for investigating paths to separatism. These tools will be used for
empirical analysis in Chapters 4,5 and 6.
Building on the theoretical development of Chapter 3, Chapter 4 identifies
particular groups and factors to be considered for hypothesis testing. First, 226
separatist groups are identified based on their level of politicization and awareness of
common culture and ancestry. Second, explanatory variables for each group and host
state were gathered firom a diverse set of sources, such as Gurr's (1996) listing of 268
politicized groups (MAR dataset) and Minahan's (1996) comprehensive volume detailing
210 ethnonationalist/indigenous group histories. These variables are compiled into an
"Intrastate" dataset, which will be used to test hypothesized relationships between host
states and separatist groups.
After operationalizing six key explanatory variables, possible hypotheses are
formulated. For example, an higher level of group homogeneity (i.e. concentration) on the
homeland is expected to facilitate their involvement in intrastate war. After all, it appears
that the majority of groups in this survey are fairly dispersed on their homelands. In
sum, while Chapter 4 discusses numerical trends in the dataset. Chapter 5 models
separatist mobilization.
Chapter 5 investigates why groups demand either autonomy or secession from the
host state(s). Additionally, this chapter investigates the group and host state factors that
permit the outbreak of intrastate wars. The determinants of group demands and
intrastate war involvement are tested using logistic regression estimations to test
hypotheses based on the existing literature. For example, when a separatist group is
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represented by a political party, it is deemed more likely to engage in an intrastate war.
Why is this so? Basically, ethnically-based political parties divide the electorate as
groups attempt to control the governments (Horowitz 1985:Chapter 7). Ethnonationalist
and indigenous parties tend to be exclusionary and absolutist in their aims, which
fragments society along separatist political and cultural faultlines.
After the empirical findings of Chapter 5 are discussed, it is noted that fiirther
analysis is necessary to explain the varieties of group mobilization patterns over time. Six
cases are profiled to provide a comparative context and are analyzed in terms of their fit
with the model resuhs. Such a case study approach complements the empirical results
and lends additional insight into the nature of separatist group mobilizations over time.
While Chapters 4 and 5 focus on group involvement in intrastate wars. Chapter 6
attempts to gauge how separatist groups get involved in interstate conflicts, namely
interstate crises." When one considers that approximately 68% of all separatist groups
cross one or more state borders, it is probable that intrastate conflicts can easily
transform into an interstate conflict. Previous experiences of the Pathtans (Afghanistan,
Pakistan), Sikhs (India, Pakistan), Mayans (Mexico, Guatemala), and Kurds (Iran, Iraq,
Syria, Turkey) illustrate how communal conflicts cross borders. Overall, the
intrastate/interstate linkages of conflict are examined here as separatist mobilizations in
interstate crises.
In terms of hypothesis testing, it is expected that the provision of tangible
assistance (i.e. militaiy weaponry etc.) by a third party to a separatist group involved in
an interstate crisis will increase crisis severity. After all, separatist groups often seek
assistance (monetary, safe haven, recognition etc.) from other states, separatist groups,
' • Interstate crises are defined as "...a threat to basic values, awareness of finite time for
response to the value threat, and a high probability of involvement in military hostilities."
(Brecher, Wilkenfeld and Moser 1988:3).
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intergovernmental organizations (IGO's) and non-governmental organizations (NGO's).
Third party support of separatist groups may effectively widen the scope of the conflict.
Finally, Chapter 7 examines a range of state and separatist group options for
effective conflict management. For example, do third party mediators deescalate
interstate crises involving separatist groups? Do accommodating host states experience
more separatist conflicts than authoritarian states? After integrating this project's
fmdings with the literature on accommodation of ethnic groups, normative guidelmes for
future state and national interactions are outlined. Host states can play a pivotal role in
conflict mediation by recognizing ethnonational/indigenous group diversity within their
borders and by practicing a pluralistic institutional framework (Horowitz 1990; Safran
1994; Lijphart 1995).
As this investigation into the nature of separatist group mobilization commences,
two levels of interaction come into play: intrastate and interstate. Understanding the
motivations and mobilization patterns at each level as well as how these two levels
interact increases the likelihood of bridging territorial divisions peacefully. Failure to
account for these intrastate/interstate linkages with regards to separatism has some
potentially serious consequences. After all, India and Pakistan went to the brink of
nuclear war in 1990 over Pakistan's alleged provision of military support to the Kashmiri
Liberation Front. This tension has continued with nuclear testing by both countries
during the summer of 1998 and continued artillery exchanges on Kashmiri homelands.
Given the uncertainties of the Post-Cold War era and increasing intrastate conflicts,
successful conflict management in the future may be rest on a more sophisticated host
state understanding of the ethnic diversity within their borders and the potential for
separatism.
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Chapter 2
HISTORICAL ROOTS OF STATE AND SEPARATIST GROUP FAULTLINES
Throughout history, the world has been partitioned politically with little regard
for the cultural and geopolitical claims of its ethnonationalist and indigenous inhabitants.
Colonial "partitioning" dates back to ancient Greece; it is essentially a process of
occupying "foreign" land and taking effective control over that territory's "subordinated"
society in order to attain economic benefits (Fumivall 1956:8-9; Doyle 1986:30; Ferro
1996:1). However, what constitutes a foreign land? This is not a specious question as it
holds serious implications for "subordinated societies" who desire decolonization or
separation from colonial powers. The analysis which follows addresses this and other
questions by providing an historical overview of the colonial experiences faced by both
ethnonationalist and mdigenous groups.
In conceptualizing colonialism, it is important to understand the distinction
between internal and external colonialism, which continues to be a key facet in
contemporary international law. Beginning in 1949, states attempted to create a
distinction between "...historical subjugation of an alien population living in a different
part of the globe and the historical subjugation of an alien population living on a piece of
land abutting that of its oppressors." (Buchheit 1978:18) Mirroring the actions of states,
the United Nations (UN) created the "Salt Water Thesis" as part of its official policy on
decolonization. According to this thesis, it was not legitimate for nations who formed a
minority within an existing state territory to seek independence; only those territories
separated by water or were geographically separate from the colonizing power could
invoke self-determination (Strang 1992:369-370; Knight 1994:79). Therefore,
ethonationalist and indigenous groups living on homelands adjacent to their colonizers,

31

whether newly-formed states or historically-recognized states, had no recourse for
decolonization xmder international law.
Ironically, external decolonization during the 1950's and 1960's led to widespread
re-colonization via internal colonialism. Of the approximately 192 currently existing
states today, 127 (66%) of them are less than fifty years old (Griggs and Hocknell
1996:4). Considering that over 90% of all states in the world system are multi-national,
the global magnitude of internal colonization is enormous (experienced by over 589
currently active groups). Yet despite over 500 years of colonial contact, internal colonies
(comprised of indigenous and ethnonationalist groups) have tended to maintain group
solidarity based on their awareness of cultural and ancestral relations, level of interaction
within their own group, and the significance of ethnic identity to individual group
members (Hechter and Levi 1994:185-186). In essence, groups that are internally
colonized usually comprise a cultural division of labor within host states (Hechter 1975,
1985).
Given the global effects of colonial practice, ethnonationalist and indigenous
groups share similar historic memories of their colonial encounters. These past events
color their current perceptions regarding the legitimacy of their host states' borders and
effective control over their territorial homelands. As Gurr (1993b:187) points out,
historic loss of autonomy is an important factor in promoting ethnonationalist rebellion.
Therefore, it is important to provide a historical context in which these contemporary
separatist groups operate. As Smith (1996:453) points out:
Since the time of Ernest Renan [1880's], collective memories have always been
recognized as a vital element in the construction of the nation and the selfunderstanding of its nationalism. What is less often appreciated is that, to become
national, shared memories must attach themselves to specific places and definite
territories.
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Thus, this "territorialization of memory" may be a key historical precondition for
intrastate wars.' For this reason, historical grievances of separatist groups, whose
territorial attachments and existence often precede the formation of their host state(s),2
are important. In order to uncover the historical roots of separatist group and state
cleavages, this chapter begins by examining how the principle of sovereignty served to
legitimize state occupation of both external and internal colonies. The sovereignty
principle, which constitutes state territoriality and control over national peoples within
its borders, has also met with resistance historically by separatist groups. In addition to
discussing the role of sovereignty in territorial claims, the historical development of
international legal treatment of both ethnonationalist and indigenous groups is outlined.
Experiences of ethnonationalist and indigenous groups are treated separately in this
chapter due to their conceptual distinctiveness, original inhabitation of homelands by
indigenous groups, and differential treatment accorded these groups under international
law. Overall, this chapter serves to reveal longstanding, historical divisions between
states and separatist groups by documenting the economic, social and political struggles
of ethnonationalist and indigenous groups since the advent of the state-centric system.

' Some theorists (Brubaker 1996; Bowen 1996) contend that ethnic identities are purely
modem and often artificial constructs created by colonizing powers or elites. Such a view
neglects the ancient ethnic origins of "modem" nations (Smith 1989:343-346). While it is
conceded that national identities evolve over time, historical evidence suggests that they
are not solely modem constructions of their host states. Such a view of nations as
"manipulated constmcts" contradicts conventional wisdom that host states fi'equently
attempt to control and/or de-emphasize national identities using regulatory strategies such
as non-recognition, resettlement, discriminatory treatment and reconstruction of national
identities to serve needs of state unity (Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1997).
2 According to Gurr and Harff (1995), 75% of all groups that they surveyed (268)
preceded the existence of their host states.
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Foundations of State Sovereignty
Before the advent of the state-centric system, a condition of heteronomy was
prevalent in Europe and throughout the world. Heteronomy, as discussed by Ruggie
(1983:274-275), was a system of rule that was truly global. First, there was no formal
distinction between internal and external political realms. Second, boundary
demarcations, such as those between France, England and Spain, were not deemed
inviolable and necessary until the early 13th century. Third, the feudal ruling classes were
able to "... assume governance from one end of the continent to the other without
hesitation or difficulty because 'public territories formed a continuum with private
estates.'" (Ruggie 1983:275) Finally, the medieval system was legitimated by common
bodies of natural law and religion, and the feudal units who "...viewed themselves as
municipal embodiments of a universal community." (Ruggie 1983:275)
What caused the shift from heteronomy to the system of sovereign states we
know today? Spruyt (1994:527-528) contends that the sovereign, territorial state system
prevailed over heteronomy due to its greater effectiveness at centralizing authority,
structuring transactions among other actors, and the desire by other actors to emulate
state institutions, which were deemed a superior form of organization in tlie world
system. Overall, "Sovereign territorial authority proved superior to its contemporary
rivals due to its internal structure." (Spruyt 1994:554)
In relation to the fragmented feudal system, sovereign states were generally
deemed a more efficient vehicle for commerce. Additionally, the territorial component of
sovereignty allowed for a hierarchical order within states, which provided an "institutional
focal point" for interaction among states (Spruyt 1994:555). Essentially, sovereign states
proved to be the most mutually compatible imits of transaction, as all states were
accorded equality imder the principles of international law. However, this "mutual
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compatibility" did not always extend to "sovereignty-free" actors, such as nations within
state borders.
The historic shift from heteronomy to state sovereignty was greatly enabled by
the onset of the Thirty Year's War and the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648.3 Originally
fought as a challenge to papal authority amidst the age of the Reformation, the war
became a discourse on the rights of citizens within a legal sovereign order who were no
longer thought of as merely dutifiil subjects of God (Held 1995:37). When treaties were
signed ending the Thirty Years' War, all parties agreed to honor the boundaries of others
and refrain from interfering in then- internal affairs. Hence, the fundamental principles of
sovereignty were put into place. It is ironic to note that the Thirty Years' War was
fought to "defuse the religious controversies that had triggered ferocious communal strife
within as well as among polities..." (Ferguson and Mansbach 1996:265).
While the Peace of Westphalia firmly entrenched the sovereignty principle within
the state-centric system, this concept had been previously debated by theorists of
international law. Bodin first wrote about the nature of sovereignty in 1576 and described
sovereignty as "that absolute and perpetual power vested in a commonwealth." (Bodin
1967:25) Bodin's conceptualization set the groundwork for future state-centric views of
sovereignty as absolute, perpetual, and vested in political demarcations of territory
known as countries.
When signing the Treaty of Westphalia, the monarchs of western Europe generally
adhered to Bodin's concept of sovereignty. For example, after 1648, possessmg
internationally-recognized units of territory was the key requirement for actors
participating in the post-Westphalian world system (Knutsen 1992:71). By relegating
3 Other researchers have discussed the pre-Westphalian world order as a system of
"nested polities" (Ferguson and Mansbach 1996) or "pre-systems" (Chase-Dimn,
Feinman and Peregrine 1996).

35

territorial control to a sovereign authority, the participants of the Thirty Years War
stripped the Holy Roman Emperor of his authority and placed it in the hands of newlyrecognized sovereign states. Unlike the previous system of heteronomy, there were now
internal and external dimensions of the newly-accepted sovereignty principle. Internally,
the territory was governed by a set of institutions such as government bureaucracies and
military forces loyal to the monarch (Knutsen 1992:76). The territory of the state also
had discernible boundaries and contained a population whose identity was forged by the
myths of a common nationality. Externally, the inhabitants of a state were subject to no
higher order (Knutsen 1992:78); all states were considered equal within the world system,
Perhaps most importantly, one state was not to intervene in another's internal affairs.
Since the time of Bodin and the Peace of Westphalia, countless theorists, ranging
from Hobbes to Falk, have reconceptualized the principle of sovereignty. However,
during the Age of Enlightenment (18th century), Bodin and Hobbes' conceptualization of
sovereignty as the absolute authority given to the coercive state derived from the power
of men (BLnutsen 1992:90-91) was effectively challenged by competing views of
sovereignty developed by Locke and Rousseau. Locke's work in particular provided the
basis for "popular sovereignty", which cast sovereignty as a man-made artifact to be
tailored to the self-interests of a state's citizenry (Knutsen 1992:103). Rather than
viewing the state's authority as absolutist, popular sovereignty posited that the state
originated from a voluntary social contract with its populace. This social contract called
for equality among citizens, as they were now limited by their duties to others in seeking
rational pursuits. Overall, the Enlightenment era provided a legal basis for challenging the
previously unquestioned authority of the state. Such a profoundly new philosophy
groimded the motivations for the U.S. and French Revolutions.
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Since the Enlightenment era, theorists have begun to view sovereignty as an
evolving practice rather than a fixed, static principle (Barkin and Cronin 1994). As an
example of this, one body of researchers known as liberal interdependence theorists
generally contend that sovereign state powers have eroded over time. Overall, these
theorists assert that state sovereign powers, such as control over its borders, have
diminished as boundaries have become more permeable (Keohane and Nye 1977;
Mansbach, Ferguson and Lampert 1976; Rosecrance 1986; Barkin and Cronin 1994;
Ferguson and Mansbach 1996). This loss of control is attributed to increasing
interdependence among states as well as the recent prominence of nonstate actors such as
separatist groups and multinational corporations (MNC's) that have actively participated
in the world system with increased access to new communication and technological
innovations.
Despite some compelling clauns by interdependence researchers, Thomson
(1995:217) contends that these theorists have an "ahistorical" conception of sovereignty
and wrongly focus on sovereign "control" rather than "authority". She argues that state
control over its borders has never been absolute. For Thomson the important question is
whether state authority has been challenged by nonstate actors and institutions. In
distinguishing control from authority, Thomson (1995:219) provides a useful working
definition of sovereignty used to guide this research;'* "Sovereignty is the recognition by
intemal and external actors that the state has the exclusive authority to intervene
coercively in activities within its borders."

Other widely accepted definitions of sovereignty also stress using the concept of state
authority in lieu of control. See for example Ruggie's definition of sovereignty as "the
institutionalization of public authority within mutually exclusive jurisdictional domains."
(Ruggie 1983:276)
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Thomson's definition uncovers three potential points of contention between host
states and separatist groups. First, her definition suggests that states have a monopoly
on armed coercion. Evidence supports this claim, as Nietschmaim (1987:7) found that
72% (86) of all current militarized disputes involved host states fighting national peoples
within their borders. Apparently several contemporary separatist groups choose to
militarily resist the state monopoly on coercion.
A second point to be drawn from Thomson's definition (and related to the first)
accentuates the view that states have been historically ineffective at meeting the needs of
ethnonationalist and indigenous groups within their borders. As a consequence of this,
the alleged sovereign authority of host states over all peoples within their borders is
contentious as separatist groups compete with states for himian loyalties. Rosenau
(1990:11) calls this phenomenon a "crisis of authority", which refers to the growing
divide between the state and multi-centric worlds. As Thomson argues, it may be state
authority and not control that is eroding within the current world system.
Finally, it is asserted that territorial claims are inextricably linked to state
sovereignty. Sovereign statehood implies effective control over a given territory. Since
territory is controlled by states alone, the homeland claims of nations within state borders
go unrecognized. Consequently, longstanding territorial attachments by ethnonational and
indigenous groups form historical faultlines within host states, which often promote the
myth of a homogeneous nation-state. Thomson (1995:221-222) questions the concept of
homogenous "nation-states" by claiming that there is a crucial difference between the state
and the society contained within it:
Once we acknowledge that the state and society are not equivalent, that the
relationship between them is potentially (if not inherently) conflictual, and that
state-society relations are influenced by interstate relations, interstate cooperation
takes on an added dimension. Put bluntly, states can cooperate agamst
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societies...The analytical distinction between state and society opens up the
possibility for a distinctive form of interstate cooperation, one based on states'
common interest in controlling nonstate actors.
While the state concept provides an illusion of stability and continuity, the
existence of viable non-state actors without sovereignty, such as separatist groups,
effectively challenge the myth of state homogeneity and unity (Ferguson and Mansbach
1996). State sovereignty has eroded to the extent that its authority over stateless
societies within its borders has been challenged. Although the principle of sovereignty is
often violated by outside state interventions, it is still the legal and intellectual foundation
on which societies make claims to territory under international law (Murphy 1994:210).

The Mvth of the Nation-State
With the sovereignty principle established as the overriding feature of the current
state-centric system, one can envision how sovereign states may promote an illusion of
homogeneity to enhance internal unity and prevent disruption of state borders. This
section discusses the origin of the nation-state term as well as implications for its usage.
When recounting the myth of the homogeneous, unitary state actors, it is important to
trace the roots of the term nation-state, which originated in the years 1920-21 by a French
Professor named Leon Duguit (Arbos 1990:61). Duguit's central claim was that the
nation was not to be excluded from the range of the state; on the contrary, the state
constituted the nation's personification (Arbos 1990:61). This belief overlaps with some
contemporary theorists who assume a one-to-one correspondence between the state and
the nation (Waltz 1979; Fukuyama 1992; Mearsheimer 1994).
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Ironically, nationalism was originally viewed as a state-based phenomenon.
However, the Enlightenment era and the notion of popular sovereignty set the stage for
the ultimate v^despread acceptance of the "nation-state" concept in 20th century theory
and praxis. The distinction between a state and a nation was first obscured by the onset
of the 1789 French revolution when tlie Jacobins attempted to use the power of
nationalism as a means to further centralize state powers (Griggs 1996:1). In other
words, the state claimed to be the nation. As a model inspiring other efforts of national
mobilization, the French Revolution essentially added the requirement of citizenship
rights to the definition of a nation-state (Barkin and Cronin 1994:116). The Jacobins and
other French revolutionaries claimed that the best way to establish a democratic state was
through a tight centralization of bureaucratic structures and linguistic standardization
(Nimni 1995:60). By 1791, revolutionaries attempted to quickly facilitate the widespread
use of the French language within their country, nearly leading to the complete
destruction of languages and cultures of non-Parisian communities within France, such as
the Basques, Corsicans, and Bretons (Nimni 1995:60-61). Thus, the French revolution
became the prototypical model for national unity and the nation-state concept.
Tilly (1995:190) finds that the French Revolution had a tremendous impact on
conceptions of "modem nationalism" and describes this historical event as monumental in
terms of establishing two competing views of the nationalist discourse:
Two different phenomena acquired the name 'nationalism': state-led nationalism on
one side, state-seeking nationalism on the other.
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On one hand, state-led nationalism was the attempt by states to subordinate the
interests of their citizens into one, unified society. On the other hand, state-seeking
nationalism entailed members of an ethnonationalist or indigenous group seeking
autonomous political status on the basis of the group's common ancestry and cultural
identity. In a global survey of national revolutionary movements between 1492 and 1991,
Tilly notes that the shift between these two forms of nationalism occurred by 1800 (Tilly
1995:192-194). Before 1800, demands for political autonomy by separatist groups
occurred when empires sought to strengthen central control over the populations that
previously enjoyed autonomy and when empires sought to impose official religions on
dissenting minorities. After 1880, the frequency of nationalist movements seeking
autonomy for their own peoples greatly increased from 30% before 1800 to over 50%
afterwards (Tilly 1995:194).
As research by Tilly (1995) and Thomson (1995) suggests, there are two vastly
different views of nationalism that exist within the current world system. Cormor (1994)
describes this difference as endemic to the field, given that there is a litany of theoretical
confusion over the terms nation and state. As discussed in Chapter 1, nation-states are
fairly rare in the current world system. At most there are only 19 true nation-states in
existence (Griggs and Hocknell 1996:2-3). The rare instances of one-to-one correlations
between the state and nation are the exception to the general rule of multinational
statehood. However, given the longstanding myth of the homogeneous nation-state and
the prominence of sovereignty in the current world system, it is readily apparent that
claims advanced by ethnonational groups potentially threaten a state's unity (See
Buchheit 1978:27-31). States fear "indefinite divisibility" and a potential "domino effect"
of global separatism within their borders and region. To further investigate the grounding
of state fears, the proceeding section details the claims of ethnonationalist groups to self-
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determination and how these claims have been ardently resisted by the state system atlarge.

Uncovering Historic State and Ethnonational Divisions
Ethnic groups, sometimes referred to as ethnies or ethnos,' form the basis for
contemporary nations. When surveying historical patterns, ethnies have existed for
millennia as ancient cultures existed throughout history, such as third century Persians,
and the Jewish population during medieval times (Smith 1989:345). These ethnies, which
bare a striking resemblance to modem nations, are defined by Smith (1987:32) as ethnic
communities who shared a common ancestry, history, solidarity and a specific territory.
Such ethnic communities have emerged and re-configured at different times throughout
history. Ethnic re-emergence has often coincided with general patterns of colonization
and decolonization, which lends further insight into the often arbitrary nature of state
boundaries and the confusion over the meaning of self-determination.
Historical evidence suggests that ethnies form the basis for contemporary
ethnonationalist groups within host states (Smith 1996; Nietschmann 1994). These
groups are often regarded as intiastate divisions and challenges to the unity of a state's
5 The term "ethnic" is derived from the closest equivalent to nationem in ancient Greek,
ethnos, and thus ethnic group, properly used to refer to "human groups that entertain a
subjective belief in their common descent"
(Weber 1968:389).
When discussing ethnicity, Anthony Smith (1989:344-345) believes that the term
ethnies allows for greater terminological precision (which is the French equivalent of the
ancient Greek ethnos). Smith's ethnies include:
1. common name for the unit of population; 2. a set of myths of common origins;
3. some common historical memories; 4. a common historic territory or homeland;
5. one or more elements of common culture - language, customs or religion; 6. a
sense of solidarity among most members of the community.
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territorial integiity. Yet ethnonationalist group formation is closely intertwined with the
advent of colonialism and the cartographic aspirations of colonial powers. Thus,
separatist group faultUnes have become lasting legacies from the recent colonial past,
centering around the juridical boundaries of states. When sovereign authority was
established in 1648, territorial demarcations, and consequently land possessions, became
increasingly important for commerce and recognition. Additionally, sovereign actors were
protected under international law from intervention into a state's internal affairs. A state's
territory was deemed inviolable. However, ethnonationalist and mdigenous groups were
not recognized as sovereigns for the most part, and suffered from a lack of recognition at
the hands of colonial mapmakers.

Cartographic Aspirations
Many existing state boundaries within the current world system were established
by conventions or treaties that reflected the objectives of colonial powers. During the
height of colonization, a practice which spaimed primarily from the 16th to 19th century,
mercantilist motivations governed the actions of the colonial powers (Portugal, Spain,
Great Britain, France, United States). Benefits from these imperial interventions were
usually economic in nature, as they served to enforce property rights, extract concessions,
and maximized tiading opportunities (Frieden 1989:58). Essentially, colonial expansion
was a fimction of a lower stage of economic development among colonized territories in
the developing world. In fact, the end of external colonialism in the 20th century was
related to the economic advancement of developing countries and changing patterns of
overseas trade and investment in industrialized countries (Doyle 1986; Frieden 1989:79;
Frieden 1994). Consequently, cartographic aspirations on the part of colonial powers
primarily reflected the desire for new trade zones and investment opportunities.
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Perhaps the most notable example of colonial cartography took place at the Berlin
Africa Conference of 1884-1885. This conference originally had three overarching goals
(Robinson 1988:10-11):
1. freedom of commerce in the Congo basin;
2. freedom of navigation [on the Congo and Niger Rivers] for all flags;
3. finally, the principle of'effective occupation' was suggested tentatively to
"forestall...disputes...it might be useful to come to an agreement as to the
formalities to be observed in order that new occupations on the African coasts
should be considered effective".
Attended by fourteen countries,^ the Conference members sought to promote
"freedom of commerce" by dividing West Africa into regional free trade zones for
European traders. In doing so, the Berlin Africa Conference began by establishing colonial
"spheres of influence" in West Africa, and ultimately initiating the political partition of
the entire African continent (Crowe 1970:5-6). While the demarcation of the African
continent was a gradual process, it intensified after 1879 (Hargreaves 1988:317). It is
noteworthy that the "scramble" for political and economic influence in Africa by colonial
powers closely coincided with the eventual partition of territories (See Appendix A)
Appendix A summarizes the global patterns of colonization and their
synchronicity v^th the partition of Afirica between 1880 and 1900. The major powers of
France, Germany, Spain, Belgium and the United Kingdom were the most active
colonizers during this time period, illustrating a strong connection vwth attendance at the
Berlin African Conference (1884-1885) and subsequent colonization practices. Of the 72

® Of the fourteen countries attending (including the U.S.), only five were deemed
especially instrumental in establishing "spheres of influence" in West Africa. These were:
France, Germany, Great Britain, Portugal and an ambiguous body called the International
Association of the Congo (Crowe 1970:5).
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territories colonized during this time period, 38 (53%) occurred on the African continent.''
As further evidence of colonization practices, Brownlie's (1979:xiv-xxxii) extensive
documentation of Africa's partition via conventions and proclamations shows that 63
border "agreements" were enacted between 1880-1900. Of these agreements, 26 were
unilateral mandates issued by the colonizing power. Of the documented bilateral
agreements, 17 were conventions between the colonial power and the colony, while 22
were territorial agreements between colonial powers. In sum, colonial powers made the
majority of their territorial decisions (46 documents or 73%) either unilaterally or in
tandem with another colonial power. This exercise in colonial map-making generally
followed the provisions of the Final Act of the Berlin Africa Conference, which stated
that any occupation of African territory should be followed by notification of all
signatory states so that any other claims could be voiced (von Glahn 1982:318).
Overall, this evidence suggests that colonial map-making and the successive
imperialistic drive for African trade resources were symbiotic events. However, colonial
map-making was not solely relegated to Africa; cartographic exploits were also apparent
in Asia, the Middle East, Oceania, Europe and the Americas in the 18th and 19th
centuries. Formally, the redrawing of territorial boundaries continued at the 1919 Peace
Conference, which formed the basis for the Treaty of Versailles. The Treaty's provisions
effectively carved up the multi-national Ottoman and Austrian empires into newlyindependent states.
While many of the post-World War I territories or League of Nation mandates
were to be governed on the basis of international agreements, their management reflected
colonial objectives. In the Middle East, Syria, Lebanon, Iraq and Palestme were formed
and given to colonial powers (France and Great Britain) as "mandates" under the League
^ There are currently 53 states on the African continent.
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of Nations (Knutsen 1992:189; Wright 1930:46-47). In central Europe, seven new states
were created (Czechoslovakia, Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Yugoslavia)
with little regard for the nations within. For its involvement in the war, Italy was
promised the Tyrol, Trieste, Gorizia, northern Dalmatia and the Dodecanese.
Additionally, France was promised Alsace-Lorraine and the Saar coal basin while
Romania was promised Transylvania (Beigbeder 1994:80). Unfortunately these territorial
allocations had taken little account of the population's interests or wishes within these
newly-divided regions. In fact, only High Silesia and Saar can truly be considered
examples of self-determination, as they were allocated by consent of the peoples via
plebiscite or national vote (Beigbeder 1994:80). In practice, the principle of selfdetermination for all peoples was applied only in a select few instances, further
illustrating the victorious Allies' strategic concems rather than any genuine democratic
concem for allowing populations of the territories to express their wishes via national
referenda or plebiscites (Beigbeder 1994:79). Only Iraq achieved independence during the
League's lifetime (Hannum 1996:14). While colonial powers had redrawn state
boundaries, the Versailles Treaty provisions emphasizing the right to "national selfdetermination" went unheeded.
Such post-war territorial mapping without regard for the populations involved
contradicted Wilson's strong exhortations for self-determination for all peoples:
Second, that peoples and provinces are not to be bartered about from
sovereignty to sovereignty as if they were mere chattels and pawns in a games,
even the great game, now forever discredited, of the balance of power; but that —
Third, every territorial settlement involved in this war must be made in the
interest and for the benefit of the populations concerned, and not as a part of any
mere adjustment or compromise of claims amongst rival states; and
Fourth, that all well-defmed national aspirations shall be accorded the
utmost satisfaction that can be accorded them without introducing new or
perpetuating old elements of discord and antagonism that would be likely in time
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to break the peace of Europe and consequently the world (From Wilson's
February 11,1918 Address to Congress in Home 1931:7)
While the word "self-determination" is not found in League of Nations' Covenant,
Wilson's underlying philosophy of self-determination eventually found its way into
Article 22 of the Covenant, which pertained to the govemance of mandates. Article 22
maintained that a trust relationship be established between colonial powers and those
"peoples not yet able to stand by themselves" (Wright 1930:591) Implied by the
phraseology of this article was a right to eventual self-determination once these peoples
were viable enough to become a state that could "stand by itself.
Self-Determination for All Peoples?
As the interwar period exposed the weaknesses of the League of Nations, a new
imiversal intergovernmental organization (IGO), the United Nations (UN), emerged after
World War II to take its place. While the

inherited several of the League of Nations'

duties, it was especially forcefiil in its emphasis on the right of people(s) to selfdetermination as outlined in the 1945 UN Charter:8
All peoples have the right of self-determination. By virtue of that right they
freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and
cultural development.
Yet this right of self-determination was at odds with a state's right to engage in
any activity deemed necessary for its defense and prosperity (i.e. sovereignty).
Therefore, ethnonationalist groups who were not formally recognized were excluded from

8 The principle of 'self-determination of peoples' is mentioned twice in the United
Nations Charter: in Article 1, paragraph 2 and in Article 55.
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sharing a right to self-determination or independence. Instead they were regarded as
threats to a state's "integrity."
The advent of IGO's such as the UN, which were willing to protect the existing
territorial integrity of states at all cost produced a "global norm^ against separatism"
(Heraclides 1992; Hopkins Primeau 1996). Hopkins Primeau (1996:4) points out that
every separatist conflict since 1945 (except perhaps the Bengalis, Turkish Cypriots, and
Russian 14th Army in Trans-Dniester) has been overwhelmingly defeated by states
seeking to protect their own territorial integrity. Between 1945 and 1994, approximately
47 ethnonationalist and indigenous groups issued formal declarations of secession fi-om
their host state(s) (Minahan 1996:647-649). Yet, prior to the successful independence of
Croatia and Slovenia, there was only one secessionist entity that became a recognized
state after World War II: Bangladesh in 1971 (Heraclides 1992:406). Essentially, states
feared (and continue to fear) that recognition of the unlimited right to self-determination
will open a "Pandora's box" of self-determination ad absurdum (Buchheit 1978:27-31).
In response to these concerns, states acting in concert with IGO's such as the UN, sought
to limit potential ethnonationalist claims to self-determination.
During its initial pursuit of self-determination, the UN Charter devised an
institution to facilitate colonial transition to independent statehood: the Trusteeship

9 Both Heraclides (1992) and Hopkins Primeau (1996) refer to the existence of an
intemational "regime" against secession in their writings. However, the term "norm"
seems more terminologically-precise in this case when describing the regularized actions
of states regarding secessions. Additionally, until the concept of a single norm is well
understood, it seems inappropriate to move to "complexes of norms that constitute
regimes." (Goertz and Diehl 1992:635, Note 1) Here a norm consists of four separate
elements: 1. most importantly, regularity or consistency of behavior; 2. extent to which
these regular behaviors conflict with self-interest; 3. the importance of sanctions in normenforcement; and 4. extent to which norms deal with normative issues of justice and
morality (Goertz and Diehl 1992:636-639).
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Council. The Council's jurisdiction was applied to all dependent territories throughout
the world. Unlike the League Mandates, which could only apply to "those colonies and
territories which as a consequence of the late war" (1914-1918) which had ceased to be
under the sovereignty of Germany and Turkey, the UN Trusteeship Council had a much
wider application (Chowdhuri 1955:103). According to Article 77 of the UN Charter,
territories could be held in trust under three conditions:
1. territories now held under mandate;
2. territories which may be detached from enemy States as a result of the Second
World War;
3. territories voluntarily placed imder the system by States responsible for the
administration.
Based on the UN's special emphasis on self-determination, it appeared that UN
members were finally addressing the existing disjuncture between nations eind states
within the modem world system. After all, in 1945 more than 750 million people —
nearly a third of the world's population — lived in colonized territories (Beigbeder
1994:95). Additionally, approximately 98 territories were governed by colonial powers
in 1955. During the same year, however, only 11 Trust territories were under the
administrative control of the UN (Chowdhuri 1955:144).Despite the widespread
existence of colonial legacies, successive UN resolutions consistently emphasized the
protection of existing state borders to prevent the "disruption of national unity"." As a

'0 Strang's (1991:436) comprehensive data on colonization roughly coincides with
Chowdhuri's figure, which documents 98 colonies existing m 1955. Strang finds that
approximately 93 colonies existed in 1955, down from 154 in 1921.
'' As an example of this, see Article 4 of UN General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV),
December 14,1960, "Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries
and Peoples."
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successor to the League of Nations, the UN's goals were in stark contrast to the Treaty of
Versailles' advocation of self-determination (Emerson 1971:464). The reconceptimlization
of self-determination as a limited right to be selectively applied by the UN and other
regional IGO's conflicted with prevailing international legal interpretations that "selfdetermination entailed accession to independent statehood" (Emerson 1971:465).
Thus, the post-World War II era marked a clear shift away from the mapmaking
exercises of its colonial predecessors to the rigid protection of existing state (and postcolonial) boimdaries under the auspices of the UN and other regional IGO's. It should be
noted that this was the "Cold War" era (1947-1989), which certainly influenced the
intervention patterns of major states and, consequently, the military campaigns of
ethnonationalist groups in Iran, Syria, Libya, India, Nicaragua, Indonesia, Laos, Vietnam.
Due to the "Cold War of Movement," which involved vigorous searches by either the US
or USSR to obtain new allies throughout the globe, some wars between states and
separatist groups were proxy wars initiated by either major state to battle against its rival
(Kegley and Raymond 1994:29; Holsti 1991:271-286). These security arrangements
often involved interventions (covert or overt) in developing countries, such as Iraq,
Yemen, Angola, Mozambique and several others. While the Cold War and aspirations of
the two major states did drive many of the actions of IGO's and NGO's during this time
period, major states during this period created stringent norms against separatism; such
norms have endured into the Post-Cold War world system. Overall, the state system
upheld external decolonization but opposed internal decolonization at any cost.
Regional IGO's such as the Organization of American States (OAS) and the
Organization of African Unity (OAU) also served to reaffirm UN dictates to prevent the
dismemberment of existing states. Official policies prohibiting separatism of any form
were evident in their Charters and successive resolutions. For example, the OAU passed
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a 1964 resolution concerning "Border Disputes Among African States", which stated that
the OAU:
2. Solemnly declares that all Member States pledge themselves to respect the
frontiers existing on their achievement of national independence (The Assembly of
Heads of State and Government at its First Ordinary Session, held in Cairo, UAR,
from 17 to 21 July 1964, in Brovmlie 1971:360-361).
Additionally, the OAU Charter, which was ratified by its 32 original members in
1963, clearly outlines a state-centric agenda in Article III, paragraph 3;
Respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of each State and for its
inalienable right to independent existence. (Charter of the OAU in Brownlie
1971:1-16)
The OAS was structured in much the same way as the UN and OAU, and also
stressed the primacy of state territorial integrity in Article 9 of its Charter:
The political existence of the State is independent of recognition by other States.
Even before bemg recognized, the State has the right to defend its integrity and
independence, to provide for its preservation and prosperity, and consequently to
organize itself as it sees fit, to legislate concerning its interests, to administer its
services, and to determine the jurisdiction and competence of its courts...(Annals
of the Organization of American States 1949:76-86)'2
By 1949, states were drafting a Special Report of the United Nations Commission
for Indonesia to established a clear distinction between "intemal" and "external" selfdetermination. In order to facilitate the transfer of the Dutch colonies to the Republic of
Indonesia, the Dutch delegation attached a special importance to the external right to selfdetermination (Buchheit 1978:14-15), which set the groundwork for limiting "intemal"
separatist claims of ethnonationalist groups. By advocating a global norm against
separatism, states now tried to make a legal distinction between "...historical subjugation
'2 The OAS Charter ultimately defers to the authority of the UN Charter in Article 102:
"None of the provisions of this Charter shall be construed as impairing the rights and
obligations of the Member States under the Charter of the United Nations."
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of an alien population living in a different part of the globe and the historical subjugation
of an alien population living on a piece of land abutting that of its oppressors" (Buchheit
1978:18)
Hence, as a result of the internal/external distinction, the UN's "Salt Water Thesis"
was put into policy. According to this thesis, only territories separated by water or were
geographically separate from the colonizing power could invoke self-determination
(Knight 1994:79). While focusing its attention on overseas colonial expansion, the UN
effectively overlooked decolonization claims of ethnonationalist and indigenous groups
contained within host states. The Salt Water Thesis was officially initiated into policy
with the passage of the UN General Assembly Resolution 1514 entitled the "Declaration
on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples" in 1960. Consider
the tension between Articles 4 and 6 in this universal declaration designed to end all
colonial practices:
4. All armed action or repressive measures of all kinds directed against dependent
peoples shall cease in order to enable them to exercise peacefully and freely their
right to complete independence, and the integrity of their national territory shall
be respected.
6. Any attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and
the territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations. (Passed by 89 states in the UN
General Assembly Resolution 1514(XV), December 16, 1960; In Brownlie
1971:366-368)
As the above passages indicate, a clear discrepancy exists between the rights of
ethnonationalist^indigenous groups and a state's territorial integrity. States, recognizing
the need to clarify their definition of decolonization, passed UN General Assembly
Resolution 1541(XV) to account for possible interpretive differences. Principle IV
effectively formalized the Blue Water Thesis:
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Prima facie there is an obligation to transmit information in respect of a territory
which is geographically separate and is distinct ethnically and/or culturally from
the country administering it (In Brownlie 1971:368-371)
As a resuh of the Salt Water Thesis, internal colonies now conceivably faced two
stages of colonization. First, during the 16th century, they might have encountered a
colonial power separated from them by geography or water, who took administrative
control over their territory. After this "original" colonizer allowed its "external" territory
to "decolonize" or become independent during the 20th century, indigenous and
ethnonational groups were often re-colonized by these newly-formed states who
effectively renev^dng claims over ethnonational/indigenous territorial homelands. As an
example of this, the Tamil Nadu peoples were subjugated by Portuguese settlers
beginning in 1519 and subsequently British rule in 1763. When India decolonized from
the United Kingdom in 1947, the Indian government imposed direct rule on the Tamils
within her borders.
With the passage of the 1960 UN Resolution outlawing external colonialism,
global rates of decolonization were at an all-time high. In 1960 alone, 18 African
dependencies became sovereign states. However, the OAU continued to denounce
internal secessionist movements such as Southern Sudan and Biafra as "incompatible with
the goal of African unity." (Kamanu 1974:362) Ironically, the existing colonial, artificial
state boundaries of Afiica and elsewhere had obtained new-found legitimacy by the OAU.
In an effort to further delineate the concept of self-determination, states (primarily in
Afiica) proposed a "pigmentational self-determination" doctrine. Origins of this doctrine
are found in invocations of ethnic or racial distinctiveness, such as Article IV of UN
Resolution 1541: "...distmct ethnically and/or culturally from the country administering
it". Based on this principle, the right of self-determination was only operative in a
situation of inter-racial domination, while intra-racial domination did not create the
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occasion for the exercise of self-determination (Kamanu 1974:357). When taken to its
logical conclusion, the implications of this principle are potentially cataclysmic:
In effect, for instance, Japan could colonize Korea, China could dominate Burma,
the United States Cuba, and the Soviet Union Poland, without incurring
international opprobrium since no breach of the right of pigmental selfdetermination or racial sovereignty is involved! It is hard to imagine a better
prescription for international chaos. (Kamanu 1974:357)
While pigmental self-determination never gained widespread acceptance during the
decolonization process, the UN continued to place additional limitations on the principle
of self-determination. In 1970, the General Assembly passed Resolution 2625, which
further emphasized the need to protect the inviolability of state territoriality, as
illustrated by Article 7:
Nothing in the foregoing paragraphs shall be construed as authorizing or
encouraging any action which would dismember or impair, totally or in part, the
territorial integrity or political unity of sovereign and independent States
conducting themselves in compliance with the principle of equal rights and selfdetermination of peoples as described above and thus possessed of a government
representing the whole people belonging to the territory without distinction as to
race, creed or colour. (In Buchheit 1978:247-248)
Despite such rigid limits placed on claims to self-determination, external
decolonization occurred according to the dictates of the Salt Water Thesis. In fact, global
rates of decolonization were higher during the 1960's and 1970's than at any time since
1500. Between 1960 and 1979, approximately 91 former colonies became independent
states as a result of decolonization (Strang 1991: appendix, 444-452). While new states
were forming at a record pace, decolonization never reached the vast majority of
separatist groups within state borders due to state adherence to the Salt Water thesis and
pigmental self-determination. Additionally, while advocating the self-determination for all

54

peoples, only 30 referenda on self-determination were held under the auspices of the UN
Trusteeship Council (Beigbeder table 4.1,1994:98).
As the general activity of Trusteeship Council activity between 1945 and 1990
indicates (See Appendix B), there were several plebiscites/referenda for self-determination
conducted in stages within the same country. After accounting for such duplicate efforts,
there are only 23 countries or territories that engaged in a process designed to facilitate
self-determination between 1945 and 1990. Only two of these territories became
independent states through acts of self-determination. Clearly the global norm against
separatism prevailed, as several of these original UN "mandates" remain territories of their
former colonizers.
Recently, in 1995, the UN Committee on Decolonization declared that its work
was nearly over (Wren 1995:A4). The Committee noted that only seventeen colonies
remained xinder its jurisdiction to becomt independent states.

Not surprisingly, internal

colonies were omitted from the UN Decolonization Comnaittee's short list of seventeen.
Over 589 ethnonational and indigenous groups have actively contested the global scope of
self-determination as applied to external colonies. As of this writing, these remaining
internal colonies have not achieved decolonization in an era the UN has hailed as the
"International Decade for the Eradication of Colonialism" (1900-2000).''' Internal nations
such as Tibet (China), Hawaii (U.S.), Kurdistan (Iraq, Iran, Syria, Turkey), the
Chittagong Hill Tracts (Bangladesh), Chechnya (Russia), Miskito (Honduras, Nicaragua),

'3 These territories include: the Virgin Islands (US), Guam (US), American Samoa (US),
Anguilla (UK), Bermuda (UK), British Virgin Islands (UK), Cayman Islands (UK),
Falkland Islands (UK), Gibraltar (UK), Montserrat (UK), Pitcaim (UK), St. Helena
(UK), Turks and Caicos Islands (UK), New Caledonia (France), Tokalau (New Zealand),
East Timor (Indonesia), and Western Sahara (Morocco).
UN GA Resolution 43/47 of November 22,1988.
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to name a few, continue to actively dispute the notion that decolonization has ended. In
sum, intemal decolonization never reached the vast majority of the world's separatist
groups.
Due to the continued inviolability of state borders, ethnonationalist territorial
claims remain hidden by the global norm against separatism. This occurs despite the fact
that more than 75% of all separatist groups preceded the formation of their host state(s)
(Gurr and Harff 1995). In effect, intemal colonialism has been tacitly accepted by most
sovereign states due to an emphasis on the integrity of juridical borders and the norm of
nonintervention (Barkin and Cronin 1994:126). Thus, the retrenchment of existing state
borders has produced ongoing conflicts between host states and separatist groups within
their borders.
How does the experience of ethnonationalist groups parallel that of indigenous
peoples? The following section details the unique history that indigenous peoples have
encountered within the state-centric system. While subjected to many of the same UN
dictates regarding decolonization, the historical claims of indigenous groups are
significantly different from those of ethnonationalist groups. This is mainly due to
indigenous peoples' reliance on treaty-making, desired for group rather than individual
rights, and their original occupation of territorial homelands.

Since Time Immemorial: Indigenous Peoples in the World Svstem
Rather than using Westphalia as an historical referent, many indigenous peoples
trace their "territorialization of memory" to original "contact" with colonial powers in the
late 15th century. Prior to contact, aboriginal governments and societies in the Americas,
Asia, Oceania, and Africa were well-established and historically documented (Barsh 1986;
Burger 1987; Crawford 1994; Perry 1996). In fact, many indigenous groups in North
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America assert their status as "prior sovereigns", referring to the notion that antecedent to
the invasion of the Americas by European powers (mainly England, France, Sweden,
Holland, Spain and Portugal), Indian communities exercised sovereignty over their tribal
populations and homelands. According to this argument, indigenous sovereignty was
formally recognized (at least initially) by colonial powers with the advent of the treatymaking process (Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1995:356-357). However, the majority
of the world's 5,000 indigenous groups did not engage in treaty-making and cannot
advance such claims. Aside from the Maori (New Zealand) and the approximately 600
tribes in Canada and United States who engaged in systematic treaty-making vwth colonial
powers, few groups can reference such documents as additional proof of prior sovereign
Thus, it is important to outline the two main colonization patterns of

status.

indigenous groups throughout the world.
The colonial experiences of world's indigenous peoples varied dramatically from
region to region, but two key patterns of colonialism are evident. Throughout the
15 In New Zealand, for example, the Treaty of Waitangi was signed in 1840 between the
British Crown and the Maori chiefs and sub-tribes of New Zealand. Originally regarded
as a document of land cession, it also agreed to "...protect the chiefs, the subtribes, and all
the people of New Zealand in the unqualified exercise of their chieftainship over their
lands, villages and all their treasures." (Brownlie 1992:7)
In Canada, eleven treaties were signed with tribal governments between 1871 and
1921. While primarily serving to dispossess Indians from their original homelands, these
treaties also established the signatories as "status" tribes with official recognition from
Canadian government (Burger 1987:204-205).
In the US, approximately 367 treaties and 73 Agreements were ratified between
Indian governments and the US government (Prucha 1994:448-500, 508-516). These
treaties helped to establish the ongoing "trust relationship" with the Federal government,
as several treaty/agreement provisions are still recognized as legitimate tribal claims under
US law (Deloria 1991; Prucha 1994; Wilkins 1996). This is despite the fact that 76 of
those treaties called for Indian removal from their original homelands and 230 dealt with
land cessions (Jones 1982:188-196; Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1995:355-356).
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Americas and Australia, for example, a "settler-colonial policy" was established whereby
colonial powers advanced land claims over indigenous groups via treaty-making and
outright conquest. Due to a massive influx of immigrant populations, this process
effectively reduced many indigenous peoples to a minority population within their host
countries.'^ Consequently, during the process of decolonization, the right of selfdetermination was forcefully advanced by the "settlers" demanding independence from a
subsequent colonizing group (i.e. the US from Great Britain in 1776), while the
indigenous population remained subjugated, excluded and/or marginalized within the
newly-independent state (Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1995:353).
In the regions of Africa, Asia, and the Middle East, another pattern of
colonization existed. According to this colonial experience, colonizing immigrant
populations did not reach a numerical majority. Unlike the first settler-colonial pattern,
colonials primarily relied on the indigenous inhabitants to carry out the work of colonial
administration (Wilmer 1993:96). With the exception of South Africa, colonials generally
sought to engage certain sectors of the indigenous population directly in the
administration of these "newly-discovered" territories (Wilmer 1993:96). In Africa and
Asia, there was never any serious attempt at large-scale settlement, and consequently, the
scope of colonial contact never reached the levels it did in the Americas (Burger 1987:34).
Overall, colonial contact had a devastating effect on aboriginal populations, mainly
through the transportation of disease by European populations. Within decades of
contact, more than 90% of the total Indian population in North America fell victim to
diseases such as smallpox, measles, plague, whooping cough, and mfluenza. By 1600,

Exceptions to the notion of indigenous groups constituting "minorities" within host
states include the Inuit in Greenland, who constitute approximately 90% of the total
population, and the Maya peoples in Guatemala, who constitute approximately 60% of
the population (Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1995:347).
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less than a tenth of the original American Indian population remained (Wright 1992:14).
Overall, the Western Hemisphere's original population of approximately 100 million
indigenous peoples had dwindled down to less than 10 million (Comtassel and Hopkins
Primeau 1995:354). With the resurgence of Native populations in the contemporary
world system, indigenous peoples' memories of these original colonial legacies form the
basis for faultlines within existing states.
In addition to the widespread decimation of indigenous groups, colonial contact
left a fictitious legal legacy within many host states. At the time of contact, there were
four legitimate claims to territory under international law: papal order, discovery,
conquest, and land cession. According to the logic of colonialism, indigenous peoples
were mere occupants of the "newly-discovered" territories (i.e. terra nullius), and lands
held by "barbarians" could be appropriated by a discovering Christian sovereign's agent
(Williams 1990:78). Hence, Columbus' precedent of land claim by "discovery" allowed
sovereign agents to seize territories without the issuance of a papal bull under the guise of
"discovery". As a more extreme form of colonialism, the Spanish often engaged in
policies of direct conquest of indigenous populations, as practiced against the Aztecs,
Incas, and Maya peoples. Following the Aristotelian logic of "natural slavery" and
justifymg wars of "superiors against inferiors", Spain and other colonial powers sought to
subjugate indigenous populations under the guise of inferiority and religious conversions
(Hanke 1959). While debated at length at Valladolid (1550-1551), the colonial discourse
had already instituted the Spanish encomienda system, which granted Spanish conquerors
and colonists parcels of land and the right to the labor of the Indians living on them
(Anaya 1996:9-10).
Host coimtries such as the US, Canada, Mexico and others throughout the world
today have adopted portions of this colonial history into their constitutions and official
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policies toward indigenous peoples. For example, the 1823 case of Johnson v. Mcintosh
established the Doctrine of Discovery as a valid legal precept within the US. In his
majority opinion, Chief Justice Marshall described Indians as:
...fierce savages, whose occupation was war, and whose subsistence was drawn
chiefly from the forest. To leave them in possession of their country, was to
leave the coimtry a wilderness; to govern them as distinct people was impossible,
because they were as brave and high-spirited as they were fierce, and were ready
to repel by arms every attempt on their independence.''
Given their unique colonial histories as "original inhabitants" of territorial
homelands, the contemporary struggle for indigenous peoples centers on land claims,
protection of cultural integrity, and self-determination (Anaya 1996:104-107,109-112).
However, self-determination for many indigenous peoples takes a different meaning than
that traditionally offered by international law (i.e. ascension to independent statehood).
As many indigenous peoples describe it, self-determination denotes advancing greater
self-management for indigenous groups and protection of cultural integrity (Comtassel
and Hopkins Primeau 1995:362). Here Erica-Irene Daes, chairperson of the UN Working
Group on Indigenous Populations, elaborates on the indigenous concept of selfdetermination:
Indigenous peoples have the right to self-determination in accordance with
international law, subject to the same criteria and limitations as apply to other
peoples in accordance vwth the Charter of the United Nations. By virtue of this,
they have the right, inter alia, to negotiate and agree upon their role in the conduct
of public affairs, their distinct responsibilities, and the means by which they
manage their own interests (Daes 1996:54)

21 US (8 Wheat.) 543 (1823). Along with two otlier cases {Cherokee Nation v.
Georgia 30 US (5 Pet.) 1 (1831) and Worcester v. Georgia 31 US (6 Pet.) 515 (1832)),
which wavered between recognizing tribes as "domestic dependent nations" and
"sovereign nations", the Marshall "trilogy" is a central reference point concerning the
formation of modem Indian law.
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Yet this desire for greater self-management is still a form of separatism to be
examined in this research. Of course there are indigenous groups such as the Mohawks
(US, Canada) and Baluchis (Pakistan, Afghanistan) that do seek mdependent statehood.
For most part, however, indigenous groups seek greater autonomy or self-management
within their host state(s). To make their claims more forcefully, indigenous groups have
begun addressing audiences within international forums (IGO's and NGO's). This is not
surprising given the intractability of several host states in recognizing the very existence
of indigenous peoples in areas such as Indonesia (Papuans, Sakai, Timorese), Mexico
(Mayan peoples such as Tzeltal, Tzotzil, Mam), and Nigeria (Edo, Ogoni, Yomba).
Addressing international forums is not a new phenomenon as Native leaders from North
America and New Zealand originally lobbied the League of Nations to honor treaty rights
(Wilmer 1993:135). However, the longstandmg divisions between host states and
indigenous peoples are now being revealed within forums such as the UN, International
Labor Organization (ILO), and the World Council of Indigenous Peoples.
Perhaps the earliest international forum for indigenous rights was founded within
the ILO in 1957. Since the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) did not ensure
protections for cultural groups such as indigenous peoples, the ILO drafted Convention
No. 107 to represent indigenous interests. However, no indigenous participants were
present during the drafting of this universal document and the thrust of the document was
to promote assimilation of indigenous peoples into the state system. Additionally,
Convention 107 framed the debate in terms of individual members of indigenous
populations and their rights within states, while the rights of indigenous collectivities
were viewed as secondary (Anaya 1996:44).
IGO's and NGO's have also sought to define and protect a set of collective and
individual entitlements for aboriginal peoples within host states. Essentially, indigenous
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activism of the 1960's and 1970's had a diffusionary effect on the contemporary global
indigenous rights movement by internationalizing the local struggles of indigenous groups
and by establishing indigenous-based NGO's, such as the International Indian Treaty
Council (IITC) founded in 1974 and the World Council on Indigenous People (WCIP) in
1975 (Wilmer 1993:18-19, 136-138). By 1977, the establishment of regional NGOs from
North America, Australia and the Nordic coimtries of Europe had effectively globalized
the indigenous rights movement (Deloria & Lytle 1984; Burger 1987). It is estimated that
over 11,000 NGOs exist in the world today (Drake 1994). Of those, approximately 260
NGOs address the rights of native peoples worldwide.'®
Since the establishment of ILO Convention No. 107 in 1957, the global indigenous
rights movement has produced several imiversal documents that lend insight into the
nature of indigenous peoples' collective and individual claims. For example the ILO
revised its original convention in 1989 to produce Convention No. 169 Concerning
Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries. Even the European Union
produced a Resolution on Action Required Internationally to Provide Effective Protection
for Indigenous Peoples in 1994. However, the most prominent forum for expanding the
global network of indigenous rights has been the United Nations Working Group on
Indigenous Populations (UNWGIP). It is within this forum, which was established in
1982, that the "Draft Universal Declaration on the Rights of Indigenovis Peoples
(hereafter referred to as the Draft Declaration) is being revised for eventual ratification by
the UN General Assembly. The Draft Declaration specifically identifies basic and
fundamental right to be accorded to all indigenous populations throughout the world
system, including access to education, economic development, greater political autonomy
and several other basic human rights. Perhaps the most notable contribution of the Draft
See List of Indigenous Organizations. 1994. E/CN.4/Sub.2/AC.4/l 994/CRP.1
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Declaration and the subject of much controversy is its promotion of indigenous rights at
both the collective and individual levels (Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1997; Barsh
1996).
While the agendas and claims of mdigenous peoples have reached global forums,
unresolved issues such as "internal" decolonization, failure of host states to recognize
indigenous groups within their borders, and the desire for greater political, economic and
cultural autonomy have produced intra-state faultlines. For host countries such as Japan
(Ainu)'9 and the US (557 federally-recognized American Indian tribal governments,
Native Hawaiians), human rights are designed to protect "individual" well-being and do
not offer protections to collectivities such as indigenous groups (Barsh 1996:795). For
this reason, claims of prior sovereignty and collective rights are being advanced at the
global level by indigenous NGO's and groups. Such mobilizations highlight the need for
effective global management of widening intra-state conflicts involving both indigenous
and ethnonationalist groups.

Irreconcilable Differences?
A taxonomic scheme by Ronen (1979:26-27) aptly summarizes the five
manifestations of self-determination over time. First, state-seeking nationalism was
predominant in Europe from the 1830's to the 1880's. Second, class-based or Marxistinspired self-determination was prevalent in Europe as well during the 1850's. Third,
Wilsonian self-determination for minorities emerged primarily in Eastern Europe between
1916 to the early 1920's. Fourth, decolonization using racial and "external" selfdetermination qualifiers took place in Africa and Asia between 1945 to the late 1960's.

It wasn't imtil 1997 that the Japanese government officially recognized the Ainu as the
original indigenous inhabitants of Japan.
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Finally, the principle of self-determination was globalized with the advent of
ethnonationalist and indigenous movements in Africa, Asia, Europe, North America and
the Far East from the mid-1960's to the present.
As these historical patterns suggest, the territorialization of memory is a strong
indicator of the resilience of intra-state conflicts. While experiencing different colonial
patterns of subjugation, ethnonationalist and indigenous groups do share similar strategies
in advancing their claims to self-determination within global forums vis-a-vis IGO's and
NGO's. However, it is clear that decolonization never reached these internal peoples.
Additionally, as the experience of the world's indigenous peoples suggest, group needs for
greater autonomy and cultural integrity have not been sufficiently addressed within the
state-centric system. Overall, separatist group actions are viewed as a challenge the
authority of host states, who have established a global norm against separatism as a
response to separatist group claims. Based on the current prevalence of intrastate warfare
(Figure 1 in Chapter 1), this authority challenge is becoming increasingly militarized. In
the next chapter, I will review how these longstanding claims to territory and autonomy
have been transformed into separatist group mobilizations. The etiology of separatism
continues to have a significant impact on the current world system as ethnonationalist and
indigenous groups invoke historical referents and memories to pursue their goals, ranging
from limited autonomy to independent statehood.
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Chapter 3
WIDENING FAULTLINES: THE PATHS TO SEPARATISM
Given that there are only 19 true "nation-states" in the current world system
(Griggs and Hocknell 1996:2-3), it follows that most existing states host two or more
ethnonationalist or indigenous groups within their borders. However, merely
documenting the ethnonationalist and indigenous diversity within existing host states is
not an adequate explanation for the onset of intrastate wars. Ethnic diversity alone does
not necessarily signal the inevitability of conflict (Stavenhagen 1996:33). It is only when
ethnonationalist or indigenous groups become politically mobilized around particular
goals, such as seeking independence or autonomy from their host state, that the potential
for intrastate conflict becomes a reality. This chapter reviews the multiple theoretical
paths to separatism to provide a basis for modeling the reality of separatist conflicts.
Thus far, previous chapters provide an historical basis for internal state faultlines,
citing the global norm against separatism, the failure of the state-centric system to address
internal colonial conditions, the existence of group territorial claims prior to host state
formation, and the legitimacy of sovereign coercion against internal populations. While
these are important historical factors to consider, this investigation of separatist
mobilization begins by conceptualizing the terms ethnonationalist and indigenous. Since
conceptualizations drive theory, how these terms have been thought of in the past
warrants further scrutiny and holds implications for previous modeling efforts of
separatist group activity. Reviewing previous conceptualizations of these two key terms
also serves to further justify how the terms are defined in this research.' After examining
terminological origins, approaches that view ethnicity as inherited (called primordialism)
' For a listing of those definitions, see the section entitled "Terminological Distinctions"
in Chapter 1.
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versus ethnicity as a modem creation (referred to as constructivism) are discussed as a
means of orienting this research into an existing theoretical debate over the origins of
separatist groups. Finally, specific explanatory factors possibly leading to separatism
will be assessed in terms of their relative potency and adequacy for application within
this research design.

Conceptualizing Ethnonationalist and Indigenous Groups
Conceptualizations represent the starting premises that guide one's research design
and eventual findings. As stated in Chapter 1, separatist groups are comprised of either
an ethnonationalist or indigenous group. Chapter 2 established that both ethnonational
and indigenous peoples form distinct entities which warrant separate conceptualizations.
Thus, building on the two previous chapters, this chapter begins by justifying the
definitional and theoretical approaches used in this research and demonstrating how these
definitional standards follow fi-om a long Ime of development in the literature.
Conceptualizing a Nation:
Nations have been defined several ways in the past.^ The multiplicity of
definitions makes conceptualizing the term an ongoing struggle for clarity. Early research
on nationalism emphasizes the historic grievances of national liberation groups, while deemphasizing the notion of common cultural practices or ethnicity. Instead, scholars
focused on the "corporeal" nation as an organic, historic being:
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A nation is a soul, a spiritual principle. Only two things, actually, constitute this
soul, this spiritual principle. One is in the past, the other is in the present. One is
the possession in common of a rich legacy of remembrances; the other is the actual
consent, the desire to live together, the will to continue to value the heritage which
all hold in common. (Renan 1882:26-29)
Nationality is therefore not only a group held together and animated by common
consciousness; but it is also a group seeking to find its expression in what it
regards as the highest form of organized activity, a sovereign state...Nationalism
demands the nation-state; the creation of the nation-state strengthens nationalism.
Here, as elsewhere in history, we find a continuous interdependence and
interaction..."Nationality is a state of mind corresponding to a political fact,' or
striving to correspond to a political fact. (Kohn 1944:19)
Rather than stressing the historic experiences of national peoples, subsequent
scholars stressed the modem nature of nations. They did this by examining the role of
communication and modem globalization processes in shaping national unity. However,
neither historical scholars (Renan 1882; Kohn 1944) nor modem scholars believed that
ethnicity was a cmcial element in the formation of nations. In fact, modem scholars
stressed the importance of communication in facilitating a community's national
awareness:
In the political and social stmggles of the modem age, nationality, then, means an
alignment of large nimibers of individuals from the lower and middle classes linked
to regional centers and leading social groups by channels of social communication
and economic intercourse, both indirectly from link to link and directly with the
center. (Deutsch 1966:101)
As an example of how communication can facilitate the formation of nations,
Deutsch (1966:104) fiirther conceptualizes a nation as peoples seeking to acquire a
measure of "effective control over the behavior of its members." In other words, national

2 The term nation is derived from the past participle of the Latin verb nasci ("to be
bom"), and hence the Latin noun nationem, which connotes breed or race (Connor
1994:94-103).
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peoples seek some form of power over both its members as well as the host state.
According to Deutsch, this is done most effectively through communication channels. As
a follow-up to Deutsch' earlier work, other scholars have extended tlie notion of
communication to assert that national communities are imagined and socially-invented by
contact with other communities (Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983; Anderson 1983). The
sociological nature of these commimities is examined as an elite-driven process. For
example, Anderson contends that nationalist communities;
...rest on exercises in social engineering which are often deliberate and always
innovative, if only because historical novelty implies iimovation (Anderson
1983:13).
[ The nation ] ...is an imagined political community - and imagined as both
inherently limited and sovereign. It is imagined because the members of even the
smallest nations will never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or
even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion
(Anderson 1983:15).
In contrast with the social and modem constructs of nation-building foimd in
works on "imagined communities", contemporary accounts of nationalism emphasize the
integral role of ethnicity in nationalism. Research linking ethnicity to nationalism did not
flourish imtil the 1970's but it eventually produced three, main competing discourses on
the origins of nations. These three discourses are best represented by the works of
Anthony Smith, a sociologist, Louis Snyder, an historian, and Walker Connor, a political
scientist (Yun 1990:528).
As mentioned in Chapter 1, Connor first coined the term ethnonationalism in 1973
to prevent further terminological confiision prevalent when using the term nationalism.
Such terminological discord has led scholars to equate nationalism with a feeling of
loyalty to the state, which is really indicative of patriotism, rather than its true meaning:
loyalty to the nation within the host state. Misunderstanding the true nature of
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nationalism can lead to false assumptions that the relationship of nationalism to stateintegration is functional rather than dysfunctional and defeatist (Connor 1994:91). Why,
then, use ethnonationalism and nationalism interchangeably? Connor contends that
ethnonationalism highlights the loyalty of the nation to the ethnic group, and offers more
conceptual precision than previous terms. The term ethnonationalism effectively pre
empts misuse by developing a new term to stress the ethnic component describing one's
loyalty to the nation.
Overall, use of the term ethnonationalism has served to link the actions of ethnic
groups to the formation of nations, a factor neglected by Deutsch, Kohn, and Anderson.
As Connor (1973:3) points out, ethnic groups must become aware of their group's
uniqueness before they can be considered a nation. Therefore, if ethnonationalism is
defined in its pristine sense, Connor (1992:48; 1994:xi) contends that a nation connotes a
"group of people who believe they are ancestrally related."
Just as Connor's definition stresses the importance of a group's national
consciousness. Smith (1996:447) also emphasizes the national awareness of ethnic groups
as being a central facet of nationalism. Accordmg to Smith (1996:447), a nation is a
"named human population sharing a historic territory, common myths and historical
memories, a mass, public culture, a common economy and common legal rights and
duties." However, for Smith, it is politicization, and not just cultural awareness, that
ultimately transforms ethnic groups into nations (Yun 1990:531). In its widest sense.
Smith defmes nationalism as "collective resistance to foreign rule" (Yun 1990:531).
There is an ongoing conceptual debate between theorists advocating the ethnic
component of nationalism (Smith 1987; Connor 1994) and those who view nationalism as
a "racial" creation based on loyalty. The view of nationalist as a racial construction is
best evidenced in the work of Louis Snyder, an historian. Snyder asserts that nationalism
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studies should exclude the ethnicity concept altogether. Touting his theoretical approach
as "mini-nationalism", Snyder (1983:259 in Yun 1990:532) contends that "tlie original
definition of'ethnic' refers specifically to physical and mental traits in races or groups of
races. As such, h approaches a synonym for the term racial."
Juxtaposed with Connor and Smith's works, Snyder advises social scientists to
cease using the ethnicity/race term entirely and leave that course of study to the
biologists. Instead of using the term ethnic group, Snyder's term of choice is tribalism
(which he eventually equivocated with "mini-nationalism"). Thus, he (1976:164) defines
mini-nationalism or tribalism as "the sentiment of loyalty to an ethnic or linguistic group."
Despite some persuasive arguments by Snyder, subsequent research on
nationalism suggests that understanding the role of ethnicity is integral to conceptualizing
nationalist movements (Wolf 1986; Yun 1990; Smith 1996). Contemporary nationalism
researchers, such as Gurr (1993a) and Esman (1994), have primarily built their work on
the conceptualizations established by Cormor and Smith. In fact, Esman (1994:28) uses
the term ethnic nation to designate a people demanding the right to self-determination
within their homeland. Gurr's (1993a:5-8; Gurr and Harff 1994:163) "communal groups"
are derived from Smith's notion of "politicized minorities" and accounts for those "core
members sharing a distinctive and persistent collective identity based on cultural and
ascriptive traits that are important to them and to others with whom they interact." (Gurr
1993a:163)
Overall, this inquiry is guided by works such as Smith (1996), Gurr (1993a,
1993b) and Connor's (1994) in linking the actions of ethnic groups to the formation of
nations. Therefore, nations or ethnonationalist groups are defined as "a community of
self-identifying people who believe they share a common ancestry, culture and a
historically common territory" (Author's additions in italics; Connor 1994:197;
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Nietschmaim 1994:226). Implicit in this definition is an awareness by the nation that
they are culturally-distinct from other groups, which can come in the form of political
mobilization or resistance to state policies. Nations, unlike ethnic groups, self-identify
themselves as a common community. This process often creates a dichotomized view
within the group of "us" versus "them", which in itself can lead to separatist sentiment.
Additionally, this definition emphasizes the ethnic roots of nationalist communities that
may remain latent over time only to re-emerge during certain historical events. Finally, it
is worth noting that ethnonationalist groups may not currently reside in their historicallycommon territory. As the phenomenon of diasporas attests, groups are often forced to
abandon their original homelands and migrate elsewhere, such as the Palestinian diaspora
in 1947.
Defining Indigenous:
In marked contrast with the extensive literature on nationalism, the temi
indigenous has not received the same level of academic scrutiny. Most of the conceptual
development of indigenous peoples has taken place outside the confines of academia and
within intergovernmental organizations (IGO's), such as the UN Working Group on
Indigenous Populations (UNWGIP) and the International Labor Organization (ILO).
Previous definitions of indigenous peoples have stressed their traditional lands, historical
continuity, distinctive cultural characteristics, non-dominance within host states, and their
ability to self-identify as indigenous. For example, the 1989 ILO definition of indigenous
peoples includes:
(a), tribal peoples in independent countries whose social, cultural and economic
conditions distinguish them from other sections of the national community, and
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whose status is regulated wholly or partially by their own customs or traditions
or by special laws or regulations;
(b). peoples in independent coimtries who are regarded as indigenous on account
of their descent from the populations which inhabited the country, or a
geographical region to which the country belongs, at the time of conquest or
colonization or the establishment of present State boundaries and who,
irrespective of their legal status, retain some or all of their own social, economic,
cultural and political institutions (Annex III, Standard-Setting Activities,
E/CN.4/Sub.2/AC.4/l 995/3).
Similar to the ILO defmition, additional conceptualizations of indigenous peoples
have established checklists or composites of indigenous features to be considered either in
fiill or in part as constituting an indigenous community. This muhi-part definitional
approach is best illustrated by the World Bank's composite of five indigenous indicators.^
According to World Bank guidelines, indigenous peoples are to be identified by Task
Managers in assessing the degree of a population's "indigenousness" "...by the presence in
varymg degrees of the following characteristics:"
(a), a close attachment to ancestral territories and to the natural resources in these
areas;
(b). self-identification and identification by others as members of a distinct
cultural group;
(c) an indigenous language, often different from the national language;
(d) presence of customary social and political institutions; and
(e) primarily subsistence-oriented production (Annex IV, Standard-Setting
Activities, E/CN.4/Sub.2/AC.4/l 995/3).
The multi-part definition above highlights the fact that researchers have provided
policymakers and academicians with a wide latitude for identifying indigenous
3 For additional examples of multi-part defmitional approaches to indigenous peoples,
see Burger's (1987:9) six-part conceptualization scheme or Wilmer's (1993:97) three-part
definition.

72

populations. Given the conceptual ambiguity of terms such as "culture", "distinct
cultural group", and "customary social and political institutions", one could imagine a
wide variability amongst researchers in determining a group's indigenous status.
Additionally, which of the points covered by a checklist approach are deemed most
important? Overall, the variability in interpreting such muhi-part, definitional
approaches seems to encourage subjectivity when assessing indigenous populations. For
this very reason, indigenous groups attending UNWGIP meetings insist on an unregulated
collective and individual right to "self-identification." However, such an xmregulated
policy leads to a dilemma of indigenous identity construction as other groups scramble to
self-identify as "indigenous" since it has become an "empowering" term internationally
(Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1997:25).
In response to many of the overly-technical, multi-part definitions of indigenous
peoples, current juridical researchers tend to emphasize broad and inclusive definitions of
indigenous groups. One such definition is offered by Anaya (1996:3), who refers to
indigenous peoples as:
..the living descendants of pre-invasion inhabitants of lands now dominated by
others...They are indigenous because their ancestral roots are imbedded in the
lands in which they live, or would like to live, much more deeply than the roots of
more powerful sectors of society living on the same lands or in close proximity.
Despite a wide array of definitional approaches to indigenous peoples from both
IGO's and academia, the 1986 "working definition" of indigenous peoples developed by
the UNWGIP is the most thorough and widely-used.'' The UNWGIP never officially

" There are some shortcomings with the UN working definition on indigenous peoples,
as noted in Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau (1995:346-348), For example, indigenous
peoples are not always the "minority" population within a host state, as in Greenland
where the Inuit constitute 90% of the total population. Additionally, how does one
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adopted this definition as a prerequisite for participation in the Working Group, mainly
due to an adamant insistence by indigenous participants on an unrestricted selfidentification policy. With some minor modifications, the 1986 UNGWIP working
definition of indigenous peoples is presented below to guide the conceptual inquiiy of
this research:
... the existmg descendants of the people who originally inhabited the present
territory of a country (or countries), wholly or partially, at the time when persons
of a different culture or ethnic origin arrived there from other parts of the world,
overcame them, either by direct conquest, settlement, or other means, reduced
them to a non-dominant group within their home region or territory. (Author's
additions in italics; E/CN.4/Sub.2/L.566, para. 34)
Conceptual distinctiveness:
Based on the above "working definitions" of both ethnonationalist and indigenous
groups, one issue is worth revisiting: nations as conceptually distinguished from
indigenous peoples. As a general rule, indigenous peoples have special status as the
original inhabitants and antecedent claimants of a presently state-controlled territory. In
contrast, ethnonationalist groups do not make the claim of being the territory's original
residents but contend that their presence preceded that of the current host state(s).
Indigenous peoples also contend that their peoples hold "prior sovereignty" as the
original inhabitants of a given territory, which conceptually distinguishes indigenous
peoples from nations. For example, the indigenous Sami population provides strong

identify contemporary indigenous peoples based on descendancy? With blood quantum
thresholds, language practices, cultural proficiency, or kinship networks? Despite these
and other definitional shortcomings, this definition is the most widely used in global
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historical evidence they are the original inhabitants of a portion of territory now known as
Norway. However, the nation of Quebecois peoples is composed of French settlers who
relocated to territory previously held by the Cree, Mohawks and other indigenous
populations. The first example is a documented case of an indigenous group while the
second is clearly an ethnonational group. Given this distinction, one can use historical
documentation to differentiate ethnonationalist versus indigenous groups.
Overall, both the ethnonationalist and indigenous groups examined in this study
seek some form of separation from their host state(s), ranging from the formation of an
independent state to greater autonomy within the confines of the host state(s). These
forms of separation are best thought of as constituting group strategies at two ends of a
continuum. However, not all ethnic groups seek some form of separation from their
hosts. Gurr and Haxton (1996:8-9) categorize these latter cases as "minority people"
who have "a defined socioeconomic or political status within a larger society ~ based on
some combination of their ethnicity, immigrant origin, economic roles and religion - and
are concerned about protecting or improving that status." Such cases involving minority
people are not the subject of this research's inquiry since they do not constitute separatist
groups.
After justifying the conceptualizations of ethnonationalist and indigenous groups
to be used in this research, one can begm to outline the many paths to separatism that

forums and by non-governmental organizations (NGO's) and is the most complete
definition of indigenous peoples to date.
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groups may pursue. The etiology of secession begins with a central debate over group
origins ~ whether they are natural and recurring communities or modem constructions of
elites.
The Dynamics of Ethnonationalist/Indigenous Group Formation
The ongoing discussion over how to best conceptualize ethnonational groups
closely mirrors the ongomg theoretical debate examining the origins of these groups. Just
as nations were thought to either be historic entities (Kohn 1944) or modem constructs
(Deutsch 1966; Anderson 1983), researchers have established two lines of inquiry to
explain separatist group formation that follow from these conceptual frameworks. The
first theoretical body of work, broadly known as the primordialist school (Geertz 1963;
Isaacs 1975; Van Den Berghe 1978; Horowitz 1985; Smith 1987; Moynihan 1993;
Connor 1994), posits that ethnic identity is the essential component leading to political
and military separatism regardless of any social, political and economic context in which
the group operates. While conditions of social, political, and economic discontent may
precede separatist violence, only discontent founded on ethnically-driven symbols, such
as language, speeches, religion, origin myths, or cultural practices, can precipitate
separatist movements (Heraclides 1991:7-8)
Essentially, primordialists focus on the historical ties shared by the ethnic group
and how affective symbols, such as speeches and language, may evoke deep emotional
responses within individuals and collectivities (Spear 1995:15). Primordialists generally
assume that ethnicity's shared belief in a common ancestry and ability to govern social
relations is a historical artifact.
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Furthermore, some primordialists regard ethnicity as an inheritance or birthright.^
It is suggested that ethnic "life attachments", such as kinship relations, religion, language,
and social practices, are natural and provide the basis for "easy affinity" with peoples
from the same background (Brass 1994:83). In the course of conceptualizmg these ethnic
attachments, primordialists make two competing claims. First, they argue that nations
and nationalism are perennial; and, second, that they are natural (Smith 1987:12). As an
example of a scholar emphasizing the second claim, Geertz (1963:109-110), who was an
early pioneer in the development of primordialism in anthropology, expounds on what he
considers "givens" of social existence;
These congruities of blood, speech, custom an so on, are seen to have an ineffable,
and at times overpowering, coerciveness in and of themselves. One is bound to
one's kinsman, one's neighbor, one's fellow believer, ipso facto...'QwX for virtually
every person, in every society, at almost all times, some attachments seems to
flow more from a sense of natural — some would say spiritual — affinity than
from social interaction.
Geertz' definition of primordialism, which is representative of early primordialist
scholars (Shils 1957; Geertz 1963), stresses both claims outlined by Smith (1987): that
nations transcend time and that they are part of a natural formative process. In contrast
to earlier works, contemporary primordialism emphasizes the perennial nature of
ethnonationalism, while discounting the role of natural forces in nation formation. While
nations are formed by similar forces of communication, language, and kinship ties, many
nations can be considered "modem" in the sense that state-seeking nationalism emerged as

5 Examples of more extreme versions of the primordialist perspectives is evident in the
works of anthropologist Joshua A. Fishman (1980: especially pps. 84-91) and
sociobiologist Pierre Van Den Berghe (1978). Both authors essentially claim that one's
ethnicity is biological and genetically-inherited.
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a prevalent ideology as late as the 18th century (See Tilly 1995 in Chapter 2). Yet, preWestphalian entities, such as many American Indian communities in North America
(Cherokee, Shoshone, Mohawk etc.) as well as Roman and Greek city-states, exhibit
striking parallels to modem nations. For this reason, most contemporary primordialist
scholars view ethnonationalist groups as perennial (and sometimes universal) entities that
recur and adapt throughout history, often forming as contemporary nations from an
historically-driven ethnic group (Horowitz 1985; Smith 1987,1996; Moynihan 1993;
Cormor 1994).
Despite some compelling arguments, the contemporary primordialists (hereafter
referred to as pereimialists) have yet to conclusively demonstrate that ethnic "life
attachments" are derived from birth, and that kinship relations, religion, language and
other cultural belief systems are somehow inherited. Some perermialists concede that
modernization processes disorient ethnonationalist groups, which may force them to
abandon old symbols for contemporary symbols. However, perennialists cannot explain
the upsurge in ethnic claims often resulting from economic development or within certain
political contexts. Therefore, while the primordial approach can explain the persistence
of ethnic identity over time, it does not adequately address the issue of why such identity
can, and often does, change or fluctuate in its intensity (Scott 1990:149).
As a reaction to primordialist shortcomings, the instrumentalist or constructivist®
school (Barth 1969; Hechter 1975,1985; Tilly 1978; Anderson 1983; Hobsbawm and
Ranger 1983; Huntington 1996) emerges. In stark contrast to perennialist views of
6 This body of research has alternatively been referred to as "circumstantial approaches"
and "modernists." However, for the sake of clarity and consistency, the term
constructivist will be used in this research to best describe the process of ethnonationalist
or indigenous group formation. However, this term should not be confused with a
growing "constructivist" body of research in international relations which focuses on the
reputational effects of states (Wendt 1992).
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"ethnicity as a given", constructivists claim that ethnonationalist movements form in
reaction to state dominance of a particular group of people; essentially, ethnicity is
capable of being invented. Rather than view ethnicity as a natural entity, constructivists
maintain that national groups are social constructs formed in relation to peoples'
immediate needs and their relationships with others. Group solidarity results from
certain social circumstances, whether internal or external, which group members
experience. These circumstances, ranging from relative deprivation to state repression,
enhance group solidarity as individuals rationally select an ethnic identity to attain desired
political, economic, and social goals (Scott 1990:148). Ethnic identity only becomes
resurgent when it is invoked by entrepreneurial political leaders in the instrumental
pursuit of material benefits for group members (Gurr 1993b:348).
As with the primordialist line of inquiry, the constructivist school is also divided
into two sub-categories: those researchers who primarily examine structural causes of
ethnonationalist solidarity (Hechter 1975,1985; Anderson 1983; Hobsbawm and Ranger
1983; Bowen 1996; Huntington 1996) and those who examine internal factors promoting
group solidarity (Barth 1969; Tilly 1978). As a foremost proponent of a structural
approach, Hechter (1975; 1985; Hechter and Levi 1994) builds on the work of Lenin and
Gramsci to describe a condition of "intemal colonialism" faced by many stateless societies
throughout the world. Hechter (1975,1985) contends that the survival of national
movement within a host state depends on the existence of a hierarchical "cultural division
of labor". Intemal colonialism produces such a stratified system, with advantaged groups
making up the core, and the disadvantaged cultural groups constituting the peripheral
territories within states.'' Due to the cultural division of labor and increasing economic

Galtung (1980) makes a similar argument in claiming that separatism emerges in a
relation of dominance directed against a group or groups, especially when this dominance
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inequalities between the core and periphery, the deprived cultural group will mobilize
toward separatism (Hechter 1985:18; Hechter and Levi 1994:185-186). Thus, when one's
life chances are affected by group membership, she will either leave the group or adopt a
strong nationalist identity.
As a complement to Hechter's work on the state/group power relations which
facilitate separatism, Hobsbawm (1983:2) describes how an "invention of tradition" takes
place within host states:
Students of peasant movements know that a village's claim to some common land
or right 'by custom from time immemorial' often expresses not a historical fact, but
the balance of forces in the constant struggle of village against lords or against
other villages.
According to Hobsbawm (1983:12), "...all invented traditions, so far as possible,
use history as a legitimator of action and cement of group cohesion." In addition to a
created history, these communities are often "imagined", whose creation is facilitated by
market forces and commimication technologies (Anderson 1983:103). Thus, while
understanding the nature of religious communities and historical remnants of previous
communities can be usefiil for examining nation formation (i.e. primordialists),
constructivists focus on contemporaiy societal conditions which prompt group
mobilization (Anderson 1983:18).
Structural constructivists, such as Bowen (1996) £ind Huntington (1996),®
investigate "macro" factors promoting separatism. Bowen (1996:6), for example, argues

is linked with territorial claims within a state and with a distinct peoples living in that
territory (Heraclides 1991:8).
® It should be noted that Huntington (1996) focuses on aggregations of states as part of
broader civilization groupings (approximately 7-8 in the contemporary world system).
This dissertation and other constructivists take a different approach by disaggregating the
state and focusing on the intra-state processes that produce cleavages between host states
and indigenous/ethnonationalist groups.
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that ethnic identities are modem and created. Yet he concludes that "It is fear and hatred
from the top, and not ethnic differences, that finally push people to commit acts of
violence." (Bowen 1996:7) Such a view overlooks the intra-group dynamics of
ethnonationalists while solely emphasizing societal context.
As another example of a macro approach, Huntington (1996) considers the
possibility that states can be aggregated into 7 or 8 of the world's predominant
civilizations.® With the decline of the "West" at the end of the Cold War, the world is
now multipolar and "multicivilizational" for the first time in history (Huntington
1996:21). In response to Westem decline and global modernization forces, civilizations
have re-emerged to challenge the Westem paradigm. As Huntmgton (1996:91) asserts:
"Trade may or may not follow the flag, but culture almost always follows power."
In his global survey of civilization groupings, Huntington (1996:267) finds that
identity is almost always defined by religion or civilization groups. Unlike Bowen
(1996), who suggests that groups are artificial constructs of state elites, Huntington
5 The 7 or 8 possible civilization groupings identified by Huntington (1996:45-47) are:
Sinic (Confucian), Japanese (offspring of Chinese culture), Hindu, Islamic, Westem
(Europe and North America), Latin American (corporatist, authoritarian culture),
Orthodox (Russian), and possibly Afirica (sub-Saharan Afiica). Here civilizations are
described as plural, comprehensive, adaptive and enduring, historical cultural entities
(Huntington 1996:40-46).
It should be noted that Huntington's "Civilization Paradigm" is not without its
critics. For alternate views, see Volume 72(4) of Foreign Affairs in which several
researchers, such as Fouad Ajami, Lin Binyan, Jeane Kirpatrick, Kishore Mahbuban,
Gerard Piel, and Albert Weeks, debate the adequacy of the Civilization Paradigm. Other
works which offer direct refutations to Huntington's notion of a longstanding Westem
dominant civilization originate fi*om the world systems literature (Quijano and Wallerstein
1992; Chase-Dunn and Hall 1993; Frank and Gills 1993). Theorists such as Frank and
Gills (1993:165-174) suggest that the world system originated in Asia (Han China, India,
and Southeast Asia from 100 BC on) and not the West as Huntington indicates.
Accordmg to most world systems theorists, the hegemonial shift to Europe did not occur
until the 17th century.
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contends that civilizations are a product of global modernizing influences, such as
increased access to communication and transportation devices. Thus, the civilization
paradigm, as an example of contemporaiy constructivist research, makes the following
assumptions:
The world is indeed anarchical, rife wdth tribal and nationality conflicts, but the
conflicts that pose the greatest dangers for stability are those between states or
groups from different civilizations (Huntington 1996:36)
Juxtaposed with studies emphasizing macro factors (Bowen 1996; Huntington
1996), there is a body of constructivist research that stress the "micro" factors of
individual members in choosing to identify wdth a particular ethnic group (Barth 1969;
Tilly 1978). Distinguished from macro approaches which view ethnicity as manipulated
by host states or the West, these micro approaches examine relations both within and
between ethnic groups. For Barth, ethnicity is a form of social organization or grouping
(1969:13). Thus, the important feature of group dynamics is not the unique cultural
practices of the group but the ethnic boundary that defines the group, whether a
particular niche in economic production or separate claims to territory (Barth
1969:15,19). Therefore, according to Barth (1969:16):
...the persistence of ethnic groups in contact implies not only criteria and signals
for identification, but also a structuring of interaction which allows the persistence
of cultural differences.
In another micro approach, Tilly (1978) takes a rational action approach to
explain how groups mobilize. According to Tilly (1978:84), the extent of a group's
collective action depends on its: 1) extent of shared interests with other groups; 2) the
intensity of its organization; 3) and its mobilization or amount of resources under its
collective control. Wliile he also examines levels of host state repression, power and
group opportunities, the crux of Tilly's model is based on group resource mobilization.
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Essentially, groups need basic resources, such as organi2ation, financing, and social
cohesion, in order to mobilize toward collective action. While Tilly's model examines
violent mobilizations toward revolutions, his work can also be applied to
ethnonationalist/indigenous group mobilization toward separatism.
After reviev^ing the extensive constructivist literature, its shortcomings in
explaining ethnonationalist group formation are apparent. While the constmctivists can
explain why ethnicity fluctuates over time, they are less able to account for the
persistence of ethnicity over time, which is the focus of the primordialist school (Scott
1990:149). Changing circumstances can explain ethnonationalist resurgence, but what
accounts for the persistence of groups over a longer period of time (centuries in some
instances)?
In sum, while primordialists and constmctivists have several different layers of
theoretical development within their respective approaches, they do not have to be
viewed as mutually exclusive domains. The challenge is to offer a useful synthesis of
these two approaches.

Synthesizing Primordial and Constructivist Approaches
Primordialists and constmctivists each have important contributions to the
etiology of separatism. First, the primordial school emphasizes the longstanding kinship
networks of separatist group members, which are often antecedents to the formation of
their "host" states. The longstanding persistence of ethnonationalist/indigenous groups
may serve to challenge the legitimacy of "youthful" host states, as 66% of all states are
less than fifty years old (Griggs and Hocknell 1996:4). Second, given the sovereignty
principle, there is a high potential for separatist group/state opposition as separatist
groups and host states make competing claims for territory and control over their
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members. Finally, Connor (1994) and other pereimialists (Isaacs 1975; Smith 1996) offer
alternative explanations to rational choice approaches to ethnicity; national identity and
actions rarely exhibit characteristics of "rational" behavior.
Complementing the primordial approach, the constructivist school emphasizes the
multiple power relationships between host states and separatist groups. Host state
political and economic dominance (coupled with a cultural division of labor) may facilitate
separatist group cohesion. Context and circumstances do matter when assessing the
fluctuations in renascent separatist group claims. Finally, constructivists relate the
importance of ethnic entrepreneurs or elites who may draw on symbols or historical
referents to enhance separatist mobilization. Ethnonationalism is not solely mass-based,
as primordialists suggest, but a unique combination of elite-driven motivations and latent
mass reactions.
Contemporary researchers have been moderately successfiil in bridging these two
schools. Gurr's (1993b:162) research, for example, assumes that "all group identities,
both communal and national, are to a degree situational and subject to change." Gurr's
locus of group change is differential politicized treatment by the host state(s), but he has
been unsuccessful so far in integrating relative deprivation vvith resource mobilization
theory (Lindstrom and Moore 1995). To Gurr's credit, however, his model does include
group history, such as group cohesion and size, to account for some primordial aspects of
separatist mobilization. He also concedes that when researching ethnopolitical conflicts,
"some of the key issues are nonmaterial" and not all conflicts are fought over resources or
power but often over identity and culture (Gurr 1993a: 316; 1993b:365).
Despite the decidedly non-rational actions of many ethnonationalist groups
around the world (Connor 1993), researchers have provided some evidence of collective
political action being driven by a rational action model (Finkel and Muller 1998; Hechter
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1995). However there are several caveats involved in the current rational choice research.
First, it has not been applied to separatism specifically (Finkel and Muller 1998;
Lichbach 1994; Muller, Dietz and Finkel 1991). Second, even when tested
systematically, it appears that the "...explanatory work done by rationality is difficult to
discern" (Green and Shapiro 1994:88). Finally, they survey work produced on group
rebellion tends to explain past events from information gathered at the current time
(Green and Shapiro 1994:85). Given the many pathologies of rational choice as a theory
to explain separatist behavior, it is worth pointing out that rational choice is not
monolithic but is comprised of several related theories. As an offshoot of the rational
choice paradigm, resource mobilization theory shows much promise when explaining
collective action (Tilly 1978; Lindstrom and Moore 1995). Therefore, this research
attempts to synthesize salient offshoots of the constructivist school (resource
mobilization) with historical cultural indicators of autonomy pursuits, concentration of
group members, and longstanding geopolitical faultlines.
Research by Nagel (1995) into the identity resurgence of American Indians offers
promising insights into the internal (group) and external (state) pressures leading to ethnic
mobilization. According to Nagel (1995), who specifically examines American Indian
identity, group identity shifts are attributable to a larger process of ethnic renewal.
Individuals may choose to renegotiate their identities given the right structural and group
opportunities. Many ethnonationalist groups reorganize their ethnic boundaries in
response to changes or demands imposed by the dominant culture and to ensure ethnic
group survival (Nagel and Snipp 1993:205-206). As a comprehensive model of ethnic
reorganization, Nagel and Snipp (1993) believe that ethnic group identity shifts can be
internally or externally imposed, and along economic, cultural, social and political lines.
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Another promising research program is developed by anthropologist Edward
Spicer (1971). Spicer's comprehensive model accounts for primordial factors, such as the
use of meaningful cultural symbols amongst those identifying with a particular historical
experience and an individual's ability to relate to those symbols, and constructivism, such
as the host state oppositional process and its attempts to incorporate groups into the
larger society (Spicer 1971:799).
Yet despite some encouraging efforts, the paucity of theoretical models
synthesizing primordialism and constructivism indicates underdevelopment in this
important area of conflict processes (Scott 1990). A more forceful attempt at "integrative
cumulation" is sought here (Zinnes 1976), as both schools lend important insights into the
multiple paths of separatism.

Catalvsts of Separation
Any model of separatism should include at least three elements (Heraclides
1991:13-14). One is a separatist claim to a particular territorial homeland. The second is
the existence of a collectivity that is aware of its cultural imiqueness in relation to other
groups and defines itself as distinct (i.e. ethnonationalist awareness). The third element is
whether differential treatment (political, cultural, social, economic etc.) is accorded to the
ethnonationalist or indigenous group by the host state. When all three of these variables
intersect, intrastate war becomes likely (Heraclides 1991:13). In outlining a potential
model for separatism, this research begms by examining Heraclides' model for political
divorce in greater detail. It should be noted that Heraclides' first two model components
deal exclusively with separatist group characteristics, which lend insight into a group's
resource mobilization capabilities. The third model component details the host state
context in which separatist groups operate. Figure 1 provides a pictorial representation
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of how certain separatist group and host state characteristics lend insight into the
theoretical paths to intrastate war. Each of these explanatory components will be
discussed and assessed for their potency in explaining and predicting intrastate war.
One separatist group characteristic that is necessary but not sufficient to explain
intrastate war outbreaks is an ethnonationalist or indigenous group's homeland affinity.
When analyzing a separatist group's claim to a particular swath of territory, it is helpful
to understand that indigenous and ethnonationalist groups have strong economic,
psychological, social, and cultural attachments to their territorial homelands. The VicePresident of the World Council of Indigenous Peoples relates the deeply held ties of
peoples to their historic lands:
...Next to shooting indigenous peoples, the surest way to kill us is to separate us
from our part of the Earth. Once separated, we will either perish in body or our
minds and spirits will be altered so that we end up mimicking foreign
ways...(Burger 1987:14)
A 1970 poem by an Uzbek national expresses a similar sentiment:
So that my generation would comprehend the Homeland's worth.
Men were always transformed to dust, it seems.
The Homeland is the remains of our forefathers
Who turned into dust for this precious soil. (In Connor 1986:17)
As the above writings indicate, the homeland is much more than a territorial claim
— its significance is also symbolic and emotional. Land is revered by most separatist
groups and carries a strong emotional attachment as the group's geographic cradle".
(Connor 1986:17) Thus, any account of group claims to a territorial homeland should
also account for the psychological, social and cultural link these peoples share with this
geographic space. As Chapter 2 illustrated, a group's links to the past, based on kinship
networks and cultural practices, often tie that group to a specific territory (Knight
1982:522; Smith 1993:52-53). In fact, the loss of a particular homeland, which the
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Palestinian diaspora experienced in 1947 with the formation of Israel, may be an
important motivator for separatism. As this example indicates, what is crucial for
separatism is not the actual possession of a homeland, but the sense of mutual belonging,
even from afar (Smith 1993:51).
Given the strong emotional and psychological components of territorial control,
neither peoples nor territory are clearly distinguishable and separable (Premdas 1990:13).
It is clear that homeland claims provide the justification for separatist group mobilization
for war, in turn impacting the militancy of the movement and concentration levels of the
homeland, which will be discussed below.
The intensity of a separatist group's resource mobilization capabilities may be
symptomatic of its "community awareness" and desire to protect the homeland. Based
on previous research (Tilly 1978; Gurr 1993a, 1993b; Lindstrom and Moore 1995),
current group cohesion levels can be impacted by previous successes in organizing
rebellion. As Lindstrom and Moore (1995:181) suggest, rebellion either succeeds or fails,
but it does not persist (over time). For Gurr (1993b:180), the measure of whether a
group had previously lost its autonomy and/or group status (time-dependent) is a key
factor promoting ethnopolitical rebellion (if lost, then group reforms to re-attain
previously-held status). In sum, group solidarity measures and their historical precession
to the host state(s) may help explain the drive to separatism. One way to assess a
group's resource capabilities is the number of active separatist organizations on the
homeland. An indigenous or ethnonationalist group that has a higher intensity of
organization and greater amount of resources under its direct control (Tilly 1978:84)
would logically have more active separatist organizations working in support of its goals.
The geographic concentration of a group's members is an indicator of national
awareness as well as homeland affinity. According to previous studies (Horowitz
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1985:266-272; Gurr 1993a:127; Gurr 1993b:174), group concentration/dispersion levels
indicate the primordial concept of group cohesion and the strength of group boundaries in
maintaining their distinctiveness.'® The migration of other ethnic groups into a
distinctively ethnonationalist group's region often provokes a separatist response
(Horowitz 1985:263). The influx of Bengali settlers into the Chittagong Hill Tracts, for
example, has prompted a strengthening of separatist sentiments as tribal governments
attempt to differentiate themselves from "outsiders". Overall, the strength of a separatist
movement and the heterogeneity of its region are inversely related. Most separatist
regions are ethnically diverse, which sometimes prevents the emergence of a strongly
mobilized separatist outbreak (Horowitz 1985:267). The Kurds in Iraq, for example, are
divided by Kurdish opponents from Turkey and Syria, who seek different goals.
Additionally, the heterogeneity of a separatist region can induce a willingness to
compromise with the central goverrmient (Horowitz 1985:271). Overall, the level of
group's cohesion and concentration may impact the intensity of their separatist impulses.
The second component of Heraclides' (1991:13-14) separatism model is the
existence of a collectivity that is aware of its cultural uniqueness, which is encompassed
by the very definition of ethnonationalism used in this research ~ an awareness of a
common identity and culture among a self-identifying group of people. Yet both
ethnonationalist and mdigenous group members see a clear distinction between "us" and
"them", while establishing group boundaries of ethnic choseness and protection from the
penetration of other groups (Barth 1969:15,19). As mentioned in our discussion of
primordialism and constructivism, such an awareness can be a combination of perennial or
historical group consciousness as well as awareness facilitated by the politicization of the
•0 Gurr (1993b:180) found that dispersed groups are a little more likely to mobilize for
protest than rebellion, while concentrated groups were a little more likely to organize
rebellions.
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group. Does the group accept existing host state boundaries as legitimate? General
patterns of separatist group mobilization suggest that indigenous groups are more likely
to seek autonomy arrangements within the host state(s) while ethnonationalists tend to
seek independent statehood (Gurr 1993a:74-75; Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau
1995:362; Daes 1996:54). Essentially indigenous groups want greater self-management of
their own communities to maintain traditional cultural, political and economic practices.
Ethnonationalists, in contrast, are more concerned "decolonization" (See Chapter 2) and
forming their own state within the world system. Therefore, a group's level of awareness
of historical state practice may uhimately impact the nature of a separatist group's
demands.
As a measure of resource mobilization capabilities, the existence of a political
party pursuing group goals may reflect group solidarity and awareness levels. Several
host states prohibit ethnically-driven political parties because of the exclusiveness these
parties practice and the resultant effort to legitimate such exclusion by controlling state
power. For the these reasons, the existence of separatist group parties tends to make
mediation between groups difficult while the zero-sum nature of electoral outcomes
fosters continued conflict (Horowitz 1985:298). Hence, ethnically-driven party systems
may signal the resource capabilities of separatist groups while also spurring inter-ethnic
competition in the electoral arena.
The third component of Heraclides' (1991) conceptual model accounts for the
existence of differential treatment between the host state and the separatist group. In
essence, this explanatory device accounts for the host state contexts in which the group
operates ~ five different indicators of host state context are examined here. One useful
typology developed by Horovwtz (1985:233-259) lends further insight into host
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state/separatist economic relationships. In examining relations between the central
govenmient and groups, there are four types of potential separatist groups:
1. "backward" groups in a "backward" region;
2. "advanced" groups in a "backward" region;
3. "advanced" groups in an "advanced" region; and
4. "backward" groups in an "advanced" region (Horowitz 1985:234,258).
For Horowitz, the largest nimiber of separatist movements come from backward
groups in backward regions. Essentially, they conclude that there is very little to gain
from preserving the undivided state (Horowitz 1985:236). In contrast, advanced groups
in backward regions secede only if economic costs are low and if all other options have
been exhausted. However, advanced groups such as the Tamils in Sri Lanka and the Ibo in
Nigeria, do chose separatism frequently, but are not as quick to use it as the backward
groups (Karens of Burma, Kurds in Iraq etc.).
Advanced groups in advanced regions rarely secede as they are able to "export"
revenue and bring migrant workers back to the home region if there is trouble. Likewise,
backward groups in advanced regions, such as the Lunda in Zaire, rarely secede. They
only chose separatism if their group is not receiving treatment proportional to the rest of
the population, such as job opportimities or access to education (Horowitz 1985:258).
Overall, this typology somewhat corroborates with the findings of Gurr (1993b) and
Lindstrom and Moore (1995) in terms of differential treatment of groups promoting
separatism. According to Lindstrom and Moore (1995:171), the potential for
mobilization is a ftmction of group identity and cohesion, the extent to which the group is
exposed to state repression, and persisting grievances. However, contrary to Gurr
(1993b), group grievances do not have a direct impact on either ethnic protest or rebellion
(Lindstrom and Moore 1995:180).
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Internal colonial conditions may also facilitate mobilization for intrastate war. If a
group constitutes a portion of the hierarchically-organized "cultural division of labor", the
separatism may ensue (Hechter 1985). In general, the peripheral region becomes assertive
where political and economic dynamism develops in different regions, either because the
core falters (stops providing economic growth) or because the peripheral region improves
its economic position relative to the core through the development of a new resource
(Wood 1981:117).
A third possible contextual factor is the level of host state regime repression,
which may instigate separatism. Gurr (1993,1994) and others (Lindstrom and Moore
1995) find support for the contention that the scope of a state's regulatory power (i.e.
level of coerciveness) and the extent of its institutional democracy effectively deters longterm separatist movements. This may get at the perceived group legitimacy of the host
state regime, which can be detrimental for newer, democratizing countries:
In long-established democracies the utility of nonviolent communal activism is
high, whereas the process of democratization provides opportunities that spur the
mobilization of communal groups for both protest and rebellion. (Gurr 1993b:189)
A fourth contextual factor is within many host states a separatist group is
situated. The more host states that a separatist group is contained within, the more likely
it will seek autonomy. As the relatively rare occurrence of irredentist strategies indicates,
attempting to unify a separatist group situated within two or more host state poses
problems due to different host state treatment of ethnonationalist and mdigenous peoples
within their borders (Horowitz 1985:285-286). Additionally, diasporas such as the Roma
(Gypsies) are too dispersed within eight European host states to have a unified
independence movement. However, whenever stateless diaspora members are
concentrated in areas bordering their homeland, the likelihood of organized attacks and
independence movements increases (Sheffer 1994:64-65). Hence, as the number of host
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states containing a separatist group increases, the less likely that independence
movements will be successful.
A final factor is the type of third party support provided to a separatist group.
Generally the old proverb which states "the enemy of my enemy is my friend" holds true
with regards to third party support of separatist groups. In a study of seven secessionist
movements, Heraclides (1990:377) found that the enemy of a state threatened by a
separatist group was likely to provide some form of assistance, whether recognition or
arms, to that particular group. Additionally, states who were adjacent to a secessionist
region of a neighboring state were also likely to support secessionists (Heraclides
1990:377). Given these two scenarios, one can envision how intrastate disputes can
widen to become interstate and intrastate conflicts. Overall, when a state or non-state
actor lends some form of support to an active separatist movement, it is likely that the
intrastate conflict will become more intractable (Zartman 1992:37).
What type of support do third parties offer? There are two possible types of
assistance to separatist groups: tangible and intangible. Tangible assistance comes in the
form of military training, provision of munitions/weaponry or explicit extension of a
territory as a base of separatist operation or safe haven (Heraclides 1990:368-369;
Heraclides 1991:48). On the other hand, intangible assistance involves symbolic support,
such as diplomatic recognition of a group or recognition of the legitimacy of a national
liberation status of a particular group (Heraclides 1990:368-369; Heraclides 1991:47-48).
In general, states tend to offer tangible support while IGO's and NGO's usually provide
intangible support to separatist groups. In either case, the nature of the support widens
the scope of the existing conflict and can intensify separatist resistance to the authority of
its host state(s). Clearly the advent of third party support can affect the nature of
intrastate and possibly interstate conflicts.
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Model Building
Overall, the various separatist group and host state characteristics that drive
mobilization toward intrastate war coincide under different conditions, historical
experiences and levels of separatist intensity. Whether in advanced regions or backward
regions, concentrated or dispersed, or situated across one or more borders, groups face a
variety of conditions that may spur their separatist impulses. These potential catalysts
become the impetus for group struggles for separatism at different points in time. The
difficulty is determining the timing and extent of a group's struggles for separatism. This
is especially daunting when one considers the 589 or so separate groups and their
experiences worldwide. In sum, it is necessary to understand state and group
motivations. After surveying the theoretical bases for intrastate war, one can proceed to
issues of empirical measurement and verification to further test the host state and
separatist group factors and their explanatory power with respect to outbreaks of
intrastate conflict (Chapters 4 and 5).
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Chapter 4
THE NATURE OF SEPARATIST CONFLICTS: EMPIRICAL PATTERNS FROM
1945-1995

Mobilization for separatism can take multiple paths. This chapter examines
characteristics of separatist groups and their host states which may ultimately explain the
onset of intrastate war. More specifically, at what point do escalating separatist/host
state tensions lead to militarized conflict? Such intrastate wars are increasingly common
in the post-Cold War world, as data taken from the newly-created "Intrastate" project
will demonstrate. For example, in 1995 there were 27 ongoing intrastate wars compared
with 3 in 1945; these figures are juxtaposed with the occurrence of 2 interstate wars in
1995 and 1 in 1945 (Holsti 1991:274-278; Licklider 1995:688-689; Smith 1997:90-95).
With ethnonationalist and indigenous group grievances now reaching a global audience
(Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1998; Gurr and Harff 1994; Gurr 1993b; Wihner 1993),
intrastate conflicts show no sign of decreasing in the near future. Additionally, prevailing
norms of host state "management" of ethnonational/indigenous groups within their
borders have not abated this phenomenon (in the past or the present). While separatism
is not an inevitable occurrence, it clearly has not been quelled with the enactment of global
norms against separatism (Hopkins Primeau 1996; Heraclides 1992) or repressive host
state policies targeting specific national groups (Gurr 1993b:188-190; Horowitz

1985:Chapter 13). If it is to either be abated or accommodated, one must better
understand how separatist groups mobilize.
Ultimately what is called for here is a more sophisticated understanding of the
logic of separatism. Such an understanding may promote peaceful resolutions of potential
conflicts and lead to meaningful dialogues between host states and separatist groups over
long-standing grievances. Successful conflict management on the part of host states also
requires an awareness of botli the domestic and transborder dimensions of most separatist
groups (approximately 70%). Empirical evidence from Chapters 4, 5 and 6 is expected to
demonstrate that separatist conflicts pervade both the interstate and intrastate levels. To
begin this investigation, however, it is useful to provide a detailed accounting of how the
sample of 226 separatist groups was selected and configured to conduct empirical testing.
After describing the coding rules undertaken by the Intrastate dataset, key variables will
be operationalized to provide a basis for modeling how and
why separatist groups mobilize and demand autonomy or exit from the host state(s).

Identifying Separatist Groups
An ideal dataset on separatist conflict would describe where and when
ethnonational/indigenous groups originally settled, when they became a imified "nation",
accurate measures of group cohesion over time, the evolving aims of a group over time,
surveys of group members detailing the underlying reasons for their mobilization against
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the host state, the group population size over time along with details of possible internal
factions, the long and short-term goals of the separatist group, the host state's
motivations for its policies regarding ethnonationalist or indigenous groups within its
borders, details of all host state mobilizations with regards to groups within its borders,
and several other attributes that would reveal meaningfiil insights into both separatist
groups and the states that host them. The above list is by no means comprehensive and
certainly reflects the biases of the researcher, but it does effectively catalog the nearly
unattainable. Most datasets, such as the Minorities at Risk project (MAR), must settle
for far less information due to the widespread lack of reliable information taken from host
states and separatist groups. Gurr (1993a: 12) specifically cited this as a problem when
compiling his dataset, which utilized the expertise of 22 researchers fi*om around the
world:
In some Third World countries there are no reliable census data for a country as a
whole or for its constituent groups....A related problem is data that appear more
precise than they actually are.
Operating without the benefit of additional researchers, this "Intrastate" project
relied heavily on existing datasets, news reports, and previously published country
demographic statistics. Unfortunately most information on separatist groups was not
systematically collected before the late 1980's, which limits one's ability to analyze
group changes over a longer period of time. Additionally, none of the published sources
examined could document with any certainty the shift in the group's population size over
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time, when the nation was formed, and the specific events (internal and external to the
group) leading to separatist mobilization. Of the data that were gathered successfully,
much of it fell victim to Gurr's problem of appearing "more precise than they actually
are." Group population data was usually reported by the groups themselves, which
could conceivably be inflated to enhance their standing amongst other groups and
international organizations; also, host states might use census data techniques to report a
smaller group presence than is actually present in a region. Since separatist actions are
highly-charged political events, reporting of such events is expected to mirror group and
host state biases. For example, the Sahrawi (Morocco) claim to have one million members
while the government of Morocco insists that there are no more than 175,000 Sahrawi
people within its borders (Minahan 1996:468-469). In order to better control for the
politics of numbers, I used the most conservative estimates whenever possible.
Since Gurr's MAR project is widely recognized as one of the most comprehensive
and reliable datasets currently available on ethnonationalism, the "Intrastate" project
derived many of its coding rules and figures fi-om existing MAR data. For example,
Gurr's group population estimates were found to be relatively conservative and accurate
when compared to other sources. Also, use of Gurr's six regions of the world proved to
be a useful organizing principle when discussing regional trends of separatism.' Other

' The six regions outlined in MAR are: Asia, Eastem Europe and the Former Soviet
Union, Latin America and the Caribbean, North Africa and the Middle East, Sub-Saharan
Africa and Western democracies and Japan. While such regional breakdowns are fairly
standard, this particular regional schema may differ from standard regional breakdowns in
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data partially derived from MAR include the group's population proportions relative to
the host state's total population, the type of separatist group being examined
(ethnonationalist versus indigenous), the number of host countries in which a separatist
group resides, and the nature of ethnonationalist or indigenous group demands.
While this research exhibits a number of close parallels to Gurr's work, there are
also some striking differences. For example, MAR coding rules dictated that a group's
status as either ethnonational or indigenous was determined by whether the group sought
exit from the host state (ethnonationalists) or greater autonomy within the host state
(indigenous). However, as the previous conceptualizations of these two types of
separatist groups in Chapter 3 suggests, the nature of group demands is only one of
several key factors potentially useful in identifying the type of separatist group being
examined. For example, indigenous peoples have several other identifying features that
make them "indigenous": descendency from the original inhabitants of a region, claims to
an original homeland that preceded the existence of the host state(s), and a common
culture. Additionally, since group demands may change over time, Gurr's coding rules
suggest that a group could somehow vacillate between being indigenous to being
ethnonationalist. Such conceptual reasoning seems thin if group demands are the sole
determinants of being indigenous or ethnonationalist. Since ethnonationalist or
indigenous groups have much more distinctiveness culturally and politically, this study

two ways: Japan is grouped with other Western democracies, rather than being located in
the Asian region; also, western democracies include most of Western Europe, which may
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uses a more complex and rigorous standard when discussing types of separatist groups.
In addition to the type of group being studied, several other group characteristics were
recorded in the "Intrastate" dataset that were absent in MAR:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

whether a group was irredentist, secessionist, or a diaspora;
the number of host states in which the group resided;
the number of active separatist groups on the homeland;
the geographic concentration of the group members on the homeland;
the number of primary languages spoken on the homeland;
the nature of the group demands (autonomy versus exit);
whether the group had ever formally declared independence from the host
state;
• whether the group was involved in an intrastate war with the host state
between 1945-1995;
• whether a separatist group was represented by a political party within its host
state;
• and whether a group received some form of assistance (tangible or intangible)
from a third part}', such as another state, international organization, or another
group.
Understanding key similarities and differences between the MAR and Intrastate
datasets highlights the diversity of the field of conflict studies. It is also instructive in
uncovering the various goals of researchers who assemble such datasets. The primary
goal of the Intrastate project is to understand the motivations of separatist groups who
mobilize against the host state and to promote greater conflict resolution between
separatist groups and host states. Yet the primary unit of analysis is the separatist
group as reactive to the policies of the host state as well as geopolitical conditions.
Gurr's MAR project originated in 1988 to promote awareness of hxmian rights violations

form a separate category in other regional conceptualizations.
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against minority groups within state borders and serve as an "early-warning system" for
communal violence. MAR also extends its focus to groups that are not truly separatist,
such as communal contenders, who seek greater power sharing within the government of
the existing host state. While similar to Intrastate in its intent, MAR focuses more on the
discriminatory policies of the host state(s) and less on separatist group characteristics,
whether historical, social, or political, that may conflict with such state policies. In
essence, the key unit of analysis for MAR is the state and its policies toward groups
within its borders. While these are subtle differences, they may lead to the formulation of
different research questions and ultimately, different outcomes. Therefore, with
competing dataset philosophies in mind, one can now proceed to a discussion of the
specific coding rules for the Intrastate dataset used in this study.
Coding Rules;
Each of the groups included in this survey has two common traits: (1) separatist
group members share an awareness or consciousness of common cultural practices,
ancestry, and their territorial homeland; and (2) separatist group members suffer from
"systematic discriminatory treatment" relative to other ethnic groups within a host state.
The first criterion is largely based on the conceptualizations of nations and indigenous
groups discussed in Chapters 1,2, and 3. These definitions stand in stark contrast to that
of an ethnic group, which describes a group located outside its original territory or
placeless minorities vydthin a host state (Nietschmann 1993:40; Nietschmarm 1994:230231). For example, Sardinians living in the US would be considered an ethnic group while
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Sardinians living on their original homeland in Italy would be considered a nation.
Therefore, peoples or a nation cannot be considered an ethnic group on their own
homeland. As a related matter, it should be noted that the only exception to this coding
scheme is the inclusion of the Roma (Gypsies), who constitute a diaspora without claims
to a specific territorial homeland. However, the Roma desire greater self-management and
constitute one of the world's largest transborder groups (Chailand and Rageau 1997:109110).
The second criterion for group coding involves historical discrimination practices
against the separatist group by either the host state, citizenry of the host state or both
(Gurr 1993:6). Group discrimination can entail differential treatment based on political,
economic, social or cultural motivations. For example, the San Bushmen (Basarwa) of
Namibia and Botswana suffer collectively jfrom land displacement and employment
discrimination compared to the Tswana peoples in Botswana, who are relatively more
privileged. This type of differential treatment serves to reinforce notions of cultural
distinctiveness and group solidarity (Hechter 1985:18-19).
In addition to the two coding guidelines, 3 operational rules were used to qualify
the inclusion of some groups over others:
1. Groups must have a population size of 10,300 or more. For the purposes of
this research, a viable territorial homeland is determined by a group's claim as
original inhabitants of the land or seeking to control territory where they once
enjoyed autonomy due to previous host state policies. The threshold figure of
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10,300 is the size of the smallest microstate in the current world system.^ Group
population size is an important determinant of group strength and ultimately one
of the key requirements for state recognition.
2. Groups were coimted and coded separately for each country (Gurr 1993a:8).
For example, the Acehnese were treated as a separate group for both countries in
which they reside (Indonesia and Malaysia). This coding rule was used for two
reasons. First, it was the same coding rule utilized in MAR to best determine the
effect of host state policies on groups within their borders. After all, despite their
common national origins, group separatist aims may vary due to the host state
policies toward their peoples (Horowitz 1986:295). Secondly, the incidence of
such irredentist movements (groups across state borders) usually disrupt the
group's social, political, economic and cultural practices. Therefore, groups
straddling borders are best treated as separate entities imtil they have the
opportunity to reunite.
3. Whenever possible groups were divided according to regional breakdowns to
reflect their unique historical, social and political experiences rather than take the
highest level of group aggregation in each state (e.g. Native Americans in the US).
For example. Rocky Mountain Area indigenous peoples constitute one of 8
regional categories for American Indians and better reflects the groups' historical
and political struggles than the larger aggregation of Native American. Essentially,
this coding method was done to better address the heterogeneity present within
larger aggregations of groups, such as Native American in the U.S. and indigenous
peoples in Canada.
In sum, the 307 cases included in this dataset (See Appendix C) are only a partial
sample of the world's ethnonational and indigenous groups. However, given the many
difficuhies of collecting separatist group data, they represent a fairly comprehensive
global and regional sample of politicized groups between 1945 and 1995. Groups
included here were gathered primarily from Gurr's (1996) list of 268 active groups in his

2 Given that microstates are internationally recognized, sovereign entities, they represent
an informal, global threshold or standard for minimal population requirements which may
be applied to future groups seeking self-determination. The smallest microstate is
Tuvalu, which is a chaui of nine islands in the southwestern Pacific.
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"Minorities at Risk" (MAR) dataset, Hopkins Primeau's (1996) documentation of 228
groups, and Minahan's (1996) extensive documentation of 210 nations. With the coding
rules for the Instrastate project established, the next section describes some initial
separatist group patterns.
Regional Patterns of Separatism
A separatist group is composed of either an ethnonationalist or indigenous
commimity.^ As stated previously, separatist groups are organized, politicized groups
seeking goals ranging from increasing their autonomy (i.e. self-management capabilities)
within the host state to attain full independence (i.e. exit) from their host state(s).
Overall there are 138 ethnonationalist groups and 169 indigenous groups identified
by this project. Yet, up to this point, little is known about where they reside. A regional
breakdown will assist in establishing face validity with previous data on regional
ethnonationalist or indigenous group population dispersion. As Figures 4.1 and 4.2
below demonstrate, there are more groups in Asia, Eastern Europe and Western
democracies than other regions of the world. With 77 active separatist groups in the
region, Asia's figures are the highest. Previous research points out that approximately
100 million (33%) of the world's approximately 250 million indigenous peoples reside in

^ As discussed in Chapter 1, this research is not concerned with communal contenders
who hold or seek a share in host state power. Only separatist groups or groups seeking
some form of separation from their host state(s) are of interest here.
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FIGURE 4.1

Indigenous Groups by Region

Western
Democracies
17
Sub-Saharan
19%

7%

Eastern Europe
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Asia (Burger 1987:117; Wilmer 1993:218). This trend is mirrored by the dataset as the
majority of the groups included in the Asian region are indigenous (71 %). The question
of who is indigenous in Asia is not as readily apparent as in the Americas. After all,
many of the indigenous populations in Asia were never reduced to a non-dominant or
minority status as was often the case in North, Central, and South America. In the
Americas, European settler-colonials tended to overwhelm the indigenous populations
with their sheer numbers of new immigrants. However, one can distinguish indigenous
populations in Asia by their original inhabitation of the region and continued
marginalization by host states.
Another notable regional difference is that Asian (and African) territories
decolonized at a significantly later time period than the Americas. In fact, 11 of the 14
host countries in the dataset for the Asian region decolonized after World War II. In stark
contrast to this, the vast majority of North, Central and South American host countries

106

( 15 of the 17) in the dataset decolonized during 19th century. The two exceptions, the
US and Panama, decolonized in 1776 and 1903, respectively. Given these strikingly
different regional contexts, one might expect to see heightened levels of indigenous and
ethnonational resistance to more "contemporary" internal colonialism in Asia.
Following the pattern of Asia, most decolonizations in Africa occurred after
World War II. In fact, 24 of the 25 host countries in the Sub-Saharan African region

FIGURE 4.2

Ethnonationalist Groups by
Region
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dataset decolonized after 1945. The only exception was Ethiopia, which is estimated to
be over 2,000 years old. Another shared African similarity with Asia is that the majority
of its active separatist groups are indigenous (63%). Unlike Asia, however, most
intrastate disputes in Africa tend to be contained within individual country rather than
diffusing to adjoining host countries (Gurr 1993a:24). Of course there are notable
exceptions to this pattern with the transborder activity of groups such as the Afars
(Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia), Northern Somalis (Ethiopia, Somalia), and the Tuareg (Mali,
Niger). Overall, the borders in Africa have remained solidified by Organization of African
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Unity (OAU) resolutions expressing the need to preserve the existing borders of host
states in the region.
Aside from decoloniaation in the 1960's and 1970's, the most recent wave of
newly-created states has occurred in Eastem Europe and the former Soviet Union. All
but 4 of the 15 host states in the "Eastem Europe" region included in the dataset were
established in 1991 or shortly afterwards. This particular region is more heavily
populated by ethnonationalist groups (68%) than indigenous groups. With the ongoing
ethnonationalist conflict in the former Yugoslav Republic and the demise of the Soviet
Union, separatist groups appear to be reasserting their identity and homeland claims.
Such claims are renascent, perhaps obscured by the numerous regional "proxy" wars
during the bipolar era.
Overall, there are fewer indigenous and ethnonationalist peoples in Westem
democracies and Japan than the other 5 regions of the world. This is truly a colonial
legacy as indigenous groups in the "west" were reduced in size by approximately 90%
due to disease, warfare, and genocide resulting from the massive influx of European
immigrants in the 1500 and 1600's.
It should be noted that the global indigenous rights movement (discussed in
Chapter 2), which essentially diffused from American Indian activism of the 1970's, has
shown its greatest impact on groups within the Westem hemisphere. Unlike Asia and
Africa, indigenous demands have generally been countered with accommodating strategies
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by host states. Such accommodation has not been as prevalent in Latin America and the
Caribbean, where economic development usually takes precedence over indigenous rights
and claims to original homelands. Such is certainly the case with the Amazonian Indians
(Brazil), Guarani (Paraguay), the indigenous peoples of El Salvador and several other
groups. After perusing some regional pattems regarding colonization and types of
separatist groups, what regional pattems exist (if any) for outbreaks of intrastate and
interstate conflicts? Also, what is it that separatist groups want?

The Nature of Separatist Demands
Separatist group demands can be rather elusive when identifying the myriad of
possible separatist group motivations and goals. Over time, separatist groups, such as
the East Timorese in Indonesia, may pursue several overlapping goals: cultural survival,
as the Timorese did when resisting Portuguese colonization and Catholicism between
1586 and 1975; protection from genocide, which has been a priority since Indonesia
invaded East Timor in 1975; religious freedom, which erupted in violent demonstrations
in 1994; and independence, which was formally declared in 1975. Given the Timorese
example, how consistent are separatist group demands over time? Also, can a group that
has formally declared independence in the past moderate its goals over time? Given the
changing historical, social, economic and cultural context in which groups operate, it is
certainly conceivable that group goals change over time.
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A separatist group has three major options when making demands on the host
state. First, a group can demand complete exit from the state (i.e. secession), such as the
Bougainvilleans (Papua New Guinea), Kashmiris (India, Pakistan), and Darfurs (Sudan).
Second, a group can strictly demand greater autonomy or self-management capabilities
within the framework of the host state, such as the Ewe (Ghana, Togo), Aymara (Chile),
and the Dayaks (Indonesia, Malaysia). Finally, a group can waver or be divided between
these two sets of demands over time or even simultaneously. For example, shortly after
the Mexican revolution (1910-1920), the Mayan peoples of the Yucatan declared
independence from their hosts states of Mexico, Guatemala, Honduras and Belize on July
3,1924. Today these same peoples seek greater autonomy'* within their host states, as
reflected by the EZLN (Zapatistas) position in the San Andres Agreement in 1996.
Another example of a group with "wavering demands" are the Kareiians, who declared
and sought independence from Finland beginning in the 1920's but then changed their
demands to greater autonomy in the 1990's with the dissolution of the Soviet Union.
Finally, there are some groups who waver between two options at once. A prime
example of this are the Palestinians in Israel, who seek greater autonomy in the West
Bank and Gaza Strip via the Palestinian Authority but also seek independence via the
militant actions of Hamas. All three cases are indications of vacillating group goals or
wavering demands over time.

Unlike exit from the host state, autonomy denotes greater self-management by a group it provides a group with a "collective" power base in a plural society (Gurr 1993a:292).
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Since demands are symptomatic of internal group changes and shifting roles of
governance by the host state( s), several groups are known to either moderate or intensify
their demands over time. In fact, 45% of all groups in this dataset have vacillated from
autonomy and secession (or vice versa) between 1945 and 1995. By examining formal
group declarations of independence since 1900, one can better envision how group

FIGURE 4.3 Formal Independence Demands Issued by Separatist
Groups Worldwide, 1900-1996
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demands may change over time. Minahan (1996:645-649) compiled a listing of group
declarations of independence since 1900, graphically depicted in Figure 4.3. As the
results in Figure 4.3 indicate, 29% of all independence declarations in this century
occurred during the World War I era. These figures taper off immediately following
World War II and then briefly surge upwards again during the era of decolonization
(decade of 1960's). To fully assess the salience of previous independence declarations to
the same groups' demands today, one can directly compare the three types of possible
group demands presented in Table 4.1 below:
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TABLE 4.1

Previous Declarations of Independence by Ethnonationalist and Indigenous
Groups as compared to the Current Demands of these Groups, 1945-1995

Did Group Previouslv
Declare Independence
Yes

Group Demands
Autonomv
Secession
Wavering
18
26
68

No

104

17

66

At first glance, it appears that there is some link between a group's previous
declarations of independence and current group demands. After all, 60% of all groups
currently seeking secession have declared independence at some point in the past. As one
might expect, 85% of all current autonomy movements have never formally declared
independence. Yet 63% of all groups declaring independence show a tendency to waver
between seeking autonomy and secession. After observing a fiall range of group demand
strategies, it is important to begin investigating why a group might make certain demands
over others.
How do separatist groups determine which demands they will forward to the host
state(s)? Previous studies examining the nature of group demands have yielded few
insights. According to Gurr (1993a:87; 1993b:178-179), grievances centered aroimd an
ethnonationalist or indigenous group's historic loss of autonomy coupled with a strong
group identity and a strong sense of cultural uniqueness will probably lead to demands for
secession from the host state. In another study by Horowitz (1985:262-263), it was
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determined through case study analysis that groups who believe their cultural integrity to
be threatened often pursue independence from the host state. Additionally, the presence
of an ethnically-based political party seems to produce greater ethnic polarization and
ultimately leads groups to secede.
With these previous works in mind, one can engage in a deeper examination of the
Intrastate data examining correlations between the demand variables. After a preliminary
analysis, current autonomy movements appear to be inversely related to ever declaring
independence in the past (-.40). That is, if a group is pursuing autonomy in the present,
it is unlikely that it ever declared independence in the past. However, the correlation
between ever declaring independence and pursuing independence today is a weak result at
.18. As the Maya example in 1924 illustrates, several of the independence declarations
occurring in the early 1900's may not be relevant to the group's contemporary objectives.
Given the limited evidence from the Intrastate dataset, it appears that Gurr's research
warrants ftirther scrutiny since his findings suggest that the nature of group demands are
inextricably related to the historic loss of autonomy coupled with a strong group/cultural
identity. All of the separatist groups in the Intrastate dataset have experienced a loss of
previous autonomy, so the determining factor might be their relative levels of group
cohesion. In this sense, group demands can be thought of as a dependent variable. In
fact, models constructed in Chapter 5 will systematically test the relationship between
group solidarity and the nature of group demands.
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Group demands provide an important insight into the level of intensity with
which groups seek control over their territorial homeland. Additionally, it provides an
indicator of group cohesion, which can be gauged by a group's division over independence
or autonomy. As one of the few systematic studies of group demands, Nietschmann's
typology is based on a global survey of 120 ethnonationalist and indigenous groups
active during the 1980's. His categories assess the goals of these groups during the first
half of the 1980's, which led to the development of a 3 part category based on
observation. In terms of conceptualizing key terms, Nietschmann's use of the terms
"ethnonationalist" and "indigenous" is very similar to those used in this project.^
According to Nietschmaim's (1987) results, one would expect to find 60% of all separatist
groups seeking autonomy, 25% demanding secession and only 15% wavering between
autonomy and independence. This dataset demonstrates slightly different trends. Even
when the indigenous and ethnonationalist categories are collapsed, approximately 40% of
all claims entail goals of greater autonomy v^dthin the host state. The majority of claims
(46%) are those wavering between autonomy and secession, compared to 15% in
Nietschmann's survey. However, in the closest parallel to Nietschmann's findings, only
14% of all groups seek secession. Clearly the majority of the worlds peoples seek some

' Nietschmann (1987:1) defines a nations as "geographically bounded territories of a
common people. A nation is made up of communities of people who see themselves as
'one people' on the basis of common ancestry, history, society, institutions, ideology,
language, territory and (often) religion."
One can compare Nietschmarm's 1987 definition with that described in Chapter 3,
which is partially derived from a 1994 Nietschmann definition of a nation.
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form of autonomy within their current host state versus complete political divorce.
Given the limits of Nietschmann's time frame (1980's), there is enough face validity to
proceed cautiously.
Two indicator variables can be constructed to indicate the presence/absence of
autonomy demands and the presence/absence of exit demands. These two dependent
variables assessing the "nature of group demands/goals" are coded using data from Gurr's
MAR dataset, Minahan's (1996) volume on nations, and Hopkins Primeau (1997). The
autonomy variable gauges whether a separatist group is pursuing autonomy (coded as 1)
or not (coded as 0). The exit variable ascertains whether a group seeks independence
(coded as 1) or not (coded as 0). The use of demands that have not wavered/fluctuated
may serve as useful indicators for the stability of group demands over time. In sum, these
two group demand variables can better test the relationship between group grievances and
mobilization for conflict.
Separatist Group Involvement in Intrastate Wars
To assess a separatist group's involvement in intrastate war, a dependent variable
is created to document the presence of an intrastate war or civil war between 1945 and
1995. Basically, this indicator variable is used to determine how many of the groups in
the Intrastate dataset were involved in intrastate wars between 1945 and 1995. When one
examines the mobilization for conflict amongst the groups in this dataset, only 31
ethnonationalist groups were involved in an intrastate war during a 51 year time period.
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This is compared with 25 indigenous groups engaging in an intrastate war during the same
time period. Table 4.2 highlights the regional patterns of groups engaged in intrastate
disputes. Based on the figures from this dataset, Asia and Africa were the most active
regions experiencing intrastate conflicts. Also, two additional general patterns are worth
noting. First, Asia led all regions with 22 intrastate wars, which may be partially
explained by the large-scale resistance of indigenous and ethnonational groups to internal
colonization, which replaced extemal colonization by traditional European powers such
as the United Kingdom. For example, the Chittagong Hill Tribes (CHT) first experienced
colonization by Great Britain in 1760, who then decolonized the region in 1947. After
British decolonization, the CHT faced an internal colonizer in the name of Bangladesh,
who seized control of the homeland area in 1974.

TABLE 4.2 Separatist Group Activity by Region, 1945-1995

Region
Asia
E. Europe
Latin America
North Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Western Democracies

Intrastate Wars
22
8
4
8
13
1

Totals

56
As a second observation, intrastate conflicts are notably absent in the entire

Western hemisphere. Perhaps these groups have been able to work within legal avenues.
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such as forming political parties and achieving constitutional freedoms, to achieve greater
autonomy. Both of these initial observations are certainly worth investigating further.
In sum, the presence of an intrastate war involving an ethnonationalist or
indigenous group effectively gauges the intensity of group mobilizations within the host
state(s). In order to construct an indicator variable for intrastate war, data derived from
Licklider (1996) and Smith (1997 had to satisfy three strict criteria (Licklider 1996:682):
1. Some influential leaders must be concerned about possibly having to live in the
same political unit with their current enemies after the killing stops.
2. There must be "multiple sovereignty"; that is a population within a state shows
allegiance to more than one political institution, such as another separatist group,
state, or non-governmental organization (NGO).
3. The war involves large-scale violence, which is defined by traditional war
measures as 1,000 battle deaths per year and effective resistance by both sides.
The 56 intrastate wars in this dataset satisfy all three criteria. The intrastate war
variable is coded 1 if an ongoing intrastate war occurs and 0 in the absence of war.
Overall, this variable enables further empirical testing of group separatist mobilization
patterns. In seeking to develop a more sophisticated view of separatism, one can now
accoimt for both the intensity of separatist demands by utilizing the "autonomy" and
"exit" variables, and the intensity of separatist mobilization toward those demands by
utilizing the "intrastate war" variable.
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The Status of the World's Separatist Groups
Based on previous research efforts (Horowitz 1985; Heraclides 1991; Gurr 1993a,
1993b), it appears that separatist claims to a homeland, level of group cohesion, and the
treatment of the group by the host state are instrumental forces in a group's decision to
engage in intrastate war. However, how does one operationalize such broad-based
categories? Also, isn't the decision of which group demand(s) will be conveyed to the
host state conditioned more by the cohesion of the group rather than the host state's
treatment of the group? In order to begin modeling the nature of group demands and
separatist group involvement in intrastate war, it is necessary to identify salient
independent variables that are theoretically sound. This can be done by examining
environmental factors at two different levels: group-based characteristics and state
contextual factors.

Determinants of Separatist Demands:
There are few systematic studies that have asked why groups make certain
demands over others. However, based on the research of Gurr (1993a), Heraclides (1991)
and Horowitz (1985), six factors seem theoretically plausible in leading a group to
demand either autonomy or exit from the host state(s):
•
•
•
•

whether the group is ethnonationalist or indigenous;
the group's population concentration on the homeland;
the number of states hosting the group;
whether the group is represented by an ethnically-based political party within the
host state;
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•
•

the number of active militarized groups seeking separatism on the homeland;
and whether the group received tangible assistance for its cause fi:om a third party. In
this case, tangible aid ranges from the provision of military weapons to providing
territory as a safe haven for a separatist group.
Of the above six factors, four constitute group-based characteristics: whether the

group is ethnonationalist or indigenous, the group's population concentration on the
homeland, whether the group is represented by an ethnically-based political party within
the host state, and the number of active militarized groups seeking separatism on the
homeland. Two can be justifiably considered host state contextual factors: the number of
states hosting the group and whether the group received tangible assistance for its cause
from a third party. In the section that follows, I will discuss how group and state factors
may influence the nature of group demands and they can be operationalized.

Separatist Group Characteristics:
The first group factor potentially impacting the nature of separatist demands is
determining whether the group is ethnonationalist or indigenous. As discussed in Chapter
2, indigenous peoples generally seek greater autonomy vwthin the confines of the host
state(s) (Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1995:362; Daes 1996:54; Gurr 1993a:18-20;
Gurr 1993b:165-166; Gurr and Haxton 1996:8-9; ). However, this is not an ironclad rule,
and warrants fiirther empirical investigation. For example, the Shans (Burma, China,
Thailand) and the Mizos (Bangladesh, India) are considered indigenous and yet they seek
secession (exit) from their host states. Therefore, it is important to ascertain whether
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such exceptions are significant and challenge previous findings. Derived from MAR,
Minahan (1996), and the World Directory of Minorities, this variable is operationalized
as 1 if the group was ethnonational and 0 if it was indigenous. In terms of parity in the
data, there is a fairly equal distribution of each group type, with 138 being ethnonationals
and 169 being indigenous.
A second group characteristic speaks to the resource capabilities available to
separatists making demands on the host state(s). According to Tilly's (1978:84)
"Resource Mobilization" theory, groups must have certain resources, such as
organizational intensity and social cohesion, in order to mobilize toward collective action.
One overt signal of such resource prowess is the existence of active separatist
organizations in the host state, which often entail the use of tangible and intangible
resources, such as issuing conomuniques, use of weapons, and mobilization toward
protest to achieve long-term goals. As an indicator of Resource Mobilization, a second
resource variable documents the nimiber of separatist organizations vying for the group's
aims within a host state. This resource variable indicates the level of consciousness and
resources a group shares in pursuing its separation from the host state. Active separatist
organizations in each host country were documented using Minahan (1996),
Degendhardt's ('1991') Revolutionary and Dissident Movements, and the 1990 volume of
the World Directory of Minorities. The number of separatist groups in a given country
range from 0 to 40. Overall, 65% of all groups established 6 or fewer separatist
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organizations within their host state. Patterns in the data suggest that having 10 or more
separatist organizations in a single country was fairly rare, constituting only 14% of all
cases. In sum, the number of active separatist groups in a particular country gives such
an indication of the resource mobilization potential of particular separatist groups.
The third possible factor determining the nature of group demands is the
geographic concentration of a separatist group's members. Previous findings suggest that
group concentration is a primary indicator of cohesion and cultural distinctiveness (Barth
1969; Horowitz 1985:266-272; Gurr 1993a:127). Therefore, a group experiencing an
influx of non-group members may seek a more intense demand, such as exit from the
state, in order to protect its group members. Group heterogeneity, on the other hand,
often induces a group to seek autonomy within the host state (Horowitz 1985:271). One
such example are the Northern Chaddians (Chad) who comprise only 41% of the total
population on the homeland. Since they comprise a minority within their historicallyclaimed territory, this may have been an overriding factor in their decision to waver in
their demands over time (from independence to autonomy). Given the probable salience
of group concentration levels on the homeland, how does one determine homeland
homo/heterogeneity?
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Operationalization of the group concentration variable is derived exclusively from
Minahan (1996) and reports the degree of group homogeneity using a percentage. A
result closer to 1 would indicate higher concentration than results approaching 0. For this
variable, the maximum concentration attained by any one group was .98 while the lowest
concentration is .03. Figure 4.4 shows the levels of geographic concentrations for both
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indigenous and ethnonational groups.
In general, Figure 4.4 indicates a relative parity between ethnonationalist and
indigenous groups in terms of their group homogeneity. In fact, 34o/o of all
ethnonationalist groups in the dataset are .75 or higher in concentration of members. This
is slightly lower for indigenous groups, where only 25.7% of the population sampled
achieved group concentration levels over .75. It appears that the majority of the
separatist groups throughout the world are relatively dispersed. This is not surprising
due to increasing settlements by "foreign" populations in indigenous and ethnonationalist
homelands. Such policies are often initiated by host states to "swamp" the separatist
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populations with waves of immigrants in order to reduce these groups to a minority
status on their homeland. Given the prevalence of "swamping", one might expect a higher
incidence of exit demands from groups whose cohesion is being threatened.
Finally, a group's level of political awareness may be indicative of the demands it
places on the host state(s). This is best measured by the existence of a political party
within the host state designed to promote the group's separatist aims. Many host states,
such as China and Thailand, disallow ethnically-driven parties because of the
exclusiveness these parties practice and their effort to legitimate such exclusion in the
pubhc sphere by controlling state power. For these reasons, the existence of separatist
group-based party systems tends to make mediation between groups difficult while the
"ascriptive predictability of party outcomes fosters conflict" (Horowitz 1985:298).
Hence, ethnically-driven party systems are conflict prone and may spur inter-ethnic
competition in the electoral arena as addition to military and economic forms of resistance
within the host state. Ultimately, ethnically-driven party systems would seem to
encourage exit demands from the host state(s).
The political party variable was derived from Day, German and Campbell's (1996)
comprehensive volume surveying political parties of the world, and coded 1 if the group
in question was represented by a political party within its host state and coded 0 if it is
not. Based on the frequencies of the political party variable, approximately 74% of all
groups, whether indigenous or ethnonational, were not represented by a political party
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within their host state. For indigenous peoples, about 22% instituted a formal, legal
means to air their grievances, as well as 32% of all ethnonationalist groups sampled.. In
general, this variable lends insight into a group's level of political awareness and
exclusivity.
Host state contextual factors:
A first contextual factor describes the total number of host countries in which
members of the group reside — only those countries containing the group's region or
homeland are recorded. Smce 70% separatist groups are situated across one or more state
borders, it is highly likely that many groups will choose to focus on the conditions within
their own host state first before attempting group reunification across borders.
Consequently, due to different host state treatment of indigenous or ethnonationalists
within their borders, it is rare that groups will try to reimify across until they have
successfully negotiated a settlement within their own host state (Horowitz 1985:285286). It follows from this logic that as the nimiber of host states containing separatist
groups increases, the less likely that independence movements will be successful. Given
this lack of success, groups would be more likely to moderate their demands firom exit to
greater autonomy within the host state. In terms of operationalizing the host country
variable, it was developed firom Hopkins Primeau, MAR, Minahan, and the World
Directorv of Minorities. The data ranged from a low of 1 host state to a high of 8 total
host states. Figure 4.5 below presents a graphiced depiction of the number of host states
containing ethnonationalist and indigenous groups:
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The trend lines from Figure 4.5 suggest that indigenous groups tend to be more
dispersed across state borders than ethnonationalist groups. This is especially the case
for groups residing in 3 host states; 22% of all indigenous groups sampled were contained
within three host states as compared with 7% of all ethnonationalist groups. Otherwise,
group distributions are similar within 1 or 2 host states. For example, 29% of all
indigenous groups have only one host state as compared with 25% of all ethnonationalist
groups sampled. It appears that indigenous groups, as the original inhabitants of their
homelands ("since time immemorial"), have been most adversely affected by the
formation of new states and further international recognition of state borders.
Finally, a sixth factor is considered for its possible impact on separatist demands:

the presence of tangible third party support. Tangible support is generally regarded as
military training, providing weapons, or explicit extension of state territory as a safe
haven for a group (Heraclides 1990:368-369). In general, states are the most frequent
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third party donors of tangible support or military assistance to separatists. On the other
hand, 76% of all assistance provided by third party states tended to be tangible support.
It appears that states may further exacerbate intrastate conflicts going by providing
weapons and land bases. One notable example of state aid offered to separatist groups
was Russia's military weapons given to South Ossetians within the host state of Georgia.
Basically the presence of Russian aid served to widen the existing conflict between
Ossetians and Georgia during the 1990's.
Overall, when a state or non-state actor lends tangible support to an active
separatist group, it is likely that the intrastate conflict will become more intractable
(Zartman 1992:37). Previous research demonstrates that neighboring states to an
intrastate conflict find it difficuh not to become involved either tangibly or intangibly
(Heraclides 1990:376-377). This involvement only serves to widen the conflict and
decrease the likelihood of peaceful conflict resolution. The existence of tangible aid
appears to exacerbate an existing conflict, perhaps emboldening groups to intensify the
nature of their demands.
In terms of operationalizing the tangible aid variable, it was derived fi-om Hopkins
Primeau's data (1997) and Minahan's (1996) chronology of ethnonationalist and
indigenous group conflicts with their host states. The tangible aid variable, which denotes
the provision of military assistance to a separatist group, is coded as a 1 if there was
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tangible aid given to a separatist group by a third party and 0 if intangible (i.e. symbolic
support) or no aid was given.
Separatist group mobilization for intrastate war:
Unlike the paucity of literature on group demands, research examining separatist
group involvement in intrastate war is much more voluminous (Hechter 1975; Horowitz
1985; Heraclides 1990, 1991; Gurr 1993a, 1993b; Gurr and Harff 1994; Nietschmann
1994; Licklider 1995; Lindstrom and Moore 1995). Several of the factors thought to
explain separatist involvement in intrastate wars are also used here but for slightly
different theoretical reasons (to be outline below). In general, six factors seem
theoretically plausible in leadmg a group to demand either autonomy or exit from the host
state(s):
• whether the group is ethnonationalist or indigenous;
• the group's population concentration on the homeland;
• whether the group is an irredentist movement or not;
• whether the group is represented by an ethnically-based political party within the
host state;
• the number of active militarized groups seeking separatism on the homeland;
• and whether the group received tangible assistance for its cause from a third party
Of these six factors, only one can be justifiably considered host state contextual
factors: whether the group received tangible assistance for its cause from a third party.
The other five factors constitute group-based characteristics.

Separatist Faultlines.Four of the above-listed variables have already been theoretically-developed and
operationalized in the preceding section on group demands. These variables include
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whether the group is ethnonationalist or indigenous; the group's population concentration
on the homeland; whether the group is represented by an ethnically-based political party
within the host state; and the number of active militarized groups seeking separatism on
the homeland. To justify their presence as determinants of intrastate war requires further
explanation. With regards to ethnonationalist groups, it is posited that since
ethnonationalist groups generally seek exit from the host state, they will often become
embroiled in militarized disputes due to their blatant challenge to host state authority.
Second, a greater group concentration on the homeland provides it wdth higher resource
levels and group cohesion, thus mcreasing the likelihood for militarized conflict. Third, an
ethnically-based political party tends to mirror ethnic conflicts with the host state.
Separatist groups often become dissatisfied with their foray into the political system due
to the failure of their party, heightened political awareness, perceived legitimacy based on
electorate support, and/or overt measures taken by the host govemnient to
discredit/disband the ethnic party. Finally, the number of active militarized groups
pursuing sepaiatism on the homeland indicates organizational intensity and the increased
likelihood that protracted military conflicts vwll continue into the ftiture. Overall, these
four variables are legitimate indicators of group mobilization for war.
The only variable not covered in previous discussions is the presence of an
irredentist movement, which involves an ethnonationalist group's attempt to detach land
and people divided by one state in order to incorporate them into a single new state
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(Horowitz 1991:10). Since irredentism involves the retrieval of a group divided by one or
more state borders and the desire to reunify the group into a single collectivity, a question
arises: does a group residing across a state border always wish to be "retrieved" by its
ethnic kindred in an adjoining state? The answer is rarely. In one example of a failed
irredentist movement in the 1970's, the Toubou peoples in Northern Chad decided against
joining their fellow Toubou peoples in Libya due to autonomy granted them by the
Chaddian government (Horowitz 1985:285).
In general, where enthusiasm is present among "retrievers", it may be absent
among those to be retrieved (or vice versa) given the different conditions (economic,
political, social etc.) experienced by separatist groups within their host states (Horowitz
1985:286). Despite its relatively rare occurrence as a separatist strategy, current
examples of irredentist movements are evident with groups such as the Baluchis in
Pakistan and Afghanistan, Papuans in Papua New Guinea and Indonesia, South Ossetians
in Georgia and Russia, Miskito in Honduras and Nicaragua, Kurds in Iraq, Iran, Turkey
and Syria, Afars in Djibouti and Eritrea, and Catalans in France and Spain. Therefore, it is
conceivable that the presence of an irredentist movement would increase the propensity
for violence given the complex logistics of coordinating two or more state actions. In fact,
irredentism often results from a rivalry between neighboring states over the treatment of a
particular separatist group within their borders. The most notable example of this is the
ongoing conflict between Pakistan and India over the Kashmiris crossing their borders.
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Given evidence of irredentism as an infrequent but highly volatile strategy (Horowitz
1985; Horowitz 1991), it is expected that the presence of an irredentist movement will
increase the likelihood of an intrastate war.
In terms of operationalizing irredentism, the variable was derived from Minahan
(1996), MAR, and the World Directory of Minorities. It was coded 1 if an irredentist
movement was present and 0 if the movement was a diaspora or secession within one
host state.
Tangible Assistance bv the Host State:
Just as the presence of tangible aid from a third party could embolden a separatist
group to demand exit from the host state, it can also provide crucial resources for the
group to strike militarily. The previously-mentioned Ossetian example serves as a
testament to this, as Russian aid instigated a military conflict between Georgia and the
South Ossetian separatists. Therefore, tangible aid may intensify existing group/state
tensions to the point of militarized conflict. This host state factor may provide insight
into the enduring nature of many separatist conflicts.
Preliminary Patterns of Separatist Group Activity
After reviewing seven potential factors influencing separatist group demands and
proclivity for war, several observations are worth noting. Out of the 307 separatist cases
included in this dataset, 46% are indecisive and waver between pursuing autonomy and
secession. In terms of population dispersion levels, the majority of groups in this survey
are fairly dispersed and heterogeneous on their homeland. Geographically, groups tended
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to straddle more than one state border (68% of all cases), indicatmg that groups
throughout the world tend to have more than one host state.
In terms of their organizational complexity, groups are rarely represented by a
political party (only 26% of the time). This might be partly attributable to the fractious
nature of ethnically-driven political parties M^ithin host states. Regarding their resource
capability, 65% of all groups tended to have at least one active organization vying for
their separatist aims. Both of these factors get to the availability of resources for possible
separatist mobilization.
Finally, when assessing the levels of state or non-state support given to separatist
groups, few groups receive any such support. Where assistance was given, indigenous
peoples tended to receive it from non-state actors while ethnonationalist groups usually
received support from states. Regarding the types of support offered, 76% of all statedriven aid was tangible in the form of military training and weaponry.
In sum, these patterns provide some initial insight into the strategies chosen by
both separatist groups and host states in achieving their respective aims. Do these
patterns hold up under further empirical testing? Using the theoretical rationales
developed here, Chapter 5 begins to model separatist activity. The multiple paths to
separatism can now be empirically tested, lending further insight into how groups
formulate their demands toward the host state and why they mobilize militarily.
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Chapter 5
WHEN SEPARATIST GROUPS STRIKE: A FIRST CUT AT THE DYNAMICS OF
SEPARATISM

What are the intrastate paths to separatism? What prompts some separatist
groups to pursue political divorce? What factors lead other groups to seek greater
autonomy within their host state(s)? As Chapter 4 noted, separatist groups have three
basic options when making demands on the host state. First, they can choose to secede
and form their own state, as Bangladesh successftilly did in 1971. Second, they can
demand greater autonomy or self-management within the confines of the host state, which
is what the Miskito (Honduras, Nicaragua) have achieved. Finally, groups can waver
between these two sets of demands over time, which the Chams (Cambodia, Vietnam) did
as they shifted their autonomy demands after French withdrawal from the region in the
1950's to a struggle for exit from the Khmer Rouge during the 1970's. At issue here is
determining why groups will demand autonomy versus exit. It should also be noted that
this chapter is concerned with the phenomenon of separatist mobilization within
particular host states (intrastate wars) while the research presented in Chapter 6 focuses
on the involvement of separatist actors in conflicts transcending state borders (i.e.
interstate crises). Using four group and two host state characteristics, one can begin to
model how certain group demands are formulated. In fact, one can estimate the
probability of a group having exit or autonomy demands, which is the central aim of this
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chapter. The 226 identified separatist groups in this dataset provide a starting point to
reveal the underlying motives of separatist demand structures, which will be empirically
examined.
Aside from making demands on their host state, when do groups strike militarily
against host states? In addition to examining determinants of group demands for exit or
autonomy, this research also examines several underlying factors that may facilitate a
group's decision to engage in war with the government of its host state. A separatist
group's involvement in an intrastate war could be prompted by a group's level of
homogeneity on the homeland, the presence of an irredentist movement, whether the
group is represented by a political party, the group's resource capabilities, whether the
group received assistance from an outside party or a combination of all of these factors.
Since these variables have already been developed in Chapters 3 and 4, one can proceed to
methodological concerns, model formation and the generation of hypotheses to be tested.
Such systematic testing potentially improves one's understanding of the multiple paths
to ethnically-driven conflict by rigorously examining previous theoretical and case study
approaches undertaken by noted researchers of ethnonationalist phenomena, such as
Heraclides (1991), Horowitz (19-5), and Van Evera (1994)
Testing
While this dataset is embedded in a Cold War time frame, 1945 is justified as a
starting point for analysis due to the existing quantitative increases in ethnonationalist
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conflicts since World War II. As Gurr (1993a:100) points out: "...the 1980's upsurge in
ethnopolitical conflict was the continuation of trends that began shortly after the end of
World War II." To further address a potential criticism of "Cold War embeddedness",
this study covers a 50 year time frame (1945-1995) and extends beyond the end of the
Cold War in order to better account for possible Post-Cold War differences in separatist
demands and conflicts.
Logistic regression is used to test 12 hypotheses generated by this research.
Given the dichotomous nature of the three dependent variables (presence/absence of
Autonomy, Exit and Intrastate war), logit is identified as the most useful statistical
modeling tool to model separatist behavior since dichotomous dependent variables are not
efficiently modeled using linear estimators such as Ordinary Least Squares (OLS)
regression. Using logistic regression yields an additional benefit: one can calculate the
probabilities of events occurring, such as group autonomy demands or an outbreak of
intrastate war.
One empirical issue that may be raised as a possible criticism of this research is
that many separatist activities may be time-dependent. That is, their demands, level of
activity and/or group cohesion may evolve or change during specific intervals of time.
With the lack of available data over time, this research cannot systematically account for
such time differentials. As mentioned in Chapter 4, it is rare to find systematic data
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collection recording ethnonationalist or indigenous group characteristics before the 1980's.
Therefore, the paucity of such data prohibits the use of time-series analysis.
Despite data limitations precluding the use of time-series analysis, it is possible to
evaluate historical patterns of groups and how these historical events may change the
goals or composition of the group over time. For example, the Chechens sought
autonomy within Russia prior to the 1917 revolution. However, when the new Bolshevik
govenmient issued several anti-religious proclamations, the predominantly Muslim
Chechens responded by declaring their independence on December 2,1917. They
established a theocratic democracy but such independence was short-lived as the Soviets
eventually re-established governmental control in the region which lasted until 1991. As
this example illustrates, specific case studies may complement the data analysis and shed
further light on group historical dynamics leading to intrastate war. To promote a better
understanding of the multiple paths to separatism, an analysis of six separatist cases will
be conducted at the conclusion of this chapter.
Model 1: The Presence or Absence of Autonomv Demands
Based on the theoretical justifications developed in Chapters 3 and 4, an empirical
model is developed to examine the presence or absence of separatist autonomy demands.
Both group and host state characteristics are included to maximize explanatory power:
AUTONOMY = - Ethnonational - Group Concentration + Number of hosts Political party - Number of separatist groups - Tangible assistance
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The positive/negative signs on the above equation variables indicate the expected
relationships between the six independent variables and the presence/absence of
autonomy demands. Each of these variables is theoretically meaningful to the study of
separatism, but two of these variables (presence/absence of ethnonationalism and the
number of host states) serve as controls for separatist demands. As previously discussed
in Chapter 4, ethnonationalists tend to demand exit from the host state while indigenous
peoples tend to demand autonomy (Daes 1996:54; Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau
1995:362; Gurr 1993a:18-20). Regarding the number of host states containing a separatist
group, the logistics of coordinating demands across two or more states may prohibit
unified demand strategies or lead to wavering demands (Horowitz 1991:14-15). In order
to explain the determinants of demands at the group and state levels, four key variables in
this equation (group concentration, political party, number of separatists, and tangible
assistance) will be directly tested for their relationship to autonomy demands. A brief,
theoretical rationale for each of these variables below enables the generation of 4 testable
hypotheses.
Model 1 Hypotheses:
The concentration of group members on the homeland often determines the nature
of their demands to the host state(s). Previous research suggests that group cohesion is
best measured by how concentrated (Acehnese of Indonesia = .86) or dispersed (Chams
of Vietnam = .33) a group is in a given region (Gurr 1993a:127). In terms of group
demands, highly concentrated, cohesive group members on a homeland often seek exit
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from the host state (Gurr 1993b:178-179; Horowitz 1985:262-263). In fact, the two
above examples lend some support to previous findings: with a group concentration of
.86, Acehnese demand exit from their host state of Indonesia while the Chams of
Cambodia (.33) waver between demanding exit and autonomy. Therefore, it is expected
that lower group concentrations (i.e. greater heterogeneity) result in autonomy demands
as the group cannot mobilize enough support within its own homeland to completely exit
the host state's domain. As a testable hypothesis, one might predict that the lower the
separatist group's concentration on the territorial homeland, the more likely the group
will pursue autonomy.
A second possible determinant of group autonomy demands is whether an
ethnically based political party represents the group. Given the fractious nature of
political parties representing separatist groups (Horowitz 1985:298), one might anticipate
that the existence of a separatist party would lead to exit demands. Several host states,
such as China, Thailand, and Kenya, prohibit ethnically based parties, for fear of
intensifying separatist group tensions ultimately leading to exit demands. A competing
hypothesis might contend that securing support for a political party may enhance one's
standing within the host state and provide legislative opportunities for autonomy.
However, the theoretical work of Horowitz offers the best-developed explanation of
separatist demands and their relationship with political party affiliations. Therefore, it is
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expected that a separatist group without representation from a political party would tend
to seek autonomy within the host state.
Since separatist groups need resources to operate, a third possible determinant of
group autonomy demands is how many militarized groups are actively pursuing the
separatist agenda on the homeland. At this point it should be noted that militarized
groups are conceptually distinct from separatist groups, which are simply
ethnonationalist or indigenous groups based on a belief of a common ancestry and cultural
practices. Militarized groups are smaller activist organizations that recruit members of
the separatist group in question to best further the goals and aspirations of the
ethnonationalist or indigenous group members.
At first glance, this measure of active militant organizations may seem to imply
intra-group competition for ethnonationalist or indigenous loyalties, it is really capturing
the extensiveness of separatist networks/resources on the homeland. For example, the
Kurdish peoples of Iraq and Turkey have different militant organizations representing
their interests. In Iraq, Kurds support either the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) or
the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP), while in Turkey, the Kurdish Worker's Party
(PICK) is predominant. Despite instances of disagreement among these groups, Kurdish
peoples in both countries were able to mobilize around the same goal of exiting from their
host states during the Gulf War in 1991. Some five million Kurdish peoples residing in
four different host states understand how the existence of several groups increases their
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visibility within the world community and enhances opportvinities for third party
support (Minahan 1996:315; Gurr 1993a:228-229). Therefore, the fewer militarized
groups actively seeking separatism in the region, the more likely ethnonationalist or
indigenous group will seek autonomy from the host state.
Finally, the advent of third party support of separatist movements may alter a
group's demand calculus. For example, it has been documented that the Pakistani
government has provided the Kashmiri peoples with arms and training in their separatist
campaign (Minahan 1996:285). This third party support has led to an unequivocal
Kashmiri demand for exit from India. Previous research bears this relationship out across
several cases, suggesting that the presence of third party support tends to escalate
separatist/state tensions and promote exit demands (Zartman 1992:37; Heraclides
1990:346; 352-353). As a testable hypothesis, it is asserted that the presence of tangible,
third party support will decrease the likelihood of a group demanding autonomy from the
host state. With four testable hypotheses in place, what remains is to empirically test
them.
Model 1 Findings:
For the first model, the presence or absence of autonomy demands was regressed
on six group and host state explanatory variables; the results are presented in Table 5.1
below:
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TABLE 5.1

Logit Regression Estimates for Groups Pursuing Autonomy Demands,
1945-1995
Li

L2

Ethnonationalist group

-.70*
(.30)

-.66**
(.29)

Group concentration

-1.39*
(.68)

-1.55**
(.66)

Number of host states

-.59**
(.19)

-.58**
(.19)

Existence of political
party

-.72
(.38)

Number of separatist
groups on homeland

-.04
(.03)

Received tangible thirdparty assistance

-1.78**
(.67)

-1.76**
(.65)

Constant

2.11**
(.65)

1.77**
(.58)

Number of cases

252

252

** p < . 0 0 1
* p < .05
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses

In terms of the model's efficiency, the overall percentage of correctly predicted
cases was 68.7. However, after running the model without the insignificant variables
(Model 1.2 in Table 5.1), the model efficiency improves slightly to 69.4%.
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In Model 1 (Table 5.1), four slope coefficients are significant at the .05 alpha
level. The first variable is a control that gauges the involvement of an ethnonationalist
group in the demand calculus. Based on a significant t-score (2.32), when an
ethnonationalist group is making demands, it significantly reduces the likelihood that exit
demands will be pursued. This finding is counter-intuitive and contradicts an emerging
consensus (Daes 1996:54; Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1995:362; Gurr 1993a:18-20)
claiming that ethnonationalist groups pursue secession more frequently than indigenous
groups. In fact, when an ethnonationalist group is making demands, it is 81% more likely
to seek autonomy. Although the world's indigenous groups tend to seek greater internal
self-management, this relationship is not borne out by the results.
The second significant variable is the number of states "hosting" a separatist
group. With a significant t-score of 3.03, it appears that the greater the number of host
states containing a separatist group, the less likely the group will pursue autonomy.
This is somewhat coxmterintuitive, given that a group within several host states engages in
a much riskier enterprise when demanding independence from all of its host states. The
chances of reunifying the group into one single entity free of all host state control are
usually very slim. However, perhaps the existence of third party aid emboldens groups
to demand independence regardless of the number of host states they must exit from. By
calculating the probabilities of demanding autonomy by the number of host states, a
clearer picture emerges m Table 5.2 below:

TABLE 52

Probabilities of Demanding Autonomy based on the Number of States
Hosting a Separatist Group, 1945-1995

Number of Host States
1

2

Probability of Autonomy Demands
.41
.28

3
4

.18
.11

As Table 5.2 illustrates, whether a group is located in one or foiu- host hosts
makes big impact on their probability of demanding autonomy, which ranges from .41 to
.11. As the number of host states increases, the group is less likely to demand autonomy.
This is certainly the case with the Kurds, who are located within four host states and
demand exit, not autonomy, from all four. Such a finding warrants ftuUier investigation
*

when assessing the determinants of exit demands, which will be conducted in Model 2
below.
In terms of hypothesis testing, neither the presence/absence of an ethnically based
political party or the number of active militant organizations is significant at the .05 level.
However, the sign for the political party variable is in the correctly predicted direction
and significant at the .058 level. That is, when a political party represents a group, it is
less likely to demand autonomy. Given the somewhat weak relationship here, this issue
can be revisited in Model 2 when lookmg at exit demands.

Regarding a group's concentration on the homeland, it was originally predicted
that the lower the separatist group's concentration on the territorial homeland, the more
likely the group will pursue autonomy. This hypothesis is confirmed by the results in
Table 5.1 based on a significant t-score of 2.04. Probabilities of seeking autonomy at
different group concentration levels are presented in Table 5.3 below:

TABLE 53

Probabilities of Demanding Autonomy based on Different Group
Concentration Levels, 1945-1995

Group Concentration
.30
.60
.90

Probability of Autonomv Demands
.35
.27
.19

The results in Table 5.3 illustrate how group demands are sensitive to group
concentration levels. Smaller group concentrations are associated with a higher likelihood
of demanding autonomy. The nature of the demands do change slightly as the group's
concentration increases, showing a general trend away from autonomy demands at .60
concentration levels and even a lower probability of autonomy demands at .90.
The final hypothesis predicted that the absence of third party support would
increase the likelihood of a group demanding autonomy from the host state. This
hypothesis is also confirmed by the significant t-score for tangible aid (2.66). The
predicted relationship of third party support decreasing the likelihood of autonomy
claims holds true here (see Table 5.1). After all, the provision of both state and non-state

143

support may provide long-term viability to a secessionist movement. While non-state
actors, such as Amnesty International or the United Nations may lend symbolic support
or recognition of a separatist group's struggle, the advent of tangible state-based support
may be the facilitating factor in promoting intractable state versus separatist group
conflicts. When third party support is provided to a separatist group, the likelihood of
that group seeking autonomy decreases to .07. Clearly third party support enables
groups to expand their demand claims and possibly pursue more ambitious projects, such
as exit.
While two hypotheses were confirmed by the preceding analysis, there are still
unanswered questions about group demands: why do groups with more host states tend
to demand something other than autonomy? Also, do higher group concentration levels
promote exit claims? Given these and other questions, another Model was constructed to
test solely for group exit demands. The resuUs should parallel the findings fi-om Model 1.

Model 2: The Presence or Absence of Exit Demands
In the next model examining secession or exit demands, a new model using the
same variables developed fi-om Model 1 is created:
EXIT = Ethnonational + Group Concentration - Number of hosts + Political
party + Number of separatist groups + Tangible assistance

Model 2 Hypotheses:
As with Model 1, there are four, sunilar testable hypotheses developed here.
First, it is expected that higher group concentrations (i.e. greater homogeneity) will lead to

144

exit demands. Second, it is expected that a separatist group with representation from a
political party will tend to seek exit from the host state. Third, the greater the number of
militarized groups actively seeking separatism in the region, the more likely a separatist
group will seek exit from the host state. Finally, the provision of tangible third party
support is expected to increase the likelihood of a group demanding exit from the host
state.
Model 2 Findings:
In Model 2, the presence or absence of exit demands was regressed on six
explanatory variables identical to those used in Model 1. This logistic model successfully
predicted 83.3% of all the cases (n=252). Overall, the findings for this model show that
only two slope coefficients are significant at the .05 level. Consequently, two of the four
hypotheses are confirmed.
First, based on a significant t-score (t=2.05), the greater the group's concentration,
the more likely that group will pursue exit. Again, this finding supports Horowitz'
(1985:267) anecdotally-supported proposition that the strength of a separatist movement
and the heterogeneity of its region are inversely related. Yet, Horowitz' research has
never been empirically confirmed before. Based on the model results, diversity or
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TABLE 5.4

Logit Regression Estimates for Groups Pursuing Secessionist Demands,
1945-1995

2A

22

Ethnonationalist group

.45
(.36)

Group concentration

1.89*
(.92)

Number of host states

-.06
(.22)

Existence of political
party

.21
(.39)

Number of separatist
groups on homeland

-.01
(.05)

Received tangible thirdparty assistance

.96*
(.44)

.95*
(.44)

Constant

-3.19**
(..84)

_3 J9**
(.67)

Number of cases

252

252

2.02**
(.92)

•* p < .001
* p<.05
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses

heterogeneity in the group's homeland may inhibit an effective drive for secession. This
relationship can be further expressed using probabilities, as exhibited in Table 5.5:

TABLE 5.5

Probabilities of Demanding Exit based on Different Group Concentration
Levels, 1945-1995

Group Concentration
.30
.60
.90

Probability of Exit Demands
.07
.27
.46

Expressed in terms of probabilities, when a group has a concentration level of ..90
(high group homogeneity), there is a 46% likelihood it will pursue exit or secession. In
contrast, when the group concentration level is low (.30), it only has a 7% likelihood of
seeking exit. Overall, this finding lends empirical support to Horowitz' proposition that
homogenous groups seek exit.
A second significant resuh involves the provision of tangible aid to a group by a
third party. As the hypothesis predicted, providing tangible aid to a separatist group
increases the likelihood that is will pursue secession from the host state. This
relationship appears robust with a t-score of 2.18. Expressed as a probability, when a
group receives tangible aid firom a third party, it is 30% more likely to seek exit from the
host state(s).
In sum, both significant explanatory variables further one's understanding of how
separatist demands are formulated. If groups are highly concentrated, they tend to
demand exit; if not, usually autonomy. Also, if groups receive tangible aid (weapons,
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training etc.) from a third party, they will be more likely to demand exit; if no aid is
provided, the group will probably seek autonomy. In sum, these findings are consistent
with a resource mobilization (Tilly 1978) approach to group action. To further
investigate this link into group resource capabilities, one must further explain their actions
rather than demands. Therefore, after establishing some initial explanations for the
motivations behind separatist demands, we proceed to model the outbreaks of separatist
hostilities (intrastate wars) within host states.

Model 3: The Presence or Absence of Intrastate War Involvement
After examining the nature of group demands, the analysis now turns to
motivations behind a separatist group's involvement in intrastate wars. The equation for
Model 3 is presented below:
INTRASTATE WAR = Ethnonational + Group Concentration + Irredenta +
Political party + Number of separatist groups + Tangible
assistance

The above model uses one state-contextual variable (tangible aid) and five groupbased variables (ethnonational, group concentration, irredenta, political party, number of
separatist groups) to explain the onset of intrastate war. As with Models 1 and 2, two
variables serve as controls in the analysis: presence/absence of an ethnonationalist group
and whether the group involved was an irredentist movement. Regarding ethnonationalist
groups, one would expect the involvement of an ethnonationalist group to increase the
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likelihood of intrastate war given their propensity for exit demands. As Gurr (1993a:319)
observes,
Ethnonationalist civil wars are the most protracted and deadly conflicts of the late
twentieth century. They are fought with great intensity because conununal
demands for independence imply the breakup of existing states.
In terms of promoting intrastate wars, irredentist movements by their very nature
involve detaching land and people straddling two or more state borders in order to
incorporate them into a single new state (Horowitz 1991:10). Given that approximately
68% of all separatist groups included in this analysis reside across one or more state
borders, it is highly likely that irredentism will heighten host state fears of losing effective
control over their territory, thus promoting the use of militaiy force to preserve the
territorial integrity of the existing state(s). As Van Evera (1994:8) points out using
selected anecdotes, the more that ethnonationalist or indigenous groups pursue the
recovery of ethnic kindred in another state, the greater the risk of war.
In sum, since a group's decision to engage in war involves decisional frameworks
similar to those utilized when making specific demands from the host state(s), a further
discussion of the hypothesized relationships between the four explanatory variables and
outbreaks of intrastate war is necessary.
Model 3 Hypotheses-.
As the results of Model 2 indicate, a high/low concentration of group members on
the homeland often determines the nature of their demands to the host state(s). However,
how does group homogeneity on the homeland affect its mobilization for conflict?
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Previous research suggests that dispersed groups are more likely to mobilize for protest
rather than militarized conflict (Gurr 1993b:180). It is the homogeneity of a separatist
region that can discourage a willingness to compromise with the central government
(Horowitz 1985:271). These previous works contrast with Van Evera's (1994:17-19)
claims that group homogeneity reduces the likelihood of war. After all, the more
dispersed and intermingled group members are, the more likely they will have to be
retrieved from their ethnic kindred, which often involves a military operation. Desphe
the existence of two competing views in the literature, Gurr and Horowitz' findings seem
most compelling because they follow the resource mobilization thesis, which seems to
hold up rather well empirically (Models 1 and 2) when discussing group demands. Based
on previous research, a new testable hypothesis is developed: if group members are
highly concentrated, the likelihood of intrastate war is higher than if they are dispersed.
A second known determinant of intrastate war is group representation by an
ethnically-based political party. Previous case study research has determined that
ethnically-based political parties make mediation between groups more difficult while the
zero-sum nature of electoral outcomes exacerbates separatist/host state relations
(Horowitz 1985:298). While one could envision ethnonationalist or indigenous success in
the electoral arena as a mitigating factor to engaging in war, this is a fairly rare occurrence.
Therefore, given the persuasive claims of Horowitz, it is expected that the existence of a
separatist political party will promote the outbreak of intrastate war.
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According to Van Evera's (1994:16) anecdotal observations on war and
nationalism, intrastate war is imminent when a separatist group has the strength to reach
plausibly for statehood and the central state has the will to resist this attempt. The true
danger lies in the in the conditions where secession has not been achieved but it appears
attainable (Van Evera 1994:16). Such reasoning promotes the idea of a group's resource
mobilization capabilities (Tilly 1978). For example, exit can appear to be attainable when
there are a number of militant groups operating on the ethnonationalist or indigenous
group's homeland. It follows that the greater tlie number of active militant organizations
on the homeland, the greater the perception of successful mobilization and perhaps the
greater the inevitability of armed conflict. Essentially, an indigenous or ethnonationalist
group that has a higher intensity of organization and greater amount of resources under its
direct control (Tilly 1978:84), would logically have more active militant organizations
working in support of its goals. Therefore, the more militarized groups actively seeking
separatism in the region, the greater the likelihood that intrastate war will be initiated.
Finally, the advent of third party support for a separatist group may embolden it
to engage in military conflict with the host state(s). As a previous example indicated, the
Pakistani government has provided the Kashmiri peoples wdth arms and training in their
separatist campaign, which has led to an ongoing intrastate war between Kashmiris and
the Indian government. In sum, the presence of third party support tends to escalate
separatist/state tensions and could increase the risks of intrastate war. Based on the
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observations of Zartman (1992:37) and Heraclides (1990:346; 352-353), it is asserted that
the presence of tangible, third party support wrill decrease the likelihood of a group
demanding autonomy from the host state. Yet it should be noted that previous work in
this area has been based on a small number of case studies (Heraclides 1990,1991) or
anecdotal examples (Zartman 1992; Van Evera 1994); other than Gurr (1993a, 1993b),
few have systematically tackled these issues using data. With four testable hypotheses
in place, what remains is to empirically test them.
Model 3 Findings:
In model 3, the presence or absence of an intrastate war was regressed on six
explanatory variables (Table 5.6). Only one slope coefficient was significant at the .05
level: the presence of a political party representing the separatist group. This slope
coefficient is highly significant based on its t-score of 4.83. Such a finding lends some
empirical support to Horowitz's (1985:Chapter 7) theoretical contention that ethnicallybased parties produce a segmented electorate and increase the possibility of open conflict
within the state. It appears that the exclusive nature of ethnically-based parties produces
absolutist party ideals and further divides the electorate. Therefore, the role of political
parties can be detrimental to the successful conflict management of long-standing
separatist movements, heightening tensions rather than diminishing them. Expressed in
terms of probabilities, the presence of an ethnic political party increases the likelihood of
intrastate war by 42%.

152

TABLE 5.6

Logit Regression Estimates for Outbreaks of Intrastate Wars, 1945-1995

3J.
Ethnonationalist group

.51
(.34)

Group concentration

.58
(.84)

Irredentist movement

.58
(.38)

Existence of political
party

1.69**
(.35)

Number of separatist
groups on homeland

.04
(.04)

Received tangible thirdparty assistance

.23
(.48)

12

1.80**
(.32)

Constant

-3.08**
(.69)

-2.18**
(.22)

Number of cases

252

307

** p < .001
* p<.05
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses
After miming this model with only the significant variables (See Model 3.2 in
Table 5.6), h is apparent that this strong relationship holds up. In fact, the model
efficiency increases slightly firom 76.6% to 81.8%. The t-score remains robust at 5.63. In
sum, when a political party represents separatist groups there is a high likelihood of an
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intrastate war occurring. While these findings lend some empirical support to previous
research efforts (Horowitz 1985; Zartman 1992), further examination of individual cases
produces additional insight.
Profiling Cases That Deviate From Model Expectations
As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, time-series analysis carmot be
conducted on the "Intrastate" dataset due to a scarcity of reliable statistics on groupbased characteristics between 1945 and 1985. However, to partially compensate for this
shortcoming, one can examine a select number of cases deviating from model expectations
and document their demands and mobilization for intrastate war over time. Given the
availability of some historical, political, and cultural information about group practices
over time (See Minahan 1996; Minority Rights Group 1990), one can evaluate certain
group and state factors that were not coded or available for all cases.
In order to further one's understanding of group mobilization patterns over time,
three deviant cases will be discussed in terms of their fit to the 12 testable hypotheses
analyzed in this chapter. Based on their diversity in terms of regional location, demands,
and group mobilization patterns as well as their variance on the independent variables, the
three cases selected for further analysis are the Chittagong Hill Tribes (Bangladesh), the
Sahrawis or Western Saharans (Morocco), and the Fulani (Nigeria).' To provide an

' For more on these groups, see Appendix 1. Their identification numbers in the dataset
are as follows:
Chittagong Hill Tracts of Bangladesh (Code 10015);
Sahrawis or Western Saharans of Morocco (Code 40020);
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adequate comparative context, three cases exhibiting a close fit with Models 1-3 will also
be discxissed in terms of their group mobilization histories. Three illustrative cases
showing goodness of fit are the Montagnards (Vietnam) the Bashkirs (Russia), and the
Agni (Ghana).^ Overall, this case-by-case analysis goes beyond logistic regression
estimations to provide fiirther insight into the internal and external dynamics promoting
separatism.
Cases Deviating from Model Expectations and Group Demands:
In this section, I will compare some of the results from Models 1 & 2, which
relate to determinants of group autonomy and exit demands, vidth the three cases that
deviated from model expectations. Generally speaking, these three groups had fairly low
to average concentration levels on the homeland, ranging from .59 to .21 (mean of all 307
groups = .64). Also, only one of the three groups received some form of tangible
assistance from a third party. Finally, two of the three groups sought autonomy rather
than secession. In order to begin investigating the driving forces behind the actions of
these three cases, one can calculate probabilities for each of these cases as to their
likelihood of demanding autonomy from the host state:

and Fulani of Nigeria (Code 50022).
^For more on these groups, see Appendix 1. Their identification numbers in the dataset
are as follows:
Montagnards of Vietnam (Code 10045);
Bashkirs of Russia (Code 20007);
and Agni of Ghana (Code 50005).
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TABLE 5.7

Demand Autonomy?

Group name
Chittagong Hill
Tribes

Predicted
No (.13)^

Actual
Yes

Sahrawis

Yes (.89)

No

Fulani

No (.43)

Yes

Agni

No (.40)

No

Bashkirs

Yes (.77)

Yes

Montagnards

No (.41)

No

Interestingly, both the Chittagong Hill Tribes (CHT) and Fulani have low
probabilities for making autonomy demands and yet they actually demanded autonomy
from their host state. From the model results, one would expect that groups claiming
autonomy would be ethnonational, have fewer host states, smaller group concentrations,
and no tangible assistance from a third party. Yet the CHT are indigenous, have a fairly
average group concentration level (.59), and only 2 host states. The major exception is
that the CHT receive tangible assistance from a third party. Perhaps more background
information is needed on this group to explain their persistent autonomy demands.
As the only indigenous group among these three cases, the Chittagong Hill Tribes
(CHT) number 770,000 in Bangladesh, with another 20,000 kindred in Burma

(Myanmar). These peoples are composed of 16 distinct tribes (major groups are
Chakma, Mogh, Tippera, Mro, Bawm) that have formed tight political unions over the
centuries (Minahan 1996:259-262; Gurr 1996a: 1-6). One unique feature about the CHT
is that since moving into their current highland region in the 13th century, the CHT have
confronted three different colonial powers. First, the British gained control over the
region in 1760 and created a tribal autonomous zone for the CHT. In fact, the Chittagong
Hill Tracts Regulation of 1900 prohibited further Bengali settlement in the area (Ahmed
1993:34-35). In 1947, the CHT region was ceded to Pakistan, where autonomy was
retained. It wasn't until 1971 that the CHT lost their autonomy in the region to
Bangladesh. Loss of autonomy is often a powerful motivator for secession, but the CHT
never resorted to exit demands. The next colonizer (Bangladesh) used a different strategy
to systematically reduce the CHT's concentration levels in the region.
In 1971, the CHT was "internally-colonized" by the newly-formed state of
Bangladesh. The Bengali government encouraged additional settlement of the CHT and
the 1970's saw a massive number of Bengali immigrants entering the region. By 1972, the
CHT became politicized and formed the Shanti Bahini (Peace Force) to combat the
problems faced by invading settlers on thek original homeland (Minahan 1996:261).
Tribal leaders from each of the major CHT groups demanded greater autonomy from the
Bengali government in 1975, hearkening back to their previous colonial arrangements with
the British, The Shanti Bahini remains an active organization to this day, seeking legal

' The numbers in parentheses are predicted probabilities from the model.
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protection for CHT peoples from settler attacks, ending Bengali migration into the region,
greater toleration of CHT cultural and religious practices, and regional autonomy. This
brings up an important issue of differentiating internal from extemal colonization, which
may force different responses from the ethnonationalist and indigenous groups within
host state borders.
The Bengali government's policy of resettling the CHT region seems to have been
effective in dispersing the Hill Tribes; their group concentration is a low .59. However,
relative to other groups, such as the Fulani (.21), this figure is quite high. Perhaps this
relatively high level of group homogeneity even after succeeding waves of Bengali
immigrations into the area illustrates the resilience of the CHT (7 major languages are
spoken on their homelands). Of interest for future research is accounting for the number
of refugees fleemg from an original homeland (in this case, the CHT fleemg to Burma).
What truly gives the CHT a unique status is that throughout its long history of
colonization, the CHT has not sought secession. Based on the probabilities in Table 7
above, one would e.xpect only a .13 likelihood of the CHT pursuing autonomy. This has
not been the case for this group experiencing three different waves of colonization smce
1760.
Unlike the indigenous CHT, the Fulani are ethnonationalist. Based on the results
examined earlier in Models 1 and 2, an ethnonationalist group's involvement tended to
reduce the likelihood of demanding autonomy. However, other than being
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ethnonationalist, the remaining Fulani characteristics would indicate an autonomy
demand: they have an even lower group concentration (.21) than the CHT, only 2 host
states, and do not receive tangible assistance.
The biggest outlier of these 3 cases is the Sahrawi group (Morocco). They are
predicted to have a 89% probability of declaring autonomy. After all, they have a low
group concentration (.53), only reside within one host state, have 2 militant groups
pursuing separatism on the homeland, and do not receive tangible assistance. The only
caveat is that the Sahrawi are an ethnonationalist group and have wavered between
demands of autonomy and exit over time.
Since none of these three groups demanded exit from the host state, this factor will
not be examined in detail. It may be sufficient to note that none of tlie 3 groups was
predicted to demand exit, with probabilities of .22 (CHT), .13 (Sahrawi) and .08 (Fulani).
In order to fully accoimt for the mobilization of these cases which deviate from model
expectations, we now tum out attention to their involvement in intrastate war.
Cases Deviating from Model Expectations and Intrastate War:
None of these three groups has a political party and yet all three of them engaged
in intrastate war. Since the existence of an ethnically-based political party was the only
hypothesis supported by the resuUs of Model 3, this makes a strong case for the status
of these groups as deviating from the expected results. Expressing these predictions in
the form of probabilities sheds further light:
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TABLE 5.8

Involved in Intrastate War?

Group name
Chittagong Hill
Tribes

Predicted
No (.15)^

Actual
Yes

Sahrawis

No (.11)

Yes

Fulani

No (.09)

Yes

Agni

No (.08)

No

Bashkirs

No (.10)

No

Montagnards

No (.06)

No

Given the failure of Model 3 to predict these 3 cases as being likely to enter war,
further background information on each group is warranted. Since the Fulani have the
lowest predicted probability of going to war, they provide a good starting point. The
Fulani are Muslim, ethnonationalist peoples that migrated to the region in the 17th
century (Minahan 1996:224). They are closely related to the Hausa peoples through
intermarriage, which increased after the Fulani conquered a leading Hausa state in 1801.
British colonists took the Hausa-Fulani region by force in 1906 but allowed them to retain
their traditional administrative structures. Inter-group alliances eventually played a key
role in Fulani nationalism as all rival tribal organizations in Nigeria's three regions joined
forces and won full independence from the United Kingdom in 1960 (Minahan 1996:224-

The numbers in parentheses are predicted probabilities from the model.
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225). Based on the Fulani case, examining inter-group alliances may be worthy of future
research.
In the 1980's and 1990's, Hausa-Fulani nationalism has been rekindled and
continues to inflame old inter-group rivalries in Nigeria. Fulanis currently have 5 active
separatist groups in their region despite being widely dispersed on their homeland (.21).
This is a clear case where inter-ethnic tensions have played a pivotal role in state-building
and power-sharing in post-colonial Nigeria. Contained within only one host state, Fulani
today number approximately 22.5 million, which is up from 15 million in 1970.
In contrast to the Fulani's low concentration levels, lack of tangible assistance
from a third party, and inter-group alliances, why would the Sahrawis have such low
probabilities for going to war? The Sahrawis or Western Saharans seem the most
intriguing as a case study. As a group, they exhibit the highest probability of demanding
autonomy (89%), but their demands have wavered over time between seeking
independence and autonomy. Additionally, they have only 2 active separatist groups on
their homeland. This may be partly attributable to their relatively small population size
of 200,000 (as compared to 770,000 CHT and 22.5 million Fulani), which usually
indicates a dearth of separatist resources for mobilization (organization, expertise etc.).
However, these population figures are hotly disputed by Sahrawi nationalist leaders as
under-estimating a population of up to one million people.
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While residing within only one host state, the Sahrawi are descendants of Berber
peoples who are located in neighboring Algeria. This may explain the presence of both
state (Algeria) and non-state (Berber and United Nations) intangible assistance to the
Sahrawi separatist movement. The colonization of the Western Saharan region came as
recently as 1884 when Spain established a protectorate encompassing the Westem
Saharan region. Sahrawi resistance to Spanish rule began in 1900 and was organized by a
widely revered religious leader. Shaikh Ma el Amin (Minahan 1996:469). While this
dataset does not account for the religious practices of the separatist groups, perhaps this
is a factor worth considering for future research.
When a tribal separatist group formed in 1973 (Polisario Front), it seemed that the
struggle for independence was nearly accomplished. Spain signed an agreement in 1975
with PoUsario leaders to withdraw her troops and give legal sanction of independence to
the region. The Moroccan king rejected the Spanish offer, however, and proceeded to
march 350,000 Moroccan civilians into the region. He ceded the area under dispute to
Morocco and the struggle for separation remains unresolved. Another factor setting the
Sahrawis apart from the other two cases is the unrelenting support of the UN to mediate
the conflict. By granting this affective support and recognition of a separatist movement,
it has given the Sahrawis additional legitimacy within the world system. Given the
Sahrawis independence movements in the past, it is striking to see such a high probability
(89%) that this group would seek autonomy in the present. Having only two separatist
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groups active on the homeland, not having a political party, receiving intangible
assistance, and wavering in their demands over time has guaranteed the Sahrawis'
classification as a case deviating from model expectations.
Finally, the CHT seems to be the most successful of the three groups in
maintaining its group concentration and securing tangible assistance from a third party.
This indigenous group does not have an ethnically-based political party but they do
receive assistance from both state (Thailand) and non-state actors (Karens and Shans from
Burma). This assistance would seem to increase their likelihood of exit demands, but it
has not yet. Overall, the CHT are a deviant case due to their militant resistance to
Bangladesh since 1975 and their consistent demands of autonomy rather than secession.
After analyzing three cases which deviate from model expectations, what do the
cases that exhibited a close fit with the model estimates resemble? Three cases
(Montagnards, Bashkirs, and Agni) will now be examined as exemplary candidates
generally fitting the expected results of Models 1,2, and 3.
Exemplaiy Cases and Group Demands:
Here, three groups were selected because they generally fit the model predictions
regarding both demands and involvement in intrastate war. Table 7 above presents the
probabilities of these three cases going to war and seeking autonomy, showing a close fit
with predicted and actual outcomes. To understand why these groups generally fit model
expectations, it is useful to delve into their historical experiences as separatists.
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Despite having over 1.2 million people, the indigenous Montagnards have only 2
active separatist groups in the homeland region. The group is believed to be v^ddely
dispersed, as evidenced by its extremely low .03 concentration level. These factors may
help explain the wavering demands of the group and its propensity for autonomy over
independence (.41). More background information on this group may lend further insight
into their demand calculus. Montagnard is a French name referring to the collection of
tribal peoples (Moi, Meo, Man, Muong) in the highlands of South Vietnam. Since their
first contact wdth the French in 1850, the local tribal leaders were used as administrative
leaders to collect taxes and oversee development projects (Gurr 1996b: 1-4). Similar to
most colonial contact patterns, the Montagnards first faced external colonization from the
French, who ended occupation in 1954, hnmediately followed by South Vietnamese
"internal colonialism". The Montagnards effectively maintained their exclusion from
colonial powers until the advent of the Vietnam War, when they formed the United Front
for the Struggle of the Oppressed Races (FULRO) in 1964. In fact, as the Cold War of
movement was in high gear, the Montagnards fought beside US soldiers during the
Vietnam War (Gurr 1996: MAR group profile). While they received US assistance during
the war, it hindered their autonomy efforts after the war. By 1993, Vietnam issued a new
crackdown on the southern Montagnards to combat their "archaic autonomy demands."
(Gurr 1996: MAR group profile).
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Despite being an "exemplary" case, the Montagnard efforts toward greater
autonomy were not furthered by the provision of tangible assistance from a third party
(U.S.). Perhaps this is due more to the Cold War alliance-seeking than support for a
separatist agenda. Without the benefit of a political party, only one host state, a low
group concentration index (.03), and being an indigenous group have apparently all played
a role in predicting that the Montagnards might seek autonomy (.41).
In contrast to the Montagnards, the Bashkirs (Russia) have a much higher group
concentration level (.26), with a much higher population figure (2.3 million). Hence, they
display a significantly higher likelihood than the Montagnards for seeking autonomy
(.77). What makes the Bashkirs an exemplary case in terms of group demands is that
they have sought autonomy since 1917. As descendants of herders in the southern Ural
Mountains, the Bashkirs were promised greater autonomy in the 1917 revolution but
never received it. Overall, the Bashkirs are a good fit for the model due to a low group
concentration (.26), not having a political party, residing within one host state, and
receiving no tangible assistance from a third party.
Finally, the Agni are a Bantu people related to the neighboring Ashanti peoples in
Ghana. In fact, the Agni were part of the Ashanti confederation during the late 17th and
18th centuries (Minahan 1996:482). As with the Fulani, inter-group alliances appear to
have played a major role in separatist mobilization of the Agni peoples. When compared
to the Bashkirs and Montagnards, the Agni have a very high level of group concentration
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on the homeland (.82). With a population of 1.6 million, this ethnonationalist group has
sought secession since the 1950's. The Agni separatists were strongly influenced by
politicized movements in neighboring territories, such as the decolonization of the Ivory
Coast in 1960 and the Biafra secession movement in 1969. The possibility of separatist
diffusion is a potentially strong explanation for separatist movements formed during the
era of decolonization (1950's to late 1960's) and may warrant further examination in
future research. Agni nationalism continues into the 1990's as they seek independence
that was long promised to their group. What makes the Agni a particularly good fit with
Model 1 is the fact that they are an ethnonationalist group, have a high group
concentration, and have 5 militant organizations on their homeland seeking independence,
indicating a strong resource mobility impetus.
Exemplary Cases and Intrastate War:
Overall, these cases all show fairly low probability levels for engagmg in intrastate
war, as evidenced by Table 5.8 above, none of these groups was involved in an intrastate
war between 1945 and 1995. So what are the unique model features that allow one to
predict the failure of these groups to engage in war? First, each These exemplary cases
probably best fit the results of Model 3, which examined the likelihood of engaging in
intrastate war. None of the 3 cases engaged in war. Going back to the key determinant of
war in the empurical analysis, none of the 3 cases had an ethnically-based political party
to represent their needs in the electoral arena and perhaps escalate tensions within the
host state. Also, only one of the 3 groups received tangible assistance for their cause.
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which could indicate a mobilization for separatism. Overall, none of these groups had the
resources necessary to engage in intrastate war. When one examines all of these factors,
the model results are expected.
In general, all three cases exhibit similar, predictable patterns, especially with
regard to their lack of a political party. Exemplary cases exhibiting a close fit to the model
are far more likely to avoid intrastate wars and seek autonomy. In terms of identifying
group dynamics worthy of future research, profiling these six cases has led to seven new
possible research avenues:
•

Internal colonies warrant further scrutiny as they remain hidden within host
states and often have a high degree of solidarity, increasing the likelihood of
exit demands;
• A group that has historically confronted more than one colonizing power may
be more prone to militarily resist host states' authority, leading to intrastate
war;
• Inter-group alliances bolster a group's intrastate power and mobilization
capabilities, which may lead to autonomy demands;
• Knowing how long an ethnonationalist or indigenous group has existed in a
particular region provides a good indicator of their cultural and political
resistance to colonization and even resource mobilization capabilities, which
may increase the likelihood of exit demands;
• and when a separatist group loses its previously held autonomy, it is more
likely to seek exit.
Conclusions
After profiling six cases, it is evident that there are multiple paths to separatism.
Even among the cases closely fittmg the model, there were different influential factors,
ranging from inter-group alliances to group concentration levels, that ultimately affected
separatist group demands made on the host state and their willingness to go to war. When
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examining both group and host state characteristics, the resource capabilities of a group,
whether measured by group concentration levels, advent of a political party or third party
tangible assistance, seem to be crucial determinants of separatist mobilization. They
influence what types of demands separatists make to the host state and whether a group
will engage in an intrastate war. Tilly's (1978) work on resource mobilization seems to
find further empirical support here, although the indicators of group homogeneitj',
political parties, and tangible support are unique to this analysis. Overall, there are three
important implications to be drawn from the preceding analysis.
First, the level of group homogeneity on the homeland appears to be closely
related to what demands the group makes. A higher group concentration, such as the
Agni' .82 level, usually leads to demands for exit. A lower group concentration level,
such as the Fulani .21 level, is likely to result in autonomy demands. Among all 226
groups surveyed, territorial distribution of group members is crucial for mobilizing and
unifying against a common antagonist. Host states are aware of this implication as they
commonly infiltrate separatist homelands with new settlers, in hopes of diluting the
separatist threat through intermarriage and relocation of national peoples. This has
certainly been a conscious policy in host states such as Bangladesh, Burma (Myanmar),
India, Russia, Georgia, Brazil, Mexico, Turkey, Iraq, Israel, Angola, Nigeria, Chad,
Ethiopia, United States, Canada, United Kingdom, and several others in the world
system. Most of the internal migration policies undertaken by host states ultimately seek
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the removal of the ethnonationalist/indigenous occupants from the homeland and
correspond with assimilation strategies. This research suggests that such resettlement
policies can actually lessen the separatist group's capacity to seek exit by weakening its
resource base.
Second, when ethnonationalist/indigenous groups form political parties, it appears
to further divide the electorate. Rather than have a pervasive "democratizing effect" on
the populace, ethnonationalist parties tend to be exclusionary and absolutist in their aims.
As Horowitz (1985:Chapter 7) discusses, societies tend to fragment along ethnopolitical
faultlines. In general, ethnonationalist or indigenous groups with political parties are more
likely to fight intrastate wars. Why? Separatist group members may become finstrated
with the slow, incremental levels of progress often found in the electoral arena or they
may use the political party to fiirther their campaigns of violence against the host state or
the advent of a political party representing their interests may further politicize members
who seek no other recourse than separatism. Again, these paths to separatism are
complex but are evident from this research finding, which is among the first to empirically
demonstrate the possible effect of political parties on outbreaks of intrastate war.
Finally, the advent of tangible assistance from third party actors seems to
increase the likelihood of groups demanding exit from the host state(s). In general, states
provide tangible assistance to separatist groups (weaponry, training etc.), which
immediately complicates an already complex situation. This triangulation of interests
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widens the scope of the conflict and may promote intractability among the actors
involved (Zartman 1992:37-40). After all, India and Pakistan went to the brink of nuclear
war over Pakistan's alleged support of the Kashmiri separatist movement. From the
perspective of conflict management, external support only provides more reasons to go to
mobilize toward independence and may inhibit any meaningful discourse between
separatist groups and host states.
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Chapter 6
WHEN INTRASTATE CONFLICTS CROSS BORDERS: SEPARATIST
GROUP INVOLVEMENT IN INTERSTATE CRISES, 1945-1988

In this chapter, our focus shifts away from intrastate wars to focus more on the
dynamics of interstate disputes. When one considers that approximately 68% of all
separatist groups in the world cross one or more state borders, it is wholly
conceivable that intrastate conflicts can also spread across state boundaries.
Originating as host state/separatist group hostilities, wars of autonomy/secession can
draw other interested parties, such as other separatist groups or neighboring states,
into the fray. The key to investigating such intrastate/interstate conflict linkages is
assessing why separatist groups initially get involved in interstate conflicts and how
their involvement can escalate or de-escalate interstate tensions during the conflict.
Given their high threat to values and sudden occurrences, interstate crises^ are credible
measures of interstate conflict/tensions. How, then, do intrastate conflicts cross
borders? After surveying nimierous historical patterns of separatist group
mobilization (Minahan 1996; Heraclides 1991), there are at least five ways that
intrastate conflicts transform into interstate crises by promoting hostilities among
neighboring states.
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Patterns of Intrastate/Interstate Conflict Linkages:
Intrastate wars become interstate crises under five conditions. ^ First, when third
parties support (e.g. tangible assistance such as weapons and/or training) one
separatist group but remain hostile to other separatist groups in the region, the
conflict can widen. For example, after Cyprus became independent in 1960, the island
was soon demarcated by both Greek and Turkish Cypriots seeking independence. By
1963 Turkish Cypriots openly declared war on Greek Cypriots, thus instigating a
crisis. The government of Turkey openly supported the actions of the Turkish
Cypriots with arms and training, while remaining hostile to Greek Cypriot separatist
groups in the region. As a result, Greece and Turkey nearly went to war over this
issue (Cooper and Berdal 1993:120-122; Minahan 1996:410-412). This form of
intrastate/interstate conflict linkage is probably the most common and serves to
"triangulate the conflict" by pitting one neighboring state against the other (Zartman
1992:31-36).
A second possible way of internationalizing communal strife occurs when third
parties provides tangible support for two or more separatist groups within the same
region. For example, during the 1960's, the Cabindan peoples sought exit from

' For the purposes of this research, interstate crises are defined as "... a threat to basic
values, awareness of finite time for response to the value threat, and a high probability of
involvement in military hostilities". (Brecher, Wilkenfeld and Moser 1988:3)
^ One additional pattern might be the process of decolonization, which involves struggles
between nationalist groups and colonial powers. As Garment (1993:139) points out,
these struggles often lead to interstate conflict. However, given the large number of
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Angola and formed the Front for the liberation of the Enclave of Cabinda (FLEC).
While the FLEC was actively supported by Zaire and Congo in their quest for
independence, another rival group, the Popular Movement for the Liberation of
Angola (MPLA) sought greater autonomy for the Kimbundu peoples in the same
region. In this case, tangible support for the MPLA came from Cuba and the Former
Soviet Union. By 1975, there was a three-way intrastate war that spilled over into
Zaire, Congo, and Angola, and ultimately heightened tensions among both states and
separatist groups in the region.
A third pattern of intrastate wars crossing borders is when third party support^ is
given to a host state threatened by a separatist group. A notable example of this is
India's intervention in Sri Lanka m 1987 to fight Tamil separatists. Sri Lanka had
previously been unsuccessful in their attempts to negotiate a cease-fire vdth the Tamil
minority in the northern and eastern provinces, which made up approximately 20% of
the total Sri Lankan population (Crenshaw 1992:12). By 1986, heavy fighting
erupted between Sri Lankan troops and the Tamil Eelam, who were receiving
assistance from Tamils in the Tamil Nadu province in India. At this point, Indian

internal colonies existing in the world system (over 580), decolonization processes alone
may not be a useful indicator of intrastate/interstate linkages.
^ Aside from state actor support of host states experiencing intrastate war, third party
support can also come in the form of an intergovernmental organization (IGO) or a non
governmental organization (NGO). Such was the case when the United Nations
intervened under the auspices of defusing Congo's Katanga secessionist movement in
1961. However, the UN efforts to disarm the Katangans failed and the crisis soon spread
to the neighboring state of Zaire.
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troops were invited to assist Sri Lanka's military efforts in quelling the Tamil threat.
However, India's military intervention was largely ineffective against the Tamils and
it was forced to withdraw by 1989 (Minahan 1996:551-553).
A fourth way that separatist conflicts cross borders is when a state or separatist
group invokes irredentist claims and attempts to reclaim its territorial homeland and
ethnic kindred from another host state (Heraclides 1991:46-47; Horowitz 1991:10-12;
Garment 1996:2). While this practice is fairly rare, it does have the potential to be
extremely volatile. After all, an irredentist movement,"* by its very definition,
involves two or more states. Since World War II, there have been irredentist
movements mvolving the Bakongo (Angola, Congo, Zaire), Baluchis (Afghanistan,
Pakistan), Kurds (Iran, Iraq, Syria, Turkey), Pathtans (Afghanistan, Pakistan), and
Tamils (India, Sri Lanka). As one example, the Baluchis of Afghanistan and Pakistan
sought to rejoin their nation in 1958. However, when East Pakistan successfully
seceded and became Bangladesh in 1971, the Pakistani government clamped down on
Baluchi efforts to rejoin their kindred, killing over 10,000 Baluchi in 1977 using
military force (Minahan 1996:58-59). Today, Baluchis seek autonomy within their
host states rather than seeking irredentism. As the Baluchi case illustrates, irredentist
movements often fail due to the difficulties of obtaining independence from host

Irredentism literally translated means "imredeemed territory". It refers to the attempt
by one state to detach land and people from another to achieve incorporation within its
boundaries (Chazan 1991).
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states and inabilities to coordinate goals of ethnic brethren residing in different host
states. Consequently, such failure often results result in a separatist group changing
its demands fi-om irredentism to exit/autonomy from their own host state (Horowitz
1991:12-13).
A fmal interstate/intrastate conflict linkage pattern is an armed reprisal by a state
targeting a neighboring state which permits separatist groups to organize attacks from
within its borders (Crenshaw 1992:5-6). The Israeli invasion of Lebanon is a case in
point. During the early 1980's, Lebanon allowed the Palestinian Liberation
Organization (PLO) to launch attacks against Israel within Lebanese borders. As a
response to Lebanon's passivity toward these separatists, Israel invaded Lebanon in
1983. Israel's invasion ultimately failed to stabilize Lebanon's government and civil
violence only intensified within the region. Another example of this phenomenon
occurred between Pakistan and India in 1990. Both countries went to the brink of wax
due to Pakistan's alleged support of Kashmiri groups within its borders. While an
armed reprisal was averted in this case, it was regarded as an interstate crisis that came
close to an exchange of nuclear weapons by both sides.
To investigate a wide array of interstate/intrastate conflict linkages, this chapter
examines the role of separatist group involvement in interstate crises between 1945
and 1988. More specifically, this investigation attempts to ascertain how the actions
of ethnonationalist groups and indigenous peoples may lead to crises and/or
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exacerbate crises between states. Aside from the five patterns of intrastate/interstate
conflict linkage presented above, there is clear evidence in the literature that when
ethnically-driven conflicts cross territorial boundaries, the end result is heightened
interstate tensions (Suhrke and Noble 1977; Heraclides 1990,1991; Zartman 1992;
Garment 1993; Van Evera 1994; Ryan 1995; Garment and James 1995; Brecher and
Wilkenfeld 1996). What remains underdeveloped in the literature is how extreme
forms of militarized disputes, such as interstate crises, are affected by separatist
group involvement. To provide some theoretical context linking separatist groups and
interstate crises, a brief review of the interstate crisis literature follows.

Separatist Group Involvement in Interstate Crises
In this Intrastate project, the role of separatist groups is examined in terms of how
they get involved in interstate crises and whether separatist group involvement affects
crisis outcomes (i.e. escalates or reduces the severity of the crisis). Essentially, crises
provide a context in which the main units of analysis, separatist groups, operate.
This is in contrast to previous research on interstate crises, which study the crisis
itself as the main unit of analysis. Based on existing trends of 251 interstate crises
occurring between 1945 and 1988, it appears that interstate crises ensue when state
governments were threatened by issues of "territory, survival of a political regime,
influence or a state's existence." (Brecher, Peranson and Emelifeonwu 1995:379).
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Given their suddenriss, potential to escalate to war, and high threat to foreign
policymakers, interstate crises are a natural starting point for theorizing about the
linkages between interstate and intrastate armed conflicts. As reliable indicators of
interstate tension, crises lie on the cusp of war escalation and peaceful conflict
resolution.
Crisis research is guided by two main schools of thought: crisis decision-making,
which emphasizes the psychological aspects of crises (Hermann 1972; Lebow 1981;
Janis 1972,1982), and crisis management (Schelling 1960; Allison 1971; Snyder and
Diesing 1977; Leng 1993), which focus on the use of certain decisional frameworks,
such as game theory, for averting crisis escalation (Seeger 1995:17). Although the
extensive literatvure on interstate crises is not reviewed in detail here, this brief
acknowledgment of two major strands of crisis research serves as a guide for
contextualizing the small but growing body of research examining interstate crises and
separatist group involvement.
Garment (1993) introduced the concept of ethnicity into a well-known crisis
dataset developed by Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1988) entitled the Intemational Grisis
Behavior (IGB) project because (1993:137), "The lacunae of research on the interstate
dimensions of ethnic conflict is clearly a case in which theory has lagged behind
emerging realities." After examining interstate crises during the period of 1945 to
1981, he foimd that crises involving secessionist or irredentist movements showed
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higher frequencies of intense outcomes (e.g. higher levels of violence). Based on his
initial testing of the ICB, Garment (1993:145) concluded that "...ethnic conflict is an
important explanatory variable in analyzing levels of interstate violence."
As a follow-up to his original research, Garment and James (1995) used a longer
time period (1945-1988) and tested whether irredentist crises required more intense
crisis management techniques (i.e. forceful techniques including violent and nonviolent
military interventions) and whether irredentist crises promoted higher levels of
violence (i.e. serious clashes or full-scale war). The empirical results generally
supported their propositions. Forceful crisis management techniques were more
common when an irredentist movement was involved (57% of irredentist cases versus
45% non-irredentist cases ~ differences were deemed statistically significant). Also,
irredentist crises were more severe than non-irredentist crises (37% versus 30%,
respectively). Overall, irredentist crises were found to be more violent and generated
a higher threat to decision-makers during a crisis (Garment and James 1995:104).
More recent work by Garment and James provides additional evidence for their
hypothesized relationships between severe crisis outcomes and separatist group
involvement. After expanding their research frame to mclude measures for ethnic
group cohesion, a more sophisticated analysis was possible. For example, in 1996
Garment examined the "ethnic affinity" or cohesion of separatist groups and their link
to crisis intensity. In 60% of the cases in which ethnic affmity was high, the crisis
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was more intense/protracted. This was compared to 40% when ethnic cohesion was
lower. Based on his compelling evidence, Garment concluded that ethnic affinities
appear to be strongly associated with crisis intensity and tension. Offering additional
support, Carment and James (1997) used two measurement of association techniques
(Gamma and Somers'd) to predict whether states would use force during ethnicallydriven crises. Overall, the findings demonstrated that groups with high ethnic
afFmities tended to provide opportunities for 3rd party interventions, such as
neighboring state involvement, and thus widened the scope and violence of the crisis.
Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1997), the originators of the IGB dataset, also
investigated the "ethnic dimensions of international crises". In their largely
descriptive analysis, Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1997:179) linked the outbreak of
protracted crises with ethnicity: "In particular, the presence of ethnicity in crises
within protracted conflicts tended to accentuate violence in triggers...; to heighten
threat perception on the part of decision-makers; to stimulate the involvement of
global organizations..." (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997:190-191)
In sum, the previous work of Brecher (1995), Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1997) and
Garment and James (1995,1997) most closely adhere to the "crisis management"
school of interstate crisis research by emphasizing instrumental or rational choice
decision-making with regards to resolvmg ethnically-driven crises. Despite their
promise, both sets of researchers tend to follow a narrow research agenda by either
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focusing solely on irredentist claims as a major aspect of ethnically-driven violence
(Garment and James 1995) or examining general attributes of ethnicity without any
detailed understanding of group involvement in crises (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 1997).
However, the research of Garment (1993), Garment and James (1995,1997), and
Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1997) provide some theoretical starting points to this
research. For a more comprehensive analysis of interstate crises and separatist group
involvement, this project examines a wider range of separatist group dimensions, such
as group concentration levels on the homeland, representation by a political party,
number of militant groups on the homeland, and the provision of tangible, third party
assistance. Based on interstate crisis research and previous work on ethnically-driven
conflict (Heraclides 1990,1991; Gurr 1993a, 1993b), one can hypothesize specific
relationships between separatist groups and: (1) their motives for involvement in
interstate crises; and (2) how separatist involvement in a crisis affects the crisis
severity (e.g. level of violence).
Model 1: The Presence or Absence of Interstate Grisis Involvement bv Separatists
Hypotheses:
How does group homogeneity on the homeland affect its involvement in crises?
Previous research suggests that dispersed groups are more likely to mobilize for protest
rather than militarized conflict (Gurr 1993b:180). Also, results from Ghapter 5, Model 2
suggest that highly concentrated groups tend to demand exit from the host state. In the
realm of crisis-based research, if ethnic affinity is high among groups within a state, there
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is a higher likelihood of interstate crisis mvolvement (Garment 1996; Garment and James
1997). Therefore, based on previous research, a testable hypothesis is developed: if
group members are highly concentrated, the likelihood of group involvement in an
interstate crisis is high.
A known determinant of intrastate war is group representation by an ethnicallybased political party. When a separatist group has representation from a political party,
they are much more likely to engage in intrastate war (see Model 3 results in Ghapter 5).
While not previously applied to crisis behavior, case studies have determined that
ethnically-based political parties heighten host state/separatist group tensions and make
mediation more difficult (Horowitz 1985:298). Such propositions have been empirically
confirmed by the initial results of this project (See Ghapter 5). Therefore, given the
violent nature of ethnically-driven political parties, it is expected that the existence of a
separatist political party vwll promote a separatist group's involvement in interstate
crises.
Another determinant of interstate crisis involvement is the notion that separatist
groups may engage in military action based on their resource mobilization capabilities
(Tilly 1978). A group that has a high level of organization would most likely have more
active militant organizations working in support of its goals. Therefore, the more
militarized groups actively seeking separatism in the region, the greater the likelihood that
the group will become involved in an interstate crisis.
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Finally, the provision of tangible third party support (i.e. weapons and/or
training) for a separatist group may embolden it to engage in military conflict with the
host state. The very act of providing such support must involve another party to the
conflict, which could widen the scope of the dispute to an interstate crisis. Based on
preliminary analysis, when tangible aid is provided to separatist groups, they are likelier
to seek exit from the host state (See Model 2 Findings, Chapter 5). Since the presence of
third party support tends to escalate separatist/state tensions, it expected to increase the
likelihood of interstate crisis involvement.
Model 1 Construction:
The model specification and formal testing begins with an examination of a
separatist group's motivations for involvement in an interstate crisis. This dependent
variable effectively gauges group motives for involvement in a crisis between 1945 and
1988. The equation for Model 1 is presented below:
INTERSTATE CRISIS = Ethnonational + Group Concentration + Irredenta +
Political party + Number of separatist groups +
Tangible assistance

The above model utilizes one state-contextual variable (tangible aid) and five
group-based variables (ethnonational, group concentration, irredenta, political party,
number of separatist groups) to explain separatist involvement in crises.^ Two variables
serve as controls in the analysis: presence/absence of an ethnonationalist group and

® For a discussion of how the six independent variables were operationalized, see Chapter
4, pages 13-16.
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whether the group involved was an irredentist movement. Regarding ethnonationalist
groups, one would expect the involvement of an ethnonationalist group to increase the
likelihood of interstate crises since they tend to demand exit more often than indigenous
groups (see Models 1 and 2 in Chapter 5).
Irredentist movements by their very nature are interstate crises since they involve
detaching land and people divided among more than more state in order to incorporate
them into a single new state. Given the previous findings of Caiment and James (1995),
one would expect irredentist movements to be more likely to be involved in interstate
crises. This variable essentially provides a duplication of Carment and James' (1995)
efforts using logistic regression.
Data and Testing:
To initiate the empirical analysis, three variables® from the ICB project are
incorporated into the newly-created "Intrastate" dataset. Given the existence of other
data on interstate crises, the use of ICB data is justified for four main reasons
(Carment and James 1995:96). First, threat to values is a major component of the
Brecher et al. (1988) definition, which relates to states and separatist groups alike.
Second, the data set allows for a great deal of variation by including all global
interstate crises occurring between 1945 and 1988 encompassing the fullest range of
interstate armed conflict outcomes and events possible, including cases involving

® These variables, which will be operationalized below, are: the presence/absence of an
interstate crisis, presence/absence of a severe crisis and whether the crisis recurred within
ten years after the initial outbreak.
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separatist groups. Third, the data set provides specific techniques used in crisis
management. For example, the ICB data set examines interstate crises in four distinct
phases: onset, escalation, de-escalation, and impact. The crisis decision-makers'
actions are recorded for each phase, providing clues for effective conflict management
strategies. Finally, the data set is truly global by focusing on all interstate crises
throughout the world.
Logistic regression is used to test 8 hypotheses generated by this research. Given
the dichotomous nature of the two dependent variables (presence/absence of interstate
crisis and presence/absence of a severe crisis), logit is identified as the most useful
statistical modeling tool to model separatist behavior since dichotomous dependent
variables are not efficiently modeled using linear estimators such as Ordinary Least
Squares (OLS) regression. Using logistic regression yields an additional benefit: one can
calculate the probabilities of events occurring, such as a group's likelihood of involvement
in an interstate crisis.
Operatiomlizing Interstate Crises:
As mentioned previously, interstate crises are defined as "... a threat to basic
values, awareness of finite time for response to the value threat, and a high probability of
involvement in military hostilities" (Brecher, Wilkenfeld and Moser 1988:3). There are
two necessary and sufficient conditions for a crisis to occur: (1) distortion in the type and
an increase in the intensity of disruptive mteractions between two or more adversaries,
with an accompanying high probability of military hostilities; and (2) a challenge to the
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existing structxire of an international system —global, dominant, or subsystem ~ posed by
the higher-than-normal conflict interactions. (Brecher, Wilkenfeld and Moser 1988:3).
Utilizing Brecher et al's definition of an interstate crisis. Garment and James (1997:215218) compiled a list of interstate crises where ethnic groups were directly involved.
Utilizing this extensive list of 122 ethnically-driven interstate crises, I coded whether one
of the 226 groups from the Intrastate dataset was directly involved. If a group was
involved, the dependent variable (presence/absence of group involvement in crisis) was
coded 1; if no group from the Intrastate dataset was involved, the variable was coded as 0.
Model 1 Findings:
In model 1, the presence or absence of an interstate crisis was regressed on six
explanatory variables (Table 6.1). Only one slope coefficient, separatist group
concentration level, was marginally significant at the .05 level based on its t-score of 1.94:
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TABLE 6.1

Logit Regression Estimates for Outbreaks of Interstate Crises, 1945-1988

U

L2

Ethnonationalist group

.05
(.31)

Group concentration

1.54*
(.79)

Irredentist movement

-.09
(.38)

Existence of political
party

.24
(.35)

Niomber of separatist
groups on homeland

.02
(.03)

Received tangible thirdparty assistance

.08
(.48)

Constant

-2.48**
(.62)

-2.34
(.55)

Number of cases

252

252

1.61*
(.77)

** p < .001
* p < .05
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses

Such a finding lends further empirical support to Garment (1996) and Garment and
James' (1997) findings that high ethnic affmity tends to increase the risk of mterstate
crises. This finding also supports the work of Gurr (1993b) and others (Horowitz
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1985:271) that ethnic homogeneity promotes greater unwillingness to compromise with
host states and potentially exacerbates intrastate conflicts. It is conceivable that
intrastate conflict becomes eimieshed with interstate crises due to the intractability of
states hosting this highly-concentrated group. Expressed in terms of probabilities, one can
see that that the likelihood of interstate crisis involvement increases slightly with
concomitant increases in group concentration levels;

TABLE 6^

Probabilities of Interstate Crisis Involvement based on Different Group
Concentration Levels, 1945-1988

Group Concentration
.30
.60
.90

Probability of Crisis Involvement
.13
.19
.27

While these results are not as robust as one might hope, the hypothesis stating
that higher group concentrations lead to an increeised likelihood of crisis involvement
is confirmed. Table 6.2 demonstrates this trend, which supports earlier data analysis
on separatist demands for exit (See Table 5.4 in Chapter 5).
After running this model with only the significant variables (See Model 1.2 in
Table 1), it is apparent that this strong relationship holds up. The t-score improves
to 2.09. In simi, when separatist groups are highly concentrated on the homeland,
there is a high likelihood that they will get involved in an interstate crisis. Stated
another way, when a separatist group is less dispersed, they can mobilize their
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members more effectively for exit, which may ultimately lead to theh' involvement in
interstate crises. Now that separatist group involvement in interstate crises has been
verified, how does a group's involvement affect the crisis intensity?
Model 2: The Presence or Absence of a Severe Crisis involving Separatists
Hypotheses:
Do higher group concentration levels on the homeland intensify interstate crises?
The results from Model 1 suggests that groups with higher group concentration levels are
more likely to get involved in crises. Given the ability of groups with high concentration
levels to demand exit from the host state and their proclivity for involvement in interstate
crises, it is expected that groups with high concentration levels involved in a crisis will
increase the likelihood that the crisis will become violent.
When a separatist group has representation from a political party, they are much
more likely to engage in intrastate war (See Table 5.6 in Chapter 5). Given the powerful
role political parties have on violent, ethnically-driven conflicts, it is posited that a group
involved in an interstate crisis and represented by a political party will increase the
likelihood of a violent crisis occurring.
Separatist groups usually engage in military action based on their resource
mobilization capabilities (Tilly 1978). Therefore, the greater the number of active militant
organizations on the homeland, the greater the greater the inevitability of armed conflict.
The more militarized groups actively seeking separatism in the region and involved in a
crisis, the higher the likelihood of a violent crisis outcome.
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Finally, the provision of tangible third party support (i.e. weapons and/or
training) often promotes engagement in military conflict with the host state. Based on
previous analysis, when tangible aid is provided to separatist groups, groups are likelier
to seek exit from the host state (See Table 5.4 in Chapter 5). Since the presence of third
party support tends to escalate separatist/state tensions, and is expected to increase the
likelihood of intense interstate crises.
Model 2 Construction:
The model specification and formal testing begins with an examination of how a
separatist group's involvement in an interstate crisis affects the crisis outcome. This
dependent variable effectively assesses interstate crisis severity between 1945 and 1988.
The equation for Model 2 is presented below:
CRISIS SEVERITY = Ethnonational + Group Concentration + Irredenta +
Political party + Number of separatist groups + Tangible
assistance + Recurring crisis

The above model utilizes one state-contextual variable (tangible aid), a crisis-based
contextual variable (recurring crisis) and five group-based variables (ethnonational, group
concentration, irredenta, political party, number of separatist groups) to explain the
severity of separatist crises. Three variables serve as controls in the analysis:
presence/absence of an ethnonationalist group, presence/absence of a recurring crisis, and
whether the group involved was an irredentist movement. Regarding ethnonationalist
groups, one would expect the involvement of an ethnonationalist group to increase the
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likelihood of interstate crises since they tend to demand exit more often than indigenous
groups (see Models 1 and 2 in Chapter 5).
In terms of recurring crises, did a crisis occur within 10 years of an original crisis
involving the same actors? This is an important measure of "protractedness", which
signifies the outbreak of repeated hostile interactions over time varying in intensity and
frequency (Brecher and James 1988:429). Essentially protracted crises, or crises that
recur within 10 years, are more violent than other forms of crises (Brecher and James
1988:444-445). For this reason, examining the recurrence of crises gets at the protracted
nature of such disputes over time.
Finally, irredentist movements by their very nature of involving two or more
neighboring states, might exacerbate existing crises by involving more actors (Garment and
James 1995).
Data and Operationalizations:
Two variables require operationalization here. First, the severity of a crisis refers
to the volume of disruptive change among crisis actors from onset to termination. In
sum, it measures the extent of instability produced by the crisis. Coded as an
indicator variable, this variable gauges the overall intensity of hostile physical action,
which can entail serious clashes or full-scale war. Following a coding scheme used by
Garment and James (1995) in their examination of ethnically-driven crises, the variable
was coded 1 if it was an intensely violent crises (i.e. serious clashes or full-scale war)
and 0 if there was no violence or minor clashes.
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Second, a crisis was deemed "recurring" if a crisis erupted involving the principal
adversaries during a subsequent lO-year period after the onset of an original crisis. This
variable was coded 1 if the crisis recurred within 10-years and 0 if it did not. It
effectively measures the tension present among crisis actors and serves as a good control
for protracted or ongoing disputes.
Model 2 Findings'.
In model 2, the presence or absence of an interstate crisis was regressed on seven
explanatory variables (Table 3). Here, four slope coefficient were significant at the .05
level. The results are present in Table 6.3 below.
In terms of model efficiency, the model correctly predicted the outcome in 91.7%
of all cases. In terms of hypothesis testing, group concentration levels were strongly
associated with a high likelihood of a violence crisis outcome (i.e. major clashes or war).
This hypothesis is confirmed as the geographic concentration variable is highly significant
based on a t-score of 2.36.
Based on the results, it also appears that the more militant groups active on the
homeland, the less likely the crisis will become intensely violent. This goes against the
initially hypothesized relationship, and seems to suggest that more militant groups
actually diffuse interstate crisis outcomes. In fact, when expressed in terms of
probabilities, the involvement of two groups on the homeland increases the likelihood of a
violent crisis by .13. When there are four active groups, the likelihood is zero. Perhaps
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as these groups compete for resources on the homeland, their demands or impetus for
action is diffused by the myriad of group goals/messages conveyed. That is, multiple

TABLE 63

Logit Regression Estimates for the Severity of the Interstate Crisis, 19451988

2A
.14
(.59)

22

Group concentration

3.82*
(1.62)

3.85*
(1.60)

Irredentist movement

-.16
(.70)

Existence of political
party

-.32
(.66)

Number of separatist
groups on homeland

-.19*
(.09)

-.21**
(.08)

Received tangible Ihirdparty assistance

1.74**
(.67)

1.65**
(.63)

Recuning crisis

4.21**
(.68)

4.29**
(.67)

Constant

-5.31**
(.1.30)

-5.29**
(1.30)

Number of cases

252

252

Ethnonationalist group

**p<.001
* p<.05
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses
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militant groups operating on the homeland may send mixed signals to crisis decision
makers, who ultimately do not take them seriously. Given their vast resource base, the
advent of muhiple groups on the homeland may be unable to coordinate their efforts and
act under a unified front. Such an unexpected finding clearly warrants future examination.
When a group was given tangible assistance (military weapons and/or training),
that group's involvement in a crisis was likely to lead to violence. When expressed as a
probability, a crisis was 49% more likely to end in violence when tangible assistance was
provided to an involved separatist group. This confirms our hypothesized expectations
and conventional wisdom about the harmful effects tangible assistance has on crisis
outcomes.
Finally, when a crisis recurs involving the same adversaries, it is more likely to end
in violence. As a control variable for protracted conflict, this finding lends support to
Brecher and James (1988) previous findings.
After running this model with only the significant variables (See Model 3.2 in
Table 3), these robust relationships hold up. The model efficiency increases from
91.7% to 92.5%. In sum, crises involving separatist groups get violent when there is
tangible aid given to the group, when the group has a high geographic concentration,
when there are fewer militant groups active on the homeland, and when the crisis is
recurrent.

193

Conclusions

The common denominator in models 1 and 2 is the role that geographic
concentration plays in interstate crises. Groups with high concentrations, such as the
Pathtans (concentration = .82), can challenge their host state with militarized
hostilities and potentially widen the scope of the conflict by exporting violence to
neighboring states. This is most commonly done when third parties enter the conflict
to provide weapons or training to a separatist group (Zartman 1992:31-36). In terms
of the five patterns discussed at the beginning of this analysis, the scenario of offering
third party support to one separatist group while remaining hostile to other separatist
groups in the region is most compelling given the empirical resuhs. As a case in
point, the Pathtans, who are located in both Afghanistan and Pakistan, were actively
supported by Afghanistan and the Former Soviet Union during the 1950's and 60's.
Military assistance offered by these two parties destabilized the region and
effectively pitted Pathtans against other groups in the region, such as the Baluchis
(Minahan 1996:452). Such conditions are ripe for interstate violence. In the case of
the Pathtans, they were involved in three interstate crises vsdthin a twelve year time
period (1949,1955, and 1961). As the Pathtan example and the empirical results
indicate, when tangible support is offered and the group has a high concentration on
the homeland, a violent crisis seems imminent.
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Overall, the empirical findings here demonstrate that crises involving separatists
are worthy of further systematic scrutiny (Garment and James 1997; Brecher and
Wilkenfeld 1997). Based on the findings on mtrastate and interstate disputes,
understanding the resource capabilities (Tilly 1978) of a group seems crucial to
understanding its ability to engage in armed conflicts with states. Whether resources
entail third party tangible aid, representation of an ethnically-based political party, group
concentration levels, or the number of active militant organizations on the homeland, these
explanatory variables begin to uncover the multiple paths to separatism. They also
demonstrate the volatility of intrastate wars and how they can spread to neighboring
states. Using group-based characteristics is but one piece of the puzzle imlocking
intrastate/interstate conflict linkages. What remains is how to resolve such conflicts
peacefully, which is the topic of the concluding chapter as the potential for third party
mediation and host state accommodation is examined regarding separatist conflicts.

195

Chapter 7
CONFLICT RESOLUTION
Previous chapters document the long-standing historical, geopolitical, and cultural
divisions between separatist groups and host states. Currently there are over 29 ongoing
intrastate wars — evidence that "state versus nation" conflicts persist in the post-Cold War
world (See Figure 1.1, Chapter 1). Intrastate hostilities are even more prevalent if one puts
aside a common threshold for defining wars (1,000 battle deaths), revealing over 100
ongoing intrastate conflicts (Gurr 1993a in Carment and James 1997a:2). To complicate
matters, intrastate wars often recur among the principal combatants and interstate tensions
tend to intensify when neighboring states get involved (Chapter 6, Table 6.3). When
intrastate wars do subside, it is rarely due to peacefully negotiated settlements, which are
utilized in less than one-third of all cases (Licklider 1995:681). In the vast majority of
cases, intrastate wars end with outbreaks of further violence, such as genocide or military
suppression.
Despite the existence of so many volatile and seemingly intractable intrastate conflicts in
the world today, one can leam from the patterns of separatist mobilization presented in this
research in order to minimize recurring intrastate conflicts. Most existing research has
focused on interstate war settlements rather than the resolution of intrastate conflicts
(Mason and Fett 1996:546-547). Having a more sophisticated view of state versus nation
conflicts can increase the effectiveness of conflict management efforts. Based on the
empirical results presented in this Intrastate project, there are certainly ways to diffuse host
state and separatist tensions before they escalate to war. One can start by examining the
main results from this project from both the separatist group and host state perspectives.
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What Separatist Groups Want
It is important to consider that separatist groups usually demand nonmaterial goods,
such as regaining prior autonomy or freedom to engage in cultural practices. This is not to
say that group members act irrationally or without material interests in mind ~ rather, their
level of mobilization tends to follow a Resource Mobilization model (Tilly 1978), in that
groups act collectively based on the resources at their disposal. However, when deprived
of their original autonomy, groups are provided with a primary motivation: armed
reclamation of the homeland (Gurr 1993b;178-179). As Chapter 2 demonstrated, most
separatist groups have long historical memories; host states and separatist groups are
simply unable to purge history and start over. Shared historical experiences of colonization
and host state discrimination, and loss of previously held autonomy remain embedded in
the collective memory of group members. Additionally, separatist groups are fully aware
that a global norm against separatism exists and that states reserve the severest
consequences for those groups attempting to redraw current state borders. The UN's
"Blue Water Thesis", which was formalized by the 1960 "Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples", reinforced this global norm and
legitimized internal colonialism. Given the existence of long-standing ethnonationalist and
indigenous group historical grievances, it is evident that "where claims based on history
and geography clash...moderation will be in short supply". (Horowitz 1985:213)
What, then, leads some groups to be more "moderate" than others? Why do some
separatist groups like the Zapatistas in Mexico demand autonomy, while others, such as the
Chechens in Russia, demand independence from the host state? As this project's findings
illustrate, one has to go beyond merely documenting historical and cultural faultlines within
host states and look for precipitating factors leading a group to demand either autonomy or
exit (See Figure 3.1, Chapter 3).
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Based on the empirical findings presented in this research (Table 5.1, Chapter 5),
autonomy demands hinge on four key factors: group member concentration on the
homeland, the number of states "hosting" the group, whether the group is ethnonationalist
or indigenous, and whether the group received tangible assistance (i.e. military weaponry)
from a third party. Two of these findings are somewhat counter-intuitive. For example,
ethnonationalist groups are deemed more likely to pursue autonomy than indigenous
groups, despite the existence of a global indigenous rights movement which is organized
around demands for greater autonomy (Comtassel and Hopkins Primeau 1998).
Additionally, the more states that "host" a particular separatist group, the lower the
likelihood that an ethnonationalist group will pursue autonomy. This suggests that
irredentist movements or efforts to reclaim all ethnic kindred in adjoining states is a more
common strategy than opting to secede from one host state. However, irredentist
movements are rarely successful ~ consider the divisions within the Kurdish populations
located in Turkey, Syria, Iran, and Iraq. While the Kurds generally seek reunification of
their homeland, there are two distinct factions that have developed to compete for Kvirdish
loyalties: Kurdish Workers Party (PKK) and the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP). The
result has pitted Kurd against Kurd in states such as Turkey and Syria.
Concentration of the group members on the homeland also plays a crucial role in
determining autonomy versus exit demands, lending some support to Resource
Mobilization theory (See Tables 5.1 and 5.5, Chapter 5; Figure 4.4, Chapter 4). Groups
such as the Fulani of Nigeria, who has a very low group concentration score (.21),
indicating a highly dispersed community, tend to demand autonomy. On the other hand,
the Tamils of India and Sri Lanka have a fairly high concentration of members (.83), which
may partially explain their continued demands for exit. Interestingly, most groups with
low concentrations are indigenous groups, such as the Adivasis (India), Moros
(Philippines), Nenets (Russia), and Maasai (Tanzania, Kenya). Perhaps it is not
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coincidental after all that most indigenous peoples seek autonomy over exit from the host
state because they are unable to organize and act as a collective force due to their
dispersion.
Regarding group concentration levels on the homeland, a rather dismal scenario is
played out when one considers possible host state "Divide and Conquer" policies intended
to systematically disperse indigenous and ethnonationalist groups on their homelands in
order to quash potential separatist threats. This has been put into practice by several host
governments in the past. For example, Bangladesh engages in "swamping" the Chittagong
Hill Tracts region — essentially offering economic incentives to non-indigenous people to
resettle the area. This was also the case during the "Removal Era" in U.S. Federal/Indian
policymaking during the 1830's, where over 25,000 American Indians were forcibly
relocated from their homelands. The state practice of forcible relocation continues today in
places such as Nigeria with the Ogoni, Turkish resettlement of the Kurds along the Iraqi
border, "ethnic cleansing" in Bosnia Hercegovina and Kosovo, Hutu/Tutsi refugees fleeing
Rwanda, Burundi, and Congo, and in Russia with the attempted mass deportation of
Chechen peoples in 1995.
Another influential factor that may facilitate autonomy demands is the presence or
absence of tangible assistance from a third party (See Table 5.1, Chapter 5). When
separatist groups receive military assistance from either another state or another separatist
group, they are less likely to demand autonomy. Providing military hardware gives a
group access to resources that make it possible to embark upon a more ambitious
campaign, such as exit from the host state. Provision of military, logistic and financial
support by Syria has certainly emboldened the Kurdish Workers Party to escalate their
separatist agendas in Turkey (Kinzer 1998:A12). Based on allegations of support for
Kurds, Syria risked going to war with Turkey. Syria only recently signed an accord
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stipulating that it will not allow the PKK to "carry out propaganda on its soil." (Kinzer
1998:A12)
How closely related are the factors promoting exit versus autonomy demands? Not
surprisingly, two of the four factors prompting autonomy demands are found to be
significantly associated with exit demands: group concentration and tangible assistance
(Table 5.4, Chapter 5). As Horowitz proposes (1985:262-263) and this research confirms,
highly cohesive and concentrated ethnonationals tend to seek secession. Given the
propensity of host states to disperse ethnonationalist groups on their homelands, one can
imagine the strong resistance groups might engage in to preserve their cohesive
communities from "outside" settlers. Ultimately, however, any armed resistance will be
influenced by the level of group resources, such as tangible assistance and organizational
capacity, which follows a Resource Mobilization framework for collective action.
A second important determining factor in group exit demands is the provision of
tangible assistance. This finding mirrors the previously discussed inverse relationship
between military aid and autonomy. For example, when a country such as Turkey
provides weapons to Turkish Cypriots as early as 1973, it is not surprising that the group
became infused with a renewed sense of legitimacy and power. Pakistani support of the
Kashmiris in India has brought this issue to the forefront as tangible assistance in this case
has led to several interstate confrontations beginning in 1947 and occurring successively in
1965, 1971,1990, and 1998. The 1990 confrontation began when Pakistan encouraged
(both symbolically and militarily) the Muslim Kashmiris to revolt against India's
administration of the Jammu region. When India brought in more than 100,000 extra
troops, Pakistan decided to put its own forces on higher alert and began conducting military
training "exercises" along the border (Smith 1998:A01). Clearly tangible assistance from a
third party provides opportunities to separatist groups without access to many resources
and can lead them to demand exit over autonomy.
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After discussing what separatist groups want, it is logical to examine under what
conditions their efforts to achieve these demands directly clash with the host state. When
do separatist group actions escalate to militarized conflicts with the host state(s)? Based on
the logistic regression results (Table 5.6, Chapter 5), one factor appears to be salient here:
whether or not an ethnically based political party represents the separatist group. In this
case, political parties represent a group's access to resources as well as a group's
organizational capabilities. When ethnonationalist or indigenous groups form political
parties, it usually results in a highly divisive electorate. Ethnically-based political parties
tend to mirror societal discord, which may ultimately result in intrastate war (Chapter 5,
Table 5.6). This is primarily due to the fact that separatist group parties tend to be
exclusionary and absolutist (Horowitz 1985: Chapter 7). The worst of all possible
scenarios involves "bifurcated regimes", in which a significant portion of the host state is
divided along ethnonationalist and political loyalties (Horowitz 1994:38). Essentially
ethnically based political parties expose the existing cultural and societal divisions within a
country and work to polarize groups. A prime example of this occurred in the Sudan,
where the North (Dinka, Nuer) and the South (Moro, Ban) engaged in intrastate war
beginning in 1983 after the Southern political party challenged the legitimacy of the
dominant Arab government coalition (Minahan 1996:531-532). Therefore, when political
parties are ethnicially based and have an agenda of separatism, they raise awareness over
existing divisions within the electorate, thereby widening intrastate faultlines. Now I tum
to the societal context in which these separatist groups operate to better understand how
intrastate tensions can lead to conflict.

What States Want
States crave stability and recognition of their sovereign authority over a legallybounded territory. Sometimes they will seek to appease a separatist group by offering
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some form of political representation (i.e. quotas or NGO formation). All too commonly,
however, host states seek to reduce the threat of separatism via direct military encounters ~
especially if their probability for winning is high (Mason and Fett 1996:563). In a general
sense, states seek to conduct their affairs with little fear of external intervention by either
another neighboring state or from separatist groups outside their borders. For this reason,
it is important to account for how separatist groups get involved or possibly even facilitate
interstate crises. State aims are not that difficult to uncover — interstate crises usually
ensue when states are threatened by issues involving territoiy, survival of a political
regime, or stability. The results from Table 6.1 (Chapter 6) suggest that all three of the
above factors can play a role when a separatist group is involved in the onset of interstate
crises. Again, the key determinant of separatist group involvement in an interstate crisis is
high group concentration levels. This may lead the group to actively pursue military aid,
and embolden it to demand secession or even irredentism from host states. Therefore, it is
clear that groups with high concentration levels, such as the Pathtans (.82) of
Afghanistan/Pakistan or Bougainvilleans (.93) of Papua New Guinea, can be viewed as
threats to the continued unity and stability of host states. How then, can such issues be
resolved without resorting to military confrontation?
Clearly not all third parties to an intrastate conflict provide military assistance. One
promising avenue of research examines how third parties manage and negotiate conclusions
to intrastate wars (Kelman 1979; Bercovitch 1996; Regan 1996; Brecher and Wilkenfeld
1997). A successful third party intervention is generally described as making "...a
considerable and positive difference to the management of a conflict and the subsequent
interaction between the parties." (Bercovitch and Houston 1996:19) Based on this
inclusive definition, success can entail a temporary cessation of hostilities, establishing
meaningful dialogue between the parties involved, or establishing conditions for a
permanent cease-fire. The United Nations, other regional intergovernmental organizations
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(IGO's), such as the Organization of African Unity (OAU), and non-governmental
organizations (NGO's), such as the Unrepresented Nations and Peoples Organization
(UNPO), provide an avenue for dialogue and legitimacy when states and nations reach an
impasse. Success on the part of third parties in resolving intrastate conflicts has been
somewhat uncertain, with tenuous cease-fire resolutions negotiated in Bosnia/Hercegovina,
Cambodia, and Angola. In addition to third parties, there are some additional strategies
both host states and nations can take to lessen intrastate tensions.

Host State and Separatist Accommodationist Strategies
Can host states correct for their long-standing colonial practices and often violent
predilection towards separatist groups within their borders? Can separatist groups establish
mutual trust with their host states? This section begins to integrate findings of the Intrastate
dataset with the myriad of possible host state accommodation strategies. Despite the
volatile effects of history, windows of opportunity often emerge.
There are crucial times when host states can successfully accommodate separatist
groups within their borders — usually when a state is in political or even economic
transition. Not surprisingly, the earlier a country begins promoting inter-ethnic
accommodation, the higher likelihood of averting separatist conflict (Horowitz 1990:119).
This strategy is not without risks, however. Regime transitions are often breeding grounds
for separatist violence and upheaval (Gurr 1993b:361). After all, transition represents an
opportunity for groups to challenge the legitimacy of the state as it struggles to achieve its
own self-determination claims. Before war breaks out, some researchers contend that it is
important for host states to practice "generosity" or accommodationist "gestures" (Horowitz
1990; Safran 1994; Hislope 1998). In this case, generosity entails publicly acknowledging
separatist group concerns, inviting separatist elites into the policymaking process, and
displaying flexibility when addressing group issues (Hislope 1998:141). Since 66% of all
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host states are less than fifty years old, it is conceivable that many are still in transition.
Recent examples of ethnically-driven violence in Bosnia-Hercegovina, Croatia, and
Georgia highlight the fragility of regime change. Hislope (1998:142-145) contends that
transitional countries, such as South Africa, Macedonia, and Spain, have successfully
staved off major separatist campaigns because of the government's willingness to grant
autonomy to ethnonationalist and indigenous groups within their borders and an ability to
forge inter-ethnic governing coalitions. This strategy has been most effective when
brokering recent cease-fires in Northern Ireland and the Arab/Israeli Peace accords.
While host states have a comparative advantage in terms of military and economic
power when compared to separatist groups, groups do have options for recourse within the
international community. They can invite third parties to mediate conflicts rather than
supply them with arms. This occurred rather successfully when Norway brokered the first
round of the Arab/Israeli Peace accords in 1994. Also, if at all possible, separatist groups
should demand autonomy rather than exit. As evidenced by the Palestinian Authority's
monumental difficulties in managing the security of the West Bank region, separatist
groups may lack the resources to govern effectively as an independent unit (i.e. sovereign
state). However, autonomy grants the group a power base and a degree of selfmanagement without the difficulty of independent statehood. This model is practiced to
some degree by the Maori in New Zealand, the Walloons of Belgium, and 557 American
Indian tribal governments in the U.S.
Ultimately, host states fear an escalation of group demands, starting with
autonomy and ultimately resulting in exit — a perceived domino effect. For example, part
of the ongoing difficulties in ratifying the Wye accords in Israel center on future homeland
claims by the Palestinian Authority. However, as Gurr (1993a:319) points out, autonomy
agreements have helped to dampen rebellions by the Basques (Spain, France), the Moros
(Philippines), the Miskitos (Nicaragua, Honduras), Nagas and Tripuras (India), and the
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Afars (Ethiopia). According to Gurr (1993a:318-319), successful autonomy agreements
depend on a "delicate balancing of communal and state interests arrived at through
protracted negotiations." This research highlights how other factors may be promoting
exit demands, such as high concentration levels on the homeland and military assistance
from a third party (Chapter 5, Table 5.4). Additionally, the higher the group concentration
on the homeland, the more likely the group will become involved in an interstate crisis that
results in war (Chapter 6, Table 6.3). These factors, which indicate both group resource
capabilities in the form of concentration and external military assistance, are difficult for
host states to control via accommodationist strategies. By offering meaningful power
sharing opportunities to separatist groups, a separatist group's increased stake in the host
state's government may preclude them from seeking extemal assistance or promoting
exclusivity/homogeneity on the homeland. Safran (1994:74-75) anticipates both of these
problems in his extensively detailed accommodation scheme. First, he contends that in
order to successfully accommodate ethnonationalist groups, the ethnic community should
be "permeable and non-exclusivist" (Safran 1994:74). Clearly lax membership standards
weaken the internal unity of the ethnonationalist group, thereby promoting compromise and
power-sharing rather than exit. Second, according to Safran (1994:75-76), there should be
no "outside interference in the country's approaches to ethnopluralistic accommodation."
The question is whether groups trust the host state enough to work within the government,
and not rely on outside support.

Conclusions
It is important that host states and separatist groups be sensitive to issues of
ethnically based political parties and how they potentially disrupt intrastate populations
along ethnonationalist lines. Also, the resource mobilization capabilities of groups depends
a great deal on high group concentration levels and third party assistance. These two
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factors account for a significant number of exit demands and engagement in interstate crises
by separatist groups (See Tables 6.1 and 6.2, Chapter 6). A host state in transition will be
most vulnerable to such group mobilization factors. However, if the host state practices
generosity and implements meaningful accommodationist techniques, such as the minority
veto or inclusive coalition cabinets, the need for separatist group exit is dampened.
Additionally, local or regional autonomy provides a relatively plausible alternative
to secession for most groups. Most groups would benefit more from autonomy than
statehood — they simply lack the resources to become a viable and successful state.
Secession is usually an undesirable alternative as it rarely produces a homogeneous society.
Remnants of minority group populations are typically left on each side of the newly-created
border, often paving the way for future irredentist movements (Horowitz 1990:120).
Furthermore, new forms of ethnically-driven conflict often emerge from successful
secessionist movements (Horowitz 1990:121). Overall, when intrastate wars break out
repeatedly among the same parties (e.g. protracted conflicts), motives for secession and
third party military assistance are at their strongest.
Therefore, both host states and separatist groups should be flexible in their
demands, understanding that there are multiple paths to separatism. Gestures of
accommodation on both sides will go a long way towards establishing positive reputations
for conflict management and abating conflict. Intrastate faultlines cannot ever be
completely repaired but they can be bridged somewhat with power-sharing and promoting
of cultural freedoms/distinctiveness. Separatist groups must also avail themselves of
compromise in terms of demands and demonstrate restraint. There is great potential in
utilizing third parties and accommodationist strategies to overcome ongoing host state and
separatist group conflicts. The stakes are high as intrastate conflicts potentially spillover to
neighboring states, thus increasing the complexity of the dispute. Recent events in
Kosovo, Sierra Leone and Congo testify to this. The goal is to keep conflicts from
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widening while bridging the geopolitical faultlines within host states. However, more
research is necessary to account for how intrastate faultlines evolve over time.
Due to the unavailability of reliable separatist group data (See Chapter 5, p. 152),
one factor this research could not address fully is time. That is, how do separatist group
demands or activities change over time? Also, what factors promote either the successful
resolution or intractability of intrastate conflicts over time? Prior research findings (Mason
and Fett 1996; Licklider 1995; Zartman 1993) suggest that timing is a key determinant in
ending intrastate wars, whether by "war weariness" or attractive settlement options. Aside
from a detailed case study analysis, exemplified by the study of six separatist groups in
Chapter 5, future research could utilize time series or event history analysis over a shorter
time frame to better understand the issue of timing and its role in resolving state versus
nation conflicts.
In conclusion, while the current state-centric system is decidedly biased against the
rights of separatist groups, groups do have options outside the "UN system" of statedriven institutions. While the UN has granted special observer status to non-state actors
such as the Palestinian Authority, Taiwan, and the Western Saharans, it maintains a strict
institutional focus on the interests of its members: some 185 member states. As a possible
altemative to the UN, the Unrepresented Nations and Peoples Organization (UNPO) is an
NGO composed solely of ethnonationalist groups. Groups can join and receive global
legitimacy for their struggles, as long as they disavow the use of violence, which is a major
condition of UNPO membership. Additionally, there are NGO's, such as Center for
World Indigenous Studies, that promote ethnonationalist and indigenous rights at the grass
roots level. These and some 200 other NGO's have been highly successful in raising
awareness concerning group rights and publicizing cases of host state repression and/or
genocide against peoples within state borders. The key is for separatist groups to keep an
open dialogue while host states attempt policies of flexible accommodation. Global and
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regional IGO's and assist in this process by maintaining a balanced interest in the process
and publicizing breakthroughs or even breakdowns in negotiations. Keeping in mind some
of the origins of state versus nation conflicts, such as Resource Mobilization, prior
autonomy, group concentration levels, and tmmoil of ethnically based political parties,
groups and states can avoid the mistakes of the past and increase the prospects for future
successful conflict resolution.
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APPENDIX A

The Creation of New Colonies and Formation of Future State Boundaries,
1880-1900

Name of colony
French Sudan

Started
1880

Decolonized
1959

Colonizer
France

Tunis

1881

1956

France

Assab
French Equatorial Africa
Leeward Islands
Rivieres du Sud

1882
1882
1882
1882

1890
1958
1960
1893

Italy
France
U.K.
France

Annam
Basutoland
Egypt
Papua
Porto Novo

1883
1883
1883
1883
1883

1954
1966
1953
1942
1900

France
U.K.
U.K.
U.K.
France

British Somaliland
German Southwest Africa
Kameroun
Spanish West Africa

1884
1884
1884
1884

1960
1920
1922
1958

U.K.
Germany
Germany
Spain

Bechuanaland
Danakil
German East Africa
German New Guinea
Madagascar
Niger Coast Protectorate
North Solomon Island
Windward Islands
Togo

1885
1885
1885
1885
1885
1885
1885
1885
1885

1895
1890
1920
1920
1960
1900
1899
1960
1922

U.K.
Italy
Germany
Germany
France
U.K.
Germany
U.K.
Germany

Diego Suarez
Lagos
Comoro Islands

1886
1886
1886

1896
1906
1912

France
U.K.
France
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1888

1960
1963
1965
1897
1983
1965
1965
1963
1954

Belgium
U.K.
U.K.
U.K.
U.K.
U.K.
U.K.
U.K.
France

Alula and Obbia
Italian Somaliland
Negri Sembilan
Nyasaland

1889
1889
1889
1889

1926
1960
1895
1964

Italy
Italy
U.K.
U.K.

Eritrea

1890

1952

Italy

Trucial States
Zanzibar

1891
1891

1971
1963

U.K.
U.K.

Gilbert and Ellice I

1892

1976

U.K.

French Guinea
Ivory Coast
Southern Rhodesia
Solomon I

1893
1893
1893
1893

1958
1960
1980
1978

France
France
U.K.
U.K.

Dahomey
Greenland
Middle Congo
Ubangi Shari
Uganda

1894
1894
1894
1894
1894

1960
1953
1903
1960
1962

France
Denmark
France
France
U.K.

Bechuanaland
Federated Malay States
Northeast Rhodesia

1895
1895
1895

1966
1946
1911

U.K.
U.K.
U.K.

E. Timor

1896

1976

Portugal

Belgian Congo
Kenya
Maldives
Zululand
Brunei
Cook Islands
The Gambia
Sarawak
Tonkin

1887
1887
1887
1887
1888
1888
1888
1888
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Laos
Northwest Rhodesia

1897
1897

1953
1911

France
U.K.

Guam
Hawaii
Pitcaim
Weihaiwei

1898
1898
1898
1898

1987
ongoing
1987
1930

U.S.
U.S.
U.K.
U.K.

German Samoa
Marianas and Carolines
Philippines
Puerto Rico

1899
1899
1899
1899

1920
1919
1946
1987

Germany
Germany
U.S.
U.S.

American Samoa
Chad
Niue
Protectorate of S. Nigeria
Tonga

1900
1900
1900
1900
1900

1987
1906
1901
1906
1970

U.S.
France
U.K.
U.K.
U.K.

Source: Strang (1991:444-452)
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APPENDIX B

Plebiscites, Referenda and Elections Held Under the Supervision of the
United Nations in Trust and Self-Goveming Territories, 1945-1990
Year

Territory

UN Action

1956

Togoland

Unification of Togoland under British
Administration and plebiscite supervision

1958

Togoland

Unification under French Administration
including election supervision

1959

British Cameroon

Northern plebiscite supervision

1961

British Cameroon

Southern plebiscite supervision

1961

Western Samoa

Plebiscite supervision

1961-62

Ruanda-Urundi

Election supervision

1963

Malaysia

Inquiry on the future of Sabah and Sarawak
prior to establishing the Federation of
Malaysia

1965

Cook Islands

Election supervision

1967

Aden

Election supervision (mission was not
permitted to achieve fulfillment of its
mandate)

1968

Equatorial Guinea

Referendum/election supervision

1969

West Irian

Act of self-determination

1970

Bahrain

Ascertain wishes of people of Bahrain

1972

Papua New Guinea

Election observation

1974

Niue

Referendum observation

1974

Gilbert and Ellice

Referendum observation
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Islands
1975

Mariana Islands

Trust territory under plebiscite observation

1977

French Somaliland

Referendum/election observation

1978

Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands

Referendum

1979

Marshall Islands

Trust territory referendum

1979

Palau

Trust territory referendum

1979

New Hebrides

Election observation

1980

Turks and Caicos
Islands

Election observation

1983

Palau

Trust territory under plebiscite observation

1983

Federated States
of Micronesia

Trust territory under plebiscite
observation

1983

Marshall Islands

Trust territory under plebiscite observation

1984

Cocos (Keeling)
Islands

Act of self-determination

1986

Palau

Trust territory under plebiscite observation
(February and December)

1987

Palau

Trust territory under plebiscite observation
(June and August)

1989

Namibia

Election supervision and control

1990

Palau

Trust territory under plebiscite observation

Source: "Human Rights Questions, Including Alternative Approaches for Improving the
Effective Enjoyment of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms - Enhancing the
Effectiveness of the Principle of Periodic and Genuine Elections - Report of the Secretary
General," November 19,1991. UN Document A/46/609, Annex. In Beigbeder, 1994: 98.
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APPENDIX C

Separatist Groups by Region
I. Separatist cases in six regions (derived from Minahan, Minorities at Risk and EthnoSep
Datasets):
1. Asia (n=77)
2. Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union (n=62)
3. Latin America and the Caribbean (n=23)
4. North Africa and the Middle East (n=23)
5. Sub-Saharan Africa (n=51)
6. Western Democracies and Japan (n=71)
A. Groups in Region 1 (ASIA):
Group Name CHost State")
1995 Population
Aboriginal Taiwanese (China)
357,000
Acehnese (Indonesia)
3,600,000
Acehnese (Malaysia)*
20,000
Adivasis (India)+
73,100,000
Arakanese or Royingya
60,000
(Bangladesh)*
Arakanese or Royingya (Burma)
7,450,000
Assamese (Bangladesh)*
6,430,000
Assamese (India)
12,320,000
Baluchis (Afghanistan)*
300,000
Baluchis (Pakistan)
5,530,000
Bodos (India)
2,464,000
Bougainvilleans
143,000
(Papua New Guinea)
Chams (Cambodia)*
95,000
Chams (Vietnam)*
220,000
Chittagong Hill Tribes (Bangladesh) 770,000
Chittagong Hill Tribes (Burma)*
20,000
Dayaks or Sarawaks (Malaysia)
724,000
Dayaks or Sarawaks (Indonesia)*
296,000
Eastern Mongolians (China)*
2,000,000
East Timorese (Indonesia)
806,000
Gurkhas (India)*
6,345,000
Hmong (Laos)
195,000
Hui in Ningsia (China)+
9,255,000
Igorots or Cordilleras (Philippines) 970,000
Kachins (Burma)
470,000

Type of Group
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous+
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational+
Indigenous
Indigenous
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Kachins (China)*
Kachins ^ndia)* •
Kadazans (Malaysia)
Karens (Burma)
Karens (Thailand)*
Kashmiris (India)
Kashmiris (Pakistan)*
Kayah or Red Karen (Burma)*
Kayah or Red Karen (Thailand)*
Keralans (India)*
Ladakh (India)*
Ladakh (Pakistan)*
Manchus (China)*
Meghalayans (India)*
Meithei (India)*
Mizos (Bangladesh)*
Mizos (India)
Mens (Burma)
Mons (Thailand)*
Montagnards (Vietnam)
Moros (Philippines)
Nagas (Burma)*
Nagas (India)
Northern Hill Tribes (Thailand)
Pao (Burma)*
Pao (Thailand)*
Papuans (Indonesia)
Papuans (Papua New Guinea)*
Pashtuns or Pathtans (Afghanistan)
Pashtuns or Pathtans (Pakistan)
Pattani (Thailand)*
Shans (Burma)
Shans (China)*
Shans (Thailand)*
Sikhs (India)
Sikkimese (India)*
Sindhi (Pakistan)
South Moluccans (Indonesia)*
Southern Mongolians (China)*
Taiwanese (China)*
Tamils (India)*
Tamils (Sri Lanka)+
Tibetans (China)
Tripuras (Bangladesh)*

200,000
125,000
583,000
3,260,000
300,000
6,517,000
633,000
540,000
185,000
34,500,000
390,000
135,000
10,630
1,779,000
1,250,000
310,000
640,000
930,000
900,000
1,250,000
4,850,000
215,000
2,900,000
570,000
1,620,000
90,000
1,000,000
200,000
8,814,000
1,750,000
2,824,000
4,190,000
500,000
520,000
18,600,000
420,000
13,770,000
1,250,000
3,570,000
18,200,000
60,270,000
2,230,000
5,370,000
1,380,000

Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous+
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
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Tripuras (India)
Uighur (China)+
Wah (Burma)*
Wah (China)*
Wah (Thailand)*
Zomis (Burma)
Zomis (Bangladesh)*
Zomis (India)*

745,000
7,973,000
450,000
75,000
25,000
1,065,000
175,000
125,000

Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous

B. Groups in Region 2 (EASTERN EUROPE AND THE FORMER SOVIET
UNION):
Group Name (Host State)
Abkhazians (Georgia)
Ainu (Russia)
Ajarians (Georgia)+
Altaians (Russia)*
Artsakh Armenians (Azerbaijan)+
Avars (Russia)
Bashkirs (Russia)*
Buryat (Russia)
Chavash (Russia)*
Chechens (Russia)
Chukots (Russia)*
Circassians (Russia)*
Crimean Tatars (Ukraine)
Crimean Tatars (Russia)*
Dniestrians (Moldova)*
Don Cossacks (Russia)*
Epirote Greeks (Albania)*
Gagauz (Moldova)
Gagauz (Ukraine)*
Ingush (Russia)
Inkeri (Estonia)*
Inkeri (Russia)*
Kahnyks (Russia)*
Karachai (Russia)+
Karakalpaks (Kazakhstan)*
Karakalpaks (Uzbekistan)*
Karelians (Russia)*
Komi (Russia)*
Koryaks (Russia)*

1995 Population
93,000
10,000
317,000
205,000
182,000
520,000
2,310,000
252,000
2,255,000
780,000
36,000
575,000
257,000
150,000
1,260,000
2,250,000
300,000
156,000
35,000
176,000
20,000
85,000
210,000
148,000
268,000
200,000
250,000
565,000
11,000

Tvpe of Group
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational+
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
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Kosovo (FRY)*
Kuban Cossacks (Russia)*
Kumyks (Russia)
Lezgins (Azerbaijan)
Lezgins (Russia)
Man (Russia)*
Meskhtekians (Georgia)*
Mordvins (Russia)*
Muslims (Bosnia)
Nenets (Russia)*
Roma (Bulgaria)
Roma (Croatia)
Roma (Czech Republic)
Roma (Hungary)
Roma (Macedonia)
Roma (Romania)
Roma (Russia)
Roma (Slovakia)
Ruthenes or Lemkians (Poland)*
Ruthenes (Slovakia)*
Ruthenes (Ukraine)*
Sakha or Yakuts (Russia)+
Sanjakis (FRY)*
Slovaks (Czech Republic)
South Ossetians (Georgia)
2South Ossetians (Russia)*
Tatars (Russia)
Terek Cossacks (Russia)*
Transylvanians (Romania)*
Tuvans (Russia)+
Udmurts (Russia)*
Uralnaks (Russia)*
Volga (Russia)*

2,375,000
1,730,000
250,000
190,000
220,000
765,000
265,000
1,850,000
1,521,000
54,000
500,000
249,000
300,000600,000
110,000
700,000300,000458,000
100,000
330,000
1,505,000
362,000
525,000
317,000
175,000
547,000
6,799,000
1,050,000
2,300,000
210,000
1,120,000
12,000,000
950,000

Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational+
EthnonationaI+
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational,
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational

C. Groups in Region 3 (LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN):
Group Name ("Host State')
Amazonian Indians (Brazil)
Aymara (Chile)+
Geralia (Brazil)*
Guarani (Paraguay)+
Highland Indigenous Peoples

1995 Population
323,000
15,000
22,500,000
90,000
4,440,000

Type of Group
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous

(Bolivia)
Highland Indigenous Peoples
(Ecuador)
Highland Indigenous Peoples (Peru)
Indigenous Peoples (Colombia)
Indigenous Peoples (El Salvador)
Indigenous Peoples (Panama)
Indigenous Peoples (Venezuela)
Lowland Indigenous Peoples
(Bolivia)
Lowland Indigenous Peoples
(Ecuador)
Lowland Indigenous Peoples (Peru)
Mapuche (Argentina)+
Mapuche (Chile)*
Mayans (Guatemala)+
Mayans (Mexico)+
Miskito (Honduras)+
Miskito (Nicaragua)+
Northem Indigenous Peoples
(Argentina)*
Other Indigenous Peoples (Mexico)
Zapotecs (Mexico)

4,608,000

Indigenous

9,065,000
700,000
520,000
159,000
340,000
200,000

Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous

120,000

Indigenous

477,000
155,000
1,404.000
3,943,000
2,682,000
125,000
221,000
222,000

Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous

7,296,000
751,000

Indigenous
Indigenous

D. Groups in Region 4 (NORTH AFRICA AND THE MIDDLE EAST):
Group Name CHost State")
Ajarians (Turkey)*
Alawi (Syria)
Arabistan (Iran)*
Assyrians (Iraq)*
Assyrians (Syria)*
Bakhtiari (Iran)
Baluchis (Iran)
Berbers (Algeria)
Berbers or Riffians (Morocco)
Dhofari (Oman)*
Hejazi (Saudia Arabia)*
Gilaki (Iran)*
Kurds (Iran)
Kurds (Iraq)
Kurds (Syria)

1995 Population
55,000
1,850,000
2,977,000
1,010,000
460,000
1,101,000
1,130,000
7,145,000
10,046,000
220,000
3,950,000
3,500,000
6,038,000
4,882,000
2,414,000

Tvpe of Group
Ethnonational
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous+
Indigenous+
Indigenous+

Kurds (Turkey)
Palestinians (Israel)
Palestinians (Jordan)
Palestinians (Lebanon)
Sahrawis or Western Saharans
(Morocco)
South Yemenis (Yemen)*
Tuareg (Algeria)*
Turkish Cypriots (Cyprus)

11,166,000
2,137,000
2,337,000
360,000
200,000

Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational

1,950,000
100,000
145,000

Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational

E. Groups in Region 5 (SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA):
Group Name THost State")
1995 Population
Afars (Djibouti)
150,000
Afars (Eritrea)
150,000
Afars (Ethiopia)
2,700,000
Ankole (Uganda)*
1,520,000
Agni (Ghana)*
1,600,000
Ashanti (Ghana)*
4,950,000
Baganda (Uganda)
3,260,000
Bainouk Casamancians (Senegal)* 175,000
Bamileke (Cameroon)
3,800,000
Bakongo or Musikongo (Angola)
1,540,000
Bakongo or Musikongo (Congo)* 500,000
Bakongo or Musikongo (Zaire)*
3,460,000
Basters (Namibia)
42,000
Cabinda (Angola)
175,000
Cabinda (Zaire)*
145,000
Darfurs (Sudan)*
3,200,000
Diola Casamancians (Gambia)*
105,000
Diola Casamancians (Senegal)
870,000
Edo (Nigeria)*
3,500,000
Ewe (Ghana)
2,300,000
Ewe (Togo)
1,840,000
Fulani (Nigeria)*
22,500,000
Ibo (Nigeria)
20,000,000
Kalahari (Cameroon)*
900,000
Kalahari (Nigeria)*
5,200,000
Kalenjin (Kenya)
3,200,000
Kanowri (Nigeria)*
4,600,000
Kirdi (Cameroon)
1,540,000
Kwazulu-Natal (South Africa)*
9,240,000

Tvpe of Group
Indigenous
Indigenous+
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous+
Indigenous+
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous+
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous+
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Lozi (Zaire)
Luba (Zaire)
Lunda (Zaire)
Maasai (Kenya)
Maasai (Tanzania)
Ndebele (Zimbabwe)
North Chaddians (Chad)*
Northern Somalis (Ethiopia)*
Northern Somalis (Somalia)*
Nyoro (Uganda)*
Ogoni (Nigeria)*
Oromo (Etiiiopia)
San Bushmen (Botswana)
San Bushmen (Namibia)
Southerners (Sudan)
Tigreans (Ethiopia)
Toro (Uganda)
Tuareg (Mali)
Tuareg (Niger)
Western Somalis (Ethiopia)+
Yoruba (Benin)*
Yoruba (Nigeria)

655.000
2,630,000
2,700,000
440,000
430,000
1,725,000
2,465,000
750,000
2,650,000
830,000
500,000
18,300,000
52,000
35,000
7,225,000
5,100,000
830,000
540,000
1,272,000
2,500,000
500,000
25,000,000

Indigenous+
Indigenous+
Indigenous+
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational+
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Indigenous+
Indigenous+
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous+

F. Groups in Region 6 (WESTERN DEMOCRACIES AND JAPAN):
Group Name (Host State)
Aborigines (Australia)
Ainu (Japan)*
Alanders (Finland)*
Alaska Natives (US)'*
Alsatians (France)*
Arcadians (Canada)*
Basques (France)

1995 Population
280,000

27,000
30,000
85,148
2,120,000
1,141,000
252,000

Type of Group
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational

' This is one of eight regions within the U.S. created to encompass all American
Indians, including Alaskan natives. Based on Champagne's (1994:xxvii-xxxi) regional
breakdown, this approach corresponds with other authoritative works on the subject, such
as those compiled by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and Tiller's Guide to Indian
Country (1996). Rather than aggregate all American Indians into one broad category, it
was deemed necessary to separate these 1.9 million peoples into meaningful territorial
groupings which reflect their unique historical, cultural, and political differences.
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Basques (Spain)
Bavarians (Germany)*
Berbers or Riffians (Spain)*
Bretons (France)*
Catalans (France)*
Catalans (Spain)
Catholics in Northem Ireland (UK)
Central Area Indigenous Peoples
(Canada)^*
Corsicans (France)
Eastern Area Indigenous Peoples
(Canada)^*
Flemish (Belgium)*
Flemish (France)*
Friuli (It^y)*
Friuli (US)*
Galicians (Spain)*
Grischa (Swdtzerland)*
Haudenosaunee (Canada)*
Haudenosaunee (US)*
Inkeri (Finland)*
Inuit (Canada)*
Inuit (Greenland)*
Inuit (US)*
Jurassians (Swdtzerland)
Kanaks (France)*
Karelians (Finland)*
Ladins (Italy)*
Lombards (Italy)*
Maori (New Zealand)
Martinique (France)*
Native Hawaiians (US)
Northeastern Indigenous Peoples
(US)'^*

2,027,000
10,515,000
139,000
2,820,000
6,698,739
3,967,000
750,000
434,125

Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational
Indigenous

358,000
115,330

Ethnonational
Indigenous

5,770,000
370,000
760,000
700,000
3,434,000
71,000
60,000
45,000
250,000
25,000
42,000
30,000
153,000
69,000
450,000
31,000
8,145,000
426,000
365,000
248,000
11,865

Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous
Ethnonational+
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Indigenous
Indigenous

^ This is one of three regions within Canada created to encompass all Native
Peoples in the state. The Central area region includes the provinces of Alberta,
Manitoba, Ontario, Saskatchewan and the Northwest Territory reserves not including
Innit peoples.
^ The Eastern area includes the province of Quebec and reserves on the Atlantic
seaboard.
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Oklahoma Indigenous Peoples
(US)^*
Pacific Coast Indigenous Peoples
(Canada)^*
Pacific Coast Indigenous Peoples
(US)'*
Piedmontese (Italy)*
Plains Indigenous Peoples (US)®*
Puerto Rico (US)*
Quebecois (Canada)
Rocky Mountain Area Indigenous
Peoples (US)^*
Roma (France)
Roma (Greece)
Roma (Italy)
Roma (Spain)
Roma (US)
Sami (Norway)
Sami (Sweden)
Sardinians (Italy)
Savoyards (France)*

423,459

Indigenous

161,810

Indigenous

46,048

Indigenous

3,750,000
122,851
5,500,000
5,380,000
85,234

Ethnonational
Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous

300,000
100,00070,000750,000
100,00070,000
22,000
1,952,000
933,000

Ethnonational+
Ethnonational+
Ethnonational+
EthnonationaI+
Ethnonational+
Indigenous
Indigenous
Indigenous+
Ethnonational

" This is one of eight regions created to encompass all American Indians in the
United States. This region includes tribal populations in Connecticut, Massachusetts, and
Rhode Island.
' This is one of eight regions created to encompass all American Indians in the
United States and includes tribal populations within the state of Oklahoma.
® The Pacific Coast region includes Native populations within the provinces of
British Columbia and the Yukon Territory.
' This is one of eight regions created to encompass all American Indians in the
United States and includes tribal populations in western Oregon, western Washington,
and California.
® This is one of eight regions created to encompass all American Indians in the
United States and includes tribal populations in Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska,
North Dakota, South Dakota and Wisconsin.
' This is one of eight regions created to encompass all American Indians in the
United States and includes tribal populations in Colorado, eastern Oregon, eastern
Washington, Idaho, Montana, northern Utah, and Wyoming.
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Savoyards (Italy)*
Saxons (Germany)*
Scots (UK)
Shetlanders (UK)*
Sicilians (Italy)*
Sorbs (Germany)*
South Moluccans (Netherlands)
Southeastern Indigenous Peoples
(US)'o*
Southwestern Indigenous Peoples
(US)"*
Tahitians (France)*
Triesties (Italy)*
Tyroleans (Austria)*
Tyroleans (Italy)
Venetians (Italy)*
Waldensians (Italy)*
Welsh (UK)*

52,000
7,750,000
5,141,000
47,000
7,550,000
600,000
45,000
17,131

Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous+
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous

286,580

Indigenous

162,000
300,000
1,204,000
296,000
3,600,000
32,000
3,075,000

Indigenous
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Ethnonational
Indigenous+

KEY:
+ Recoded designation differs from original MAR dataset designation
* Group not included in MAR dataset
~ Revised figure differs from the one originally reported in MAR dataset

This is one of eight regions created to encompass all American Indians in the
United States and includes tribal populations in Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, and West Virginia.
" This is one of eight regions created to encompass all American Indians in the
United States and includes tribal populations in Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, southern
Utah, and Texas.
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