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nalyzing ethnic groups around the world since WWII. Shedding new light on an ongoing debate,

is article evaluates the effect of territorial autonomy on the outbreak of internal conflict by
Z a

we argue that the critics have overstated the case against autonomy policies. Our evidence indicates
that decentralization has a significant conflict-preventing effect where there is no prior conflict history. In
postconflict settings, however, granting autonomy can still be helpful in combination with central power
sharing arrangements. Yet, on its own, postconflict autonomy concessions may be too little, too late.
Accounting for endogeneity, we also instrument for autonomy in postcolonial states by exploiting that
French, as opposed to British, colonial rule rarely relied on decentralized governance. This identification
strategy suggests that naive analysis tends to underestimate the pacifying influence of decentralization.

goslavia and the Soviet Union in the early 1990s

gave decentralization along ethnic lines a bad
name. According to some scholars, offering ethnic
groups regional autonomy triggers secessionist con-
flict. In particular, this view rejects ethnic federalism
as a method of conflict resolution (e.g., Brubaker 1996;
Bunce 1999; Bunce and Watts 2005; Cornell 2002; Sny-
der 2000). Other scholars, who typically focus on a
wider set of cases, are much more optimistic about the
stabilizing effect of decentralization. In their view, such
arrangements do not merely function as grievance-
reducing concessions, but also as effective modes of
governance in ethnically divided societies (e.g., Gurr
2000a; Hechter 2000; Lijphart 1985).

Is autonomy as perilous as its critics have claimed?
To find out, we present an empirical evaluation of re-
gional autonomy’s effect on internal conflict. We argue
that the skeptics have overstated the case against au-
tonomy policies for at least four reasons. First, much of
the previous research has covered select cases, making

The turbulent and partly violent breakup of Yu-
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it difficult, if not impossible, to set up fair compar-
isons. In particular, researchers typically highlight cases
that have already experienced conflict, while ignoring
peaceful ones. For instance, this focus characterizes
research that analyzes autonomy concession as part
of formal peace agreements. Second, previous studies
have typically evaluated outcomes at the country level,
thereby obscuring important differences within the
countries under scrutiny. Third, when within-country
variation in terms of decentralization has been consid-
ered, it has usually been studied in isolation from power
sharing at the central level. Yet, such an approach can-
not capture crucial stabilizing synergies between ethnic
representation at both levels. Finally, scholars have of-
ten failed to pay attention to the problem of reverse
causation. If governments offer autonomy to ethnic
groups as a way to reduce or prevent anticipated vio-
lence, the previous literature may have underestimated
its pacifying effect.

Avoiding over-aggregation and selection problems,
this article uses a global, disaggregated dataset of
politically relevant ethnic groups from 1946 to 2009.
These new data on both territorial and governmen-
tal power sharing introduce a more objective baseline
for comparison. Our focus lies on the potential for
conflict prevention and peace building. We argue that
the conflict-dampening effect of inclusive institutions
can be expected to hinge on a history of conflict. We
find that both regional autonomy and central power
sharing within the national executive have a significant
conflict-preventing impact before the onset of the first
conflict. However, the situation is much less clear-cut
once violence has occurred. While regional autonomy
on its own may be “too little, too late” when it comes
to preventing conflict recurrence, it is more effective
if the group is also included in central power sharing
arrangements.

Furthermore, our analysis explicitly addresses the
endogenous nature of autonomy by exploiting sys-
tematic differences between groups in countries with
French and British colonial legacies, thereby iso-
lating its exogenous effect on postcolonial conflict.
Our instrumental variable approach indicates that, if
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anything, the conflict-dampening effect of autonomy is
most likely stronger once one considers the fact that
such arrangements are more likely in cases that are
prone to conflict to begin with.

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this article, we use the term “power sharing” to des-
ignate any scheme of governance that allows group
representatives to engage in shared decision making,
either through accommodation within the central ex-
ecutive (which we label governmental power sharing),
or by granting certain territorially concentrated groups
regional autonomy (which we refer to as territorial
power sharing). The governmental type of power shar-
ing overlaps with Lijphart’s (1969, 1975) notion of
consociationalism, although our definition is more re-
strictive in that it captures only ethnic relations while
excluding dimensions other than executive power. A
variety of dimensions have been stressed in the post-
conflict literature, such as peace agreements featuring
economic, legislative, or military power sharing (cf.
Hartzell and Hoddie 2003; Martin 2013; Mattes and
Savun 2009).! At the same time, our approach is more
comprehensive than the conflict resolution literature
since it includes power-sharing arrangements beyond
formal peace agreements as well as situations that have
not turned violent.

Given the group perspective adopted in this article,
territorial power sharing implies that an ethnic group
enjoys autonomy in at least one region predominantly
settled by itself. Such autonomy includes federal ar-
rangements that are based on territorial units confer-
ring regional autonomy to specific ethnic groups, which
are then often described as ethnofederal (see Christin
and Hug 2012; Grigoryan 2012; McGarry and O’Leary
2009). However, other federal arrangements are only
partially ethnic or explicitly nonethnic, as illustrated by
the United States.

Autonomy has been subject to intensive study, but
it remains unclear whether territorial decentralization
actually reduces conflict. Several scholars claim that
granting regions autonomy eases ethnic tensions and
reduces the likelihood of conflict. Much of this ar-
gumentation builds directly or indirectly on Tiebout’s
(1957) classical model, which shows that decentralized
provision of public goods can be an efficient way to
resolve conflict in the presence of preference hetero-
geneity (see also Sambanis and Milanovic 2014). Be-
yond efficiency, decentralization reinforces democracy
by bringing government closer to the people and in-
creasing participation (e.g., Brancati 2006). In addition
to improving the quality of governance, regional au-
tonomy contributes directly to conflict reduction: “By
making government more responsive to the concerns of
disgruntled minorities, potentially secessionist groups

1 While economic “horizontal” inequality at the group level can be
expected to help trigger secessionist conflict (Bakke and Wibbels
2006; Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch 2011; Langer and Stew-
art 2013) these additional aspects go beyond the scope of the present
study (though see the Online Appendix for sensitivity analysis).
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will be encouraged to feel confident of representa-
tion and protection for their most vital concerns” (Lu-
stick, Miodownik, and Eidelson 2004, 210). In this con-
text, representation implies both formal recognition
of the secessionist group by integrating it within a le-
gal framework of peaceful political coexistence (Bakke
2015; Bakke and Wibbels 2006) and its influence over
policy outcomes (Hechter 2000). The territorial nature
of such provisions contributes to satisfying the group’s
concern about guaranteeing its physical security as well
as the survival of its ethnonationalist identity (Han-
num 1996, 464). In this sense, protection helps miti-
gate the commitment problem that is endemic to state-
government relations by making it harder for the state
to renege on its promises (Jarstad and Nilsson 2008;
Walter 2009).

Other scholars adopt a more skeptical perspective on
regional autonomy, viewing it as an ineffective method
of conflict resolution, or sometimes even as an im-
pediment to peace (e.g., Brubaker 1996; Bunce 1999;
Kymlicka 1998; Snyder 2000). According to Snyder
(2000, 327), regional autonomy has a “terrible track
record,” as evidenced by the partly violent breakups
of the Soviet Union (Hale 2008) and Yugoslavia in the
early 1990s (Bunce 1999), as well as separatist violence
in Russia, in the successor states of the Soviet Union
(Bunce 1999; Cornell 2002). These observations have
inspired criticism of decentralization along ethnic lines.
Such arrangements, the critics argue, risk reinforcing
divisive ethnic identities (Chapman and Roeder 2007)
while “providing resources that groups can then use to
bring more pressure on the state” (Elkins and Sides
2007, 693).

There is also little agreement in the literature that
focuses specifically on autonomy concessions as a part
of postconflict settlements. Many of these studies assert
that negotiated civil war settlements featuring territo-
rial autonomy provisions have a positive and signifi-
cant effect on settlement stability (e.g., Hartzell, Hod-
die, and Rothchild 2001; Hoddie and Hartzell 2005;
Jarstad and Nilsson 2008; Martin 2013; Mattes and
Savun 2009). Here, a key argument is that the offer
of territorial decentralization constitutes a signal of
moderate intent of the victor. Yet, many studies of
decentralization in postconflict settings are much more
skeptical. While agreeing that territorial decentraliza-
tion in civil war settlements can be an effective solution
for ethnically divided societies, Lake and Rothchild
(2005) and Rothchild and Roeder (2005) assert that this
is so only under very restrictive and unlikely conditions,
such as robust democracy, moderate group leader-
ship, mixed settlement patterns, and absence of ethnic
dominance.

Pessimism about the pacifying postconflict effect of
regional autonomy is especially strong in studies that
argue in favor of partition as a solution to allegedly
intractable conflict. Kaufmann (1996) insists that a sta-
ble settlement can only be achieved if the opposing
groups are demographically separated into defensible
enclaves. Arguing along similar lines, Chapman and
Roeder (2007) also advocate partition as opposed to
power sharing and autonomy.
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Asis the case with the autonomy literature, studies of
governmental power-sharing institutions adopt a wide
spectrum of perspectives. Although such arrangements
may facilitate the transition from civil conflict in the
short run, the critics contend that they are likely to
thwart the consolidation of peace and democracy in the
long term by cementing ethnic divisions, undermining
crosscutting cleavages, and increasing the likelihood
of conflict escalation. Horowitz’s (1985) classical study
instead proposes institutions that provide politicians
with incentives to reach out across ethnic boundaries

(see also Roeder and Rothchild 2005).

There are some overlaps between this comparative
literature and conflict studies that focus on the effect of
decentralization, but the conclusions vary widely. Some
authors endorse power sharing as a conflict resolution
approach while remaining more skeptical about the
effect of autonomy (Mattes and Savun 2009; Walter
2002, 2009). In contrast, Jarstad and Nilsson (2008) ar-
gue that autonomy curbs conflict more effectively than
governmental power sharing (see also Martin 2013).?
Moreover, relatively few authors have considered the
combined effect of territorial and governmental power
sharing (though see Elkins and Sides 2007; McGarry

and O’Leary 2009).

In sum, previous scholarship on power sharing and
conflict suffers from several shortcomings that make it
hard to assess the contribution of decentralization to
conflict resolution. First, as we have argued, most of
the relevant literature on autonomy and conflict does
not distinguish between situations with and without
a history of violent conflict. The focus is also gener-
ally on cases where conflict actually broke out while
cases where autonomy had a preventive effect are
overlooked. Second, conflict researchers rarely analyze
the interaction between regional autonomy and power
sharing at the center. Finally, few studies take reverse
causation into account, which is a point to which we

will return below.

THEORY

While much of the recent civil war literature has cast
doubts on grievance-based arguments (for an overview,
see Blattman and Miguel 2010), we build on another
stream of literature that shows how governments’
maltreatment of minorities triggers ethnic rebellions
(e.g., Gurr 1993, 2000b; Petersen 2002). This claim
can be directly derived from basic principles of po-
litical legitimacy in the modern world, following the
emergence of nationalism (Gellner 1983). Nationalism
prescribes that alien rule cannot be tolerated, which
occurs wherever ethnic groups are blocked from polit-
ical influence (Cederman 2013). Along these lines, the
recent empirical literature contends that groups that
are excluded from central executive power are more

2 These findings concern effects of types of power sharing adopted in
peace agreements. Unlike the present study, they therefore cannot
assess the conflict preventing effect of such arrangements in prewar
settings, nor do these country-level studies tell us about the effect on

specific groups.

likely to fight the government (see, e.g., Cederman and
Girardin 2007; Cederman, Gleditsch, and Buhaug
2013; Cederman, Wimmer, and Min 2010). In short,
“the less self-governance a nation has in a multina-
tional state, the greater the possibility of ethnonation-
alist conflict” (Hechter 2004, 289).

These principles imply that full inclusion through
central power sharing within the state’s executive or-
gans should be the safest way to reduce territorial
conflict. In addition, because regional autonomy of-
fers more executive influence than complete exclu-
sion, such arrangements should also pacify the rela-
tions between governments and separatist groups, but
to a lesser degree than governmental power sharing
(Cederman, Gleditsch, and Buhaug 2013; Cederman,
Wimmer, and Min 2010). We summarize this “power
proximity” logic in three hypotheses that serve as the
starting point of our empirical analysis:

H1. Included groups are less likely to rebel than
groups that are fully excluded from executive
power.

H2. Autonomous groups without central power access
are less likely to rebel than groups that are fully
excluded from executive power.

H3. Included groups are less likely to rebel than au-
tonomous groups without central power access.

Once an armed conflict erupts, however, it drastically
changes the relationship between the group and the
incumbent government. Recent research along these
lines controls for previous conflict, but does not go as
far as analyzing how this modifies the impact of ethnic
groups’ power access (see, e.g., Cederman, Gleditsch,
and Buhaug 2013; Cederman, Wimmer, and Min 2010;
Sambanis and Zinn 2006).

Before considering the interaction between conflict
history and power access, it is necessary to study the ef-
fect of past conflict separately. In principle, protracted
violence could make both sides of a conflict less prone
to resort to arms again.> However, the empirical record
suggests that recurrent conflict is much more likely than
first onsets, leading Collier and Sambanis (2002, 5) to
label this the “conflict trap” (see also Elbadawi, Hegre,
and Milante 2008; Quinn, Mason, and Gurses 2007,
Walter 2004).

With respect to ethnic conflict, the results point in
the same direction. For example, Cederman, Wimmer,
and Min (2010) find that ethnic groups’ likelihood of
experiencing recurrent conflict increases with the num-
ber of past onsets (see also Cederman, Gleditsch, and
Buhaug 2013). Building on their arguments, we identify
three sets of mechanisms that connect such a conflict
history with outbreaks of recurrent fighting:

First, as regards attitudes to violence, armed con-
flict ceases to be unthinkable and becomes part of the
repertoire of protest actions that the opposition can

3 War wariness can lead ex-combatants to “forgive and forget,” as
Samii (2013) shows for the case of Burundi. Yet, in Burundi, learning
occurred after two relapses of fighting.
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resort to. Such a breach of trust can be very hard to re-
cover from, especially after long and bitter fighting. So-
cial psychologists offer convincing explanations of the
mechanisms that lead to intractable conflicts, includ-
ing collective memory of past fighting, an “ethos” of
conflict, and collective emotional orientations (Bar-Tal
2013). Likewise, Kalyvas (2006) shows that vengeance
is a recurrent motivation of participation in civil wars.
Clearly, without an active will to organize reconcilia-
tion and confidence building, memories of such events
can live on for decades (Rydgren 2007). Failure to
break the cycle of resentment risks transforming group-
government relations into hatred that could flare up
quite easily (Bar-Tal 2013; Petersen 2002).

Second, with respect to the internal organization of
the conflict parties, past conflict also tends to radi-
calize both sides. Radicalization typically leads to a
splintering of the fronts, with hardliners insisting on
fighting rather than accepting compromises (see, e.g.,
Asal, Brown, and Dalton 2012). Such a pattern includes
attempts to outbid more moderate politicians with un-
compromising and extremist positions (Horowitz 1985;
Rabushka and Shepsle 1972). Fragmentation will lead
to a lack of control on both sides, giving spoilers more
room to block the implementation of peace initiatives,
as Cunningham (2011) convincingly shows for the case
of self-determination movements.

Third, in terms of fighting capacity, armed combat
leaves behind not only mental scars but also typically
an infrastructural legacy conducive to renewed con-
flict. In particular, failed or partial disarmament leaves
both former rebels and governmental militias with re-
cruitment networks, weapons, bases, and resources, on
the basis of which new campaigns can be launched
(Walter 2009; Wood 2008). In particular, this applies
to the availability of small arms, which present a “con-
tinuous risk” (Fleshman 2001).

In short, uncurbed vengefulness and lingering radi-
calization, together with an opportunity structure con-
ducive to violence, are a potent cocktail for recurrent
conflict. For these reasons, we postulate the following:

H4. Ethnic groups that have experienced conflict in
the past are more likely to experience further
conflict onsets than those that have not.

We are now ready to explore how past conflict influ-
ences the pacifying effect of governmental concessions,
as stated by H1-H3. Focusing on each of the three
aforementioned mechanisms in turn, our analysis con-
siders how prior conflict modifies the pacifying impact
of both regional autonomy and full inclusion:

Postconflict concessions in a climate of hatred and
vengefulness. Granting excluded groups regional au-
tonomy may be helpful because it allows group leaders
to argue for peaceful change within the system. In a
postconflict situation such concessions may also send
a costly signal of governmental moderation (Lake and
Rothchild 2005, 123). Yet, autonomy concessions are
less effective than central power sharing as pacifying
tools in a climate of suspicion. Executive-level power
sharing among the conflict parties creates a bargain-

ing framework that gives them a stake in the cohesion
of the state: “By this means, ethnonationalist leaders
will be transformed from peripheral magnates anxious
to drain power from the state into stakeholders com-
mitted to upholding it” (Hechter 2004, 288). More-
over, such a consociational setup makes is easier to re-
store interethnic trust and to reduce uncertainty for all
parties: “By promoting an iterated exchange process,
power-sharing institutions can prove reassuring, laying
the basis for an ongoing relationship” (Rothchild 2008,
150).

Autonomy by itself in a postconflict context, how-
ever, is likely to be afflicted by two types of problems
known from the literature on federalism (Bednar 2008,
68). In the absence of safeguards, the central govern-
ment may encroach on the authority of the regionally
based group, and, conversely, the region could fail to
fulfill its obligations. Several scholars highlight that the
latter problem may lead to the “ethnic capture” of re-
gional institutions, and thus to secessionist tendencies
(e.g., Roeder 2007). Building on Riker (1964), Filippov,
Ordeshook, and Shvetsova (2004) emphasize that one
way of avoiding such transgressions from tearing a fed-
eration apart is to ensure that politicians have stakes
both at the regional and central levels, for instance
through political parties. As these problems are more
prevalent in a postwar setting, such safeguards linked
to regional autonomy operate less effectively, as illus-
trated by the Naga and Manipuri insurgencies in India,
the Moro secessionist conflict, or the patchy implemen-
tation of ethnic federalism in Ethiopia (Ghai 2000).
Along similar lines, McGarry and O’Leary (2005, 15)
argue that

federalism is about “shared-rule” as well as “self-rule,”
and the relevant constituent entities and peoples are likely
to want a federal government that represents them, that is
inclusive and, indeed, consociational. National minorities
excluded from the federal government will be less inclined
to promote their interests (see also Kymlicka 1998).

Whether federal or not, the central state needs to
create incentives for potentially separatist politicians
demonstrating that working within the system yields
political advantages, both for their personal careers
and for the groups that they claim to represent (see,
e.g., Bednar 2008; Filippov, Ordeshook, and Shvetsova
2004; Riker 1964). Such incentives were introduced
in postconflict Nigeria, where the victorious Gowon
government followed what Bah (2005, 93) calls an “in-
clusionary approach” and “generous postwar reconcil-
iation” that included general amnesty, reintegrated the
secessionist Igbos in the civil service, and rehabilitated
some of the destroyed areas. More than forty years
after the end of the Biafran War, violence has still not
recurred along the original conflict lines. Likewise, the
successful inclusion of the Punjabi-Sikhs in the federal
Indian government further illustrates the positive ef-
fects of combined regional autonomy and full inclusion
after a conflict (Guha 2008).

For these reasons, we conclude that efforts to
overcome the hostility of past conflict require a
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compromise at the level of central government rather
than mere decentralization of authority within a re-
gional framework.

Postconflict concessions and extremist splintering. We
have argued that past conflict tends to produce orga-
nizational factions on both sides, some of which may
refuse to give up the fight for full independence. Under
such circumstances, it does not take much for one small
extremist faction to sabotage attempts to reach com-
promise, as the peace process in the southern Philip-
pines has shown. The 1996 Jakarta agreement granting
meaningful autonomy to the Moro people was signed
by the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) but
its rejection by the more radical, independence-seeking
Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) resulted in con-
tinued armed insurgency (Bertrand 2000).

It is therefore essential that any settlement be as in-
clusive as possible. If offered not until the outbreak of
violent conflict, autonomy concessions could be desta-
bilizing by dividing the self-determination movement:

An early, generous offer of autonomy, made before ex-
treme separatist organizations outflank moderate leaders,
may avert secession. A similar offer, made after separatist
violence has broken out, may well do what opponents of
concessions fear: it may testify to the weaknesses or vacil-
lation of the central government and the success of the sep-
aratist, thereby fortifying their will to fight on (Horowitz
1985, 625).

Failed negotiations with the center can produce
frustrations that could be exploited by radical sepa-
ratists (Bakke 2015,27). Furthermore, winning over the
hearts and minds of extremists is very difficult if merely
regional autonomy is on offer since this will be seen as
“too little, too late” once the relationship between the
group and the government has turned violent. Without
credible commitments that the state will not renege
on its autonomy promises (Lake and Rothchild 2005),
why should extremists be satisfied with a consolation
prize that does not even guarantee them decisive in-
fluence over the central state institutions, let alone
fullindependence? Moreover, autonomous institutions
can more easily be used for mobilization purposes by
ethnic populists if they are detached from states’ cen-
tral decision-making mechanisms (Bunce 1999; Snyder
2000). Where ethnic and regional boundaries overlap,
intense competition between regional parties may also
facilitate ethnic outbidding because regional parties
competing for the same electorate may adopt increas-
ingly extreme views to attract votes away from other
regional parties (Brancati 2006, 658). Relying on ex-
plicit evidence that organizational fragmentation fuels
conflict, Cunningham (2011) argues that fragmented
self-determination movements are more likely to re-
spond violently to governmental concessions than are
united ones (see also Bakke 2015, 27-29).

Of course, central power sharing can also break
down because of extremist posturing following con-
flict. Nevertheless, governmental power sharing leaves
less room for separatist activism and makes pragmatic
politicians more successful. Thanks to their influence

within the state’s central executive, moderate group
representatives not only have more of a personal stake
in the future of their country, but are also more likely
to claim ownership of national policies by showing that
they can deliver favorable policy outcomes:

If the rebels are represented at different levels of govern-
ment their enemies cannot decree or implement policies
without their consent. Under these conditions, the rebels’
enemies will be unable to pursue any policies, whether
military, economic, cultural, or relating to autonomy and
federalism, that are detrimental to the rebels. The sharing
of decision-making power helps ensure that other kinds of
power sharing are implemented and opens up the possi-
bility for both groups to shape future policies (Mattes and
Savun 2009, 742).

Thus, as long as the ethnic group remains excluded
from national executive influence, there should be
more room for confrontational and extremist agita-
tion, especially if the central government subjects it to
unfavorable policies. In contrast, central power sharing
can be expected to have a more pervasive pacifying im-
pact even in postconflict situations, precisely because
it involves the former belligerents in central decision
making: “The more integrated the rebel group is in
the political system, the less incentives it will have to
disrupt it” (Mattes and Savun 2009, 742). Evidence for
this claim is provided by the successful integration of
the former belligerent Igbo in Nigeria after the Bi-
afran War (Bah 2005) or the coming into power of the
Tigrayan People’s Liberation Front (TPLF) after the
ousting of Mengistu in Ethiopia (Young 2006).

Postconflict concessions and secessionist capacity
building. Finally, we investigate whether territorial or
power-sharing concessions influence secessionists’ mo-
bilization capacity. While far from all autonomy con-
cessions create a government in waiting, devolution re-
forms set up decision making institutions and resources
that can be exploited by secessionists to support re-
newed fighting if their increasingly radical demands are
not satisfied. For example, in the northeastern region
of India, separatists were rewarded with the creation
of Nagaland and Manipur as full-fledged states of the
Indian Union in 1963 and 1972 respectively. However,
despite being granted substantial autonomy, armed
groups in these states subsequently radicalized their
demands and continued to fight as “some of the most
sophisticated militant outfits in the region in terms of
their access to weapons and funding, level of training,
and network of safe areas” (Lacina 2009, 1014). As we
have seen, several authors contend that regional au-
tonomy along ethnic lines tends to empower separatist
politicians:

Many institutions of partitioned decisionmaking, such as
the powers of autonomous homelands in ethnofederal
states, can be abused by regional leaders, including eth-
nomilitary warlords, to press the central government for
further devolution and to extract income that can be in-
vested in future fighting capacity (Rothchild and Roeder
2005, 37).
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In contrast, governmental power sharing increases
the need to bargain and coordinate policies on a daily
basis as opposed to creating a separate compartment
of governance. This in turn increases transparency
in interactions between the government and former
rebels, thus making it harder for either side to rebuild
preemptive military capability (Hartzell and Hoddie
2003). Following the Tuareg rebellion in the 1990s in
Mali, high-ranking rebel officers were appointed to
leadership positions in the army and were also assigned
to key nonmilitary government positions. Transparency
and coordination were also increased by the peace
processes in El Salvador, Mozambique, and Djibouti,
where former rebel armies were integrated into the
national armed forces and participated in the nonvio-
lent political process (Glassmyer and Sambanis 2008).
After civil wars, security guarantees through power-
sharing arrangements are not sought merely by the for-
mer rebels, but also by the incumbents to state power:

Former combatants require assurances that no single
group will be able to use the power of the state to secure
what they failed to win on the battlefield, and perhaps
threaten the very survival of rivals. Institutional choice
in this environment is driven by the need to protect the
interests of all signatories to the agreement. Power shar-
ing serves as the mechanism that offers this protection by
guaranteeing all groups a share of state power (Hartzell
and Hoddie 2003, 319).

Furthermore, in most cases, rebel fighting capac-
ity depends critically on mobilization. As we have
argued above, far-reaching concessions granting pre-
viously excluded groups influence at the center can
also be expected to make separatist recruitment efforts
more difficult. In this sense, grievance reduction should
decrease mobilization capacity (Cederman, Gleditsch,
and Buhaug 2013, Chap. 3).

Our discussion of the three mechanisms suggests
that governmental and territorial power-sharing ar-
rangements will have different effects depending on
whether they are introduced preventively before or
reactively after a conflict. Based on these insights, we
can therefore reformulate our expectations concerning
prior conflict and concessions by breaking up hypothe-
ses H1-H3 depending on whether or not conflict has
already occurred between the group and the govern-
ment. We start by covering the preconflict case:

H1la. Before the outbreak of the first conflict, included
groups are less likely to rebel than groups that
are fully excluded from executive power.

H2a. Before the outbreak of the first conflict, au-
tonomous groups without central power access
are less likely to rebel than groups that are fully
excluded from executive power.

H3a. Before the outbreak of the first conflict, included
groups are less likely to rebel than autonomous
groups without central power access.

The next set of hypotheses applies to relationships
that have already turned violent:
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H1b. After the outbreak of the first conflict, included
groups are less likely to rebel than groups that
are fully excluded from executive power.

H2b. After the outbreak of the first conflict, au-
tonomous groups without central power access
are less likely to rebel than groups that are fully
excluded from executive power.

H3b. After the outbreak of the first conflict, included
groups are less likely to rebel than autonomous
groups without central power access.

Once the group-state relationship turns violent, our
theory tells us that H1b and H3b should find support.
Because our analysis implies that autonomy without
central power access loses much of its effect in a post-
conflict setting, H2b is very much in doubt. In other
words, after conflict, governmental power sharing is the
only mode of ethnic inclusion that robustly prevents
renewed violence. In essence, on its own, regional au-
tonomy is likely to be “too little, too late” once violent
conflict has erupted.

Given the power proximity logic, we have so far
assumed that groups can enjoy either governmental
or territorial powersharing. However, as noted in the
introduction, it is perfectly possible for regional auton-
omy to coexist with power sharing at the central level,
as illustrated by Yugoslav and Indian federalism, as
well as current power-sharing arrangements in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Ethiopia, and Nigeria. This distinc-
tion allows us to formulate a more refined hypothesis
as regards the effectiveness of postwar autonomy and
inclusion combined:

HS5b. After the outbreak of the first conflict, au-
tonomous groups with central power access are
less likely to rebel than groups that are fully ex-
cluded from executive power.

Ho6b. After the outbreak of the first conflict, au-
tonomous groups with central power access are
less likely to rebel than groups that are au-
tonomous but without access to central power.

So far we have analyzed how ethnic representation at
the regional and central levels influences the prospects
of peace. Going beyond this relatively static perspec-
tive, we derive a hypothesis that focuses on changes in
the provision of autonomy. Previous research on ethnic
conflict suggests that conflict becomes much more
likely if the group in question loses its current power
status. Such downgrading is known to trigger violent
reactions in the immediate period after the reversal
(Petersen 2002). Within a broad macrohistorical
context, Hechter (2000) associates nationalist
mobilization in general, and peripheral nationalism in
particular, with the shift from indirect to direct rule.
With respect to political violence, Cederman, Wimmer,
and Min (2010) and Cederman, Gleditsch, and Buhaug
(2013, Chap. 4) find strong evidence that civil war
onsets are considerably more likely during a two-year
period following a status loss. More specifically relating
to regional autonomy, McGarry and O’Leary (2009,
11) argue that conflict is likely to follow if governments
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TABLE 1.

Power Status of EPR-ETH Groups

Power Access

Group Years

Territorial Onsets

Included

Included with autonomy
Included without autonomy
Excluded with autonomy
Excluded without autonomy
Total

7,926 13
1,635 10
6,291 3
5,073 23
10,490 100
23,525 136

attempt to revoke already granted autonomous rights:
“To an important extent, secession and violence in the
territory of many failed federations followed directly
from attempts by certain groups to centralize these
federations.” They conclude that violence is not so
much caused by decentralization as by its opposite,
centralization. Prominent examples of retraction and
failure of autonomy arrangements that contributed
to fueling conflict include the Kurds in Iraq and
the Southern groups in the Sudan (O’Leary 2012),
Punjab and Kashmir in India (Singh 1993), Eritreans
in Ethiopia (Negash 1997) as well as the Kosovars in
Yugoslavia, where Milosevic’s efforts to recentralize
Yugoslavia also revoked the autonomous status of
Kosovo in 1990 (Gagnon 2004). Grievances over this
downgrading turned into open conflict a few years later.

Drawing on new data on territorial claims and con-
cessions, Sambanis and Zinn (2006) find that the im-
position of direct rule through the revocation of au-
tonomous rights increases the risk of secessionist con-
flict. This reasoning can be formalized in the following
way:

H7. Groups that have recently had their autonomous
status revoked are more likely to rebel than
those that have not experienced such status loss.

Having stated our theoretical claims, we now turn
to the empirical evidence needed to evaluate their
validity.

DATA

We test our hypotheses by using group-level data on
ethnic groups’ access to executive power. The neces-
sary information is provided by the most recent version
of the Ethnic Power Relations dataset (EPR-ETH),
covering politically relevant ethnic groups worldwide
from 1946 through 2009.* Political relevance applies to
those groups that are active in national politics and/or
directly discriminated against by the government.

4 The Online Appendix provides more information about the
dataset. The data can be found at http://www.icr.ethz.ch/data/
growup/epr-eth. See Cederman, Wimmer, and Min (2010) for the
original version of EPR. It should be noted that the Minorities at Risk
(MAR) dataset (Gurr 1993) does not include all majority groups and
is therefore less suitable for the purposes of this article (Hug 2013).

The EPR-ETH dataset is especially suitable for our
analytical purposes because it offers a series of power-
access categories that include theoretically relevant
types of power sharing. The power access variable is
divided into three main groups based on whether the
group in question (1) rules alone, (2) shares power,
or (3) is excluded from executive power. The groups
that rule alone cannot fight the state by definition
and are therefore dropped from the empirical anal-
ysis (Cederman, Wimmer, and Min 2010). The sec-
ond set of power configurations corresponds to cen-
tral power-sharing arrangements, whether of formal
or informal nature. Included groups that share power
enjoy meaningful representation within the country’s
executive. The third main class of power configurations
features groups that have no regular representation
within the executive, and can therefore be labeled as
excluded.

In the subsequent analysis, we operationalize gov-
ernmental power sharing at the center as power sharing
in either a junior or a senior role, with a view of testing
H1 and H3 both (a) before and (b) after the first con-
flict. Furthermore, we identify territorial power sharing
by ethnic groups with the corresponding EPR-ETH
subcategory for regional autonomy. By “regional” we
refer to a substate unit below the level of the state as
a whole, such as provinces and federal administrative
units above the level of local counties.

Previous versions of the dataset restricted the cod-
ing of regional autonomy to excluded groups. For ex-
ample, within the former Yugoslavia, the Vojvodina
Hungarians enjoy regional autonomy of this type. We
use this original coding that restricts autonomy to ex-
cluded groups to test H2 and H3 (a,b). However, H5b
and H6b require a coding of autonomy that extends
to included groups as well. Thus, we also introduce a
novel coding of regional autonomy that allows for the
combination with central inclusion. Table 1 contains
a basic summary of our data, with the novel coding
that distinguishes between included groups with and
without autonomy given in italics.

Having discussed the main independent variables,
we now turn our attention to the dependent vari-
able, which denotes outbreak of territorial civil conflict
based on a group-level coding of the Uppsala Con-
flict Data Program’s Armed Conflict Dataset (ACD)
(Gleditsch et al. 2002), with supplementary informa-
tion from the Non-State Actors dataset (Cunningham,
Gleditsch, and Salehyan 2009). Because our focus is on
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TABLE 2. Overview of Hypotheses

Hypothesis Expression Model
H1 Pinclusion > Pexclusion 1
H2 autonomy > Pexclusion 1
H3 Pinclusion < Bautonomy 1
H4 Ppostwar > 0 1
H1a Pinclusion > Pexclusion if postwar =0 2
H2a Bautonomy > Bexclusion if postwar =0 2
H3a Binclusion < Pautonomy if postwar =0 2
H1b Pinclusion > Pexclusion if postwar =1 2
H2b Bautonomy > Bexclusion if postwar = 1 2
H3b Binclusion < Pautonomy if postwar = 1 2
HSb Bautonomy & inclusion < Pexclusion if postwar =1 3
Heb Bautonomy & inclusion < Pautonomy if postwar = 1 3
H7 ﬂdowngraded from autonomy ~ 0 4

regional autonomy concessions in separatist conflicts,
we study territorial rather than governmental conflict,
as defined by the ACD dataset. Specifically, our analysis
is based on the ACD2EPR dataset, which maps each
conflict onset to corresponding EPR group(s), pro-
vided that the rebel organization claimed to support the
ethnic group and members of the group participated in
combat (Wucherpfennig et al. 2012).

Based on this conflict coding, it is straightforward
to capture a history of previous conflict with a dummy
variable that equals 1 if the group experienced conflict
with the government since 1946 or since the country
became independent.® This variable is crucial for the
tests of all hypotheses that separate (a) prewar and
(b) postwar cases through a multiplicative interaction
term.

In keeping with previous research, we also con-
trol for group size (Cederman, Gleditsch, and Buhaug
2013; Cederman, Wimmer, and Min 2010). We expect
an inverse U-shaped relationship since smaller groups
should be less likely to trigger territorial conflict due
to their limited resources. Yet, very large groups will
be more inclined to try to topple the government in
a governmental conflict. Thus, we enter relative group
size as both linear and squared terms.°

Our analysis also controls for the ethnic structure
of the state as a whole as well as for an important
interaction effect applying to states with many ethnic
groups. According to Walter’s (2009) strategic logic,
the number of excluded groups should be negatively
related to the risk of conflict since governments facing
many ethnic groups will be less willing to make con-
cessions to single groups in order to deter consequent

5 There is a possibility that conflict before 1946 could have affected
the relationship, but this is not part of the variable coding.

6 Relative group size g € [0,1) comparing the population of the
group G to the population of the incumbent / is defined as GLH
if the group is excluded and as G/I if the group is included (since the
rebelling group left the incumbent coalition and would otherwise be
counted twice).

challenges or further demands by other groups, as il-
lustrated by Moscow’s hard line in dealing with the
Chechens’ claims.

In addition, we introduce a number of standard vari-
ables to control for various country-level properties:

e Federal institutions at the country level, as defined
by Bednar (2008).

e Logged GDP per capita of the country as a whole,
lagged (Penn World Table 7.0; see Heston, Sum-
mers, and Aten 2011).

e Logged population size of the country, lagged
(Penn World Table 7.0; see Heston, Summers, and
Aten 2011).

e Dummy variable for ongoing conflict based on the
ACD2EPR conflict data indicating if there was an
ongoing conflict involving any other group in the
country during the preceding year.

e Number of years since the previous conflict, en-
tered as a nonlinear function, based on natural
cubic splines with three knots (see Beck, Katz, and
Tucker 1998).

ANALYSIS

Our empirical analyses feature a series of group-level
models. The sample encompasses all politically rele-
vant EPR-ETH groups with a distinct settlement area
from 1946 through 2009 (Wucherpfennig et al. 2011).”
Given our dependent variable of group-level conflict
onset, we conducted all analyses using logit models with
standard errors clustered by country. Ongoing conflict
years were dropped from the analysis. Table 2 offers an
overview of our hypotheses and the respective models
from our empirical estimations given in Table 3. Be-
cause of the categorical nature of our key independent
variable, as well as the conditional nature of some of

7 This amounts to 23,501 group years of which 136 coincide with
onsets of territorial conflict. An additional 55 onsets were classified as
governmental and thus not included in the main dependent variable.
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TABLE 3. Effect of Inclusion and Autonomy on Conflict Onset
Hypothesis (1) (2) (3) (4)
Inclusion H1/H1a —1.835** —1.944*
(0.292) (0.398)
Incl. & autonomy —1.307* —1.249*
(0.555) (0.551)
Incl. w/o autonomy —2.842%* —2.802%*
(0.754) (0.754)
Autonomy H2/H2a —0.957** —1.409** —1.354** —1.314*
(0.285) (0.203) (0.202) (0.200)
Postwar H4 1.1671** 0.979** 1.007** 0.997**
(0.271) (0.294) (0.292) (0.297)
Inclusion x postwar 0.400
(0.731)
Incl. & aut. x postwar 0.337 0.329
(0.790) (0.785)
Incl. w/o aut. x postwar 0.468 0.466
(1.363) (1.361)
Autonomy x postwar 1.083* 1.093* 1.088*
(0.356) (0.342) (0.344)
Downgraded from autonomy H7 1.835**
(0.662)
Other downgraded 0.529
(0.488)
Relative group size 0.570 0.579 0.542 0.344
(1.929) (1.975) (1.946) (1.957)
Relative group size? —2.117 —2.135 —2.089 —1.848
(3.070) (3.144) (3.138) (3.127)
Number of excl. groups — 0.024** — 0.020** —0.019* —0.019*
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Federal 0.816™ 0.844* 0.795* 0.785*
(0.296) (0.313) (0.309) (0.318)
Log gdp;_+ 0.043 0.039 0.030 0.034
(0.108) (0.110) (0.108) (0.109)
Log population 0.237* 0.204* 0.177* 0.174%
(0.080) (0.088) (0.088) (0.089)
Ongoing conflict 0.675** 0.704** 0.670** 0.675**
(0.259) (0.239) (0.235) (0.227)
Peace years —0.267* —0.263** —0.261* —0.269*
(0.064) (0.063) (0.063) (0.061)
Constant —6.307** — 5.944%+ —5.581** — 5.562***
(1.337) (1.388) (1.380) (1.382)
Wald Test x2
B(incl.) = B(aut.) H3/H3a 4.70* 1.43
B(incl.) + B(incl.xp.w.) =0 H1b 8.65*
B(aut.) + B(aut.xp.w.) =0 H2b 0.96
B(incl.) + B(incl. xp.w) = H3b 5.06*
B(aut.) + B(aut. xp.w.)
B(incl.&aut.) + B(incl.&aut.xp.w.) = 0 H5b 3.94*
B(incl.&aut.) + g(incl.&aut. xp.w.) = H6b 2.01
B(aut.) + B(aut.xp.w.)
Observations 23,525 23,525 23,525 23,525
Log-Pseudolikelihood —690.534 —688.269 —685.359 —682.237
Notes: Standard errors clustered by country in parentheses. Estimates for three cubic splines not shown.
+p<01,*p <005 * p<0.01, ** p < 0.001.

our hypotheses, we also use Wald tests to test for equal-
ity between coefficients (e.g., H3) and joint significance
with interacted terms (e.g., H1b-3b).

Using excluded groups without autonomy as the
baseline category, Model 1 clearly supports the power
proximity principle as stated by hypotheses H1-H3.

Indeed, the conflict-reducing impact of full inclusion
through central power sharing is especially strong, but
regional autonomy also has a pacifying effect vis-a-
vis exclusion. Furthermore, there is a discernible dif-
ference between central power sharing and regional
autonomy. Finally, in line with previous research, H4
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receives very strong support as well, suggesting that a
history of conflict increases the risk of recurrent onsets.

Model 2 introduces the crucial differentiation be-
tween preconflict and postconflict settings. The esti-
mates show that both governmental and territorial
power sharing reduce the occurrence of conflict if
offered before the outbreak of violence, although the
difference between central power sharing and auton-
omy misses significance at conventional levels. On the
whole, however, this preventive impact of both types
of shared power supports Hla-H3a.

This picture changes in important ways once we shift
attention to group-government relations after the out-
break of the first conflict. Because the marginal effects
are now partly determined by the interaction terms,
we rely on Wald tests at the bottom of the table. We
find that inclusion still prevents recurrent conflict more
effectively compared to full exclusion (H1b) or au-
tonomous arrangements (H3b). While postwar power
sharing at the center is an effective means of stabilizing
peace, our data suggest that in postwar situations the
conflict-dampening effect of autonomous institutions
cannot be statistically separated from that of full ex-
clusion. This casts doubt on H2b in accordance with
our theoretical expectations.

So far, the analysis has relied on a mutually exclusive
coding of power access according to which inclusion
overrides autonomy. This specification makes it impos-
sible to evaluate the separate effect of autonomy for
included groups. As noted above, we therefore extend
the existing autonomy coding of EPR-ETH by newly
coding whether the included groups that participate in
central power sharing simultaneously enjoy autonomy.
This refinement allows us to test HSb, which states that
regional autonomy is no longer an effective strategy
for conflict prevention, unless it is combined with exec-
utive power sharing at the central level. The estimates
reported in Model 3 support this hypothesis. Interact-
ing both the variables pertaining to inclusion with or
without autonomy with the postwar dummy variable
shows that, whether autonomy is offered or not, in-
clusion retains its pacifying effect even in situations
with a history of conflict. In contrast, the effectiveness
of autonomy without inclusion is compromised once
conflict has erupted between the group and the gov-
ernment. A test of H6b indicates that the difference
between autonomy with inclusion and autonomy with-
out inclusion misses conventional levels of statistical
significance (p = 0.16).

Our findings up to this point suggest that regional
autonomy is probably not a robust mode of securing
peace in situations which have seen a history of vio-
lent conflict, at least if regional autonomy is not com-

8 In Model 3, the power proximity principle breaks down for prewar
settings, at least to the extent that included groups without auton-
omy experience less conflict than those with autonomy. This may be
partly due to the limited number of observations in each category
once the included groups are divided into two subcategories. Most
importantly, however, included groups that also enjoy autonomous
status experience more conflict because they tend to be part of larger
and ethnically more complex states. The next section will return to
this issue of endogeneity.

bined with governmental power sharing at the central
level. While this is entirely in line with our theoretical
expectations, we have said nothing about substantial
effects that should be expected for groups that could
benefit from such provisions. To explore these impor-
tant counterfactuals, we rely on “average predictive
differences” proposed by Gelman and Hill (2007, 466).
Instead of comparing predicted probabilities for some
imagined case, by, for example, holding all variables
at their mean, this method is based on calculating
the predicted changes in probabilities for all relevant
cases in the sample. Thus, we sampled 1,000 values
from the estimated parameter distribution of Model 3
and computed the predicted probability of conflict in
two scenarios for all group-years for which an upgrade
to regional autonomy or inclusion was possible. The
first scenario assumes that no such upgrade occurred,
whereas the second one assumes that autonomy or
either type of inclusion was granted. The differences
in these probabilities were then averaged for each pa-
rameter set. The density of these “average predictive
differences” are depicted in Figures 1 and 2 for the
preconflict and postconflict situations respectively.

Focusing on preconflict settings, Figure 1 shows that
both territorial and governmental power sharing re-
duce the probability of conflict onset, with the latter
category divided into two subcategories. While inclu-
sion without autonomy appears to be more effective
than regional autonomy and inclusion with autonomy,
the latter two also produce more peaceful outcomes
than would be the case in their absence. Once we turn
to the postconflict cases, however, it becomes clear that
governmental power sharing continues to exert a pow-
erful negative effect on the onset probability, whether
it is combined with autonomy or not (see Figure 2).
As is the case in preconflict settings, virtually all av-
erage changes in probability are within the negative
range, thus clearly separated from zero. For regional
autonomy without central power sharing, however, the
picture is less clear-cut. In this case, the distribution
straddles zero, with a considerable share of the mass
above zero. This result suggests that, on average, ethnic
decentralization is likely to be too little, too late for
peace building, unless combined with full inclusion.
More generally, we find that power sharing provisions
exhibit substantially large effects in postwar situations,
although these are associated with higher degrees of
uncertainty.” Thus, contrary to the autonomy skep-
tics’ claims, we find that such provisions—especially
central inclusion—are crucial in conflict-ridden
situations.

Before considering the robustness of our results, we
take one step beyond the mostly static comparisons
conducted up to this point. As argued by McGarry
and O’Leary (2009, 11), many critics of decentralized
institutions tend to blame autonomy for what is really
an attempt to centralize such arrangements. In an effort
to evaluate H7, Model 4 adds variables measuring the

9 Statistically, this follows from the positive coefficient for postwar,
which shifts the linear predictor to the steeper regions of the nonlin-
ear logit link function, thus resulting in larger marginal effects.
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FIGURE 1. Effect on Conflict of Inclusion and Autonomy in Preconflict Periods
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FIGURE 2. Effect on Conflict of Inclusion and Autonomy in Postconflict Periods
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revocation of autonomy and other types of downgrad-
ing. The results indicate that those groups that expe-
rienced downgrading from autonomy within the pre-
vious two years are considerably more likely to rebel.
For other types of status loss, however, there is merely
a weak positive effect that cannot be safely separated

from zero.

In sum, the findings of this section show that while
regional autonomy appears to reduce the risk of first-
time onsets, preventing recurrent conflict hinges on
full inclusion through governmental power sharing.
Once autonomy is in place, however, centralization
can be counterproductive since it increases the risk
of recurrent violence, at least in the short run. We re-
fer the reader to a series of sensitivity checks in the
Online Appendix. Yet, one major concern remains,
namely endogeneity, which is the topic of the next

section.

ACCOUNTING FOR ENDOGENEITY

Up to this point, we have assumed ethnic groups’ ac-
cess to power to be exogenous. This assumption is
potentially problematic if governments’ decisions to
offer groups concessions through either type of power
sharing are made in anticipation of future conflict. In
other words, our main explanatory variables are not
randomly assigned and could therefore be at least par-
tially dependent on a given group’s conflict propensity
(see Fearon, Kasara, and Laitin 2007, 193). This type
of bias could lead to either an underestimation or an
overestimation of the causal effect of power-sharing
institutions. If opportunistic governments attempt
to prevent anticipated conflict by appeasing poten-
tial “troublemakers” through self-determination, the
conflict-dampening effect of inclusion will be under-
estimated. Such a pragmatic approach is invoked by
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representatives of dominant ethnic groups who prefer
to keep as much of the state’s resources as possible,
while at the same time making concessions in the name
of interethnic peace.

The opposite applies in situations where the govern-
ment tries to preempt anticipated conflict by exclud-
ing, rather than including, threatening groups. Such
precautionary measures could be implemented in or-
der to prevent ethnic competitors from wielding influ-
ence from within governmental institutions. Applying
this argument to Sub-Saharan Africa, Roessler (2011,
313) suggests that “ethnic exclusion serves as an ex-
pedient mechanism to eradicate perceived enemies.”
As opposed to the previous scenario, this logic would
imply that the pacifying influence of both territorial
and governmental power sharing may have been over-
estimated.

The standard way of addressing this problem of
endogeneity is instrumental variable estimation. This
means that we have to articulate a causal pathway that
directly affects regional autonomy but is otherwise un-
related to conflict risk. There can be no doubt about the
difficulty of fulfilling the criteria given by the exclusion
restriction.!’

Although a definitive answer to questions relating to
endogenous institutions would require a more sophis-
ticated research design than can be provided by this ar-
ticle, we propose an instrument that alleviates some of
these concerns. An effective instrument needs to vary
across groups, since much of the variation in regional
autonomy is among groups and not among countries.
Our starting point is Sambanis and Milanovic’s (2014)
straightforward observation that only sufficiently large
groups can credibly demand, and expect to be granted,
autonomy. However, large groups are also more likely
to experience conflict because their size facilitates mo-
bilization. Thus, group size alone cannot serve as an
instrument as it affects not only autonomy demands
(Sambanis and Milanovic 2014, 1838) but also conflict
propensity (Cederman, Wimmer, and Min 2010, 96).

As a way forward, we instead exploit systematic dif-
ferences in governance between former French and
British colonies resulting from their respective colonial
heritage (Blanton, Mason, and Athow 2001; Horowitz
1985; Young 1994).!! Mirroring the centralistic system
of France, the French approach to colonial governance
relied on a high degree of centralization (Le Vine 2004;
Strang 1994). In contrast, the British adopted a much
more pragmatic attitude that frequently included the
use of “indirect rule,” which explains why decentral-
ization along ethnic lines remains a common response
to ethnic diversity in countries with a British colonial

10 Evaluating extant work, Sambanis and Milanovic (forthcoming,
9) argue that “no prior study of the effects of decentralization...has
proposed a valid instrumental variables approach to estimate the
causal effect of (expected or actual) conflict on decentralization or
vice versa.”

1 Our approach draws on Wucherpfennig, Hunziker, and Cederman
(2015) who use a similar identification strategy to endogenize ethnic
inclusion.

past.!” Consequently, in former British colonies larger
groups should be more likely to enjoy regional auton-
omy than similar groups in former French colonies.
Thus, the interaction between group size and the iden-
tity of the colonial empire constitutes an instrument
that is unlikely to have an effect on conflict except
through autonomy.

Our approach finds support in the literature on colo-
nial powers. Calori et al. (1997, 691) note that the
British, primarily interested in defending and expand-
ing their commercial interests, “relied heavily on lo-
cal self-government and indirect rule when control-
ling their colonial empire.” The French, by contrast,
“centralised decisions concerning their colonies, im-
plemented actions by means of decrees and edicts, at-
tempted to control local affairs by placing their own
in local positions of power, in such the same man-
ner as Louis XIV did with his use of ‘intendents’
and Napoléon did with his use of ‘préfets’.” Whereas
the French encouraged local elites to assimilate to
French culture, the British retained and empowered
local chiefs by giving them far-reaching autonomy in-
cluding the authority to collect taxes (Crowder 1968;
Lange 2004).

These differences in the style of governance shaped
the institutional characteristics of former colonies in
systematic ways, as emphasized by O’Leary (2001, 280):

Multinational federalists have been influential in the de-
velopment of federations in the former British empire,
notably in Canada, the Caribbean, Nigeria, South Africa,
India, Pakistan and Malaysia.

By contrast, autonomous arrangements are particu-
larly rare in states that experienced French colonial
rule (Le Vine 2004; Strang 1994).

Consequently we expect territorial autonomy to be
more likely for populous groups in former British
colonies. In former French colonies, however, popula-
tion size should not increase the likelihood of gaining
regional autonomy. In other words, the French inclina-
tion for centralization can be expected to disadvantage
those groups for which regional autonomy is other-
wise most feasible. However, this does not affect small
groups for which autonomy is not feasible to begin with.
This logic creates systematic and increasing differences
between groups in former French and British colonies
depending on their size.

We exploit this difference by constructing our in-
strument as the interaction between the indicator for
British colonial past and the absolute demographic size
of the group. As opposed to using group size on its own,
or colonial heritage itself, this combined variable is not
related to conflict in any obvious way, except through
the autonomy mechanism."3

12 Obviously, this difference between the two colonial empires con-
cerns the general governance tradition. In terms of implementation,
there was considerable variation within the empires themselves and
even within specific colonies (Herbst 2000; Lange 2004).

13 In the Online Appendix we discuss possible challenges to our iden-
tification strategy and explain why they are not likely to undermine
it.
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TABLE 4. Endogenizing Regional Autonomy

Equation (1): Autonomy
British colony

Log group size

Relative group size
Relative group size?
Ethnic fractionalization
Log GDP;_4

Log population

Peace years

Constant

Equation (2): Onset
Autonomy

British colony

Log group size
Relative group size
Relative group size?
Ethnic fractionalization
Log GDP;_;4

Log population
Peace years
Constant

)

Prob p > x?

Observations
Log-Pseudolikelihood

British colony x log group size

May 2015
(5/6) @)
—1.390 —1.378
(0.996) (.993)
0.0253 0.029
(0.155) (0.155)
0.250* 0.248+
(0.150) (0.150)
—5.499* —5.53%
(2.947) (2.959)
4.613 4.643
(3.073) (3.080)
0.027 0.037
(0.824) (0.831)
0.178 0.173
(0.262) (0.264)
0.204 0.201
(0.131) (0.125)
—0.015 —0.017
(0.025) (0.025)
—4.250" —4.209
(2.406) (2.420)
—0.145 —0.939"
(0.117) (0.292)
0.418 0.430
(0.312) (0.298)
—0.129 —0.059
(0.088) (0.080)
0.681 —0.783
(1.596) (1.495)
—1.603 —0.222
(1.803) (1.659)
—.904 —.769%
(0.549) (0.441)
0.103 142
(0.150) (0.150)
0.286** 0.315™
(0.087) (0.091)
—0.057* —0.058*
(0.032) (0.030)
—4.398* —5.108*
(1.472) (1.500)
0.487**
0.008
8,787/8,761 8,761
—2072/-236 —2345

Notes: Standard errors clustered by country in parentheses. Esti-
mates for three cubic splines not shown.
T p<01,*p<0.05* p<0.01, ** p < 0.001.

Relying on this identification strategy, we examine a
sample comprised of all territorially distinctive ethnic
groups in postcolonial states descending from either
French or British colonial heritage.!* The approach is
far from ideal because our exogenous mechanism artic-
ulated above applies only to a smaller sample. This in

14 We drop European settler colonies from the sample (e.g., South
Africa and Zimbabwe).

turn forces us to assume away the important distinction
between prewar and postwar effects that we analyzed
in the first part of this study (although see the Online
Appendix for details). Yet, these simplifications seem
reasonable in view of our main goal being primarily to
assess the general direction of a possible endogeneity
bias as regards autonomous institutions.

Table 4 introduces the results of Models 5, 6, and 7,
with the estimates of the first two models stacked on top
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FIGURE 3. Effect of Autonomy on Conflict Based on Naive and Instrumented Analysis (Models 5
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of each other in the first column. For comparative pur-
poses, Models 5 and 6 offer naive estimates, based on
two distinct probit models that explain autonomy and
conflict onset separately. Relaxing the assumption of
exogenous autonomy concessions, Model 7 introduces
a bivariate probit model that instruments for regional
autonomy, thus yielding unbiased estimates (Maddala
1983). The model specification is very similar to the
models in Table 3, with the main difference being that
we drop as many of the potentially endogenous vari-
ables as possible, including the postwar variable and its
interactions with the power status variables. The vari-
ables measuring ongoing conflict and the downgrading
variables are also removed. Furthermore, we replace
the variable measuring the number of excluded groups
with an ethnodemographic measure of fractionaliza-
tion based on the EPR-ETH dataset. The first equation,
depicted in the upper part of the table, models the
conditions under which governments grant autonomy
by including the colonial dummy variable, the group’s
logged absolute population size, as well as the combina-
tion of both, the latter serving as the actual instrument
for autonomy. The second equation in the lower part
accounts for conflict onset using the same list of vari-
ables as in the first equation except for the instrument,
while including our measure of regional autonomy.
The findings of Model 7 offer strong support for the
opportunistic interpretation of governments’ approach
to ethnic diversity. Compared to the naive analysis in
Model 6, which detects a modest negative effect of
autonomy on conflict, the impact is much stronger and
clearly significant in the models that address reverse
causation. We note that the instrument reaches con-
ventional significance at the level of p = 0.1. Relying
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on the same counterfactual method as in the previous
graphs of this article, Figure 3 plots the predicted effect
of autonomy on conflict for the naive analysis of Model
6 (dashed line) and the instrumented one of Model 7
(solid line). The former density distribution (capped at
100 for easier viewing) indicates that in the uncorrected
analysis, autonomous arrangements have a weakly neg-
ative influence that is hardly distinguishable from zero.
Once reverse causation is taken into account in Model
7, however, the distribution shifts left into the clearly
conflict-dampening domain of the graph.'

Provided that these results are representative of the
global sample of groups, we conclude that our analysis
in the previous section has tended to underestimate the
actual pacifying effect of territorial decentralization.
Much does speak for the sample being representative,
since French and British ex-colonies feature a large
number of diverse countries including many important
conflict cases. Furthermore, our endogeneity analysis
can be seen as a tough test since it covers Sub-Saharan
Africa, which is the region where the opposite tendency
should apply according to Roessler (2011).

In sum, this section offers a systematic if somewhat
incomplete confirmation that territorial power sharing
is most likely to be invoked in cases where the conflict
potential is high, as argued by McGarry and O’Leary
(2009) and Grigoryan (2012). Indeed, the evidence
suggests that these scholars are right, thus implying

15 To assess whether the effect of regional autonomy differs between
prewar and postwar settings, we estimate the models in Table 4 for
subsets of cases with and without prior conflict. The results are en-
couraging, although the small sample size makes estimation difficult
in the postconflict subsample (see the Online Appendix).
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that our quantitative analysis of autonomy’s pacifying

influence is erring on the safe side.

CONCLUSION

Focusing on regional autonomy arrangements, we have
investigated to what extent, and in what form, eth-
nic inclusion mitigates territorial civil war. Our point
of departure has been past research indicating that
exclusion of ethnic groups triggers internal conflict.
However, such results do not automatically imply that
regional inclusiveness will guarantee peace, especially
if the relationship between an excluded group and the
incumbent government has already seen violence. In
such situations, we have found that, on its own, re-
gional autonomy is likely to be “too little, too late.” It
is too little because only full inclusion through power
sharing at the central level reduces conflict propensity
significantly; and it is too late since regional auton-
omy could be effective, but only if offered in a timely,
preventive fashion before group-government relations

turn violent.

Although these findings fall short of an across-board
endorsement of regional autonomy as a conflict res-
olution tool, they differ significantly from studies that
depict ethnic decentralization, and especially ethnofed-
eralism, as inherently pernicious and destabilizing, typ-
ically arguing in favor of partition or even ethnic dom-
inance. Here, we have presented a disaggregated and
more balanced framework that produces more encour-
aging results. First, we find that regional autonomy can
serve a useful conflict-preventing purpose that keeps
a group-government relationship peaceful, a role that
the critics often overlook. Second, in stark contrast to
the critics’ admonitions, there is no support for a clearly
conflict-fueling influence of regional autonomy even in
postconflict situations. Third, our analysis indicates that
ethnic inclusion at the center can effectively pacify pre-
viously violent relationships. Thus, if regional auton-
omy is to be offered, it should be combined with power
sharing within the national executive as recommended
by McGarry and O’Leary (2009). Fourth, and finally,
our efforts to take the endogeneity of autonomy con-
cessions into account in postcolonial settings indicates
that governments typically offer such accommodation
in order to dissuade threatening groups from resorting
to violence, which in turn implies that we have been
erring on the safe side with our causal inferences. If
anything, the actual pacifying effect of decentralization
is likely to be even more powerful than uncorrected

analysis suggests.

These are important empirical results that directly
contradict claims that no solution short of partition
can possibly improve the situation (e.g., Chapman and
Roeder 2007; Kaufmann 1996). In addition to indi-
vidual rights, regional autonomy offers an appealing
alternative to groups’ remedial right to secede since its
geopolitical effects are considerably less destabilizing
(Buchanan 2004). In sum, our main results uphold the
intuitive and normatively attractive principle according

to which ethnic inclusion produces peace.

While we believe to have disentangled some impor-
tant aspects of power sharing with this study, this is
obviously far from the final word on the matter. At
least two important areas of further research stand
out. First, much more can be said about the types of
territorial and governmental power sharing offered by
governments. In particular, it would be useful to differ-
entiate between different dimensions of power sharing,
including military and economic types, from the post-
conflict literature to all cases. Moreover, we expect that
the shape of governance units and the extent to which
they coincide with ethnic settlement areas could have
a major influence on the conflict propensity of regional
autonomy. Specific policies, including fiscal transfers
addressing inequality, are also likely to influence the
risk of conflict (Bakke and Wibbels 2006).

Second, and most importantly, the main challenge
will be to address the issue of endogeneity more
squarely than has been possible in this study. While
we have been able to develop an instrument for re-
gional autonomy for an important subset of cases,
which suggests that our analysis is extremely unlikely
to overestimate the effect of such inclusive arrange-
ment, more work needs to be done to support the case
for decentralization as a method of conflict resolution.
Future research will have to offer a clearer picture
of the conditions under which governments decide to
grant different types of ethnic inclusion to previously
excluded groups, and integrate these findings in so-
phisticated research designs that take the possibility
of reverse causation into account in a more nuanced
way. Such analysis will require more fine-grained data
on sequences of claims and concessions (Sambanis and
Zinn 2006) and will need to consider the strategic in-
teraction among peripheral groups explicitly (Lacina
2013; Walter 2009).

For now, we conclude that our evidence suggests that
much of previous research has underestimated the ef-
fectiveness of territorial power sharing. But this is not
a blanket endorsement of decentralization schemes.
Although autonomous institutions can be helpful as
a supplement, the main road to peace in ethnically
divided societies runs through full inclusion at the cen-
ter via power sharing, especially after the eruption of
large-scale political violence.
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