Appendix for Divide and Conquer or Divide and Concede: How do states respond to internally divided separatists?

A. Case list*+
	Country
	Group
	Years active in dataset

	Afghanistan
	Tajiks
	1978-2003

	Afghanistan
	Uzbeks
	1990-2003

	Algeria
	Berbers
	1963-2003

	Australia
	Aboriginals
	1986-2003

	Bangladesh
	Chittagong Hill Peoples
	1972-2003

	Belgium
	Walloons
	1962-2003

	Bhutan
	Lhotshampas
	1985-2003

	Bosnia
	Croats
	1992-2003

	Canada
	Indigenous Peoples
	1977-2003

	Canada
	Quebecois
	1967-2003

	China
	Tibetans
	1960-2003

	China
	Uighers
	1990-2003

	Colombia
	Indigenous Peoples
	1982-2003

	Comoros
	Anjouanese
	1997-2003

	Cyprus
	Turkish Cypriots
	1960-2003

	Ecuador
	Lowland Indigenous Peoples
	1964-2003

	Ethiopia
	Afars
	1975-2003

	Ethiopia
	Eritreans
	1961-1993

	France
	Basque
	1963-1974, 1987-2003

	France
	Bretons
	1969-2003

	France
	Corsicans
	1966-2003

	Georgia
	Abkhazians
	1991-203

	India
	Bodos
	1973-2003

	India
	Kashmiri Hindus
	1998-2003

	India
	Kashmiri Muslims
	1960-2003

	India
	Reang (Bru)
	1996-2003

	India
	Sikhs
	1960-2003

	Indonesia
	East Timorese
	1975-1999

	Indonesia
	Papuans
	1970-2003

	Israel
	Palestinians
	1960-2003

	Italy
	South Tyrolians
	1960-2003

	Kazakhstan
	Russians
	1991-2003

	Laos
	Hmong
	1991-2003

	Mexico
	Indigenous Peoples 
	1995-2003

	Moldova
	Gagauz
	1991-2003

	Moldova
	Trans-Dniester Slavs
	1991-2003

	Myanmar
	Kachins
	1961-2003

	Myanmar
	Karenni
	1960-2003

	Myanmar
	Rohingyas
	1962-2003

	Myanmar
	Shan
	1962-2003

	Namibia
	East Caprivians
	1990-2006

	Niger
	Tuaregs
	1991-2003

	Nigeria
	Ibos
	1967-1970, 2000-2003

	Nigeria
	Oron
	1999-2003

	Nigeria
	Yoruba
	1960-1965, 1995-2003

	Pakistan
	Bengalis
	1962-1971

	Pakistan
	Sarakis
	1989-2003

	Pakistan
	Sindhis
	1972-2003

	Papua New Guinea
	Bougainvilleans
	1987-2003

	Russia
	Buryat
	1991-2000

	Russia
	Chechens
	1991-2003

	Russia
	Tatars
	1991-2003

	Russia
	Yakut
	1991-2003

	Senegal
	Casamacias
	1982-2003

	South Africa
	Afrikaners
	1994-2003

	South Africa
	Khoisan
	1961-2003

	Sri Lanka
	Muslims
	1988-2003

	Sri Lanka
	Tamils
	1960-2003

	Sudan
	Nuba
	1985-2003

	Taiwan
	Aboriginal Taiwanese
	1996

	Tanzania
	Zanzibaris
	1984, 1994-2003

	Turkey
	Kurds
	1984-2003

	Ukraine
	Crimean Russian
	1991-2003

	Ukraine
	Crimean Tatars
	1991-2003

	United Kingdom
	Catholics
	1960-2003

	United States
	Indigenous Peoples
	1968-2003

	United States
	Native Hawaiians
	1978-2003

	Vietnam
	Montagnards
	1964-2003

	Yugoslavia
	Hungarians
	1961-2003

	Yugoslavia
	Kosovar Albanians
	1963-1999

	Yugoslavia
	Slovenes
	1960-1991

	Zambia
	Lozi
	1992-2003

	Zimbabwe
	Ndebele
	1965-1988, 1999-2003

	
	
	


*Several cases appeared in the initial selection of the sample, but were excluded for various reasons.  Avars in Russia were in the sample, but no clear autonomy demands were found.  The Scheduled Tribes of India were in the sample, but based on the MAR profile, this appears to be a Marxist group.  The Nevisians of St. Kitts are also excluded as this is a microstate. 
+Note on indigenous movements: CIDCM includes a number of “indigenous” groups. These groups are typically comprised of a number of tribes, with the definition of “indigenous” set by the government.  Thus, these groups are somewhat different than others in the CIDCM list.  The results of the study are robust to the exclusion of the indigenous groups. 
B. Coding Concessions 

Four primary sources were used to code the concessions variable: the Minorities at Risk (MAR) profiles, Uppsala Conflict Database profiles, Keesing’s Record of World Events, and LexisNexis News Wires and regional World News Reports.  To find instances of concessions to the SD movement I began with the profiles from MAR and Uppsala, which aggregate information about these groups, and used a systematic search procedure to gather information from Keesing’s and LexisNexis.  The Uppsala database includes detailed information on formal agreements between self-determination groups and states, though it is limited to violent cases after 1989.  The MAR profiles provide a detailed timeline of events relating to the self-determination movement/government relations, though typically for a limited number of years.  To collect data on concessions from the two news sources, I designed a coding procedure that employed a consistent set of search terms focused on concessions over self-determination.  In addition to the name of the self-determination group and country, the search included the following terms: autonomy, self-determination, self-governance, self-rule, federalism, independence and concessions.  The initial list of concessions is supplemented with additional research on concessions from a variety of sources.  All of the additional sources are cited in the list below.  The measure of concessions does not include accommodation by the state that does not appear to be related to the group identity, such as direct monetary transfers to regions with the self-determination population.  While this kind of accommodation may address a key grievance of self-determination groups, it does not address grievances related to their self-determination status.  Economic policies that devolve power or increase control over resources are included. 


C. List of Concessions
* indicates that this concession is included in the strict measure of concessions.
  The strict measure includes only concessions that devolve power or increase group power at the center.  Devolution of power can entail power over economic policy, administration, or political process for the group generally. Power increases at the center must entail inclusion of group members in government beyond reserved representation (i.e. reserved seats in a legislature). 
Afghanistan, Tajiks

1992: *Tajiks achieved control of the government through force.  Following a coup, Rabbani took power, soon after to be elected president in a power sharing government.  Tajik power is contested, and then lost in 1996.  

2001: *Included in interim government founding.  The Bonn Accords created a 29-member interim government with four major anti-Taliban groups assuming some power.  Established interim government as sovereign power. Their job was to create a new government, and run the day to day governing in post-conflict Afghanistan.
  
Afghanistan, Uzbeks
2001: *Included in interim government founding.  The Bonn accords created a 29-member interim government with four major anti-Taliban groups assuming some power.  Established interim government as sovereign power. Their job was to create a new government, and run the day to day governing in post-conflict Afghanistan.

Algeria, Berbers

1995: Creation of the High Commission by the government to oversee the teaching of Berber language and its use in the official media.
 
1999: *Inclusion of the Berber party Rally for Culture and Democracy in governing coalition.

2001: Agreement made to make Tamazight (the Berber language) a national language. This was negotiated between Prime Minister Ali Benflis and Berber representatives
 and made via constitutional reform voted on in the National People’s Assembly.  Related dates: 2002:  Tamazight became a national language. 2003: government agreed to incorporate Tamazight into education system.

Australia, Aboriginals

1967: Aboriginals’ legal status as protected peoples was granted through a Constitutional Referendum.  This mandated that the government take responsibility for the welfare and treatment of Aboriginals in the territory.  Aboriginals were also included in the population census used to determine parliament seats.  This led to the Office for Aboriginal Welfare to be set up by the government. 
1973: Language autonomy granted to Aboriginals.  Children would receive primary education in their own languages, with English as a second language.  This was a change in education policy. 

1976: *The Aboriginal Land Rights Act was passed based on the recommendations of the Woodward Commission.  It was the first major land-reform that allowed Aborigines to make claims on their traditional lands.  The legislation established land-trusts in the Northern Territories. 

1989: *Establishment of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission. This was created through government legislation (ATSIC Act).  This created the ATSIC at the national level and 60 (later 36) regional councils.  The function of the organization was to advise the government, represent the indigenous population, and provide funding and monitoring for indigenous programs.
    

1992: *Legal recognition of land claims with the “Mabo decision.”  This set a legal precedent for aboriginals to sue for land control.  Related Dates: 1993: The Native Title Act was passed to deal with implications of the Mabo decision as was the Federal Aboriginal Heritage Act (which was later curtailed in power). 1996: Ongoing negotiations added amendments to the Native Title Act.  1998: The Wik ruling established native right to negotiate over pastoral leases.

1994: *Establishment of the Torres Strait Regional Authority.  Local government under the ATSIC framework designed to promote and facilitate greater self-determination for the area.
  

1998:  Aboriginal sea rights expanded and protected by Croker Island ruling in federal court.

Bangladesh, Chittagong Hill Peoples 

1989: *Three semi-autonomous districts were created in the Hill Tracts region (in Rangamati, Khagrachari and Bandarban). This was enacted through legislation (Feb 18, 1989) by the Ershad regime.  The Bangladesh parliament passed 4 bills that created the new districts. Councils were headed by an indigenous chair and comprised of 2/3 indigenous representatives and 1/3 Bengali representatives. Councils were elected by adult franchise.   Council powers included power to regulate the transfer and sale of land rights in the area, as well as law and order, coordination of development works, education, health, fisheries, agriculture, forestry and farming, culture, housing, and religious/moral affairs. Councils formulated their own budgets and had some taxation powers.
 

1997: *A new accord created the Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT) Regional Council comprising the three district councils.  This change expanded taxation powers of Hill councils, included more areas of competency with more administrative powers, and allowed councils to independently adopt administrative regulation.  Regional council is 22 members with a tribal chair and mix between male-female and tribal-non-tribal representatives who are directly elected for 5 year periods.  The regional council has general powers over law and order, development activities of three hill councils, administration of tribal law and social justice, and gives licenses for heavy industries.  This change also entailed the creation of a ministry of CHT affairs at the national level. 
  Related Dates: 1992: The Parbattya Chattagram Jana Sanghati Samiti (PCJSS) declared a unilateral ceasefire.  At this point, the government agreed to give autonomy (not clear how formally this was done). 1999: The Regional Council was implemented. Note: in 2004, conflict is ongoing over implementation of the 1997 treaty. 

Belgium, Walloons
1970: *Constitutional amendments passed defining the country’s linguistic regions and the rights of each language community. This established regional economic councils. Related Dates: 1971: Three bills were passed that provided for the establishment of cultural councils for the Flemish and French-speaking communities.
1978: *The Egmont Pact was created.  This entailed decentralization which created four governments: a central government and one each for Wallonia, Flanders and Brussels.  Related Dates: 1977: Negotiations between Front Démocratique des Francophones and the government related to decentralization. 1980: The first Walloon parliament was installed.

1980: *Reforms agreed to that set up separate administrative and executive apparatuses for each region and economic autonomy.  This was done through constitutional change. 

1989: *Another constitutional reform marginally increased taxing power of the regional councils, but greatly expanded their spending autonomy (increased the amount that each region controlled from 10% to 1/3rd of national budget).

1993: *Federal status created by constitutional change.  Extensive powers to regions. Federal government maintained responsibility for defense, justice, security, social security, fiscal and monetary policy.

2001: *Increased scope of autonomous regional powers: direct election of sub-national councils, a senate representing the sub-national regions, more fiscal federalism, constitutional autonomy over rules within regions, some international competencies and treaty-making ability, some power related to conflict resolution.

Bosnia, Croats

1995: *Establishment of Bosnian-Croat Federation through Dayton Accords, which gave Croats control of 51% of territory, as well as administrative, political, fiscal, and cultural autonomy and power-sharing in rotating presidency. Related dates: May 22, 1992: signing of Washington Accords: Set up cantonal system for Bosnia and Herzegovina.  This arrangement is described by some as confederal given the degree of autonomy.  Signed between Croats, Bosniaks, US and UN. 1994: Federation first formed.

Canada, Indigenous Peoples

1983: *The Quebec National Assembly recognized the autonomy of aboriginal nations. The Assembly adopted a resolution on February 9, 1983.
 This included self-governance, land ownership rights, competencies of self-rule in areas of culture, education, language, health and social services as well as economic development. It also included some tax exemptions. 

1990: *Two major aboriginal land claims were settled (on Manitoulin Island and in the Eastern Arctic) which increased tribal lands and included cash settlement. 

1990:*Indigenous fishing rights protected by Supreme Court.  A 4-point plan was enacted to address land compensation claims and poor living conditions on reservations.  One of the points allowed for Mohawks to have their own non-white police force. 

1992: *Nunavut Final Land-Claims approved which included land transfer, administrative and economic autonomy. This was negotiated between the Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs and the representative of the Tungavik Federation of Nunavut (TFN).
 The fourth point of the agreement addressed future government for the Nanavut which will tackle social and cultural issues. Related Dates: 1993: Final settlement. 

1992: *Land claim settlement for Gwich’in Tribal Council.   Entailed control over land in the Mackenzie-Delta of the Northwest Territories including administration and management of resources.
 

1997: *Legal recognition of natives’ right to fish and hunt on land.  Supreme Court case recognized Native ownership of land they traditionally occupy that was not ceded by a treaty.

1998: *Treaty signed between Nisga’a people, Canada and British Columbia for self-administration.
 This entailed fiscal autonomy and local government with powers over administration, land management, Nisgas’ citizenship, and language and culture.   This was a formal treaty with constitutional protection, and then passed into law in Canada.

1999: *Nunavut became an “official territory.”  This entailed self-governance though an elected assembly of 19 members, a cabinet and a judicial system.

2003:  Court Case ruling in Native favor over the residential schools program resulted in restitution paid to the Natives and establishment of programs to promote Native languages and cultures.

Canada, Quebecois 

1969: Protection of French language. This was enacted through legislation at the national level (The Official Languages Act).  

Colombia, Indigenous Peoples

1986: *The government began decentralizing the state and allowed for the popular election of majors and the distribution of taxes to municipalities.  Related Dates: 1988: First popular election of mayors.

1990: *About 70,000 Amazonian Indians were awarded land grants.

1991: The Arhuaco Indians and the Ministry of Education made an agreement for bilingual and multicultural education in their region. Enacted with law 115, the “General Law of Education,” establishing the national “Ethnoeducation” program. Indigenous communities gained the legal authority to administer their own schools and to design their own curriculum.



1991: The new constitution guaranteed minority rights and specifically recognized the rights of indigenous people and the ethnic and cultural diversity of the country, as well as the recognition of indigenous languages as official in the regions in which they reside.  Indigenous people were also guaranteed reserved seats in legislature.  

1991: The Wayuu Indians and national government made an accord to protect Wayuu territories. 

1991: An accord was reached to legalize the “Quintin Lame” indigenous movement; part of the agreement was the release of political prisoners.

Comoros, Anjouanese 

1997: *De facto independence. 
  Abdallah Ibrahim, the leader of the Popular Movement of Anjouan (MPA), declared independence on August 3, 1997.  This was initially met with force by Comoros, but the Comoros military was unsuccessful is quelling the rebellion.  Negotiations followed the declaration.

2001: *Fomboni agreement led to a legal reunion with Comoros. The island retained political and administrative autonomy with its own president, and local police. This was enacted through constitutional change.  Currency and defense powers were retained by central government.

2003: *Additional autonomy negotiated in the areas of tax collection, fiscal, and security policy with the Pretoria memorandum, though parts of this were contested by the government. 

Cyprus, Turkish Cypriots

1974: *Partition. Cyprus split into two sectors following brief war and Turkish intervention.  The dividing line (the Green line) maintained by the UN.  The Turkish Republic of North Cyprus declared independence in 1983, but was only recognized by Turkey.  This concession is coded as de facto in the data because it was imposed by external actors. 
Ecuador, Lowland Indigenous

1991: *Land grant to Woarani people.  

1992: *Land grant to Indians of Pastaza.

1998: Constitutional reform recognized multi-cultural nature of Ecuador.  The Assembly of Constitutional Reform enacted the reforms.  This also established the Development Council for Nationalities and Peoples of Ecuador (CODENPE) which created direct representation for indigenous at the national level.

Ethiopia, Afars

1991: *Transitional government created by the Ethiopian People's Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF), which included Afar participation in power at the center.  This was the result of a multi-ethnic civil war which toppled the regime and eventually introduced federal democracy.   

1991: *New federal state created for the Afar region with local administration.

1994: *Completion of constitution designating federalism with an Afar state.  It also provided for the right of secession. States could enact federal legislation and organize their own political structure, but did not have a role in formulating policy at the federal level.  State representative also comprised the Council of the Federation, which had limited powers at the federal level to settle disputes between member states, and interpret and contribute to amending the Constitution.

1995: *Government chosen to represent all ethnic groups.  In addition to the new popularly elected 548-member Council of People's Representatives, a 117-member Federal Council was assembled which included a representative from each of 22 minor ethnic groups.  The new administration also explicitly included multiple ethnic groups, including the Afars.

Ethiopia, Eritreans

1993: *Independence. The Eritrean People’s Liberation Front fought alongside the EPRDF in Ethiopia, and set up a local administration in Eritrea when the war concluded in 1991.  Negotiations between EPLF and EPRDF-led coalition regarding Eritrean independence occurred at this time and led to the formal declaration of independence in 1993.

France, Basques

1982: Basque language allowed to be taught in school for a limited amount of time each week.  Change enacted through the Savary circular, which set a precedent for this.
 

France, Corsicans

1974: *France devolved some power to the Regions, and Corsica becomes a Region.  Greater fiscal powers afforded to the regions (taxing and spending).
 

1982: *Agreement made to elevate Corsica from regional status to that of a territorial collectivity.  The island gained a directly-elected Assembly and significantly increased executive powers in the economic, social and other spheres. Related dates: 1983: Legislation passed that created the Corsican Assembly.

1991: *Corsican local government was restructured into two departments and a regional executive council with its own powers was established. The Corsican assembly has no legislative powers, but consults the French government and has powers over how language policy is enacted for the teaching of Corsican.
  

2001: *French government voted to increase the power of the Corsican legislature, and to increase protection for the Corsican language and culture on the island.  This included regulatory powers in the fiscal, tourism, cultural, and environmental spheres. 
  Related Dates: 2000: Negotiations for this bill begin.

Georgia, Abkhazians

1994: * An agreement was made that allowed Abkhazia to establish informal and nearly complete autonomy/independence from the federal government of Georgia.  Based on the agreement, Abkhazia has its “own Constitution and legislation and appropriate State symbols, such as anthem, emblem and flag.”  The agreement also stipulated that joint action will be made in the following areas “(a) Foreign policy and foreign economic ties; (b) Border guard arrangements; (c) Customs; (d) Energy, transport and communications; (e) Ecology and elimination of consequences of natural disasters; (f) Ensuring human and civic rights and freedoms and the rights of national minorities.”
 

India, Bodos

1993: *Bodoland Autonomous Council (BAC) Act.  This provided for the establishment of a Bodoland Autonomous Council.  The Council administered 2000 villages and 25 tea plantations in eight districts of northern and lower Assam. The council included 35 elected members, and five to be nominated by the Governor of Assam from underrepresented communities. It was responsible for “social, economic, educational, ethnic and cultural advancement of the Bodos residing therein.”
   The agreement was made between the state of Assam, the central government, the All Bodo Student Union and the Bodo People’s Action Committee.  Related Dates: July 1993: agreement was made with the Bodoland People’s Party and the Assam government on implementation of the BAC agreement. 
2003: *Agreement created the Bodoland Territorial Council (BTC).  Another tripartite agreement was made, called the Memorandum of Settlement.
 This allowed for a new Bodo representative body with administrative and financial autonomy and abolished the existing Bodoland Autonomous Council (BAC). The BTC had 46 members and control over 3082 pre-determined villages (with an additional 95 villages to be determined by a mixed committee). The Indian government also agreed to fund infrastructure development of the BTC area for five years.  This agreement was negotiated between the Assam government, the Indian government and the Bodo Liberation Tigers. This agreement is backed by the Indian constitution.
 
2003: Government agreed to include Bodo language in 8th Schedule. Language must be supported by Indian government policy and can be used for service exams.  This was enacted through a constitutional amendment.
 
India, Sikhs

1966: *Creation of Punjab state. This established a state where the majority were Sikhs and where Punjabi was the state language. This was agreed to in the Working Committee of the Congress Party who recommended “(1) that the Punjabi-speaking region in the west of the State should form a unilingual Punjabi State; (2) that the hill areas included in the Hindi region which were contiguous to Himachal Pradesh and had linguistic and cultural affinities with it should be merged with Himachal Pradesh; (3) that the remainder of the Hindi-speaking region should be formed into a separate State, to be known as Hariana.”
 This was enacted through change in the constitution (the 18th Amendment), which allows for the creation of new states and subsequently the Punjab Reorganization Bill, which created Punjab.

Indonesia, East Timorese

1999: *Independence following a negotiated referendum.  Portugal intervened diplomatically to negotiate the holding of the referendum, which was run by the United Nations.
 

Indonesia, Papuans

2001: * The province of Papua was separated from Irian Jaya by special autonomy law.  The Paupan government retained a large share of resource revenues (70-80%), and gained powers in the areas of administration, except “foreign politics, safety and defense, monetary and fiscal, religion and judicature and certain authorities in other fields stipulated according to statutory regulations.”

Israel, Palestinians

1993: *Oslo agreement made on steps to self-rule.  The Declaration of Principles led to the establishment of a Palestinian Interim Self-Government Authority (PA). Related Dates: 1994:  Rabin and Arafat sign an autonomy accord, Israel withdraws from the Gaza Strip and Jericho, and an agreement is signed allowing autonomy in the West Bank concerning education, taxation and other matters. 

1995: *Oslo II (or B) agreement expanded area of controls for PA including transfer of power over transportation and employment. Related Dates: 1997: Protocol on Redeployment in Hebron. Procedural measure to implement Oslo accords. 1998: Wye River Memorandum: procedural measure to implement Oslo accords. 1999: Sharm el-Sheik Memorandum: procedural measure to implement Oslo accords. 

2000: *Under the new agreement, Israel would hand over 5 percent of the West Bank territories to the Palestinians within days. Related dates: 2002 – 2003: Israel re-occupied nearly all of the West Bank.

Italy, South Tyrolians

1969: *New Autonomy Statute package agreed to.  This entails an intentional piecemeal implementation envisioned over a range of years.  Note: this is coded incrementally with specific aspects coded as implemented, though there was an expansive vision of the degree of autonomy to be granted at this time.  Negotiations included the Austrian government. 

1988:  *Legislation to increase autonomy including making the courts and police bilingual.

1991:  Italy passed a law recognizing several minority languages including German. 

1992:  Italy completed its autonomy package for South Tyrol making bilingualism a precondition for public service, guaranteeing schooling in German, and apportioning public sector jobs, housing and benefits.

2001: *The “Third autonomy statute” was passed. It included some administrative reorganization, control over local government selection process.  The name “Südtirol” is also protected in the constitution.

Mexico, Indigenous Peoples 

1990:  Increased language and cultural protection for indigenous peoples.  This was done through the addition of Article 4 to the constitution, which recognized the “multicultural composition” of the indigenous peoples and advocated protection through state institutions. 
1995: *The state government of Oaxaca allowed Indian communities to choose local leaders through traditional methods. 

2001: *Indian Rights and Culture Law passed in the Senate.  This banned discrimination based on ethnicity.  It recognized indigenous rights to land and natural resources (although it did not exclude commercial/private exploitation of resources). States also gained the right to determine how indigenous communities use traditional customs in the areas of justice, selection of political representatives and make other decisions.

2002: Creation of the Indigenous Language Institute whose purpose was to maintain Mexico’s indigenous languages.

Moldova, Gagauz

1994: *Autonomy agreement constitutionally established Gagauz-Yeri as a national-territorial autonomy unit. Gaguaz-Yeri granted its own elected legislative and executive authorities and entitlement to secession if Moldova merged with Romania. Related Dates: 1995: 30 out of 36 additional districts voted to join the Gaguaz-Yeri.  

Moldova, Trans-Dniester Slavs

1992: *De facto independence.  The region of Transdniestria developed its “own separate government, postal service and currency, unrecognized by any international agencies or other states.”

Myanmar, Kachins

1993: *A permanent ceasefire agreed to between the government and the Kachin Independence Organization (KIO) which led to the Kachins getting formal authority over their territory and the right to create a local civil administration and develop the area economically. 

Niger, Tuaregs

1995: *Ouagadougou agreement ended conflict with plan for increased autonomy through the creation of a culturally homogenous autonomous region for Tuaregs.  This was negotiated in 1994 and 1995 between the government and four Tuareg groups under the coordination of the Coordination Resistance Army (CRA).  The agreement also included integration of the Tuaregs into the security forces and civil service, amnesty for fighters from both sides of the conflict, and a law to speed up decentralization. Delays in implementation led to renewal of conflict in 1997.

Pakistan, Bengalis

1971: *Independence following a brief war between East Pakistan and West Pakistan. 

Papua New Guinea, Bougainvilleans

2001: *A peace agreement established local government in Bougainville. The powers divided between PNG and the Bougainville government, with PNG responsible for foreign affairs and communications and Bougainville responsible for other areas of self-government and becoming fiscally self-reliant.  Longer-term, the political status of Bougainville will be addressed through a referendum 10-15 years after the election of the first autonomous Bougainville government, and additional pre-set conditions are met. Related dates: 2002. PNG parliament approved plan. 2004: Final draft of new constitution passed, clearing the way for regional elections.

Russia, Buryat

1993: Increased language rights, primarily in areas of speaking and education in Buryat native tongue. This was negotiated with the government of the Buryat area and the Russian minster of education.
  
1996: *Power to run their own regional elections transferred to Buryat through a treaty with the Russian government.  The treaty also increased Buryat power over resources in their territory, and led to greater financial support from Russia.

Russia, Chechens

1996: *De facto partition as Russian troops were forced out.  Following declaration of independence, the primary Chechen faction led by Dudayev increased control of Groznyy.  In April 1996, Dudayev was killed and replaced by Maskhadov.  The Khasavyurt Accords were signed on 31 August, and stipulated that Russian forces would withdraw from the region and the status of Chechnya would be determined later.

2001:  A presidential decree restructured the local administration of Chechnya, claimed that more autonomy of self-administration was created.

2003:  Referendum approved for new Chechen constitution which legally provided for Chechen as a state language, along with Russian.

Russia, Tatars

1994:  *A formal agreement was made to increase autonomy. Negotiations began before the breakup of the Soviet Union, and continued in four rounds between the Russian and Tatarstan government (sometimes at the highest level).  The final agreement allowed a high degree of economic and administrative autonomy, with notable control over natural resources in the Tatarstan area, and some powers related to foreign affairs.
    
Russia, Yakuts

1992: *Treaty signed with Russian government that increased Yakut control over resources in their territory.  

South Africa, Afrikaners

1994: *Accord on Afrikaner self-determination entered into by the National Party, the African National Congress and the Freedom Front in April 1994. Related Dates: A right to self-determination respected in the 1996 constitution.
 

1995: *Autonomy for an Afrikaner town (Orania in Northern Cape) achieved through granting of a transitional representative council.

South Africa, Khosians

1982: *Government agreed to inclusion of coloreds in government (legislation passed). Related dates: 1984: creation of a parliament for coloreds.  This included a new “colored” chamber with autonomy over non-political issues affecting their own communities and that can be consulted on other issues.

1993: *Khosians included in government through cabinet appointments (the Ministries of Population Development and Sport).  These were the first non-white cabinet members. 

Sri Lanka, Tamils

1978: The government adopted a bill that allowed for the possibility of Tamil language use and education. Related dates: 1979: Tamil became a national language (but not an official language). This recognition made in the new constitution adopted by the National State Assembly on August 16, 1978.
 
Taiwan, Aboriginal Taiwanese
1996: Creation of a Cabinet level position to protect the rights of indigenous people.

2003: Recognition of all Aboriginal tongues as official languages.  This was essentially an education policy which is a battleground between Chinese and Taiwanese identity advocates.
  

Tanzania, Zanzibaris

1999: *Increased representation in local government and greater autonomy in local elections.  Negotiations occurred between Tanzanian President Benjamin Mkapa, Zanzibari President Salmin Amour, and leaders of the government of Zanzibar. The agreement allowed for greater autonomy for the Zanzibar Electoral Commission, some reforms in the judiciary and for the appointment of two Civic United Front (pro-federalism party) members to the Zanzibar cabinet. 

Turkey, Kurds

1991: The Turkish cabinet decided to ease the ban on the Kurdish language. (Later rescinded)

2001: Turkey repealed long-standing bans on broadcasting and education in Kurdish. (Later rescinded)

Ukraine, Crimean Russians

1992: *Crimean and Ukrainian parliaments agreed to a compromise in which Crimea was granted greater autonomy and special economic status (increased control over natural resources) (Later rescinded) “Kiev passes a law granting Crimea greater autonomy as they agreed to, but made its enactment contingent on (1) Crimea's amendment of its constitution to bring [it] into line with the Ukraine's, and (2) the complete annulment of the independence referendum.”
 

1998: The Crimea government approved a new Crimean constitution that allowed for more rights for Crimean Russians in the areas of language protection and development.

2000: Crimean government legalized use of the Russian language for official documents in Crimea through a new formal ratification of the European Charter On Local Languages and the Languages of Minorities, which Ukraine had signed when it joined the Council of Europe in 1995. (Later rescinded when the constitutional court declared that Ukrainian is the only compulsory language in Ukraine.) Related Dates: 1995: Greater language autonomy through the Ukrainian Parliament’s signing of the European Charter On Local Languages and the Languages of Minorities.  

Ukraine, Crimean Tatars

1998: The Crimea government approved a new Crimean constitution that allowed for more rights for Crimean Tatars in the areas of language protection and development.

United Kingdom, Catholics in Northern Ireland

1998: *Good Friday agreement. Power sharing government devised between Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland. Related dates: 1999: British parliament passed law devolving power to the power-sharing government in Northern Ireland.

United States, Indigenous Peoples

1971: *The Alaska Native Claim Settlement Act enacted, giving out payments to Native Americans in return for lost land as well as establishing corporations to oversee the investment of such funds; also established land titles.
1975: *Indian Self-Determination Act was passed. This act gave Native Americans the legal power to compel financing of their own governance and education.

1987: *The Tribal Self-Governance Demonstration Project Act was passed into law, allowing tribes to take more control over their affairs from the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
1988: *Congress recognized the tribes as sovereign entities largely exempt from state regulation and granted them the right to take over the management of numerous federal programs, they also enacted the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, which allowed them casinos. Related Dates: 1994: The Tribal Self-Governance Act expanded the ability of tribes to administer federal programs affecting them.

1990: *Agreement made for a self-governance pilot program that would ultimately allow up to 20 tribes the authority to administer and set priorities for federal funds received directly from the government. 

1990: Native American Languages Act.  Law passed to preserve and protect native languages.
 

1991: *Criminal Jurisdiction Act established that Native American tribes have the power to exercise criminal jurisdiction on Native American reservations.

1992: *The US Interior Department announced the approval of an agreement that would cede land in Arizona to the Hopi tribe.

1993: The Catawba Indian Tribe of South Carolina was granted a large payment in settlement of a land dispute.
2000: *Land transferred in northern Utah to the Utes. 
United States, Native Hawaiians

1978: *Office of Hawaiian Affairs created. This “is a semi-autonomous state agency intended to provide services to Native Hawaiians and serve as a receptacle for any reparations won from either state or federal government”
 This was created through a state Constitutional Convention.
1991: Hue Na’auou (coalition of Hawaiian groups) founded with a grant from the US Federal government to educate Hawaiians about their sovereignty. 

1995:  The Hawaiian Home Lands Recovery Act was passed into law.  This established a means of compensating Native Hawaiians for confiscated land.

Yugoslavia, Hungarians

1974:*President Tito established Vojvodina as an autonomous region.  This dissipated in the constitutional changes of 1990.  This change was made with the 1974 constitution.  Autonomous region status includes cultural and linguistic autonomy, local self-governance, and representation/power at the center.
 

2002: * The Vojvodina Autonomy bill was passed by the Serbian legislature.  This increased autonomy in the areas of agriculture, culture, education, health, justice, sports and tourism.
2003: Hungarian language school allowed in Vojvodina.

Yugoslavia, Kosovar Albanians

1974: *New constitution granted Kosovo autonomy. Autonomous region status included cultural and linguistic autonomy, local self-governance, and representation/power at the center.

1999: *Interim Agreement for Peace and Self-Government In Kosovo made.  Yugoslavia/Serbia agreed to demilitarize and Kosovo became essentially administered by the international community rather than Serbia.  This concession is coded as de facto in the data because it was imposed by external actors. Related Dates: 2008: Final status was decided in 2008 when Kosovo declared independence and has been recognized by most European and many other states.

Yugoslavia, Slovenes

1971: *Decrease in central government powers with 1971 constitution led to increase in power for Slovenia.  Federation powers were confined to defense, foreign affairs, foreign trade and the unity of the economic and social system. 

1991: *Independence.  The Brioni Peace Agreement was made that eventually led to Slovene independence after a short conflict following the initial declaration of independence. Negotiations included representatives of the Yugoslav government, the Slovene and Croatian republic governments and the European Community.

Zimbabwe, Ndebele

1989: *An agreement was made to include the leader of the Ndebele movement (Mr. Nkomo) as a joint vice president, with additional cabinet level positions going to Ndebles. 
D. Identification of Factions

To identify SD factions, I began with an initial list of factions I compiled using the Uppsala and MAR profiles.  The Uppsala database includes an explicit list of parties to the conflict.  Among those listed, I included any party that represented the self-determination group.  The MAR profiles do not include a specific list of factions, but report on organizations representing the SD group in both the summaries of the group and the timelines provided.  I systematically searched Keesing’s and LexisNexis using the following search terms: the self-determination group population and country names, and one of the following: autonomy, self-determination, self-governance, self-rule, federalism, and independence.  In each report returned by the search, I recorded the names of any organization that could potentially represent the SD movement.  Once I had this initial list of potential SD factions, I used the Keesing’s and LexisNexis sources to look up the demands these factions made and the years in which they made demands on the state using faction names as well as names of faction leaders.  


To be identified as a SD faction two primary criteria had to be met.  First, the faction had to represent the self-determination group.  In some multi-party disputes, news reports included information on conflicts that included more than one nationalist group (such as reports on the civil conflict in Ethiopia that included several SD movements).
  Second, to be considered a SD faction, the organization had to make demands related to self-determination.  These include demands for no change (status quo), increased autonomy, independence, union or reunion with another state, or the creation of a super-national entity (such as a pan-ethnic state which includes group members in other states).  I include factions that express demands for retention of the status quo in response to proposed changes because these factions do make demands related to self-determination and, as representative factions for the SD group, affect the larger bargaining situation with the state.
  

Demands for autonomy include scope-related demands, such as increased control in substantive areas (for example education, cultural affairs, taxing and spending powers) and for changes in the organization of the state to devolve decision making (such as the creation of a regional government).  General democratization demands are not coded as self-determination demands unless there was specific mention of a change in the level or scope of group governance (such as federalism).  Empirical examples of different types of demands include those for cultural and linguistic autonomy from the Kurdish People’s Democracy Party in Turkey, demands for a greater Albania from the National Movement of Kosovo, and demands for federalism and independence from the Democratic Crimea Movement and the Republican Movement of Crimea in Ukraine, respectively. 

In addition to identifying which SD factions were making demands of self-determination for each movement, I specify the years that these factions are active.  Many of these movements changed internally over time and in order to determine the effects of internal structure on state incentives to grant concessions at any point, I needed to have a fairly precise measure of internal structure for each year.  This tenure information for each faction is coded from all four main sources (MAR, Uppsala, Keesing’s, and LexisNexis).  If the year of creation for a faction was reported in one of these sources, the faction was coded as active starting that year.  If no information was given about the date of creation, the initial year the faction is coded as active is the first year that the faction is mentioned in one of the sources.  The final active year for a faction is the last year that it is mentioned as an active organization in the sources. 


One of the difficulties of coding the tenure of these factions is that not all of the factions are mentioned in the sources each year.  I assume continuous activity between years where I found reports of the faction activity if there was three years or fewer breaks between reports, and no indication that the faction had been disbanded.  If I found specific reports that the faction was disbanded or defeated, I consider a new faction using the same name to be distinct and do not assume continuous activity.  This is important because it is not uncommon for newer organizations to take the name of older, inactive ones.


Another issue that arose when collecting this information and coding the data is that different news sources can report slightly different names for the same factions.  This is frequently a translation issue, both when the faction’s name is transcribed for the news report, and when it is translated into English.  In order to prevent duplicate entries for factions, I recorded the names of leaders and information about leadership changes for factions when there were multiple, similarly named factions in the same movement.  By using the names of faction leaders, which are typically not changed in translation, I avoid duplicating factions.  

E. Coding and Sources of Control Variables

The section details the coding rules and sources for control variables in dataset.  

	Variable 
	Coding
	Sources

	Size of group 
	Population count in thousands, logged
	Minorities at Risk
 (GPOP)

	Kin in adjoining state
	Dummy for kin in an adjacent state
	Minorities at Risk (NUMSEGX)

	Federal state dummy
	Dummy for federal state
	Handbook of Federal Countries
 

	Democracy dummy
	Country has Polity2 score of 6 or greater
	Polity IV


	Previous concessions
	Dummy indicating a concession previously given to the group since 1960
	Coded by author

	Number of demands by group
	Number of demands distinguishing between status quo, increased autonomy, independence, union or reunion with another state, or the creation of a super-national entity 
	Coded by author

	Civil war in previous year
	Dummy indicating civil war between this group and the state in the previous year (25 battle death threshold)
	Armed Conflict Database


	Relative size of group
	Group’s percent of the country population 
	Minorities at Risk (GPRO) and Ethnic Power Relations Dataset
 (size)

	Territorial base
	Dummy indicating whether the group “has a territorial base in a partially contiguous region larger than an urban area that is part of the country, in which 25% or more of the minority resides and in which the minority constitutes the predominant proportion of the population.” 
	Minorities at Risk (GC2)

	Country civil war onset propensity
	Predicted probability of civil war based on the yearly country attributes for each country and regression coefficients from a logit model of civil war onset (for all other countries) including:
1. Civil War in the prior year
2. State population (log, 1 year lag)
3. GDPpc (1 year lag)
4. Mountainous terrain (log)
5. Dummy indicating greater than 1/3rd export revenues from oil (extended with 1999 values to 2003)
6. Dummy indicating a new state 
7. Political instability, coded as a 3 or greater change in polity score in previous 3 years
8. Dummy indicating anocracy (polity score -5 to 5, inclusive)
	1. War in the prior year from Armed Conflict Database
2. State population from Expanded Trade and GDP Data
  
3. GDPpc from Expanded Trade and GDP Data
4. Logged mountainous terrain from Fearon and Laitin data

5. Oil exporter dummy from Fearon and Laitin data
6. New state dummy from Fearon and Laitin data
7. Political instability calculated using Polity IV
8. Anocracy calculated using Polity IV

	Economic discrimination 
	The average economic discrimination score for the group 
	MAR (ECDIS)

	Military expenditure pc
	Expenditure per capita on military in current US dollars (thousands)
	Correlates of War Project National Military Capabilities Data, Version 3.2


	Number of SD movements in state
	Number of groups seeking self-determination in the state in 2003
	Coded by author base on CIDCM Peace and Conflict Report 2003


	Cold War 
	Dummy indicating year before 1991
	Coded by the author


F. Robustness Checks

The findings in Table 1 are robust to a number of alternative specifications.  Because concessions are a relatively rare event, I also ran all logit models using Rare Events Logit.
  The results were similar to the presented models in size, direction and statistical significance.  

Given the debate over appropriate measures of ethnic diversity at the national level, I ran the models with a variety of ethnic heterogeneity variables (the models in the paper include the number of SD groups in the state).  Alterative specifications substituted the number of SD groups with state-level ethnic fractionalization, ethno-linguistic fractionalization, and the number of ethnic groups from the Ethnic Groups in Power Dataset.
  The coefficients on the group structure variables are similar with respect to direction, size, and significance. None of these measures of state ethnic fractionalization are significant.  I also ran additional models including the relative size of the ethnic group in power,
 as relatively small groups in power may fear challenges.  The variable was not significant and its inclusion did not change the results for the group structure variables. 

In additional specifications, I controlled for the geographic concentration of the group.
  Greater concentration may facilitate collective action, making challenging the state easier.
 The group structure findings were robust to this inclusion.  The group concentration variable was not significant.  I also ran models with the country population (logged) as larger populations tend to attract conflict and excluding SD group population size.
 I exclude logged country population from the reported models because I include the group size and percent of the population in those specifications.
  The findings on group structure are robust to these changes. I ran models 2 and 4 with military personnel per capita in lieu of military expenditure per capita.
  It was not significant and its inclusion did not change the primary findings about group structure.  

I also ran the analyses with several variations on the concessions variable.  First, I ran them with a measure that excludes concessions that are just land transfers as part of strict measure of concessions. Second, I ran the analyses with a measure that excluded de facto concessions or those imposed by the international community.
  Third, I recoded concessions to exclude concessions that increase group power at the center, but do not directly “devolve” power.  Fourth, indigenous groups are somewhat different than other SD movements because they are often comprised of multiple tribes, thus I ran the analyses without the indigenous cases.  Finally, I ran the analyses excluding cases where the group achieved independence.  The primary findings remain robust to all of these changes in specification.
The results in Table 5, the analysis of the effects of concessions, were also run with additional control variables. The findings on the unitary movement dummy are robust to additional control variables: mountainous terrain (log), whether the country is an oil exporter, kin in adjoining countries, political instability, the group’s average level of economic discrimination, democracy, and the number of SD groups in the state.  The results for logged number of factions on failure by violence are robust to the inclusion of all of these additional controls except democracy, where the hazard ratio is slightly smaller (but still greater than one) and less significant.
� Land transfers were particularly hard to code for inclusion in the strict measure since they sometimes involve greater administrative rights, but sometimes just add land to the claims of indigenous groups.  Land transfers to indigenous groups are included in the strict measure because they are territorial and increase the area under indigenous power.  
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