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1. A Model of Minorities and Recognition 

  

  

We formalize the situation in terms of a modified ultimatum game where the regime
leader chooses a policy regime and members of the opposition ethnic group choose whether
to accept it or defect from it. So as not to distract from our main theoretical interests, we
avoid considerations of commitment or renegotiation of offers, limiting the analysis to a
one-shot game. Even this highly stylized and simplified model provides useful insights on
the potential strategic logic behind the adoption or avoidance of recognition.

We suppose that the regime leader is from an ethnic group of size ni and the opposition
group is of size no. Specifically, suppose the leader starts by choosing a policy regime,
(P,X), which consists of a choice of recognition or non-recognition, P 2 {R,N}, and
an amount to distribute to members of the opposition group X = (X1, ..., Xno)

0, with
X 2 Rno

+ . Next, opposition members receive a noisy signal about the leader’s allocation,
Y = X + ✏, and then choose whether to accept the regime or defect, aok = {A,D}
for member k. Both the leader and opposition group members seek to maximize their
expected utility.

If opposition member k accepts, its expected utility is based on its beliefs over the
value of the regime µ̂k for members of its group and then an idiosyncratic component,
!k 2 R, unique and observed by opposition members but not the leader—that is, µ̂k + !k.
The idiosyncratic term captures that there may be asymmetries in the information available
among co-ethnics versus between ethnic group members. It also allows us to focus consid-
eration only on the marginal agent that resides at the quantile of the distribution of !ks that
defines the minimum number needed for a critical mass to organize for contention. From
here on we focus attention on the actions of this marginal opposition member, aom, where
m indexes this marginal member. We suppose that the regime leader has a uniform prior
on the distribution of the !k’s. If we do not have a critical mass of opposition members
who defect–that is, if the marginal opposition member accepts—then the leader receives a
payoff of

EUi(P,X|aom = A) = B � noX̄,

where B is the full value of resources available in society and noX̄ is the total value
of resources allocated to the opposition group. We assume that the leader does what it
pleases with these resources—that is, for the sake of the present analysis, we bracket
considerations of managing intra-ethnic group relations for the leader.

If the marginal agent defects, we assume that contention occurs over the benefit, B,
with a result that is favorable to the leader with probability ⇡(⌘, P ) and favorable to the
opposition with probability 1 � ⇡(⌘, P ), with ⌘ = ni

no
. The arguments in ⇡(.) indicate

that the probability of successful contention is a function of relative group sizes as well as
the choice about recognition. Let @⇡/@ ni

no
> 0, that is, that the probability of successful

contention is a function of size, as one would assume naturally. This assumption will
not be so meaningful in our analysis because we condition on ex ante beliefs such that
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opposition groups, whether large or small, that give them reason to contest. Also, suppose

⇡(⌘, R)� ⇡(⌘, N) < 0 if ⌘ < 1, while
⇡(⌘, R)� ⇡(⌘, N) > 0 if ⌘ � 1.

This is a blunt assumption of structural advantages for larger ethnic groups. The motiva-
tion for this assumption is that recognition, in allowing for the free flow of information
about ethnic groups, facilitates ethnic group mobilization, and we take this to be more
advantageous for larger groups (e.g., this would be the case for any process in which the
effects of recognition are proportional to group size). While this assumption has immediate
implications for how majority versus minority groups view the value of recognition, this
assumption does not do all of the work in the analysis below. In fact, as we show below, it
simply establishes a threshold against which one weighs other effects of the informational
role of recognition.

Defection by the marginal opposition member yields expected utility of

EUm(D|P,X) = EUm(D|P ) = (1� ⇡(⌘, P ))v(B, no)� com,

where v(B, no) is the value conferred to the marginal opposition group member under its
group controlling the resource, B, while com is the cost of that the marginal member faces
under contention. Let @v/@B > 0 and @v/@no  0. The leader has an expected utility of

EUi(P,X|aom = D) = ⇡(⌘, P )B � ci(X),

where ci(X) are the leader’s costs given contention with c0i > 0. It is assumed that the
such costs are less than what the leader would have to pay were the opposition to accept
(ci(X) < noX̄).

We have already assumed that under contention, recognition confers differential advan-
tages depending on group size. That will structure the leader’s incentives for recognition
should contention be the anticipated result of the game. Under acceptance by the marginal
opposition group member, we operationalize the institution of recognition in terms of the
precision of the information that is available to an opposition group member in updating
its beliefs about the allocation it receives, X̂k. Because the leader has no differentiating
information for opposition group members, opposition group members must infer that the
signals are of the form Yk = X̄ + ✏k for k = 1, ..., n for X̄ = n�1

0 X . Thus, the expected
utility to the marginal member of accepting the leader’s regime proposal is

EUm(A|P,X) = ˆ̄X,

where ˆ̄X is the mean of the marginal member’s posterior about X̄ given its observed signal
in X , that is Ym = Xm+✏m, and its prior belief, �m. We assume that the marginal member
updates beliefs about the distribution of X̄ rationally through Bayes’ rule.
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As discussed above, opposition members’ priors are characterized by ex ante “mis-
trust,” by which we mean that that opposition members’ prior beliefs about the average
amount that leader will allocate, call these priors �1, ...,�no , are below what would be nec-
essary for stave off contention by a critical mass of opposition members. For the marginal
opposition member is X⇤

R, we write this as �m < minP EUm(D|P ). We suppose that the
leader has unbiased beliefs about opposition members’ priors. Let �2

P = V ar[✏k|P ], and
suppose that �2

R < �2
N , which formalizes the idea that recognition allows for more precise

observation about ethnic group members’ wellbeing.
We use backward induction to solve for a pure strategy equilibrium,

S = (S⇤
i , a

⇤
om) = ((P ⇤, X⇤), a⇤om)

in which the leader makes a uniform offer, X⇤, to all opposition members.
We begin with the following lemma:

Lemma 1. Fix the offer made by the leader as X̄ > �m, where the latter is the prior belief

of the marginal opposition member. Then the marginal opposition’s posterior belief,
ˆ̄X , is

higher under recognition (P = R) than under non-recognition (P = N ).

Proof. By standard results on Bayesian updating,

ˆ̄X = ↵(�2
P )X̄ + (1� ↵(�2

P ))�m,

where ↵0 < 0. Thus, fixing X̄ > �m, the marginal member’s posterior mean will be higher
under the lower variance information condition that recognition provides.

As an illustration, suppose both priors and the ✏k’s are normally distributed. Then,

↵(�2
P ) =

s2k
�2
P (s

2
k + �2

P )
,

where s2 is the variance of the opposition member’s prior on X̄ .
We can now characterize equilibria.

Proposition 1. Under the assumptions listed above, we have the following strategy pro-

files, S, as symmetric perfect Bayesian equilibria:

1. Given ⌘ � 1, S = ((R, X̄⇤), A) if B � noX̄⇤ > ⇡(⌘, R)B � ci(0) and S =
((R, 0), D) otherwise, and

2. Given ⌘ < 1,
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(a) S = ((R, X̄⇤), A) if

B � noX̄
⇤ > B � noX̄

†
and B � noX̄

⇤ > ⇡(⌘, N)B � ci(0),

(b) S = ((N, X̄†), A) if

B � noX̄
† > B � noX̄

⇤
and B � noX̄

† > ⇡(⌘, N)B � ci(0), and

(c) S = ((N, 0), D) otherwise.

where

X̄⇤ =
(1� ⇡(⌘, R))v(B, no)� com � (1� ↵(�2

R))

↵(�2
R)

.

and

X̄† =
(1� ⇡(⌘, N))v(B, no)� com � (1� ↵(�2

N))

↵(�2
N)

.

Proof. (Case 1: ⌘ � 1.) By Lemma 1, to induce acceptance the leader needs to satisfy

X̄ � EUm(D|R)� (1� ↵(�2
R))

↵(�2
R)

The leader will set it equal to minimally satisfy the condition. So,

X̄⇤ =
(1� ⇡(⌘, R))v(B, no)� com � (1� ↵(�2

R))

↵(�2
R)

,

This results in payoff of,

EUi(R, (X̄⇤, ..., X̄⇤)|aom = A) = B � noX̄
⇤.

The leader will make such an offer if payoff exceeds the maximal contention value,

EUi(R, 0|aom = D) = ⇡(⌘, R)B � ci(0).

So, S = ((R, (X̄⇤, ..., X̄⇤)), A) if

B � noX̄
⇤ > ⇡(⌘, R)B � ci(0)

and S = ((R, 0), D) otherwise.
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(Case 2: ⌘ < 1.) First, if the leader were to choose recognition, the resulting payoffs
would be of the same form as we have derived for the ⌘ � 1 case, and so we would have
again the leader preferring S = ((R, (X̄⇤, ..., X̄⇤)), A) if

B � noX̄
⇤ > ⇡(⌘, R)B � ci(0)

and S = ((R, 0), D) otherwise.
Under non-recognition, to induce acceptance, the leader needs to satisfy,

X̄ � EUm(D|N)� (1� ↵(�2
N))

↵(�2
N)

,

in which case it would select

X̄† =
(1� ⇡(⌘, N))v(B, no)� com � (1� ↵(�2

N))

↵(�2
N)

.

Then, the leader prefers S = ((N, (X̄†, ..., X̄†)), A) if

B � noX̄
† > ⇡(⌘, N)B � ci(0),

and S = ((N, 0), D) otherwise.
We know that

⇡(⌘, N)B � ci(0) > ⇡(⌘, R)B � ci(0),

and so the leader would never choose Si = (R, 0). The relationship between X̄⇤ and X̄† is
ambiguous as it depends on the magnitude of the effect of the choice of P = R,N on ⇡(.)
relative to ↵(.). The leader’s preferences over Si = (R, X̄⇤) versus Si = (N, X̄†) depend
on these values. Thus we have that S = ((R, X̄⇤), A) is an equilibrium if

B � noX̄
⇤ > B � noX̄

† and B � noX̄
⇤ > ⇡(⌘, N)B � ci(0),

S = ((N, X̄†), A) is an equilibrium if

B � noX̄
† > B � noX̄

⇤ and B � noX̄
† > ⇡(⌘, N)B � ci(0),

and S = ((N, 0), D) otherwise.

For majority group leaders (⌘ � 1), recognition is a dominant strategy because it
increases both its strength in contention and its effectiveness in persuading mistrustful
opposition members of good intentions. For minority group leaders (⌘ < 1), the situation
is more complicated. The effects on the persuasiveness of offers to opposition members is
the same as for majority group leaders, but this is counterbalanced by effects of reducing
its strength in contention against a majority opposition group. As such minority group
leaders may find reason to choose non-recognition possibly contributing to an equilibrium
that results in contention and possibly contributing to one that results in a regime that the
opposition accepts.
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2. Case Table  

Table A1. Cases of constitutions, constitutional amendments, and comprehensive political 

settlements adopted in conflict-affected countries, 1990-2012 

 

  

Country
Year of

Settlement Document Context Leader type Outcome

Baseline 
probability

of recogntion
Zimbabwe 2008 Zimbabwe Power Sharing 

Agreement
Post-election violence in 2008 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.00

Cambodia 1991 Paris Agreement Civil war starting in 1975 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.02
Cote d'Ivoire 2007 Ougadougou Agreement Civil war starting in 2002 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.05
Chad 1996 Constitution Insurgency since 1989 leading to 

Deby regime.
Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.06

Congo 2001 Constitution (of 2002, but 
promulgated at end of 
2001)

Civil war and instability since 1997. Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.07

Kenya 2010 Constitution Electoral violence in 2007-8 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.07
Mozambique 1990 Constitution RENAMO rebellion starting in 1976 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.08

Cambodia 1993 Constitution Civil war starting in 1975 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.09
Nigeria 1999 Constitution Inter-ethnic and resource-based 

conflict in Delta and Northern States 
since 1998

Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.09

Central African 
Republic

2004 Constitution Armed conflict since 2001 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.10

Chad 2005 Constitution (amendment) Civil wars starting in 1966 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.11
Madagascar 2010 Constitution 2009 violent political crisis Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.11
Guinea 2010 Constitution Conflict and instability since 2000 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.12
Niger 1995 Peace Agreement with 

ORA
Northern Tuareg and Eastern 
Toubou uprisings starting in 1994

Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.13

Cote d'Ivoire 2003 Linas Marcoussiss 
Agreement

Civil war starting in 2002 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.15

Algeria 2008 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing civil war since 1991 Plurality leader Expected rec 0.16
Eritrea 1997 Constitution Internal conflict starting in 1997 

(EIJM)
Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.17

Guinea-Bissau 1998 Abuja Peace Agreement Armed uprising starting in 1998 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.18
Thailand 2007 Constitution 2005-6 political crisis and Patani 

insurgency since 2003
Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.19

Angola 1992 Constitution (amendment) Civil war starting in 1975 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.19
Burundi 1992 Constitution 1988 and 1991 uprisings Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.20
Pakistan (1971-) 1991 Constitution (amendment) MQM violent conflict since 1990 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.21
Algeria 1996 Constitution (amendment) Civil war starting in 1991 Plurality leader Expected rec 0.28
Bangladesh 1997 Chittagong Hill Tracts 

Accord
Shanti Bahini insurgency since 1977 Plurality leader Expected rec 0.30

Liberia 2003 Comprehensive Peace 
Agreement

Civil war starting in 1989 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.32

Uganda 2005 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing regional rebellions since 
1986 (north) and 1995 (west)

Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.32

Congo, Democratic 
Republic

2005 Constitution Civil war starting in 1996 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.32

Pakistan (1971-) 2010 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing violence between 
government and various 
tribal/provincial and extremist 
groups starting in 1990

Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.32

Rwanda 1993 Arusha Accord RPF insurgency starting in 1990 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.35
South Africa 1993 Interim Constitution ANC anti-apartheid militancy since 

the 1961, Inkatha conflict
Minority leader Unexpected rec 0.35

Pakistan (1971-) 1999 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing violence between 
government and various 
tribal/provincial and extremist 
groups starting in 1990

Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.35

Angola 1994 Lusaka Protocol Ongoing civil war since 1975 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.36
Angola 2002 Memorandum of 

Understanding
Ongoing civil war since 1975 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.39

Turkey 2010 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing PKK insurgency since 
1984

Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.39

Uganda 1995 Constitution Regional rebellions since 1986 
(north) and 1995 (west)

Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.42

Mozambique 1992 Constitution Ongoing RENAMO rebellion since 
1976

Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.45

Guinea 2001 Constitution (amendment) Rebellion since 2000 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.46
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Table A1 (continued) 

 

  

Country
Year of

Settlement Document Context Leader type Outcome

Baseline 
probability

of recogntion
Uganda 2002 Yumbe Agreement Regional rebellion in west since 

1995
Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.46

Somalia 2004 Somali Transitional 
Charter

Civil war since overthrow of Barre 
regime in 1991

Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.49

Iraq 2005 Constitution US invasion and ensuing conflict 
starting in 2003

Plurality leader Expected rec 0.51

Rwanda 2003 Constitution Civil war since 1990 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.52
Ethiopia (1993-) 1994 Constitution Secessionist war with Eritrea since 

1961 and complex internal wars 
since 1976

Minority leader Unexpected rec 0.56

Burundi 2005 Constitution Civil war starting in 1993 Plurality leader Expected rec 0.57
Pakistan (1971-) 2003 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing violence between 

government and various 
tribal/provincial and extremist 
groups starting in 1990

Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.58

El Salvador 1992 Chapultepec Accords Civil war since 1979 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.60
Sierra Leone 2002 Constitution (amendment) Civil war and instability since 1991 Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.60
Yemen 1994 Constitution (amendment) Southern secessionist uprising since 

1994
Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.66

Afghanistan 2004 Constitution Civil war starting in 1979 Plurality leader Expected rec 0.66
Turkey 2007 Constitution (amendment) PKK insurgency since 1984 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.67
Myanmar 2008 Constitution Tribal uprisings since independence 

in 1948
Plurality leader Expected rec 0.67

Indonesia 2002 Constitution Protests in 1998 followed by ethnic 
violence (Maluku, Kalimantan) and 
renewed separatist violence (Irian 
Jaya/Papua, Timor Leste, Aceh) 
starting in 1999

Plurality leader Expected rec 0.71

India 1993 Bodoland Autonomous 
Council Act

Insurgency beginning in 1989 Plurality leader Expected rec 0.73

Haiti 1993 Governors island 
agreement

Coup attempts and related violence 
starting in 1989

Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.75

Pakistan (1971-) 1997 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing violence between 
government and various 
tribal/provincial and extremist 
groups starting in 1990

Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.80

Sudan (-2011) 2005 Sudan Comprehensive 
Peace Agreement

Second Sudanese Civil War since 
1983

Plurality leader Expected rec 0.85

Burundi 2000 Arusha Accord Civil war since 1993 Minority leader Unexpected rec 0.86
Sudan (-2011) 1998 Constitution Second Sudanese Civil War since 

1983
Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec 0.89

Nicaragua 1990 Constitution (amendment) Conflict rooted in Sandanista 
revolution starting in 1977

Minority leader Unexpected rec 0.90

Ethiopia (-1992) 1991 Transitional Period 
Charter

Overthrow of Derg Minority leader Unexpected rec 0.90

Nepal 2007 Interim Constitution Maoist insurgency starting in 1996 Minority leader Unexpected rec 0.90
Laos 1991 Constitution Armed conflict between government 

and Hmong resistance
Minority leader Expected non-rec 0.93

Tajikistan 1999 Constitution (amendment) Armed conflict between government 
and United Tajik Opposition groups 
since 1992

Plurality leader Expected rec 0.93

Guatemala 1996 Accord for a Firm and 
Lasting Peace

Civil war between government and 
leftist guerrillas dating back to 1960

Plurality leader Expected rec 0.96

Colombia 1991 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing violent conflicts dating 
back to 1964

Minority leader Unexpected rec 0.98

Peru 1993 Constitution Shining Path rebellion starting in 
1981

Minority leader Unexpected rec 1.00

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

1995 Dayton Agreement Civil war since 1992 secession Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

Georgia 2006 Constitution Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
conflicts since 1992

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

Moldova 1994 Constitution Dniestr conflict since 1992 Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)
Russia 1992 Constitution (amendment) 

and constitutions of 
republics promulgated

Conflicts contributing to Soviet 
Union dissolution

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

Russia 1993 Constitution Political crisis and conflicts 
contributing to Soviet Union 
dissolution

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

Russia 2000 Revisions to constitutions 
of republics

Caucasus conflicts (Chechnya, 
Dagestan)

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

Russia 2003 Chechen and Daghestan 
constitutions

Chechen conflict Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

Macedonia 2001 Ohrid Agreement UCK (ethnic Albanian) uprising in 
2001

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

United Kingdom 1998 The Good Friday 
Agreement

Civil conflict (the Troubles) since 
1966

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)
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Table A1 (continued) 

 

 

Sources: Elkins, Ginsburg, and Melton (2010); UCDP Peace Agreements Dataset and UCDP 

Conflict Encyclopedia (http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/).  Cases are ordered by the 

baseline probability of recognition, which we compute using results from model (8) in Table 3 

above. 

 

  

Country
Year of

Settlement Document Context Leader type Outcome

Baseline 
probability

of recogntion
Yugoslavia 1992 Constitution Separatist struggles in former 

Yugoslav republics outside Serbia 
and Montenegro

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

Serbia and 
Montenegro

1999 Rambouillet Agreement Kosovo secessionist armed struggle 
since 1996

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (Europe)

Indonesia 2005 MOU between GOI and 
GAM (Aceh)

Insurgency beginning in 1976 Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (FH `free')

Mali 1992 Pacte National and 
Constitution

Azawad and Touareg struggles, 
Toure coup

Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (FH `free')

Papua New Guinea 2001 Bougainville peace 
agreement

Uprising starting in 1989 Minority leader Unexpected rec 1.00 (FH `free')

Philippines 1996 Mindanao Final 
Agreement

Moro insurgencies since 1975 Plurality leader Expected rec 1.00 (FH `free')

South Africa 1996 Constitution Episodic violence between IKP, 
ANC and other political and 
communal groups

Minority leader Unexpected rec 1.00 (FH `free')

Djibouti 1994 Agreement on Peace and 
National Reconciliation

Civil war (Afar rebellion) starting in 
1992

Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec NA (No excl. prop.)

Djibouti 2001 Agreement for Reform and 
Civil Concord

FRUD uprising since 1991 Plurality leader Unexpected non-rec NA (No excl. prop.)

Pakistan (1971-) 2011 Constitution (amendment) Ongoing violence between 
government and various 
tribal/provincial and extremist 
groups starting in 1990

Minority leader Expected non-rec NA (No excl. prop.)

Sierra Leone 1999 Lome Agreement Civil war since 1991 Minority leader Expected non-rec NA (No excl. prop.)
South Sudan 2011 Transitional Constitution 

of South Sudan
Civil war and separatist struggle 
since 1983

Plurality leader Expected rec NA (No excl. prop.)
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3. Control Variables and Sources 

Table A2. Control variables, coding rules, and associated data sources 

No. Variable Condition Variable name Explanation Temporal 
variation 

Source Coding details 

1 Minority leader Minority (i.e., non-
plurality) ethnic 
group leader in given 
year 

minldrnow Focuses on ethnicity of 
the head of 
government 

Yearly Fearon et al. (2007), CIA 
World Factbook, , 
various news outlets 

Fearon et al minldr1=1 in given year 
or coding resembling that based on 
other information 

2 Pre-violence 
minority leader 

Minority (i.e., non-
plurality) ethnic 
group leader at 
conflict onset 

minldrons Focuses on ethnicity of 
the head of 
government 

Constant Fearon et al. (2007), CIA 
World Factbook, , 
various news outlets 

Fearon et al minldr1=1 in year of 
onset or coding resembling that 
based on other information 

3 Ethnic 
fractionalization 

Ethnic 
fractionalization 

ethfracnow Ethnic 
fractionalization index 

Constant Esteban et al. (2012)   

4 Ethnic conflict Ethnic conflict ethconf War with recruitment 
along ethnic lines or 
demands for ethnic 
recognition, autonomy, 
or secession. 

Constant EPR ETHNOWAR=1 since onset, from 
EPR wars dataset 

5 Excluded 
proportion 

Share of population 
excluded from power 
in given year 

exclnow EPR coding of share of 
population excluded 
from power 

Yearly EPR EPR rexclpop in given year 

6 Regionally 
concentrated 
groups 

Ethnic groups 
geographically 
concentrated 

regconcgr Whether there are any 
regionally 
concentrated groups 
(1) or not (0). 

Constant Geo EPR, CIA World 
Factbook, other 
information on ethnic 
groups accessed through 
the web. 

Geo EPR: assigned a zero if no 
groups with type = 1 or 4, or 
indications as such based on 
information from CIA World 
Factbook or other information on 
ethnic groups in country 

7 log(GDP/capita) Income level in given 
year 

rgdppcnow Real GDP per capita in 
given year 

Yearly World Bank 
Development Indicators 

Real GDP per capita 

8 Freedom house 
"free", "partly 
free" 

Democratic 
institutions 

fh_free, fh_partfree Degree of democratic 
consolidation at onset 

Constant Quality of Governance 
Dataset 

Freedom House score 

9 log(mountain 
percent) 

Mountainous terrain logmntnpct Natural log of 
percentage of territory 
that is mountainous 

Constant Fearon and Laitin (2003)   

10 log(fatalities + 1) Level of recent 
violence 

lgfat Natural log of total 
numbers of fatalities as 
recorded across the 
three UCDP violence 
datasets 

Yearly UCDP conflict database   

11 PITF atrocities 
index, historical 
maximum 

Atrocity during war pitfatrocmaghistmax Maxmium value of 
PITF atrocities index 
of violence in years 
prior to the given year 

Yearly PITF PITF genocide/politicide death 
magitude 

12 Military Victory Leader presided over 
military victory 

postmilvic Regime in power 
resolved most recent 
episode of conflict 
through military 
victory 

Yearly UCDP Conflict 
Termination Dataset 

Outcome = 3 or 4 for most recent 
episode of conflict up to given year 

13 Previous 
powersharing 

Previously existing 
ethnic power-sharing 
arrangements 

prevpwrshr State level power 
sharing in years prior 
to the current year. 
(Note that this seems 
to measure de facto 
powersharing, rather 
than the the existence 
of any agreements 
calling for it --- e.g., 
Angola Lusaka 
agreement of 1994 or 
Rwanda Arusha accord 
of 1993, which 
werenever 
implemented.) 

Yearly 
(running 
tally) 

EPR EPR pwrshare=1 in any year prior to 
given year 

14 International 
engagement 

Major international 
engagement 

intleng Major power 
multilateral 
engagement up to the 
given year. 

Yearly 
(running 
tally) 

MILC, UNSC 
resolutions archive 

MILC P5=1 or UN=1 or a UNSC 
resolution passed on the country's 
conflict at some point since onset up 
to given year 
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4. Control Variables Summary Statistics 

Table A3. Summary statistics for control variables, by leader type 

  Non-minority leader Minority leader 
  Mean SD N Mean SD N 
Pre-violence minority leader (0/1) 0.11 0.32 45 0.85 0.36 41 
Ethnic fractionalization 0.47 0.20 45 0.62 0.22 41 
Ethnic conflict (0/1) 0.71 0.46 45 0.73 0.45 41 
Excluded proportion 0.18 0.19 42 0.30 0.27 39 
Regionally concentrated groups (0/1) 0.96 0.21 45 0.90 0.30 41 
log(GDP/capita) 6.87 1.22 45 6.25 0.97 41 
Freedom House "free" (0/1) 0.09 0.29 45 0.05 0.22 41 
Freedom House "partly free" (0/1) 0.53 0.50 45 0.49 0.51 41 
log(mountain percent) 2.56 1.24 45 2.46 1.34 41 
log(fatalities in most recent conflict) 4.66 3.10 45 4.88 2.80 41 
PITF atrocities index, historical maximum (0-5) 1.82 2.16 45 1.66 2.02 41 
Military victory 0.16 0.37 45 0.07 0.26 41 
Years since 1990 10.09 6.19 45 8.68 6.07 41 
Previous powersharing arrangements (0/1) 0.64 0.48 45 0.73 0.45 41 
International engagement (0/1) 0.40 0.50 45 0.39 0.49 41 
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5. Non-parametric Matching Estimation 

We use a non-parametric matching estimator to evaluate the robustness of our regression 

findings to dropping the linear functional form restriction.  Specifically, we use a bias-adjusted 

nearest-neighbor estimator with bias adjustment (Abadie and Imbens 2011).  In Table A4 below, 

we first show balance on our control variables after matching.  Comparing these results to the 

summary statistics shown in Table A3, we see that the matching procedure yields improvements 

in balancing the means and standard deviations of the control variables (although in analyzing 

Table A3 we see that covariate balance was not so bad in the original sample). Of course some 

imbalances remain, which is why it is important to use the post-matching bias adjustment.  Table 

A5 shows our matching estimate, which resembles the regression estimates from Table 3. 
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Table A4. Control variables balance after matching 

  Non-minority leader Minority leader 
  Mean SD N Mean SD N 
Pre-violence minority leader (0/1) 0.41 0.50 39 0.76 0.43 42 
Ethnic fractionalization 0.51 0.15 39 0.65 0.16 42 
Ethnic conflict (0/1) 0.85 0.37 39 0.79 0.42 42 
Excluded proportion 0.19 0.25 39 0.23 0.21 42 
Regionally concentrated groups (0/1) 0.95 0.22 39 0.98 0.15 42 
log(GDP/capita) 6.51 1.14 39 6.39 0.77 42 
Freedom House "free" (0/1) 0.05 0.22 39 0.10 0.30 42 
Freedom House "partly free" (0/1) 0.69 0.47 39 0.40 0.50 42 
log(mountain percent) 2.63 1.05 39 2.49 1.19 42 
log(fatalities in most recent conflict) 4.51 2.01 39 4.67 1.83 42 
PITF atrocities index, historical maximum (0-
5) 2.19 2.30 39 1.40 1.95 42 
Military victory 0.08 0.27 39 0.12 0.33 42 
Years since 1990 9.79 5.36 39 9.90 5.28 42 
Previous powersharing arrangements (0/1) 0.85 0.37 39 0.74 0.45 42 
International engagement (0/1) 0.26 0.44 39 0.29 0.46 42 

 

Sample omits 6 observations because of missing data on the “excluded proportion” variable.  See the notes for Table 

3 in the main text for details. 

 

 

Table A5. Matching estimate 

  ATE S.E. 
Minority leader -0.21* (0.12) 
Observations 81   
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 

 

ATE= Average treatment effect estimate based on a bias-adjusted, matched difference-in-means.  

S.E. = Matching standard error estimate based on Abadie and Imbens (2011).  
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6. Event History Analyses of Agreements Reached 

Table A6. Event history analysis of minority ethnic group leader as a correlate of the reaching of 

political agreement or constitutional change (logistic regression with spell duration trends, 

marginal effects reported)  

Unit of analysis is the country-year in the risk set, defined as a case of ongoing violence or violence in 
the preceding year with no agreement or constitutional change. 
Outcome is an agreement or constitutional change in the given year (0/1). 

    (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Minority leader (d) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.05 

 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

       Pre-violence minority leader (d) 
 

-0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.01 

  
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) 

       Ethnic fractionalization 
  

-0.06 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 

   
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) 

       Ethnic conflict (d) 
  

0.01 0.00 -0.00 -0.02 

   
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 

       Excluded proportion 
  

-0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 

   
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

       Regionally concentrated groups (d) 
  

-0.01 -0.00 0.02 0.01 

   
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) 

       log(GDP/capita) 
   

-0.01 -0.01 -0.00 

    
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

       Freedom House 'free' (d) 
   

-0.02 -0.00 0.00 

    
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) 

       Freedom House 'partly free' (d) 
   

0.02 0.04 0.03 

    
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

       log(mountain percent) 
   

-0.00 -0.00 0.00 

    
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

       PITF atrocities historical max 
   

0.00 0.00 0.00 

    
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

       Previous powersharing (d) 
    

0.02 0.01 

     
(0.02) (0.02) 

       International engagement (d) 
    

0.04* 0.04 

     
(0.02) (0.02) 

              
Observations 1037 1037 924 924 924 924 
Spell duration trend (up to third order) Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors account for clustering by country. 
 (d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A7. Event history analysis of minority ethnic group leader as a correlate of the reaching of 

political agreement or constitutional change (discrete time Cox/conditional logistic regression; 

model coefficients reported)  

Unit of analysis is the country-year in the risk set, defined as a case of ongoing violence or 
violence in the preceding year with no agreement or constitutional change. 
Outcome is an agreement or constitutional change in the given year (0/1).   

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

              
Minority leader 0.34 0.37 0.40 0.42 0.46 0.46 

 
(0.21) (0.50) (0.49) (0.55) (0.56) (0.56) 

       Pre-violence minority leader 
 

-0.03 0.24 0.09 0.02 0.02 

  
(0.48) (0.50) (0.53) (0.55) (0.55) 

       Ethnic fractionalization 
  

-0.90 -0.82 -0.98 -0.98 

   
(0.75) (0.82) (0.96) (0.96) 

       Ethnic conflict 
  

0.11 0.06 -0.02 -0.02 

   
(0.28) (0.27) (0.25) (0.25) 

       Excluded proportion 
  

-0.30 -0.27 -0.20 -0.20 

   
(0.55) (0.62) (0.61) (0.61) 

       Regionally concentrated groups 
  

-0.15 -0.04 0.23 0.23 

   
(0.58) (0.73) (0.76) (0.76) 

       log(GDP/capita) 
   

-0.11 -0.10 -0.10 

    
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) 

       Freedom House 'free' 
   

-0.33 -0.15 -0.15 

    
(0.81) (0.82) (0.82) 

       Freedom House 'partly free' 
   

0.33 0.47 0.47 

    
(0.39) (0.36) (0.36) 

       log(mountain percent) 
   

-0.04 -0.02 -0.02 

    
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 

       PITF atrocities historical max 
   

0.06 0.05 0.05 

    
(0.08) (0.09) (0.09) 

       Previous powersharing 
    

0.26 0.26 

     
(0.41) (0.41) 

       International engagement 
    

0.46 0.46 

     
(0.29) (0.29) 

              
Observations 980 980 874 874 874 874 
              
Standard errors account for clustering by country. 

    * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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7. Estimates for constitutions versus settlements 

Table A8. Replicating Table 3 Model (5), but checking for differences between settlements 

versus constitutions, logistic regression estimates (marginal effects reported) 

Outcome is ethnic recognition in constitution or settlement (0/1) 
Model (1) (2) (3) 
Minority leader (d) -0.46*** -0.48** -0.52** 
 (0.17) (0.20) (0.22) 
    
Pre-violence minority leader (d) 0.05 0.04 0.20 

(0.21) (0.21) (0.27) 
    
Ethnic fractionalization -0.61 -0.62 -0.28 
 (0.49) (0.50) (0.56) 
    
Ethnic conflict (d) 0.17 0.18 0.05 
 (0.19) (0.19) (0.20) 
    
Excluded proportion 0.42 0.42 -0.29 
 (0.27) (0.27) (0.43) 
    
Regionally concentrated groups (d) 0.37*** 0.37*** 0.15 

(0.12) (0.12) (0.37) 
    
log(GDP/capita) -0.01 -0.01 0.09 
 (0.08) (0.08) (0.11) 
    
Freedom House 'partly free' (d) 0.19 0.18 -0.10 

(0.18) (0.18) (0.22) 
    
log(mountain percent) 0.26** 0.26** 0.19 
 (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) 
    
log(fatalities + 1) 0.01 0.01 0.02 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 
    
PITF atrocities historical max -0.10* -0.10* -0.11* 

(0.06) (0.06) (0.07) 
    
Military victory (d) -0.34*** -0.35*** -0.34** 
 (0.12) (0.13) (0.16) 
    
Previous powersharing (d) -0.04 -0.04 -0.10 
 (0.21) (0.21) (0.27) 
    
International engagement (d) 0.28** 0.28** 0.22 

(0.14) (0.14) (0.17) 
    
Settlement (d) -0.11 -0.15a  

(0.15) (0.25)  
    
Settlement X Minority leader (d)  0.08a  

 (0.37)  
Region dummies N N N 
Year trend (linear + quadratic) Y Y Y 
Observations 75 75 52 
Omitted observations No excl. prop. 

FH `free' 
No excl. prop. 

FH `free' 
No excl. prop. 

FH `free' 
Settlement cases 

Marginal effects; standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors account for clustering by country. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
 (d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1. 

 "No excl. prop." refers to cases omitted due to missing "Excluded proportion" data: Djibouti 1994 and 2001; Pakistan 2011; Sierra Leone 1999, and 
Sudan 2011. 
FH `free' refers to cases coded as "free" by Freedom House. These predict recognition perfectly and so these cases are dropped from models (4)-(10). 
Model (3) includes only constitution cases, omitting all comprehensive settlements.  Among the 30 settlement cases, minority leaders adopt 
recognition only 3 out of 13 times (23%), while non-minority leaders adopt recognition 10 out of 17 times (59%).  The number of observations is too 
small to fit the regression for these cases. 
a Wald-test p-value for significance of the “Settlement X Minority leader” interaction is 0.81 and for the joint significance of “Settlement” and 
“Settlement X Minority leader” is 0.77. 
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8. Interaction between minority rule and levels of bloodshed 

Table A9. Replicating Table 3 Model (5), but checking for interaction effects with fatality rate 

and atrocities, logistic regression estimates (marginal effects reported) 

Outcome is ethnic recognition in constitution or settlement (0/1) 

Model (1) (2) 
Minority leader (d) -0.70***,## -0.28# 
 (0.20) (0.23) 
   
Pre-violence minority leader (d) 0.01 0.01 

(0.21) (0.21) 
   
Ethnic fractionalization -0.75 -0.51 
 (0.54) (0.47) 
   
Ethnic conflict (d) 0.17 0.19 
 (0.20) (0.17) 
   
Excluded proportion 0.36 0.35 
 (0.26) (0.28) 
   
Regionally concentrated groups (d) 0.37*** 0.33** 

(0.13) (0.15) 
   
log(GDP/capita) 0.02 0.03 
 (0.08) (0.08) 
   
Freedom House 'partly free' (d) 0.13 0.16 

(0.18) (0.18) 
   
log(mountain percent) 0.27** 0.26** 
 (0.12) (0.11) 
   
log(fatalities + 1) -0.02 0.00 
 (0.04) (0.03) 
   
PITF atrocities historical max -0.10 -0.06 

(0.06) (0.07) 
   
Military victory (d) -0.37*** -0.32*** 
 (0.14) (0.12) 
   
Previous powersharing (d) 0.03 -0.02 
 (0.21) (0.21) 
   
International engagement (d) 0.25 0.23 

(0.17) (0.15) 
   
Min. incumb. X log(fatalities + 1) 0.08##  
 (0.06)  
   
Min. incumb. X PITF atrocities  -0.10# 
  (0.07) 
 

  Region dummies N N 
Year trend (linear + quadratic) Y Y 
Observations 75 75 
Omitted observations No excl. prop. 

FH `free' 
No excl. prop. 

FH `free' 
Marginal effects; standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors account for clustering by country. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
# jointly significant at p < .10, ## jointly significant at p<.05. 
 (d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1. 

 "No excl. prop." refers to cases omitted due to missing "Excluded proportion" data: Djibouti 1994 and 2001; Pakistan 2011; Sierra Leone 1999, and 
Sudan 2011. 
FH `free' refers to cases coded as "free" by Freedom House. These predict recognition perfectly and so these cases are dropped from models (4)-(10). 
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9. European Cases 

The seven European countries in our dataset are all examples of countries with plurality 

ethnic group leaders choosing ethnic recognition. These cases include Bosnia-Herzegovina 

(1995), Georgia (2006), Russia (1992/3, 2000, 2003), Macedonia (2001), United 

Kingdom/Northern Ireland (1998), Yugoslavia (1992), and Serbia and Montenegro (1999). We 

focus here on the 1995 Dayton Accords for Bosnia-Herzegovina and the 1998 Good Friday 

Agreement for Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, because these are the most substantive 

of the documents among the European cases. In Bosnia, the relevant leader during the 

negotiation of the Dayton Accords was the plurality Bosniak president Alija Izetbegovic. The 

Dayton Accords include extensive recognition-based terms, including self-government 

provisions for the Republica Srpska (Annex 4, Article 3) and the sharing of parliamentary, 

executive and judicial positions between Bosniaks, Croats and Serbs through ethnic quotas 

(Annex 4, Articles 4-6).  For the Northern Ireland Good Friday Agreement, we focus on 

decision-making by United Kingdom prime minister Tony Blair representing British interests 

vis-à-vis Irish nationalist Republicans in Northern Ireland.  The Good Friday Agreement marked 

the first time that the British government formally recognized the Irish-British identity cleavage 

(Agreement Article 1.vi) and a right to self-determination for Northern Ireland (Agreement 

Article 1.iv). The Agreement requires that members of the Northern Ireland assembly “register a 

designation of identity” as part of a mechanism that ensures “cross-community” consent on 

major decisions (Annex B, Strand 1, Section 6). 
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Evidence of Structural Conditions in Bosnia-Herzegovina 

 The ethnic structure in Bosnia-Herzegovina includes, according to the 1991 census, 

approximately 44 percent who identify as Bosniak Muslims, 32 percent as Serbs, and 17 percent 

as Croats (Trbovich 2008).  In the political science literature, the 1992-1995 war in Bosnia is a 

canonical case of ethnic mobilization and the intensification of inter-ethnic mistrust through 

ethnic “security dilemmas,” ethnic cleansing and atrocities, and elite manipulation (Burg and 

Shoup 1999, 169-185; Posen 1993; Woodward 1995, chaps. 9-10).  Irredentist Serb and Croat 

factions, and their allies in neighboring Serbia and Croatia, stoked the potential for 

remobilization against Izetbegovic and others who sought to keep Bosnia-Herzegovina united 

(Burg and Shoup 1999, 391-392).  At the Dayton negotiations, Izetbegovic represented those 

interested in preserving the territorial integrity of Bosnia-Herzegovina against the “dueling 

irredentisms” associated with Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic and Croatian leader Franco 

Tudjman (Saideman and Ayres 2008, chap. 2; Holbrooke 1998, chaps. 16-18).   

Evidence of Dilemma of Recognition Decision-Making Process in Bosnia-Herzegovina 

While institutionalization of ethnicity has roots partly in the legacy of minority protection 

and ethnic representation in pre-war Yugoslavia (Bieber 2004; Pupavac 2005), Izetbegovic 

seems to have appreciated the functional value of recognizing Croats and Serbs. 

Institutionalizing ethnicity allowed Izetbegovic to help mitigate what Jovic (2001) discusses as 

the anxiety of ethnic survival among the Croatian and Serbian minority communities amidst 

“fears of becoming a minority” and being “existentially endangered.” Such anxieties were 

pronounced among Bosnian Serbs whose increasing nationalism was fueled, according to 

(Trbovich 2008, 227), by the fear of “a loss of national identity.”  On the mobilization side of the 

equation, as a plurality leader, Izetbegovich also stood to gain politically from institutions 
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facilitating mobilization on ethnic grounds. Nonetheless, as in the Burundi case, the even 

division that the Dayton Accords institutionalized between Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs speaks as 

much to the goal of managing minority groups’ mistrust as consolidating Bosniak gains. 

Evidence of Structural Conditions in Northern Ireland 

The primary cleavage that defines the Northern Ireland conflict (or the “Troubles”) 

combines sectarian with national identities, with primarily Protestant Unionist factions seeking to 

maintain union with Britain and the primarily Catholic Republican factions calling for 

unification with Ireland (McGarry and O’Leary 1995; Ruane and Todd 1996). The most recent 

census at the time of the Agreement, in 1991, indicated a Catholic minority of about 42 percent 

in Northern Ireland and about 1.4 percent of the overall population of Great Britain (Jardine 

1994).  A discourse of differential fertility rates and outmigration contributed to a belief that 

Catholic and Protestant population shares in Northern Ireland were more equal by 1998 

(Anderson et al. 2005). Our theory predicts that Tony Blair, as prime minister of the United 

Kingdom (also with a Protestant majority) would be open to a recognition-based strategy as a 

means primarily to manage the mistrust of those identifying as Irish in Northern Ireland, and 

such was the result.   

Blair recounts in his memoir that he “had a constant problem of trust” with both the 

Nationalist and Unionist groups of Northern Ireland (Blair 2010, 163). The climate of mistrust 

between the unionist and Irish nationalist factions, and also between the Irish nationalist factions 

and the British government, is well documented in the literature and was perpetuated in large 

part by the threat of militant remobilization on both sides (Blair 2010, 180-182; MacGinty, 

Muldoon, and Ferguson 2007).   Thus the relevant structural conditions appear to have been in 

place. 
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Evidence of Dilemma of Recognition Decision-Making Process in Northern Ireland 

The Good Friday agreement includes symbolic recognition of Irish and British identities 

as well as provisions guaranteeing “key decisions are taken on a cross-community basis” (Annex 

B, Strand 1, Section 5.d).  Blair recognized the need to manage the expectations of the Irish 

minority in Northern Ireland and acknowledged the possibility that the agreement could 

contribute to mobilization towards Irish unity.  But Blair figured his government could mitigate 

such impulses through the Agreement.  As Blair put it, “on what basis and on what principles 

would Republicans accept [continued unification with Britain]?  The answer, which then 

underpinned the formation of the Good Friday Agreement, was peace in return for power-sharing 

and equality” (2010, 174).  Thus, the Agreement (i) offered representation guarantees for the 

Irish community within a Northern Ireland that was part of the Britain and (ii) also held out the 

promise for reconsideration of unification with Ireland should a majority in Northern Ireland 

come to demand it.  

Additional Considerations for Europe 

Given the consistent recognition outcome, we examined the role of regional normative 

influences in the European cases (Kymlicka 2008; Pupavac 2005). National policies on 

minorities have been fundamentally changed by countries’ aspirations for membership in the 

European Union (EU) coupled with the EU’s precondition of a model of minority rights (Johns 

2003; Sasse 2005). External influences are pronounced in some of our European cases, as in the 

interventions in the states of the former Yugoslavia. In these cases, managing inter-ethnic 

tensions were a paramount concern (Grewe and Riegner 2011; Szasz 1996). Promotion of 
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minority rights was an institutionalized tenet of European multilateral initiatives. 1   This 

distinguishes European regional initiatives from, say, those of the African Union, which has been 

more resistant to minority rights and minority-specific programming. 

Without cases that provide variation in the minority status of leaders, we cannot say 

definitively whether the patterns in Europe are driven more by our proposed logic of recognition 

or by the regional norms and external intervention under such norms.  The two possibilities are 

not mutually exclusive, however.  European organizations’ various doctrines on protecting 

minority rights were very much the product of their experience in dealing with conflicts in the 

former Yugoslavia and Soviet Union.  Presumably in the early cases the key forces were political 

dynamics such as those that our theory highlights.  However, upon realizing the functional value 

of recognition, European organizations institutionalized capacities (such as assistance programs 

for minorities) and preconditions for European Union accession that could have increased the 

appeal of recognition, possibly even producing some cases of recognition that would not have 

existed in the absence of such supportive European institutions. 

 

  

                                                

1 This is evident in the 1996 Vienna Concluding Document of the Human Dimension of the 

Conference on Security, Cooperation and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in 

Europe’s (OSCE) 1990 Copenhagen Concluding Document, and the Council of Europe’s 1994 

Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (Chandler 1999; Gál 2000). 
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10. Minority Leaders, Informal Arrangements, and Ethnic 

Exclusion 

The analysis in the main text shows that formal ethnic recognition is far less likely to be adopted 

under minority leaders.  While this de jure effect is quite pronounced, it may be possible that 

minority leaders nonetheless effect some sort of de facto accommodation of ethnic demands, 

perhaps through forms of informal recognition.  Table A10 looks at how levels of ethnic 

exclusion in the post-settlement years vary on the basis of whether a minority leader was in place 

or not at the time of the settlement and on the basis of whether the settlement included formal 

recognition.  The outcome variable is based on the same “proportion of society excluded from 

power” variable from the Ethnic Power Relations (EPR) dataset that we used in the main 

analysis.  The variable is constructed by summing the societal proportions of ethnic groups that 

the EPR data project classifies as excluded in the given year.  In the main analysis, we used the 

level of ethnic exclusion at the time of the agreement as a control variable. Here, we construct an 

outcome variable based on the values of the ethnic exclusion variable 1 year, 2 years, and 5 years 

out from the time of the settlement.  Columns 1 to 3 in Table A10 measure the correlation 

between minority leader status at the time of the agreement and ethnic exclusion, controlling for 

the other variables used in the main analysis. We see no clear evidence of a correlation.  This 

could be indicative of informal accommodation, or, it could be due to the fact that the levels of 

ethnic exclusion are extremely persistent and that the minority or plurality status of the leader 

does little to change this (note the size of the coefficients on the “excluded proportion” control, 

which is the lag of the outcome variable).  Columns 4 to 6 show, however, the formal recognition 

is in fact associated with a marked drop in levels of ethnic exclusion in future years.  After 5 

years, we see that countries in which formal recognition was adopted have on average a 24 
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percentage point drop in the share of the population excluded from power.  This relationship 

holds even though we are controlling for the fact that a minority leader is in power.  As such, it 

does not seem to be the case that informal arrangements, whether adopted under minority leaders 

or not, render the formal recognition meaningless. 
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Table A10. Regression of future levels of ethnic exclusion on minority leaders and ethnic 

recognition, controlling for background factors 

Outcome is proportion of society de facto excluded from power looking 1, 2, and 5 years forward from the time of the 
constitution or settlement (source: EPR) 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

  1 yr. fwd. 2 yrs. fwd. 5 yrs. fwd. 1 yr. fwd. 2 yrs. fwd. 5 yrs. fwd. 
Minority leader -0.04 -0.04 0.05 -0.07 -0.10 -0.03 

 
(0.09) (0.10) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09) (0.07) 

       Pre-violence minority leader 0.08 0.04 -0.03 0.07 0.03 -0.05 

 
(0.09) (0.10) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08) (0.06) 

       Ethnic fractionalization -0.14 0.01 0.03 -0.17 -0.03 -0.02 

 
(0.14) (0.18) (0.18) (0.15) (0.16) (0.15) 

       Ethnic conflict 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.07 

 
(0.03) (0.05) (0.06) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) 

       Excluded proportion 0.73*** 0.43* 0.44* 0.75*** 0.48** 0.51** 

 
(0.17) (0.24) (0.25) (0.16) (0.20) (0.20) 

       Regionally concentrated groups 0.01 -0.21 -0.19 0.04 -0.14 -0.12 

 
(0.07) (0.13) (0.15) (0.07) (0.11) (0.13) 

       log(GDP/capita) -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.00 0.00 

 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) 

       Freedom House 'partly free' -0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 

 
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06) 

       log(mountain percent) -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 

 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

       log(fatalities + 1) -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 0.00 

 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 

       PITF atrocities historical max -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02* 

 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

       Military victory -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.04 -0.06 -0.04 

 
(0.04) (0.06) (0.08) (0.05) (0.07) (0.07) 

       Previous powersharing -0.06 -0.13* -0.13* -0.06 -0.14** -0.16*** 

 
(0.05) (0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) 

       International engagement -0.02 -0.07 -0.05 -0.01 -0.04 -0.04 

 
(0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.03) (0.05) (0.06) 

       Ethnic recognition in settlement 
   

-0.10* -0.21** -0.24** 

    
(0.05) (0.08) (0.10) 

Region dummies N N N N N N 
Year trend (linear + quadratic) Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Observations 75 75 67 75 75 67 
Omitted observations No excl. 

prop. 1 yr. 
fwd.; 

FH `free' 

No excl. 
prop. 2 yrs. 

fwd.; 
FH `free' 

No excl. 
prop. 5 yrs. 

fwd.; 
FH `free' 

No excl. 
prop. 1 yr. 

fwd.; 
FH `free' 

No excl. 
prop. 2 yrs. 

fwd.; 
FH `free' 

No excl. 
prop. 5 yrs. 

fwd.; 
FH `free' 

Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors account for clustering by country. 
 (d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1 
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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