Alternatives 28 (2003), 91-114

Are Religious Minorities
More Militant than
Other Ethnic Minorities?

Jonathan Fox*

Since the Iranian Revolution and especially since the end of the
Cold War, religion has come to be associated with militancy. Con-
flicts between groups of different religions are perceived by many
as more intense. Similarly, religious groups involved in conflict are
perceived as more militant. Ethnic conflicts that have fueled this
perception include the Palestinian-Israeli-conflict, the ethnic rebel-
lions in Chechnya, Sudan, Cyprus, India, and Indonesia and the
“civil wars in Lebanon, Afghanistan, and the former Yugoslavia. Fun-
damentalist movements, especially Islamic movements, have also
contributed to this perception. This article uses data from the
Minorities at Risk dataset (MAR), as well as data collected inde-
pendently, to ascertain whether this perception is correct for eth-
nic conflicts. That is, the article asks: are ethnoreligious minorities
really more militant than other ethnic minorities?

The question is broken into two parts: First, are religious dif-
ferences alone enough to make an ethnoreligious minority more
militant? Second, does the fact that a conftlict has religious over-
tones contribute to the militancy of an ethnic minority? These two
questions highlight an important distinction in how religion can
potentially influence a conflict. Whether the groups involved
belong to different religions may, by itself, be enough; or it may be
necessary that the conflict involve religious issues. There are trends
within the literature that support both of these arguments, though
only the latter is supported by the results of this study.

Rather than develop a full model of the influence of religion
on militancy, the goal of this study is to find an answer to those two
questions: To develop and test a model is beyond what could be
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accomplished in an article.! Furthermore, no previous study using
the same controls, compares the impact of these two potential reli-
gious influences on conflict. Thus, this study can clarify a basic and
important aspect of the influence of religion on conflict: What type
and level of religious involvement is necessary to influence that
conflict?

The empirical portion of this study focuses on ethnic conflict as
depicted by the MAR data. Thus, ethnic conflict means political ten-
sions between a politically active ethnic minority and a state gov-
ernment controlled by another ethnic group or political competi-
tion between multiple ethnic groups for control of a state. While
such conflict is often violent, this is not always the case, and con-
flicts can take place within the political arena. The variable used for
militancy in the empirical portion of this study is active rebellion by
an ethnic group.2 However, the theoretical portion of this study
draws on a much broader literature, much of which does not focus
on ethnic conflict. Consequently, the concepts of conflict and mili-
tancy are treated more broadly in the theoretical section in order to
discuss the diverse literature relevant to this study coherently.

Religious Differences or Different Religions?

For the most part, the literature on religion and conflict does not
directly address whether an ethnic minority’s being of a different
religion than the majority group is enough to cause increased mil-
itancy—that is, whether, on the other hand, the presence of reli-
gious issues in the conflict is necessary. However, the literature
does indirectly address this question. There are two trends: one
posits that being of different religions is enough; the other posits
that the conflict must have some particularly religious element.
Perhaps the most prominent of those who imply that being of
different religions is enough to cause increased militancy is Hunt-
ington.3 His “clash of civilizations” theory posits that, in the
post-Cold War era, most conflict will be between major cultural
groupings that he calls civilizations. In practice, these civilizations
are defined mostly along religious lines. Of his eight civilizations,
all but one include specific mention of religion in their defini-
tions.* Huntington also argues that the Islamic civilization will be
the most militant. Based on all of this, it is fair to interpret Hunt-
ington’s arguments as implying that conflicts involving groups of
different religions will be more common and intense and thus that
religious minorities are likely to be more militant than other
minorities, especially if those religious minorities are Islamic.”
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While it is not the intent of this article to provide a full discus-
sion of Huntington’s theories, it is important to note that many dis-
pute his arguments. Many posit that civilizations, be they reli-
giously defined or not, will not be the basis of post—Cold War
conflict.® Some argue that conflicts will be more common within
civilizations than between them; that is, subcivilizational groupings
such as the state, the nation, and ethnic groups will remain the
major basis for conflict. Others believe that the world is uniting
due to factors including economic interdependence and global
communications, among others, and will rise above Conﬂicts.7

" Many specifically dispute Huntington’s contentions regarding
the militancy of the Islamic civilization. Bartley argues that Islamic
fundamentalism is a reaction against modernity, not the West.®
This argument is consistent with the general findings of Marty and
Appleby’s landmark study on fundamentalism.” Other arguments
of this nature include: that the differences between the West and
Islam are based on economic and political interests, not cultural
ones;10 that Islamic fundamentalism is more of a threat to Muslim
authoritarian states than to the West;11 and that the Islamic civi-
lization is divided, especially along national lines, with internal
conflict more common than civilizational c_onﬂict.12 However, it is
important to note that many agree with Huntington’s theory.13

All of the above critics and supporters, as well as Huntington
himself, have one thing in common, they are all based on anecdo-
tal evidence and cite many examples to support their points. This
debate is probably one of the best examples of a major flaw in qual-
itative research—that when one is dealing with a broad topic, such
as all post-Cold War conflict, there tend to be enough examples
out there to support both sides of an argument. This is especially
so when many of the examples can be interpreted in more than
one way. It is precisely for this reason that Deutsch implored that
political scientists use behavioralist methods to test their theories."

The few existing quantitative analyses of the “clash of civiliza-
tions” theory consistently refute Huntington’s arguments. Several
tests of Huntington’s thesis using the MAR dataset found that there
has been no post-Cold War increase in conflicts, both in general
and with regard to the Islamic civilization,!® and that religion pro-
vides a better explanation for ethnic conflict than does Hunting-
ton’s concept of civilizations.'® Other similar findings based on
other datatsets include (1) there is no substantial difference in
ethnic conflict during and after the Cold War;'7 (2) political factors
have a greater impact on civil wars than cultural ones;!® (3) civiliza-
tional conflict decreases among militarized, interstate disputes from
1950 to 1992, and there is no support for the predictions regarding
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Islam;'? and (4) from 1946 to 1992, civilizational variables are not
associated with international wars.2® However, it is important to
note that none of these studies directly address the questions asked
by this article.”’

Interestingly, many of Huntington's critics who make qualita-
tive arguments that conflict will not be between civilizations still
believe that conflict will be based along lines of identity, but those
identities will be national or ethnic. It is undisputed that religion
can be a source of these types of identity. Religion is linked to iden-
tity in general,22 ethnic identities,23 and national identities.24 Given
this, it is fair to say that the proposition that religious differences
contribute to conflict is considerably less in dispute than Hunting-
ton’s proposition that this will specifically manifest itself through
his concept of civilizations.

Thus, both Huntington and many of his critics make argu-
ments consistent with a primordialist view of religion. Primordial-
ism is generally applied to ethnicity and nationalism and posits that
shared culture leads to strong identity groups that see themselves
as having common interests. Because of this, most conflict will be
between separate primordial groups with diverging interests. Two
major perspectives compete with the primordial perspective as
explanations for ethnic and national conflict. The instrumentalist
perspective’ posits that while culturally based identities exist, they
become politically relevant only when political entrepreneurs make
use of thein to further their political goals. The constructivist per-
spective holds that group identities are often created in order to
further political goals. While these three perspectives were devel-
oped mostly to explain national and ethnic conflict, they are
applicable to religious conflict.”

One thing that these three perspectives, as well as the argu-
ments of Huntington and most of his critics, have in common is
the assertion that differences in identity, including differences in
religion, are core causes of conflict, though they differ as to the
path from identity to conflict. Either (1) identity itself is enough to
cause conflict, (2) someone must actively invoke identity, or (3) an
identity must be formed for political purposes before conflict will
occur. The “civilizations” debate highlights that there is no agree-
ment as to whether civilizational, national, or ethnic identities will
be most important in the post-Cold War era.

It is important to note that this article is not intended to chal-
lenge Huntington’s thesis directly; rather, it assesses what role, if
any, religion plays in ethnic militancy. Huntington’s arguments are
relevant because they have implications for the questions asked
here, and the results of the analysis presented here have a bearing
~n Huntington’s arguments.
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As noted above, the second trend in the literature posits that
some aspect of religious belief can contribute to religious mili-
tancy. Many make arguments consistent with this supposition. The

- argument that religion is an important source of people’s world-
views, which clearly influence people’s political opinions, is a com-
mon one. For example, Wentz describes this phenomenon as the
“walls of religion”: religious communities build psychological walls
around themselves and defend them at all costs.?® Many posit that
religious beliefs influence political attitudes, sometimes toward mil-
itancy. For instance, Williams argues that this is because “religion
forms deeply held values that are the basis for more ephemeral
political attitudes.”®’ Laustsen and Waever similarly argue that
“religion deals with the constitution of being as such. Hence, one
can not be pragmatic on concerns challenging this being."™® Sev-
eral survey-based studies bear out this assertion. People who are
religiously affiliated are more likely to have conservative opinions
in issues like abortion, working women, and support for religion in
politics.29 Fundamentalist Protestants are conservative on issues of
morality and lifestyle and intolerant on issues of diversity.* Also Reli-
giosity, in many cases, is associated with authoritarian attitudes.?!

The literatures on many specific types of conflict include reli-
gious ideologies as one of the motivations. For instance, many
argue that not only is religion a motivation for terrorism, religious
terrorism is qualitatively different from other forms of terrorism,
especially in the ability of religion to motivate and justify vio-
lence.?? In fact, one’s religious perspective can influence what one
considers terrorism.? Religion is a source of discrimination, a
major cause of conflict.?* It can be a justification for genocide and
ethnic cleansing.35 Religion in its millenarian form is associated
with violence.?® Some even argue that violence is an inseparable
element of religion.?’7

Another common argument is that indigenous religions in the
Third World are the source of opposition to failed policies that are
based on Western political ideologies; that is, promises of eco-
nomic prosperity, social justice, and political freedom made by gov-
ernments based on Western ideologies such as liberalism, social-
ism, and communism have not been fulfilled, giving fuel to
religion-based opposition movements.”® Similarly, the literature on
fundamentalism posits that fundamentalists often are ideologically
opposed to major elements of modernity itself.?

The empirical literature supports both arguments: that being of
different religions can increase conflict; and religious issues can
increase conflict. Religious diversity within a state is linked to ethnic
conflict.*® States that have populations.of different religions are
more likely to go to war.!! Also, a series of studies on ethnic conflict
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using the MAR dataset connects both religious differences and reli-
gious issues to conflict. These findings include: that the dynamic of
ethnoreligious conflicts are different form those of other ethnic
conflicts; when religious issues are important in a conflict, the
extent of both discrimination and rebellion increases; religious
legitimacy influences both the extent and type of grievances ex-
pressed by ethnic minorities; religious institutions facilitate conflict
when religion is an important issue in that conflict, but inhibit it
when the conflict is not over religious issues; and while Islamic
groups are not more conflict prone than other religious groups,
religion tends to be more important in conflicts involving them. ™

Latin, also using the MAR datasct, (inds a correlation between
religious grievances and ethnic rebellion. However, his study is lim-
ited by his reliance on one of the few religion variables included in
the MAR dataset itself that measures only whether there are gen-
eral religious grievances. As is shown below, the religion variables
used here, which are supplemental to the MAR dataset, are more
sophisticated. Also, the regressions presented in this study have
r-squareds considerably higher than those of Latin’s study, indicat-
ing that the variables used here are superior. To be fair, Latin’s
study focuses on the influence of language issues on ethnic con-
flict; hence, his study and this one are not fully comparable.43

In all, both being of different religions and differences over
religious issues are associated with increased militancy and conflict.
It is important to note, however, that these two claims are not
mutually exclusive. However, I am aware of no single study that has
quantitatively tested these two claims using the same data and con-
trols as those used in this study. In addition, this study also exam-
ines whether, as Huntington posits, certain religions may be more
prone to militancy than others.

Research Design

As noted above, the variables used here come from two sources.
The ethnic conflict variables are taken from the Minorities at Risk
Phase $ dataset (MAR); thus, the same majority group may appear
several times in the data,** but each time a majority appears, it is
with respect to its relationship with a different minority group. For
example, the Hindu majority in India appears in this study nine
times, once for each ethnic minority in India.

In the MAR dataset, 275 minorities are coded. Of these, 101
are of religions different from the majority group in their state; an
additional 32 are of different denominations. The 275 minorities
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in MAR constitute only a small fraction of the number of ethnic
minorities in the world. Gurr notes that there may be as many as
5,000 ethnic minorities worldwide, but the dataset is intended to
focus on how ethnicity influences the political process. The MAR
dataset contains those groups that meet one of two criteria:
whether “the group collectively suffers, or benefits from, systematic
discriminatory treatment vis-a-vis other groups in the state”; and
whether “the group was the focus of political mobilization and
action in defense or promotion of its self-defined interests.”*

Some (¢.g., Fearon and Latin) have criticized the MAR data on
grounds of selection bias.*® Gurr addresses these criticisms. He
argues that the MAR dataset is not intended to contain all cthnic
minorities, just those that are politically active based on the criteria
described above. In order to assure that the list of such groups is
complete, groups that marginally meet the criteria are also included,
and new groups are occasionally added based on suggestions from
those who use the dataset.*’” As the project has been in existence
since the mid-1980s and has received considerable attention, it is fair
to argue that this process has led to a fairly accurate list.

I coded the religion variables separately for use with the MAR
dataset (hereafter, this material is referred to as the Fox data).
These variables are available separately at the MAR website.*® The
study performs two tests using multiple regression analysis and one
using correlation analysis. The first examines whether religious dif-
ferences alone are enough to contribute to religious militancy.
This regression also includes variables for whether the minority
involved is Muslim or Christian in order to test Huntington’s
claims regarding specific religions as well as control variables
described below. The dependent variables in these regressions are
two measures of ethnic mobilization and one of ethnic rebellion.
The second test, using the same dependent and control variables,
tests whether the presence of religious issues influences militancy
by ethnoreligious minorities.

The variable that measures the presence of religious issues
measures whether the minority itself feels religious issues are
important. The second set of regressions is applied only to the 101
cases where the minority is of a different religion than the majority
group (religious issues generally do not become important in eth-
nic conflicts where the groups are of the same religion). The cor-
relation analysis evaluates whether the nonreligious factors that are
found in the regression analysis to contribute to militancy are
themselves influenced by religious factors.

Most of the variables described below are judgmental ordinal
variables or composite variables created from several judgmental
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ordinal variables; that is, the variables were assigned values by a
coder using an ordinal scale based on speciﬁed criteria. Unless
otherwise noted, these variables are part of the MAR dataset and
all descriptions of the MAR variables are based on the MAR code
book, which is available at the MAR website. The variables from the
1990 to 1995 period are used here because this is the only period
where most of the relevant variables are available. In a few cases,
variables from other time periods are used, either because of limi-
tations on available data or for the purpose of testing time lags.

Dependent Variables

Number of militant political organizations (milorg9) measures the
number of group-supported militant political organizations that
are actively pursuing group interests during the 1990s (until 1996)
on the following scale: 0 = none; 1 = one; 2 = two; 3 = three or
more. This variable is also used as an independent variable for the
regressions predicting rebellion.

Scope of militant political organizations (milscop9) estimates the
scope of support for the same organizations as the above variable
organizations during the 1990s (until 1996) on the following scale:
0 = no political movements; 1 =no political movement is supported
by more than one-tenth of the minority; 2 = the largest political
movement is supported by one-quarter to one-half of the minority;
3 = the largest political movement is supported by more than half
of the minority. This variable is also used as an independent vari-
able for the regressions predicting rebellion.

Rebellion (reb95) is coded on the following scale:

0 = None

1 = Political banditry, sporadic terrorism

9 = Campaigns of terrorism

3 = Local rebellions: armed attempts to seize power in a locale
(includes declarations of independence by a minority-con-
trolled regional government)

4 = Small-scale guerrilla activity (includes three traits: fewer than
one thousand armed fighters; fewer than six armed attacks
per year; and attacks in a small part of the area occupied by
the group)

5 = Intermediate-scale guerrilla activity (includes one or two of
the defining traits of large-scale activity and onc or two of the
defining traits of small-scale activity)

6 = Large-scale guerrilla actjvity (includes three traits: more than
one thousand armed fighters; more than six armed attacks
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per year; and attacks affecting large part of the area occu-
pied by group)
7 = Protracted civil war, fought by rebel military with base areas

“This study uses the 1995 coding of this variable.

Religion Variables

The religion variables are taken from the Fox data.

Religious differences (reldif) measures the differences between
the religions of the majority and minority groups in a conflict on
the following scale: 0 = none; 1 = different denominations of the
same religion; 2 = different religions.49

Whether a minority is Islamic and Whether a minority is Christian are
~ derived from a variable that notes the religion of the minority
group (relmin).50

Religious grievances in 1990-1995 (relgr) measures whether a
religious grievances are expressed by an ethnic minority. It mea-
sures the extent of grievances on several specific religious issues on
the following scale: 0 = the issue is not significant; 1 = the issue is
of lesser importance or of major concern to only one faction of the
group; 2 = the issue is significant but its relative importance cannot
be judged; 3 = the issue is important for most of the group.

The complaints over the following issues are so coded: restric-
tions on public observance of religious services, festivals and/or
holidays; restrictions on building, repairing and/or maintaining
places of worship; forced observance of religious laws of other
group; restrictions on formal religious organizations; restrictions
on the running of religious schools and/or religious education in
general; restrictions on the observance of religious laws concern-
ing personal status, including marriage and divorce; restrictions on
the ordination of and/or access to clergy; restrictions on other
types of observance of religious law. The resulting variable ranges

from 0 to 945!

Control Variables

The control variables were selected based on those Gurr found to
be significant causes of ethnic rebellion.’? All of the variables
below are part of the MAR dataset and arc described more {ully in
the MAR dataset users’ manual.”®

Cultural differences measures the extent to which the groups are
culturally different, excluding religious differences. It was created
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by adding five variables that measure specific types of cultural dif-
ferences on the following scale: 0 = none; 1 = some intermediate
differential; 2 = significant differentials. The following factors were
included in this variable: ethnicity or nationality (culdifxl); lan-
guage (culdifx2); historical origin (culdifx3); social customs (culd-
ifx5); area of residence (culdifx6). The resulting variable ranges
from O to 10. It is important to note that a variable measuring reli-
gious differences (culdifx4) was not included in the version of this
variable in order to avoid covariance with the religion variables
described above.

The MAR dataset codes all of the following grievance variables,
as well as the variable for international support, separately for the
1990-1991, 1992-1993, and 1994-1995 periods. The variables used
here take the highest of these three codings.

Aulonomy grievances in 1990-1995 measures the extent to which
a minority expresses grievances over autononty issues. It was con-
structed by adding variables measuring the following specific types
of grievances on the same scale as religious grievances: general
concern for greater autonomy (autgrl); the desire for union with
kindred groups (autgr2); the desire for political independence
(autgr3); the desire for widespread autonomy (autgrd94); the
desire for limited autonomy (autgr5). The resulting variable ranges
from 0 to 15.

Autonomy grievances * Religious grievances measures the inter-
action between religious and autonomy grievances using the fol-
lowing formula: Autonomy grievances * (Religious grievances +1).
It is included because a previous analysis of the MAR dataset found
that the combination of religious and autonomy grievances was
more highly correlated with ethnic conflict than either of the two
individually.54 The reason for this specific formulation is discussed
below.

Economic grievances in 1990-1 995 measures the extent to which
a minority expresses grievances over economic issues. It was con-
structed by adding variables measuring the following specific types
of grievances on the same scale as used for religious grievances: dif-
fuse economic concerns (ecogrl); desire for a greater share of
public funds (ecogr2); desire for greater economic opportunities
(ecogr3); desire for improved working conditions (ecogr4); desire
for protection of existing land, jobs, and/or resources (ecogrb);
other economic grievances (ecogrf). The resulting variable ranges
from 0 to 18.

Cultural grievances 1990-1 995 measures the extent to which a
minority expresses grievances over cultural issues other than reli-
gion. It was constructed by adding variables measuring the following
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specific grievances on the same scale as used for religious griev-
ances: desire for promotion of the group’s language and culture
(culgr?2); desire for education in the group’s language (culgr3);
desire for the group’s language to be used in official settings
(culgr4); protection from attacks by other groups (culgrb); other
cultural grievances (culgr6). The resulting variable ranges from 0
to 15. It is important to note that a variable for general religious
grievances (culgrl) was not included. This was in order to avoid co-
variance with the religion variables described above.

Political grievances in 1990-1995 measures the extent to which
a minority expresses grievances over political issues. It was con-
structed by adding variables measuring the following specific types
of grievances on the same scale as used for religious grievances: dif-
fuse political grievances (polgrl); the desire for greater communal
political rights (polgr2); the desire for greater participation in
decision making (polgr3); the desirc for greater civil rights
(polgrd); the desire for changes in official policies (polgrbd); other
political grievances (polgr6). The resulting variables ranges from
0 to 15.

International military support, 19901995 measures the extent of
international military support for the minority group on the fol-
lowing scale: 0 = none; 1 = funds for military supplies or direct
military equipment supplies; 2 = military training or provision of
military advisors; 3 = rescue missions, cross-border raids, or peace-
keeping; 4 = cross-border sanctuaries or in-border combat units.

Democracy in 1994 is included in the MAR dataset, but it is
taken from the Polity dataset. It ranges from 0 to 10.%

Repression in 1996 is a composite measure that adds variables
for specific types of repression, including a few group members
arrested (rep0196); many group members arrested (rep0296); lead-
ers arrested or they disappear (rep0396); show trials (rep0496); tor-
ture used to intimidate or interrogate (rep0596); group members
executed by authorities (rep0696); group leaders executed by
authorities (rep0796); reprisal killings by civilians (rep0896);
reprisal killings by paramilitaries (rep0896); property confiscated
or destroyed (rep1096); restrictions on movement (repl1196);
forced resettlement (repl296); interdiction of food supplies
(rep1396); ethnic cleansing (repl496); systematic domestic spying
(repl596); states of emergency (repl696); saturation of police or
military (repl 796); limited use of force against protestors (rep1896);
unrestrained force used against protestors (rep1996); military cam-
paigns against armed rebels (rep2096); military targets and
destroys rebel areas (rep2196); military massacres of suspected rebel
supporters (rep2296); other government repression (rep2396).
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These variables are all measured on the following scale: 0 = no
repression reported; 1 = tactics used against group members who
are engaged in collective action; 2 = tactics used against group
members in both kinds of circumstances (engaged in collective
action and not engaged in collective action) or in ambiguous situ-
ations; 3 = tactics used against group members who are not
cngaged in collective action. The 1996 variable was sclected (not
one for 1990 to 1995, which would have been preferable) because
this is the earliest year for which the repression variables were
included in the MAR dataset and because it is reasonable to
assume that there is a strong correlation between repression in
1990-1995 and 1996.%°

Contagion of rebellion in the 1980s and 1990s (iconreb8 and icon-
reb9) is the mean level of rebellion in the groups’s region during
the given period. These variables are used to measure both the
long- and short-term instability of a region.

Diffusion of rebellion in the 1980s and 1990s (isegreb8 and iseg-
reb9) is the highest incidence of rebellion by kindred groups in
adjoining countries during the given period. These variables are
included because conflict by similar groups living elsewhere, both
in the long- and short-term, can inspire militancy by a group.

Data Analysis and Discussion

The first set of tests, shown in Table 1, uses regression analysis to
examine the influence of whether the minority is of a different reli-
gion than the majority group, as well as whether the minority is
Christian or Islamic, on the extent of militant ethnic mobilization
and ethnic rebellion. The results show that none of these variables
have a significant influence on either rebellion or mobilization for
rebellion.

Given that result, it is fair to conclude that religious differ-
ences alone do not contribute to ethnic militancy, which runs
directly couriter to those who argue that religious differences alone
are enough to cause conflict. This includes Huntington’s predic-
tions that religiously different civilizations would be the basis for
post-Cold War clashes. That whether a minority group is Christian
or Islamic does not contribute to the extent of ethnic militancy
also contradicts Huntington’s predictions regarding Islamic mili-
tancy and the primacy of Islam versus the West conflicts.

The second set of tests, shown in Table 2, uses regression analy-
sis to examine whether religious factors contribute to the extent of
ethnic militancy among minority groups that are religiously different
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Table 1 The Influence of Different Religions on Ethnic Militancy

Regression for

Scope of
Number of Support for
Militant Militant
Independent Organizations  Organizations Rebellion in
Variables 1990-1995 1990-1995 1995
Religious differences (.036) (~.026) (-.070)
Minority Islamic (.055) (-.060) (-.066)
Minority Christian (.009) (.050) (.056)
Autonomy grievances J75%%* 130% (.042)
Cultural differences (-.004) (-.025) (.015)
Cultural grievances 1990-1995 (.037) (.043)
Economic grievances 1990-1995 (.010) (.018) (~.054)
Political grievances 1990-1995 (.043) (.004)
Democracy 1994 (.070) (-.052) (.047)
Repression 1996 270%** 332%%%
. International military support (.010) 386%** J2BH**
1990-1995 (.030) .135% -.162*
Contagion of rebellion 1980s 211xF* (.041) .180*
Contagion of rebellion 1990-1995 (-.096) (-.047)
Diffusion of rebellion 1980s IRYZ L7 (—.066)
Diffusion of rebellion 1990-1995 — (.072)
Number of militant orgs. L247H* — L303HH*
1990-1995
Scope of support for militant orgs. (.058)
1990-1995
(.060)
(.067)
df adjusted-r-squared 240.407 240.434 236.591

Notes: All values in the table are beta values. Values in parentheses indicate
that the variable was not included in the regression and are the beta value had
the variable been included in the regression (obtained in SPSS from the list of
excluded variables).

# = significance (p-value) <= .05

## = significance (p-value) <= .01

#xx = significance (p-value) <= .001

from the majority group in their state. The results show that while
religious issues alone do not contribute to ethnic militancy, the
presence of a combination of religious and autonomy issues do
increase the extent of ethnic militancy. The variable that shows this
is an interaction variable that multiplies the autonomy grievances
and the religious grievances variable in a formula that slightly
emphasizes the influence of autonomy grievances by assuring that
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Table 2 The Influence of Religious Issues on Ethnic Militancy Among
Religiously Differentiated Groups

Regression for

Scope of
Number of Support for
Militant Militant
Independent Organizations Organizations Rebellion in
Variables 1990-1995 1990-1995 1995
Religious grievances 1990-1995 (-.092) (-.135) (.005)
Minority Islamic (.092) (-.015) (.062)
Minority Christian (-.045) (.099) (-.023)
Cultural differences (—.034) (-.075) (.041)
Autonomy grievances 1990-1995
Religious * autonomy grievances 308%** (.067) (.027)
Cultural grievances 1990-1995
Economic grievances 1990-1995 (-.046) 227% .164*
Political grievances 1990-1995
Democracy 1994 —.207* (-133) (.049)
Repression 1996
International military support (.054) (-.029) (.052)
1990-1995
Contagion of rebellion 1980s (.047) (.053) (.049)
Contagion of rebellion 1890-1995 (.047) (-.093) (.098)
Diffusion of rebellion 1980s (.126) .259* 181%
Diffusion of rebellion 1990-1995
Number of militant orgs. 1990-1995 RYA .208* 428 **
Scope of support for militant orgs.
1990-1995 (.099) (.073) (-.026)
J12%xx .167 (.031)
(.051) (.006) (-.036)
(.051) (.107) (-.025)
— — (.088)
— — Bh Rk
df adjusted-r-squared 89.365 89.292 89.66

Notes: All values in the table are beta values. Values in parentheses indicate
that the variable was not included in the regression and are the beta value had
the variable been included in the regression (obtained in SPSS from the list of
excluded variables).

* = Significance (p-value) <= .05

** = Significance (p-value) <= .01

*** = Significance (p-value) <= .001

if religious grievances is equal to 0, the product of the two is not
necessarily 0. This is done because, as described above, a previous
analysis of the MAR data found that rebellion was rare among
ethnoreligious minorities who expressed no autonomy grievances
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but the combination of religious and autonomy grievances in-
creased the level of rebellion.”” Thus, it is fair to conclude that if
there is an interaction between religious and autonomy grievances,
it occurs only when autonomy grievances are expressed. That is,
religious grievances can exacerbate the influence of autonomy
grievances on militancy, but religious grievances alone do not
cause militancy. That the interaction variable proves to be signifi-
cant confirms this.

Furthermore, when the interaction variable is removed from
the regressions (in regressions not presented here) autonomy
grievances are significant only in the regression for the number of
militant organizations (this is significant in the regressions pre-
sented here, also) and religious grievances are not significant in
any of the regressions. This shows that it is the interaction between
autonomy and religious issues that most strongly contributes to
ethnic militancy. Thus, while religious issues alone are not enough
to impact ethnic militancy, they do have a significant influence
when they occur in combination with autonomy issues.

Be that as it may, the most significant variables in both scts of
regressions are nonreligious variables. The variables that are most
significant in both sets of regressions are cultural grievances,
repression, international military support, the various variables
that measure the spread of conflict across borders, and, in the
regressions for rebellion, the mobilization variables. This shows
that while religious issues may influence a conflict, they are by no
means the strongest direct influence.

However, it is arguable that religious differences and griev-
ances may influence the extent of these other causes of ethnic mil-
itancy. That is, those factors that are shown in the regressions to be
most strongly correlated with militancy, may themselves be corre-
lated with religious factors. This proposition is tested in Table 3.
The results show that all four factors that most contribute to ethnic
militancy are significantly correlated with at least one of the reli-
gion variables. This means that both religious differences and reli-
gious issues have an indirect impact on ethnic militancy through
these mediating variables. This also confirms previous findings that
religion influences the dynamics of ethnic conflict at many levels.”®

Another important finding is that whenever cultural grievances
is associated with militancy, it is a negative association. In other
words, the more upset a minority is over cultural issues, the less
militant it is likely to be. This runs directly counter to what we
would expect. One potential explanation for this is that the vari-
able for cultural grievances mostly measures language issues,
including the promotion of the group’s language and the use of its
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Table 3 Correlations Between Religion Variables and Variables that Impact
Ethnic Militancy

Autonomy Intl. Military Contagion of
Gricvances Repression  Support Rebellion
N 1994-1995 in 1996  1994-1995 1990-1995

Religious differences

Religious grievances 275 - .246%** 171 -.004 .139*
Religious grievances*/
autonomy grievances 101 -.132 151 .030 276%*
101 —_ 33k 2964 077*

Notes: = significance (p-value) <= .05
** = significance (p-value) <= .01
#*% = significance (p-value) <= .001

language in educational and official settings. These types of
demands are not made by the sort of group that wants so secede
from a state—because getting one’s own state would settle this
issue. These demands are, rather, the type of demand made by a
group that is expecting to remain within a state and desires to cre-
ate a more favorable environment within that state. Such a group
would be expected to engage in protest, rather than rebellion. This
is confirmed by the fact that the cultural grievances variable and
protest in 1995 are significantly correlated (correlation = .200, p =
.001).% Another potential explanation is the argument made by
Donald Horowitz that ethnic conflict is more likely between groups
that are culturally similar.%’

The basic questions asked here are whether conflicts involving
groups with different religions, minorities of specific religions, or
differences over religious issues contribute to ethnic militancy. The
simple answers to these questions are (1) whether the groups
involved are of different religions has no impact on religious mili-
tancy; (2) similarly, the specific religion of the minority has no
impact on religious militancy; but (3) the presence of religious
issues does contribute to militancy. The more accurate answers are
more complicated, however.

While the presence of religious issues in a conflict contributes
to ethnic militancy, it does so only in combination with autonomy
issues. That is, unless a minority expresses a desire for autonomy,
grievances over religious issues have no significant direct impact on
the extent of ethnic militancy. Thus, religious issues can exacerbate
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a conflict that involves autonomy issues, but they are unlikely to be
a cause of that conflict. This means that while conflicts such as
those in Israel, Sri Lanka, and Kashmir are often represented
as religious conflicts, the results of this study show that it is the
national aspects of these conflicts that are the basic cause: The reli-
gious aspects are exacerbating factors.

Several other factors are consistently more important than reli-
gion in determining the extent of ethnic militancy. These include
repression, international military support for the minority group,
and the spread of conflict across borders. However, these factors
themselves are shown by this study to be influenced by religion.
Thus, religious factors indirectly contribute to ethnic militancy
through these mediating variables. For example, in the case of
Kashmir, all of these factors are present. The Islamic population of
Kashmir suffers from repression by the Indian government, has
international support from Pakistan and, to a lesser extent, from
other Islamic states, and the issue is clearly a cross-border one. Yet
all of these factors cannot be wholly separated from the religious
overtones of the conflict.

Given all of this, we can construct a more exact description of
whether and how religion contributes to ethnic militancy. The
presence of religious issues in a conflict, while not a basic cause of
ethnic militancy can, under the appropriate circumstances, exac-
erbate ethnic militancy. Also, both the presence of religious issues
and whether the minority is of a different religion than the major-
ity group influences the dynamics of ethnic conflict. However, the
specific religion of the minority group and whether the minority
is of a different religion than the majority group do not directly
increase religious militancy.

These results are important for two reasons. First, they show
that simply being of different religions is not enough to contribute
to ethnic militancy directly. This runs directly counter to those,
including Huntington, who predict that religious differences
increase the extent of ethnic conflict. It is important to note that
the tests performed here are not a direct test of Huntington’s
“clash of civilizations” argument in that they look at religious dif-
ferences and not civilizational differences, but the results pre-
sented here are clearly inconsistent with what one would expect to
find based on his argument that “clashes” will be more likely
between his religiously based “civilizations.”

Second, they run counter to the assumption that religion is a
basic cause of ethnic conflict. These results clearly show that reli-
gion is not a direct cause, but they also show that religion has an
influence on the dynamics of ethnic conflicts. That religious factors
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influence the dynamics of ethnic conflicts is confirmed by other
studies. Rehglous msutuuons mﬂuence the extent of peaceful and
militant etinic mobilization.” Rellglous legitimacy influences the
formation of ethnic grlevances 2 Also, religious factors mﬂuence
the extent of discrimination against ethnic minorities.®* Thus,
while religion may not be the direct cause of ethnic militancy, it
does contribute to ethnic militancy and influences the ethnic con-
flict process in many ways.

All of this has an interesting policy implication: solving the reli-
gious aspects of ethnoreligious conflicts may reduce the level of
violence, but it will not solve the basic problem. This study, and
others, show that ethnoreligious conflicts rarely mvolve violence
unless autonomy issues are an aspect of the conflict.** Thus, reli-
gious issues alone are not sufficient to cause violence, but auton-
omy issues are. This implies that if the religious aspects of such
conflicts are dealt with, the basic cause of violence remains, but
dealing with only the autonomy aspects of an ethnoreligious con-
flict should eliminate most of the violence.

However, since religious issues do contribute to the level of vio-
lence, addressingthem has value in that this tactic will, if success-
ful, likely reduce the level of violence. Similarly addressing the
other factors that contribute to ethnoreligious violence, such as
repression, international military support, and the spread of con-
flict across borders, can also reduce the level of violence. But in the
end, like religion, these are exacerbating factors, and, at least for
ethnoreligious conflicts, in order to be sure of eliminating vio-
lence, autonomy issues must be addressed.

Thus, predictions like those of Huntington that religion is the
defining trait of conflict are mistaken. Religion is certainly an
important intervening factor, and a full understanding of ethnic
militancy is impossible without taking religion into account. How-
ever, it remains an intervening variable, not the root cause of eth-
nic militancy. Furthermore, religion’s influence on ethnic conflict
is not primarily through differences in religious identity; rather, it
is through differences over religious issues.

This means that policymakers who focus on the civilizational
aspects of ethnic conflicts are more likely causing increased levels
of conflict, rather than solving the situation—for two reasons. First,
the basic causes of ethnic conflict are not civilizational. Second,
focusing on civilizational differences can turn Huntington’s theory
into a self-fulfilling prophecy, whereby people expect conflict
between groups of different religions, prepare for it, and thereby
provoke it. For this reason, among others, a better understanding
of how religion contributes to all types of conflict is necessary, and,
accordingly, this should be the topic of further research.
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