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The SDM2EPR mapping, along with our work on the SDM dataset (Sambanis et al. 2018) and coding of autonomy retractions, revealed several coding errors in the EPR dataset. This includes cases of groups that EPR coders judged as “politically irrelevant” during some years despite the existence of an active separatist claim per SDM. In some cases, case evidence also contradicted EPR codings of political exclusion, regional autonomy, group sizes, and geographical concentration. This document lists all changes made to the EPR dataset and provides justifications. 

Afghanistan: Tajiks (1996-2001)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29628316]In 1996, the Tajiks lost power to the (mostly Pashtun) Taliban and the latter began to dismantle the autonomy of non-Pashtun groups (Bleuer 2007). As a result of this, a Tajik separatist movement emerged. Due to the 1st of January rule, EPR codes the Tajiks as senior partners and with regional autonomy in 1996, but this clearly misrepresents the case dynamics. I recode the Tajiks as discriminated and without autonomy in 1996. We also start coding the Tajiks with (de facto) autonomy again in 1997 and until the US invasion in 2001: The Tajiks constitute the dominant ethnic group of the Northern Alliance, and as a result of the civil war they gained de facto control of 10 percent of the Afghan territory in the Panjshir Valley and some pockets of the Hazarajat highlands. 



Afghanistan: Uzbeks (1996)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29628340]SDM codes a civil war onset in this year based on Doyle & Sambanis (2006). The civil war refers to the rebellion that ensued after the Taliban had overthrown the government in 1996. The Taliban are dominated by Pashtuns, so EPR codes all other groups as excluded from 1997 onward. EPR’s current coding misrepresents the case dynamics as the civil war was a reaction to the coup d’état by the Taliban and We therefore recode the Uzbeks as excluded in 1996 (ie, discriminated, as in 1997).  


Afghanistan: various groups (1979)

· EPR starts coding several groups (the Hazaras, the Pashtuns, the Tajiks, the Turkmen, and the Uzbeks) with regional autonomy in 1979. SDM also suggests evidence in this direction, but no evidence to code autonomy already in 1979. Bleuer (2007), for example, argues that the Pashtun-dominated central government disintegrated as a result of the 1979 Soviet invasion, thus effectively giving regional governors and warlords autonomy. According to Bleuer, the Uzbeks and other groups “had full political and administrative autonomy […] by the late 1980s.” However, because autonomy emerged only after the Soviet invasion in 1979, it is against EPR's coding rules to code autonomy in 1979 (as there was no autonomy on January 1). To remain as close as possible to the existing EPR codes, Ie code autonomy from 1980 onwards while noting that based on Bleuer, it could also be defended to code autonomy only from the late 1980s onwards. 


Belgium: Germans

· SDM codes an active separatist movement starting in 1970, but EPR only codes the group from 1973 onwards. We therefore recode the group as politically relevant in 1970-72. 
· The Germans are coded as powerless in EPR in 1973. We could not find evidence for German representation in the central government prior to 1973, but also not of active discrimination, so we code them as powerless also in the period prior to 1973. 
· We use the 1973 group size estimate (0.01) also for 1970-1972. [1970-1972: .01 (group size)]
· [bookmark: _Hlk29628469]EPR codes the Germans as autonomous from 1973 onwards. The justification for the EPR coding is that the 1970 constitutional reform set up a cultural council for each language group, which had the power to legislate over cultural and linguistic matters. The respective council was set up in 1973 in the German-speakers' capital of Eupen (Blanpain 2010: 75; Deutsche Welle 2008; Witte et al. 2009). However, the cultural councils had relatively limited powers and the treatment of the Germans is inconsistent compared to the treatment of the Flemings and the Walloon, which both are coded as autonomous only from 1981 onwards - even if the 1970 reform established cultural councils for all language groups and if anything gave the Flemings and the Walloons more autonomy, given that it established semi-autonomous regions for both the Flemings and the Walloons, but not for the Germans. Therefore, we code autonomy for the Germans only from 1981 onwards, which greatly expanded the competencies of the Germans' cultural council (Blanpain 2010; Witte et al. 2009).



Bolivia: Whites/mestizos (1994-2009)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29628515]EPR codes regional autonomy from 1994 onwards, but there is very limited evidence for regional autonomy until at least 2009, when Bolivia moved into the direction of a federal state with the 2009 constitution (Eaton 2013; Faguet 2013). Regional elections were introduced in 2009, and administrative and (limited) legislative competencies were devolved. It has to be noted, however, that the exact division of powers remains somewhat ill-defined, and overall, the competencies attributed to departments remain limited. Bolivia cannot be considered a federal state, even if it is the most decentralized unitary state in the region. So, it could be argued that one should not code regional autonomy at all.


Bosnia: Croats (1992-1995)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29628597][bookmark: _Hlk29628625]We recode the Croats with “SELF-EXCLUSION” during these years.  A separate Herzeg-Bosna was proclaimed in late 1991.The entity functioned as a de facto independent state (even if it never formally declared independence - the 1991 proclamation spoke of an autonomous entity within Bosnia - though it should be noted that the ICTY has ruled that the actual intention was to merge with Croatia). “The de facto entity adopted the Croatian currency, state symbol and educational curriculum, and it moreover implemented a policy of persecution against the Bosniak population” (Caspersen n.d.). Herzeg-Bosna was formally reintegrated into Bosnia after the 1994 Washington Agreement. Yet the institutions of the Federation have only been introduced slowly and under strong international pressure. According to Caspersen (n.d.): “although ‘Herceg-Bosna’ had officially ceased to exist in 1994, when the Washington Agreement was signed, a de facto Croat entity continued to exist” (also see International Crisis Group 1998: 3). Thus, de-facto independence did not end in 1994. We peg the end of de facto independence to 1995 since according to Caspersen (n.d.): “[a]t Dayton, the Bosniak-Croat Federation was reaffirmed: the Croats abandoned their separate entity, Herceg-Bosnia, at least for the foreseeable period, and the Bosniaks agreed to equal representation and to devolution of power” (also see  Bieber 2002: 211).



Brazil: Indigenous peoples (1970-77)

· SDM codes an active separatist movement starting in 1970, but EPR only codes the group from 1978 onwards. Therefore, we recode the group as politically relevant in 1970-77. 
· Whites dominated the Brazilian polity until the 2000s (see EPR coding notes), so we code the group as powerless during these years.
· We use EPR’s 1978 group size estimate for 1970-1977.
· EPR does not code regional autonomy in 1978-2012; we found no evidence suggesting that the situation would have been different in 1970-1977 and so code the group as having no autonomy during these years.



Brazil: Whites

· [bookmark: _Hlk29628684]Brazil has a federal decentralized form of government and whites control most, if not all, of the regional governments, so we recode the Whites with regional autonomy throughout. Brazil has oscillated between a federal and unitary form of government since its independence, but a federal form of government has been reinstated in 1946. Autonomy was more limited under the military regimes from 1965 onwards, but there was again more autonomy from 1982 onwards (Hudson 1997).


Chad: various groups (1979)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29628778]While this rule does not seem to be applied very consistently (the scenario is applied in but three cases), EPR does not code ethnic groups in a state if the state collapses. Chad in 1979 constitutes an example. All four groups active in these years are affected. The EPR coding notes suggest that warlordism was rampant in this year and that central authority was virtually absent. EPR continues to code all groups in 1980 because a transitional government had been agreed in late 1979. However, EPR seems to violate its own coding rules here. FROLINAT, the main rebel organization, had control of roughly half the country by January 1, 1979, but not the capital. The government of Malloum was only overthrown in early 1979 (Collelo 1988) and the state cannot thus be said to have collapsed by January 1, the cut-off date in EPR for coding power access etc. Therefore, we apply the 1978 power access (etc.) codes also to 1979.


China: Hui (1951-1958)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29628834]EPR codes the Hui as autonomous from 1951 onwards whereas SDM coding  notes suggest that  the Hui cannot be considered autonomous either until 1955 or 1959 because i) in 1954 autonomous Hui prefectures were established and because ii) in 1958 the Hui Autonomous Region of Ningsia was established (Minahan 2002: 747; Encyclopedia Britannica). EPR does not give a justification for the 1951 coding, so we changed the autonomy code to 0 in 1951-1954 and only code autonomy from 1955 onwards (1959 onwards could also be justified but we wanted to remain as close as possible to EPR).


China: Mongols (1946-48)

· SDM codes an active separatist movement 1946-1948, but EPR only codes the group from 1949 onwards. We therefore recoded the group as politically relevant in 1946-48. 
· The Mongolians did not have access to central state power but had de facto independence between 1945 and 1947. In January 1938, the Japanese had taken control of the region and erected a puppet state. The Mongol puppet state collapsed with the Japanese defeat in 1945 (Minahan 2002: 1282). In 1945 the (Southern/Chinese) Mongols erected a provisional government with the intention to join it to Mongolia (they also organized a referendum). Given the civil war the center appears to have had no influence in Inner Mongolia. However, Stalin managed to block the unification. The provisional government appears to have lasted until 1947, when the Communists recaptured the area. Based on this, we code the Mongolians with self-exclusion in 46-47, and as powerless in 48.
· We code regional autonomy throughout, first due to the de facto independence and then due to the establishment of the Inner Mongolian Autonomus Region in 1947 (Encyclopedia Britannica; Minahan 2002: 1783). 
· For the group size we draw on EPR's estimate for 1949. 


China: Tibetans (1946-48)

· SDM codes an active separatist movement 1946-1948, but EPR only codes the group from 1949 onwards. We therefore recoded the group as politically relevant in 1946-48. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29628952]Tibet was invaded by China in 1950. Up to this point (and since 1912), Tibet can variously be considered an independent state (though with very limited international recognition) or a de facto independent state within China (Minahan 2002: 1891-1892; Goldstein 1998). EPR follows to the latter interpretation and codes the Tibetans with "SELF-EXCLUSION" in 1949/1950. Thus, we code the Tibetans with SELF-EXCLUSION in 1946-48. Self-exclusion implies regional autonomy, so I also code regional autonomy. For group size we rely on EPR’s 1949 estimate. 


China: Uyghur (1946-48; 1950-55)

· SDM codes an active separatist movement 1946-1948, but EPR only codes the group from 1949 onwards. We therefore recoded the group as politically relevant in 1946-48. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29629017]In 1945 Uyghur rebels declared their own state, East Turkestan. Most sources suggest that the East Turkestan Republic remained de-facto independent until 1949, when the communist People’s Liberation Army took over Xinjiang (Minorities at Risk Project; Minority Rights Group International; Minahan 2002: 1961; Hewitt & Cheetham 2000: 1065). The unilaterally declared East Turkestan was dissolved in 1949, after negotiations with the Chinese government. Thus, the period of 1946-1948 constitutes self-exclusion from the political center (de facto independence). Note: we also code 1949 with self-exclusion. Self-exclusion implies regional autonomy, so we also code regional autonomy. For group size we rely on EPR’s 1949 estimate.
· EPR codes autonomy in 1950-1955 but it is not clear why. The de facto independence of the Uyghurs had ended in 1949 (see above) and only in 1955 was the Xinjiang Autonomous Region established (Encyclopedia Britannica; Hewitt & Cheetham 2000: 310). As we found no evidence for autonomy in 1950-1955, we change regaut to 0 during these years.


Cyprus: Turks (1963)

· In December 1963 separatist violence broke out involving the Turks. While EPR is correct that the Turks were included in early 1963, the same does not hold for the end of 1963, when the violence broke out. The violence that erupted in 1963 was the result of a proposal by the Greek Cypriot president that aimed to sideline the Turks and establish Greek dominance. Although the Supreme Court declared the constitutional amendments illegal, the president began implementation, thus effectively ending the consociational system and provoking the outburst of violence (Solsten 1991). EPR codes the Turks as powerless from 1964 onwards but we move the exclusion code forward to 1963 so as to better reflect the case history.

Czechoslovakia: Slovaks (1946-1948)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29629144][bookmark: _Hlk29629154]EPR codes the Slovaks as not autonomous until 1968 and then autonomous from 1969 to 1992. SDM coding notes suggest an additional phase of autonomy in 1946-1948 because the First Prague Agreement, signed on June 2, 1945, gave Slovakia significant (asymmetric) autonomy (Kirschbaum 1980: 237). Slovakia's autonomy was then curtailed in 1946 and, in 1948, the asymmetric autonomy system was completely ended (Kirschbaum 1980: 241-242; Minahan 2002; World Directory of Minorities; Hewitt & Cheetham 2000: 270). 
DRC: Lunda-Yeke (1960-97)

· EPR considers the Lunda-Yeke politically irrelevant from 1966-1997, but SDM suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance. Following MAR, we code the Lunda-Yeke as powerless throughout this period. MAR reports that the Mobutu regime used the Lunda and Yeke as pawns by encouraging them to drive out the Luba-Kasai but without giving them representation within the central government. We found no evidence for active discrimination by the central government, however, and thus code the group as powerless during these years. EPR estimates the Lunda and Yeke’s population share at .056. 
· EPR codes the Lunda-Yeke as autonomus from 1960-1965, but we found no evidence for regional autonomy except for 1961-1963. Katanga was declared independent on July 11, 1960, a few days after Congo-Zaire’s independence, which came at the end of June. Katanga operated as a de-facto independent state until 1963, when it was forcibly reintegrated into the DRC (Hewitt & Cheetham 2000: 151). 


Ethiopia: Anuaks (1979-2003)

· SDM codes an active separatist movement from 1979 onwards, but EPR only codes the group from 2004 onwards. We therefore recoded the group as politically relevant in 1979-2003. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29629310]We found no evidence suggesting that the Anuaks had access to central state power during these years. Until 1991, the only group with access to central state power was the Amharas. After 1991, the regime opened up ethnically, but the Anuaks continued to be left out. According to Young (1999: 322), for example, Gambella (where most Anuaks live) has “generally been ignored” by the government. We found no evidence of active discrimination before 2004 and therefore code the group as powerless. The post-2004 discriminated code is due to massacres, abuses, and executions of Anuaks by the federal army following an ambush by armed ethnic Anuaks against a group of highlanders. 
· We do not code the group with regional autonomy during 1979-2003. The 1994 constitution introduced an ethnically based federal system. However regional autonomy was far from being implemented in every state. According to Young (1999: 344), an (unofficial) two-tier federal system developed that distinguishes between highland and lowland states. Whereas the former are zealous in protecting their regional autonomy, the latter (among which Gambella, but also Benishangul-Gumuz, Afar, Somali) welcome central government assistance and remain placed under the Prime Minister’s Office. As a consequence, Gambella cannot be described as regionally autonomous. We found no evidence suggesting the situation has changed since Young’s (1999) assessment. If anything, the degree of self-determination has decreased.  According to Human Rights Watch (2005), the government has stationed several thousand ENDF troops in Gambella in December 2003 and has assumed “de facto control over the regional government”. 


Ethiopia: Beni-Shugal-Gumez (1995-2012)

· SDM associates a separatist movement with this group starting in 1995, but EPR only codes the group as politically relevant from 1996 onwards. We found no evidence suggesting that the situations in 1995 and 1996 would have been significantly different and therefore use the 1996 power access, regional autonomy, and group size codes also for 1995.
· EPR codes the Beni-Shugal-Gumez with autonomy but the evidence we have collected suggests otherwise. The 1994 constitution introduced an ethnically based federal system. However genuine regional autonomy was far from being implemented in every state. According to Young (1999: 344), there seems to have developed an (unofficial) two-tier federal system that distinguishes between highland and lowland states. Whereas the former are zealous in protecting their regional autonomy, the latter (among which Benishangul-Gumuz, Gambella, Afar, Somali, and the Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples Region (SNNPRS) that houses the `Other Southern Nations’ group (see below)) remain placed under the Prime Minister’s Office. As a consequence, Benishangul-Gumuz cannot be described as regionally autonomous. 


Ethiopia: Other Southern Nations (1994-2012)

· EPR codes the Other Southern Nations with autonomy but case evidence suggests otherwise (see above). 


Ethiopia: Somali (Ogaden) (1946-1947)

· The Ogaden territory was controlled by Britain until 1948, so we recode 1946-1947 as inactive and irrelevant.


Ethiopia: Tigreans (1979-1991)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29629583]EPR codes the Tigreans as discriminated from 1979-1991 but case evidence suggests a self-exclusion and autonomy coding. In the process of seizing power at the center, the TPLF took over the entire Tigre region (Minorities at Risk Project). According to Minahan (2002), Ethiopian forces had been driven out of 90% of Tigre by 1978. In their attempt to mobilize the Tigrean population and to isolate Tigray from the regime, the TPLF introduced land reforms and reforms that aimed at equality of women and Muslims in a previously Christian-patriarchal dominated society. Furthermore, they set in place elected people’s councils’ (baitos) that administered villages and confirmed laws and directives presented by the TPLF. Due to this “monopolization of power in Tigrai by the TPLF” (Berhe 2009: 281) by 1978, we code de facto independence (ie, self-exclusion) as of 1979, following the first of January rule.


Georgia: Abkhaz (1991-1993)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29629606]EPR codes the Abkhaz as self-excluded (de facto independent) right from Georgia’s independence, but case evidence suggests that this was only the case from 1993. In 1991-1993, there was significant contention between the Abkhaz and Georgia, but contrary to South Ossetia (whose autonomy had been abolished by the Georgian government in 1990) the Abkhaz retained their autonomous status initially (MRGI). Then, in 1992 and in response to an Abkhaz declaration of independence, Georgian forces occupied Abkhazia. With Russian support, the Abkhaz forces eventually were able to force the Georgian military out of (most of) Abkhazia by the end of 1993 and Georgia lost control of Abkhazia. According to Caspersen (2012: 12) and Jones (1997: 513), Abkhazia has been de facto independent since 1993 onwards. Following the first of January rule,  we code self-exclusion from 1994 onwards. 
· We retain the autonomy code in 1991-1992, but code no autonomy in 1993 for two reasons. First, because in early 1992, a short-lived consociational agreement had broken down that had given the Abkhaz guaranteed representation in Abkhazia and a veto for constitutional change. Instead, the new Georgian leaders reinstated Georgia’s 1921 constitution, which does not make mention of minority self-rule (Grigoryan 2015: 186). Second, due to the Georgian occupation. 


Georgia: South Ossetians (1991-1992)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29629675]EPR codes the South Ossetians as de facto independent (ie, self-excluded) in 1991-1992 (and hence also as autonomous), but case evidence suggests de facto independence should only be coded from 1993 onwards. In 1990, the Georgian government had revoked South Ossetia's autonomy (Jones 1997: 536; George 2009: 110-111; Jones 2013: 45; Minority Rights Group International). After Georgia's independence in 1991, South Ossetia declared itself independent but, according to Caspersen (2012: 12), South Ossetia only achieved de facto control at some point in 1992. Following the first of January rule, we code de facto independence from 1993 onwards and recode 1991-1992 with discriminated (Georgia blockaded South Ossetia throughout 1991 and implemented other discriminatory practices, such as the revocation of autonomy).


India: Indigenous Tripuri (1947-1949; 1964-1986)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29629713]EPR codes autonomy only from 1987 onwards, but autonomy appears to have existed earlier. In 1963 Tripuras got a legislative Assembly and a Council of Ministers by way of the Union Territories Act (Das 2001: 226-227). By this, Tripuras attained substantial autonomy. In 1972 Tripuras became a state. In 1982, the Tripuris received their own autonomous district within Tripuras. This suggests an autonomy code from 1964 onwards, following the January 1 rule. 
· In addition, we code autonomy in 1947-1949. Tripuras only formally integrated with India in 1949; before that it had remained under nominal British rule and had the status of an autonomous princely state (Minahan 2002). After the merger Tripura became a part C state, meaning that it came under central administration and lost its autonomy (Das 2001: 224-225). 


India: Kashmiri Muslims (1947-48; 1987-2012)

· EPR does not code the Kashmiri Muslims in 1947-1948 as politically relevant. However, SDM codes an active separatist movement during this time.
· Clearly, the Kashmiri Muslims were not represented in the central government at the time, so we code the group as powerless during the first two years after India’s independence.
· EPR codes a group size of 0.0045 from 1949 onwards. The number of Kashmiri Muslims must have been higher between 1947 and 1949, however, because significant parts of Kashmir were annexed by Pakistan in 1949 (Azad Kashmir and most of Balawaristan). As we found no contemporary primary source population data, we draw on data from Minahan (2002) on the number of Kashmiri Muslims in both Pakistan and India today to derive a group size estimate for the number of Kashmiri Muslims in India in 1947-1949, before Pakistan’s annexation of parts of Kashmir. Specifically, according to Minahan (2002: 954), there are 5.663 million Kashmiris in India and 3.015 mio in Pakistan. In addition, Minahan (2002: 242) reports that there are 785,000 Balawaris in Pakistan and 70,000 in India. The Balawaris are a closely related group that EPR seems to combine with the Kashmiris in other years. Combined with the 2002 population estimate for India provided by the World Bank (1,077 million), this suggests a group size estimate of  0.0088 for 1947-49.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29629863]We code regional autonomy in 1947-1948. Immediately after Kashmir’s accession to India in late October 1947 a provisional emergency government was set up, with the Kashmiri Muslim leader (Sheikh Abdulla) appointed as head of the administration (Tremblay 2009: 928). 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29629870]EPR does not code the Kashmiri Muslims as autonomous beyond 1986 because India meddled in Kashmir's 1987 state elections to manipulate events in the region. However, New Delhi had been strongly involved in Kashmir also before 1987, and Kashmiri Muslims have remained represented in the regional governments after 1987 (International Crisis Group 2003a: 9), so we code autonomy also beyond 1986.


India: Manipuri (1947-1949; 1964-1971)

· EPR codes the Manipuri as autonomous from 1972 onwards, which coincides the with the formation of Manipur state. However, in 1963 Manipur got a legislative Assembly and a Council of Ministers by way of the Union Territories Act (Das 2001: 226-227). By this, Manipur attained substantial autonomy, and so we code autonomy from 1964 onwards.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29629932]In addition, we code autonomy in 1947-1949. Manipur only formally integrated with India in 1949; before that it had remained under nominal British rule and had the status of an autonomous princely state. In 1949 Manipur formally accessed the Indian Union and became a Part C state. This implies a loss of autonomy: Part C states were directly administered by the center and did not enjoy significant autonomy (Kumar 1991). 


India: Mizo (1953-1986)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29629982]EPR codes the Mizos as autonomous from 1987 onwards due to the formation of Mizoram state. However, while this was a clear and very significant autonomy upgrade, the Mizos had autonomy already earlier. In November 1949, the Indian Constitution  and with it the Sixth Schedule was adopted, which foresaw the creation of six autonomous district councils in Assam, including one for the Mizos. The autonomous district councils became functional in 1952. Autonomous district councils have limited legislative powers, in particular with regard to cultural matters. The first elections to the district council were held in 1952 (Prudaite 2005: 162-163). Further, in 1972, Mizoram was separated from Assam and became a union territory (Minahan 2012). Union territories are ruled directly by the central government, but have held a certain extent of autonomy since 1963 (Kumar 1991: 48-61). Based on this, we code autonomy from 1953 onwards.


India: Nagas (1947-1962)

· EPR codes the Nagas as autonomous from 1963 onwards, which coincides with the formation of Naga state. However, there is evidence for autonomy already since 1947.  In late June 1947, shortly before India’s formal independence, the governor of Assam and representatives of the Naga National Council signed the Hydari Agreement (see SATP). The agreement gave the Nagas relatively far-reaching autonomy within Assam (with judicial, executive, and legislative competencies; in particular, land and taxation matters were put in the hands of the Nagas). Further, in 1957, an agreement was reached between Naga leaders and the Indian government. The agreement involved the creation of a single separate region of the Naga Hills, the Naga Hills Tuensang Area (NHTA). The NHTA was separated from Assam and became a union territory directly administered by the central government, but with a large degree of autonomy (Kumar 2007: 19). Based on this, we code autonomy throughout 1947-1962.



India: Scheduled Castes and Tribes (1947-2000)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29630063]This aggregate group combines a large number of small groups, several of which have made separatist claims. EPR codes this group as included throughout, but according to information in SDM the particular scheduled group that turned violent in 1960 (due to which we code an onset of separatist war in 1960), the Jharkahndis, did not have representation in India’s national cabinet.  Until the 1990s, only the Scheduled (lower) Castes were represented in the national cabinet. Scheduled Tribe members were represented in the Council of Ministers, India’s bigger but much less powerful executive body, but none had cabinet rank. In 1994, the first Scheduled Tribe member attained cabinet rank: P.A. Sangma, an ethnic Garo (Jayal 2006). However, we found no evidence of Jharkhandi representation in the cabinet before 2004, when Shibu Soren became minister for coal (Encyclopedia Britannica).  Therefore, we recode the scheduled castes and tribes with exclusion during the period this group is associated with the Jharkahndis separatist movement (ie, 1947-2000).


Indonesia: Acehnese (1950-1956; 1999-2001)

· EPR codes the Acehnese as autonomous from 1949-1966, but based on evidence we have collected Aceh can be considered also between 1950/1951 and 1956. Aceh was granted the status of an autonomous republic upon incorporation in Indonesia in 1949, but this status was revoked in the following year when Aceh was incorporated into the larger province of North Sumatra (Graf et al. 2010; Minahan 2002). Aceh therefore had little autonomy until late 1956, when the Indonesian government reinstated Aceh’s provincial status and gave back military regional command in order to undermine the nationalist movement and appease the rebellion that had broken out three years before (Minahan 2002: 27; Bertrand 2004: 167). Autonomy continued until 1965 and Suharto's New Order (1965-1998), which meant the establishment of a highly centralized government (Ferrazzi 2000: 67-68). Suharto tightened the constraints on Aceh continuously and made its special status fade rapidly due to centralization of political, economic and military power. Autonomy could thus be coded as having ended in 1965, but 1966 is also reasonable and this follows general EPR practice with other groups in Indonesia. 
· Further, we add autonomy already in 2001. The decentralization process started in 1999, and autonomy became effective in 2001 (see below). EPR only codes autonomy 2002 onwards, which coincides with a special autonomy law that was adopted in 2001. But while this (and especially the 2005 arrangement) gave Aceh a very high share of autonomy, there is no apparent reason why the 1999 decentralization reform would be too insignificant to code in the case of the Acehnese but not in the case of other groups.


Indonesia: Amboinese (1949-1958; 1967-98)

· EPR codes the Amboinese as self-excluded from 1949-1958 but we found no supporting evidence. The information we have found suggests a very short-lived period of de facto independence in 1950. April 25, 1950, the Amboinese leadership declared the independence of the Republic of the South Moluccas and appealed to the UN and the Dutch government for support. For the next couple of months, South Molucca was de facto independent from Indonesia (Minahan 2012: 10; Hewitt & Cheetham 2000: 277). But de facto independence ended in November, when Indonesia recaptured the territory (Hewitt & Cheetham 2000: 277). Thus, we recode the Amboinese as powerless throughout 1949-1958. 
· The South Moluccans (Amboinese) are not coded in EPR in 1967-1998, but SDM suggests an active separatist movement and we therefore recoded the group as politically relevant during these years. During these years the Javanese dominated the Indonesian polity and all other groups were excluded and lacked autonomy (Ferrazzi 2000: 72-73; Sulistiyanto & Erb 2005: 5); therefore, the group is coded powerless and without autonomy. 


Indonesia: Balinese (1999-2012)

· EPR considers the Balinese politically irrelevant from 1999-2012, but SDM suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance. 
· According to EPR, the Javanese dominated the Indonesian polity until 2004. Thus the Balinese are coded as excluded (powerless) until and including 2004. In 2004, the Indonesian executive became much more ethnically inclusive. This is reflected in EPR, which begins to code an ethnic power-sharing system in 2005, with the Javanese as senior partner and a number of different groups as junior partners (including the Acehnese, the Malays and the Sundanese). According to the EPR documentation this appears to apply to the Balinese too. Specifically, the EPR documentation reports a Balinese cabinet member in the ‘Second United Cabinet’ (2009-2014) (Jero Wacik, initially Culture and Tourism minister (see The Jakarta Post 2009) and later, after a cabinet reshuffle, Minister of Energy and Mineral Resources). The same guy, Jero Wacik, was also in the First United Cabinet, where he had the rank of a state minister (also for Culture and Tourism, see The Jakarta Post 2004). The extent of Balinese representation in government was limited (only one minister), but on the other hand the Balinese also make up only 1.5% of the population. To reflect the change to a more inclusive style of government in 2005, we code the Balinese with junior partner from 2005 onwards. 
· We code regional autonomy from 2001 onwards. In May 1999, after the fall of Suharto, Jakarta issued two laws on decentralization, one on regional government and one on center-region financial relations. The laws conferred significant autonomy to the regions. The 1999 laws went into force on January 1, 2001.


Indonesia: Bataks (1988-98)

· EPR considers the Bataks politically irrelevant from 1988-98, but the evidence we found suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance. 
· According to EPR, the Javanese dominated the Indonesian polity until 2004, when the government became much more ethnically inclusive. Thus we code the Bataks as excluded (powerless) until and including 1998. Moreover, we code no regional autonomy. Under his “New Order” (1965-1998), Suharto continued and even intensified the centralization policy initiated by his predecessor (Ferrazzi 2000: 72-73; Sulistiyanto & Erb 2005: 5). Thus, there was no meaningful regional autonomy for the Bataks. 


Indonesia: Dayaks (1949-1957)

· EPR codes regional autonomy from 1949-1966, but case evidence suggests that the Dayaks had autonomy only from 1957 onwards (1958 following the 1st of Jan rule), when a separate province for the Dayaks was created in Borneo, West Kalimantan, where they formed a majority (Minahan 2002: 523). 


Indonesia: East Timorese (1975, 2002)

· Per SDM the East Timorese had an active separatist movement from 1975-2002, when East Timor became independent. EPR does not include the first and last year of activity of this movement (1975/2002), so the group is recoded as politically relevant during these two years. 
· There are no differences between 1975 and 1976 so the 1976 codes for power access, group size, and regional autonomy can be used for 1975 too. 
· The East Timorese remained powerless in 2002 and the 2001 group size estimate can also be used for 2002.  
· The East Timorese should be considered autonomous from December 2000 onwards, suggesting a regional autonomy code in 2001-2002. October 19, 1999, the Indonesian assembly agreed that ET should be allowed to secede from the Indonesian Federation. October 25, the UN Transitional Administration in East Timor was set up to prepare for independence. In December, a consultative body composed of East Timorese leaders was created to advise the Transitional Administration; in 2000 it became a proper legislative body. In August 2000, an executive body consisting of four East Timorese and four international members was set up (Stephan 2005). 


Indonesia: Gorontalos (1999-2012)

· EPR considers the Gorontalos politically irrelevant from 1999-2012, but SDM suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance. 
· According to EPR, the Javanese dominated the Indonesian polity until 2004, when the government became much more ethnically inclusive. However, we found no evidence that the Gorontalos had meaningful representation in the national cabinet even after 2004. 
· The Gorontalos can be considered autonomous from 2001 onwards as they received their own province (Gorontalo) in 2000.


Indonesia: Makassarese and Bugis (1967-2012)

· EPR considers this group politically irrelevant from 1967-2012, but SDM suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance. 
· The EPR coding notes suggest that the South Sulawesis had representation in the Indonesian cabinet from 2004, but not before.
· EPR pegs the group size of the Makassarese and Bugis at 1% of Indonesia’s population. In contrast, Minahan (2002: 1752) suggests a much higher estimate of around 4.5% (9.755 million out of Indonesia’s approximately 215 million in 2002 according to the World Bank). Other sources suggest that the South Sulawesis make up more than the 1% in EPR, too. Hence, group size is recoded with 0.045.
· In May 1999, after the fall of Suharto, Jakarta issued two laws on decentralization, one on regional government and one on center-region financial relations. The laws conferred significant autonomy to the regions, including South Sulawesi, where the Makassarese and Bugis make up the most populous ethnicity.  The 1999 laws went into force on January 1, 2001, suggesting autonomy from 2001 onwards.


Indonesia: Papuans (1963)

· EPR codes the Papuans only as of 1964, but West Papua was annexed by Indonesia in 1963 and there was also an active separatist movement in this year per SDM. Therefore, the Papuans are recoded as politically relevant in 1963 (while using 1964 codes on other variables as there were no substantial differences). 


Indonesia: several groups (1999-2000)

· In May 1999, after the fall of Suharto, Jakarta issued two laws on decentralization, one on regional government and one on center-region financial relations. The laws conferred significant autonomy to the regions. Based on this, EPR codes several groups with autonomy from 1999. Yet the 1999 laws went into force only on January 1, 2001 (see eg Ferrazzi 2000), suggesting no autonomy in 1999/2000.

Israel: Palestinian Arabs (1967)

· The first year after Israel's annexation of the West Bank and the Gaza strip in 1967 is not coded in EPR, so we add this year and recode the group as politically relevant (there was an active separatist movement per SDM). 


Italy: Aostans (1946-1947)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29631036][bookmark: _Hlk29631044]EPR codes the Aostans as autonomous from 1946 onwards, but case evidence suggests autonomy should only be coded from 1948 onwards, when the Aosta Valley gained autonomy by way of the Republican Act, which had entered into force on January 1, 1948. EPR codes 1946-1947 with "SELF-EXCLUSION", citing MRGI which argues that the French had occupied the Aosta Valley at the very end of WWII with the intention of annexing it to France. MRGI claims that the French occupation lasted until 1947 or even 1948. According to Benvenisti (2012: 88), however, the Val d’Aosta had already “reverted to the control of the Italian government by the end of 1945”, which is supported  by Truman (1955). In sum, it appears that self-exclusion had ended by late 1945 and thus the Aostans are re-coded as powerless in 1946-1947.


Italy: Friulis (1948-1963)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29631084][bookmark: _Hlk29631095]EPR codes the Friulis as autonomous from 1948 onwards, but case evidence suggests autonomy became effective only later. The 1948 Republican Constitution (Art. 131) created five ‘special’ regions (the islands Sicily and Sardinia as well as the three regions Aosta Valley, Trentino Alto-Adige and Friuli-Venetia which all had ethno-linguistic minorities) and 15 ‘ordinary’ regions. Four of the five autonomous regions with special statute (with the exception of Friuli-Venetia Giulia) were immediately set up and were granted significant autonomy, which included recognition of the minority languages (Baldini and Baldi 2014; Minority Rights Group International). But contrary to the other four special regions, Friuli-Venetia only obtained autonomy and the special statute in 1963 (Minahan 2002: 621; Hewitt and Cheetham 2000: 140; Bilancia et al. 2010: 124). The Friuli make up around 80 per cent of Friuli-Venetia, thus the Friulis can be seen as autonomous from 1964 onwards.


Japan: Ainu (1997-2012)

· EPR considers this group politically irrelevant from 1997-2012, but SDM suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29631119]EPR codes the Ainu as discriminated until 1996. The 1997 Ainu Culture Promotion Act, passed on May 8 (Nuttall 2005: 19), led to a significant improvement of the Ainu’s situation. Therefore, the group is coded as powerless rather than discriminated from 1998 onwards. No evidence for meaningful regional autonomy.

 
Japan: Okinawans and Burakumin

· Okinawa was transferred back to Japan in 1972 (since WWII it had been under US control). The Okinawans have an active separatist movement that had developed while Okinawa was still under US rule and continues to be active. However, while the Okinawans are coded in EPR, a first problem emerges as EPR coders conflated the Okinawans with another group, the Burakumins. The latter are coded as concentrated in Okinawa, which makes no sense (the Burakumins are a dispersed social caste located in Japan proper) whereas the Okinawans are coded as dispersed. Therefore, these groups are interachanged.
· Furthermore, EPR does not code the Okinawans (Burakumin) as relevant after 1983, which contradicts SDM, which suggests that they had an active separatist movement during these years. We therefore recode the Okinawans as politically relevant from 1984-2012. We found no evidence for access to the central state and therefore continue to code the group as powerless. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29631274]Regional autonomy is ambiguous. EPR codes the Okinawans and the Burakumin with autonomy, but with very weak justifications. Japan is a unitary state with very limited regional competences (Kamo 2000). We found no supporting evidence that Okinawa would have a special status and recode both groups with “no autonomy”.
 


Kenya: Somali (2012)

· EPR's regaut code is missing in this year. EPR does not code the Somali as autonomous in any year before that, and we found no evidence that the situation changed.


Kuwait

· EPR codes three groups in Kuwait: Sunni Arabs, Shia Arabs, and Bedouins. Taken together, they are coded as making up 38.5% of Kuwait's population. The remaining 61.5% of Kuwait's population consists of foreign workers (Encyclopedia Britannica). These are not included in EPR, which follows EPR coding rules:
· From the EPR codebook: “Note that EPR-ETH does not include non-citizens, such as migrant workers. The only exceptions to this rule are nomadic people with a long-standing presence in the perti-nent country (like the Roma in France, Italy, Spain, and many other countries), and “stranded” populations of former states who lost their citizenship in a successor state (like Russians in Estonia and Latvia).”
· However, if foreign workers are not included in the dataset they should also not be considered when calculating relative group sizes. This is the standard when it comes to other countries with significant foreign worker populations, such as Switzerland. Thus, the group sizes are re-coded so that the three autochthonous groups add up to 100 (ie all group size estimates were multiplied with 100/38.5).





Kosovo: Serbs (2008-2012)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29631418]Case evidence suggests a self-excluded code in 2008-2012. The authorities of Kosovo have no (or little) control over the Serb-dominated municipalities in the North and little control of the Serb municipalities in the rest of Kosovo. “Over the past 14 years, North Kosovo has developed in isolation from the rest of the country. Here Serbian flags fly and signs in Cyrillic and English proclaim “This is Serbia.” A system of parallel structures, funded by Belgrade, provides everything from schools and health to the courts system” (Geoghegan 2013). The Serbian government does not recognize Kosovo’s independence (neither do Russia or China) and supports the Serbs in Kosovo (until 2013). Note that EPR does not code the Serbs with self-exclusion because the “northern Serbs do not constitute the majority of Serbs in Kosovo, who are spread across the country ”. However, Kosovo's ethnic demographics are far from certain. The northern Serbs make up a significant part of Kosovo’s Serbs and, more importantly, are the epicenter of the separatist activity. Coding the Serbs with de facto independence is essential to understand center-movement interactions.


Malaysia: Dayaks (1963)

· EPR codes the Dayaks only as of 1964, but Sarawak was joined to Malaysia in 1963 and per SDM there was an active separatist movement in this year, so 1963 is recoded as politically relevant (using 1964 codes for other variables)


Malaysia: Kadazans (1963)

· EPR codes the Kadazans only as of 1964, but Kadazan was joined to Malaysia in 1963 and per SDM there was an active separatist movement in this year, so 1963 is recoded as politically relevant (using 1964 codes for other variables)
Mauritania: Black Africans

· [bookmark: _Hlk29631582]The Black Africans are coded as included in government throughout, but case evidence suggests an excluded cod. The dominant group in Mauritania are the White Moors, though Black Moors (or Haratins) sometimes also had access to power. Black Africans, by contrast, are often described as third class citizens and their access to power is strictly limited (HRW 1994; MAR). 


Mauritania: Sahrawis (1975-76)

· Mauritania annexed part of the Western Sahara in 1975. SDM codes an active separatist movement from this year onwards, but EPR only codes the group as relevant from 1977 onwards. Therefore, the Sahrawis are recoded as pol. relevant in 75-76. 
· The EPR coding notes suggest that the Sahrawis were discriminated against and did not have meaningful regional autonomy in 75-76: “Mauritania  never managed to achieve de facto control of the Western Saharan territoriy and even struggled to defend its own state territory in the period from 1976-1979. In 1978 a truce was reached and in 1979 Mauritania pulled out its troops and recognized POLISARIO as the official representative of the Western Sahara, although it never recognized the state itself. Moroccan troops moved quickly into the former Mauritanian territory and holds it since 1979. Neither were Sahwari representatives ever included into a Mauritanian government nor were citizenship rights ever extended to Sahwari people. The political status of Sahwari people can thus be coded as discriminated.”

 

Mexico: Maya (1995-1997)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29631699]EPR codes the Maya with self-exclusion from 1998 onwards, but case evidence suggests self-exclusion also in 1995-1997. Starting in late 1994, de facto autonomy arrangements were established by means of civil disobedience or violence in the state of Chiapas (Mattiace 1997: 45). The Zapatistas (EZLN) claimed that there are at least 38 such “autonomous” municipalities, and two “autonomous” regions. The EZLN is strongly supported by Mayans (Minorities at Risk Project). Other organizations claim to have established de-facto autonomies in another six regions of Chiapas. While only some of the claimed territories can be considered de facto independent from Mexico (in particular those in the Highlands, the North, and the East of Chiapas), the territory controlled by indigenous, in particular Mayan, organizations is substantial (Trejo 2002: 6-7). 


Morocco: Sahrawis (1975)

· EPR codes the Saharawis only as of 1976, but Morocco’s annexation of (parts of) the Western Sahara dates to 1975. SDM codes an active separatist movement from 1975 onwards and so we recode the group as pol. relevant in 1975. I found no evidence that the Sahrawis’ situation would have been different in 1975 compared to early 1976, and therefore use the 1976 codes on power access, regional autonomy, etc. also for 1975. 


Myanmar

· We found several inconsistencies in Myanmar and thus recode most groups.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29631958]EPR codes the Buddhist Arakanese as “self-excluded” and autonomous from 1960-2011. We found no corroborating evidence and the EPR coding notes do not give any justification for this code. The one thing we did find is that in 1974, the Arakanese received their own state (Rakhine), but the extent of actual autonomy conferred to the Buddhist Arakanese is very limited (IRIN 2012). Based on this, we recode the Arakanese with powerless and no autonomy from 1960-2011.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29632668][bookmark: _Hlk29632661]Further, EPR codes the group size of the Buddhist Arakanese with 2%, but the CIA World Factbook estimate (4%) is backed up by more sources. The International Crisis Group (2014: 1), for example, suggests that the Buddhist Arakanese (or Rakhine) presently make up around 60% of the population of Rakhine state (approx. 3.2 million), suggesting that in Rakhine alone, there are 1.9 million Rakhines. EPR would suggest that there are only 1.1 million Rakhines in Myanmar (the CIA estimates Myanmar’s total population at 56 million in 2015). Thus, we use 4% as our group size estimate.
· EPR codes the Kachins as discriminated in 1962, powerless from 1963-1989, self-excluded from 1990-2011, and then powerless again in 2012. The evidence we have found suggests that the Kachins should instead be coded as self-excluded from 1962-1994, powerless from 1995-2009, self-excluded in 2010-2011, and then again powerless in 2012. Meanwhile, we code autonomy throughout 1962-2011.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29632713][bookmark: _Hlk29632728]According to Florea (2014), Kachin State (aside from the major towns) became de facto independent in 1961, when the KIA ousted government forces. As a consequence, large parts of Kachinland were “only under nominal government control throughout the 1970s” (Minahan 2002: 873). In the 1980s the KIA even extended the area under its control (Hewitt and Cheetham 2000) and when renewed government offensives in 1989 and 1991 were defeated, it claimed an area larger than the official Kachin state (“Greater Kachinland”). According to Human Rights Watch (2012) and the International Crisis Group (2003b), the KIA maintained a civilian administration with departments of health, education, justice, agriculture, women’s affairs and development. Via cease-fires in 1989, 1991, and 1994, the Burmese government officially recognized the Kachins’ autonomy. Thus we end the de facto independence code in 1994.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29632747]The Kachins again self-excluded themselves after the the KIO’s refusal to integrate its forces into the Burmese army under the BGF program (which the government moved to implement in 2009). In 2011, the central government broke the cease-fire and entered the KIO-controlled territory; thus (de facto) autonomy ended (see South 2011; Myanmar Peace Monitor).
· EPR codes the Karenni as without autonomy and discriminated throughout 1948-2012. We recode the Karenni as having enjoyed autonomy from 1953-1959 and for these years also recode the Karennis as powerless instead of discriminated. In 1952 the Karenni received autonomy which based on Minahan (2002) was limited but appears sufficient to warrant an autonomy code. In 1959, much of the Karenni’s autonomy was revoked, thus the end of regional autonomy.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29632854]We also recode the Karenni with regional autonomy from 1995-2009, and again also recode them as powerless (instead of discriminated). During this period, the Karenni enjoyed some degree of self-government in the Special Region 2, Kayah (Karenni) State and the Special Region 3, Kayah (Karenni) State (Callahan 2007; Kudo 2013). Autonomy ended in 2009 due to the Border Guard Force scheme (see South 2011), which meant that the Karenni's ethnic army was integrated with Myanmar's army. According to the Myanmar Peace monitor, this meant that these groups “were required to give up most of their autonomy”.
· EPR codes the Kayins (Karens) as self-excluded from 1948-2011, but the evidence we found only partly corroborates this coding. Several sources suggest that the Karens established a de facto independent state in 1949 (see e.g. Florea 2014; Minahan 2002; MAR). Thus 1948-1949 should not be coded with autonomy/self-exclusion, given the first of January rule; instead we employ a powerless code. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29632900]We again code the Karens as powerless in 1955-1962, but this time with autonomy, because during these years their autonomy was officially recognized. The 1947 constitution had promised the Karens autonomy, but this was not implemented until 1954 (Silverstein 1958: 43). Autonomy lasted until 1962, when powers were centralized after General Ne Win’s coup d’état (Minahan 2002; Minority Rights Group International). 
· However, the Karens refused to give up their autonomy, and so from 1963 onwards we again revert to self-exclusion/autonomy. De facto independence ended in the mid-1990s when several rebel groups signed cease-fires with the government. Autonomy is very ambiguous after 1995 and thus we code an end not only to self-exclusion but also to autonomy in 1995. In many Karen territories, the Democratic Kayin Buddhist Army (DKBA) exercised some autonomy until 2009, but it is unclear to what extent this was meaningful (see e.g. South 2011). For example, schools in the DKBA controlled areas do not teach the Karen language but use the government curriculum. Based on this, 1996-2011 is coded with no autonomy and powerless.
· EPR codes the Mons as de facto independent from 1960-2011 but our research suggests the Mons should instead be coded as powerless from 1960-2009 and then self-excluded from 2010-2012. Further, autonomy should be coded from 1996 onwards but not before that. 
· The EPR coding notes do not clarify why 1960-2009 was coded with self-exclusion, and while rebels did control some part of the Mons' territory, rebel control appears insufficient to warrant a self-exclusion code. In 1995, the government signed a cease-fire with Mon rebels and South (2011) suggests that this conferred a significant amount of autonomy to the Mons. 
· In 2009, Myanmar sought to implement the BGF program, which meant an end to rebel autonomy (see above). However, the Mon rebels resisted effectively and continued to de facto exercise autonomy, therefore the self-exclusion code for 2010-2012.
· EPR codes the Muslim Arakanese as self-excluded and autonomous from 1958-2012. We found no evidence for either autonomy or self-exclusion. Most Muslim Arakanese live in Rakhine state, which was established in 1974 and enjoys little more than nominal autonomy (see above). Further, the Muslim Arakanese only form a minority in this state, which is dominated by the Buddhist Arakanese. We found no indications either that the Muslim Arakanese had de facto autonomy. Thus, we recode the Muslim Arakenese as not autonomous throughout. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29632942][bookmark: _Hlk29632954]Moreover, we code the Muslim Arakanese as powerless through 1978, and discriminated in subsequent years, because the military Junta killed tens of thousands of Rohingyas in this year and forced an estimated 200,000 to leave the country (Parnini 2013: 287). The 1982 Citizenship Law classified Arakan’s Muslims as illegal immigrants and denied them Burmese citizenship. Claiming that the Rohingya are in fact Bengalis, they were not considered a recognized “national race” and therefore had to prove that their ancestors settled in Burma before 1948, an almost impossible task. As a consequence of this law, the Rohingya have been deprived of many fundamental rights. Their property was confiscated, they were religiously persecuted and they face restrictions on freedom of movement, education, marriage and employment (Human Rights Watch 2013, Minahan 2002). 
· [bookmark: _Hlk29633003]EPR codes the Shan as junior partner (+autonomy) from 1948-1957, then as discriminated (1958) and powerless (1959-1962; both w/o autonomy), then as self-excluded (with autonomy) from 1963-2011, and powerless w/o autonomy in 2012. We leave the initial years (-1962) as is. One could argue that the Shans retained autonomy until 1959, when the Shan territories came under military administration. However, the exact year the Shans lost their autonomy is not clear because centralization was a gradual process, so 1958 can be defended. According to the evidence we collected, the de facto independence code can also be defended, at least from 1972-1989. 1963-1971 is somewhat ambiguous because the Communists and with them the Shan only had full control of the Shan territories from 1971 onwards (UCDP Conflict Encyclopedia). Still, we also leave this as is. However, we do change the self-exclusion code from 1990-2009 to powerless while leaving autonomy intact: in 1989, the Shan rebels signed a ceasefire agreement with the government that effectively recognized their rule under the framework of Special Region 3, Shan State (South 2011; Kudo 2013). In 2009, the Myanmar government initiated the BGF program, which would have abolished the ethnic armies' autonomy (see above). The Shan resisted this program successfully, thus we again code self-exclusion in 2010-2012.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29633030][bookmark: _Hlk29633044]EPR codes the Wa as powerless throughout and with autonomy from 1990-2011. We add a period of self-exclusion (implying also autonomy) from 1972-1989. From 1971 to 1989, the Wa territories were controlled by Communist rebels and the Wa exercised significant de facto autonomy (see South 2008; Callahan 2007; UCDP Conflict Encyclopedia; Lintner 1990). Following the 1st of January rule, we code self-exclusion from 1972 onwards. EPR correctly codes an autonomy regime from 1990-2009, which resulted from a cease-fire agreement with the government and led to the establishment of the Shan State Special Region-2 and granted the Wa rebels not only to keep their territory and weapons but also granted them a high degree of autonomy and the freedom to expand drug trafficking operations that helped the rebel army fund itself. In return, the government could focus on containing insurgencies elsewhere while hoping that the UWSA would concentrate on attacking the Shan insurgent leader Khun Sa (Minahan 2002; Stratfor; UCDP Conflict Encyclopedia). In 2009, the Myanmar government initiated the BGF program, which would have abolished the ethnic armies' autonomy (see above). The Wa resisted this program successfully, thus we again code self-exclusion in 2010-2012 while coding autonomy throughout 1972-2012.
· Further, we code a higher group size because the EPR group size (0.2%) appears to be way off. Minahan (2002: 2024) suggests that there are approx. 615,000 Wa in Myanmar, which in combination with the World Bank's estimate of Myanmar's population in 2002 (49.3 mio) yields a group size of 1.25%. This figure is more in line with most of the other sources we consulted, and so we use 0.0125 as our group size estimate for the Wa.
· Finally, EPR codes the Zomi (Chin) as self-excluded and autonomous from 1963-2011 and powerless and without autonomy in 2012. We found no corroborating evidence nor do the EPR coding notes explain this coding. To the contrary, the Zomis had autonomy before 1963 but not thereafter. After WWII, in the process of negotiating independence, the Chins demanded separate independence and separation from the Union of Burma. In 1947 representatives of the Chins participated in the Panglong Conference along with many other ethnic minorities of the country. Under British pressure, the Chins accepted autonomy within the Union of Burma and joined the union as an equal constituent state, the Chin Special Division. However, the spirit of Panglong and the federal principles were reversed in the years following independence, particularly after the 1962 coup d’état by General Ne Win, who imposed military rule on the Chin heartland (Minahan 2002). Based on this, we code the Zomis as autonomous up until 1962 and then powerless and w/o autonomy throughout 1963-2012. 


Nigeria: Ibos and Hausa/Fulani:

· We revise the exclusion and autonomy codings for the Ibos and the Hausa and Fulani in Nigeria in 1966 to better reflect the case dynamics. According to EPR, the Hausa and Fulani dominated the Nigerian polity in 1965-1966 and then entered into a power-sharing agreement with the Yorubas from 1967-1970, whereas the Ibos are coded as powerless in 1965-1966, discriminated in 1967, and with self-exclusion from 1968-1970. While these codings are correct, according to the evidence we found, they miss important elements of the case dynamics because EPR always codes the situation on January 1. There was a coup by Ibo officers in 1966 and they centralized power within their own ethnicity, which led to a Hausa/Fulani attempt at secession. The situation was quickly contained, however: Nigeria's Muslims re-established their predominance shortly after the coup (within the same year). This halted the Hausa and Fulani's separatist activity, but initiated Ibo separatism. In 1967, the Ibos declared themselves independent and had de-facto independence until 1970. In short, in both cases loss of power played an instrumental role in the emergence of separatism, but this is only partly reflected in EPR. To resolve the situation, we recode the Hausa and Fulani as powerless in 1966 (so that in line with the qualitative information the Hausa are coded as out of power when separatism emerged) and code a power downgrade in 1966 (further, we change regaut from missing to 0 because General Ironsi effectively abolished the federal system during the short-lived and ultimately failed Ibo coup attempt). We change the Ibos to discriminated in 1966 and regaut = 0 and add downgrades. For references see the EPR coding notes and the SDM Coding Notes I.
· EPR codes the Hausa/Fulani as dominant from 1984-1998, but we change this to “Senior partner” in 1994-1998. Further, we change regaut from missing to 0 because there was no meaningful autonomy under the military. The 1984-1998 period coincides with three successive military dictatorships: the ones led by Buhari (1984-1985), Babangida (1985-1993), and Abacha (1993-1998). Only one of the three is unambiguously an ethnic Hausa/Fulani, however: Buhari (ethnic Fulani to be more exact). Babangida, by contrast, was an ethnic Gwari, a separate linguistic group in Nigeria (see Ethnologue). Abacha, finally, was an ethnic Kanuri (see Paden 2005: ch. 2). The EPR coding notes provide two arguments why the Hausa and Fulani are nonetheless coded with exclusive access to the Nigerian polity throughout 1984-1998. First, because all three regimes mainly represented the Muslim north. Second, because EPR does not include the Kanuris and the Gwaris (though for the latter see below). These are not very good arguments. While several sources confirm that the military dictatorships indeed mainly represented the Muslim north (see eg Joseph 1999), this is not the same as saying that the Hausa and Fulani had exclusive access to the central state. There are other northern Muslim groups, including the Kanuri and the Gwaris, and they also had access to central state power. Further, the fact that EPR does not include these other groups can obviously not be used as an argument for stating that only the Hausa/Fulani had access to power. Based on this (and following the first of January rule), the Hausa and Fulani clearly cannot be seen as "DOMINANT" in 1994-1998, but as sharing power with the Kanuris and possibly other groups not included by EPR. Analogously, the Hausa and Fulani clearly did not have exclusive access during 1986-1993, given the Gwari ethnicity of the military dictator. However, EPR's Hausa and Fulani group actually does not only include Hausa and Fulanis, but also some smaller, related peoples from the "Muslim Middle Belt", and according to the EPR coding notes this explicitly includes the Gwaris. Thus, we leave 1986-1993 unchanged.


Panama: Ngobe-Bugle (1946-1959)

· EPR considers the Ngobe-Bugle politically irrelevant from 1946-59, but SDM suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance. 
· Following information provided in the EPR coding notes we code the group as powerless and w/o autonomy during these years. According to the EPR coding notes, “Panama’s largest indigenous community is the Ngobe-Bugle group. It makes up about two-thirds of the whole indigenous population (Vakis and Lindert 2000, 1) […] Panama (along with Colombia) has granted the greatest degree of political autonomy to indigenous peoples in Latin America regarding the geographic extension of autonomy, its institutionalization, and access to state resources. [Though the Ngoebe-Bugle only achieved autonomy in the late 1990s] Consequently, she places Panama in the category of Latin America’s “strongly multicultural” countries (Van Cott 2007, 132). Nevertheless, although some indigenous leaders have achieved political posts at the national level, and a few seats are reserved for them in the National Assembly (World Directory of Minorities and Indigenous Peoples 2005b), indigenous groups remain mostly powerless at the national level.” 


Pakistan: Bengalis

· EPR codes the territorial expansion of the Bengalis as statewide, but in fact the Bengalis were highly concentrated in eastern Pakistan, where they make up >98% of the population according to post-independence figures. Therefore, we recode them as regionally concentrated.


Peru: Indigenous peoples (Highlanders and Amazonian)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29640416][bookmark: _Hlk29640434]EPR codes the indigenous peoples of the Amazon with regional autonomy from 1980 onwards and the indigenous peoples of the Andes from 2003-2010. Both decisions are questionable and we recode these cases with no regional autonomy. The EPR coder justifies the regional autonomy codes with representation in local governments, which has increased for the indigenous peoples of the Amazon and Andes from 1980 and 2002 onwards, respectively. Other sources confirm this, but the competencies of municipal governments in Peru are limited. Hudson (1992), for example, states that while municipalities have some autonomy, their autonomy remains strictly limited due to their financial dependence on the central government. “Most municipalities can hardly generate the revenue to cover operating costs, much less to provide desperately needed services.” Furthermore, the EPR coding rules explicitly state that municipal autonomy cannot form the basis for a regional autonomy code. And while there are regional governments in Peru since the 1979 constitution, their power is even more limited. According to Hudson (1992), “The process of regionalization [after 1979] was more one of administrative shuffling than of substance [and] the regional governments faced the same resource constraints that substantially limited the ability of municipal governments to implement independent activities. The central government is in theory supposed to transfer funds and assets, such as state sector enterprises, to the regions, but in practice this has only happened piecemeal.” More recent sources confirm that indigenous autonomy in Peru is limited; while there have e.g. been initiatives towards bilingual education, they come from the central government in Lima; and there have not been any collective land rights grants (see e.g. Garcia 2003; MRGI).


Philippines: Indigenous (1984-85)

· SDM codes a separatist movement from 1984 onwards, but EPR only codes the group as pol. relevant from 1986 onwards. We recode 1984-85 with political relevance.
· EPR codes the Christian Lowlanders (Filipinos) as dominant in both years since the highest executive posts circulate among Christian lowlanders and representation of other groups is minimal. Hence, we code the group as powerless during these years.
· We found no evidence for regional autonomy in 1984-1985 (see Minority Rights Group International). There were several discriminatory policies in place during the Marcos era (1965-1986), including policies regarding language, religion, and education. 


Philippines: Moros (1971-1990)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29640488]EPR codes the Moros as self-excluded from 1971-1988 but the evidence we found suggests otherwise. EPR is correct that Moro rebels controlled certain areas of Mindanao, but the Philippine government does not lose control of all, or even most, of Mindanao (e.g., Mindanao participated in the 1986 elections, and Marcos successfully installed leaders loyal to his regime in Mindanao) (Santos 2005; Walter 2009). We therefore recode the Moros as powerless and without autonomy from 1971-1988 (the 1976 Tripoli autonomy agreement, which had promised autonomy to the Moros, was never really implemented). Further, we also code the autonomy variable as zero in 1989 and 1990, but follow EPR and code it 1 from 1991 onwards. In 1989, the Organic Act establishing the Autonomous Region of Muslim Mindanao (ARMM) was adopted, and the entity was officially established in 1990. The entity is much smaller compared to the one envisaged in the 1976 Tripoli agreement, and also falls short of the competencies promised back in 1976. However, this time there was at least some actual devolution and the Moros can be considered (partially) autonomous (Walter 2009).




Russia (USSR): Chechens (2001-2003)

· EPR codes the Chechens with "SELF-EXCLUSION" from 1992-2002. However, a number of sources suggest that Chechen de facto independence ended in late 1999/early 2000, with the Russian victory in the Second Chechen War (see eg Caspersen 2012). In February 2000, Russian forces took control of Grozny, the capital (Minahan 2002: 441; UCDP Conflict Encyclopedia), thus we stop coding the Chechens as self-excluded in 2000. In 2000, Putin introduced president's rule, which effectively meant that Chechnya's autonomy was abolished. Presidential rule ended in 2003 with the new constitution and the election of Kadyrov as president (UCDP Conflict Encyclopedia). Based on this, in 2001-2003 we code power status = discriminated. Regaut could be coded with 0 in these years, but as autonomy was re-installed shortly thereafter and b/c EPR does not code interruptions of autonomy due to president's rule as ending autonomy (see e.g. India, where interruptions of autonomous regional rule are common but EPR still codes autonomy throughout), we continue to code autonomy. 2004 onwards is coded with powerless and autonomy, which is the status quo in EPR.


Russia (USSR): Chukchi (1990-91)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29640598]SDM codes an active separatist movement from 1990 onward, but EPR only codes the group from 1992 onwards. We recode the Chukchi as politically relevant in 1990-91. We found no evidence that this small group would have had access to central state power, but there is evidence for regional autonomy, given that Chukotka had the status of an Autonomous Okrug throughout the movement's activity and due to this EPR codes autonomy during other years. Note, however, that the Chukots make up only a minority within their homeland. In 1989 the Chukots made up only 7 per cent of the region's population (Fondahl 1997: 194). Due to massive Slavic out-migration in the 1990s, the Chukots' population share increased to about 27 per cent in 2012, but Russians continue to make up the majority of the area's population. The Chukots’ actual influence over the regional government could not be determined, though it has to be noted that titular nationalities generally have a privileged position within their own homeland (Frank & Wixman 1997: 170). Fondahl (1997: 203), by contrast, suggests that the influence of the Siberian peoples on their regional governments is limited. Noting the ambiguity, we still code the Chukots as regionally autonomous throughout (as noted, this follows EPR practice). 


Russia (USSR): Circassians (1992-2012)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29640656][bookmark: _Hlk29640691][bookmark: _Hlk29640710][bookmark: _Hlk29640721][bookmark: _Hlk29640730][bookmark: _Hlk29640736][bookmark: _Hlk29640747]EPR codes the Circassians, a generic name used for the Cherkess and Abaza, as autonomous until and including 1991, but not after 1992. This coding is ambiguous and inconsistent with the coding of the Karachais, which are coded as autonomous both before and after 1991. Most Karachais, Cherkess, and Abazas live in Karachai-Cherkessia, which had the status of an autonomous oblast sub-ordinated to Stavropol Krai before 1991, and then was elevated to the status of an autonomous soviet socialist republic, which are the regions within Russia with the highest level of autonomy. EPR is correct in stating that there were significant changes regarding the access of the Karachais and Circassians to the regional government, but EPR’s coding does not reflect these changes properly. Between 1956 and approximately the fall of the USSR, the Karachais had reduced power in the region. Karachai-Cherkessia has two titular nationalities – the Karachais (around a third of the local population in 1989) and the Cherkess (around ten per cent in 1989) – and a significant Russian/Slavic population. And according to Comins-Richmond (2002: 70; also see Richmond 2008: 122-123), the Karachais had faced difficulties mounting to advanced positions within their own republic before 1991. In particular, the region’s party secretary (de facto the most powerful position) consistently was ethnic Russian from 1957 to 1991. In contrast, the Cherkess – despite their relatively small numbers –had stronger influence over the regional government prior to the dissolution of the Soviet Union (Richmond 2008: 133). Notably, EPR codes the Karachais as autonomous before 1991 despite this. While ambiguous, this can be defended because while the Karachais were underrepresented they still had meaningful representation in the regional government (see eg Pustilnik (1995). However, if the Karachais are coded as autonomous before 1991, then the Cherkess/Circassians should also be coded as autonomous after 1991. It is true that after 1991, the tables turned and the Karachais mounted to a more influential position within the region (see e.g. Minahan 2002: 911; Comins-Richmond 2002: 76). Yet an ethnic power-sharing system, while fundamentally re-negotiated, has remained in place. According to Ormrod (1997: 112), for example, in 1994 the parliamentary executive – in striking resemblance to the ethno-demographics – comprised 11 Russians, eight Karachai, four Cherkess, three Abazin, and three Nogai. Ethnic representation was deeply contested, for example in the context of the 1999 presidential election, which pitted an ethnic Karachai against an ethnic Cherkess. But in the end, and after a Muscovite intervention the conflict was brought under control (Orttung et al. 2000: 201) and the presidency went to a Karachai while the prime ministry went to a Cherkess and the vice-presidency and parliament speaker positions went to ethnic Russians (Fuller 2008). In 2008, the prime ministry went to an ethnic Greek, contrary to the prior deal (Radio Free Europe 2010a). Having caused massive protest, in 2010 an ethnic Cherkess was again named prime minister in 2010 (Radio Free Europe 2010b). Based on this, we recode the Circassians as autonomous in 1992-2012.


Russia (USSR): Finns (1946-1956; 1992-2012)

· EPR codes regional autonomy from 1946-1956 but we see no basis for this. Most Finns in the USSR were located in the Ingria region near Leningrad. In 1928, the Soviets had established a national district for the 115,000 Ingrian Finns. But in 1938 the autonomous district was abolished and Ingria incorporated into Leningrad Oblast. Between 1941 and 1944, Finland controlled the area; when the Red Army returned, many Ingrians sought refuge in Finland while Stalin deported the rest of the Ingrian Finns to Siberia. In 1956, after Stalin’s death, the Ingrians were allowed to return to their homeland (Minahan 2002: 776ff). We code no autonomy in 1946-1956 and also change the power status to discriminated to reflect the deportation.
· EPR considers the Finns politically irrelevant after 1991, SDM suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance. Throughout 1992-2012, the only group with access to central state power were the Russians (see EPR coding notes), so we code the Finns as powerless in 92-12. Almost all Finns are located in Leningrad Oblast (Ingrian Finns). Minahan (2002: 776) reports about 85,000 Ingrians in Russia in 2002. Combined with Russia’s population (145.2 million according to the 2002 census) this yields a group size estimate of about .0006 for 1992-2012.  The Finns do not have their own autonomous region in Russia and so are coded as not autonomous (Minahan 2002: 776). 


Russia (USSR): Komi-Permyaks 

· EPR considers the Komi-Permyaks politically irrelevant after 1991, but SDM suggests an active separatist movement during these years and, thus, political relevance.  We found no evidence for inclusion in the central government (which is dominated by Russians). According to Minority Rights Group International, there are 125,235 Komi-Permyaks in the Russian Federation in 2002. According to Minahan (2002: 1505) it is 160,000. We draw on the latter estimate. Russia’s population is 145.2 million according to the 2002 census, suggesting a group size estimate of 0.0011.
· Komi-Permyak had the status of an Autonomous Okrug until 2005, when it was integrated with Perm Oblast to form Perm Krai. Autonomous okrug status is the lowest status in the hierarchy of ethnic autonomous, but it does confer at least a moderate level of autonomy (MRGI). EPR does not code the Komi-Permyaks as autonomous in 1946-1991, but this appears to be a mistake. The Chukchi also have autonomous  okrug status and are coded as autonomous throughout. Thus, we code the Komi-Permyaks as autonomous in 1992-2005 and extend this code to 1946-1991. We code no autonomy after 2005.


Russia (USSR): Lezgins (1946-2012)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29640875][bookmark: _Hlk29640881][bookmark: _Hlk29640891]EPR codes the Lezgins as autonomous throughout based on the argument that they have participated in a power-sharing arrangement in the republic of Dagestan that has involved Avars, Dargins, and Kumyks, in addition to the Lezgins. This does not match with the evidence we have found, and so we recode the Lezgins as without autonomy throughout. According to Minahan, the Lezgins are located in the North Caucasus, with significant populations in Russia’s Dagestan Republic and adjacent Azerbaijan (Minahan 2002: 1084). The Lezgin do not have titular status in any of the regions they live, and they do not have significant power in Russia’s Dagestan, where the Avars and Dargins (Ware & Kisriev 2011: 111; Yemelianova 2005: 613; Cornell 2001: 270) along with the Kumyks (Roeder 2007: 105; Minority Rights Group International) effectively control the regional government. Nor were they included in Azerbaijan’s regional government during the USSR period.



Russia (USSR): Pamir Tajiks (1946-1991)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29640915]EPR codes the Pamir Tajiks as not autonomous throughout 1946-1991, but this is inconsistent with case evidence. During Soviet rule, Gorno-Badakhshan (the Pamir Tajik entity) had the status of an autonomous oblast under the administration of the Tajik SSR. While the AO status is clearly not at the top of the hierarchies in the Soviet multi-layered federal system, ethnic entities had a certain measure of power as well as language protection and educational and cultural institutions in their own language (Brown 1996: 257; Brubaker 1994: 52-53; Suny 1993: 101, 117). Further, other groups with the same status, such as the Adyghe, are coded as autonomous throughout in EPR. Based on this, we recode the Pamir Tajiks as autonomous in 1946-1991.



Saudi Arabia: Hejazis (1946-1952)

· According to Minahan (2002: 735), the Hejazis in Saudi Arabia retained internal autonomy until the centralization of the Saudi kingdom in 1952, so we code the Hejazis as autonomous from 1946-1952.


Serbia and Montenegro: Albanians (1967-1971; 1987-1989)

· EPR codes the Albanians as autonomous from 1967-1986 but the evidence we have collected suggests they should instead be coded as autonomous from 1972-1989:
· [bookmark: _Hlk29641168][bookmark: _Hlk29641175][bookmark: _Hlk29641205][bookmark: _Hlk29641199]In 1963 Kosovo became an autonomous province and thus got symmetrical status to Vojvodina, but this change was largely symbolic (Pula 2004: 800). In 1968, the Executive Committee of the League of Communists of Serbia made some first concessions to the demands of the Albanians in Kosovo: the use of the Albanian flag was legalized and the Kosovo Communist Party became independent (Pula 2004). Moreover, Muslims were recognized as a nationality of Yugoslavia and Albanian as an official language (Mitchell 2010: 311). In 1969, the Yugoslav Constitution was amended. Now, Kosovo was recognized as a territorial unit at the federal level, but again autonomy remained relatively limited. Only in 1971, by way of a constitutional amendment, did Kosovo get extensive legislative and judicial powers (Ramet 1984). Autonomy lasted until 1989, when the Serbian Legislative amended the Serbian constitution and thus revoked much of Kosovo’s autonomy (Troebst 1998; Pula 2004; Hewitt & Cheetham 2000: 326). Ethnic Albanians were fired from the state administration. Whatever little autonomy was left was revoked when the Kosovo Assembly was dissolved after the adoption of Serbia’s constitution in July 1990 (Minorities at Risk Project).


Serbia and Montenegro: Bosniaks (1946-1974; 1992), Croats (1992)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29641269]EPR codes the Bosniaks as regionally autonomous before 1974, but this is ambiguous. Even though Muslims constituted the majority in Bosnia-Herzegovina, ethnic diversity was not fully recognized in Bosnia after 1945. Muslims were not recognized as a distinct nation in Yugoslavia until 1968, and it was mainly Bosnian Serbs that dominated the administration. This changed with the further decentralization of Yugoslavia in the 1960s and 1970s, and, as a result, the 1974 Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina foresaw a strict system of proportional representation of all three peoples (Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs) in the republican administration and the Party (Bieber & Keil 2009). Based on this, we recode the Bosniaks as lacking autonomy until and including 1974. Further, we extend the autonomy code to 1992 (EPR erroneously codes no autonomy in 1992, but Bonsia was still an autonomous part of Yugoslavia in early 1992). For the same reason, we also code the Croats with autonomy in 1992 - EPR stops coding the Croats with autonomy after Croatia's secession in 1991, but the majority of the Croats who remained in Yugoslavia were in Bosnia, where they were included in the power-sharing system mentioned above.


Serbia and Montenegro: Hungarians (1967-1971; 1987-1989; 2000-2002)

· The same dynamic as with Kosovo applies analogously to Vojvodina and thus to the Hungarians (the Hungarians form a minority in Vojvodina but participated in the regional governments when there was one). Thus, we code autonomy from 1972-1989 instead of 1967-1986. Further, we recode 2000-2002 with no autonomy while leaving the autonomy code in 2003-2012 unchanged. EPR is correct that Vojvodina regained much of its autonomy in the early 2000s by way of the Omnibus Law, but this law was passed only in 2002, not 2000 (Minority Rights Group International).


Serbia: Albanians (2009-2012)

· For 2009-2012, EPR’s estimate of the Albanian population in Serbia is 0.1% , or 6,000. This figure is too low because it bases on the 2011 census, which was boycotted by most Albanians. Instead, we draw on the 2002 census. According to the 2002 census, there were approx. 62,000 Albanians in Serbia, not counting Kosovo, or 0.82% of Serbia’s population (again w/o Kosovo).



South Africa: Blacks

· Blacks in RSA are coded as geographically concentrated but the GeoEPR group polygon actually suggests that the Blacks are a statewide group, so we recode the group as statewide and not geographically concentrated.




South Africa (1994-2012)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29641367]EPR codes all groups in South Africa as “not autonomous” in post-Apartheid South Africa, but this appears to be a mistake. South Africa, while not formally a federal state, is often considered a quasi-federation, and together with Nigeria and Ethiopia, among the most decentralized countries in Africa. The 1993 interim constitution gave the provinces significant competencies. The 1996 constitution maintained the quasi-federal structure (Dickovick 2007). Based on this, we recode all groups that clearly dominate one of the provinces population-wise as autonomous from 1994 onwards (one could also code from 1995 onwards, but the process had been initiated by early 1994):
· Zulus (Kwa Zulu Natal)
· Xhosa (Eastern Cape)
· Pedi (North Soto) (Limpopo)
· South Soto (Free State)
· Tswana (North West)


Spain: Spanish (1976-2012)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29641400]EPR does not provide a regaut code during these years. EPR's Spanish are an umbrella group that in essence includes Castilians and Andalusians. With the 1978 constitution, Spain moved to a decentralized form of government. Some groups had more autonomy than others - the so-called fast-track autonomies. In principle, the fast track was reserved to the historic nations (Basque Country, Catalonia, and Galicia); other regions could also go with the fast track, but under very restrictive provisions that were basically impossible to meet. Andalusia still managed to jump on the fast track, though formally it did not meet the requirements (a referendum was required in which in all provinces an absolute majority votes in favor – in one province, the absolute majority was missed by a mere 20,000 votes and after inter-party negotiations was allowed to proceed with the fast track anyway). The remaining regions also got autonomy, but at least initially somewhat less (after five years they could gain more) (Aparico n.d.; Minahan 2002: 113; Keating & Wilson 2009). Therefore, we code the Spanish as autonomous from 1979 onwards (autonomy was not actually implemented in 1979, but only after the respective autonomy statutes went into force, which varied from region to region but always was in the late 1970s or early 1980s; however, EPR codes autonomy from 1979 also for other groups, so this follows general EPR practice).


Sri Lanka: Sri Lankan Tamils

· [bookmark: _Hlk29641450]EPR codes the Tamils as self-excluded in 1984-1986 (with autonomy), then powerless (with autonomy) in 1987-2005, and discriminated without autonomy in 2006-2012. Case evidence we have collected suggests different start and end dates for de facto independence (1987-2009), so we extend the 1983 discriminated code to 1986 (and code no autonomy), then self-exclusion with autonomy between 1987 and 2009, and then follow EPR and code the Tamils as discriminated without autonomy in 2010-2012. According to Caspersen (2012), Eelam was a de-facto state from 1986 until the military defeat of the LTTE in 2009, when the civil war was officially declared terminated after the LTTE had to give up its remaining territory and all of its leaders were killed. During the period from 1986 to 2009, many characteristics of a de-facto independent state were present. McConell (2008) mentions an own police force, legal system, education and health systems, law school, courts as well as welfare organizations, which made the LTTE a ‘de facto administration’ in the controlled areas. 




Sudan: Azande, Bari, Latoka, Nuer, and Shilluk (2005-2011); Dinka (2005)

· EPR codes the Dinkas as regionally autonomous after the signing of the CPA in 2005, but none of the other Southern groups. This contrasts with the earlier period of autonomy in the 1970s/early 1980s, when all southern groups except for the Nubas and the Other Southern groups are coded with autonomy. According to the EPR coding notes: “Most importantly the vice-president in the autonomous South Sudan is Riek Machar from the Nuer group.” The influence of other southern groups is not fully clear, but to be consistent with the earlier period, we recode the Azande, Bari, Latoka, Nuer, and Shilluk as autonomous in 2006-2011. Further, we code all these groups and the Dinkas as autononmous already from 2005 because the SPLM/A and the Sudanese government had already signed the Protocol on Power-Sharing in 2004, which stipulates the formation of a South Sudan regional government that would “exercise authority in respect of the people and States in the South.”


Sudan: Dinkas and Other Southern groups (2012)

· South Sudan became independent in 2011. However, separatist agitation continued in some of the southern areas that had remained with Sudan, namely by i) the Nubas in South Kordofan, ii) the Ngok (a sub-group of the Dinkas) in Abyei, and iii) by various smaller Southerner tribes in the Blue Nile state (these are subsumed under the Other Southern groups in EPR). EPR, however, stops coding all Southerner groups in 2011, except for the Nubas. We recode the Dinkas and the other Southern groups as politically relevant in 2012. 
· The Nubas are coded as powerless in 2012, and the International Crisis Group (2013a, b) reports that also the other Southerner groups remaining in Sudan were marginalized, hence we code both the Dinkas and the Other Southern groups as powerless in 2012. 
· Population estimates are difficult to get by for post-independence Sudan, thus we mainly rely on population estimates for the two regions in questions, Abyei and Blue Nile State.
· Abyei, on the one hand, is estimated to have a population of about 100,000 (WHO). This estimate may include non-Dinkas, but we were unable to get a more detailed estimate. 
· The ethnically heterogeneous Blue Nile state, on the other hand, is home to more than a million (1 to 1.2 million according to International Crisis Group 2013b: 2), again including non-Southerners. The International Crisis Group (2013b: 3) estimates that around half of Blue Nile are “indigenous”, that is, Southerners. 
· The group sizes are calculated by dividing the combination of the two by Sudan’s total post-independence population of around 30 million. 
· We code autonomy for the Dinkas. The 2004 agreement on power-sharing gave autonomy to the South and the Abyei Protocol also gave autonomy to Abyei (Protocol on the Resolution of the Conflict in Abyei Area 2004), which continues to be part of the North. 
· However, the southerner groups in Blue Nile State did not profit from a similar arrangement, so we code no regional autonomy in 2012.


Sudan: Rashaida (1999-2005)

· The Rashaida, a group in eastern Sudan, developed a separatist movement in 1999 according to SDM. EPR does not include the group until 2006, so we recode the group with political relevance from 1999 onwards.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29641610]Throughout 1999-2005, the only group with access to central state power in Sudan was the “Shaygiyya, Ja’aliyyin and Danagla” (see EPR coding notes), so the powerless code can be extended to 1999-2005. We also code no autonomy, given that Sudan was highly centralized at the time (see eg ICG 2006). 



Syria: Alawites (1946-1948)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29641634]EPR codes autonomy in 1946-1948, arguing that this was a heritage of the French colonial rule. However, case evidence we have collected suggests that the Alawis had lost their autonomy earlier. Specifically, according to Shambrook (1998) Alawite autonomy came to an end in 1937, when the Alawite state was re-incorporated into Syria as a consequence of a Franco-Syrian treaty of 1936 and as a concession of the French to Syrian nationalists. We recode 1946-48 with no autonomy.


Syria: Druze (1946-1948)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29641653]EPR codes autonomy in 1946-1948, arguing this was a heritage of the French colonial rule. However, the evidence we have collected suggests that the Druze's autonomy had ended already before 1946.  Jabal al-Druze had an autonomous status under the French Mandate of Syria from 1922 until 1936, when the territory – against Druze petitions insisting on remaining separate from Syria (see e.g. Firro 1997: 92-93) – was incorporated into Syria. Jabal al-Druze retained a special status - initially. In 1944 the Syrian government dismantled much of Jabal al-Druze’s autonomy, though guaranteeing the Druze cultural and religious rights (Minahan 2002: 547). Based on this, we recode the Druze as lacking autonomy in 1946-1948.


Syria: Kurds (1957)

· EPR codes the Kurds as included until the beginning of the year of 1957, and as excluded from early 1958 onwards. The EPR coding notes mention waning Kurdish representation from 1954 onwards and that the Kurds became completely sidelined as Syria joined with Egypt in the United Arab Republic in 1958. As Syria became increasingly dominated by Sunni Arabs, the Syrian Kurds founded the Kurdish Democratic Party of Syria (KDPS) in 1957 and began to claim SD. To reflect the case history, we move the 1958 excluded (powerless) code forward to 1957.



Taiwan: Indigenous/Aboriginal Taiwanese (1988-95)

· EPR considers Taiwan’s indigenous peoples pol. relevant only from 1996 onwards, but SDM suggests that this group started to make separatist claims in 1988. Therefore, we recode the group with political relevance from 1988-1995.
· [bookmark: _Hlk29641720]EPR codes the Aboriginal Taiwanese as powerless from 1996 onwards. Since the Taiwanese polity was dominated by the local Han Chinese as well as those Han Chinese that came in after the KMT’s retreat to Taiwan in 1949, the powerless code also aptly describes the Aboriginal Taiwanese’ position pre-1996 (see EPR coding notes). Moreover, we found no evidence for meaningful regional autonomy during these years (see e.g. IWGIA 2011).


Thailand: Hill Tribes (1997-98)

· EPR considers Thailand’s Hill Tribes pol. relevant only from 1999 onwards, but the evidence we found suggests this group started to make separatist claims already in 1997. Therefore, we recode the group with political relevance from 1997-98.
· EPR codes the Hill Tribes as powerless from 1999; there is no evidence that the situation would have been different in 1997-1998 (the polity was dominated by Thais; see EPR coding notes).  We also found no evidence for autonomy in 1997-1998, similarly to subsequent years (see EPR coding notes).

Thailand: Malay Muslims (1980-2001)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29641786]EPR codes the Malay Muslims as regionally autonomous from 1980 until 2001 due to the Southern Border Provinces Administrative Centre (SBPAC), which was operating during this period. However, according to several sources, there was no meaningful autonomy (see Wheeler 2010: 208; Melvin 2007; Human Rights Watch 2007: 16). Thus, we recode the Malay Muslims as lacking autonomy throughout these years.


UK: Catholics in Northern Ireland (1974; 1999)

· EPR codes autonomy for the Catholics in Northern Ireland from 1998 onwards, but there was no autonomy on January 1, 1998 for the Northern Ireland Catholics and, strictly speaking, also not in 1999: 
· The Belfast Agreement, which gave Northern Ireland autonomy and foresaw a consociational agreement, was adopted in May 1998 via a twin referendum and then implemented in late 1999 (see “The Northern Ireland Act 1998 (Appointed Day) Order 1999”). We peg the start of autonomy to 1999 as this is consistent with the Scots and the Welsh (there, too, EPR codes autonomy once it was decided but before the full implementation).
· Further, we add a regaut code for 1974. On March 20, 1973, the British government proposed a 78-member Northern Ireland Assembly, to be elected in a proportional system. The proposal became law on May 3, 1973, and the first elections were held on June 28. While radical Ulster Unionists were opposed to the agreement, pro-agreement forces won the election. In November, pro-agreement parties reached a compromise about a power-sharing regime whereunder both Protestants and Catholics would be represented in the regional executive. Moreover, in December 1973 the Sunningdale Agreement was signed. The Sunningdale Agreement revived the idea of (limited) Irish involvement in the Northern Irish government: it foresaw both a joint Irish-Northern-Irish executive and legislative council, though with very limited competencies in the areas of tourism, conservation, and aspects of animal health (Minahan 2002; Minorities at Risk Project). The consociational agreement was shortlived, however. A Protestant general strike led to the collapse of the Sunningdale Agreement and the consociational Northern Irish government on May 28, 1974. Direct British rule was imposed (Minahan 2002; Minorities at Risk Project). Based on this we code autonomy in 1974.


UK: Protestants in Northern Ireland (1974; 1999)

· EPR codes the Protestants in Northern Ireland as autonomous from 1946-1971 and then again from 1998 onwards. We make two changes. First, we add a regaut code for 1974 due to the short-lived consociational agreement that held from 1973-1974 (see above). Further, we code autonomy due to the Belfast Agreement only from 1999 onwards (again, see above).


UK: Welsh (1946-1963)

· SDM suggests that there was an active Welsh separatist movement throughout 1946-2012, but EPR only codes the Welsh from 1964 onwards. We recode 1946-63 with political relevance. 
· We code the Welsh as junior partner in 1946-1963: Gwilym Lloyd George, for example, was Minister of Fuel and Power (1942–1945), Minister of Food (1951–1954), and Home Secretary and Minister for Welsh Affairs (1954-1957). 
· The Welsh had no regional autonomy until after Blair's devolution reforms in the late 1990s (Minahan 2002; Hewitt & Cheetham 2000).



US: Whites

· EPR codes the American Whites as not autonomous but the US is a federal state with white majorities in 49 of its 50 states, so we recode whites with regional autonomy.


Venezuela: Indigenous peoples (1972)

· EPR codes the group from 1973, but the evidence we found suggests that the group began to make separatist claims already a year before this, so we recode the group as pol. relevant in 1972. We apply the 1973 codes for power access etc. as there were no major differences.


Vietnam: Gia Rai (1975)

· The Gia Rai constitute one of the groups associated with the “Montagnards” separatist movement that had developed in South Vietnam. North Vietnam annexed South Vietnam in 1975. EPR only codes the group from 1976; following SDM, we add 1975, recode the group with political relevance, and use the 1976 codes for power access etc. also for 1975.

 

Vietnam: Khmer (1975)

· Accordign to SDM, there was a Khmer separatist movement in South Vietnam that continued to exist after the north’s annexation in 1975. EPR only codes the group from 1976; we add 1975, recode the group with political relevance, and use the 1976 codes for power access etc. also for 1975.


Yemen

· [bookmark: _Hlk29642018][bookmark: _Hlk29642024]The EPR group size estimates for unified Yemen appear to be incorrect. From 1991-1994, this is the breakdown according to EPR: Southerners (55%), Northerners (44%), and Al-Akhdam (1%). From 1995-2013 it is: Southerners (55%), Northern Zaydis (Shiites) (24%), Northern Shafi (Sunnis) (20%), and Al-Akhdam (1%). Thus, EPR consistently codes the Southerners as the majority group in Yemen. Population statistics for Yemen are surrounded by significant muddle (Minority Rights Group International), but this is clearly wrong. When the two Yemens united in 1990, the south had a population of about 2.5 mio and the north a population of about 9.1 mio according to Gleditsch (2002) and 2.5 mio vs 11 mio according to Dresch (2005: 186).
· According to MRGI, the Shafi Muslims make up 65-70% of Yemen's population, Zaydis 30-35%, and Akhdams 2-5%. The CIA World Factbook suggests a similar breakdown. The problem is that most sources don't make a distinction between Southern and Northern Shafis. 
· One source that provides an estimate for the Southern Yemenis is Minahan (2002: 702), according to whom there were 1.923 mio Southern Shafis (Southerners/Hadhramis) in Yemen in 2002. In combination with the World Bank estimate for Yemen's population in 2002 (18.55 mio), this suggests a group size for the Southern Shafis of 10.37% and for the Northern Shafis about 55%. This estimate appears on the lower end for the Southerners and on the higher end for the Northern Shafis.
· Another, higher, estimate can be derived by combining estimates for the Shafi populations in the former North and South Yemen at the time of unification with today's estimates by MRGI. 
· According to EPR, Shafis made up 69% of North Yemen before unification and almost the whole population of South Yemen. If we take Dresch's population figures as a baseline, this would suggest that in 1990 there were 7.6 mio Northern Shafis in Yemen and 2.5 mio Southern Shafis, or a 75/25 ratio.
· As stated above, MRGI reports that the Shafi Muslims make up 65-70% of Yemen's population, the Zaydis 30-35%, and the Akhdams 2-5%. Using in-between figures for all three groups (66/31/3), this suggests the following group count: [group sizes for Yemen: Northern Shafis (49.5%), Zaydis (31%), Southern Shafis (16.5%), and Akhdams (3%). For 1991-1994, the group sizes of the Northern Shafis and the Zaydis are combined (80.5%).


Yemen: Southerners (1990)

· [bookmark: _Hlk29642125]According to SDM there was a Southerner separatist movement from 1990, but EPR only codes the Southerners from 1991 onwards. We add 1990 and code the group as politically relevant in this year. A power-sharing agreement was in place that guaranteed the Southerners government representation (ICG 2011: 3); therefore, we code the Southerners as included (senior partner), as EPR does from 1991 onwards. The south lost its autonomy after the merger, so we code no regional autonomy.



Zimbabwe: Africans

· Africans in Zimbabwe are coded as geographically concentrated but the GeoEPR group polygon actually suggests that Africans are a statewide group, so we recode the group as statewide and not geographically concentrated.
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