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“The dark side to the inborn propensity to moral behavior is xenophobia.  Because personal familiarity and common interest are vital in social transactions, moral sentiments evolved to be selective.  And so it has ever been, and so it will ever be.  People give trust to strangers with effort, and true compassion is a commodity in chronically short supply.  Tribes cooperate only through carefully defined treaties and other conventions.  They are quick to imagine themselves victims of conspiracies by competing groups, and they are prone to dehumanize and murder their rivals during periods of severe conflict.  They cement their own group loyalties by means of sacred symbols and ceremonies.  Their mythologies are filled with epic victories over menacing enemies.”


- Wilson (1998)

Tribal conflict is one of humanity’s most longstanding and seemingly intractable problems.  A substantial tradition both in history and, increasingly, social psychology and sociobiology views it as an intrinsic part of human nature.  We are after this view genetically prone to emphasizing and even creating differences among one another, and fighting on that basis.  If physical appearance is similar, small differences (e.g., between Tutsi and Hutu or Japanese and Korean) can be magnified.  If even that fails, native language or religion will do.  This essentialist tradition suggests a pessimistic forecast with respect to whether tribal groups can live together peacefully.  With plummeting transportation costs in recent years and vast gaps in standards of living among regions of the world, global migration in pursuit of a better way of life and the resulting tribal mixing will increase the urgency of exploring whether there are ways to lessen such conflict. 

But clearly tribal conflict, a term I will use to mean any conflict based on perceived intrinsic differences on grounds such as those above, is, while absent in few if any societies, not a constant in all.  Rather, some places (even for a given level of tribal variety) have more and some less.  Conflict in some countries involves mass killing, but in others is limited to ethnically based political parties or a preference for in-group or trading networks.  

Studies of ethnic conflict, the most investigated form of tribal conflict, have not much benefited from the economic modeling of conflict.  The literature descended from such canonical work as Hirshleifer (1991a) and Skaperdas (1992) has very productively modeled conflict broadly speaking.  Drawing on this literature allows use of its insights as to what kinds of institutions lessen social conflict.  Unlike some of the biological, anthropological and psychological literature (e.g., Wrangham and Peterson, 1996), in which the level of conflict is a constraint of sorts given by genetics, here conflict, whatever its intrinsic motivations, is a choice, to be weighed against possible beneficial cooperation.  In this framework, discrimination is not an asymmetric-information problem (e.g., Fryer and Levitt, 2004; Barr and Oduro, 2002; Farmer and Terrell, 1996) nor an expression of hostile preferences in the Becker (1971) sense by the dominant group (Bertrand and Mullinathan, 2004).  Rather it, along with defensive reactions to it, is simply income maximization in the presence of a conflict technology.

This paper models tribal conflict as conflict in this economic sense, and adds to and merges several strands of literature.  First, the existing political-science literature on such conflict defines it primarily in ethnorelogious terms and primarily as war, especially civil war within a single nation-state.  But the economic conflict literature generally takes a catholic view of what qualifies as conflict, with many forms falling short of outright violence – litigation, rent-seeking and voting, for example.  There are numerous forms of conflict mediated through the state – restrictions on certain types of employment (implicitly leaving other types exclusively to the groups not subject to such laws), differential taxation and the like.  This paper seeks to empirically test the relation between broader forms of such nonviolent ethnic conflict (which often sets the stage for more violent conflict) and the characteristics of the model.  In doing so it provides a companion to Glaeser (2005), who (without deriving a particular theoretical basis) finds that income inequality and ethnic heterogeneity are positively associated.  Here I propose that the state is a potential vehicle for the redistribution that may promote such inequality, and I interpret this redistribution as economic conflict.  The paper also links intrastate conflict with the much broader economic literature on conflict among nation-states.  Since Polachek (1991) there has been a growing literature assessing the hypothesis that trade and conflict are substitutes in international relations, and that nations that trade more should fight less.  Other explorations of the hypothesis that opportunities for nation-state trade promote cooperation include, on the empirically confirmatory side, Dorussen (2006), and on the theoretically ambiguous side Anderton, Anderton and Carter (1999) and Morrow (1999).  

The final innovation is the focus on something unexplained in any economic accounts of discrimination or ethnic conflict, minority-group separatism in response to political discrimination.  While much of the labor literature on economic discrimination focuses on minority-group responses to exogenous levels of it, here tribal groups assess the relative payoff to cooperation and conflict, and may engage in politically mediated extraction and voluntary segregation.  The analysis is most useful for societies with politically dominant and politically vulnerable groups.  For the latter, economic secession provides an alternative to cooperating with the dominant group on the latter’s oppressive terms.  Historically, campaigns to promote in-group trading are common.  The Jamaican immigrant Marcus Garvey famously conducted such a campaign for blacks in the U.S. in the early 20th century, and modern Islamists often advocate the construction by Muslims of a separate Islamic economy governed by what they see as Islamic trading strictures.  This type of separatism – voluntary resort to tribal autarky despite its obvious costs – has not been studied.  To explain it Section 2 puts it in a simple economic-conflict framework and Sections 3 and 4 test the two most important implications of this approach.
The Model

Tribal conflict is conflict, but it is conflict that should be distinguished from the general economic portrait of this phenomenon.  There resources are divided among fighting or joint production, with the difference among groups in these resources combined with these technologies determining the division of the output of the latter.  Tribal conflict is different because tribal groups are readily identifiable and thus have the possibility of trading among themselves if the terms of intertribal trading are too onerous.  Often numerically larger or more powerful groups impose redistributive measures on smaller or less powerful ones.  The latter groups may resort to some degree to defensive separatism – production that occurs strictly within the group.  It is helpful to think of the dominant group choosing how to divide up jointly produced income, and the latter responding by diverting some resources to separatist production, distributed to its members and invulnerable to taxation.

For simplicity’s sake assume that there are two tribes.  The term tribe does not have a strictly ethnic connotation.  It is used, rather to suggest the universality of tribal conflict.  Tribes might in principle be religiously or linguistically based as much as on so-called “racial” identities.  Groups will be decision-makers, which means that some subtleties of conflict/appropriation tradeoffs, particularly free-riding (e.g., Baik, Kim and Na, 2001; Riaz and Shogren, 1995), will be ignored.  But such a simple model has the virtue of precise predictions, and has been used previously in studies of ethnic conflict (Montalvo and Reynal-Queroso, 2005a). 
Group 1, the dominant group, is assumed to be in control of the governmental process in the country.  The approach can accommodate both a majority that dominates because of greater numbers or a minority group that controls the decision-making machinery (e.g., the Alawites in Syria).  Similarly, the decision-making process in question can be peaceful or not and democratic or not.  Because of its dominance, Group 1 will be assumed to be a Stackelberg leader, able to predict the reaction of the other group and to optimize accordingly.  Group 2, the subservient group, thus plays the role of the Stackelberg follower, optimizing against the constraint of the rule set by Group 1.  
Each group has a resource endowment, R1 and R2.  Group 2 can contribute to a joint production function which takes as inputs the inputs of the two members.  Assume that this production is constant returns to scale and Cobb-Douglas, so that 
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and 0 < ( < 1.  L1 and L2 are labor devoted to joint production by each tribe. 
Group 1 has unique access to a simple linear separatist production function, 
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.  Group 1’s production choices are subject to a resource constraint that requires that its combined efforts in separate and joint production not exceed its endowment: 
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(1)
The notion of conflict is thus different from that in much of the economic literature, which relies on a contest success function descended from that in Tullock (1980), married with some analogue of the joint production function here.  There are marginal productivities in both conflict and joint production, and equilibrium requires equating them.  In this approach conflict manifests itself for the dominant group via extraction and for the subservient group via separatism.  The separatist technology is assumed to be unavailable to group 1, and so L1 = R1.  Group 2 does have control over a taxation rate, t, which it imposes on joint production.  The subservient group, as follower, takes t as given and must then allocate its resource endowment between separate and joint production.  It thus solves the problem
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(2)

Taking the first order condition yields the reaction curve for E1 as a function of t and the parameters A, b and (.:
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(3)
Rearranging terms yields the effort devoted by the subservient group to joint production:
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(4)

Other things equal, the subservient group devotes more to integration as the dominant group is wealthier (which raises the marginal product for Group 2 of joint production at a given tax rate), the tax rate is lower, Group 2’s productivity relative to that of Group 1 in joint production (1 – α) is higher, and Group 2’s relative productivity in separatist as opposed to joint production (A/b) is lower.


Given this reaction function, Group 1 must set the tax rate so as to maximize its share of income.  This problem is to
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(5)

Taking the first-order condition yields


[image: image8.wmf](

)

(

)

(

)

(

)

(

)

0

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

2

=

ï

þ

ï

ý

ü

ï

î

ï

í

ì

-

ú

û

ù

ê

ë

é

-

-

-

-

ú

û

ù

ê

ë

é

-

-

-

-

b

A

b

A

t

t

b

A

t

A

R

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

,
(6)

which ultimately reduces to
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The dominant group thus increases its level of extraction as the joint production function becomes more tilted toward the subservient group, in the sense that the latter has higher productivity in joint production relative to the dominant group.  Substituting for t in (4) indicates that equilibrium joint production effort by Group 2 is
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.  Intuitively, relative higher marginal productivity for the dominant group raises the attractiveness of joint production for the subservient group, allowing the former a sort of market power to take more of joint production.  The relative productivity of joint over separate production for Group 2 (A/b) also positively determines its joint production effort.

The state is thus used to distribute income such that the bias in production toward the subservient group is in some sense completely canceled out.  Substituting for equilibrium income via the joint production function yields, for Group 2,
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The first term is the group’s share of joint production, and the second is income from separatist production.  Income from group 1, which comes exclusively from joint production, is
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The ratio of jointly produced income accruing to Group 1 relative to that of Group 2 is then simply α/(1 – α).  Note that if each group were paid its marginal product, this ratio would be
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.  This condition means that relative resource endowments for group 2 work in the same direction as joint-production technology advantages for Group 1.  Comparatively, pay in the presence of the ability of the dominant group to extract lacks the potentially homeostatic properties of marginal-product compensation.
  In the latter, advantages in the production technology can be offset by disadvantages in resource endowments.  In the presence of state-mediated extraction, any subservient-group advantage in resource endowments do not translate into higher income shares in joint production.  The result is related to that of Hirshleifer (1991b), who found that the presence of a conflict success function raises the relative advantage of the weaker group.
Critical is the role of restraints on trade in promoting conflict.  Such restraints – price distortions and supranormal returns via differential subsidy and taxation, licensing requirements, trade restraints and the like – function like low joint productivity in affecting the propensity to tribal conflict.  A key prediction is then that more such restrictions, by promoting lower productivity in joint production, should result in more taxation and separatism.  Like any other sort of conflict, tribal conflict increases when it is relatively more lucrative at the margin than the alternative, and a less productive market economy brings this about.
Empirical tests – political discrimination

While tribally based cross-border conflict is clearly a longstanding and substantial global phenomenon, the increasing potential for tribal conflict within recognized borders as tribal diversity increases (and perhaps also as communications technology makes members of some tribes more aware of perceived struggles among members of their group in other societies) makes antagonism within nations a potentially greater problem.  (Mueller (2004) argues that interstate warfare has been in decline over the long term, and much of the war that now remains is interethnic war in failing states.)  Tribal conflict, especially ethnic conflict, is a well-studied problem, but mostly in the context of violent conflict.  Here, the interest is in nonviolent political conflict and separatism by the subservient group in response.
The data

Several measures of intra-national ethnic conflict exist.  I will employ two, described below.  As for the right-hand variables, clearly the amount of tribal conflict is first and foremost a function of the distribution of the population among tribal groups.  But the precise relation is not obvious.  A society with two groups, one consisting of 99 percent of the population, may or may not have more potential conflict than one with ten groups, each consisting of ten percent of the population.  The complexities can be seen in a society such as China, where the Han constitute over ninety percent of the population (although they are divided into different linguistic subgroups), with dozens of official minorities constituting the remainder.  While obvious ethnic conflict among most of these groups is difficult to see, exceptions do occur where the minorities are concentrated in a single region – Tibet and Xinjiang most obviously.  And it is in those regions where the implied taxation of large-scale Han in-migration in recent years is most controversial (Rong, 2003).

Because of these ambiguities, I employ two measures of potential conflict, and employ ethnicity as the form of tribal variation.  Alesina (2003) has constructed an increasingly popular index of ethnic fractionalization.  It is a Herfindahl index of ethnic concentration, given by 
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They show that this measure has two useful properties: merging two groups into one bigger one increases polarization, as does taking a number of people from one group and distributing it evenly among two groups of equal size.  Unlike measures of fractionalization, the Montalvo/Reynal-Quero measure also matches what Horowitz (1985) argues is the true empirical relation between the number of groups and actual conflict.  In particular, conflict is not monotonically increasing in the number of groups.  Rather, it is unimodally distributed.  Very homogenous societies or societies with very many groups of roughly equal size have little conflict.  Those with, for example, a single majority and a single sizable minority have more.
  

These measures perform a critical function by measuring potential ethnic conflict.  If we take it for granted that there is an innate tendency toward conflict (whether biologically ingrained or not) which other social factors may mitigate or aggravate, any determination of the causes of tribal conflict must standardize for this baseline.  Those potential additional factors of primary interest here concern the relative productivity of cooperative production.  Several variables are included because of longstanding insights from the rent-seeking model which relates state size to income-redistribution activities and to poor economic performance (which lowers the returns to joint production).  GOV is the ratio of government consumption spending to gross domestic product, and comes from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators database.  In Barro (1991) and some of the literature descended from it such consumption harms economic growth.  TOTPROC is a direct measure of restraints on trade, the Bank’s measure of the combined number of procedures needed to start a business, establish title to property and register a contract.  It is from their Doing Business database, available at http://www.doingbusiness.org.  It is a proxy for distortionary interventions in the economy.  In addition to the vast body of rent-seeking literature, some Bank research (World Bank, 2005) suggests that the extent of such measures in particular also retards growth.  In any event it is a useful proxy for the extent of trade restraints overall.
As for other variables, COMMOD is the percentage of the country’s GDP that consists of foods, fuels or ore production, also from the WDI.  Because such natural capital, in contrast to human capital, is completely immobile and hence more easily controlled given a particular amount of appropriative effort, an increasing body of research (e.g., Collier and Hoeffler , 1998) suggests that it promotes civil conflict generally, if not necessarily tribal conflict in particular.  Dorussen (2006) also finds that commodity trade does not dampen interstate conflict in the way trade in other goods and services does.  LINGFRAC is the Alesina (2003) measure of a country’s linguistic fractionalization, analogous to the aforementioned ethnic fractionalization index.  This is an appropriate measure for the difficulty of transacting across tribal lines, in that the more groups and smaller they are, the higher the costs of doing business outside one’s own group.  It is in some sense a measure of the transaction costs of intertribal trade.  That such costs deter such trade is an argument formalized by Lazear (1999).

Two political variables and one variable measuring productivity are included.  POLRIGHTS is the widely used Freedom House measure of political competition.  It does not follow directly from the model, but other literature suggests its importance.  Fraenkel and Grofman (2004) find that political structures can promote or discourage political gains from trade, and for multiethnic societies democracy in particular become important as ways to diminish conflict.  But they analyze only political choice – choice over how the state regulates the economy – and do not explore the possibility that politics and commerce are substitutes, or that political structure in general has any effect after accounting for freedom to trade.  Reynal-Querol (2002) finds that some types of democracy mitigate ethnic conflict, while Collier (2001) empirically finds that fractionalization is not toxic to growth in democracies, similar to the results in Bluedom (2001).  On the other hand there is a longstanding dismal theory of unalloyed democracy in institutionally weak societies, which holds that it leads to winner-take-all politics which dramatically increases social conflict and worsens the position of economically stronger minorities in particular (Chua, 2003; Kaplan, 2000).  Another political variable is the federalism measure (a 1-5 measure with a higher number indicating more centralization) of Gerring and Thacker (2004).  If the classic Tiebout (1956) argument for federalism as a tool to facilitate preference-based self-sorting via jurisdictional competition can be applied to tribal-specific goods (whether public, as in the Tiebout analysis, or private) more federal systems may promote less conflict.  Osborne (2000) also argues that one source of conflict in societies where multiple tribal groups are approximately sorted into distinct geographic regions is central government allocation of funds raised from all tribes to be used in activities that promote tribal-specific capital, e.g. language or disputed historical education.  Such use of a tribe’s resources to subsidize lower intratribal trading costs for other tribes might be expected to increase resentment, and such an outcome might be less problematic in a highly decentralized government.  Finally, PCS is the WDI measure of persona computers per 1000 population, and measures overall productivity.  There is no a priori expectation as to the sign, i.e. whether such general productive technology better promotes separatism or joint production. But clearly, other things equal, higher productivity should promote greater potential wealth and hence is a factor to be considered.

Two dependent variables are used.  The first, PDIS, comes from the Minorities at Risk dataset of the Center for International Development and Conflict Management at the University of Maryland, which contains various measures of political and economic discrimination suffered by minority groups the project identifies as “at-risk.”  PDIS in particular measures the overall intensity of political discrimination on a discrete zero-to-four scale.  The data set is limited to minorities actually threatened by political pressure.  For example, Jews are listed as at-risk in France and Argentina, but not in the U.S. or Canada.  Because of this censoring problem, both OLS and Tobit results are reported.  The construction of the data is described more fully in Gurr (1993), and a description of criteria for group inclusion and other characteristics of the current data set is found at http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/mar/.
The other dependent variable was constructed by Vanhanen (1999), and measures on a 0-100 scale the extent of “the relative significance of ethnic parties and organizations, significant ethnic inequalities in governmental institutions and customary ethnic discrimination to measure the institutional dimension of ethnic conflict” (p. 60).  It is thus a measure of exactly the sort of ethnically based political conflict of interest here.  His conclusions are germane in that “it does not seem possible to avoid the emergence of ethnic conflict in ethnically divided societies, whereas it may be possible to mitigate conflict by inventing social and political institutions that help to accommodate the interests of different ethnic groups” (p. 66).  The question of interest is whether facilitating opportunity for interethnic trade is one such “social institution.”

The literature that draws on these measures typically does not concern itself with the opportunities for consensual trade as an alternative to politically mediated conflict.  Rather, it is often concerned with such essentialist factors as ethnic heterogeneity itself and the powerful role of religious beliefs even in nominally ethnic conflicts (Montalvo and Reynal-Quero, 2005b;  Fox, 2003), or the proper design of political-representation structures (Saideman et al., 2002) as the primary political structures of interest.
 
The results are reported in Table 1.  The measure of polarization outperforms that of fractionalization, being statistically significant in the expected direction in each case.  After standardizing for this intrinsic potential for conflict, LINGFRAC performs reasonably well, reaching the ten-percent level of significance in four of the six regressions.  Federalism is only significant once.  As for democracy, it is significant at at least the ten-percent level twice, with PDIS as the left-hand variable and ETHFRAC on the right side.  But contrary to the democratic-pessimism literature, more political rights, when significant, actually lessen conflict.  The commodity orientation of the economy is also not associated with measures of tribal political conflict.  Such an economic orientation may be associated with greater social conflict generally, but it is not associated with tribal conflict in particular after taking account of the other factors stressed here.

Also of interest are the effects of state entanglement with trade.  TOTPROC is along with ethnic polarization the most robust predictor, being significant at at least the ten-percent level with a positive sign in every specification.  More intervention is clearly associated with greater degrees of tribally based political discrimination.  The results for government consumption are more ambiguous, as it is also positively signed in all the regressions, but is not consistently significant.  However, the notion that heavy degrees of state intervention prompt ethnic political discrimination is a provocative one, lending support to the notion that societies that most heavily restrict trade are those where the returns to intertribal trade are the lowest, and tribal tensions therefore the highest.  Indeed these factors appear to trump political structures as tools to lower ethnic political discrimination.
Separatism and Trust

The testing of another relationship, between separatism and the model’s exogenous factors, is somewhat more difficult to test.  Ultimately, the measure sought is of either actual or desired segregation in trade by members of subsidiary tribal groups.  One proxy for this quantity is available from the World Values Survey, employing the most recent surveys conducted for each participating state between 1999 and 2004.  One variable measures the proportion of people who, unprompted, answer “members of a different race” generically or particular ethnic and religious groups to a question as to what sort of people they would not like to have as neighbors.  The question thus measures a desire to separate, at least in residential decisions.


The correlation between this variable, NEIGHBORS, and the primary measure of state intrusiveness into trade opportunities, TOTPROC, is quite striking.  The pure Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.5184 (n = 70, p < 0.001).  Figure 1 shows the scatterplot relating TOTPROC and NEIGHBORS, and the relation is obvious.  As a control, Table 2 presents the results of the regression of this measure of separatism on TOTPROC as well as ETHPOL, PCS, and the two Freedom House measures of political freedom and civil-rights protection (CIVLIBS).  With 47 observations available, TOTPROC maintains its significance after accounting for these variables.  There is no particular propensity for technologically advanced or politically free countries to reduce or strengthen separatist attitudes, but highly interventionist states do exacerbate them.

Another test involves the extent to which such minorities integrate over time.  One measure to test this relation is also available from the MAR dataset.  It measures the extent to which the minority in question was concentrated in a geographic base, and is available for two years – 1960 and 1990.  It measures on a 1-3 scale the proportion of group members who lived in the geographic base – under 50, 50-75 or over 75 percent.  A higher number is thus more concentration.  While only 31 observations are available, the correlation between this measure and average annual real per capita economic growth over the 1965-1995 interval, derived from the Barro/Lee dataset, is -.3196 for instances in which there was not already high integration (with at least 50 percent outside of the base area) in 1960.  This provides some evidence that growth provides an inducement for migration, which is arguably a precursor to fuller social integration.

Finally, consider the concept of trust, which has been heavily emphasized in recent years in work on growth.  A rapidly growing literature depicts its absence as an impediment to growth because of a resulting inability to overcome moral-hazard problems in exchange (Zak and Knack, 2001; Knack and Keefer, 1997; Beugelsdijk, de Groot and Van Schaik, 2004).  Some work (Woolcock, Easterly and Ritzen, 2000; Knack and Keefer, 1997) contends that ethnic diversity itself harms trust.  Woolcock, Easterly and Ritzen in particular find that bad policy and political instability cause low growth, and that ethnic fractionalization causes bad policy, in part through low trust.  The strength of this result is subject to question, in that the measures of fractionalization rely heavily on Soviet estimates from the early 1960s.  The robustness of its claims that diversity promotes bad policy are also questionable.  The correlations, for example, between the more widely available fractionalization and polarization measures used here and a widely used 1990-1994 measure of policy distortions from the Barro/Lee data set, the black-market premium on the country’s exchange rate, are quite low at .0337 and .0907 (n = 109 in both cases) respectively.  

To test whether diversity harms trust, I regress the country mean response to another question from the World Values survey (TRUST), which asks whether people in general can be trusted.  (A higher answer on a binary scale denotes less trust.)  The overall correlation between this value and TOTPROC is .4179 (n = 73).  The results of regressing TRUST on the measures of ethnic diversity and TOTPROC, GOV and a series of geographic dummies are reported in Table 3.  In both cases the ethnic-diversity measures are not significant, but TOTPROC is.  This suggests that diversity does not erode trust once the amount of intervention has been standardized for, a critical difference.  This is contrary to work by Alesina and La Ferrara (2002, 2000), who find (without standardizing for exchange restrictions) that more ethnically heterogenous cities have less trust.  It is possible that lower trade barriers may serve to mitigate this potentially troublesome result.  It is admittedly possible, as Woolcock, Easterly and Ritzen (2000) and Easterly and Levine (1997) claim, that diversity promotes such bad policy outcomes as a high level of distortions.  However, the findings here combined with the lack of robustness of their finding of a negative relation between diversity per se and growth in work by Arcand (2000) and Collier (2000) suggests that bad policy may not simply be a result of diversity, and that given free trade ethnic diversity need not inordinately corrode trust.  
Conclusion

The analysis suggests a new way of thinking about minimizing tribal conflict, albeit one widely known in the literature on trade and interstate conflict.  Tribal heterogeneity is not the problem.  Tribal heterogeneity combined with high costs of transacting across tribal lines is.  Internal free trade may be an important institutional structure for helping groups to cooperate.  While this suggests expanding opportunities for exchange as an important tool in fighting ethnoreligious conflict, further research is warranted.  It may ultimately be that reform is simply more difficult in highly fractious (or polarized) societies because existing ethnic conflicts substantially constrain the opportunity sets of politicians.  But the problem of whether to engage in gradual or radical economic reform given particular political constraints is an increasingly well-understood one, and tribally based political constraints presumably share similarities with others.  Analysis of labor-market and other types of economic (as opposed to political) discrimination across many countries, which would require data unavailable at present, in a conflict framework would also be a useful extension of the work.  Modeling freer exchange as a route to lessening of discrimination might provide a hopeful alternative to fatalism (in particular the argument that discrimination is universal and persistent) of the Darity and Gordon (2000) variety.
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Figure 1 – Aversion to other tribal groups and procedural thickness

Table 1

Discrimination

PDIS as dependent variable
OLS







Tobit
CONSTANT
-.2199074
-1.400641


-.4476139
-1.774914



(-0.20)

(-1.24)



(-0.40)

(-1.61)

ETHFRAC
1.347496




1.286705



(1.43)





(1.35)

ETHPOL


1.869694**




2.189102***




(2.59)





(3.06)
TOTPROC
.0265629*
.0359518**


.0319016**
.0405777***



(1.92)

(2.65)



(2.24)

(3.03)
FED

.0593799
.1210249


.0409673
.112315



(0.64)

(1.27)



(0.44)

(1.22)

COMMOD
-.0075529
-.0070727


-.0085614
-.0086854



(-1.25)

(-1.16)



(1.69)

(.152)

LINGFRAC
-.1672603**
-.7658022


-1.737797***
-.8113067



(-2.61)

(-1.47)



(-2.70)

(-1.61)

GOV

.009174
.0162068


0139765
.0222184



(0.33)

(0.57)



(0.50)

(0.80)

POLRIGHTS
.1838727**
.0836104


.1894245**
.0701018



(2.09)

(0.87)



(2.13)

(0.76)

PCS

.0009891
.0012048


.0009801
.0012791



(0.55)

(0.67)



(0.54)

(0.74

R2

0.2649

0.3864
    
Log-

-88.696712
-62.497376

likelihood 

F

2.39**

3.07***  
(2

18.88**
24.61***

N

62

48

N

62

48
Table 1 (continued)

INSTDIV as dependent variable (OLS)
CONSTANT
-25.29008*

-25.21314



(-1.74)


(-1.81)

ETHFRAC
35.74343**



(2.58)

ETHPOL



30.23927***





(3.49)

TOTPROC
.3219665*

.3184827*



(1.81)


(1.91)

FED

-1.711451

-2.439739*



(-1.23)


(-1.81)

COMMOD
-.0688773

.0220071



(-0.86)


(0.29)

LINGFRAC
22.95565**

44.54619***



(2.33)


(6.68)

GOV

1.206905***

.8304769**



(2.90)


(2.03)

POLRIGHTS
.2903874

-1.530074



(0.23)


(-1.22)

PCS

.0147139

.0213064



(0.74)


(1.09)

R2

0.4663


0.5358

F

7.86***

9.95***

N

81


63
Table 2 – Aversion to non-tribals as neighbors

Variable
Coefficient

CONSTANT
.0377779
.0228864



(0.28)

(0.33)

ETHFRAC
-.1071057*



(-1.69)
ETHPOL


-.1196667*





(-1.80)
TOTPROC
.0031901
.0033792**


(2.42)

(2.15)

PCS

-.0001429
-.0000588


(-1.21)

(-0.42)

TOTFREE
.0040463
.0004806


(0.80)

(0.07)

AFRICA
.0988302
.0801153



(1.97)

(1.52)

MIDEAST
.1061085**
.1480241***


(2.21)

(2.82)

OECD

.0403302
.014573


(1.07)

(0.26)

R2

0.4174

.4779

F

5.63***
5.10***

N

63

47
Table 3

Trust

Variable
Coefficient
CONSTANT
1.52***
1.418981***


(12.10)

(7.96)
ETHFRAC
.0601996




0.52

ETHPOL


.1674249




(1.35)

TOTPROC
.0036334*
.005198**



(1.92)

(0.34)

GOV

.0004838
-.0017659



(0.13)

(-0.35)

AFRICA
.0826318
.1655695*



(0.90)

(1.75)

MIDEAST
-.1065279
-.0901176



(-1.58)

(-1.10)

OECD

-.0449671
.0159316



(-0.86)

(0.19)
R2

.2059

.3104

F

2.33**

2.55**

N

61

41
�.  Potential, in that when one group has advantages both in marginal productivity and in joint production and resources, marginal-product compensation actually results in more inequality (albeit with potentially higher absolute income) than production with conflict.  But when each group has an advantage in one area, marginal-product compensation results in more equality. 


� This was known to Voltaire [1733, in Dilworth (1961), p. 26]: “If there were only one religion in England, there would be danger of tyranny; if there were two, they would cut each other's throats; but there are thirty, and they live happily together in peace.” 
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