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ABSTRACT

For decades, Indigenous peoples and their movements have fought for the
recognition of their rights. Since the multiculturalist turn, these demands are - at
least partially — a legal reality in many countries in Latin America. Indigenous group
rights can be attributed to individual group members or in a collective way to the
group as such. Here, | investigate how these contrasting approaches impact on
Indigenous citizens’ satisfaction with democracy. From normative theory, | derive
the expectation that incorporating collective Indigenous rights increases
satisfaction with democracy, because they address the historical loss of Indigenous
sovereignty and open new spaces for the participation of previously marginalized
groups. In contrast, the individualization of Indigenous group rights can be seen as
a form of assimilation. The empirics show that collective rights increase the
satisfaction with democracy among Indigenous peoples - and among the wider
public. Thus, recognizing collective minority rights does not seem to stir division
but sends a message that democracy is working well.

KEYWORDS Indigenous peoples; collective rights; minority rights; satisfaction with democracy; Latin America;
plurinationalism

1. Introduction

Indigenous rights are group rights. They can be granted to individuals belonging to Indi-
genous groups or collectively to Indigenous groups as such. But does it make a differ-
ence? Besides a philosophical and normative discussion of this question, empirical
approaches are scarce. In this article, I investigate the effect of recognizing individual
and collective rights for Indigenous peoples on their satisfaction with democracy (SWD).

For decades, Indigenous peoples and their movements have fought for the recog-
nition of their collective rights. Since the “multiculturalist” or “inclusionary” turn,
these demands are — at least partially — a legal reality in many countries in Latin
America. Constitutional reforms in many states have recognized their plurinational
character, and ordinary legislation has followed up on higher-order norms to
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protect Indigenous rights. What do these developments mean for the consolidation of
democracy in a continent that has long lingered between autocratic and electoral
regimes?

The stability of democracy depends on its perceived legitimacy by the citizens — par-
ticularly in the case of young and emerging democracies of the third wave of democra-
tization like in Latin America.' However, SWD is comparatively low on the continent.”
Especially among Indigenous communities, discontent with the political system has
long been a widespread issue. Over time, Indigenous protest waves have repeatedly sig-
nalled their dissatisfaction. For Indigenous participants, such protests are not only
about tangible outcomes like commodity prices but relate to their struggle to be recog-
nized on par with the other segments of society after a century-long history of margin-
alization.” A central aspect of the Latin American wave of democratization was the
political inclusion of Indigenous peoples. Therefore, it makes sense, to analyse how
they perceive the workings of democracy nowadays.

Findings on Indigenous dissatisfaction mirror the literature documenting lower
system support of ethnic minorities in general. This line of research also found that
inclusive institutions can narrow the majority-minority gap in system support.”*
Recent studies also show that local inclusion and the constitutional incorporation of
Indigenous rights enhance support for democracy within Indigenous communities.”

I extend this research by investigating how Indigenous SWD as a form of system
support depends on the codification of Indigenous rights in ordinary legislation.
The focus on ordinary law matters because abstract constitutional norms need to be
made operational through lower-level legislation.® Since Indigenous rights are group
rights, that only apply to specific (i.e. Indigenous) groups in society, it is relevant
how they are put into legal practice. A central question is: Who can claim such
rights? The normative theory discusses two contrasting approaches: Liberal scholars
argue that group rights should be individual rights, i.e. given to individuals qua
being members of a given (Indigenous) group. In contrast, proponents of collective
group rights attribute them to (Indigenous) groups per se, i.e. they might be exercised
by group members jointly or through common institutions of the group.” So far, this
distinction has received attention mainly in the land rights literature on individually
and communally held land.® As I show here, Latin American legislation contains
both ways to incorporate Indigenous rights. For example, the Ley del Artesano y Arte-
sana Indigena adopted in Venezuela in 2009 contains many provisions to strengthen
the livelihoods of (individual) Indigenous traditional artisanal workers, like freeing
them from paying taxes. In contrast, the Ley de la Revolucion Productiva Comunitaria
Agropecuaria adopted in Bolivia in 2011 promotes community organizations to
improve Indigenous livelihood.”

Unlike Human rights, group-differentiated rights introduce a middle level in the
relations between individuals and the state.'’ Collective group rights strengthen this
intermediate level more than individual group-differentiated rights. This varying
weight of the group vis-a-vis the individual and state level can have important conse-
quences on the affected citizens. Mainly discussed in normative theory, its implications
have not yet been systematically analysed empirically. In this article, I summarize the
normative debate and derive empirical expectations on the impact of individual and
collective group rights on Indigenous SWD.

I argue that collective rights, rather than individual rights, increase Indigenous
SWD because Individual rights mis-recognize Indigenous peoples’ inherent
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sovereignty. In turn, feelings of mis-recognition caused by state policy break with the
promise of Latin American democratization to put inter-ethnic relations on a new fun-
dament of mutual respect. In contrast, recognizing collective rights signals that Indi-
genous identity is taken seriously. Moreover, collective rights increase the input and
output legitimacy of the political system in the eye of the Indigenous population:
They improve opportunities for Indigenous participation and autonomy and bring
decision-making closer to Indigenous peoples. Therefore, I propose that a focus on col-
lective rights in Latin American Indigenous legislation is associated with higher SWD
among Indigenous peoples.

I test this hypothesis by linking the INDILEX database on the legal status of Indi-
genous peoples and their rights with survey data from the AmericasBarometer. Multi-
level analyses support the main theoretical argument: Controlling for constitutional
recognition, the more a country treats Indigenous rights as collective rights, the
higher SWD among its Indigenous citizens — and in the wider society.

This finding extends prior research investigating whether the legal recognition of
Indigenous rights matters at all. Some have praised the “multiculturalist” turn as the
“most promising and innovative area of Latin American constitutionalism.”""
However, many scholars and international institutions charged with the topic claim
that a profound “implementation gap” prevents any positive change.'”> Whereas
most of these studies focus on the socio-economic status of Indigenous persons, I
broaden the analysis to their overall satisfaction with the political system. I show
that the legal recognition of collective Indigenous rights sends an encouraging
message about the intended equality of minority and majority populations, even if
they might not be implemented perfectly well.

2. Concepts and theory

Human rights are individual rights. They apply to every human and regulate the
relationship between individuals and the State. In contrast, Indigenous rights are
group-differentiated rights (or group rights, in short). They only apply to certain,
i.e. Indigenous, groups of people in society and have a “dual nature” combining an
individual and a group dimension." Thus, Indigenous rights regulate the relationship
between the State, Indigenous individuals, and the Indigenous group as a middle level
between the individual and the state.

In consequence, the state can either recognize individuals as the holders of Indigen-
ous rights — or the group in a collective fashion. Individual group rights are granted
directly to Indigenous individuals as members of an Indigenous group. This entails a
thin conception of the group level: The main decision-making about Indigenous
rights is made by the state and the group level only serves as a selection criterion to deter-
mine which individuals (i.e. the ones belonging to the Indigenous group) can benefit
from those rights. In contrast, collective group rights are held by the group as such.
This entails a thick conception of the group level: The state delegates decision-making
to the group how to implement Indigenous rights in the respective area.'*

This distinction between individual and collective group rights and the ensuing
“issues of right-holders [...] are not insignificant” and can be discussed on several
levels.'” The philosophical and normative considerations summarized in the following
paragraphs represent the backdrop to derive expectations about the empirical expec-
tations of the dimensions of Indigenous group rights on SWD.
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The philosophical question is, whether groups can actually be the holders of rights?
“Ontological individualists” argue that a group’s interests are always reducible to the
interests of its members.'® In their view, ethnic groups lack the agency to effectively
exercise rights.'” In contrast, proponents of collective group rights argue that the Indi-
genous rights to cultural survival and self-determination cannot be exercised by indi-
viduals alone but entail a collective dimension by definition.'® Moreover, Indigenous
collectives could exercise group rights just like other nations or social groups through
representatives or formal organizations.19

However, this philosophical discussion is rendered obsolete by reality since Latin
American legislation reflects both conceptualizations. For example, Peru and Colom-
bia adopted legislation on Indigenous education in the 2010s. Law 29.735 of Peru
(2011) grants each student the right to receive intercultural bilingual education.
Colombia’s Decree 1953 of 2014 allows Indigenous communities to establish edu-
cational institutions and administer Indigenous curricula independently. Both pieces
of legislation pursue a similar goal - to implement intercultural bilingual education
for Indigenous communities - but follow different strategies. In Peru, the government
grants the right to individual students who are members of Indigenous groups. In con-
trast, Colombia empowers the Indigenous communities as an intermediate level
between the individual and the state.

The normative question is, whom group-differentiated rights should be attributed
to? Liberals argue that collective Indigenous rights are fundamentally in opposition
to Human rights, which are supposed to protect individuals against collective
power. Consequently, they subordinate collective interests to individual liberties.*
Some of them reject collective rights even completely.”!

In contrast, proponents of collective rights refuse the idea that Western legal phil-
osophy could determine the design of Indigenous rights. They argue that due to their
ancestral occupation of the land, Indigenous peoples possess inherent sovereignty,
which was unjustly taken away from them through colonization.** In this sense, Indi-
genous rights cannot be given to Indigenous peoples, but just restored or recognized.”
The restoration of this inherent sovereignty, Indigenous thinkers argue, must be based
in Indigenous identity and traditions, which entails a distinctive collective
dimension.**

I do not attempt to resolve this normative debate, but to investigate the empirical
consequences of the two dimensions of Indigenous group rights. They might have a
different impact depending on the outcome of interest. Here, I elaborate how individ-
ual and collective group rights relate to Indigenous peoples’ SWD. This outcome
implies an Indigenous view on democracy. Therefore, the theoretical answer to the
research question needs to consider Indigenous perspectives on the individual and col-
lective rights debate.

A series of scholars have argued that (neo-)liberal approaches to multiculturalism
can have adverse effects by reproducing colonial power relations.”> While most of
this literature is based in anglophone settler colonies, this argument also applies to
Latin America.”® In this perspective, the liberal preference for individual group
rights is one aspect that contributes to the continuation of colonial attitudes
towards Indigenous peoples. Individual group rights make Indigenous peoples essen-
tially similar to other social groups protected by the state, like the elderly, that however
lack the distinct collective group identity of Indigenous peoples as descent-based ima-
gined communities.”” Wolfe describes this separation of Indigenous peoples from their
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collective identity as an attempt to reduce the claims of Indigenous movements to “a
depoliticized branch of the welfare bureaucracy.”®® Thus pressing Indigenous rights
into the individualized language of the existing Human rights system can represent
yet “another form of assimilation.”® Furthermore, the codification of Indigenous
rights as individual rights perpetuates the paternalist stance that dominated states’
treatments of Indigenous peoples for a long time: it is the state that grants these
rights in a top-down fashion. By unilaterally defining the scope of these rights in a
“monological” way, the state limits the opportunities for the self-determination of
Indigenous peoples.™

These considerations are relevant for the Indigenous perception of democracy
because Indigenous movements and the democratization process in Latin America
have been closely intertwined.’ To address a deep crisis of legitimacy, consti-
tution-makers around the continent recognized the pluri-national character of
their societies. This reflects Indigenous peoples’ self-image as sovereign nations
and promised to fulfil Indigenous movements’ demands to be recognized as
equals.’® Thus, the Latin American wave of democratization not only introduced
competitive elections, but embarked on a journey of decolonizing inter-ethnic
relations.”® Although recognizing some rights, the individual approach would
mean to revert on these promises of pluri-national democracy and neglecting a
key demand of Indigenous movements.

In contrast, granting autonomy rights to ethnic groups can improve the stability
and quality of democracy in plural societies.”* Besides ethno-federalism, decision-
making power can be devolved to minority groups in various ways - e.g. through col-
lective group rights. This should improve Indigenous perception of democracy because
in societies divided along ethnic lines, simple “majority rule is not only undemocratic
but also dangerous because minorities that are continually denied access to power will
feel excluded and discriminated against and may lose their allegiance to the regime.”*
Indeed, collective rights can create feelings of recognition that increase the legitimacy
of the state in the eye of ethnic minorities, as experimental evidence from the Philip-
pines suggests.’® This finding is not surprising as many Indigenous peoples have a
“community-centered“ cosmovision, in which the individual cannot be separated
from the collective.””

Furthermore, collective rights not only truly recognize Indigenous identity, but also
improve both the input and output side of political legitimacy, which have been shown
to drive popular SWD.?® First, collective rights open opportunities for participation. By
delegating the decision-making to the group level, collective rights allow Indigenous
groups to make sovereign choices over their own matters and give them the
freedom to decide how things are done. Thus, collective rights grant autonomy for
Indigenous peoples and widen participation spaces for previously excluded groups.™
Evidence from Colombia shows that the recognition of collective land rights has
indeed stimulated new modes of self-organization in ethnic groups.*” The establish-
ment of formal collective rights could even represent an incentive for group
members to engage in collective action, as their benefits can only be reaped jointly
with others.*!

Second, collective rights can improve the output dimension of political legitimacy.
By devolving powers to the group level, collective rights bring decision making closer
to their beneficiaries and thereby increasing responsiveness to their needs.*” While this
argument of decentralization theory has received mixed empirical evidence, it might
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still have merit in the case of Indigenous rights: Given their distinct culture paired with
a high social vulnerability, culturally sensitive solutions are especially important when
dealing with Indigenous issues.*’ Collective rights facilitate to deal with this issue more
appropriately by involving Indigenous expertise in the decision-making process.
Thereby, collective rights can contribute to improve the output side of the political
system for Indigenous peoples.** For example, empowering communities to self-
organize health care systems has proven a fruitful approach to extend coverage and
provide culturally appropriate medical services for Indigenous peoples.*

In summary, by truly recognizing Indigenous identity, enhancing participation
opportunities, and improving decision-making, collective group rights can serve as
an instrument to de-colonize Latin American law"® - and contribute to the realization
of a “kinder, gentler” form of democracy in Latin America.”” I therefore hypothesize:

The more Indigenous rights are codified as collective rights, the more satisfied Indigenous
peoples are with democracy.

3. Research design
3.1. Analytical method

To test this hypothesis, I combine individual level survey data from the AmericasBa-
rometer with legal data on the country level.*® Since the observations (survey respon-
dents) are nested in survey rounds within countries, the errors might be correlated
within this hierarchical structure. Therefore, I estimate multi-level models with
random effects at the country and country-year levels as recommended by Schmidt-
Catran and Fairbrother.”” This approach allows to disentangle the effects of individual
and country-level factors and to estimate standard errors correctly. Another advantage
of multi-level models is that they can deal with unequal sampling sizes within the
nesting structure.”

Overall, I estimate two sets of multi-level models: I start with random intercept
models in the Indigenous sub-sample of the overall survey population. This investi-
gates the effect of Indigenous legislation (as operationalized below) on Indigenous
respondents’ SWD. Then, in a second step, I broaden the analysis to the full sample:
In random coefficient models, I introduce cross-level interactions which allow to
compare the effect of Indigenous legislation on the difference in the satisfaction
rating of Indigenous and non-Indigenous respondents.

Indigenous respondents are identified through a survey item on ethnic self-identifi-
cation. The answer categories for this ethnicity variable include Indigenous, Mestizo,
White, Black, Mulato, and other. It has been shown that the socio-political context and
exact question wording can influence whether individuals declare themselves as Indi-
genous.”" Considering this fluidity of ethnic identity and given the large share of the
Latin American population with mixed Indigenous-European descent (Mestizos), I
use a narrow and wide version of Indigenous identity. The narrow version includes
respondents only, who self-declared as Indigenous. The wide version combines all
respondents self-identifying as Indigenous and Mestizo.”® In total, Mestizos make
up half of the sample and Indigenous respondents represent another 12%. The
overall scope of the study is determined by the data availability of dependent and inde-
pendent variables. It covers all 16 Latin American countries that hosted politically rel-
evant Indigenous groups from 2004 to 2018.>
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3.2. Dependent variable

I operationalize the dependent variable with a dichotomized item from the Americas-
Barometer indicating whether the respondent is, in general, satisfied “with the way
democracy works” in their country. Conceptually, this outcome represents the
middle of the continuum from diffuse to specific system support.”* Some scholars
caution that the indicator on SWD “taps multiple dimensions of political support,
and the mix of those dimensions varies across both individuals and nations.”>
However, there is also recent evidence that survey takers across cultures share a
minimal understanding of democracy’s core characteristics.”® Linde and Ekman con-
clude that SWD is “not an indicator of support for the principles of democracy. Rather,
it is an item that taps the level of support for how the democratic regime works in prac-
tice””” - which corresponds to the hypothesis to be operationalized.

Still, Valgardsson and Devine caution that the results might depend on the survey
source and find different levels of SWD in the Latinobarometer and AmericasBarom-
eter.”® Both survey projects follow similar methodological approaches. However, on
average, the AmericasBarometer samples twice as many Indigenous respondents.
This represents a decisive advantage because the small demographic size of the Indi-
genous population in many countries. I therefore rely on this data source, which
seems justifiable as the difference in satisfaction rates detected by Valgardsson and
Devine remains almost constant over time. That means, both sources trace similar
developments in the indicator (albeit on a different level).

To address the issue that different indicators of system support might measure the
same thing, I exploit several variables on the issue in the AmericasBarometer. They
cover the continuum from pride in one’s nationality (diffuse support) over support
for democratic principles to the specific approval of the incumbent government.
The correlation matrix (Table A2, online appendix) shows that these measures are
only weakly related. Specifically, Figure A3 (online appendix) illustrates that Indigen-
ous support for democracy is rather stable on a high level in most countries, whereas
satisfaction fluctuates more. Nevertheless, as explained below, I control for these
factors in the robustness checks for the multiple regression analysis.

3.3. Independent variable

To operationalize the salience of collective rights in Indigenous legislation, I rely on the
INDILEX dataset (for an exact description of the sampling and coding procedures, see
the Codebook in the Online Appendix). This dataset contains all legislation referring
to Indigenous peoples and their rights adopted in Latin America during 1989-2018.
The content of the dataset was sampled from official sources by selecting all articles
of laws and decrees with legislative force adopted on the national level that contain
keywords to describe Indigenous groups: indigena/s and its synonyms nativo/a/s, ori-
ginario/a/s, aborigen/es, autoctono/a/s, Indio/s, and the proper names of politically rel-
evant Indigenous groups as identified by the EPR dataset.”

Each article in the dataset was manually categorized whether Indigenous groups are
treated as individuals or collectives. In a process of semantical coding, it was deter-
mined whether each article belonged to either of the categories based on the attributes
the keywords co-occurred with.®® Attributes describing Indigenous groups as individ-
uals include, for example, members of Indigenous peoples, speakers of Indigenous
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languages, persons identifying as Indigenous, and individual Indigenous rights. For
example, art. 16 of Colombia’s law no. 691 (2001) is coded as individual right
because each member of Indigenous peoples is guaranteed subsidized health care.

Attributes describing Indigenous groups as collectives include Indigenous organiz-
ations, associations, or co-operatives, as well as collective property or knowledge of Indi-
genous peoples. For example, art. 113 of Venezuela’s Organic Law on Indigenous
peoples and Communities (2005) is coded as collective right because Indigenous
organizations must be included in the provision of health services. Likewise, Indigen-
ous (traditional) authorities or other leaders representing Indigenous groups, and
references to the legal personality of Indigenous groups were coded in the collective
domain.

Articles can also belong to both or neither of the categories. For example, art. 121 of
the Bolivian Law No. 3058 (2005) gives special protection against expropriation to
individual and collective Indigenous property and is therefore coded in both cat-
egories. However, generic terms such as people, population, communities, nations,
etc. were considered too unspecific for the collective domain: It remains unclear
whether the actual subject of the provision is Indigenous groups per se or their
members. Additionally, as these expressions occur in virtually every article, coding
them as collective would render this category meaningless. Finally, the main policy
domain of each article was identified, which allows to analysed the individual and col-
lective dimensions separately for Indigenous cultural, social, economic, political and
land rights.®'

I constructed the independent variable as follows: For each country-year, I counted
the total number of articles and the number of articles in each domain that had been
adopted since the beginning of the observation period. These measures increase mono-
tonically over time.®” To arrive at a temporally comparable measure, I calculated the
share of the collective and individual domain relative to the total number of Indigen-
ous articles. In the next step, I subtracted the relative size of the individual domain
from the relative size of the collective domain, which resulted in the independent vari-
able salience of collective rights. Theoretically, it ranges from -1 to +1, with higher
values indicating a predominantly collective approach and lower values a predomi-
nantly individualistic approach. If a country does not specify the bearer of Indigenous
rights at all or uses individual and collective rights equally, the salience variable takes
values around zero.

When two country-years have the same value on this share-based variable, its
meaning might differ depending on how much Indigenous legislation was adopted
in the first place. For example, a strong focus on collective rights is more likely to posi-
tively affect SWD when it is based on many articles than in a situation where the same
share results from few articles. Therefore, I control for the total Indigenous legislation
adopted in each country until the year in question. Additionally, I use the Indigenous
Group Rights Index by Holzinger et al. to control for constitutional protection of Indi-
genous rights, which drives ordinary legislation on the topic.*®

3.4. Control variables

Building on the general literature on the determinants of SWD, I include control vari-
ables for demographics and the input and output side of the political system.®* All indi-
vidual-level controls come from the AmericasBarometer. First, I control for gender
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(indicating female respondents), age (in years), and rural residence. Second, I control
for socio-economic outcomes that could be benefits of Indigenous legislation and drive
SWD: Education is measured in years of schooling. And as the AmericasBarometer
does not provide a consistent income variable, I use the subjective perception of a
bad economic situation in the family. Third, I control for personal experiences with
democracy, like participating in elections (voted in last election) and exposure to cor-
ruption by government officials. Finally, I control for respondents’ support for democ-
racy, trust in the government and pride in one’s nationality to ensure that the outcome
SWD is not conflated with other aspects of system support. However, these items are
not consistently used in all survey rounds and significantly reduce the number of
observations. Therefore, I only include them in robustness checks.

On the country level, it is paramount to control for “objective” measures of democ-
racy. And to control for uneven implementation of Indigenous legislation, I include a
rule of law indicator. Both indices come from V-Dem.®* Like on the individual level, T
also control for the output side of the political system by including the GDP per capita
in 1.000$ as an indicator of overall wealth (World Development Indicators by the
World Bank). Since it was shown that also unequal distributions of wealth can have
a negative impact on SWD, I include the Gini coefficient as a measure of economic
inequality.®

Finally, the following political indicators could be confounders between Indigen-
ous legislation and SWD. Usually, leftist presidents and Indigenous representation
in parliament are assumed to promote Indigenous legislation and could be associ-
ated with Indigenous SWD.®” Therefore, I include the president’s ideology (ranging
from 0 to 20 with lower values for leftist positions)®® and the seat share of Indigen-
ous parties in parliament®® as control variables. Finally, the legislative data was col-
lected on the national level and local inclusion was shown to increase Indigenous
SWD. Therefore, I control for decentralization by including the regional authority
index.””

4. Analysis
4.1. Descriptive overview

Most countries treat Indigenous rights as a rather collective than individual affair —
although to a varying degree (see Figure 1). Bolivia most clearly follows the collective
strategy. In contrast, Brazil, Chile, El Salvador, and Mexico predominantly treat Indi-
genous rights as individual rights. While some countries like Ecuador exhibit a clear
trend, temporal variance in most countries is incremental at best.

Disaggregation by policy area (see Table 1) shows that the political rights domain is
the main driver of these country patterns. This result is not surprising given that pol-
itical representation, autonomy and self-determination rights belong in this category.
For example, collective political rights include the promotion of Indigenous political
parties, the recognition of customary Indigenous law or procedures for the free,
prior and informed consent of Indigenous peoples over any projects on their commu-
nal territory. The relatively few individual political rights relate to the promotion of
individual Indigenous persons’ participation in public decision-making and the legal
rights of Indigenous persons in court. Collective rights generally enable Indigenous
self-determination in each policy area. Still, collective political rights, in specific, go
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Figure 1. Salience of collective rights in Indigenous legislation in 16 Latin American countries over time. Positive
values indicate a predominantly collective approach; negative values represent a more individualistic legislation.

the furthest in restoring Indigenous sovereignty and should amplify the effect of col-
lective rights in general: they do not only grant sovereignty in policy-specific decision-
making, but also recognize Indigenous autonomy to decide in which areas to exercise
these rights. If the overall hypothesis is true, an even larger effect can be expected for
the political rights domain. For its theoretical and apparent empirical relevance, I
inspect this policy area separately in the analyses.

According to the AmericasBarometer, on average half of all Indigenous respondents
are satisfied with democracy in their country. Nevertheless, there are considerable
differences across countries (see Figure A3 in the appendix): Indigenous respondents
in Peru are much less satisfied than Costa Rica. Indigenous SWD seems to be declining
in Colombia, whereas Ecuador exhibits the opposite trend. This roughly corresponds
to the trends in the salience of collective rights in these two countries.

Table 1. Distribution of articles across policy areas and the individual/collective domain.

Individual Collective

Total Articles Dimension Dimension

Policy Area n % n % n %
Cultural rights (incl. language, education, religion) 1,396 2645 296 21.20 293  20.99
Social rights (incl. health, gender) 1,306 2474 369 2825 390 29.86
Economic rights (incl. property rights) 1,326 2512 192 1448 463 3492
Territorial rights (incl. land, natural resources) 1,408 2668 167 11.86 536 38.07
Political rights (incl. participation, representation, autonomy, 1,872 3547 229 1223 1,286 68.70

legal rights)

Other 521 9.87 121 2322 123 2361
Total 5278 100.00 856 16.21 2,016 38.20

Note: In the table, the total numbers and percentages do not always add up lengthwise and crosswise, because
articles can be coded in several domains or no domain.
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4.2. Multiple regression: Indigenous sample

In the first step of the multiple regression analysis, I investigate the determinants of
SWD in Indigenous communities, i.e. only Indigenous (and Mestizo) respondents
are included in the analysis. Table 2 presents two models (1 and 4) that replicate
prior research on the effect of constitutional rights on democracy satisfaction. The
other models contain the contribution of this article by introducing the salience of col-
lective rights in ordinary legislation (models 2 and 5) and further zooming in on col-
lective political rights (models 3 and 6).

The constitutional protection for Indigenous rights exhibits a significantly positive
association with democracy satisfaction in model 1. However, introducing the vari-
ables on ordinary legislation, its significance drops below conventional significance
in most models. Controlling for Indigenous constitutional recognition and overall
Indigenous legislation, the results generally support the hypothesis: The coefficients
of the collective rights variables are positive and significant when using the wide under-
standing of Indigenous identity (including Mestizos). The coefficient for collective pol-
itical rights is even larger and statistically significant in both samples. Surprisingly,
there is no statistically significant relationship between the V-Dem democracy
scores and the satisfaction rating of the respondents.

A series of robustness checks largely confirms these findings (see Table A4 in the
online appendix). In the robustness checks, I first include other indicators on
system support as controls. Second, I use different operationalizations for democracy.
Third, I exclude Bolivia from the analysis, which is a potential outlier case.”! Finally,
simple logit regression with standard errors clustered on the country level represents
the alternative to multi-level modelling. The only new insight of these alternative
models is that the coefficients for some of the collective rights variables turn insignifi-
cant, when operationalizing democracy with the egalitarian democracy index by V-
Dem. Overall, however, the results do not change. Controlling for other aspects of
system support increases the significance of the collective rights variable. This
means that ceteris paribus, the more a government emphasizes the collective nature
of Indigenous rights over the individual approach, the more satisfied its Indigenous
citizens. This holds true especially when zooming in on the political rights domain.

4.3. Multiple regression: comparison between Indigenous and dominant
population

So far, the empirical findings support the theory. But could SWD among Indigenous
respondents be driven by more general factors, that affect the rest of the society
equally? Table 3 presents the results of the analyses of the full sample. Here, the vari-
able on Indigenous identity in models 1 and 2 indicates whether Indigenous respon-
dents’ perception of democracy differs from the rest of the population (models 3
and 4 repeat the same analysis with Mestizos included in the Indigenous identity vari-
able). And the cross-level interactions between Indigenous identity and the legislation
variables check, whether this effect of Indigenous identity on SWD differs by levels of
collective rights.

In these analyses, most individual and country level variables behave similarly to the
results in the Indigenous sample. The coeflicients of the main effects are negative for
Indigenous identity and positive for collective rights. They are statistically significant at
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conventional levels, with exception of the Indigenous identity variable using the
narrow definition of indigeneity. The coeflicients of the cross-level interaction terms
between Indigenous identity and collective rights are positive. Yet, again, they are sig-
nificant only for the broad definition of Indigenous identity.

Regarding the main effects, this means that Indigenous respondents are less satisfied
with democracy than the rest of society. The main effect for the legislation variables
suggests that collective rights also have a positive impact on non-Indigenous
persons’ views of democracy. The positive interaction effect shows that the difference
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous evaluations of democracy depends on the
value of the collective rights variable.

The positive interaction effect between Indigenous/Mestizo identity and collective
rights is illustrated in Figure 2a-2b. The marginal effects plot (2a) shows how the nega-
tive effect of Indigenous identity is influenced by the levels of the collective rights vari-
able: With predominantly individual Indigenous rights, Indigenous/Mestizo
respondents are even less satisfied with democracy than the rest of society. But the
gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous population narrows, the more collective
rights are incorporated. This can also be seen in the average predicted probabilities for
Indigenous and non-Indigenous respondents (Figure 2b). They show the generally
higher satisfaction among non-Indigenous respondents, that further rises with
higher levels of collective rights. They furthermore show how Indigenous/Mestizo
respondents catch up to the rest of the population the more collective rights are
adopted. However, this catching-up effect is not statistically significant in the
models using the narrow definition of indigeneity. This non-significant interaction
might be explained by the smaller number of Indigenous respondents in the sample.
Again, the robustness checks confirm these results (see Table A5 in the online appen-
dix). This shows that the positive effect of collective rights on Indigenous perception of
democracy is not driven by some external factor that impacts on the whole society
equally. Although the whole population is also more satisfied with democracy the
more collective Indigenous rights are adopted, this effect is even larger for the Indigen-
ous/Mestizo population.

Again, the egalitarian index of democracy is the only one to achieve statistical sig-
nificance. This suggests that minority rights are a feature of democracy that is

.05
i

K
L

Marginal Predicted Mean
5

Effects on Marginal Predicted Mean
0
4
f

T T T T T T T
-3 =15 0 15 3 45 -]
Salience of Collective Ind. Rights

-05
1

-3 -15 0 15 3 45 6 - - -
Salience of Collective Ind. Rights Non-Indigenous ID ==== Ind./Mestizo ID

(a) (b)

Figure 2. (a) Marginal effects of Indigenous/Mestizo identity on democracy satisfaction at different levels of col-
lective rights, with 95% confidence interval. (b). Average predicted probabilities for satisfaction with democracy
in Indigenous/Mestizo and non-Indigenous respondents, with 95% confidence intervals.
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undervalued in conventional democracy scores’> — but which apparently is deemed
essential to Latin American citizens when evaluating the quality of democracy.

5. Discussion and conclusion

In this article, I have investigated the empirical implications of incorporating collec-
tive Indigenous rights in the legal system of Latin American states. I derived the
expectation that collective rights increase SWD among Indigenous peoples
because they address their historical loss of sovereignty and are an essential
element in the transformation towards truly plurinational states. Moreover, collec-
tive rights open spaces for participation for the previously marginalized Indigenous
groups. In contrast, individualizing group-differentiated Indigenous rights and strip-
ping them from their collective character, can be detrimental to Indigenous peoples’
SWD.

Empirically, Indigenous peoples are more satisfied with democracy when they have
more collective rights in relation to individual rights. I replicate Fierro’s finding that
constitutional recognition of Indigenous rights increases Indigenous support for
democracy.”> However, it turns out that it matters how these rights are codified in
ordinary legislation. After introducing the variables on the salience of collective
rights, the effect of the constitutional indicator disappears.

Compared to the rest of the population, Indigenous peoples tend to have a more
pessimistic view on democracy. However, using a wide definition of indigeneity, col-
lective rights do moderate the effect of Indigenous identity on SWD. The more collec-
tive rights are adopted, the more the gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous
respondentss SWD narrows. This effect is especially large for political collective
rights like autonomy and self-determination rights. Furthermore, collective Indigen-
ous rights have a positive association with the satisfaction among respondents of
non-Indigenous ethnic backgrounds as well. Thus, giving minorities collective group
rights does not harm the majority’s perception of democracy.

This finding contradicts the multicultural conflict thesis. In this perspective, grant-
ing collective rights exclusively to specific groups in society could lead to social division
and feelings of injustice among members of the dominant population groups, even-
tually leading to dissatisfaction with the political regime.”* However, this thesis finds
no support in this study. Instead, the results resonate with the multicultural integration
thesis that collective rights can have a stabilizing effect by integrating the minority
group within the broader political system.”> Thus, incorporating collective rights for
minorities seems to send a message to the whole citizenry that democracy is
working well. This relates to the fact that the successful Indigenous political parties
on the continent follow inclusionary strategies.”®

Apparently, citizens in Latin America are more satisfied with democracy when Indi-
genous peoples enjoy collective rights. The question arises whether some third factor
could confound this relationship. In the various models, I control for key variables on
the input and output side of the political system like Indigenous representation in par-
liament, socio-economic development, and good governance. The significantly posi-
tive effect of collective rights persisted across most models.

Given the varying record of the rule of law in Latin America, it could be questioned
whether the laws on collective Indigenous rights are actually implemented - an issue
beyond the scope of this article. This question calls for further research. However, even
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if not properly implemented, the mere legal acknowledgement of the collective rights
of Indigenous communities might represent an important symbolic act to further
democratization through legal reform.”” The legal recognition signals the direction
for the future development of democracy and provides Indigenous communities
with a legitimation of their autonomy claims.”®

Finally, the complex relationship between individual and collective Indigenous
rights leaves space for future research. Both dimensions might relate differently to rel-
evant topics like the enforcement of minority rights or the protection of minorities
within minorities. Their impact might even differ for different facets of system
support. This study on the positive effect of collective rights on Indigenous SWD rep-
resents just one contribution upon which further theoretical and empirical research
can build.

Notes

Almond and Verba, The Civic Culture; Diamond, Developing Democracy.
Segovia, Pontarollo, and Orellana, “Discontent with Democracy”.
Yashar, Contesting Citizenship.
Elkins and Sides, “Can Institutions Build Unity”; Wimmer, “Power and Pride”; Ruiz-Rufino,
“Satisfaction with Democracy”.
5. West, “Decentralization”; Fierro, “Indigenous People, Recognition, and Democracy”.
6. Hall, “Policy Paradigms”; Sabatier, “Policy Change”.
7. Jones, “Human Rights, Group Rights”.
8. Deininger and Feder, “Land Institutions and Land Markets”.
9. The text of all quoted legal provisions can be found in the Online Appendix Al.
10. Van Dyke, “Review: Justice as Fairness”, 114.
11. Gargarella, Latin American Constitutionalism, 179.
12. Economic and Social Council, “Report of the Special Rapporteur”; Wright and Tomaselli, The
Prior Consultation.
13. Scheinin, “How to Resolve Conflicts”, 221.
14. Van Dyke, “Review: Justice as Fairness”, 114f; Jones, “Human Rights, Group Rights”, 82ft.
15. Jovanovi¢, “Recognizing Minority Identities”, 628.
16. Raz, The Morality of Freedom, 208.
17. Wellman, Real Rights, 173ff.
18. Jones, “Human Rights, Group Rights”, 89.
19. Bisaz, “The Concept of Group Rights”, 15.
20. Kukathas, “Are There Cultural Rights?”; Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship.
21. Rhodes, “How “Collective Human Rights” Undermine”; Waldron, “Minority Cultures”.
22. lIvison, Patton, and Sanders, Political Theory, 3, 9; Hale, “Resistencia Para Que?”, 185.
23. Kickingbird et al., “Indian Sovereignty”, 2, 9; Buchanan, Justice, Legitimacy, and Self-
Determination, 257f.
24. See Wiessner, “Indigenous Sovereignty”, 1170-5; Andolina, “Sovereign and Its Shadow”, 724.
25. Povinelli, The Cunning of Recognition; Cornellier and Griffiths, “Globalizing Unsettlement”.
26. Quijano, “Coloniality and Modernity/Rationality”, 169.
27. Anderson, Imagined Communities.
28. Wolfe, “Recuperating Binarism”, 258.
29. lIvison, Patton, and Sanders, Political Theory, 6; Jovanovi¢, “Recognizing Minority Identities”,
627.
30. Coulthard, Red Skin, White Masks, 30f, 42; Tully, “Recognition and Dialogue”, 91ff.
31. Rice, “Indigenous Mobilization”.
32. Van Cott, “Building Inclusive Democracies”; Lupien, “The Incorporation of Indigenous Con-
cepts”, 766.
33. Andolina, “Sovereign and Its Shadow”, 724; Sieder, Multiculturalism in Latin America, 2ft.
34. Lijphart, Patterns of Democracy.

Ll



35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.

44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.

62.

63.
64.
65.
60.
67.
68.
69.
70.

1129

Lijphart, 32.

McMurry, “From Recognition to Integration”.

King, Smith, and Gracey, “Indigenous Health”, 77.

Dahlberg, Linde, and Holmberg, “Democratic Discontent”.

Andersen, “Indian Nationalism”, 212.

Velez, “Collective Titling”, 123ff.

Heinelt, “Collective Rights, Mobilization, and Accessibility”, 470.

Bryld, “Increasing Participation”.

Wiessner, “The Cultural Rights of Indigenous Peoples”; Figueroa, Indigenous Peoples and Cul-
tural Losses.

See Lupien, “Participatory Democracy”, 1260ff.

Montenegro and Stephens, “Indigenous Health”, 1865.

Guzman, “Decolonizing Law”.

Lijphart, Patterns of Democracy, 274.

LAPOP, “AmericasBarometer”.

Schmidt-Catran and Fairbrother, “The Random Effects”, 4.

Gelman and Hill, Data Analysis, 253f.

Moreno Morales, “The Mysterious Case”.

Using such a broad categorization necessarily hides the diversity within and hierarchies
between the Mestizo and Indigenous communities (Roitman and Oviedo, “Mestizo Racism
in Ecuador”). However, treating them as clearly distinct groups would conceal the fluid
margins between these groups (Telles and Bailey, “Understanding Latin American Beliefs”).
Furthermore, both Indigenous and Mestizo identities are constructed in contrast to white
population groups, below which they rank socio-economically throughout the continent
(Bailey, Saperstein, and Penner, “Race, Color, and Income”). Rather than equating Indigenous
and Mestizo communities and treating them as a homogenous group, the use of the narrow and
wide definition is an attempt to reflect this ambiguity of ethnic identification and to be trans-
parent about the views on democracy of these population groups that might have varying
degrees of Indigenous ancestry or affiliation to Indigenous culture.

Vogt et al., “Integrating Data on Ethnicity”.

Norris, “The Conceptual Framework of Political Support”, 27.

Canache, Mondak, and Seligson, “Meaning and Measurement”, 525.

Ariely, “Democracy-Assessment in Surveys”.

Linde and Ekman, “Satisfaction with Democracy”, 405.

Valgardsson and Devine, “What Satisfaction with Democracy?”

Vogt et al., “Integrating Data on Ethnicity”.

Janis, “Validating Content Analysis”, 56; Bauer, “Classical Content Analysis”, 134.

The coding was performed by three coders. After a thorough training period, they reached a
substantial inter-coder agreement of Krippendorffs a =0.69 and a=0.64 for the individual
and collective rights dimension (Krippendorft, Content Analysis, chap. 12; Landis and Koch,
“The Measurement of Observer Agreement”.). Then, each article was independently coded
twice by different coders. Finally, conflicting coding decisions were resolved by an executive
decision of the project leader.

This measure ignores the fact that sometimes laws get repealed. Unfortunately, the INDILEX
database only contains data about the repeals of laws for 6 countries. Generalizing from this
limited information indicates that on average only 7% of laws get abolished over time - the
bulk of Indigenous legislation is there to stay. This suggests that the measurement error
might be reasonably small to justify the operationalization procedure.

Holzinger et al., “Constitutionalization of Indigenous Group Rights”.

Segovia, Pontarollo, and Orellana, “Discontent with Democracy”, 421f.

Coppedge et al., “V-Dem Dataset 2020”.

Wu and Chang, “Income Inequality, Distributive Unfairness”.

Birnir and Van Cott, “Disunity in Diversity”; Madrid, “Indigenous Parties”.

Baker and Greene, “The Latin American Left’s Mandate”.

Vogt, “A New Dawn?”.

Hooghe et al., Measuring Regional Authority.



1130

71. Bolivia is an exceptional case because Indigenous peoples represent the demographic majority.
Under Evo Morales, the first Indigenous president of the continent, the country has also
adopted the most collective rights for Indigenous peoples. This special circumstance could
indeed drive Indigenous SWD in the country. Nevertheless, excluding Bolivia from the analy-
sis, does not alter the results.

72. Wolft, Jonas. “Political Incorporation in Measures of Democracy: A Missing Dimension (and
the Case of Bolivia)”. Democratization 25, no. 4 (2018): 692-708. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13510347.2017.1417392.

73. Fierro, “Indigenous People, Recognition, and Democracy”.

74. Fierro, 2749.

75. Chandra, “Ethnic Parties”; Fierro, “Indigenous People, Recognition, and Democracy”, 2750.

76. Madrid, “Indigenous Parties”.

77. Faundez, “Democratization through Law”.

78. Andolina, “Sovereign and Its Shadow”, 749; Lupien, “The Incorporation of Indigenous Con-
cepts”, 791f.

Acknowledgements

I thank Katharina Holzinger, Fabian Bergman, Lea Haiges, Roman Krtsch, Tim Wegenast, Christina
Zuber, the participants of the workshop on “Indigenous Peoples’ Self-Determination” at the ECPR
Joint Sessions of Workshops 2022, and two anonymous reviewers for helpful comments on earlier ver-
sions of this article. I am also very grateful for the invaluable research assistance of Martin Schlatte,
Carlos Pintos Perreira, and Lucas-Kori Leonhard.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

Funding

This work was supported by Evangelisches Studienwerk Villigst and by the Deutsche Forschungsge-
meinschaft (DFG - German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy - EXC-2035/
1 - 390681379.

Notes on contributor

Sven-Patrick Schmid is a Ph.D. candidate in International and Comparative Politics at the University
of Konstanz. He studied Politics and Public Administration in Konstanz (B.A. and M.A.) and holds a
M.S.Sc. in Peace and Conflict Studies from Uppsala University. His research interests include Indigen-
ous politics, democratization and development studies.

Data availability statement

Replication material for this article can be accessed on the Harvard Dataverse: https://doi.org/10.7910/
DVN/10FCTA.

ORCID
Sven-Patrick Schmid (= http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6173-0061



1131

Bibliography

Almond, Gabriel A., and Sidney Verba. The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and Democracy in Five
Nations. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963.

Andersen, Martin E. “Indian Nationalism, Democracy and the Future of the Nation-State in Central
and South America.” In Latin American Democracy: Emerging Reality or Endangered Species?,
edited by Richard Millett, Jennifer S. Holmes, and Orlando J. Pérez, 211-232. New York:
Routledge, 2009.

Anderson, Benedict R. O’G. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism. London: Verso, 1991.

Andolina, Robert. “The Sovereign and Its Shadow: Constituent Assembly and Indigenous Movement
in Ecuador.” Journal of Latin American Studies 35, no. 4 (2003): 721-750.

Ariely, Gal. “Democracy-Assessment in Cross-National Surveys: A Critical Examination of How
People Evaluate Their Regime.” Social Indicators Research 121, no. 3 (2015): 621-635. doi:10.
1007/s11205-014-0666-y.

Bailey, Stanley R., Aliya Saperstein, and Andrew M. Penner. “Race, Color, and Income Inequality
across the Americas.” Demographic Research 31 (2014): 735-756.

Baker, Andy, and Kenneth F. Greene. “The Latin American Left's Mandate: Free-Market Policies and
Issue Voting in New Democracies’.” World Politics 63, no. 1 (2011): 43-77. doi:10.1017/
S0043887110000286.

Bauer, Martin W. “Classical Content Analysis: A Review.” In Qualitative Researching with Text, Image,
and Sound - A Practical Handbook, edited by Martin W. Bauer, and George Gaskell, 131-151.
London: SAGE Publications, 2000.

Birnir, Jéhanna K., and Donna L. Van Cott. “Disunity in Diversity: Party System Fragmentation and
the Dynamic Effect of Ethnic Heterogeneity on Latin American Legislatures.” Latin American
Research Review 42, no. 1 (2007): 99-125.

Bisaz, Corsin. “The Concept of Group Rights in International Law.” Dissertation, Universitat Ziirich,
2011.

Bryld, E. “Increasing Participation in Democratic Institutions Through Decentralization: Empowering
Women and Scheduled Castes and Tribes Through Panchayat Raj in Rural India.” Democratization
8, no. 3 (2001): 149-172. doi:10.1080/714000213.

Buchanan, Allen. Justice, Legitimacy, and Self-Determination: Moral Foundations for International
Law. Oxford Political Theory. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004.

Canache, Damarys, Jeffery J. Mondak, and Mitchell A. Seligson. “Meaning and Measurement in
Cross-National Research on Satisfaction with Democracy.” Public Opinion Quarterly 65 (2001):
506-528.

Chandra, Kanchan. “Ethnic Parties and Democratic Stability.” Perspectives on Politics 3, no. 02 (2005).
doi:10.1017/51537592705050188.

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, Carl H. Knutsen, Staffan I. Lindberg, Jan Teorell, David Altman,
Michael Bernhard, et al. “V-Dem Dataset 2020.” Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project, 2020.
doi:10.23696/VDEMDS20.

Cornellier, Bruno, and Michael R. Griffiths. “Globalizing Unsettlement: An Introduction.” Settler
Colonial Studies 6, no. 4 (2016): 305-316. doi:10.1080/2201473X.2015.1090522.

Coulthard, Glen Sean. Red Skin, White Masks: Rejecting the Colonial Politics of Recognition. Indigenous
Americas. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2014.

Dahlberg, Stefan, Jonas Linde, and Séren Holmberg. “Democratic Discontent in Old and New
Democracies: Assessing the Importance of Democratic Input and Governmental Output.”
Political Studies 63, no. 1_suppl (2015): 18-37. doi:10.1111/1467-9248.12170.

Deininger, Klaus, and Gershon Feder. “Land Institutions and Land Markets.” In Handbook of
Agricultural Economics, edited by Bruce L. Gardner, and Gordon C. Russer. Vol. 1, Part
A. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2001.

Diamond, Larry Jay. Developing Democracy: Toward Consolidation. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, (1999): 288-331.

Economic and Social Council. Report of the Special Rapporteur on the Situation of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms of Indigenous People, Mr. Rodolfo Stavenhagen. Geneva: United Nations,
2006.



1132

Elkins, Zachary, and John Sides. “Can Institutions Build Unity in Multiethnic States?” American
Political Science Review 101, no. 4 (2007): 693-708.

Faundez, Julio. “Democratization Through Law: Perspectives from Latin America.” Democratization
12, no. 5 (December 2005): 749-765. doi:10.1080/13510340500322256.

Fierro, Jaime. “Indigenous People, Recognition, and Democracy in Latin America.” Ethnic and Racial
Studies 43, no. 15 (2020): 2746-2765. doi:10.1080/01419870.2019.1691740.

Figueroa, Robert Melchior. Indigenous Peoples and Cultural Losses. Oxford University Press, 2011.
doi:10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199566600.003.0016.

Gargarella, Roberto. Latin American Constitutionalism, 1810-2010. Oxford University Press, 2013.
doi:10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199937967.001.0001.

Gelman, Andrew, and Jennifer Hill. Data Analysis Using Regression and Multilevel/Hierarchical
Models. Leiden: Cambridge University Press, 2006. http://www.SLQ.eblib.com.au/patron/
FullRecord.aspx?p=288457.

Guzman, Juan J. “Decolonizing Law and Expanding Human Rights: Indigenous Conceptions and the
Rights of Nature in Ecuador.” Deusto Journal of Human Rights 4 (2019): 59-86.

Hale, Charles R. “Resistencia Para Que? Territory, Autonomy and Neoliberal Entanglements in the
“Empty Spaces” of Central America.” Economy and Society 40, no. 2 (2011): 184-210.

Hall, Peter A. “Policy Paradigms, Social Learning, and the State: The Case of Economic Policymaking
in Britain.” Comparative Politics 25, no. 3 (1993): 275-296.

Heinelt, Marie-Sophie. “Collective Rights, Mobilization, and Accessibility: Towards a Comparative
Framework for Explaining Minority Influence on Decision Making in Multiethnic Latin
America—With Empirical Reference to Case Studies in Colombia and Panama.” Nationalism
and Ethnic Politics 21, no. 4 (2015): 465-486. d0i:10.1080/13537113.2015.1095529.

Holzinger, Katharina, Roos Haer, Axel Bayer, Daniela Behr, and Clara Neupert-Wentz. “The
Constitutionalization of Indigenous Group Rights, Traditional Political Institutions, and
Customary Law.” Comparative Political Studies 52, no. 12 (2019): 1775-1809.

Hooghe, Liesbet, Arjan H. Schakel, Gary Marks, Sara Niedzwiecki, Sandra Chapman Osterkatz, and
Sarah Shair-Rosenfield. Measuring Regional Authority: A Postfunctionalist Theory of Governance.
Volume I. Transformations in Governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016.

Ivison, Duncan, Paul Patton, and Will Sanders, eds. Political Theory and the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples. London New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000.

Janis, Irving L. “The Problem of Validating Content Analysis.” In Language of Politics: Studies in
Quantitative Semantics, edited by Harold D. Lasswell, and Nathan Leites, 55-82. Cambridge,
MA: The M.LT. Press, 1965.

Jones, Peter. “Human Rights, Group Rights, and Peoples’ Rights.” Human Rights Quarterly 21, no. 1
(1999): 80-107.

Jovanovi¢, Miodrag A. “Recognizing Minority Identities Through Collective Rights.” Human Rights
Quarterly 27, no. 2 (2005): 625-651.

Kickingbird, Kirke, Lynn Kickingbird, Charles J. Chibitty, and Curtis Berkey. “Indian Sovereignty.” In
Native American Sovereignty, edited by John R. Wunder, 1-61. New York: Garland Publishing,
1999.

King, Malcolm, Alexandra Smith, and Michael Gracey. “Indigenous Health Part 2: The Underlying
Causes of the Health Gap.” Lancet 374 (2009): 76-85.

Krippendorft, Klaus. Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology. Los Angeles: SAGE,
2018.

Kukathas, Chandran. “Are There Any Cultural Rights?” Political Theory 20, no. 1 (1992): 105-139.

Kymlicka, Will. Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1996.

Landis, J. Richard, and Gary G. Koch. “The Measurement of Observer Agreement for Categorical
Data.” Biometrics 33, no. 1 (1977): 159. d0i:10.2307/2529310.

LAPOP. “AmericasBarometer”, 2021. www.LapopSurveys.org.

Lijphart, Arend. Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Performance in Thirty-Six Countries.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 2012.

Linde, Jonas, and Joakim Ekman. “Satisfaction with Democracy: A Note on a Frequently Used
Indicator in Comparative Politics.” European Journal of Political Research 42 (2003): 391-408.
Lupien, Pascal. “Participatory Democracy and Ethnic Minorities: Opening Inclusive New Spaces or

Reproducing Inequalities?” Democratization 25, no. 7 (2018): 1251-1269.



1133

Lupien, Pascal. “The Incorporation of Indigenous Concepts of Plurinationality Into the New
Constitutions of Ecuador and Bolivia.” Democratization 18, no. 3 (2011): 774-796. doi:10.1080/
13510347.2011.563116.

Madrid, Raul L. “Indigenous Parties and Democracy in Latin America.” Latin American Politics and
Society 47, no. 4 (2005): 161-179. d0i:10.1111/j.1548-2456.2005.tb00332.x.

McMurry, Nina. “From Recognition to Integration: Indigenous Autonomy, State Authority, and
National Identity in the Philippines.” American Political Science Review 116, no. 2 (2022): 547-
563. do0i:10.1017/50003055421001039.

Montenegro, Raul A, and Carolyn Stephens. “Indigenous Health in Latin America and the
Caribbean.” The Lancet 367, no. 9525 (2006): 1859-1869. doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(06)68808-9.
Moreno Morales, Daniel E. “The Mysterious Case of the Disappearing Indians: Changes in Self-
Identification as Indigenous in the Latest Inter-Census Period in Bolivia.” Latin American and

Caribbean Ethnic Studies 14, no. 2 (2019): 151-170. doi:10.1080/17442222.2019.1612829.

Norris, Pippa. “The Conceptual Framework of Political Support.” In Handbook on Political Trust,
edited by Sonja Zmerli, and Tom W. G. van der Meer, 19-32. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2017.

Povinelli, Elizabeth A. The Cunning of Recognition: Indigenous Alterities and the Making of Australian
Multiculturalism. Politics, History, and Culture. Durham: Duke University Press, 2002.

Quijano, Anibal. “Coloniality and Modernity/Rationality.” Cultural Studies 21, no. 2-3 (2007): 168-
178. doi:10.1080/09502380601164353.

Raz, Joseph. The Morality of Freedom. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986.

Rhodes, Aaron. “How “Collective Human Rights” Undermine Individual Human Rights.” Special
Report. Special Report. Washington, D.C.: The Heritage Foundation, 2020.

Rice, Roberta. “Indigenous Mobilization and Democracy in Latin America.” In Latin American
Democracy: Emerging Reality or Endangered Species?, edited by Richard L. Millett, Jennifer S.
Holmes, and Orlando J. Pérez, 201-2012. New York: Routlege, Taylor & Francis Group, 2015.

Roitman, Karem, and Alexis Oviedo. “Mestizo Racism in Ecuador.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 40, no.
15 (2017): 2768-2786.

Ruiz-Rufino, Rubén. “Satisfaction with Democracy in Multi-Ethnic Countries: The Effect of
Representative Political Institutions on Ethnic Minorities.” Political Studies 61, no. 1 (2013):
101-118. d0i:10.1111/j.1467-9248.2012.00955.x.

Sabatier, Paul A. “Policy Change Over a Decade or More.” In Policy Change and Learning: An
Advocacy Coalition Approach, edited by Paul A. Sabatier, and Hank C. Jenkins-Smith, 13-40.
Theoretical Lenses on Public Policy. Boulder, Colo: Westview Press, 1993.

Scheinin, Martin. “How to Resolve Conflicts Between Individual and Collective Rights.” In Rethinking
Non-Discrimination and Minority Rights, edited by Martin Scheinin, and Reetta Toivanen. Turku:
Institute for Human Rights, Abo Akademi University, (2004): 219-238.

Schmidt-Catran, Alexander W., and Malcolm Fairbrother. “The Random Effects in Multilevel Models:
Getting Them Wrong and Getting Them Right.” European Sociological Review 32, no. 1 (2016): 23—
38. doi:10.1093/esr/jcv090.

Segovia, Joselin, Nicola Pontarollo, and Mercy Orellana. “Discontent with Democracy in Latin
America.” Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 14, no. 3 (2021): 417-438. doi:10.
1093/cjres/rsab020.

Sieder, Rachel, ed. Multiculturalism in Latin America: Indigenous Rights, Diversity, and Democracy.
Institute of Latin American Studies Series. Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002.

Telles, Edward E., and Stanley R. Bailey. “Understanding Latin American Beliefs About Racial
Inequality.” American Journal of Sociology 118, no. 6 (2013): 1559-1595.

Tully, James. “Recognition and Dialogue: The Emergence of a New Field.” Critical Review of
International Social and Political Philosophy 7, no. 3 (2004): 84-106. doi:10.1080/
1369823042000269401.

Valgardsson, Viktor O., and Daniel Devine. “What Satisfaction with Democracy? A Global Analysis of
“Satisfaction with Democracy” Measures.” Political Research Quarterly 75, no. 3 (2022): 576-590.

Van Cott, Donna L. “Building Inclusive Democracies: Indigenous Peoples and Ethnic Minorities in
Latin America.” Democratization 12, no. 5 (December 2005): 820-837. doi:10.1080/
13510340500322215.

Van Dyke, Vernon. “Review: Justice as Fairness: For Groups?” The American Political Science Review
69, no. 2 (1975): 607-614.



1134

Velez, Maria Alejandra. “Collective Titling and the Process of Institution Building: The New Common
Property Regime in the Colombian Pacific.” Human Ecology 39, no. 2 (2011): 117-129. d0i:10.1007/
§10745-011-9375-1.

Vogt, Manuel. “A New Dawn? Indigenous Movements and Ethnic Inclusion in Latin America.”
International Studies Quarterly 60, no. 4 (2016): 790-801.

Vogt, Manuel, Nils-Christian Bormann, Seraina Rilegger, Lars-Erik Cederman, Philipp Hunziker, and
Luc Girardin. “Integrating Data on Ethnicity, Geography, and Conflict: The Ethnic Power
Relations Data Set Family.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 59, no. 7 (2015): 1327-1342. doi:10.
1177/0022002715591215.

Waldron, Jeremy. “Minority Cultures and the Cosmopolitan Alternative.” University of Michigan
Journal of Law Reform 25, no. 3 & 4 (1992): 751-793.

Wellman, Carl. Real Rights. New York: Oxford University Press, 1995.

West, Karleen ]. “Decentralization, the Inclusion of Ethnic Citizens, and Support for Democracy in
Latin America.” Latin American Research Review 50, no. 3 (2015): 46-69.

Wiessner, Siegfried. “Indigenous Sovereignty: A Reassessment in Light of the UN Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous People.” Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law 41, no. 4 (2008): 1141-
1176.

Wiessner, Siegfried. “The Cultural Rights of Indigenous Peoples: Achievements and Continuing
Challenges.” European Journal of International Law 22, no. 1 (2011): 121-140. doi:10.1093/ejil/
chr007.

Wimmer, Andreas. “Power and Pride: National Identity and Ethnopolitical Inequality Around the
World.” World Politics 69, no. 4 (October 2017): 605-639. doi:10.1017/S0043887117000120.

Wolfe, Patrick. “Recuperating Binarism: A Heretical Introduction.” Settler Colonial Studies 3, no. 3-04
(2013): 257-279. d0i:10.1080/2201473X.2013.830587.

Wright, Claire, and Alexandra Tomaselli, eds. The Prior Consultation of Indigenous Peoples in Latin
America: Inside the Implementation Gap. London New York: Routledge, Taylor & Francis
Group, 2019.

Wu, Wen-Chin, and Yu-Tzung Chang. “Income Inequality, Distributive Unfairness, and Support for
Democracy: Evidence from East Asia and Latin America.” Democratization 26, no. 8 (2019): 1475-
1492. d0i:10.1080/13510347.2019.1656198.

Yashar, Deborah J. Contesting Citizenship in Latin America: The Rise of Indigenous Movements and the
Postliberal Challenge. Cambridge Studies in Contentious Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005.





