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Please do not circulate the data without the authors’ permission! 

 

 

Citing the Data: Please use the following citation if you use the data and let us now if there is 

any problem/question for the data.  

 

Xun Cao, Haiyan Duan, Chuyu Liu, James Piazza, and Yingjie Wei. Forthcoming. 

“Explaining Ethnic Violence on China’s Western Frontier: The Ethnic Violence in China 

(EVC) database and an Initial Test on the Effects of Inter-ethnic Inequality and Natural 

Resources in the Xinjiang Region.” China Review. Ungated version here: 

https://sites.psu.edu/xuncao/files/2016/01/EVC-research-

note_sep_2017_anon_FINAL_web-15hytfa.pdf.  

 

Missing Values: We do not use NA or -999 to indicate missing values in the data, but rather just 

keep an entry/cell empty in case of missing data.  

Missing value is a big issue for us when we collected the data: this is especially the case 

when we tried to code the events at the county level and even at the prefecture level.  We were 

able to fill in location information for most events. However, despite our best efforts, among the 

213 events included in the EVC data set, there are still 35 events for which we cannot find 

information on in which county it happened. Among these 35 events, for 16 of them, we were 

able to find information on in which prefecture it happened. For the rest, 19 events, we cannot 

even find information on in which prefecture it happened. Please let us know if you have 

information that might help to fill in the missing values.  

 

Event vs. Panel Formats: there are two formats of the EVC data. For the event version of the 

data, the most updated version is “EVC event version Jan 10 2018.xls”: again, there are 213 

events/observations included.  

The panel version (most updated version is “EVC panel version Jan 10 2018.xls”) uses 

county-year as the unit of analysis: 16 years (1990-2005) and 102 counties. The number of 

counties that existed actually changed during the 16-year period. 102 is the maximum number 

when we created a balanced panel data: the same 102 counties are included for every year even 

though in reality some did not exist for certain years; this is also the reason why we have missing 

values – empty cells – for some county-years instead of simply using 0 – 0 means that a county-

year existed in reality but it did not experience any event (as far as we know).  

 

Definition of Variables for the EVC Panel Version: in “EVC panel version Jan 10 2018.xls,” 

the first two variables – county and prefecture – are self-explanatory. The third variable/column – 

                                                      
1 Please let us know if there is any question: email Xun Cao at xuc11@psu.edu.  

https://sites.psu.edu/xuncao/files/2016/01/EVC-research-note_sep_2017_anon_FINAL_web-15hytfa.pdf
https://sites.psu.edu/xuncao/files/2016/01/EVC-research-note_sep_2017_anon_FINAL_web-15hytfa.pdf
mailto:xuc11@psu.edu
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prefecture_capital – is a dummy variable to indicate whether the county is a prefecture capital.  

year is also self-explanatory.   

conflict_event is a dummy variable for whether a county-year experienced at least one 

event. n_conflict is the count version of the aforementioned variable: how many events happened 

in a county-year (as far as we know). Again, there are 35 events for which we cannot find 

information on in which county it happened. The coding of  conflict_event and n_conflict does 

not include these 35 events: if you sum up the value of n_conflict, you should get 178 (that is, 

213 minus 35).  

Among the aforementioned 35 events with no location information at the county level, for 

16 of them, we were able to find information on in which prefecture it happened. Further 

including these 16 events that only have location information at the prefecture level, we created 

two more variables –  im_conflict_event and im_n_conflict – by assuming that the 16 events 

happened in prefecture capitals (which are also county-level administrative units included in our 

data set). (Note this is a strong assumption!) In other words, im_conflict_event/im_n_conflict 

only differs from conflict_event/n_conflict by including the 16 events that only have prefecture 

locations. If you sum up the value of im_n_conflict, you should get 194, reflecting the 16 events 

added. 

We have been using the binary versions of county-year level variables – conflict_event and 

im_conflict_event – because we think the count versions are less reliable.2 Generally, it is much 

easier to identify whether at least one event happened than to identify the number of events.  

Another more specific reason is that there are a number of events for which the information 

on when it/they happened include more than one year. For example, for event id 16 (and 23) in 

the event version of the EVC data (“EVC event version Jan 10 2018.xls,” discussed in detail in 

the following section), the original time information from the county Gazetteer is that “there 

were several violent attacks on Hans in the Hetian City” during the 1991/6 to 1992/3 period. We 

include both years in the event version of the EVC data which result in two event 

ids/observations – 16 and 23.  

This is not perfect because we do not know how these “several violent attacks on Hans” 

were distributed during this 1991/6 to 1992/3 period and chances are that for each year – 1991 

and 1992 – there were more than one attacks so that ideally we need to code them as multiple 

observations/event ids in the data. Therefore, when conducting analysis using the EVC events as 

the dependent variable, it is better to use a binary version, that is, whether there was any event in 

a given county/prefecture-year, because we are more certain about whether any event happened 

than the exact number of incidents. 

 

 

Definition of Variables for the EVC Event Version: variable names and descriptions are in the 

following table for the event version of the data – “EVC event version Jan 10 2018.xls”.  

 

                                                      
2 Our experience, for example, in Cao, Duan, Liu, and Wei 2017, is that using conflict_event and 

im_conflict_event as the dependent variable leads to similar results. (Xun Cao, Haiyan Duan, 

Chuyu Liu, and Yingjie Wei. 2017. “Religious Institutions and the Impact of Inter-Ethnic 

Inequality on Conflict: the Case of Xinjiang, China.” Conditionally accepted, International 

Studies Quarterly: https://sites.psu.edu/xuncao/files/2016/01/inequalities_religion_xj_oct_2016_short-

1wz1ghy.pdf.)  

https://sites.psu.edu/xuncao/files/2016/01/inequalities_religion_xj_oct_2016_short-1wz1ghy.pdf
https://sites.psu.edu/xuncao/files/2016/01/inequalities_religion_xj_oct_2016_short-1wz1ghy.pdf
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No Variable Name                             Description  

1 event_id The unique identifier of all conflict events: there are 213 events 

collected in this data set.   

 

2 year_original Timing of observation based on the original data sources. Note that 

we kept the original ways that the events were mentioned.  

 

There are a number of events for which the information on when 

it/they happened include more than one year, for example, for event 

id 16 (and 23), the original time information from the county 

Gazetteer is that “there were several violent attacks on Hans in the 

Hetian City” during the 1991/6 to 1992/3 period, so we include 

both years in the event data which result in two event ids – 16 and 

23.  

 

This is not perfect because we don’t know how these “several 

violent attacks on Hans” were distributed during this 1991/6 to 

1992/3 period and chances are that for each year – 1991 and 1992 – 

there were more than one attacks so that ideally we need to code 

them as multiple observations/event ids in the data. This is the part 

of the reason why we think when conducting analysis using the 

EVC events as the dependent variable, it is better to use a binary 

version, that is, whether there was any event in a given 

county/prefecture-year, because we are more certain about whether 

any event happened than the exact number of incidents.  

 

3 year Year of the event, based on the “year_original” variable.  

 

4 month Month of the event, based on the “year_original” variable. Note 

there are missing values now; we do not use NA or -999 to indicate 

missing values in the data, but rather just keep an entry/cell empty 

if we have no information.  

 

5 day Day of the event, based on the “year_original” variable. Note there 

are missing values now; we do not use NA or -999 to indicate 

missing values in the data, but rather just keep an entry/cell empty 

if we have no information. 

 

6 duration_day  How many days an event lasted: there are large number of missing 

values here because we do not have a lot information on duration.  

 

7 location_original The name(s) of the place/places where an event occurred based on 

the original sources: note that some of the original location names 

are not very informative, for example, event id no. 4, it is 

“Northwest Xinjiang.” In addition to some of this uninformative 

location information, there are 35 events for which no location 
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information is mentioned (other than in Xinjiang) from original 

sources.  

 

Based on other information such as the description of the event 

from the original sources, we tried our best to conduct additional 

searches, mostly from online searches. We are able to fill in 

location information for some cases; but at the end, despite our best 

efforts, there are still 35 events for which we cannot find 

information on in which county it happened: among these 35 

events, for 16 of them, we are able to find information on in which 

prefecture it happened; for the rest, 19 events, we cannot even find 

information on in which prefecture it happened.  

 

8 prefecture The name(s) of the prefecture/prefectures where an event occurred.  

 

9 prefecture_precision Whether the coder can locate the event at the prefecture-level based 

on information from original sources and additional searches: 

1=yes; 0=no. There are 19 events for which we cannot locate the 

event at the prefecture level.  

 

10 county The name(s) of the county/counties where an event occurred.  

 

11 county_precision Whether the coder can locate the event at the county level based on 

information from original sources and additional searches: 1=yes; 

0=no. There are 35 events for which we cannot locate the event at 

the county level. 

 

12 multiple_events Whether there were other accompanying events besides the one that 

had been given detailed information in the original source: 1=yes; 

0=no.  

 

13 n_multiple_events The number of accompanying events if there were multiple events: 

note that there are many missing values here – there are only 17 

cases for which we have information on the number of 

accompanying events. In addition, for some of these, we only know 

the range of the number of accompanying events: we use for 

example <=6, meaning no more than 6 accompanying events.  

 

14 violence Whether actors involved in the event used violence: 1=yes; 0=no. 

We coded 28 events as not using violence – these are mostly 

protests and demonstrations; there is one case that we did not code 

because it was only described as “disturbances” – it is event id no. 

4.  

 

We encourage users to use this violence variable with caution, 

because protests and demonstrations can turn violent; we code them 
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as not using violence because there is no mentioning of violence 

from the original sources, but some of the descriptions are very 

brief so “violence not mentioned by reports” does not necessarily 

mean that no violence was used.   

 

15 type_original The specific types of events: this variable is NOT in any ways a 

scientific categorization of events; it serves as short description for 

an event.   

 

16 perpetrator_missing    Whether information regarding the perpetrator side was missing: 

1=yes; 0=no. There are 35 events that we cannot identify the 

ethnicity of the perpetrator for sure.  

 

17 perpetrator_Uyghur Whether the perpetrator side was Uyghur: 1=yes; 0=no. there are 

167 events that we are able to identify that the perpetrator side was 

of Uyghur ethnicity. Note that there are also 35 events that we 

cannot identify the ethnicity of the perpetrator for sure.  

 

18 perpetrator_Han Whether the perpetrator side was Han: 1=yes; 0=no. Note that NO 

event included in the dataset has Han majority as the perpetrator. In 

other words, the value for this variable is always 0.  

 

Therefore, this is a redundant variable.  

 

19 target_original The original type of the side that was targeted in an event 

mentioned by the original sources.  

 

20 target_type Types of the side that was targeted in an event: we distinguished 

between three types – government, civilians, government and 

civilians.  

 

21 direct_trigger The direct reason that caused the event: note that there are very few 

non-missing values here because for most of the events, it is hard to 

find direct cause/trigger.  

 

22 source1 The original source that we used to collect data about an event: note 

there are many events that were mentioned by multiple sources – 

this is the reason why we use source1, source2, source3, source4, 

and source5: there are 2 events that were mentioned in five 

different sources.  The following are the different sources:  

 

Bovingdon: Bovingdon (2010); 

Clarke: Clarke (2008) that heavily relies on Chinese government 

white papers; 

Gazetteer/Gazetteer 2nd: Xinjiang Public Security Gazette and the 

Unpublished Draft of Xinjiang Public Security Gazette; 
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Ma: Ma (2002); 

MAR: Minorities at Risk; 

GTD: Global Terrorism Database.  

 

See Cao et al. forthcoming (in China Review) for more detailed 

discussion of these sources.  

 

23 source2 Second original source.  

 

24 source3 Third original source. 

 

25 source4 Fourth original source. 

 

26 source5 Fifth original source. 

 

27 wikipedia_check URL link for an event that is publicly available on Wikipedia that 

we consulted when coding this event in addition to using 

information from other sources.  

 

28 note Detailed information on an event: note there are 14 cases in which 

we have no information in addition to what is already coded in 

other variables – so we leave their “note” section empty.  

 

 


