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ow do theory and practice interact in the crit.ic.al domain of intrastate

conflict? When events, such as the Syrian _c1Y11 war, spiral for years,

15 pO]icymakers con§u1t academ'lcs for their 1fieas? Do academics re-
ond to such events by trying to explain why these intrastate conflicts start

end? Should this interplay between pohf:y and academia occur? If and
orhen it does, how will we know? When thinking about strengthening the
E,nks berween the policy and academic worlfls, these are but a few questions
0 consider. A central Fask in thxs chapter is to examine various Teaching,
Research, and International Policy gTRIP) Flatasets to learn about the role
of intrastate conflict in the study of international relations (IR) and to relate
this to the role scholars have played in the policy process.

Our core argument is that scholarly work has had modest direct influence
on policy and likely small, although difficult-to-detect, indirect influences.
Much of the intrastate conflict occurring in the world has taken place in geo-
graphic areas where policymakers have historically paid little attention. Africa,
for example, represents about 15 percent of the global population. In the TRIP
article database, however, only 5 percent of all articles are related to Africa,
and only 5.5 percent of faculty in the thirty-two countries included in the 2014
TRIP faculty survey select Africa as their primary focus. Although violence
in Africa may be of less concern to policymakers than violence in other parts
of the world, 17 percent of the intrastate conflict articles in the TRIP database
have an Africa focus. That said, Africa has experienced the largest share of the
world’s intrastate conflict, at least since World War IL

Even during the Cold War, much of the violence in Africa and Asia drew
telatively lttle attention. Intrastate conflict has become more important in the
academy over the last ten to fifteen years, and that interest has largely been fueled

: 5 p ) o : ¢
pzli’ilcéncre%% 1n analysis of large-N databases. I?o.hncal science (comp’itraFlve
5 the’r:ieq cally) has a sox.newhat.longer tradition of s.tudymg rﬁV_o uth}T,
mainstreamavi belein‘ few <?onﬂlct studies groups to propel its researc 1(ljntt)z :;:
el g )? 50 Llcal science, much less the policy world};Thus it woueffect 4
policy Finallp Ct}: a;:. the intrastate war literature vyould av; a Strf}?egliterature
o insUrgency’ Wd zlt ittle covariance appears to exist comes rc})]m e

driveg polic Yy and development, although it is }mclea‘lr how much scho 1}1. G

Y as opposed to the two co-occurring with no obvious causat .
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Turning to the question of whether the policy worlq / Y°"ng
on scholars, we argue that scholarly work has imegrated e, as hyg
policy community. It is far frorp clear that scholarg SRRl 1n
sion calculus of policymakers in the United States, othey en
or international organizations when developing theiy reSea':;iSter;} 0um:»q"
ing numbers of collaboratic?ns between academics and pracgy; claj ] ro‘*s,
have led to greater insights in the peacebuilding and othe, liteloners) Wevw.
That said, scholars are often influenced by current evemratures. o
temporary conflict processes. In the 2014 TRIP faculty surv: angi Study,
respondents answered in the affirmative when asked if they}},; 2 e
their research related to a critical event, such as September 11 ;‘(’)%inirea&d
) i nfac
:s
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|
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54 percent of faculty answered “yes” when asked if they haye ,
a major world event by seeking to make their work more relev::ponded
practitioners. Unsurprisingly, of all major world events listed 9/;1t°hpolicy
biggest impact on scholars’ research, with about 42 perceng of res ad th,
citing this incident. The Arab Spring and the fall of communism wef Ondep,
next highest at 25 percent and 23.45 percent, respectively. € rankeg
In this chapter we first describe the scope of the Intrastate cop;
issue area and employ qualitative evidence to describe the evolution olflt}ifl
subfield. Second, we introduce various TRIP datasets and discuss the!s
strengths and weaknesses in further describing the evolution of this subﬁellé
and its relationship to the policy community. Third, we evaluate severs| .
guments that are described in chapter 1. We find suggestive evidence that s
consistent with the arguments that emerging issues (argument 1a) and more
technical issues (argument 1b) provide greater opportunities for IR scholus
to influence policy than do more long-standing and less technical issues
The demand for applied scholarship on terrorism and intrastate conflic
increased dramatically after 9/11, when policymakers were desperate for
more/better evidence and for more sophisticated models that would help
them forecast conflict events at the subnational level. We also present er-
idence that speaks to two additional arguments presented in chapter 1:firs;
that the opportunities for scholarly engagement and influence will be more
limited in issue areas in which another epistemic or disciplinar.y commualty
already has an established working relationship with practitioners than n
issue areas in which no such relationship exists (argument 2a) and, secona;
that IR scholars are more likely to directly influence policy 1n 1ssuelai’¢e]s
in which policy decisions are made frequently and at relatively lowi
(argument 2b). o
In the post-9/11 environment, policy implementers sought ins ﬁouse i
new multidisciplinary teams of researchers when they lacked 1n- i
pertise. Large contracts were awarded to IR scholars to conduct
on a weekly or daily basis for combatant commanders Who
with implementing policy. These were not consultations W tking
of state but frequent forecasts for practitioners tasked with ma
decisions or providing intelligence assessments.
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Finally, W€ discuss the type of data collection efforts and research des;
g 3 7 ; 3 esi
would be helpful 1n pursumlg a second generation of empirical researchgns
; _ s : 1 i on
tha rclatiOHShlp between IR scho ars and policy practitioners. Although the ey
the L ? llected for this b(?Ok proyldes astrong foundation, and the tentative i
dlen i Ldvanced herein provide a plausible starting point, we all have m€X~
an : : ore
f us if we are to take this research agenda on the theory-practice

sork in front © I o divi :
ey seriously as we take our in ividual substantive research agendas
ne ’

STATE OF THE FIELD

For the past few decades', events such as the Rwandan genocide, the 9/11
attacks, and the Arab Sprmg have pushed Fhe study of conflict beyond tradi-
rional areas of great power disputes and militarized interstate conflicts, After
the end of the Cold War, events such as the crisis in Somalia and the break-
down of Yugoslavia drew scholars into studying substate processes. This
development was further enhanced in the late 1990s by the upsurge of quan-
dtative civil war research, which encouraged even more work in this area,

A tabulation of the intrastate conflict variable in the TRIP article database
shows that 602 of the 5,306 articles coded have a substantive focus on intrastate
conflict,amounting to about 11 percent of the articles. Figure 14.1 illustrates the
percentage of all articles in the database that are devoted to intrastate conflict
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over time as well as other types Offlc'o?ﬂri(:tt};;:rv};efral;h lillustrates the ¢, :
rowth in studies of intrastate c0111 ict (ll 3 19; g the end of tp. Colzmatic
%t ;s remarkable that from about the mi 1to ate 1990s, around 15 oy,
articles published in the major Izi ;o}t:rr}a s :;'efrfe on intrastate confliqy | e
What is intrastate co‘nﬂxct. Why is it di e}r\em than_lﬂterstate i
directly, why are these distinct concepts w.or; y ;,If{ ;helr e invesdéa‘. e
Relatedly, is this form of violence a topic for IR? Comparajye o1 o0

dard definition of war that emanated from the CES lilcs}
Ie ates

Ween two
Xceedip .

? The stan ! :
ij()t\yh(/ar (COW) Project defined interstate war as a dispute bet

 ernationally recognized states that leads to battle deaths ¢
one thousand-person threshqld. Early investigators used a simily, defi;
tion for civil war, which was influenced by COW: 91v11 war is an imrastnL
conflict between a state and a nonstate actor .exceedmg one thousapg ba:tle
deaths. Some attributes vary, but most def_imtlons are similar, it

Thus, war within a state might seem like a topic for comparatiye polit;

In the TRIP article database, however, 68 percent of the intrastate Conﬂ?s‘
articles are coded as IR. By contrast, 32 percent of the articles on intrast;?
conflict are coded as comparative. The blending of IR and comparative polie-
tics is fairly evident in the study of intrastate conflict.

Young (2013) suggests a deceptively simple, but critical, addendun to
defining intrastate war. At its core, this violence is between state and nonsta
actors, but it is conflict that builds up to and beyond a given threshold.
Rather than large-scale violence simply breaking out or immediately cross-
ing a large threshold, civil war is a point on a continuum of conflict processes
that emerges from state-dissident interaction. This insight differentiates civil
war from other forms of violence, but it also recognizes that civil war is part
of the larger conflict repertoire available to states and nonstate actors, This
point bridges some of the work in sociology and comparative politics by pio-
neers like Charles Tilly with civil war studies by IR scholars and economists.

This insight and some of the sociological work suggest that civil waris
connected to these other kinds of violence because these forms of conflict
build to civil war. These other forms of violence also may make civil war last
longer, or they might even occur after civil war as a residual effect (Sambaflis
2008; Findley and Young 2012). Terrorism is another common form of vio-
lence, which by contrast often lacks a death or violence threshold and is even
more contentious to define than civil war (Hoffman 2006). We offer a faily
common definition: violence or threats of violence against a target U5 9
persuade a third actor in pursuance of a goal.” This definition is agnostc®®
whether violence occurs within or across states, but empirically we wines
most terrorism within states (Enders et al. 2011). base
theirsrce};:iiz ; }(l)ivce :}:Ferirlpted to speak to the i.ssues of the fla}i iineds f}f::ly .
e ri 1c:71b Fvems. The TRIP article database inclu 164 terroris™
e dsinlpu 1sh_ed before 9/ 11.. Afrer 9/11, therff were e
B Ao d. nFerestmgly, few articles about terrorism are arciclﬂsi“
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5 Pjou <ate conflict and terrorism. Even though a majority of terrorigt
{. ed 38 intra estic or intrastate in nature (Sdnchez-Cuenca and De la Calle
i re donlcholars see terrorism as more of an IR than 3 comparative pol-
2009) it.sei;‘ljer cas civil war, terrorism, and other intrastate confljct have been
ics [Oplc'“islaﬂ ds of inquiry” (Most and Starr 1984), more recent work is con-

| alsqese :slands by recognizing the overlap and affinities among the types
cting® tention (Findley and Young 2012; Thomas 2014; Fortn, 2015).5
of violent Cocholars focus primarily on stages of a conflict and ask questions

Some:t duration, recurrence, or whether outside actors are involved.
ot onst ;vay of approaching intrastate conflict dynamics takes an actor.
Adlfferen roach and considers the political or humanitarian reasons why
centri€ a?is intervene (Findley and Teo 2006; Gent 2007). From the per-
[hll’d.paléf policy influence, the humanitarian approach is more relevant.
: gitel;e the scholarly literature on civil wars seems to be less connected to
In i discussions rela_txve to the peace st‘udlc'es literature. _
What we are calling the peace studies lzte-mtm*e examines a number of
dimensions including peacekeeping, pe:{cemaklng, peace building, an.d peace
enforcement. All of these peace operations are on the menu of options for
countries such as the United States in thinking about how to get involved in
intrastate conflicts abroad. Complete discussion of each type of peace inter-
vention is beyond the scope of this chapter, but we note here that these dif-
ferent types of peace operations require different levels of material and time
commitments ranging from short-term peacekeeping to long-term peace-
building. They could be conducted by international organizations or by states.
When conducted by states, however, there is often skepticism about how bi-
ased they are. The Russian aid convoy into Ukraine in 2014 is a prime example.

Peace operations have been criticized heavily, but there is evidence that
they often may be effective (Doyle and Sambanis 2006). And even though
the organizations that conduct peace operations lag behind development
Organizations, even many United Nations (UN) agencies are interested in
learning and trying to adopt the more rigorous evaluation standards that
scholars havye applied. One of us recently completed an impact evaluation
of the UN Peacebuilding Fund’s (PBF) operations in Burundi (Campbell
e; a:)' \31?1114)’ Conductt?d the PBF’s first quasi-ex.peri.mental evaluatif)n, and }'mld
s opa:onversatxol?s.wnh the I:“BF’s monitoring and evaluation special-

¢ OW requiring more rigorous evaluations.

poli

SCOPE CONDITIONS

Il‘l Ch

a Rahues e ;

e isp :er 113 the editors identify a number of scope conditions, including
how o SRS breser iption, who are the key actors in the policy world, and
recognize policy influence. We will not rehash their argu-

ovide a few additional thoughts here.
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We begin with an anecdote that we fear may generalize. one o
oo revise~aﬂd-i‘€5u‘3m“ decision onda piperhearly in our carceriy
celv > O .
reviewer. signaling some 11t itation, asked why there were no policy el
’ Crip.

ions in the conclusion of the paper. The‘ reviewer said th.at the ey
ti ¢ be there in order to endorse publication. The reviewer’s ;... Plions
mus

; 10Stryeys
(paraphrased): two Parag‘faphs “i?uw bl: su’fﬁglent,;nd the authorsus;[:)?ll;
simply communicate to “the po 1cymahegs di oW they should redirect
country’s activities based on the research findings. ¢

The flawed logic suggests that scholars write an %Cﬁd.emic
full of jargon, add some stars and bolded numbers, publish it in 5
and put two paragraphs at the end of a long, od‘c‘lly s.tructured article thy exf
plain how policies shoulc% be changed. Aqd the P°1}Cymakeff‘”‘Presumabl
2 Hillary Clinton or Mike Pompeo—will be paying attention and chyy,,
things.® The standard academic ‘pollcy prescription th.at We caricature is ofy;
ously insufficient. However, this sort of he}stlly provided policy Prescriptioy
may be what we are seeing in the acfad'emlc_ work we .share with each other
The notion of offering policy prescriptions 1n acad?mlc articles is curigyg o[;
multiple levels, which would be worthy of a discussion in itself. We wonderi,
particular whether the scholars who are least engaged are the ones who off
blunt policy prescriptions in articles, whereas those who are more engaged
find much more subtle yet effective ways to communicate lessons learned,
This is consistent with Parks and Stern’s (2013) finding that IR scholars who
take time during their careers to work full-time in a policy position returnto
academia with a new outlook; they devote more time to publishing in policy
journals such as Foreign Affairs and Foreign Policy. In this case, attempts to
Jearn about academic-policy connections from policy prescriptions in acs-
demic articles could give us precisely the opposite impressions about whatis
actually happening,

We also wonder how closely the policy prescriptions actually follow the
empirical work discussed. We surmise, given that academics do not receive
training in policy analysis, that policy prescriptions embedded within arti
cles do not track closely with authors’ empirical evidence. After all, if onlya
few other academics will read the paper, it is costless to give some advice to
a Putin or a Merkel. Moreover, scholars may not have the appropriate skills
or experience to derive a prescription that appropriately speaks to the Pol'
icy world. A more in-depth qualitative review of policy prescriptions might
be an important next step for researchers interested in the policy-academ1c
nexus.

As d.iscussed in chapter 1, some academics have taken to blogS,.OP'eds’

i? 1:1?; E::if?r::dpn}l.mer;’u? other media to share lesspns fromftl}llzlfa:t’ﬁ;r;

s COntributor’ m0 ltzbca }\:'zolence ata (?lance, for which one 3. teminati“g
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ons apply: to what extent does this wor
idence?’

advice s her academics' B c.luele.ss or savvy, influence could occur either
Wheth rer 1 the editors identify a useful spectrum of policy influence
iy InlCI:jEWOUId point out (and do not think.th.e editors would disagree)’
Ithoug” s som.ethmg more of a heuristic for identifying relative
that [he}i . academics might make. How would we then measure this im-
impic\[x;ojld we count the number of times a person or article is cited in cop-
[ testimony? \Would we count and weight the strength and duratjop,
nent with the policy world by taking into account forma] versus
Jvising, number of meetings, how close to the top of the organiza-
s involved, or any number of other ways?

n University, especially within the School for International
School of Public Affairs, faculty and leadership have had

d discussions as engagement with the policy world is an explicit goal
refla}l::3 university and thus something that figures into merit and promotion,
%hte scale described previously' provides guid.ance in thinking about these
Lnkings. Exact measurement 1 more co'mpl.mated and.would ll.kely need
1o be worked out more complete-ly. A mention in cong-ress.lon:.il testimony, for
example, 1s better evidence of impact t}}an,_say, a citation in a t‘hmk tank
«eort. For intelligence analysts, a mention in t.he President’s Daily Brief is
the highest honor (simila_r to an American Political Sciencte Review article in
political science).® In the intelligence world, at legst, there is a parallel system
where impact is considered and used for promotion and advancement.

Mostimportant, and overlooked until now, how do interactions between
academics and policymakers lead to reasonably informed policy? As Mack
(2002) argues, policymakers need to understand that a few examples do not
falsify a theory. Most academic theories are probabilistic and thus need to be
supported or refuted based on the weight of evidence.” Academics need to
do a better job communicating the strengths and limitations of their work.
for instance, quantitative scholars need to share their material in a way that
isdigestible and makes clear to policymakers that their work is often comple-
mentary, not a substitute, for area studies knowledge (Mack 2002).

These issues give rise to the one with which we began: measurement
:;fooct:zs i’m%?lct l}ls difficult. If an academic speaks to some policy staff'or
s calr? as ;ngton, DC, or Geneva, and then we obs)ervc}el sor_rflefpo icy
= )the : ;:Je infer that academic work was responsible? What if, for e)l(-

fought in Soange Was going to occur anyway, and an orgarclilzauop mm;})l y
e rl;le acaderr}lcs to speak to the issue? We coul hcont;mue ctl tl;
S CAtios abozny I}’IOSSIble counterfactuals; suffice it to say that we nee
e tdWhat we conclude. £ s
2014) . o a?eh the 201.1 and 2014 TRIP surveys (Ma}lmlalf et al. %
€ academc. tl e TRIP journal data, to unders'tand various dxmencsilons 0
rel'&tively Sparp olicy nexus. Compared to other issue domains, the data are
S¢ on intrastate conflict,
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We conducted several apalyses with fhehloumal da‘ta. F
. s across articles for which the substantive fo,,q Vot i
ined Patteén intrastate conflict, as well as the terrorism sull Ariab], 4
bec.n glod:o :,;ilch we now turn, We also combined the e a;tsntwe f0cus
:;:1:1; seubgroup analyses on whether the literature j 2
prescﬁgf;igory of substanFive focus, terrori.sm, COl'_l]d pick Wy
intrastate conflict. A tabulation of the terrorism variable shows thatp;d
or about 4 percent, of the 5.,306 articles coded are substantively focuseg J)
terrorism. Figure 14.1 also illustrates the percentage plqtted OVer time, C0°n
sistent with what many expect, there appears to be a significan; incregge .
studies of terrorism after 9/11 (Young and Findley 2011).1° y, note thy, t}lln
articles coded for terrorism could be picking up terrorism iﬂtemationa“f
or domestically. Thus, to separate types of violence for the Scope of g
chapter, further work would need to expl_ore whet.her the terrorism Capture(
in these articles refers to intrastate conf_hct. A quick cross-tabulation shows
that thirty-two of the 213 terrorisrp articles are'also coded as intrastage con-
flict, perhaps reflecting the discipline’s emphasis on transnationa] terrorisy
until recently.

Because terrorism is often a strategy used in intrastate conflict (Findley
and Young 2012), we also pooled the two to show the percentage of all .
cles in the database on terrorism and intrastate conflict. Strikingly, in 2011
more than 25 percent of all articles are on one of these two topics. Whether
the academic studies translate into policy influence is another matter, bu
at least there is sufficient emphasis on these topics to provide opportunity
for policy impact.

To provide another point of comparison, we plotted intrastate confli
studies and terrorism studies relative to studies of interstate war, Figure 141
shows the results for academic studies over time. As expected, studies of in-
terstate war dominate intrastate conflict and terrorism (separately). Although
this is expected, it is curious that studies of interstate conflict continuedto
dominate until at least 2011, when so much emphasis in recent years has been
placed on the empirical regularity that interstate wars rarely occur w'hereas
intrastate conflict is rife. If the increased attention to intrastate conflicths
led to an increase in studies, which the graph shows, there nonetheless &
pears to be a substantial lag in academic studies. (

We now turn to a consideration of different methods in the s14y°
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FIGURE 14.2.  Plot of the percentage of all intrastate conflict and terrorism articles in the
TRIPjournal database by three methods

although quantitative studies also appear to dominate especially recently.
This reflects larger trends toward the increasing use of quantitative methods

in political science.
Finally, we examined what percentage of intrastate conflict and terror-

ism studies offer policy prescriptions. Figure 14.3 shows that the percentage
varies widely; however, it does not provide any weighting for the number of
articles per year, Thus, the low percentages in the late 2000s represent far
more articles with policy prescriptions than the higher percentages in the
early 1990s. The spikes in the early 1990s were likely driven by the end of
the Cold War, Although the pattern is somewhat erratic, in raw percentages
there may be a decline in policy prescriptions offered. Combined with the
data on methods, this suggests that qualitative studies may be more amenable
than quantitative approaches to policy prescriptions.

THE TRIP SURVEY DATA

Deslplte eXcluding much of the substantive focus on intrastate conflict, the
with rlsll;r":y data CO.ntain some ques.tions the}t are §uggestive for our ar;:: 5;:
Suryey, itJi urnal article data, terrorism receives significant attemlosncholars
e alsg $ 3 possible category for teaching and rfzsearch interests.

asked whether 9/11 influenced their teaching and research interests.
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According to the 2006 survey, 9/11 dramatically changed the issue
areas covered in class. Less so, it also changed the geographical focus and
theoretical approaches. Eighty-five percent of the respondents said that 9/11
significantly or somewhat changed the issue areas that respondents covered
in at least one of their courses. Fifty-seven percent report significantly or
somewhat changing geographic focus, and 40 percent report significantly or
somewhat changing theoretical focus.

In addition to the questions about terrorism, the survey also asks ab
the most pressing foreign policy issues facing a given country. In these gue
tions, a number of possibilities relate to intrastate conflicts in other cour‘ttrlesb,
such as “Ethnic Conflict,” “Genocide in Sudan,” “Failed St?teﬁ,” and Ar:
Spring.” Interestingly, for 2011 the most pressing foreign policy 1ssu¢s ranrging
from the Global Debt Crisis to Global Climate Change, but Arab S[zhnic
ranked second overall. Other traditionally intrastate issues, such as ¢
conflict, ranked much lower. [P survey

We also considered the descriptive data from the 2008 TI]E has most
question asking respondents to “list four scholars whose wofl_ ted, 001
influenced your own research.” Among the top forty scholars 1Sn ol
four had done significant work on intrastate conflict: James Fearg

out
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Jarsh )
§cho L35, Charles Tilly (no. 29), and J. David Singer (no. 37). Al-
: f these scholars have worked extensively on intrastate

¢ known for their contributions to the interstate war

n
1 1.ake (
vld L (= (o)
DA, atleast thre
oV ey are besiy

freraty e considered the individuals listed as havin.g the greatest influence
e also olicy in the past twenty years. The list is similarly short on

US forelgr‘1 pholafs’ with Michael Doyle moving up the list and the others
raste 1 previously moving down. It is .possible that intrastate war schol-
pentione " fuential in the academy or in policy arenas, but it could also
hat the area has only garnered more attention in the last twenty

Se t . .
be the €3 obably some combination of these and other factors.

gears. 118 118

DISCUSS|ON OF THE TRIP DATA

There are some notable chgllenges in using TRIP dat;.lsets to describe the
cbfield of intrastate c_qnﬂlct or to analyze the relatlonshlp between re-
arch and policy practitioners. Some weaknesses may be Partlally addressed
through keyword searchlpg and/or auton.lated text analysis. These emPirical
approaChCS certainly merit greater attention moving forw.ard..A l.iey limita-
tion with the current .TRIP drftta_ 1S thz'lt almost no attention is given to the
peace(-making, -keepmg, -building) literature. If one were to think about
policy decisions the United .States or other countries consider on a regular
basis, many (most?) of them involve peace operations. Libya, Syria, Ukraine,
and Iraq, to name a few, all had peace operations at stake. Indeed, for most
developed countries, interstate wars are highly uncommon; yet many of
these countries are active in peace operations worldwide.

Perhaps the greatest challenge is to connect the various types of data
in ways that allow credible identification of the impact of scholarly work
on policymaking or implementation. We venture that at this stage it may be
mpossible to identify precise causal effects in any completely satisfactory
vay. Instead, we may be limited to identifying patterns of covariation in ac-
ademic ideas and policy impact through both TRIP data and case evidence.
?;Zi:er) kieginqing the process of addressing the causal questions, even
el r;;e? > 18 v1.tal, especially given t}}e tremendous pressure on political

Justify its relevance (see Jaschik 2013).

. °“5A’:nccci)rjrl11elcgcliy’ we ask: why not .supplemen.t the stgdy of large-N correla-
BB et otes with randorplzed experiments in much narrower but
might ol Corrr:lanageable domains? If 'carefully d.es1gne.d, an exPerlmené
OUtcomeg, Whichp:or 181<;nfas- ;vell as sp.ec1ﬁc.ally fies1gned 1ntervent10ns\’;.nh
ome carefy| considu Tacilitate the.xdentlﬁcatlon of _causal effects.lol it
COver caygg] mecha cration, interventions could be demgne.d that could un-
+*€OnSisten; o1 h nisms as well, In t.he event that.the experimental ev1de1?ce

ith the larger observational trends, it would add further valid-

1y to ¢hy
€ ﬁndin é T :
gs. Such €Xperiments are promising and one of usis engaged

.
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in a set of experiments that offer a model for moving forwarg

(Brigham et al. 2013; Findley et al. 2014). 0 this e, d

STATE OF ACADEMIC AND POLICY ENGAGEWEy

Over the past fifty years most intrastate violence has occurred ip
Africa and Asia (Uppsala Conflict Data Program 2018), where the Up:
States and many other countries have had little strategic interest. Thy Risd
if academics and policymakers were speaking openly and consistent] s, iven
has been relatively little policy interest in the regions experienciny’it S
state conflict. Brief forays into areas such as Somalia demonstrated hgo “i’;ra-
benefits there were for third-party states to get involved. Even UN eew
operations during the Cold War and immediate post-Cold War yCarsPWice
learning valuable, although painful, lessons about intervention in these arearse

At the same time that policy interest in intrastate conflict has increaseq
academic interest in the topic also increased. Yet, unfortunately, the two pro-’
gressed along different paths. Scholars turned toward increasingly sophist;-
cated quantitative methods to analyze large databases (for average effects) of
various causes on war onset or dynamics. Few scholars expressed interest in
serious engagement about specific cases with policymakers or practitioners,
For their part, policy-minded individuals made little attempt to understand
the pitfalls or potential promise of quantitative approaches.

There is thus little reason to expect that academics and policymakers
should be having a healthy dialogue that produces real-world impact. Yet
there appear to be at least some influential initiatives in which both policy
influence and engagement have occurred, which we now discuss.

areas of

From Academy to Policy

From the 1960s to the 1980s, the study of intrastate conflict was carried out
primarily as examinations of revolution and rebellion. The work in these
years is most commonly associated with scholars such as Davies (1962),
Moore (1966), Gurr (1970), Tilly (1978), and Skocpol (1979). A related area,
although not exclusively focused on intrastate war, is the study of coun-
terinsurgency strategy, much of this associated with pramtitioner-stOl_a’rs
such as Galula (1964), who was also a military officer prior to P“thh.mg
his scholarly work, and Leites and Wolf (1970) at the Rand Corporatio®
Neither the revolutions literature nor the counterinsurgency literature ‘f”zf
particularly pervasive in public policy discussions, although the latt,er (fr
tured more prominently, if indirectly, in US strategy in Vietnam. Gurr SV; .
was noticed and led to a 1968 appointment to the National Commissi s
the Causes and Prevention of Violence, a short-lived (by design) comms o
put into place following the assassinations of Martin Luther King Jr
Robert F. Kennedy.

e
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promiﬂently’ Gurr helped found ¢

Moreamed the Political Instability Task
(Jte rfl?hc PITF, which began under the Clip
quOS)dl within the CIA, e routinely engaged academics for |, Ip i
house s estimates of instability. Academjcs such as Jay Ulf?p in pro.

h, Monty Marshall, and Jeremy Weinstein By, elder, Eric,
Chc;}owze ’reeS' Other academics with regiona] of Y leerl 1nvolved o
yary! .te(gi on a more ad hoc basis. The Task Force’s digcua EXpertise haye
been'”:‘?t difficult to assess just how much of the advice ofsfsel:)elzis are secret,
;a;l;:en[ed (iin some way by policymakers in the intelligence C(I)Smar(r:lt:n:iltl;;

'ty industry.
of SC%I]:t}Ilnltcgmteg Crisis Early Warning System (ICEWS) is an h
ole of scholarly input into policy arenas, specifically the miljtay Otde.r
exzviges suggestive evidence for the idea that when policymakers ncz,e’calulutlf
ti;g b re:search methods (see argument 1b in chapter 1), this may provide
opportunitics for sc'holars to de'velgp new knowledge and provide it to policy
practitionﬂ's (in this case, pohcx implementers rather than policymakers).
Academics have been mvolve‘d with the program for years. In 2007, the De-
fense Advanced Research Projects Agency started ICEWS as 4 tournament to
«ce which models could provide the best forecasts of crises around the globe.
Since 2011, ICEWS has been an Office of Naval Research project. In com-
parison to PITF, ICEWS uses subnational event data at a granular temporal
and spatial level. Mike Ward at Duke, Phil Schrodt formerly at Penn State,
lan Lustick at Penn, and Steve Shellman at William & Mary are all academics
who are involved in the project. Again, many of the activities in the ICEWS
project are not public, thus making it difficult to assess any impact. We do
know that the US government is paying tens of millions of dollars to specific
IR scholars and US universities to generate these event data and use them to
forecast violent political events.

The Good Judgment Project, which works with the US Intelligence
Advanced Research Projects Activity, is another initiative that has turned
to crowdsourcing information to forecast world events, including intra-
state conflict. The Good Judgment Project claims to be surprisingly suc-
cessful at prediction—better even than intelligence analysts with classified
information—and the question will now be to what extent the 'predlctlons
they make transfer over to the policy community. This project is the result
ofa mUltidisciplinary collaboration that combines insights from political sci-
;lf;:l?j ESYChOloﬁy to generate predictions but also to train forecasters how

ctter predictions. 2 :
Academics have worked directly within various organizations either oE
2 t}’l?g;arl):i Or permanent basis; whole centers or insnltutes a; C})}}ZIC::I ;Urce-
Search Ior Bank or USAID are devoted to policy-re e\}/lant I
ichoiasns A¢t, some influential work from scholars—such as e )
While ambanis, Anke Hoeffler, and Michael Do'yle—'—began 0 PR
ilese scholars wepe embedded in policy organizations such as the

he State Faj

ailure Task
Force [I_)ITF] in theFr;:Fccie
ton admmistration and vxlza;
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or World Bank. In the area of intrastate conflict, one of h, it
impacts of academic work was the 2011 World De'velopme.m Reghey dvmble
to the connection between armed conflict and internation,] develoevoted
(World Bank 2011). A number of noted deve'lopment and conflie sciment
contributed background papers apd otherw1se‘ helped author ¢}, Olarg
which is frequently cited by pohcyrr}ake.rs within the World Ba;iport,
member governments when they explain aid allocation decision and and
interventions. ®Sign

In a similar vein, one of the fastest growing trends in recent :
policy-relevant experimental wgrk. Thf: Jameel Poverty Action Lab, Iy;:)s is
tions for Poverty Action, Experiments in Governance and Politics, and otﬁa~
projects have actively conduct@d randc?mxzed controlled trials ip 5 Varie:r
of developing countries on topics ranging from sex education intervemio
in schools to the administration of hundreds of millions of dollars £t fon(si
distribution in violence-affected communities. Many of these experime:
are formal academic-policy partnerships in which implementing Partners e;s
plicitly commit to following academic design mandates. Christina Schneide;
makes a similar observation in chapter 6 and links such collaborations 10 the
need for practitioners to draw on academic researchers when cutting-edge
methods are required (argument 1b).

Over the past fifteen years many scholars and policymakers have slowly
converged on examining and addressing intrastate conflict through the lens
of development and governance policy. The UN Peacebuilding Architecture
was established in the past decade with the mandate to work through other
UN implementers to build peace through development and humanitarian-
type assistance. USAID has devoted many resources to implement develop-
ment projects in the context of war-to-peace transitions. The World Bank,
UK’s Department for International Development, and others also participate
in this business. In a variety of direct and indirect ways, scholars have con-
tributed to the implementation of development strategies in these contexts.

Academic, policy-relevant work is occurring, but it is unclear whether
we have a solid understanding of just how much, in what form, or how con-
sequential it is. And we may never know; as in the following discussion, it
may be wiser to try to understand the precise conditions under which.prac-
titioners (policymakers, policy staff, and policy advocates) pay attention ©0
academic research, even if it occurs in narrow settings but ones in which we
can establish sufficient control to identify such effects.

From Policy to Academy

Observing policy influence on academics (Ribar 2016) is ostensibly simpler
than detecting the influence of academics on policy. There is a fenown Set
of academics whose work is tracked via journal articles and conferencz
submissions and whose opinions can be solicited via surveys: Thus, 'tne
TRIP article database and scholar surveys provide useful tools to examint
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1‘/70/‘“5 . :

§ ymbers of terrorism articles pre- and POst-9/11. Indeed sur-
o ¥TP 7 ture exist. 3 ;

t,givs of this Elilished work and other anecdotal evidence suggest that the im.
©F some P 0 just twWO examples, Diehl (2002) wrote that scholars of

pact 0es SCC}::SZ the headlipes,” and Young and Findley (2011) demonstrage
qar OfF n ithe terrorism llt.erat.u.re.

inly; funding iavallabll-lty 21 Sh?ped the agendas of many re-
CertﬂI the field of international security, the Department BEDeferss
searchers.I 2iative has spawned large and important research activities in 5
VlinerV3, ni of contexts and has attracted some of the most promising secy.
ide variety he funding. The United States Institute of Peace, Smith

cholars to use t

gty § Foundation, and other funders conduct similarly motivated

Richﬂfdson

,esearc]hl-lough we like to think of influence as positive, this is not always the

l}ntdecd, the improvements in impact evaluation in recent years were
case: ted by policy practices that were not sound. Thus, the policy world
monvaced the academy, but not necessarily by design. Scholars observed
m{)IUZ’: practices and then began conducting research that would improve
:Sdf practices. If the result is improved outcomes, however, the motivation

forinfluence may be less consequential,

Academy to Policy and Back Again

We are aware of some academics who have left their academic posts to work
in governments, intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), or nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs). Jeremy Weinstein (Stanford), as mentioned
previously, served as deputy and chief of staff for Samantha Power, the US
Ambassador to the United Nations, before returning to Stanford University.
Michael Doyle left his academic posts to serve as assistant secretary-general
and special advisor to Kofi Annan. Michael Horowitz returned to the Uni-
versty of Pennsylvania after a year working in the Department of Defense.
Scholar-practitioners, including Stephen Stedman and William Zartman,
ilso spent considerable time in high-level conflict resolution activities while
also producing scholarly research at academic institutions. Other examples
0uld be provided, That said, the vast majority of political scientists who
inetg;]ﬂ work in the academy simply stay in the academy. And those who begin
epOlICy.world typically stay there.
Xperi(r:;j;?icfsi 'imd practitioners WO:"k together in other ways, 'howe\lf.er.
b aca?i eld research, much (?f it on development and conflict, relies
bge-sea, przr_nlc-pg)hcy collabf)ratlons. NGOs or IGOs seek to carry out
bigning e jects but necid assistance from scholars who.have e)gpertlse'ig
Camplee Perinterventions, Thus, numerous partnerships are orn, Wi
Sma]| 81ng from USAID to the International Rescue Committee to
fferen, s Zsuch as Deniva in Uganda. Thus, there are most likely many
°¢els that would facilitate cross-fertilization of ideas.
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CONCLUSION

ination of the TRIP datzf and d_iscussion of the
Jead us to some final points. First, and to sym,
ds in scholarly agd I?lolllcy Work fgr intrastate
: ¢ done and will require substant; et
spotty. Muc.h rc?;a]:ﬁct; cbommunities. We feel the data andilh?sttemlon fro :
the aqdemll‘foafl‘mtpwc Jdo not think that sufficient progress hag bi:ger are 4
?girﬁlgigiiti\;e conclusions or ma‘ke credible recommendations, made to

Second, we understand that lines have to be drawn somewhere and ¢}
for this book those lines surround p911t1c31 SC!FntIStS' But to fully Underg, d
the relationship between scholgrsl.np_ and policy on intrastate conflicy, ond
would need to trespass across disciplinary bordeljs (see also chaprers | andn;
on this point). Other academics—suchas ecoqorlrllsfsa psychologists, lawyerg
anthropologists, glol?al heal_th scholars, s?l'cw ogcllsts, mathefnaticians, and,
physicists—are working on intrastate con 1}clt a;} are contributing ¢, pol-
icy discussions. One of the most famous, John Yoo, V_/ho work_ed in the g
Department of Justice, authored some of the detention and Interrogatio,
policies in the George W. Bush admx.mstr:_atlon while on leave from his fa.
ulty position at the University of California, Berkeley.

Third, although intrastate conflict is clearly the dominant form of con-
flict in the world and has been for a long time, scholars and policymakers
remain predominantly focused on interstate war. The empirical obsery,.
tion about trends in intrastate and interstate conflict is not novel (see Mogre
2006). We were nonetheless surprised that the TRIP survey and more gener,|
disciplinary attention continue to lag behind the empirical dynamics of cop.
flict in the world. These findings are sadly consistent with the expectations
of argument 3b, presented in chapter 1; as a discipline matures and profes-
sionalizes, its scholarship may become less relevant to practitioners as new
generations of scholars are incentivized to write for an increasingly institu-
tionalized discipline.

Fourth, in our race to strengthen the links, it may be important to ask
ourselves whether such strengthening could do damage. Clearly, there is tre-
mendous variation in the quality of scholarship that makes it into the public
domain. Do we need to set standards for what constitutes a credible evidence
base for policymaking? Such standards may not be possible in today’s climate,
but the practicalities do not invalidate the question. We would be concerned
about a significant portion of academic work making it into the policy sphere
without passing significant validity, reliability, and identification checks.

Fifth, there is a large censoring problem that makes the task of under-
standing difficult. Many ideas are spawned but never written, or papers
are written but never presented, or written/presented but never published,
or published but never read. In the realm of teaching, most public course
descriptions are brief, many syllabi still gated, most lecture notes not_dls'
tributed, and so forth. We will not expand here, but academic incentives,
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0 - 2013;

Hyde 2015).

eNDNOTES

. The TRIP journal data has an issge area variable,
: 7 aggregation than the subs:tantwe focus variable.
for us is International Security, but this variable do
intrastate from interstate. or other types of conflict,

2. See Moore (2006) for a discussion on the “dark side” of this definition,

3. See Hoffman (2006) apd Young and Findley (2011) for a more ¢
sion of defining terrorism.

4, This despite the fact that the dataset covers twenty-one years before 9/11 and
only thirteen years after that date, Using a simple chi-square test, this difference
is statistically significant at the p < .05 level.

5. Findley, Piazza, and Young (2012) and Conrad (2011) also connect the study of
interstate war with transnational terrorism.

6. The editors’ useful discussion of types of policy actors is important here and
draws attention to the policy staff and advocates who are more likely users of
policy prescriptions.

7. Of course, a policy prescription does not need to be expressly identified as such.
Any work could fall into the hands of the policy community, who could draw
lessons from this (or not).

8. We thank Tricia Bacon, American University faculty member and former mem-
ber of the intelligence community, for this insight.

9. Some rigorous qualitative work, such as Skocpol (1979), outlines necessary and

sufficient conditions where a single case could undermine the claim. These argu-

ments are rarer among empirical scholars,

Many of these additional articles are in the quantitative tradition (Young 2019).

which captures a higher level
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