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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
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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
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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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