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When and how do minor power states decide to intervene in external 

conflicts?  When minor power states intervene, what form of intervention do they 

employ? I argue that particular types of intervention (military, financial, or 

diplomatic) are determined in part by whether a specific intervention is conducted to 

appease domestic or international audiences. When intervention is primarily a 

response to the domestic public, foreign policy elites will first and foremost take high 

visibility intervention action. If there is no strong domestic public opinion on the 

intervention but there is pressure from major power allies, foreign policy elites will be 

more likely to take financially costly intervention action. Previous explanations have 

not examined the entire menu of possible intervention types, missing important 

variation in the decision-making calculus around intervention. 



  

 
 

This study tests this theory with a mixture of qualitative and quantitative 

analysis. It uses a national public opinion survey in the Republic of Georgia (2017) to 

support which external conflicts interest the public, public preferences for diplomatic 

intervention, and elite interest in public preference. It then follows this with a 

historical case study of India, Sri Lanka and the Tamils (1980-1990) illustratively 

demonstrating the exact mobilization mechanism of the public and their impact on 

intervention. These two chapters show that the public cares about cases with 

solidarity ties and media attention, and overwhelmingly prefers diplomatic 

intervention. It also shows a majority of elite policymakers do believe the public 

impacts foreign security policy.  

The last empirical chapter turns to the role of major power allies in motivating 

intervention. This dissertation uses a statistical analysis and data from 1975-2009 to 

show the importance of major power security incentives and security contexts in 

motivating minor power military intervention. It shows mixed impacts of major 

power security incentives and security contexts in motivating economic intervention, 

and shows that major power-minor power intervention occurs in less than 1% of all 

diplomatic intervention cases. This supports that major powers play a large role in 

motivating military intervention, but suggests that major powers have a smaller role 

in motivating diplomatic intervention.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Motivation of Intervention into External Conflict 

Civil conflict is widespread; most nations have experienced civil war since 

1960 (Blattman 2010). Military intervention into these conflicts is also pervasive, 

from both large and small states (Khosla 1999).  These military interventions can 

extend the duration of civil war and lead to more battle deaths (Cunningham 2010; 

2011; Balch-Lindsay and Enterline 2000), and they are fundamentally costly 

ventures, both financially and in terms of lives.  

Yet while the impact of military interventions has rightfully been studied 

extensively, previous work lacks focus on intervention motivation, non-military 

intervention, and the variety of audiences which might motivate action. 

Understanding these gaps is key to explaining why countries choose military or 

financial intervention in an external civil war. Countries have a wide menu of 

military, financial or diplomatic actions they can take into external conflicts, from 

mediation to troops on the ground.  

This is not the only notable gap in the literature - most existent work is 

focused on the intervention of large states, like the United States or Russia. This is 

despite the fact that 67% of all of the external support/intervention cases 1975-2009 

in the Uppsala Conflict Data Program’s (UCDP) External Support dataset were minor 

powers (Högbladh et. al. 2011).1 

 
1 Using the Correlates of War definition of minor and major powers, so “minor powers” are defined as 

any countries outside of the United States, Russia, China, the United Kingdom, France, Germany 
(1991 on) or Japan (1991 on) (Correlates of War 2017).  
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This dissertation focuses on filling these gaps by examining why minor 

powers intervene into external civil conflict, examining military, economic and 

diplomatic intervention.  

This is a fascinating question, as the literature suggests minor powers 

considering embarking into intervention first and foremost consider immediate threats 

to themselves from those countries contiguous to them. Refugee inflows, war 

overflows, and regional rivalry all could be destabilizing to minor power countries 

and should prompt the majority of their interventions. However, patterns of minor 

power military intervention suggest that these more local concerns are not the primary 

drivers of their intervention behavior.  Over 60% of the minor power interventions are 

in lands distant to these minor powers2, where refugee impact is lessened and there is 

little to no risk of war spillover. There is also little scholarly explanation for why 

states might choose to diplomatically intervene in external civil war in general. This 

puzzle provides the question of this dissertation - why do minor power states decide 

to intervene in these conflicts, and how do they choose their method of intervention?  

The Argument 

Research in foreign policy decision-making suggests there are two key 

audiences weighted when foreign policy elites calculate their foreign policy 

decisions, domestic audiences and international elites (Putnam 1998). Putnam (1988) 

calls it a two-level game, where elites are simultaneously “playing” on two chess-

 
2 Based on in the UCDP dataset, 62% of interventions are more than 1000 kilometers away. 36% of 

minor power intervention are within 1000 kilometers, 32% are within 2000 kilometers, and the 
remaining 32% are 2000 or more kilometers away. 
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boards. For example, when a foreign policy elite like a Minister of Foreign Affairs, or 

a President, decides to take an action such as sanctions against Iran, they cannot 

simply consider the response of their constituents at home, just as they cannot only 

consider the response of the Foreign Ministry of Iran. Both sets of actors will see and 

have an opinion on the action, and both sets of actors must be factored in to the 

choice to take that action.  Building from this simplified two-level game, I contend 

decisions on intervention are driven first by domestic pressure, and secondarily by the 

desires of powerful international allies. 

These two audiences become more or less influential depending on their 

country’s internal and external contexts. Domestic importance comes from the 

salience3 of the topic to the domestic public and the importance of the domestic 

public to the elite. If an external conflict in another country is salient to the domestic 

public, they will put more significant pressure on their leaders to intervene, and 

depending on the sensitivity of the elite to domestic pressure they have more avenues 

to exert this pressure. The salience of external conflict to the domestic public is built 

from heuristic ties of identity and media attention to the external conflict. Elite 

policymaker sensitivity to the domestic public is built on how democratic the country 

is and how important the domestic group tied to the conflict is to the elite staying in 

power. If it is not salient to the domestic public, but is salient to international major 

power allies, allies may instead motivate action. 

 Elites vary in their sensitivity to major power allies as well. The importance 

of major power allies comes from two things – the importance of the security 

 
3 I further define and extend the concept of salience in Chapter 2.  
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incentives these allies offer, and how vulnerable the minor power is to external 

threats. Minor powers with extensive security incentives to a major power will most 

likely wish to maintain those ties through security cooperation. Minor powers must 

more seriously consider ally preferences for their own security if they are especially 

militarily vulnerable, or are eager to join a multilateral organization where that major 

power is an influential player.  

The dominant audience will shape the type of intervention that likely occurs, 

as the domestic public and international major power allies prefer different types of 

action. The domestic public mostly prefers rhetorical or diplomatic action – very 

visible, but less expensive. This is due to the domestic public directly bearing the cost 

of these interventions. International major power allies generally prefer costly 

military or financial intervention. Costly interventions serve as a more credible signal 

of commitment to these allies’ own interventions, lending their interventions further 

multilateral legitimacy.   

Interventions and their motivations are a critical area of study. Military 

interventions have an acknowledged and enormous material cost; the United States 

spent an estimated 1.7 trillion dollars in Iraq, and smaller countries like the Republic 

of Georgia spent an estimated 2 billion dollars for troop deployment there (Apps 

2015).4 Military intervention has also been shown to increase the number of both 

civilian and military deaths, civil war duration (Cunningham 2010; 2011; Balch-

Lindsay and Enterline 2000), the likelihood of rebel victories, the likelihood of 

 
4 The United States may cover some of the cost and training of these incursions, but the government 

still inevitably must handle some of the cost of its military and military support activities in 
external civil war.  
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terrorism (Azam and Thelen 2010), and the failure rate of peacebuilding (Fortna 

2003).  

Non-military interventions actions are also costly – financially when states 

provide aid to state or rebel groups, but diplomatic actions can impact alliances, 

political capital and support in multilateral institutions. Financial intervention can 

have impacts similar to military support, lengthening civil war when fungible support 

is offered (Sawyer, Cunningham and Reed 2015), but also may seriously buoy rebel 

group strength, and actually reduce the likelihood of terrorism (Azam and Thelen 

2010). Diplomatic intervention and its impacts are well represented by the study of 

recognition of secessionist states, which are important in fostering respect for 

secessionist state sovereignty (Coggins 2014) and have been shown to have an impact 

on territorial compromise and agreements during civil conflict (Shelef and Zeira 

2015). The Republic of Georgia introduces a non-recognition bill in the United 

Nations ever year against its secessionist territories; a country which votes against 

this bill can damage their diplomatic relations with Georgia (Jones 2016). This 

indicates a serious shift in diplomatic relations for a diplomatic intervention.  

With this dissertation, I have four important aims; (1) focusing on minor 

powers, who intervene often, (2) expanding on the role of the domestic public and its 

interaction with international audiences in intervention motivation, (3) further 

explaining motivation of intervention rather than simply its impact, and (4) a deeper 

look at non-military intervention.   

Minor powers intervene often, and they put their scarce resources into 

intervention in its many forms. These minor power countries choose to intervene or 
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not, and they have agency which should be explored. This is especially true as minor 

powers have different factors they must weigh when they make these sorts of security 

decisions.   

While there is extensive research on the impact of intervention, the motivation 

of intervention, especially types of intervention, remains a fragmented and incomplete 

field. Previous scholars suggest military intervention may be prompted by norms of 

protecting innocent civilians from bloody civil conflict, ties between the involved 

countries, or security calculations of the intervening state. By exploring the domestic 

public and international major power allies and the roles these two groups play more 

closely, academia can better understand the motivations for these interventions.  

Finally, although they are seldom focused on, non-military interventions are 

crucial for several reasons. As previously discussed, these diplomatic actions are 

often costly. Empirically, diplomatic action often precedes state military action for 

major powers, a trend that may also be true for minor powers. In the case of Iraq, 

before United States tried both diplomatic and economic intervention before military 

intervention, censure of the Iraqi government (most notably in 1997, with attached 

travel restrictions) and economic sanctions against (from 1990 on) Saddam Hussein. 

Beyond this, when scholars look only past the threshold of taking military action, 

they are skewing to just extreme cases and are underestimating how often state 

intervention or possible intervention occurs in external conflict.  

There are several key scope conditions for this dissertation, discussed and 

defended further in the theory chapter. First, this dissertation focuses on minor power 

countries alone, as the foreign policy concerns for minor powers are different in this 



  

 

7 
 

case – fundamentally more existential. Second, this dissertation is not approaching 

the question of which side countries choose to intervene on. Third, other research has 

suggested that the motivation for intervention initiation, its duration, and its eventual 

end may all be different (Levite, Jentleson and Berman 1992), thus this dissertation 

focuses on initiation alone. Fourth, I am assuming that elite decisionmakers are 

rational, and analyze international and domestic factors when making their foreign 

security policy decisions.  

Existing Literature 

The literature on motivation of civil conflict has built extensively from 

Rosenau (1964), a seminal work on the internationalization of civil conflict, and the 

Rosenau (1969) piece which focused solely on intervention. These scholarly works 

and other works from the 1970s and 1980s focused on single-country historical case 

studies, with an emphasis on major powers (Paul 1971; Gurtov 1974; Blaufarb 1977; 

Karnow 1983; Schmid 1985; Dietz 1987) although limited attention was also given to 

minor power intervention (Howell 1978; Valenta 1978). Because of this focus on 

case-based work, there was a heavy stress on individual state preferences and national 

interests motivating intervention. Contemporary theories about motivation of 

intervention build from this historical foundation and generally focus on military 

intervention. 

Theories around motivation of intervention cluster into three major camps. 

These are that states intervene (1) for normative or moral reasons, (2) because of 

“hard” (military or financial) security benefits the intervening state may receive, or 

(3) the ties the intervening state has with either the besieged state or its rebel groups. 
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There are distinct, observable intervention-predictive variables if any of these 

arguments are true. I review these three clusters (norms, security calculations, ties) 

and where my argument fits into them, then discuss the theories which look at 

financial or diplomatic intervention. 

Normative Approaches 

Normative or moral approaches argue that states will intervene when their 

identity compels them to (Roy 2013), when they are prompted by mistreatment of the 

group which is rebelling (Cetinyan 2002), or in situations when the death count has 

become too high and intervention is morally imperative (Licklider 1993; Holbrooke 

1998; Binder 2015). These scholars argue that states have a “responsibility” to 

intervene in cases with bloodshed or genocide, or that the identity of the state 

compels it to act, whether or not it is rational.  

These arguments most closely overlap with policy-makers’ arguments that 

interventions are embarked on for human rights or democracy, or due to a 

“responsibility to protect” those who are not protected by their state, as per Kofi 

Annan (2005), also applied in recent scholarship to particular interventions (Carati 

and Locatelli 2017). If this is the case, there should be a clear relationship between 

conflicts with the heaviest death tolls or human rights violations and external state 

interventions, however this is often not the case. However, these theories are often not 

consistent with observed intervention, as in the case of protection of human rights 

(Peksen 2012).  This is partially because “human rights” still does not have an agreed 

upon definition, but even taking that into account interventions often ignore the 

conflicts which “need” them the most (Chandler 2006).  
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Security Calculation Approaches 

Security calculation approaches argue that a state intervenes when they have 

direct, material security interests to protect. Therefore scholars in this cluster suggest 

states will intervene when they fear intervention domestically (Zartman 1966; 

Jackson 1982), wish to start a proxy war or fight through the rebels (Khosla 1999; 

Salehyan 2010) or are generally enemies or rivals of the besieged state or rebel 

groups (Maoz and San-Akca 2012; Teo and Findley 2006). In these cases, the 

intervening state acts rationally in order to advance its own security interests. These 

arguments focus around how the state wishes to plunder a rival state or lengthen a 

civil war which might deplete its rival’s strength (Deutsch 1964; Stavenhagen and 

Unies 1996), or how intervention is used as a tool of major power states to advance 

their interests and institutions (Peceny 1999).  

This security argument is linked to arguments that the state acts rationally in 

order to advance the interests of key elites (Garment and James 2000) to rally support 

domestically, scholarly work on this topic is opening the black box of the “state” to 

examine which agents benefit from these security actions. If these arguments are 

correct, states should intervene when they have direct, usually military or territory-

related benefits or are already in a rivalry with either the rebel group or the state 

involved in the conflict.  

These arguments do not explain why minor powers like Georgia may 

intervene in countries they are not close to and do not have a rivalry with, like 

Afghanistan, without extending them further to examine alliance networks. Extending 

to alliance networks, the research of Lake (2009) suggests that intervention into war 
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can be an act of symbolic obeisance from a minor power to a major power who is 

providing security benefits and protection (in the case of his research, to the United 

States). His work was not empirically extended to other possible major powers, and 

there is increasing scholarly work suggesting that China especially may be forming a 

competing hierarchy (Ikenberry 2016).  

Constituent Tie Approaches 

Existing theories which focus on intervening state ties to those involved in the 

conflict, argue states share ethnicity or other constituent ties with those they intervene 

on behalf of (Khosla 1999; Byman et. al. 2001; Saideman 1997; 2002; Carment and 

James 2004; Koga 2011; Salehyan et. al. 2011), or possess regional or geographic ties 

to the embattled state (Sawyer 2015). In these approaches, the intervening state acts 

because these ties make the conflict more salient to its elites or domestic public, 

although these ties might be moderated by pragmatic concerns of how able the rebel 

group is to succeed and remain controllable (Salehyan et. al. 2011). 

 This dissertation’s argument about the importance of the domestic public fits 

most closely with these arguments, as it argues that ties between the intervening state 

and state or rebels involved in conflict encourage domestic salience of external 

conflict. Two major contributions of my argument to this literature is a focus on the 

exact process that translates these domestic audience ties to intervention action, and 

second allowing for international major power allies to play a role alongside the 

domestic audience. Furthermore, the majority of the literature focuses on the 

mobilization of ethnic ties, with some focus on religious ties – this dissertation offers 

that non-ethnic, non-religious group identities such as shared threat can play the same 
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mobilizing role. Ties arguments are harder to control for, as each scholar suggests a 

different tie as the most important. I have chosen the most common ties – ethnic, 

religious or regime-type – to examine them more closely in my models.  

These arguments build on ties-based scholarly work that does not focus on 

intervention as an outcome, but does look at the role of ties in motivating public 

action on foreign policy and war. Kinder and Kam (2009) confirm the importance of 

ingroup-outgroup ethnicity on many politically processes. Their work was extended 

and expanded in Berinsky (2009) who identifies ethnic group-based differences as the 

“bedrock of public opinion” outside of partisanship (p127 Berinsky 2009). Althaus 

and Coe (2011) also draw out the importance of general social identification in a 

group being reinforced by media coverage of war, although they focus on a case of 

information-updating in the Iraq War over time, rather than the initiation of an 

intervention.  

My argument integrates together rational security interest in the form of major 

power allies and solidarity tie arguments, a necessary integration for a fuller picture 

of motivation of intervention. When scholars focus only on the impact of security 

calculations of self-interest tied to major power allies, they cannot explain a majority 

of the diplomatic statements or mediation actions states make. When scholars focus 

only on “ties” or links between domestic and international groups, they cannot 

explain why states might support their major power allies with large financial 

displays in cases without ethnic or religious links.  Only by combining the argument 

of those scholars focused on ties with security calculation arguments about major 

power allies can the field better understand when intervention will occur.    
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Economic or Diplomatic Intervention Literature 

Arguments on motivation of diplomatic intervention usually integrate well 

with the normative, humanitarian or democracy-spreading research cluster for 

military intervention. Scholars argue that diplomatic recognition of separatist states 

are based on norms of sovereignty (Roy 2013, although serious variance is pointed 

out in Krasner 1999), or reaching a successful threshold of democracy (Berg and 

Molder 2012; Caspersen 2013). There has been some recent scholarly work 

suggesting that rational security calculations of the intervening state also play a role, 

highlighting the importance of alliances with major powers (Coggins 2014), or fear of 

possible alliances with rival major powers (Berg and Pegg 2016). These papers rarely 

build directly on the already proposed theories for motivation of military intervention.  

The fragmentation of the field and the common focus on military intervention 

mean there are several open, and puzzling, academic questions to be answered about 

the motivation to intervene. Do the same motivations for military intervention apply 

in the cases of financial and diplomatic action? How do the domestic and 

international audiences for these intervention actions motivate those action? By 

focusing on both domestic and international influences this dissertation addresses 

military, financial and diplomatic intervention and their motivations.  

Evaluation/Implications 

Intervention is a costly venture in all its forms – diplomatic, financial and 

military - and yet both minor power countries and major power countries still use it as 

a tool. There is no clear agreement in the literature on what motivates intervention, 
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and less work dedicated to intervention from minor power countries and non-military 

intervention.  

This dissertation therefore will offer several major contributions to the study 

of conflict. This dissertation examines minor powers, who intervene the most as a 

group in external conflict, and yet are some of the least examined countries in regards 

to intervention. This is especially key as minor powers have very different internal 

foreign policy decision structures as compared to the United States.  

My theory bridges the gap between those who suggest intervention is driven 

by major power allies or rivals and those who instead look to ties between the 

intervening state and the state that has a conflict like shared ethnicity, creating an 

integrated theory that is better at explaining intervention initiation. This dissertation 

better maps the role and varying influence of particular audiences and elites’ initiation 

into conflict. Furthermore, it acknowledges and includes explanation of motivation of 

intervention outside of simply military intervention, acknowledging the important 

impacts of financial and diplomatic intervention. 

Outside the study of conflict, the role of the public and their knowledge about 

foreign policy is still controversial. Therefore, this research will offer further 

evidence to the political communication literature on the way in which previously 

held information, newly introduced information and elite cues inform public desire 

for foreign policy action, and the role of public opinion more generally. 

Understanding whether the public is led by elites or whether the public itself is a 

separate, influential entity is an important first step, but projecting the interaction 

between domestic and international influences on elite foreign policy-making is 
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under-explored. Collecting evidence simultaneously on both public knowledge and 

preferences and elite reaction to these preferences can help to clarify this relationship.  

Plan for the Dissertation 

This dissertation will proceed as follows. Chapter 2 provides further 

explication of the argument laid out in this introduction and develops a theory of 

audience-motivated intervention action. Chapter 2 answers when the public desires 

external action and what types it prefers, then discusses when elites are particularly 

vulnerable to major power allies, and what types of intervention those allies prefer. 

The chapter lays out that the public pursues external intervention only in a few cases, 

made salient by media attention and heuristic ties of group identity, and that it 

generally desires diplomatic action. It then examines the security contexts which 

make minor power elites particularly vulnerable to major powers, and the varying 

military incentives major powers offer, and shows that major power countries do 

successfully influence these minor power countries to join them in, usually costly, 

intervention. From there, the chapter offer specific hypotheses on how and when 

these two audiences influence varying forms of intervention into external conflict.  

The subsequent chapters provide a series of empirical evaluations of the 

hypotheses that follow from my theoretical argument. Chapter 3 present findings 

from original fieldwork from the Republic of Georgia which (1) tests the ties which 

encourage salience of external civil war to public opinion through a national survey 

(2) highlights the domestic public preference for diplomatic action, as well as (3) uses 

38 elite policymaker interviews to defend and outline the role of the public in foreign 

security policy.  
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In Chapter 4, I employ qualitative analysis of the Indian intervention in Sri 

Lanka to explore the mechanisms by which the public motivates external 

intervention. This chapter further illustratively supports the ways in which external 

civil war (1) becomes salient to a domestic public and (2) how that domestic public 

motivates action.  

In Chapter 5, the dissertation shifts from domestic public motivators to look at 

the role of major power allies in incentivizing minor powers to join their 

interventions. This chapter explores the varying vulnerability of these minor powers 

to their major power allies and that vulnerability’s impact on their decision to 

intervene with major powers. I present the results of a large quantitative analysis 

examining trends in minor powers joining major power intervention and security 

relationships. I then follow that analysis by looking at whether this same logic applies 

to economic and diplomatic interventions.  

In Chapter 6, the dissertation ends with a conclusion. It summarizes the main 

findings of this work and the multiple, diverse contributions that this dissertation 

offers. It examines, specifically, what contributions this work offers to both scholars 

and to the policy world. It also makes suggestions for future avenues of research. 
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Chapter 2: A Theory of Intervention Choice 

Introduction 

The core assertion of this dissertation is that the intervention decision for 

small countries is complex and, counter to conventional wisdom, not entirely based 

on a logic of survival. While some intervention may be motivated by contiguity and 

fears about overflow of civil war, this dissertation seeks to understand what else 

motivates elite policymakers in minor power countries to intervene in external civil 

conflict.  

Elites in minor power countries visibly intervene in order to court public 

opinion at home and intervene in a more costly way when they are motivated by a 

desire to appease major power allies abroad. The public demands intervention in 

external conflict where they possess information about the topic and find enough ties 

to their own identity to mobilize them. They are able to make this demand effectively 

when the public is important for keeping the elite policymaker in power. The public 

most often desire visible and cheap intervention as they pay the cost of the 

intervention.  

Major powers demand intervention from their minor power allies when they 

are directly involved in intervention themselves. They are able to make this demand 

effectively when the minor power is threatened and requires a security umbrella5, and 

when the major power is offering important security incentives such as alliance or 

military aid. Major powers most often desire a costly intervention as proof of 

 
5 “Security umbrella” in this case refers to providing protection to keep military threats away.  



  

 

17 
 

credibility/legitimacy. This theoretical approach is novel as it complicates why 

interventions may be undertaken for minor powers, pays more attention to the 

domestic constituents of international security policy, and pulls apart the many 

different possible forms of intervention.  

Scope, Assumptions and Actors 

The scope of this dissertation is limited in three ways. First, I am applying my 

theory only to minor power countries, defined broadly as countries outside the major 

powers that the Correlates of War identifies. The Correlates of War project compiled 

their major power dataset by asking international relations experts which countries 

were considered major powers by other countries (Singer 1987). This supports the 

Waltzian definition of major powers, which argues that experts can generally identify 

a major power (Waltz 1979). The major power countries as defined this way are the 

United States, China, Russia, the United Kingdom, France, Germany (from 1991 on) 

and Japan (from 1991 on).  

I focus on minor power countries for three major reasons. First, foreign policy 

may be less salient to public opinion in major powers because it is less immediately 

pressing to the survival of the country. For example, multiple elite policymakers in 

the Republic of Georgia6 told me they felt the public in Georgia had to pay more 

attention to foreign policy, because in smaller countries foreign policy is a matter of 

survival.7 It is clear, “you have take [international relations] into account, if you are 

 
6 While further described in Chapter 3, I use my elite interviews as theory-generating in this chapter. 

These were 38 elite-interviews with foreign policymakers (deputy or Ministers of Defense, 
Foreign Affairs and European Integration, members of the National Security Council, current 
parliamentary members and others) in the Republic of Georgia collected in Spring 2017. 

7 Interviews #9-8577, #15-3540, #20-5217, conducted in Tbilisi, 2017, McCulloch. 
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small country, if you want to survive”.8  The public of the United States, China or 

Russia are less likely to believe that the survival of their country is dependent on their 

performance in an external intervention or international relations more generally.  

Second, because major powers are less dependent on the security umbrella 

and goodwill of their allies, so the incentive of a deepened security relationship is less 

appealing to them. This fundamentally changes the dynamics of security alliances and 

makes playing to them and cooperating with security partners’ preferences less 

primary for major power countries. 

Finally, major powers may be intervening for very different reasons. For just 

one example of differing interests, research has shown major powers sometimes 

intervene to broadcast the power of their military and advertise the importance of 

their security umbrella (Kavanagh et. al. 2018), a show of force which is less likely to 

come from a minor power with a smaller military, especially one who is not offering 

a security umbrella to other countries.   

Second, this dissertation is not approaching the question of which side 

countries choose to intervene on, or duration of intervention. This is because the 

motivations for a particular side or for duration of an intervention rather than 

initiation may be linked to my theory, but require significant further study and 

theoretical expansion due to the many other factors which impact those decisions.   

A third limitation in the scope of this dissertation is that I am focusing solely 

on the initiation of intervention into external civil war. Including escalation or de-

escalation of an intervention that has already been initiated would significantly widen 

 
8 Interview #20-5217, conducted in Tbilisi, 5/23/2017, McCulloch. 



  

 

19 
 

the possible motivations for leaders. First, leadership culpability for intervention into 

external war could shift over time. A leader who started a conflict may respond very 

differently to constituent pressure than a leader who is not culpable for a conflict in 

the eyes of the public (Croco 2011). Second, after a conflict is initiated, the increased 

role of oppositional elites in guiding public opinion (Entman 2004) implies that 

public opinion after an initiation has already occurred may be less based in public 

attitudes and opinion and more based in elite factional domestic politics. Third, 

escalation or de-escalation introduces new costs and benefits into the calculations 

around intervention more generally. For example, the role of casualties in a military 

intervention may decrease public support for it (Gelpi, Feaver and Reifler 2006). I 

focus solely on the initiation of an intervention action in order to limit these 

confounding factors. 

This chapter now defines the stakeholders of these decisions, as intervention 

policies are formulated and implemented by a small group of elite policymakers. 

Elites, in this case, refers to those who are directly responsible for deciding foreign 

policy – this includes the president, prime minister, the parliamentary or senate 

members on foreign policy committees, ministers of Foreign Affairs departments, 

ministers of adjacent departments like European Integration or Defense, and high-

level foreign policy advisers to these officials.  

I assume that elites are rational actors who possess information on the actors 

interested in the external conflict, the possible domestic visibility and financial cost of 

their intervention decisions and actions, prior to making that decision. Following 
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from this assumption, elites are both capable of weighing the benefits and cons of 

intervention actions and will do so rationally.   

 Intervention actions have many secondary impacts, and therefore decisions to 

intervene in external conflict are scrutinized by domestic opponents and supporters, 

international enemies and allies, and a wide array of other actors. I build upon Putnam 

(1988), as I begin with a two-level model of foreign policy decision-making, stressing 

that elites need to balance both their domestic public and allies. Elites play two 

simultaneous, interconnected games, aware that each move they make on one board 

will impact the other board, and elites may need to balance the contradictory desires 

of each board.  

For my model of behavior, I simplify to the three actors that I argue are most 

important for these decisions. Elites, who make the decision, public constituencies the 

elites require for survival in office, and international major power allies the elites 

require for the survival of their country’s security relationships. These three key 

actors – elites, the domestic public, and major power allies - all have differing 

preferences, and vary in how they weigh costs and benefits of intervention in general 

or specific types of intervention in particular. 

Every audience cannot be equally important, and elites must be accountable 

first to the audiences which are most important to them; the audiences which have the 

most direct impact on their ability to stay in office. Therefore, the audience of 

primary importance to most foreign policy elites in regards to intervention is the 

domestic public selectorate first, and secondarily international major power allies. I 
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therefore am identifying these two audiences as the constituent audiences most 

important to the maintenance of elites’ power. 

The “domestic public” I am referring to are the domestic constituencies of 

these elites; their selectorate, that is those that directly influence election to leadership 

or remaining in a leadership role. In a democracy, this is generally the voting public, 

particularly the coalitions of domestic groups which vote the elites into office. In 

more autocratic states, this is the circle of politically-influential people who maintain 

the decisionmaker’s power and tenure in office. Elites commonly privilege domestic 

pressures in these games, especially for their own or their administration’s survival; 

“[domestic c]onstituents’ preferences will shape the opportunities, incentives, and 

constraints that politicians must address or ignore at their peril.” (Saideman and 

Ayres 2007). This is because foreign policy elites must be concerned above all with 

survival in their position, which depends largely on domestic factors. The importance 

of domestic survival is well supported in previous literature on strategic foreign 

policy action in Bueno de Mesquita et. al. (2002; 2004; 2007), and has been extended 

to non-democratic states (Weeks 2012). The audience costs literature further cements 

the importance of speaking to and being accountable to domestic audiences for elites 

in regards to security issues, and argue domestic audiences constrain action and (more 

implicitly) reward actions that are viewed favorably.9   

 
9 This is controversial; there are concerns that the public may respond to elite heuristics, so the 

salience of a topic may be created by the elites, especially oppositional elites. This means elites 
would have control, and influence other elites and the public, rather than the public influencing 
elites. (Saunders 2013). Yet other scholars show that rebels who successfully market themselves to 
the domestic public receive transnational support from states and non-governmental organizations 
(Bob 2005), grassroots public support would be unimportant if the public held opinions purely 
created by their elites. The elites I interviewed mostly viewed the public as ignorant but holding an 
influential role in formation of foreign policy (McCulloch 2017), which I discuss more extensively 
in Chapter 3. 
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The benefits major power allies can provide elite policymakers is discussed 

more extensively in the next section, which outlines the costs and benefits of 

intervention for policymakers.  

Intervention, Types of Intervention and the Cost of Intervention 

Intervention Definition 

This dissertation defines intervention as “convention-breaking [….] activities 

in the internal affairs of a foreign country targeted at the authority structures of the 

government with the aim of affecting the balance of power between the government 

and opposition forces” as per Regan (2000: 2002). Under this definition, there is a 

wide menu of possible intervention actions available to foreign policy elites.  

While this process varies amongst countries and by type of intervention, with 

different governmental departments involved or the size of the elite policymaker 

group fluctuating, I offer a simplified model of the mechanism by which elites decide 

to take intervention action. High-visibility external conflict events like initiation of 

external civil conflict, escalation of external civil conflict, or certain crisis events, act 

as a stimulus. This intervention decision-making process is therefore triggered 

episodically during external civil conflict. After a stimuli event, a small group of 

elites gather, discuss, and formulate a policy choice in response to these stimuli.  

This group of elites consulted may be very small in a country like North 

Korea, comprised of the leader and perhaps a few trusted advisers, or larger in a 

developed European democracy, where there may be a designated committee. This 

group weighs and calculates the costs and benefits of action or inaction, then chooses 
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to take no action, or to take diplomatic, financial, or military intervention action. The 

elites involved also shift by intervention type – in a country like the United States, the 

senior advisers of the State Department might take the lead for diplomatic actions, 

while military actions fall more to the senior advisers of the Department of Defense. 

Once they have decided on a policy, they take it to a larger audience, usually a 

cabinet or directly to the public, to be supported and implemented. This theory is 

about the calculus of action and inaction that takes places in these small groups, and 

what actors are considered and are influential in these decisions.  

Types of Intervention 

 Intervention options differ in two key ways. The first is visibility— some 

interventions are highly visible, while others are essentially covert. I define visibility 

as visibility to domestic audiences.  Visibility therefore means how clearly, 

consistently and constantly broadcast an intervention action is to the domestic public. 

Intervention actions which are visible are directly stated by foreign policy elites, 

offered to the media, especially the domestic media, and are generally transmitted 

repeatedly in press releases, events and statements. An extremely visible intervention 

action would be a Secretary of State diplomatic remark on the civil conflict in 

Afghanistan, clearly supporting the state and condemning the actions of rebels. 

Another example would be pulling an ambassador and embassy staff from a country 

in punishment for their response to rebels. Most of the examples of diplomatic 

intervention in Regan et. al. (2009) are the offering or creation of mediation 

negotiations or forums for negotiation in civil war, which is broadcast domestically 

and internationally and is therefore very visible.   
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 The other key variable interventions differ on is costliness or financial burden, 

as some interventions are inexpensive, while others are very monetarily costly. I am 

focusing on cost in sense of measurable financial cost. Financial cost is easier to 

quantify theoretically than visibility, in that it is the actual financial burden to the 

state. The United States has spent an estimated 1.7 trillion dollars sending troops into 

Iraq (McCarthy 2015), and this has covered the cost of weaponry, salaries, benefits, 

translation, and a wide array of different purchases. If the troop presence in Iraq was 

smaller, it would be a less costly intervention.  

Casualties are another cost, and one that does not perfectly fit into this 

visibility/financial cost bifurcation. However, I am assuming that as military 

interventions become more financially expensive, they are correlated with more 

troops, more troops at risk, and therefore more casualties. This is very variable, and 

difficulty to predict ex ante, so this is an imperfect proxy. Casualties have been shown 

to turn public opinion (Gartner and Segura 1998; Gelpi, Feaver and Reifler 2006), 

and surely reflect a more complex cost calculation that is not fully covered by this 

proxy. That is an uncaptured cost that has to be taken into account while considering 

financially expensive economic intervention versus financially expensive military 

intervention. This dissertation already considers military interventions as the most 

financially costly intervention, I do not delve deeper into this nuance.  

  Outside of this caveat, I argue that I can array most intervention actions along 

these two dimensions, and that these two factors (visibility and financial costs) will 

play a key role in how states select intervention strategies. Diplomatic intervention is 
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generally the least financially-costly option, while costs increase with economic10, 

then military interventions. Diplomatic actions are often the most visible to domestic 

audiences, with greater potential secrecy for military or financial actions. There is 

some latitude in the ordering of these actions, and these actions can move on this 

spectrum; for instance, economic sanctions can be more highly publicized, or more or 

less expensive. Below, a chart with proposed generalized visibility/costliness 

conceptualization for common intervention actions. 

Table 2.1 Cost and Visibility of Interventions 

 Low Cost Middle 
Cost 

High Cost 

Low Visibility Covert diplomatic 
engagement. 

Covert financial 
aid. 

Covert military 
action. 

Middle Visibility Diplomatic 
statements. 

Economic 
sanctions or 
financial aid. 

Military action.  

High Visibility Highly publicized 
diplomatic 
statements from 
multiple elites.11 

Mediation/human 
rights 
investigations. 

Highly publicized 
military action. 

 

Costs and Benefits of Intervention 

 Some actions also include added concerns of risk and uncertainty, especially 

covert action, which if discovered can become very visible. I assume that this is 

calculated into possible visibility. 

 
10America is a good and often explored example of how costly sanctions and trade barriers associated 

with sanctions can be to the sanctioning state (Hufbauer and Elliott 1994). 
11 Low-cost actions may be less effective/impactful over time, but the public often loses interest and 

moves to a different salient topic quickly (Bodensteiner 1995), so low-cost actions also serve as a 
short-term solution to a short-term problem for elites.  
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 All interventions have some form of visibility or cost, even if it is very low, 

but elites still choose to intervene because they receive benefits that outweigh these 

costs. I examine benefits and costs for elites in three major ways. First, the inherent 

benefits and costs of the action itself. Second, the benefits and costs that the domestic 

public offers and third, the benefits and costs that major power allies bring to the 

intervention.  

All intervention is inherently costly in the sense that by taking any given 

intervention action there are negative externalities. This is why elites must be 

convinced to intervene rather than intervention being the status quo action. This is 

true in the case of visible diplomatic intervention. In my interviews with elites in the 

Republic of Georgia, openly broadcasting foreign policy agendas and diplomatic 

actions were seen as a “straitjacket”, a “recursive entrapment” and “boundary-setting” 

12 -  elites felt that when they were on record as stating something, they limited the 

boundaries of their future actions. The visibility of actions is therefore important 

because it locks elites in to a political position or role and robs them of their ability to 

claim neutrality.  

Military or financial intervention is also costly, although the costs are easier to 

visualize as they are often material. When elites commit funding to intervention, 

either directly via purchasing or sending weapons or less directly via the damage of 

financial sanctions to their own revenue, that is funding they could be directing 

elsewhere. The financial cost of actions is therefore important because it indicates 

elites using finite resources they could otherwise use for other policy actions. 

 
12 Interviews #30-5491, #11-6893, and #15-4064 conducted in Tbilisi, Spring 2017, McCulloch. 
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As discussed in the literature review, some intervention benefits have been 

previously explored. First, intervention may be necessary to the continued survival of 

the country. When there is diffusion of conflict over borders that risks drawing the 

country into interstate war (Siverson and Starr 1990), or when there is a disastrously 

large influx of refugees and the possible diffusion of civil war they bring (Salehyan 

and Gleditsch 2006), intervening can bring relief from those burdens. There are also 

studies that show intervention may be seeking resources, such as mineral or oil 

resources (Cotet and Tsui 2013) – which can offer financial benefit directly. The 

literature has already explored many of these benefits, so this dissertation does not 

linger further on them, this theory offers instead more information on constituent 

audiences which can help to shift these calculations.  

My theory asserts there are also benefits and costs to elites coming not from 

the intervention itself but from the audiences who want the intervention to occur. If 

elites do accommodate the interventions desired by the domestic public, they can 

expect to be rewarded with public support which may lead to additional political 

capital for other policies they desire (Mayer 2014;  Entman 1993), better reputation 

(Entman 1993), silencing oppositional elites (Roselle 2006), and a longer tenure in 

office. If elites take unpopular intervention action, the penalties they face are less 

political capital, voting out of office, protests from the public or possible 

coup/overthrow. Foreign policy protests are common, and in a preliminary dataset of 

all protests 1980-1990 in 6 countries, 22% of all public protest is about foreign policy 

(McCulloch 2019). This means that protest against government foreign policy action 

is a serious concern for elite policymakers.  
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Major power allies also offer benefits and penalties to elites, which can be 

both directly and indirectly important for ensuring continued tenure in office. If elites 

accommodate their major power allies, they can expect increased financial aid, or 

increased alliance support. These benefits can both directly stabilize countries that 

need external resources and also indirectly foster domestic public goodwill by 

offering an increased feeling of security. Minor power countries have admitted to 

taking action in order to court influence or aid in this way; “As soldiers here, we help 

the American soldiers,” one Georgian corporal in Iraq told the New York Times in 

2007 (Kramer 2007). “Then America as a country will help our country.” This 

sentiment has been echoed by elites in Georgia on Georgia’s actions in Afghanistan. 

In many cases these military or financial intervention actions are seen as a security 

investment, to be paid back in support against major threats.   

If elites do not take intervention action or take intervention action that is 

unpopular with their allies, they can expect to lose financial aid or weaken the 

alliance relationship between them and the major power state.13 Security support and 

incentives are seen as dependent on the minor power country behaving in line with 

the major power country’s desires. The United States decision in January 2018 to 

suspend 900 million dollars in security assistance to Pakistan until it took more 

serious action against the Afghan Taliban/Haqqani network operating within the 

 
13 There are relationships where the major power might have such a strategic interest in the country 

their security incentives are less effective as it is unlikely to be taken away. South Korea, for 
example, can likely depend upon the United States to continue their security partnership even if 
South Korea was to resist joining the United States in a coalition. There is also work suggesting 
that minor power partner countries may possess more leverage, not less, with increased military 
aid or arms transfers as in Sullivan et. al. (2011) and Spindel (2019), where a continued 
relationship makes these minor powers a consistent marketplace for security goods. 
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country (Mohammed and Landay 2018) is one example. While the United States is 

not compelling Pakistan to a military intervention action in this example, it is a 

demonstration of the United States’ willingness to use security assistance as leverage 

to encourage its allies to respect its foreign security policies. Similarly, President 

Trump withheld Ukraine’s military aid to compel the Ukrainian president to take 

certain actions he desired (Welna 2019).  

The Domestic Public 

Elite Vulnerability to the Domestic Public  

Elites vary in their sensitivity to domestic preferences. Their sensitivity is 

linked to important variables such as media freedom, electoral timelines, and whether 

there are active or powerful opposition groups. This means in democracies with 

strong domestic public representation, scholars expect the domestic public to be more 

influential, but even in autocracies other political elites may serve as a smaller and 

weaker “public” selectorate to whom the leader is accountable (Weeks 2012).  

Original fieldwork I conducted suggests that elites uniformly believe that the 

public was important to them as a foreign policy actor. In a group of 38 elites I 

interviewed in the Republic of Georgia, when asked about the importance of the 

public, 49% of them said the public was important and 20% said the public was 

important in specific instances. What mechanisms does the public use to 

communicate foreign policy preferences? Elites generally said the public could reach 

them through public opinion polls and protest, with a smaller amount suggesting the 

public could reach them through voting.  
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Salience to the Public 

 The domestic public is more influential when they find the topic salient. 

Salience, in this case, is defined as an external foreign policy important enough to the 

public that it will drive them to the streets or to speak out in opinion polls on it. In the 

case of intervention, this dissertation argues the public only crosses that threshold 

when (a) possess enough knowledge the war exists to desire action and (b) they feel 

they have group ties with the rebel group or government experiencing civil war.   

Public opinion research generally splits issue salience into two strands. One, 

contextual salience, built from contexts like how regularly this issue is brought up in 

the media, how often leadership is discussing it (Arceneaux 2008; Ciuk and Yost 

2016). Two, individual salience, which is defined in terms of whether each individual 

in the public has feelings of concern, care or significance for the topic (Boninger, 

Krosnick, and Berent 1995; Lecheler, de Vreese and Slothuus 2009, Ciuk and Yost 

2016). This dissertation examines both forms of salience. Contextual salience through 

the level of media attention. Individual salience through the presence of important 

group ties.  

First, there must be media attention of the topic. This is key for creating a 

public that registers that the conflict exists and that knows enough to identify with 

actors involved in the conflict. My theory on media attention increasing salience 

relies on the expectations of the agenda-setting literature that the public will be more 

focused on those topics which the media has reiterated often (McCombs and Shaw 

1972). Linked to this, as the public opinion literature points out, people who are more 

exposed to issue-relevant information will have more information available in short-
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term memory, so forming an attitude on the issue may be easier (Zaller 1992; Ciuk 

and Yost 2016) Thus this dissertation reaffirms the conventional wisdom in the field 

around the importance of media for contextual salience.  

I build further on this foundation from the literature and suggest that salience 

to the public also requires feelings of solidarity with the outside state involved in the 

conflict, which can come from shared colonial history, coethnicity, shared religion or 

shared threats. Shared threats as a group identity is a new contribution to a literature 

which has previously focused on ethnic and religious ties. However, there is no 

reason that shared threats cannot lead to a group identity powerful enough to motivate 

international affairs action.  

Previous work shows that colonial ties can lead to further intervention 

(Chacha and Stojek 2016), or ethnic ties can lead to foreign policy change (Davis and 

Moore 1997) for similar reasons, that is, that these groups have formed more 

transnational ties which can be used to make policy preferences more intense and 

mobilizing. 14 These ties may vary in their intensity, but they are hinted at in several 

forms in previous research. I argue that existential threats such as shared interveners 

or colonial powers can also cause groups to converge and to consider themselves a 

coherent group. This is because of the activation of an out-group (an invader) 

improves the cohesion of the in-group (the public in countries threatened by the 

invader). 

 

 
14 Solidarity ties are bounded by reality, however. This means that the threat of a country like Russia 

might be less persuasive to a person in a major power like the United States, because the threat of 
Russia is a less existential threat.  



  

 

32 
 

“Group identification seems to be the fundamental social psychological 

answer to the question of what drives people to engage in collective action.” 

(Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2017) – whether that group is farmers, elderly, 

feminists, environmentalists, religious or ethnic. Group identification depends on self-

categorization, that is, a person representing themselves as part of a category (Brewer 

and Silver 2000) and then identifying others also in that category and recognizing a 

shared fate with those others. These identities and categorizations vary in strength, 

and as they vary in strength, they also vary in their ability to motivate action. “The 

perception of shared problems or grievances, or of interchangeable needs, goals and 

interests, is an important first step toward politicization of a group’s collective 

identity” (p166 Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2017).  

Psychology research highlights the importance of being able to positively 

distinguish a group from an out-group as reinforcing social identity as a group (Tajfel 

1981: Bettencourt, Dorr, and Hume 2004) and this has been specifically applied to the 

formation of identity from out-group hostility (Brewer and Caporael 2006: Brewer 

2007). Therefore, I argue existential threat can be as important as coethnicity or 

shared religion for motivating perception of an external conflict as personally salient.  

These connections encourage the domestic audience to see the external state 

or group as a reflection of themselves, or an in-group who they feel solidarity with. I 

therefore more generally call these connections “solidarity ties”. These solidarity ties 

will vary and interact with each other; if a person sees someone in a similar historical 

situation, who is of the same ethnicity, and the same religion, it is easier for them to 

imagine themselves in a similar conflict.  
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These ties increase personal salience for several reasons. First, marketing a 

conflict may only be successful if the audience possesses ties or proximity to those 

involved in the conflict (Benford and Snow 2000, and Gamson 1992). For any given 

public there must be a latent marker or heuristic that the state or insurgent group can 

exploit in order to successfully market themselves to the external public. Althaus and 

Coe (2011) refer to this identification as a form of “self-persuasion” which is re-

engaged every time the public sees the story and remembers their personal context for 

that story.  

Second, the public may see the external conflict as more likely to happen to 

them, the perceived “slippery slope” of such external conflicts make them more 

salient – “if this has happened to this part of our group, it is more likely to happen to 

me, personally”. As one of my interviewed Georgian policymakers said: “When the 

European Union (EU) was, you know [not taking action on Ukraine] […] the 

Georgian people perhaps by association [thought] okay, if they are not helping 

Ukraine as much, imagine what happens if something like that happens in Georgia.”15  

Third, with this strong identification comes increased feelings of obligation. 

While Stekelenburg and Klandermans (2013) are discussing protest, not demand for 

foreign policy, the ties that they examine are much the same. They argue “when self-

definition changes from personal to social identity, the group norm of participation 

becomes salient; the more one identifies with the group, the more weight this group 

norm will carry and the more it will result in an ‘inner obligation’ to participate on 

behalf of the group” (p894 Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2013). It is this same tie 

 
15 Interview #27-5571, conducted in Tbilisi, 5/23/2017, McCulloch. 
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that is key to motivating attitudinal change in a similar way – the stronger the ties, the 

more identification with an external group, the more an inner obligation and 

sympathy towards that group.  

The impact of solidarity ties is twofold. They increase the amount of 

information the public retains, and furthermore influence how well that information 

resonates with them. This resonance mobilizes actual action. Work such as Shahzad 

(2014) has supported my possible causal mechanism and found increased retention of 

information with resonant in-group status. As discussed further in methods, in order 

to test this theoretical step, I chose to ask the public about different external conflict 

cases which on whether or not they have the shared threat/history with Russia, then 

additionally use level of knowledge about the case as a check on my case-selection. 

 Therefore, I expect both international media attention (contextual salience) 

and solidarity ties (personal salience) to play an important role in mobilizing public 

opinion. These ties which encourage increased salience also encourage intervention 

because they produce feelings of closeness, and support increased communication 

through in-group networks, both of which can lead to mobilization. Similar 

arguments have been made linking diasporic identity and the feelings of closeness 

and communication networks within diasporas with increased mobilization (Alonso 

and Oiarzabal 2010). These two contexts – sensitivity to domestic audiences and 

salience – explain influence and mobilization of the domestic public for demanding 

intervention action.  
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Domestic Audience Type of Intervention 

 If they are mobilized towards supporting intervention, the domestic public 

prefers high visibility, low cost actions. For example, in the United States, a large 

majority of the voting public supported diplomatic action, but especially supported 

diplomatic action over military action in Iraq (Gallup 1990), and Syria (Balz and 

Craighill 2013).   

 This is an old argument which is rooted in the Kantian theories of the 

democratic peace, suggesting democracies may be less likely to fight because the 

people, who directly bear financial and death costs in the case of war, have more 

influence in the decision to go into conflict (Kant 1795). It is empirically supported 

that the public is especially sensitive to the cost of military intervention. This is 

explored in articles like Tomz and Weeks (2013), which is focused on the conditional 

effect of democracy but explores the impact of cost as a factor in public opinion. In 

that paper, public opinion concerns about cost have a statistically significant, 

consistent negative impact on public desires to militarily intervene. Visibility often 

gives the public benefits enough; it is important to domestic audiences as it is serves 

as appeasement and signaling, indicating elites remain in line with the public’s own 

interests in foreign policy. 

 However, the public only cares about a limited set of cases, where there is 

both information and shared historical, enemy, ethnic, or religious ties, there are 

many external conflicts where the domestic public is neutral or ignorant. If there is no 

domestic salience, I argue the second major determinant of intervention decisions will 

be security relationships amongst states.  
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Major Power Allies 

Elite Vulnerability to Major Power Allies 

The literature provides a number of characteristics which might make 

countries more sensitive to the desires of their international allies. Sensitivity to 

international allies is dependent on several variables, including size (Spagnoli 2007), 

historical colonial ties, economic dependency (Mitchell and McCormick 1988; 

Richards et. al. 2001), and whether it is a transitioning state (Davenport and 

Armstrong 2004).   

This dissertation highlights two major factors which impact elite vulnerability 

to major power allies. First, the threat contexts a minor power faces; an examination 

of how vulnerable that minor power is to invasion, intervention or interstate threat 

itself. Second, the credibility of the security ties between the country and a major 

power ally who is acting as security guarantor. These two major contexts are 

highlighted in Lake (2009), who makes a strong argument for these factors playing a 

large role in minor power behavior.  

From Lake (2009), I would expect that countries which are less secure 

generally would be more likely to join their major power allies in conflict. The minor 

powers who are most willing and enthusiastic to supply military support are those 

minor powers who feel they face direct threat, as in the case of South Korea and 

North Korea, or Ukraine/Georgia and Russia.  

Using my interviews from the Republic of Georgia to generate further 

theoretical assumptions, I disaggregate this threat context. The active threat of Russia 

was foremost in discussion with foreign policymakers in Georgia, who said they felt 
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the threat of Russia drove them closer to the United States and the EU, seeking 

increasing security guarantees.  Threat came up early and often, and always before 

discussion of military incentives or security offerings from the major powers 

involved. One ex-Minister of Foreign Affairs said that: “We are not expecting any 

dramatic positive changes in Russia’s attitude towards Georgia anytime soon, that is 

why we keep knocking at the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) door.”16 

These often paired with discussion of Georgia’s two separatist regions, Abkhazia and 

South Ossetia, discussed in further depth in Chapter 3. From this, I would expect 

other countries experiencing similar vulnerability/who had recently experienced 

invasion may be actively seeking security patrons or major powers to protect them 

from further invasion. 

The discussion of the NATO and the EU as security guarantors was also a 

common thread in many of these interviews. Two threads were introduced alongside 

this – first is this interest in joining these organizations serving as a proxy of those 

countries which seek such security guarantees. Why seek more furiously to join such 

an organization without threat? Second, those that seek those security guarantees have 

further incentive to cooperate with major powers who may control or influence those 

organizations in order to seek that quid-pro-quo of Georgians going to Afghanistan 

for a better chance at the NATO discussed earlier by the elites in my interviews.17 

This has worked for other countries in the region. Albania cooperated heavily with 

the NATO and NATO major power countries with their territory and air space, and 

 
16 Interview 34-4925, conducted 6/22/17 with an ex-Minister of Foreign Affairs in the previous 

government. 
17 Interview 33-1561, conducted 6/20/17 with an officer in the previous government’s foreign policy 

analysis department. 
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was rewarded with a NATO Membership Action Plan (MAP) in 1999, shortly 

thereafter.  

Georgians are no longer purely focused on the NATO as well, and in fact 

several policymakers noted its equality with the EU as a security guarantor:”[We] 

may be fine between general pro-Western and general pro-Russian […] is it EU 

movement or is it NATO, specifically, the US? It’s irrelevant.”18 Therefore in 

general, not just in the case of the NATO, aspirants to a multilateral organization with 

a security component the major power is influential in should be more likely to join 

those major powers in intervention.  

This security relationship is not free of cost for major powers, who have to 

provide some form of support to minor powers in order to maintain and deepen the 

alliance relationship between them. In Lake (2009), this is offered in the form of a 

security umbrella and troop support. This dissertation again offers more granular 

examination of these relationships, looking at a number of formal and informal 

security incentives a major power could offer to a minor power.  

Major powers investing in these security incentives are signaling to the 

leaders of minor power countries that this relationship is bi-directional, something 

they wish to further encourage with their own security policy cooperation. This sets 

up a mutually beneficial cycle. If major powers never offer security incentives such as 

arms transfers, training, joint military exercises (JMEs) or alliances, major powers are 

discouraging this form of security cooperation in the future by indicating these 

relationships are not credible.  

 
18 Interview 31-2291, conducted 6/9/17 with a current member of parliament.  
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The most visible of all ties is that of a formal military alliance, where the two 

countries have announced and formalized their security cooperation. Following the 

Alliance Treaty Obligations and Provisions Project (ATOP), an alliance is “a formal 

agreement among independent states to cooperate militarily in the face of potential or 

realized military conflict” (Leeds et. al. 2002). Alliances such as the NATO – but also 

bilateral treaties, were most often discussed by the Georgian elites in my interviews. 

Formal alliances are costly and extensive signs of a security umbrella. The NATO 

required a United States contribution of close to 25 billion dollars in 2018 – although 

that includes support of the United States military presence in Europe (Beraud-

Sudreau and Childs 2018). However, even the direct spending on the NATO 

operating budget. al.one for the United States was about 685 million dollars in 2018 

(Beraud-Sudreau and Childs 2018). While smaller alliances or treaties between major 

powers and minor powers are significantly more limited and significantly less costly, 

there is also the complex question of the possible financial cost of formal alliances. 

The permanence and formality of such agreements makes them one of the most 

important and credible security incentives major powers can offer.  

 
 The other security incentive that came up regularly in my interviews with 

Georgian policymakers was military aid. The United States offers around 15 billion 

dollars a year of military aid to its allies (United States Agency for International 

Development (USAID) 2017), and minor power policymakers appear to appreciate it. 

Policymakers “security-wise” saw themselves “very dependent on foreign aid” from 
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countries like the United States and the EU.19 “When it comes to security and 

defense”, the relationship with NATO countries are key to Georgia because of the 

“bilateral aid from membership countries” according to a former Deputy Minister of 

Defense.20 

 This does not mean that other security incentives are not costly or influential 

in the policymaker’s decision to intervene for their major power allies. With other 

credible forms of investment in the relationship, I would expect a positive impact 

overall. However, as others incentives not specifically mentioned as desired, I expect 

them to positively impact minor power likelihood of joining conflict, in line with 

Lake (2009), but to a lesser extent than alliances and military aid.  

Salience to Major Power Allies 

 The question of salience is as important to major power allies as it is to 

domestic audiences; major power allies must have an active interest in the external 

conflict in order hold preferences on their allies’ policies towards these conflicts. This 

salience could come from rivalries with other states in the region, previous 

commitments to the state or rebels, rivalries with the state in civil war, or the major 

power ally already being involved in their own interventionist action in the external 

civil conflict.  

Generally, major powers want coalition powers to legitimize their own 

interventions, so they are concerned with minor powers joining them in wars they are 

already involved in or are planning on joining. This is especially true of the United 

 
19 Interview 08-1822, conducted 4/20/17 with a foreign policy advisor to the current government.  
20 Interview 25-1112, conducted 6/5/17 with a former Deputy Minister of Defense.  
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States, but has proven important for other major powers like Russia in its 

interventions in Eritrea and Angola. Foreign policy elites in major powers may 

require the legitimacy of making an intervention multilateral, as it provides both 

increased internal legitimacy (Recchia 2015) and increased external legitimacy 

(Finnemore 2003). Although Kreps (2010) focuses on several reasons for multilateral 

versus unilateral intervention, she stresses that major power states would “rather have 

more legitimacy than less when they use force abroad” (p5 Kreps 2010)– and more 

legitimacy comes from making these interventions multilateral. Thus, minor powers 

joining in these interventions makes intervention by major powers appear more 

legitimate.  

This dissertation makes the assumption that major power allies desire a 

multilateral coalition when they are involved in an external civil war. Elite sensitivity 

to major power allies and the salience of the conflict to these allies therefore helps 

predict when these allies will support intervention. 

Major Power Allies Type of Intervention 

 If they are mobilized, major power allies prefer high financial cost actions 

from elites, in order to share the costs of their own intervention in a particular conflict 

(burden-sharing) and increase the legitimacy of their own interventions by making 

them credibly multilateral. More expensive military and financial support from small 

allies makes that multilateralism a more credible and serious commitment.  

The United States regularly evaluates its relationships with its security 

cooperation partners. As a sign of just how important the expense and high buy-in of 

minor power allies is for the United States, the army has recently stressed that it 
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wishes to further evaluate what could be done to encourage these partners to commit 

more to these mutual efforts (O’Mahony 2018).  

Interaction of Audiences 

 The interaction between audiences for elites can be complex – what do elites 

do when these two audiences are directly at odds? These situations should be very 

rare, because they require a mobilized domestic public, and issues are salient to the 

domestic public in only a smaller percentage of possible intervention cases, and 

salient to the major power ally in another smaller percentage of possible cases. 

Therefore, for the audiences to be at odds, public opinion salience has to occur, 

overlap with a major power ally requesting support, and be at odds with that major 

power ally.  

Given that the domestic public has a salient preference, the major power ally 

has a salient preference, and the two preferences disagree, I would expect to see an 

outcome that favored the domestic audience unless the country was almost entirely 

dependent on major power allies and the domestic public was not an important 

constituent audience.21 Thus, generally I would expect elites to respond first to their 

domestic constituencies as in the work of scholars such as Saideman and Ayres 

(2007).  

 Typically, however, I would expect the public and allies to be largely neutral 

on intervention actions taken for issues they do not find salient. In many cases the 

domestic public is ignorant or uncaring, and in these cases they are very open to being 

 
21 This would occur, for example, in an extremely autocratic state. 
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manipulated by elite cues (in instances like those explored by Berinsky 2007) – thus, 

if the elites wished to appease international audiences with an intervention, they could 

most likely manipulate public support if the domestic public began as neutral towards 

that intervention.  

The converse is less true; international major power allies may not be able to 

be manipulated to support interventions that are salient to the domestic public, 

however major power support is often less important to elites for interventions like 

diplomatic intervention. This is because diplomatic action is often less financially 

costly, and therefore may be easier for elites to offer without major power support.  

Hypotheses 

Figure 2.1 Graphic Summary of Theory22 

 
 

 
22 Because of the rarity of the event, this diagram does not take into account interaction of audiences.  
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To test the central claims of this theory, as summarized in Figure 2.1, I specify 

a number of hypotheses, From the literature which suggests the importance of both 

contextual salience and the importance of group ties in motivating protest action, this 

dissertation contends that both are important in mobilizing the domestic public in 

demanding intervention action.   

H1: The domestic selectorate will support intervention if there is both media 

attention and solidarity ties with a group involved in the external civil war.  

 I expect to see high visibility action if the domestic public supports 

intervention in an external civil war. The domestic public finds few cases salient, but 

when they do find external conflict salient, they generally prefer very visible action 

such as diplomatic intervention.  

H2: If a majority of the domestic selectorate supports intervention, elites will 

support high visibility/diplomatic intervention. 

 Minor power countries are especially vulnerable to their major power allies’ 

influence when they are dependent on the security relationship with the major power. 

Thus, this dissertation asserts that when a minor power is (1) experiencing a 

threatening security context and (2) has a rich security relationship with important 

security incentives it will be more likely to join its major power ally in intervention. 

This joining of intervention will serve as a diplomatic offering of respect to their 

major power ally, but remains contingent on elite vulnerability to their major power 

allies. 
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H3: Minor powers which are in a threatened security position and offered 

larger security incentives from a major power ally are more likely to join that major 

power in military intervention.  

Building from what Lake (2009) tells us about elite vulnerability, I use my 

elite interviews from the Republic Georgia to further disaggregate the different 

security contexts or incentives these minor powers experience and receive. And then, 

as discussed in the theory section on elite vulnerability to major power allies, using 

my elite interviews from the Republic of Georgia this is further disaggregated to the 

hypotheses:  

H3a: Minor powers which have experienced recent intervention will be even 

more likely to join major powers in military intervention.  

H3b: Minor powers which are currently trying to join a multilateral 

organization influenced by the major power will be even more likely to join that 

major power in military intervention. 

H3c: Minor powers which are allies to a major power are even more likely 

to join that major power in military intervention 

H3d: Minor powers which receive military aid from a major power are even 

more likely to join that major power in military intervention. 

As this chapter argued, if a major power ally supports intervention into 

external conflict, I expect to see a costly intervention such as military or financial 

intervention in an external civil war. Major power allies generally want support in 

coalition interventions, and they are interested in burden-sharing and legitimacy-

building. For both of these purposes, major power allies require a more costly and 



  

 

46 
 

credible signal from the small country in the form of military or financial 

intervention.  

H4: If major power allies support intervention, elites will support high 

cost/military or financial intervention. 

When the two audiences overlap and their preferences disagree, elite action 

becomes much more dependent on the context and relative power of the two 

audiences, but the domestic audience should be more important. This dual set of 

motivating audiences helps to explain a wider range of interventions and intervention 

choices, and explains why there is still variation in countries or conflicts whose 

characteristics should make them respond similarly in other theories. I argue that this 

unified theory could integrate and better explain findings like the importance of 

shared ethnicity or geographic closeness, as these may boost salience of intervention 

to a domestic public.  

Conclusion 

Intervention into external civil war has serious consequences for the civil war 

and for the countries who choose to intervene. These interventions can lengthen civil 

wars, sour relations between countries, and lead to an extreme financial burden. The 

literature has identified multiple impacts of intervention, and explored some 

motivations for intervention such as direct contiguity. However, the research on 

motivation of intervention is both fragmented and mostly focused on military 

intervention and major power countries. These theories do not help to understand 

interventions which occur in distant civil wars, or interventions outside of the larger 

population of interventions outside of military intervention. 
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The purpose of this chapter was to propose a theory focused on the choices of 

minor power countries integrating both domestic and international motivations for 

intervention. I argue that the domestic audience pushes elite policymakers in minor 

power countries towards very visible, often diplomatic, intervention in a few salient 

cases, when the elite policymakers are vulnerable to the domestic public. 

International major power allies push elite policymakers towards very costly 

intervention in a few salient cases, when elite policymakers are vulnerable to the 

major power allies.  

 In the next 3 chapters, this dissertation will test this theory. Chapter 3 

presents fieldwork from the Republic of Georgia which tests the ties which encourage 

salience of external civil war to public opinion through a national survey as well as 

supports the domestic public foremost desiring diplomatic intervention. Chapter 4 

uses a case study to illustrate the mechanism by which the public motivates external 

intervention by arguing the Tamils in India played a key role motivating Indian 

intervention into Sri Lanka. Chapter 5 shifts to look at the role of major power allies 

in incentivizing small powers join their interventions, examining trends in threatening 

security contexts and formal and informal security incentives and the outcome of 

military, economic or diplomatic intervention.   
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Chapter 3: Public Opinion and Intervention in Georgia 

  
“Of course, there is always an influence of the public, if someone is telling you that 

the public never influences the government, that person has not been connected with 

real politics, ever.” – Ex-National Security Council Member, Republic of Georgia23 

Introduction 

Every day, the public is faced with a flood of domestic and international news. 

Nuclear action is threatened in North Korea, the war in Syria has claimed more lives, 

the presidential election of the Maldives has led to riots, and many more similar 

stories rise through the headlines. In this deluge of information and international 

conflict events, it may be difficult for the public decide where to focus their energy 

and attention. What characteristics make the domestic public demand action in 

external conflict?  

This chapter presents a public opinion survey conducted in the Republic of 

Georgia examining formation of public attitudes towards external intervention. It 

focuses on the portion of the theory, as outlined in Chapter 2, that the public desires 

external intervention only in external civil war cases with both media attention and 

solidarity ties, and then shows overwhelming support for the hypothesis that public 

generally favors diplomatic intervention.  

This chapter therefore tests two hypotheses:  

 
23 Interview #9-8577, conducted in Tbilisi, 4/18/2017, McCulloch. 
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H1: The combination of international media attention and solidarity ties 

will increase public desire to take action in an external conflict.  

H2: If a majority of the domestic selectorate supports intervention, elites will 

support high visibility/diplomatic intervention. 

This chapter is divided into four sections – research design, case selection and 

data description, a case selection check, analysis of results of the survey, and then 

discussion of the interaction between the public and elites and defense of the role of 

the public in these decisions through elite interviews which were conducted 

simultaneous to the survey.   

This chapter finds that the public only desires intervention action in cases with 

both media attention and group solidarity ties, and that in those cases they favor 

diplomatic/very visible intervention. Group solidarity ties appear to be playing the 

larger causal role. The elite interviews support elite policymakers listening to the 

public in both foreign policy decisions and security policy decisions.   

Research Design and Data 

 To test these hypotheses, I conducted a large-scale public opinion survey 

examining the relationship between media attention, solidarity ties, knowledge and 

policy preferences. I paired this with elite interviews focused on the actors who are 

influential in foreign policy. The survey and elite interviews were both conducted in 

the spring of 2017 in the Republic of Georgia. 
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Georgia as a Case 

The Republic of Georgia is an ideal testing ground, as it holds regular 

elections, has some protest activity, and is rated partially free by Freedom House, 

with a partisan but “robust and competitive” media landscape, although internally 

there is a lack of trust towards the press. While there are oppositional elites, foreign 

policy is generally agreed upon, and differences in foreign policy are marginal, with 

one of the only foreign policy topics regularly argued about being Russia, which I 

discuss more extensively in the next paragraph.24 It is a semi-presidential republic, 

and the domestic public can indicate foreign policy preferences through voting, 

protest or opinion polls, all of which they could plausibly participate in judging by 

Georgia’s recent history.25 Protests were especially noted as an important lever for the 

domestic public to reach their foreign policy elites.  

Georgian foreign policy is heavily informed by Georgia’s relationship with 

Russia and its domestic civil war. Georgia’s split from the Soviet Union was violent, 

and many died (Asmus 2010). Georgia notably had its own civil conflict in August 

2008, wherein two separatist regions – Abkhazia and South Ossetia – split off with 

aid from Russia. Russia is perceived as a major threat to continued Georgian 

autonomy by many amongst both the Georgian public and Georgian foreign policy 

elites.26 This is a perception that is supported by Russia’s continued patronage of 

 
24 Discussion of Russia as an argument between government and opposition, Interview #04-9149, #08-

1822, #09-8577. amongst others. Discussion of the foreign policy differences between party policy 
positions being marginal, from a neutral elite who worked with both governments, #06-5261, 
conducted in Tbilisi, McCulloch.  

25 This is normal for democracies, and is supported as their channel of influence by the elite interviews 
discussed at the end of this chapter.  

26 For just one example, Interview #34-4925, conducted in Tbilisi, 6/17/2017, McCulloch. 
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Georgia’s separatist regions, and increasing Russian incursion on those disputed 

borders (Tumin 2018). The separatist regions loom large in the Georgian media, and 

the separatist regions/foreign policy adjacent to Russia are one of the few foreign 

policy topics that have recently prompted street protests (civil.ge 2018).  

In 2012, Georgia saw a peaceful transfer of power from Saakashvili’s United 

National Movement party to Bidzina Ivanishvili’s Georgian Dream party, which still 

held the majority of the parliament as of 2016. Some suggest that Ivanishvili’s 

government is more friendly towards Russia, although this is controversial, and there 

do not appear to be significant foreign policy attitude differences between the 

Georgian Dream and the United National Movement. Survey and Data Collection  

The national survey in Georgia was intended to explore what external 

interventions the domestic public of Georgia felt their government should get 

involved with, and how low or high media attention and the presence of or lack of 

shared ties with external conflict impacted their opinions. The survey also explored 

what forms of intervention the domestic public favored when it did desire 

intervention.  

The survey had a total of 600 respondents and was done with a local polling 

firm, the Georgian Opinion Research Business International (GORBI)27. The sample 

was split evenly over two locations. There were 300 respondents in the capital, 

Tbilisi. There were 300 respondents in Zugdidi, which is a large town on the border 

with Abkhazia, one of their separatist regions. In order to avoid possible ethnic-

 
27 GORBI is one of the oldest and largest opinion research organizations in Georgia – founded by 

Doctor Merab Pachulia, it is the survey firm trusted with performing the Eurasia Barometer in 
Georgia.  
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grouping effects, I only surveyed Georgian respondents. As of 2014, Georgians made 

up 87% of the Georgian population.28 All surveys were conducted in Georgian, by 

Georgian survey research assistants. Respondents were asked how much they knew 

about particular external conflicts,29 and if they indicated a level of knowledge, they 

were asked what their policy preferences were in regards to that conflict. Respondents 

were offered three possible areas for intervention into each external conflict: military, 

economic, and financial.30 31 32Social demographic information including gender, 

political activity level, party affiliation and economic status were collected at the end 

of the survey.33 

I also conducted open-ended interviews with 38 elites34, intending to pair this 

with the public desires to ask about what leverage (if any) the public had over elites, 

and how heavily elites weighted public opinion in their foreign policy decisions. 

These elites ranged in position from the former Minister of Foreign Affairs to the 

current advisor to the president on foreign policy. I surveyed respondents in the 

current government as well as the two most recent governments. Respondents were 

asked if they wished to have their interview conducted in Georgian, Russian or 

English, and then interviewed in their preferred language. Respondents were asked 

which actors (both international and domestic) they felt were important in informing 

 
28 The other two largest groups are Azerbaijanis (6.2%) and Armenians (4.5%).  
29 This was self-reported knowledge. Question wording available in appendix.  
30 While military intervention may seem unlikely from such a small country, Georgia has a robust 

history of intervention, including in the conflicts of Afghanistan and Iraq. 
31 Question wording available in the appendix. 
32 There was an unsuccessful intervention before these questions which had no obvious tested impacts 

on response. 
33 Additional survey information available in the appendix.  
34 3 of these interviews were discarded due to interview or recording issues.  
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foreign policy, and what mechanisms these actors could use to influence foreign 

policy.35  

I chose a number of cases which varied, then used survey responses to gauge 

how relatively important they were to the Georgian public. Using relativity to help 

with the conceptualization of salience is supported by an array of authors (Bueno de 

Mesquita and Stokman 1994, Laver 2003, Thomson 2011), as salience does not exist 

in a vacuum. In order to find out how important intervening in the Iraq War, for 

instance, is to an audience, it has to be placed against other possible foreign policy 

actions.  

For the public opinion survey, I chose external conflicts that vary on my two 

characteristics – international media attention and feelings of solidarity. I have 

defined international media attention by how many newspaper stories in the past 10-

year period there were about the external conflict. I have chosen to focus on 

international media attention rather than domestic since many of these outlets are 

trusted more heavily in Georgia due to heavy partisanship in the media. A leading 

polling firm in Georgia, the Caucasus Resource Research Center, shows that growing 

ambivalence in the Georgian public to the trustworthiness of Georgian media.36 This 

is largely because the two biggest press outlets are seen as partisan, designated 

towards one of the major political parties.37 42% of the Georgian public additionally 

 
35 Exact interview questions are available in the appendix.  
36 See Figure A.1 in the Appendix. 
37 See Figure A.2, A.3, A.4 in the Appendix. Fewer consider the BBC biased, but fewer answered this 

question – this may be because the survey was asking specifically about news on local Georgian 
issues, which rarely is present on the BBC.  
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said that the Georgian media is biased/freedom of speech does not exist in Georgia.38 

39 

 This dissertation examines media attention this through a simple count of 

articles focused on the topic on Factiva.40 In these cases, feelings of solidarity are 

engendered by the shared Soviet history and threat, or lack thereof, of Russia.  

Table 3.1 Case Selection for Survey 

 Media attention Less media attention 
Solidarity Ukraine/Crimea  

[Russian 
involvement/300,000 plus 
articles] 

Moldova/Transnistria 
[Russian 
involvement/100,000 
articles] 

No solidarity China/Taiwan 
[No Russian 
involvement/300,000 plus 
articles] 

Somalia/Somaliland 
[No Russian 
involvement/20,000 
articles] 

 

My four cases are Crimea, Transnistria, Taiwan and Somaliland. Crimea and 

Transnistria share the fact they are splitting from post-Soviet states (Ukraine and 

Moldova, respectively) who face regional separatist threats supported by Russia, 

similar to Georgia. They do not share ethnicity and they vary in their form of 

Christianity. Still, the shared threat of Russia and their shared history with Russia, 

should engender feelings of solidarity. In the case of both Taiwan and Somaliland, the 

countries they are trying to secede from, China and Somalia, do not share a threat, 

 
38 The Caucasus Research Resource Centers. 2011 “Media Survey”. Retrieved through ODA - 

http://caucasusbarometer.org on 30 November 2018. 
39 I see similar trends in domestic newspapers except more focus on Transnistria and less on Taiwan. 

For instance, in civil.ge, a Western-focused newspaper in 2016, there were 5 results (Crimea, total) 
3 results (Transnistria, total) 1 result (Taiwan, total) and 1 result (Somalia, not Somaliland, total). 
Comparing Google Search Trends in Georgia, Moldova and Somalia have similar amounts of 
interest over time.  

40 This is partially due to inability to capture all of Georgian television media. For the BBC, many of 
their radio and television broadcasts are captured on Factiva.  
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colonial history, religious or ethnic grouping with Georgia and should therefore not 

be seen as solidarity cases.41 I thus follow the “diverse case” set highlighted in 

Seawright and Gerring (2008), illuminating the full variation on my major variables. 

In support of this method of case selection, it is “likely to enhance the 

representativeness of the sample of cases chosen by the researcher […and] probably 

has stronger claims to representativeness than any other small-N sample (including 

the typical case).” (p302 Seawright and Gerring 2008) 

Crimea and Moldova are excellent cases for solidarity, as they were both 

noted in the public opinion surveys and in the elite interviews. For Crimea, an elite 

who served as an advisor to the prime minister on foreign affairs amongst other 

positions said: “The public really cares [about Crimea] – and there are a number of 

reasons. First, because there is quite a sentiment proximity towards Ukrainians and 

Georgians because of this same historical past that we want to break from Russia and 

we are all victims of Russian aggression – so these sympathies are quite many.”42 

Similar feelings are echoed about Georgia’s closeness to Moldovans by another elite; 

“Moldova was kind of our, not aspirant but we are very similar to Moldova, Ukraine 

and Moldova, [they] are the more European, and in terms of values as well.”43 No 

similar feelings were suggested in the case of Taiwan or Somalia.  

Taiwan and Somaliland are excellent cases for lack of solidarity while still 

varying on international media attention. Georgia has not had strong political or 

 
41 Somalia did have a relationship with the Soviet State in the 1970s, and intervened in the Ogaden 

War in 1977-1978, but Russian interest has not been as intense as it is in the case of the post-
Soviet states, and the Russian presence is not serving as major support for the separatist region. 

42 Interview #04-9149, conducted in Tbilisi, 5/11/2017, McCulloch. 
43 Interview #27-5571, conducted in Tbilisi, 5/17/2017, McCulloch. 
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historical ties with either country, and does not share heuristic ethnic or religious 

markers. Taiwan is a strong, independent player on the international media scene, and 

its continued struggle has seen inconsistent recognition support, so it regularly comes 

up. Taiwan regularly comes up in Georgian news as Abkhazia has a bilateral 

relationship with it. Somaliland, despite the scope of the conflict, sees much less 

media attention on a regular basis.  

There are other things that might affect the public attitudes towards these 

cases, including geographic proximity, scope of the conflict and time since the 

conflict. Geographic proximity is endogenous to regional area, shared threats, and 

coethnicity, and is therefore hard to disentangle. Crimea is 1,300km away, 

Transnistria is 1,800km away, Somaliland is 6,700km away and Taiwan is 7,100km 

away from Tbilisi. While it is possible it is purely how close these countries are, with 

the quotes above on feelings of oneness with these groups from the interviews it is 

unlikely. If salience was built entirely on the distance, I would also expect to see 

similar knowledge levels and mobilization levels between Taiwan and Somaliland, 

Crimea and Transnistria. Georgia does not share borders with any of these countries, 

so direct diffusion of the conflicts is unlikely.  

It could be that the scope and severity of the conflict are what affects whether 

publics remember them. If this was true in its purest sense, the public would be most 

interested in intervention in Somaliland, then Crimea, then Transnistria, then Taiwan. 

Somaliland has had the most approximate cumulative deaths, upwards of 500,000 

(Klapper 2006, more than 10 years before the survey, with deaths continuing even in 
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2018). Crimea has seen approximately 10,000 deaths. Both Transnistria and Taiwan 

have not had obvious direct casualties.  

Time may also play a role, as these cases did not occur at the exact same time. 

While the timelines for all of these cases is different, they all were active in the time 

period of 2006-2016, with the survey being fielded the following year; and that the 

separatist group was still making self-determination claims at the time of the survey. 

Testing Case Selection 

 Question wording and descriptive statistics are available in the appendix, as 

well as the number percentages for each graph and tested demographic differences. 44 

First, I test the assumptions of my case selection that importance will vary on 

international media attention and solidarity ties.  

Figure 3.1 External Conflict Knowledge Levels of the Georgian Public 

 

 
44 While social demographic characteristics may impact policy preferences, they are less likely to 

impact salience in general – with self-reported knowledge level, demographics do not appear to 
impact attitudes. Examples of the lack of difference in means over groups such as age, gender and 
education are provided in the appendix.  
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Figure 3.1 reflects the percent of Georgian citizens that responded they had 

“some” or “a lot” of knowledge about the external conflict. In Figure 3.1, there is 

clearly an interaction between media attention and solidarity ties. Crimea has 

captured the attention of a majority of the Georgian citizens, while Transnistria 

(solidarity but little international media attention) and Taiwan (international media 

attention but little solidarity) both have similar reported knowledge levels – 17% for 

Transnistria and 15% for Taiwan. There is even less knowledge about Somaliland, 

with only 8% of the Georgian public citing “some” knowledge, and .33% (or 2 

people) of the total sample citing “a lot” of knowledge. From Figure 3.1, Crimea is 

not only the most salient conflict to the Georgian populace, but is significantly more 

salient than the other conflicts.  

Looking at the percentage of these self-identified “knowledgeable” citizens 

and the general populace who actually possess verified basic information of the 

external conflict, the differences become even more stark. In this case, verified 

information is proxied by the number of respondents who could geographically locate 

the conflict on a map, further discussed in the appendix, but other knowledge 

questions identify similar trends. 45  

30% or 186 people out of 600 have verified knowledge about Crimea. 

Comparing this number to the 5% that possess knowledge of Taiwan or Transnistria, 

and 3% that possess knowledge of Somaliland and it becomes clear that Crimea is 

more salient to the Georgian public. I have limited support for a pure agenda-setting 

 
45 These questions ranged from easier questions such as general time period of the conflict initiation to 

more precise questions such as the current leader of the separatist group. 
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media argument. Crimea and Taiwan, the two conflicts that received the most media 

attention do generally see more public knowledge and interest. With the introduction 

of ties, however, the Georgian public knows much more about Crimea than Taiwan. 

The level of knowledge for each of these cases, both perceived and actual, supports 

my case selection. 

However, it is important to show that solidarity ties and this increased 

knowledge lead to an actual increase in policy mobilization and preference in the 

public. To that end, this study asked respondents whether they believed their 

government should intervene in these external conflicts. Because intervention is 

broadly defined and can mean a wide range of different policy options, respondents 

were asked whether they would like their government to take military, economic, or 

diplomatic intervention action, and were provided with an example list of what types 

of actions each of these groupings entailed. 

Survey Results 

In the case of Crimea, which has both international media attention and 

solidarity ties, a strong majority supports diplomatic intervention. In this case, the 

Georgian public even considered economic intervention, which is not present in any 

other external conflict situation. 

Figure 3.2 Georgian Public Opinion on Intervention in Ukraine 
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In Figure 3.2, 12% of the Georgian public is for military intervention, 44% is 

for economic intervention, and 67% is for diplomatic intervention. These preferences 

align closely with my argument that the public will want their elites to intervene in an 

external conflict that has been brought to their attention through international media 

attention but also has strong solidarity ties.  

While the Georgian public has significantly less knowledge about the situation 

in Transnistria since there is less international media attention, they still have strong 

solidarity ties to the conflict due to the similar role Russia has played in Moldova’s 

secessionist region (Transnistria) and Georgia’s secessionist regions (Abkhazia and 

South Ossetia).  

Figure 3.3 Georgian Public Opinion on Intervention in Moldova 
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 Above there is far less support for both military and economic intervention 

into the Moldovan conflict – with just 5% supporting military intervention action and 

28% supporting economic intervention action. Despite this, the percent of Georgians 

who support diplomatic intervening in Crimea and Moldova is nearly identical, with 

66% saying they support diplomatic intervention action in Moldova. This result 

implies that while international media attention drives how many Georgians feel they 

know about the conflict, preferences for policy action are driven foremost by the ties 

of solidarity between the two countries.  

When I turn to countries without solidarity ties, I see less enthusiasm for 

Georgian intervention.  

Figure 3.4 Georgian Public Opinion on Intervention in China 
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In the case of Taiwan, only a minority of people wanted to intervene in any 

form. Only 1% of the sample wanted to intervene militarily or economically, which is 

far less than in the case of Crimea or Transnistria. While more support diplomatic 

intervention than military or economic intervention, only 20% of the respondents 

wanted diplomatic intervention. This result implies that in a situation without 

solidarity ties, international media attention is not enough to mobilize public support 

for an intervention of any type, including a less costly action like foreign policy elites 

making a diplomatic statement.  

Examining Somaliland, I see an interesting aberration from this theory. 

Figure 3.5 Georgian Public Opinion on Intervention in Somalia 
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 While there is not as much support in Somaliland as there was in either the 

Ukrainian case or the Moldovan case, there is some support for diplomatic 

intervention. 52%, a small majority, support diplomatic intervention. 78% of that 

52% support only making a diplomatic statement. This is surprising, and might 

indicate that diplomatic statements are the default action that the public supports 

when asked about foreign policy, rather than no action. However, this may also be an 

artifact of the very small sample size which answered questions on Somaliland (N = 

49), since many respondents opted out of answering questions about it due to lack of 

knowledge. Still, even in that small sample, there is very little support for military 

and financial intervention, and the support for diplomatic intervention is still less than 

was in the case of either Ukraine or Moldova.  

Revisiting our two hypotheses for this chapter, this dissertation finds strong 

support for both. The public shows a clear upward trend in knowledge if there is 

international media attention. This supports the conventional wisdom of the field, that 
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international media and knowledge levels are linked. But beyond that knowledge, it 

requires both international media attention and solidarity ties to both raise knowledge 

levels and mobilize desire for actual intervention action, which supports H1. It is in 

the only case with the overlap of both, Ukraine/Crimea that there is a strong majority 

who support diplomatic intervention and some interest in intervention outside of 

diplomatic intervention.  

For H2, when the public is willing to intervene, it strongly prefers diplomatic 

action, which supports H2– the desire for visible, not financially expensive action. As 

previously discussed, there is one exception to this, in the case of Ukraine, the most 

salient case, but even in this case I see the public request fairly low-expense 

economic action.  

Robustness - the Question of Elite Attention 

However, public opinion is only important if foreign policymaking elites 

actually listen to them. This dissertation argues that elites consider their own 

domestic constituents first. This remains controversial; there are concerns that the 

public may respond to elite heuristics, so the salience of a topic may be created by the 

elites. This means elites would have control, and influence other elites and the public, 

rather than the public influencing elites. (Saunders 2013). 

 My research indicates that elites really do privilege the public as an important 

and influential actor in foreign policy. The public is seen as the foreign policy 

“straitjacket” of elites.46 The public is consistently brought up as boundary-setting, so 

 
46 Interview #30-5491, conducted in Tbilisi, 5/11/2017, McCulloch. 
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while elites may have a variety of actions they can choose, the public may limit the 

extremity or type of the actions. Simply put, according to a respondent who served on 

the last government’s security council, who opens this chapter; “of course there is 

always an influence of the public, if someone is telling you that the public never 

influences the government, that person has not been connected with real politics, 

ever.”47 

Figure 3.6 Georgian Elites on The Importance of Public Opinion to Foreign 

Policy 

 

 In Figure 3.6, elites clearly support that there is some role of the public and 

public opinion in foreign policy-making. In a group of 35 elites asked about the 

importance of the public, 49% (N = 17) of them said the public was important. This 

covers elites that specifically stressed the importance of the public as an actor in 

foreign policy by referring to them as “obvious”, “influential”, “important” or “key”. 

 
47 Interview #9-8577, conducted in Tbilisi, 4/18/2017, McCulloch. 
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20% (N = 7) of them said that the public was sometimes important, or important in 

specific instances. This covers elites who mentioned specific instances of importance 

or mentioned them as important amongst other important actors or secondary to other 

important actors but still important. Only 20% (N = 7) said that the public was not 

important at all, which covers elites that specifically stated that the public was not 

important, or was entirely dependent on elite or media opinion rather than being an 

independent actor. There were several interviews (11% or N = 4) that were discarded 

as they suggested that the public was both important not important (contradicting 

themselves), or they were neutral to the role of the public in influencing foreign 

policy and did not wish to answer.  

 While questions of the desirability bias and wishing for their government to 

appear more democratic still remain, I interviewed more opposition elites from the 

previous government than current government elites, and the majority of them 

generally said they believe their government was currently less democratic, not more 

democratic. It would stand to reason these elites would therefore have reason to paint 

their government as less responsive to public opinion rather than more. This means 

that my interviews would skew towards diminishing the role of the public in 

informing foreign policy rather than inflating it.  

Interestingly, elites often identified protest as a form of leverage for the public 

to get action on foreign policy, rather than voting. Elites indicated that they listened to 

public protest and polling of public opinion, although these foreign policy protest 
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events were rare.48 A past Ambassador who worked in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

said agreed that: 

 “Protest [was their leverage on foreign policy], you know Georgia has 

a very long tradition of protests and I would say in the region Georgia is one 

of the most active protesting nations, and we have been out in the streets for 

the last 30 years, almost, since 1988, protesting different things, protesting 

Communism, protesting occupation, protesting the ideas of human rights and 

so on and so forth. So, for Georgia it is really easy to hit the street. And to 

mobilize, but there has to be something which the general public does not 

really disagree with, I mean it would be very hard to mobilize Georgians to 

come to the streets when they agree with the general policy but they do not 

agree with specific actions, of course specific actions people would not 

protest.”49  

This quote additionally supports the theory that there may only be few foreign 

policy cases which are actually salient enough to the public to cross the threshold into 

them demanding action. Voting was also mentioned, although an elite also noted that 

the public rarely voted entirely on a foreign policy platform.50  

Despite this clear acknowledgement of the role of the public in forming 

foreign policy, elites seem less convinced of the knowledge their domestic 

constituents possess about foreign policy.  

 
48 Interview #20-4960, #31-8522, #35-8403, amongst others, conducted in Tbilisi, Spring 2017, 

McCulloch. 
49 Interview #35-8403, conducted in Tbilisi, 6/2017, McCulloch.  
50 Interview #31-8522 and #26-4343, conducted in Tbilisi, 6/2017, McCulloch. 
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Figure 3.7 Georgian Elites on the Knowledge Level of the Public on Foreign 

Policy

 

 From Figure 3.7, a majority of elites (54% or N = 19) feel the public has 

broad, but not specific knowledge of foreign policy. This includes knowing what 

major powers Georgia is allied with, actions Russia has taken overseas, and what 

international organizations Georgia wishes to join, but does not include specific 

topics such as current NATO ascension activity or specific battle occurrences in other 

countries. 17% (N = 6) give the Georgian public less credit, and suggest they have 

low knowledge, perhaps only knowing if Georgia leans towards the West or Russia.  

Only two elites think the public has no knowledge at all about foreign policy. 

Remarkably, elites who thought the public had low or no knowledge were not all 

convinced that the public had no impact on foreign policy. This has many 

implications, foremost that elites suspect the public will have broad but not specific 

knowledge, and yet will still weigh in on specific foreign policy events. Linked to this 
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was the concern that this ignorance could turn the public into a tool or weapon of an 

external power such as Russia, which could provide interesting future research 

opportunities.  

Returning to desirability bias, elites may wish to exaggerate and inflate the 

role of the public to appear more democratic or more open to public attitudes. While 

this is possible, I would argue that if elites were going to lie about the role of the 

public to appear democratic, they would additionally lie about the knowledge level of 

their constituents.  

Elites may also be less influential on highly salient topics (Arceneaux 2008; 

Arceneaux and Vander-Wielen 2017; Ciuk and Yost 2016). This suggests in the 

topics of most interest to this chapter, the cases where there is high salience and the 

public requested intervention, elites may be even less influential.  

As mentioned in the theory chapter, there is a worrisome critique that public 

opinion may be endogenous with elite opinion (Saunders 2013). It is true that several 

elites mentioned that public opinion was malleable, including the elite who 

characterized the public as the “straitjacket” of foreign policy. But elites usually 

mentioned this in the context of public opinion being malleable only to a certain 

extent or within a given range. Public opinion therefore still plays an important role in 

setting boundaries for elites in foreign policy – while the public may not know the 

specific amount or type of troops they want sent to a country, they know if they want 

broad action or not.  
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Conclusion 

The public only asks for action when it is moved to ask for action. This 

chapter argues that international media attention raises the profile of any conflict, but 

only conflicts that also possess solidarity ties become truly salient and mobilize 

public opinion. This interaction most likely exists in only a fraction of cases.  

This research contributes to identifying what cases the public might care 

about, and what sorts of ties between countries may encourage in-group 

identification. By choosing ties that are not ethnic or religious, I have shown that 

solidarity and group-identification can be based in other shared experiences, like 

shared history and shared threats. Existential threats and their role in motivating 

public opinion is of special interest in a world where issues like Crimea or the South 

China Sea are putting significant pressure on disparate smaller countries who may not 

feel so disparate if they rally together against a threat.  

This research also supports the fact that the domestic public prefers diplomatic 

intervention, as it is the overwhelmingly favored type of action for them to choose. 

The only exception to this is Ukraine, where there is interest in an economic 

intervention, but not a majority supporting economic intervention.  

This chapter supports the controversial position that elites do listen to the 

domestic public on the topic of foreign policy. My interviews strongly support the 

argument that policymakers listen to the public when the public has something to say. 

This suggests if the public wants diplomatic intervention in external conflict, the 

public will get it. Even if the public generally only desires diplomatic action, 

diplomatic action can be very impactful. This means that this theory can better predict 
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which cases actually lead to actions like diplomatic statements, mediation, embassy 

closure, or secessionist state recognition. All of these acts have impact, and could be 

done for the benefit of rallying support from a domestic constituency.  

This research has a number of contributions. In a few, salient cases, the public 

does care, and in the cases they care about, they are not particularly ignorant. 30% of 

my sample had a working knowledge of the Crimean conflict, which included those 

who had not completed a secondary education and those who did not live in the 

capital. This is strong support for the fact that politicians, when they focus on foreign 

policy issues, may not be “waltzing in front of a blind audience” or an audience 

which cares only about domestic topics, supporting the work of scholars like Aldrich, 

Sullivan and Borgida (1989) in new contexts and on new topics. Explaining variation 

in public opinion on foreign policy, especially security policy, is key for explaining 

when the public might turn out to the streets to demand action, petition their 

politicians, or shift from one political party to another, all of which are actions that 

the Georgian public has taken around foreign policy issues.51 These variations help us 

to explain why conflict may linger (Kupatadze and Zeitzoff 2019) (or be initiated), an 

important question especially in Eastern Europe.  

Are the preferences of these public opinion polls reflected in the government’s 

foreign policy action? There are a number of diplomatic actions Georgia has taken in 

Ukraine – a strategic partnership renewed twice, multiple instruments of the 

government condemning Russian action. These statements include multiple unifying 

 
51 Interview #15-4064 of interviews conducted by Caitlin McCulloch in the Republic of Georgia 

1/2017-6/2017, although the latter was noted as rare.  
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statements which characterize the two countries as similar. “Today you are on the 

battlefield and you can see well what we, the Georgians, have gone through in the 

1990s and in 2008,” the president said in 2017 about the Ukraine situation (civil.ge 

2017). Beyond this, multiple members of parliament have made official visits to 

Ukraine to discuss their separatist regions. There have been no new official 

governmental comments on Transnistria, although it has come up multiple times in 

the multilateral institutions Georgia participates in and Georgia has reaffirmed 

support to Moldova more generally. There have been no recorded government actions 

or statements for Taiwan or Somaliland since the survey.  

In summary, this chapter presents a large public opinion survey in the 

Republic of Georgia and finds that the public does care about a few external civil war 

cases. It cares about those external civil conflicts which possess media attention and 

solidarity ties with the public. Additionally, in those cases the public strongly 

supports diplomatic over military intervention. Finally, this chapter explores the 

alternative argument that foreign policy elites do not listen to the public, and finds 

that to be false, that the public can reach their leaders on foreign policy through 

voting, polling, or protest.  
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Chapter 4: Public Opinion and the Sri Lankan Civil War 

“It was like a dragon with its tail in northeastern Sri Lanka, with its heart in Tamil 

Nadu and its head in New Delhi.” - Sir Richard Clutterbuck52 

Introduction 

 Foreign policy protests exist in every country, and when they are focused and 

large enough, they move elites to actual foreign policy action. This chapter examines 

the case of the Tamils in India and Sri Lanka, and India’s intervention into the Sri 

Lankan civil war. It is an illustrative example of the causal mechanism described in 

Chapter 2, wherein mobilization of public sentiment through media attention and 

solidary ties leads to protest activity which then leads to actual intervention action. 

Therefore, this chapter gives further evidence to:  

H1: The combination of international media attention and solidarity ties 

will increase public desire to take action in an external conflict.  

H2: If a majority of the domestic selectorate supports intervention, elites will 

support high visibility/diplomatic intervention. 

And it additionally demonstrates that mobilization leading to intervention in 

practice and extends my research outside my central case, the Republic of Georgia.  

This chapter is divided into four sections – case selection and description, 

historical context of the case, evaluation of the factors previously highlighted, the 

intervention result of the factors in the case, an examination of possible alternative 

 
52 From Gunaratna (1993).  
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explanations, and then a conclusion evaluating the hypotheses again and the 

implications of this chapter.    

 This chapter finds that the Tamil population in India played a role in 

motivating Indian diplomatic intervention into the Sri Lankan civil war. It discusses 

the nuances of the different forms of intervention by India’s two prime ministers 

during the time period. This case is illustrative of the causal mechanism presented in 

Chapter 2 and 3 and offers further evidence of the importance of the domestic public 

motivating visible intervention.   

Case Selection and Information 

 This case study chapter covers the time period 1980-1990, which encapsulates 

both the actual intervention action and the political contexts and constituent actions 

which led up to the intervention. My theory stresses that the public can be mobilized 

to action on foreign policy through the possession of both solidarity ties which 

generate salience and media attention.53 My interviews in the Republic of Georgia 

indicate that the most successful forms of leverage that the public has to influence 

their policymakers are protest, polling and voting, but especially protest behavior. 

This means that the democratic context of a country and freedom to protest in a 

country are very important for allowing this process to occur.  

India was selected as a case that is very different from the Republic of 

Georgia in its size, military capacity, and threat context. It is also very different 

 
53 While I focused on international media attention in Georgia due to the lack of trust in local media, 

both domestic and international media attention could serve. India’s media has changed over time, 
but in the time period that I’m examining (1980s-1990s), radio was dominant and was both public 
and private, with less than a third of the population having television access (information coming 
from Freedom House 1998).  
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regionally, ethnically, religiously, as well as in its level of ethnic and religious 

diversity. Therefore, many of the factors that would cause a country to react similarly 

and possibly intervene because of other shared reasons are not present in these two 

cases. However, India is alike to Georgia in the ways that are important to this 

dissertation’s argument. Namely that Indian Tamils possess salient ties with Sri 

Lankan Tamils, that media attention existed, and that Indian Tamils were able to vote 

or protest about their foreign policy demands. Thus, in this case study there is a 

country very different from the Republic of Georgia, but with the same relevant 

variables.  

Looking at Factiva, an aggregator of news from several sources, even in the 

English-language domestic news of the time there are thousands of articles focused 

on the civil war. In comparison, there are only 100 articles on Sanjay Gandhi’s death. 

I would expect even more articles to focus on the civil war in Tamil-focused 

newspapers, and there are well-circulated, Tamil-language national and regional 

newspapers. Dina Thanthi/the Daily Thanthi began circulation in 1942, and is the 

ninth largest newspaper amongst all daily newspapers in India (Audit Bureau of 

Circulations 1990). Therefore, there is high media attention to this case.  

There are strong solidarity ties between India and Sri Lanka because of the 

large population of Tamils in both cases, and they possess ties built in religion, 

ethnicity, shared language and history. Therefore, this case should be of high salience 

to the public.  The Tamil population in Tamil Nadu at this time could and did protest, 

and was a powerful voting constituency in India, both of which suggest there was 

enough electoral freedom that elites were vulnerable to them.  
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With those three factors, this dissertation’s theory predicts that there should be 

protests or voting over this case, and that ultimately India should choose high 

visibility, low cost intervention.  

There are several other reasons why India might intervene in a Sri Lankan 

civil war. I examine four alternative explanations in greater detail at the end of this 

chapter – (1) direct monetary gain (2) the worry about the overflow of Sri Lankan 

refugees, (3) the possibility of pressure from the United States, or (4) the concern that 

the intervention of Major Powers might displace India regionally in the power 

structure.  

A Brief History of the Tamils in India and Sri Lanka 

Tamils have been in the region now designated as India since 1000 BC, 

judging by archaeological evidence such as megalithic urn burials (Selvakumar 

2000). Archaeologists have found samples of Tamil writing from 500 BC in the 

region (The Hindu 2005). It is controversial when Tamils migrated to Sri Lanka, with 

some Tamil scholars claiming that Tamils have always inhabited Sri Lanka, but most 

scholars agree that Tamils were present in Sri Lanka by the 7th century. India and Sri 

Lanka have had heavy ties since 75 BC.  

The Tamil region was consolidated into India in 1796 by the British, and India 

became an independent country in 1947, and a democratic republic when its 

constitution came into effect in 1950. Tamil Nadu began demanding statehood after 

the federal system was put in place, but was granted significant autonomy post-1963 

(Gunaratna 1993), including language protections and more decentralized 
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governmental power.54 India is a country with several active separatist regions, 

including in Jammu and Kashmir, Nagaland, and others. This is important as the 

threat of separatism is used by politicians in Tamil Nadu at several points through this 

chapter to underline their seriousness. 

India has been considered a consolidated democracy for most of its history, 

generally scoring a 9 on the Polity IV scale, with a brief dip to a 6 and 7 around the 

time period that I am focusing on (Marshall et. al. 2014). Despite that dip, this 

indicates that India has been considered a democracy by Polity IV for the entire time 

period covered in this chapter.  

The Congress Party was the most powerful party in the Indian government for 

the first 30 years of its independent history and most of the period of time examined 

in this chapter. The Congress Party was known for nationalism, state patronage and 

the accommodation of class interests. It suffered its first electoral defeat in 1977, and 

since then has weakened considerably while still remaining a force in Indian politics 

(Marshall et. al. 2014).  1980-1990, it was in power as during this time period it was 

the second term of Indira Gandhi (January 14th 1980 – October 31st 1984) and the first 

term of her son, Rajiv Gandhi (October 31st 1984 – December 2nd 1989) and both 

were Congress Party members.   

 
54 Rohan Gunaratna is an accomplished scholar who has done invaluable work into the Indian 

intervention in Sri Lanka, including translating secret clearance-level documents and personal 
correspondence between the policymakers involved, as well as conducting incredible in-depth 
interviews with policymakers. However, his work in other areas has been controversial to scholars 
(Small 2004) and even in his monograph on this topic, he shows some bias against Tamil leaders 
(referring to them as “Tamil chauvinists” amongst other phrases), and this should be kept in mind 
with all of his cited work. 
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The Tamils in India are a mobilized ethnonationalist group, with an identity 

built largely in caste, language and 19th century literary traditions – with political 

parties launched by these literature scholars (p71 Chadda 1997). The Tamils in India 

have proposed a separate nation state, but it is still mainly seen as rhetorical (p71 

Chadda 1997). Most of the Tamils in India reside in Tamil Nadu, which lies in the 

south of India, and shares a maritime border with Sri Lanka. It is a medium-sized 

state, but economically well-developed, making it a powerful region of the country.  

Tamil Nadu during the time period I am examining was led by Chief Minister 

M. G. Ramachandran (July 1977 – December 24, 1987) who died in office, Chief 

Minister V.R. Nedunchezhiyan (interim December 24, 1987 – January 7, 1988), Chief 

Minister Janaki Ramachandran (January 7, 1988 – January 30, 1988, wife of M.G. 

Ramachandran), M. Karunanidhi (January 27, 1989 – January 30, 1991), with brief 

breaks where the president assumed rule (February 17, 1980 to June 1980, then 

January 30, 1998 to January 27, 1989).  

For this time period, two parties were in control, the All India Anna Dravida 

Munnetra Kazhagam (AIDMK) and the Dravida Munnetra Kazhagam (DMK). Only 

Chief Minister M. Karunanidhi was DMK, all the other Tamil Nadu ministers were 

AIDMK.  The platform of the AIDMK was at the time social democracy and 

populism-based, with a focus on “opposing ethnic exclusion”, breaking away from 

policies favoring Tamils like forcing the education system to be in the Tamil 

Language. The platform of the DMK was also built in social democracy and populist 

policies, but had stronger nationalistic feelings and from 1974 on pressed the Indian 

state for further Tamil Nadu autonomy.  
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In Sri Lanka during this time period, the Tamils represented in a majority in 

the Northern province and a significant constituency in the Eastern Province of Sri 

Lanka. Even at this point in time, the Tamil minority group had a history of ethnic 

tension with the majority ethnicity and riots occurred in 1956, 1958 and 1977. 

The major militant group in Sri Lanka was the Liberation Tigers of Tamil 

Eelam (often referred to as the LTTE or the “Tamil Tigers”), founded in 1976 by 

Prabhakaran. The LTTE’s major goal was to create an entirely independent state in 

the north-eastern area of Sri Lanka. In the late 70s the LTTE engaged in sporadic 

low-level violence, mostly focused against Sri Lankan soldiers until 1983. 

In July 1983, the LTTE carried out its first major attack against the Sri Lankan 

army and killed 13 soldiers (Swamy 2003). The response was swift and a serious 

escalation – there was an anti-Tamil pogrom (referred to as “Black July”) where 

between 400 and 3000 Tamils were killed (Harrison 2003), and around 8000 homes 

and 5000 shops were destroyed (Buerk 2008). This event led a large number of 

outraged younger Tamils joining Tamil militant groups and is considered the turning 

point of the insurgency by many scholars (Swamy 2003, Gunaratna 1993, Chadda 

1997, amongst others). With new recruitment came more violence and more serious 

attacks. There were multiple failed attempts at peace talks and diplomacy. The war 

continued for 26 years after this event, and in May 2009, the Sri Lankan army 

defeated the Tamil Tigers. Following this defeat, the pro-LTTE Tamil National 

Alliance shifted its goals from a separate state to a solution involving federalization 

or autonomy. 
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Evaluation of the Theory in this Case 

The Media Landscape in the 1980s in India 

In India, press functions with freedom and very little government censorship, 

and serious controls and restrictions have only been imposed in times of national 

emergency or when it is deemed necessary after communal riots/comparable 

disturbances (Schwartzberg 2008).  There was a prolonged “period of emergency” 

during Indira Gandhi’s reign, but it ended in 1977, so before the period of time 

examined in this case study.  

More pointedly, would there be enough media coverage of this conflict to help 

enflame and reinforce solidarity ties between the Tamil groups in the two nations? 

Indian scholars suggest not only was there extensive coverage of the Sri Lankan civil 

war, that this coverage was unsurprisingly especially prevalent in Tamil-language 

media and newspapers (Baru 2009). 

Solidarity Ties Between the Tamils of India and Sri Lanka 

Strong ties existed and were reinforced between Sri Lankan Tamils and Indian 

Tamils. This is clear in the history this chapter has just discussed, but additionally is 

made even clearer by quotes from major players at the time.  

The riots in 1983 and the deaths in those riots “built a rapport” (p93 

Gunaratna 1993) between the two groups and drummed up salient feeling in Indian 

Tamils. There was an influx of migrants and knowledge directly after, and according 

to the Foreign Secretary at the time, M.K. Rasgotra, these Sri Lankan Tamils “came 

with all kinds of horror stories, Tamil Nadu emotions were aroused” (p53 Gunaratna 
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1993). These ties, and the closeness of the two groups comes up regularly. The 

intervention “was supported by how the Sri Lankan government/Sinhalese viewed the 

Sri Lankan “Tamil minority, whom they look[ed] upon as inseparable from the huge 

number of Tamils in Tamil Nadu” (p137 Wilson 2000).   

The importance of these ties, and the impact of their arousal was highlighted 

by many other major policymakers. Domestic constituents “[were] an important 

domestic factor…we had to respect the sentiments of the 50 million Tamil citizens of 

India. We felt that if we did not rise in support of the Tamil cause in Sri Lanka we 

were not standing by our own Tamils” – according to J.N. Dixit, then the Envoy from 

India to Sri Lanka (Bose 1994)  This rhetoric repeats in governmental statements over 

a long period of time, and even after the peacekeeping force left India, Dixit returned 

to these ties as important: “[India had to] satisfy the Tamil psyche, the Tamil sub-

conscience [of] our own Tamils [as the question had arisen of whether there was] any 

relevance to being part of a larger Indian political identity” (p207 Gunaratna 1993).  

This is also evidence in the direct quote of Prime Minister Gandhi in 1983, 

who said “the developments in Sri Lanka affect us also, in this matter, India cannot be 

regarded as just another country. Sri Lanka and India are two countries who are 

directly involved” (p150 Chacko 2013) – this is also reminiscent of the way that elites 

in Georgia talk about the Ukrainian conflict, as seen in the previous chapter, 

discussing Ukraine as sharing this “same historical past that we want to break from 

Russia and we are all victims of Russian aggression – so these sympathies are quite 

many.”55 

 
55 Interview #04-9149, conducted in Tbilisi, 5/11/2017, McCulloch. 
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There was also fear that the ties were so strong that if India did not step in, 

Tamil Nadu would step in alone and autonomously. “The 55 million Tamils living in 

Tamil Nadu might assist without the government” (p29 Gunaratna 1993) if India did 

not intervene. M. G. Ramachandran, Chief Minister of Tamil Nadu and the leader of 

the AIADMK, said the government was to “take over a task which was already being 

done by the state government of Tamil Nadu” (p3 Gunaratna 1993) – the DMK told a 

public rally in Madras in September 1984 that “unless the Union Indian government 

sends troops to save Tamils in Sri Lanka, the DMK would be forced to resurrect its 

abandoned policy of a separate country for the Tamils in India” (p11 Gunaratna 

1993).  

In general scholars recognize the intervention into India was engendered by 

“the balance of interlocking interests among the Lankan Tamils, the Sri Lankan 

government, the pro-militant public of Tamil Nadu and the government” (p158 

Chadda) – notice the inclusion, again, of Tamil Nadu in India as a major actor in this 

conflict. “The factor of social and cultural intermeshing has played a critical and 

persistent role in India’s interventions.” (p22 Muni 1993) 

Indian Tamil Leverage on Foreign Policy (Protests and Elections) 

 The protests on behalf of the Sri Lankan Tamils were widespread and 

consistent over a long period of time in Tamil Nadu. The Indian central government 

and the Congress Party were noted as being sensitive to Tamil Nadu as they needed 

the region to remain in power. Both forms of public leverage on elites, protest and 

electoral threat, were present and influential.  
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The earliest recorded protests appeared in newspaper sources as early as 1983 

(“Yesterday, Mrs. Indira Gandhi, the Indian Prime Minister, ordered the suspension 

of railway services in the southern state of Tamil Nadu, where an opposition party 

planned to stop trains in protest against attacks on Tamils in Sri Lanka.” From The 

Times on August 5th, 1983) – 10 days after these protests comes the first 

announcement of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi stepping in to negotiate between the 

Sri Lankan government and the Tamils (Financial Times 1983). Even newspapers at 

the time note that “Tamils in Sri Lanka, where ethnic Sinhalese are in the majority, 

have mounted a guerrilla campaign for a separate Tamil state, and Tamils of India 

have put pressure on Prime Minister Indira Gandhi to support the Tamil cause.” (The 

Times 1985)  

These agitations were large, and very serious in their demands and direct in 

their methods.  

“Clear signs of the internal pressures the Indian Government will face 

if the conflict in Sri Lanka worsens have already emerged after the deportation 

from Madras of two leading Tamil representatives. A three-day agitation 

throughout the south Indian state of Tamil Nadu is expected to begin today 

demanding the withdrawal of the deportation orders. As the protest begins, 

Indian Foreign Office officials will be continuing their efforts to find a 

formula for restarting talks between Tamil representatives and the Sri Lankan 

Government. [..] The Tamil Eelam supporters' organization accused the Indian 

Government of acting 'like a puppet' of Sri Lanka. Trains were halted and 
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thousands of students stayed away from classes in protest at the deportations.” 

(The Times 1985)  

Scholars later paint an even more emotive picture of the scenes; “The reaction 

in India to the slaughter of Tamils was unprecedented. In Tamil Nadu, thousands of 

people took to the streets, denouncing Sri Lanka and calling upon Indian Prime 

Minister Indira Gandhi to stop the genocide. Daily protests erupted on the street 

leading to the Sri Lankan Deputy High Commission in Madras. Some Indians tried to 

immolate themselves to display solidarity with the Tamils of Sri Lanka. The Indian 

government was asked to break off diplomatic links with Sri Lanka. Some demanded 

the deployment of UN troops in the island nation” (p84 Swamy 2003). Scholarly 

sources note demonstrations and agitations “in Tamil Nadu in support of Sri Lankan 

Tamils on developments adverse to the latter’s interests in Sri Lanka during 1958, 

1961, 1977 and in the early 1980s” (p63 Muni 1993).  

They were backed up by their leaders; local Tamil politicians, especially 

Tamil Nadu’s chief minister, Ramachandran, were demanding action from Indira 

Gandhi. “Ramachandran's AIADMK was one of the few southern regional parties 

friendly to Gandhi's Congress (I). An appearance of insensitivity to Tamil suffering 

on the part of New Delhi might cost it the support of the AIADMK or strengthen the 

hand of the Dravida Munnetra Kazhagam, the state's major opposition party.” 

(Heitzman et. al. 1996) 

In the 1997 in the 1997 Indian general elections, Indira’s Congress (I) Party 

was routed in northern India, but retained its support in Southern India, so Indira was 

particularly sensitive to South India. The whole of South India was sympathetic to the 
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Tamils – especially Tamil Nadu. Part of her payment for the electoral support was 

that a number of civil service positions and important posts had gone to particular 

Tamils. (Gunaratna 1993) The importance of Tamil Nadu to both Indira and Rajiv 

Gandhi and their electoral prospects cannot be stressed enough; “Maneka Gandhi 

[Indian politician and daughter-in-law of Indira Gandhi] said Prime Minister Gandhi 

had two options in order to win the coming elections – ‘she could start a war with 

Pakistan or create disturbances in Sri Lanka’” (p38 Gunaratna 1993). Even the Sri 

Lankan president, Jayewardene, said Prime Minister Gandhi “had to support the 

terrorists because she [was] concerned about winning support at the general election 

in Tamil Nadu” (p107 Gunaratna 1993) – everyone around Gandhi including herself 

appeared to realize it. 

Specifically the AIADMK was a strong electoral ally of Gandhi’s party, and 

they were a party which supported action in Sri Lanka, but a “political and negotiated 

approach, avoiding any commitment to the demands [in Sri Lanka] for a separate, 

sovereign Tamil State […] confin[ing] its support […] to a diplomatic intervention” 

(p64 Muni 1993).  

 Newspapers also specifically note Prime Minister Gandhi as particularly 

vulnerable to these constituencies, as she “badly need[ed]” support from Tamil Nadu 

electorally and, in 1984, it was an election year (The New York Times 1984). This is 

specifically borne out by later scholars, who argue that “reasons for India's sympathy 

for the separatists included the importance of the Tamil Nadu (whose leaders were 

pressed to support the TULF and militant groups) as a vote bank for the ruling 

Congress (I) party); and President Jayewardene's gaffe in relation to Mrs Gandhi and 
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the Kashmir dispute with Pakistan, which soured relationships with the Congress (I) 

governments of Indira and Rajiv Gandhi.”  (p137 Wilson 2000) so the solidarity ties 

but also the domestic importance of the Indian Tamils were both highlighted. 

 Even when Indira Gandhi was replaced with her son, the new Prime Minister 

Gandhi pursued a role in mediation in Sri Lanka’s civil war, and the noted given 

reason for this was “'There is an extra internal dimension to our relations with our 

neighbours,' said Mr. Jagath Mehta, former head of the foreign affairs department. He 

mentioned Sri Lanka and Tamil Nadu in India where many Tamils live, […their 

interest] may be sharper since the ruling Congress (I) party was badly bruised in the 

South at the recent state elections.” (Financial Times 1985).  

This article is implying that the South (Tamil Nadu) was punishing the 

majority party because of their lack of action in the case of Sri Lanka. More than this, 

however, they are saying that this punishment was mobilized because of these ethnic 

ties, the importance of the binding bonds between the two countries. He additionally 

shifted the intervention further to diplomatic intervention at the behest of “Tamil 

pressure groups in Tamil Nadu” (p129 Gunaratna 1993).  

Thus, there is support for both protests and voting being used to encourage the 

government to pursue intervention (diplomatic mediation) into external civil war in 

the case of India intervening in Sri Lanka. 

Results 

The subject of this chapter can be seen as one or two “initiations” of 

intervention in the case of India and Sri Lanka, 1980-1990. The first, under Indira 

Gandhi, was a diplomatic and covert military intervention and very clearly an 
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initiation of intervention into an external conflict. The second, under her successor, 

Rajiv Gandhi, was a different diplomatic intervention and an overt military 

intervention. The latter could be argued it is different enough it warrants classification 

as a second “initiation” – although it could also be argued that it is a continuation of 

Indira Gandhi’s intervention with different methods. For the purposes of this 

dissertation, the former is much more clearly the original initiation of conflict, but I 

have included information about the intervention under Rajiv Gandhi as an interesting 

extension of the work.  

The intervention of India into the Sri Lankan civil war came in several phases, 

but began in earnest with the 1983 riots. The riots saw a flood of information disperse 

in India, and after in June 1983, Sri Lankan Tamils reached out to Tamil Nadu, 

prompting a 16-member all-party delegation from Tamil Nadu to meet with Gandhi to 

call for Indian troop-presence or a UN peacekeeping force to protect Tamils in Sri 

Lanka (Gunaratna 1993).  

By late 1983 - early 1984, Indira Gandhi had taken three major actions. First, 

a number of bilateral diplomatic actions including a visit offering talks to the 

President of Sri Lanka, support for a Tamil Nadu strike against violence and created a 

10 million rupee fund for relief (Muni 1993), second, she reached out to and pleaded 

with international allies on behalf of the Sri Lankan Tamils (Muni 1993). Third, 

which would come to light later, she offered military training to the Sri Lankan 

militants, a fact which was publicized in small circles and also conducted in Tamil 

Nadu (Gunaratna 1993).  
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In the latter vein, “in their full bloom, there were around 30 camps [….] most 

of the leaders of these groups had free access to the central policy makers and 

intelligence chiefs in Delhi” supported by the Indian Research and Analysis Wing 

(RAW), the foreign intelligence agency of India (this information comes from R.N. 

Kao, the National Security Advisor and leader of RAW in this time period, as quoted 

in Gunaratna 1993).56 Overall, scholars argue “nothing much was achieved” in the 

conflict itself, but these actions were well-broadcast and seem well set-up to appease 

Tamil Nadu constituencies for the Prime Minister as very visible intervention action. 

In 1984, August and September, Indira Gandhi debated further invasion and an actual 

military force in Sri Lanka, but the plans were shelved as inopportune (Gunaratna 

1993).  

In these intervention actions, Prime Minister Indira Gandhi moved from least 

costly to most costly action. First, she offered diplomatic statements, then diplomatic 

pleas for concrete action, and then well-publicized (to the important constituent) 

consultative military training and arming support.  

Offering diplomatic aid cost her little, and her first statement especially was 

not directed at the Sri Lankan governments or rebels, so was unlikely to even lead to 

diplomatic backlash. Therefore, this diplomatic intervention is in line with the 

expectations of a very visible but not financially expensive intervention.  While 

examining her ultimate acceleration to more diplomatically costly intervention is 

important to understand that she was still seeing protests racking Tamil Nadu during 

 
56 In 1984 in April, India denies arming and training militants to the Sri Lankan rebels, but enough 

evidence has emerged that this training occurred that it is unlikely to be a falsification. 
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this entire time period, and that the continued protest pressure could be pushing her to 

invest more diplomatic capital and eventually deepen the financial cost of her actions. 

While truly covert military action does not seem to line up with the theory presented 

in this dissertation, the military action was in Tamil Nadu and well-publicized/visible 

with the constituent audience it was trying to appease (Gunaratna 1993). Thus, even 

this seeming exception was a visible intervention to the audiences it was directed 

towards.  

In summary, the original initiation was as expected by my theory, a diplomatic 

intervention, very visible and public. The continued acceleration to eventual “covert” 

military intervention is not perfectly in line with the theory, but still indicates a 

visible (if more costly) intervention for a domestic audience.  

In October 1984, Indira Gandhi was assassinated by her Sikh bodyguards for 

her role in the destruction of the Akhal Takht, an important Sikh temple, and the Sikh 

casualties that happened during that destruction. She was succeeded immediately by 

her son, Rajiv Gandhi. While his mother was a seasoned politician, Rajiv Gandhi was 

relatively inexperienced, and under the same pressures that his mother had 

experienced from Tamil Nadu.  

Rajiv Gandhi appears to have ended his predecessor’s covert military action. 

He instead shifted fully to diplomatic intervention in the form of mediation – at the 

behest of “Tamil pressure groups in Tamil Nadu” (p129 Gunaratna 1993), sending a 

flurry of messages and attempting to negotiate a diplomatic settlement in Sri Lanka. 

This led to several mediated meetings, and some steps towards a negotiated 

settlement. However, serious Tamil criticism of his handling of concessions in 1985 
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led to a distancing and a harder line in 1986 – in the views of Tamil Nadu, Gandhi 

had “mishandled the Sri Lanka’s ethnic conflict and was not sensitive enough to the 

emotions of the people of Tamil Nadu” (p13 Gunaratna 1993).   

By the end of 1986, “pressure [was being] exerted by Tamil Nadu leaders and 

senior citizens in Madras and New Delhi upon Rajiv Gandhi to intervene and stop the 

bombing by air and shelling by sea of the Jaffna peninsula by the Sri Lankan 

government” in response Gandhi airdropped food parcels to rebels in Jaffna (xiii 

Gunaratna 1993) and re-entered more serious diplomatic negotiations. 

In July of 1987 Prabhakaran (the leader of the LTTE) was airlifted from 

Jaffna to New Delhi for talks with Gandhi, and agreed to the Indo-Lanka Accord. It 

was signed by President Jayewardene and Gandhi in Colombo. This peace accord in 

July 29, 1987 allowed for further devolution of powers to the 

provinces/referendum/official status for the Tamil language but required Tamil 

disarmament and ceasefire (Gunaratna 1993). Aside from the actual intervention 

actions of India in Sri Lanka, there are signs that India played a role to pressure for 

the demands of the separatist Tamils more than the demands of the Sri Lankan state 

in these negotiations: “An Indian official said in an interview this week that Sri 

Lanka's President, J. R. Jayewardene, would probably offer new proposals under 

which autonomy would be granted to the northern and eastern parts of the island, 

where Tamils predominate.” – something which the President had previously refused 

to do (New York Times 1985), and it was assumed he had opened his government 

further to these autonomy proposals because of Indian pressure.  
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While Prabhakaran agreed, privately he had doubts about disarmament, and 

the LTTE stalled disarmament for as long as it could (Muni 1993). It is important to 

note that after 1987 the major Congress supporter and powerful Indian Tamil political 

party AIADMK “lost much of its pre-1987 sympathy and support for the LTTE” 

(Muni 1993), at this time. Scholars such as Gunaratna argue this was due to the LTTE 

stalling disarmament and LTTE’s continued violent attacks throughout the peace 

negotiations. It is impossible to tell how much of a role the AIADMK shifting its 

support away from the LTTE had in the shifting Indian intervention actions, but in 

late 1987, Rajiv Gandhi sent the Indian military to force Tamil disarmament, in line 

with the Indo-Lanka Accord (Gunaratna 1993).   

Once the Indian army was in place, they waged a “peacekeeping” war 

attempting to force the LTTE cadres to release arms, ammunitions and explosives and 

abide by the ceasefire. Conflict raged from 1988 to around 1990, when the last IPKF 

contingent left. By that time, India had suffered around 1500 casualties, and 3000 

injuries in Sri Lanka (Gunaratna 1993). This falls outside of initiation of intervention, 

and instead indicates the continued evolution of the Indian intervention, but 

nonetheless indicates an interesting avenue for future research.  

Despite this withdrawal, in October 1991, there were still some supporters left 

in Tamil Nadu. That month, an alliance of 21 parties in Tamil Nadu led by Pattali 

Makkal Katchi with a combined membership of 3 million hailed Prabhakaran of Sri 

Lanka as a hero. In an attempt by the Indian government to repress further protest 

action, 2500 protesters were arrested. (Gunaratna 1993).   
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Robustness - Alternative Explanations 

There are several other possible reasons for the Indian intervention into the Sri 

Lankan civil war. Looking at the data around refugee flows and cross-border civil war 

action it is clear that the refugee burden of the Sri Lankan civil war should have 

impacted India’s intervention decision. However, examining evidence on similarly 

large amounts of refugees coming from Afghanistan at the same time, it is less likely 

that refugee impact was the catalyst of intervention action. 

Additionally, India as a smaller country may be following the desires of their 

major power allies in intervening. There is some historical evidence that Reagan may 

have supported Indian action in Sri Lanka. India and Sri Lanka certainly discussed the 

ongoing conflict with Reagan, as evidenced by the agenda of Reagan’s visits to the 

area in 1984 and 1987.  However, this intervention occurred when India and the 

United States did not appear to have a close relationship. The Soviet Union generally 

took a much more active role both regionally and specifically towards India, but there 

is little indication that the Soviet Union had any preferences on the Sri Lankan civil 

war in this time period.  

There is some evidence that India considered major powers as possible 

interlopers should the Sri Lankan conflict become more serious, and did not wish to 

leave extra-regional countries a chance to intervene (Kodikara 1990, Taras and 

Ganguly 2006). Yet the United States and the Soviet Union had given little indication 

that they had preferences or interest in the Sri Lankan civil war.  
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Fear of Diffusion 

 Fear of diffusion of the Sri Lankan civil war was a valid concern for India. 

India is contiguous to Sri Lanka, and has a border which is easy for refugees or 

fighters to traverse. There was certainly recorded diffusion of both the conflict itself 

and refugees in the case of the Sri Lankan civil war. Despite that, there are two major 

reasons that refugees do not appear to be the major or sole motivator for action in the 

Sri Lankan civil war. First, the timing of the significant surge in refugees came after 

the Indian decision to enter into Sri Lanka. Second, India received as many or 

significantly more refugees from Afghanistan, but India did not take similar decisive 

action in that conflict.  

Prime Minister Indira Gandhi took action in the case of Sri Lanka before the 

diffusion and refugee numbers spiked in this case. There is some argument that India 

could pre-emptively be responding to the threat of refugees, however according to the 

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) data, there was not a 

considerable amount of refugee overflow until 1990. The low number of refugees 

previous to 1990 may be an artifact of data error on refugees, as there is disagreement 

over when refugees began to cross into India in earnest. As early as 1988 academic 

articles referred to the “thousands” of Sri Lankan refugees to India (Rao 1988). 

Academic articles disagree on the timing of the first significant refugee influx from 

the Sri Lankan civil war, but the earliest date given for refugees in India suggests the 

influx began in late 1983 (Valatheeswaran and Rajan 2011). This suggests that Tamil 

protests (and Prime Minister Indira Gandhi’s first statements and offers to mediate) 
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came before this influx of refugees, although the threat of them would certainly still 

need to be considered.  

In any case, by early 1993, there were 200,000 Sri Lankan refugees living in 

camps in India (UNHCR 2000; Hans 1993), something which surely had an impact 

on India despite it being a relatively small percentage of their population. All of these 

refugees were settled in the Tamil Nadu region, which had an overall population in 

the early 1990s of around 56 million. It is understandable that this continued 

migration of people from the Sri Lankan civil war would help to motivate Indian 

action in Sri Lanka. This is especially likely and important as part of the first Sri 

Lankan Peace accords in 1987 was that a significant amount of these Tamil refugees 

would be repatriated to Sri Lanka (Hans 1993). 

 However, during this time period (1980-1990), India was not only receiving 

refugees from Sri Lanka. In the earlier years (1980-1984), according to UNHCR data 

on Afghani refugees, it was receiving significantly more refugees from Afghanistan 

and the Afghani civil war (UNHCR 2000) than refugees from Sri Lanka. In fact, by 

1990, the number of Afghani refugees was considerably over a hundred thousand. 

While India offered humanitarian aid to the Soviet-backed government in 

Afghanistan in the 1980s, it did not comment extensively on Afghanistan’s war, and 

made no attempts to mediate in Afghanistan or militarily intervene in Afghanistan in 

this time period.  

Thus, given that both countries contributed a significant refugee burden to 

India in the same time period, with the same government, but there was not similar 

diplomatic intervention in both cases, it is unlikely that refugee overflow is enough to 
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motivate diplomatic intervention action. While refugee overflow and the burden that 

refugees pose may factor into the calculation of the host government, it does not seem 

to be sufficient to motivate action alone without other extenuating factors. 

Direct Monetary Benefit 

 Intervention motivation also is sometimes blamed on the intervenors’ desire 

for financial gain such as control of oil or mineral resources. Sri Lanka’s major 

exports/industries are tourism, tea export, apparel, textile exports and rice production, 

but they heavily import oil (oil imports currently account for roughly 30% of their 

current imports) (IFS 2019). They also show no notable mining industry, which 

means Sri Lanka is relatively poor in the precious resources which traditionally 

motivate resource competition conflict. 

 This argument is also more applicable to military intervention, which is in 

many ways more intrusive and more likely to end in resource capture. There does not 

appear to be any resource capture from India’s intervention into Sri Lanka, and India 

did not appear to gain power over any mining, oil fields or other precious resources in 

Sri Lanka during this period. These resources certainly did not come up in the Peace 

Accords India mediated, which were much more focused on Tamil autonomy such as 

further decentralization of Colombo’s power, and official Tamil language recognition 

(Indo-Lanka Accord 1987).  

It is more likely and plausible that the cost/direct benefit to India monetarily 

would be in the form of sparing India the cost of their refugee burden, something I 

discuss in more depth in my section on refugee diffusion and its role in this conflict.  
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If we consider the calculus of cost to be the most important deciding factor in 

India’s decision to intervene in Sri Lanka, we must also consider the cost of its 

intervention alone as a possible counterbalance to the benefits that India might 

receive from resource-plunder. An estimated 1,200 Indian soldiers died, and the cost 

was estimated to be 146 million dollars (p562 Richardson 2005). This represents a 

serious but not overwhelming financial cost, but perhaps a more serious loss of life. 

Major Power Allies 

 Although India was a regional power, there are concerns that this diplomatic 

intervention may have been motivated not by domestic constituencies but by its major 

power supporters and allies at the time. Scholars specifically argue that the 

intervention could be a response to the threat of other major powers, most particularly 

the United States, interfering in Sri Lanka (Rasaratnam 2012). This is at odds with the 

fact that several scholars suggest that Prime Minister Indira Gandhi was much more 

focused on being pro-Soviet rather than pro-United States (Swamy 2003), and there 

was little to no recorded pressure from the Soviet state to take action in the case of Sri 

Lanka. Below, I examine the possible role of the United States and pressure on India 

to intervene into Sri Lanka, and then move on to examine the Soviet role and if they 

applied similar pressure.  

Examining this claim, Reagan and the United States did appear to be growing 

more interested in Sri Lanka. As of 1982, a New York Times article offered “Three 

years ago, a senior diplomat at the United States Embassy here complained to a friend 

that, while he loved living on this island, his work was fairly dull. ''This is the kind of 

place where you have to wait on line to get your reports onto the back burner in 
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Washington,'' he said. Since then, things have changed. This island democracy of 14 

million now receives more American aid per person than any other country in Asia.” 

(New York Times 1982) In this time period Sri Lanka’s previously neutral stance 

between the Soviet bloc and the West begun leaning more pro-Western and there 

were rumors of a coming United States naval oil storage base in one of Sri Lanka’s 

ports (New York Times 1982). If I look at arms transfers as a possible proxy for 

diplomatic interest/interaction, during this time (1980-1990), Sri Lanka did import 

some weaponry (roughly 100 million dollars of arms) from the United States in 1985, 

1986, 1987 and 1990 (Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) 

2019), which made up roughly a third of the arms Sri Lanka imported in that total 

time period.  

However, there were very few other signs of growing interest. The naval base 

failed to materialize; their first defense agreement materialized much later in 2002. 

Additionally, diplomatic ties did not further deepen during this time period, and a Sri 

Lankan president was not invited to the White House until 2004. Additionally, in 

1984, the Reagan administration was entangled in the Contra scandal, and the foreign 

policy of the United States was focused far from Sri Lanka. Simultaneously, the 

relationship between India and the United States, again proxied by arms transfers, 

was not a strong one – the United States offered India roughly 50 million dollars in 

arms transfers, which is roughly 1% of India’s total arms imports for the time period.  

The role of the Soviet Union in encouraging India to intervene in Sri Lanka is 

in some ways more likely, as the Soviet Union appeared to be much closer to India. 
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Again, looking to arms transfers to explore the ties of the two countries, India 

received roughly 23 billion dollars in arms from the Soviet Union in the 1980-1990 

period, significantly more than they received from the United States. On the other 

hand, the Soviet Union did not transfer any arms to Sri Lanka in this time period 

(SIPRI), did not make any diplomatic visits (or none that were noted in Factiva 

sources), and did not appear to have a deep economic relationship with Sri Lanka in 

this time period. Much later in the conflict, Russia helped the Sri Lankan government 

by providing humanitarian aid and help with clearing land mines, but this did not 

occur till 2009, far beyond this time period (SKRIN 2009). There seems to be little 

motivation for Russia to compel India to intervene in Sri Lanka in the 1980-1990 

period. 

Broadcasting Military Strength 

Also linked to major powers, but more focused on India’s perception of its 

role in the region, several scholars suggest that India may have taken intervention 

action as they knew that some more powerful state would have to step in if they did 

not. “India repeatedly expressed concern over the US involvement in Colombo. New 

Delhi became extremely suspicious of Sri Lanka- US relations after it was reported to 

New Delhi […] US military assistance to Sri Lanka will be channeled through the 

Israelis” (Gunaratna 1993) – this often repeated concern was centered on three issues; 

the Voice of America relay station, the leasing of the Trincomalee oil tank farm, and 

the use of the Trincomalee harbor to the United States. The United States responded 

by reassuring India the Voice of America station was not to spy on them. The 
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ambassador of the United States said straight to the Foreign Minister; ‘We are not 

interested in Trincomalee.” While India may have been concerned, they were given 

very straightforward reassurance. (p15 Gunaratna 1993)  

There was concern about the Pakistani and Chinese military assistance to Sri 

Lanka after the riots of July 1983, but both occurred at a fairly low level (Gunaratna 

1993). While India was paranoid, it made few moves to link its actions in Sri Lanka 

to this paranoia about its status as a regional power. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, while there are several other factors that may have impacted 

India’s decision to intervene in Sri Lanka, most pressingly the refugee overflow from 

the war, the important constituency of Tamil Nadu and their desires appear foremost 

in the decision to intervene. With their demands and protests, they received, in line 

with the argument of this dissertation, first and primarily a diplomatic intervention. 

This chapter has a number of contributions. Foremost, it supports that the 

findings of Chapter 2 may be applicable outside of the case of the Republic of 

Georgia, and outside the region of Eastern Europe. While not conclusive, it does offer 

an illustration of how this causal mechanism would work in a country like India.  

Tracing the initiation, and then initiation of different forms of intervention 

into the Sri Lankan conflict by India, I argue that the Tamil constituency, their 

protests and their importance to the Indian state, played a significant role in 

influencing Indian action in Sri Lanka. According to both primary and secondary 

sources, both Indian prime ministers kept them constantly in mind while moving 
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forward. Especially in the case of Indira Gandhi and the first initiation of intervention 

into the conflict, there are multiple scholars and policymakers from the time period 

who say directly that these actions were taken to court the Tamil Nadu constituency 

her party leaned on so heavily in the elections of the time period.  

This chapter finds further the importance of solidarity ties in motivating 

external intervention, how the Tamil constituency saw itself as a group with the 

Tamils within Sri Lanka. Reviewing news sources of the time and overall measures of 

news freedom, it also supports that these Indian Tamils possessed the necessary 

media attention to make knowledge transfer possible. This combination of media 

attention and solidary ties supports H1, that these two factors matter for domestic 

public salience.  

There are mixed results on the type of intervention chosen for initiation of 

intervention action into Sri Lanka. Prime Minister Indira Gandhi started with visible 

diplomatic intervention, as expected. She broadcast diplomatic statements, suggested 

charitable support, and then accelerated to diplomatic pleas directly to the actors 

involved in the intervention. Outside of the scope of this dissertation but nonetheless 

interesting, she then moved on to “covert” military action that was publicized within 

the constituency she was trying to appeal to, therefore making the action still visible 

to the relevant audiences. This supports, with some variation, H2.  

Her son, Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi, returned to purely diplomatic 

intervention until Tamil Nadu opinion shifted away from the LTTE, then he 

supported troops-on-the-ground military intervention. When troops were sent in as a 

peacekeeping force, it was an unpopular move with the Tamil constituency of Tamil 
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Nadu that Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi was courting, as the main Tamil party had 

already turned against the plan of disarmament and a peacekeeping force (Muni 

1993). This suggests interesting variation after initial initiation of intervention. 

This chapter is a qualitative analysis of the Indian intervention into the Sri 

Lankan civil war in the 1980s. It serves not a full empirical test of my theories in 

every case, but an illustration that the steps I theorized result from the political 

mobilization this dissertation observed in Chapter 3 can lead to intervention in a real-

world example. Overall, this case study is demonstrative of the possible intervention 

impacts of the mobilization observed in Chapter 3.  
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Chapter 5: Major Power Allies and Intervention 
 
“Georgia continues to be the biggest non-NATO member contributor of troops in 

Afghanistan and Syria, in the combat zones, it is [the] number one non-NATO 

member in the number of soldiers, foot soldiers on the ground, which actually are 

engaging in the combat. [...] if we will remove ourselves from [this] agenda, the West 

has way too many problems, it will not pay attention, you have to push yourselves. 

Georgia is not the Middle East, who automatically draws the attention.”57 – official 

from the Georgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Introduction 

Georgia has sent the largest non-NATO troop force to Afghanistan, despite 

being nearly 2000 miles away. In 2013, Chad sent 2000 soldiers to Mali, despite the 

1500 miles between them.  Why do these minor power states project their forces so 

far abroad? Military intervention is costly undertaking, an especially outsized cost for 

minor power countries, which may have fewer military resources. Minor powers 

receive benefits for these actions from major powers, benefits enough to outweigh 

these costs.   

Given that domestic audiences are neutral to an external conflict, the formal 

and informal security ties of major powers and the security/threat context minor 

powers face will both influence minor power countries to militarily intervene into 

external conflict on behalf of their major power allies. In this chapter I test 

implications of the theoretical framework proposed in Chapter 2 about the importance 

 
57 Interview #31-8522, conducted 6/20/17, higher-level official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.   
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of major power allies in drawing their minor power partners into war, and then I look 

at their comparative importance in other forms of intervention by examining whether 

these same ties draw minor power partners into economic intervention/sanctions or 

diplomatic intervention.  

I build on arguments in the literature on alliances, specifically the importance 

of major power allies in motivating foreign policy action in minor power countries 

and the importance of symbolic obeisance from minor powers to the United States 

from Lake (2009) as supported by Tago (2006). Lake writes that “joining wartime 

coalitions strikes at the heart of a state's sovereignty and is, thus, one of the most 

politically salient symbols of international obeisance” (p139 Lake 2009). Lake 

proposes that joining these coalitions is a gesture of respect from a “subordinate” 

power to a larger power.  

Using the foundation of Lake (2009) and my interviews from Georgia as 

hypothesis-generating data, I argue the most important factors for minor power 

decision-making around joining major power allies are active threat, desire to join a 

multilateral organization the major power controls or helps to control and a formal 

alliance or the presence of military aid.  

Thus, this chapter is replicating the foundational finding of Lake (2009):  

H3: Minor powers which are in a threatened security position and offered 

larger security incentives from a major power ally are more likely to join that major 

power in military intervention.  
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And then, as discussed in the theory section on elite vulnerability to major 

power allies, using my elite interviews from the Republic of Georgia this is further 

disaggregated to the hypotheses: 

Table 5.1 Table of Hypotheses – Major Power Relationships 

Hypothesis Variable Expected Outcome 
3a Minor power recently 

experienced intervention 
Increase likelihood of 
conflict more than other 
security contexts 
(rivalry) 

3b Minor power aspirant to 
NATO/EU 

Increase likelihood of 
conflict more than other 
security contexts like 
(rivalry) 

3c Minor power in alliance with 
major power 

Increase likelihood of 
conflict more than other 
security incentives 
(arms transfers, JMEs, 
peacetime deployments) 

3d Minor power receives 
military aid from major 
power 

Increase likelihood of 
conflict more than other 
security incentives 
(arms transfers, JMEs, 
peacetime deployments) 

  

I expect all security contexts and incentives to have a positive impact on 

likelihood to join the major power in intervention, but except these contexts and 

incentives, specifically highlighted in elite interviews, to be especially impactful.  

This argument is at odds with scholars such as Sullivan, Tessman and Li 

(2011), who suggest that military aid may actually lead to less security cooperation in 

the future as major powers can become dependent on minor powers as markets for 

their security incentives.  

And finally, this chapter finishes by examining: 



  

 

105 
 

H4: If major power allies support intervention, elites will support high 

cost/military or financial intervention. 

Wolak (2014) makes a robust argument for international variables including 

alliances and rivalry being more important than domestic variables in motivating 

military intervention. This chapter builds from her work to see how important threat 

contexts and major power security incentives are in encouraging minor powers to join 

major powers in economic or diplomatic intervention as well. Theoretically, I expect 

these incentives and contexts (and the major power influence) to be less effective but 

still effective with financial intervention, generally costly but not as costly as military 

intervention. For diplomatic intervention, I expect that major power countries are not 

the main motivator, as diplomatic intervention is not costly and the theory of this 

dissertation proposes it is mostly motivated by domestic desire.  

I find substantial support for my argument that minor powers respond to both 

security contexts and security incentives from major powers when deciding whether 

to militarily intervene with that major power. Moreover, I show not all security 

incentives or security contexts from major powers are as influential in drawing minor 

power allies into war. I show that the combined effect of a security relationship will 

eventually draw minor powers into conflict more frequently. Finally, I show that that 

security relationships and contexts are not as influential at encouraging minor power 

countries to join major power countries in economic or diplomatic actions. Especially 

in the case of diplomatic intervention major powers intervening with minor powers is 

extremely rare, which is suggestive that major powers are not playing the same large 

role in diplomatic intervention motivation.  
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The Illustrative Case of Georgia 

The Republic of Georgia is an excellent hypothesis-generating case for 

statistical modeling of minor power military intervention, and demonstrates well the 

dynamics of minor power “joining” of major powers. The Republic of Georgia has 

sent troops to and performed supportive military training in both the Afghanistan and 

Iraq wars. Georgia joined the war in Afghanistan in 2004, and maintained an active 

troop presence there until 2014, when their presence was downgraded and mostly 

switched to military advisors. 32 Georgian soldiers have died, and hundreds were 

injured with their participation in this conflict (civil.ge 2017). Georgia intervened in 

Iraq beginning in 2003, and by 2008 had deployed 2,300 troops, which made them 

the 3rd largest contributor of troops to the effort (Liklikadze 2007). Troops were 

withdrawn with Georgia’s domestic war in August 2008, but there were 5 casualties 

previous to this withdrawal (civil.ge 2008).  

These interventions were costly for Georgia. There were casualties, which 

were especially high if they are considered per capita. Additionally, these 

interventions were financially very costly. Using the lowest cost per-troop calculated 

for the United States by the Congressional Research Service, Georgia conservatively 

spent an estimated 1.1 billion dollars per year for troop deployment in Afghanistan 

(p44 Belasco 2014) which was approximately 8% of Georgia’s total GDP at the time 

(World Bank 2018). There is also the less quantifiable cost of taking such an 

expensive action without extensive domestic constituent support. In 2009, Georgia 

sent a surge of soldiers to Afghanistan to fight beside United States troops. Polling in 

2009 indicated this was not for domestic reasons, as there was no strong majority 
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support for sending soldiers; “44.9 percent supported sending the troops, 43.4 percent 

opposed, and 11.7 percent were undecided” (Whitmore 2009), and other 

contemporary news stories discussed the “conflicted [domestic] public opinion” 

around these interventions (Liklikadze 2007).  

The benefits of these interventions to Georgia are illustrated by the statements 

made around them. Edward Lucas, of the Economist, said “the Georgians know they 

are in a difficult neighborhood and that American interest creates a kind of tacit 

security guarantee”, which supports the theory of this chapter, that a reinforcing cycle 

of security ties encourages symbolic obeisance from minor powers. General Roger 

Brady, the U.S. Air Force commander in Europe, suggested that this surge of soldiers 

to Afghanistan marked Georgia as “a nation that clearly is punching well above [its] 

weight” – symbolic praise and support serve as a benefit for an action that otherwise 

is simply costly for Georgia (Whitmore 2009). 

In interviews I conducted with foreign policy decisionmakers in the Republic 

of Georgia in Spring 2017, this connection was equally apparent and just as quick to 

come up, especially on the topic of Afghanistan and United States’ interventionism. 

Georgian participation in Afghanistan was linked generally to their security 

relationship with the United States, increasing their chances of possible membership 

in the NATO58 (“for example the NATO membership, there is so little Georgia can do 

to be accepted, right? It can fulfill the requirements, it can send the troops to 

Afghanistan, to Mali as it was, or anywhere”59) and their “quid-pro-quo” security 

 
58 Interview 33-1561, conducted 6/20/17 with an officer in the previous government’s foreign policy 

analysis department.  
59 Interview 33-1561, conducted 6/20/17 with an officer in the previous government’s foreign policy 

analysis department.  
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relationship with the Western powers. 60 One former ambassador commented, 

“[Georgia] knows that our bigger engagement with solving international security 

problems bring us bigger engagement with our close Western allies, into [those allies] 

solving our own national security problems.” Later in the same conversation, he 

offered “[Georgian soldiers] fight everywhere, they really go where the action needs 

to be done, and they prove their worth hand-to-hand with Americans. We did not 

prove it with our word, but also with our deeds. And American generals appreciate 

that very much and then the American diplomats and politicians will as well I 

hope.”61 

For Georgia, there is a clear drive to court further United States’ and Western 

major power security ties via participation in military intervention. United States’ 

investment in their military training, and other ties which indicate increased security 

support are worth the symbolic but costly gesture of joining the United States in its 

external civil wars. Georgia therefore serves as an excellent case for a minor power 

who has joined the United States in intervention in a clear gesture of symbolic 

obeisance in the past, and may or may not join it in military intervention in the future. 

This means that Georgian foreign policymakers are also well-positioned to explain 

what factors influence their relationship with the United States. Their eager 

contribution offers a great case for generating good incentives for “joining” behavior, 

incentives which have already clearly been impactful in Georgia.  

 
60 Interview 04-9149 conducted 4/11/17 with an official of the Department of International Affairs 05-

1464, conducted 4/13/17 with an ambassador in the previous government.  
61 Interview 05-1464, conducted 4/13/17 with an ambassador in the previous government. 
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Data – Military Intervention  

Dependent Variable 

In order to test these hypotheses, I use the UCDP dataset (Högbladh et. al. 

2011) which covers 1975-2009.62 I created a dyadic dataset of possible minor power 

intervenor - civil war data.  Thus, the unit of analysis is minor power-civil war year. 

Minor power intervention occurs in around 1% of the cases. This small percentage is 

unsurprising since these models are considering all possible civil wars for all possible 

years, whether or not an intervention occurred with every minor power, including 

minor powers who have never intervened. For every civil war year, around 204 minor 

powers are included as possible intervenors.63 

I identified major powers using the Correlates of War State System 

Membership data (Correlates of War 2017), specifically their major power 

designations, which means (in the time period covered by UCDP) China, France, 

Russia, the United Kingdom, United States, and from 1991 on, Germany and Japan.  

To confirm that these interventions are not driven entirely by one intervening 

state, below is a table of the most common intervening minor powers, and the 

percentage they make up of the total interventions in the dataset. 

Table 5.2 Most Common Minor Power Intervenors (UCDP) 
      

UCDP 
Country 

UCDP 
Percentage 

Cuba 5.04% 

 
 
63 This varies per year as some minor powers declared independence or were absorbed into other states 

in this time period. UCDP says they will update this data in 2020.  
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Saudi Arabia 4.63% 

Pakistan 4.31% 

Libya 4.21% 

Sudan 3.48% 

 
As Table 5.2 illustrates, for UCDP Cuba is the most frequent intervenor in the 

dataset, accounting for 5.04% of the total minor power interventions that exist. With 

all 5 of the top minor power intervenors adding up to just 21.6% of the total minor 

power interventions, it is unlikely that a single frequently-intervening minor power 

state is driving any results.  

However, there are signs that the major power interventions are dominated by 

a few states with an outsized impact.  

Table 5.3 Most Common Major Power Intervenors (UCDP) 
  
UCDP 
Country 

UCDP 
Percentage 

United 
States 

44.08% 

Russia 22.93% 

China 13.48% 
France 10.28% 

United 
Kingdom 

7.52% 

Germany 1.04% 
Japan 0.67% 

 

The United States, as illustrated in Table 5.3, makes up almost half of all 

major power interventions in UCDP. Japan, on the other hand, is the intervenor in 

less than 1 percent of the total major power interventions in their respective columns. 
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In order to examine the dataset for possible variance, in the results section I run 

models where I separate out the major powers involved to see if some major powers 

are more or less successful with having minor powers join them in their interventions.  

Independent Variables 

I use three variables to capture the security context the country exists in; 

NATO/EU aspirant, intervention experienced in the past 5/10 years and rivalry. This 

captures one of the key independent variables in my theory. When the threat 

environment of a minor power is more ominous, I would expect them to be more 

vulnerable to and dependent on their major power allies.  

For each minor power, I include NATO/EU aspirant data, which I coded for 

NATO from a minor power country’s ascension to a formalized step beyond 

Partnership for Peace, and for the EU from when a country first applied for 

membership. The minor power dropped out of the coding when it either dropped its 

application or ascended into the multilateral organization. I coded whether the minor 

power was the target of intervention in the last 5-10 years using the UCDP data – if 

another country offered external support into that country in the last 5-10 years. 

Finally, I included whether it had any competitive rivalries using Dreyer and 

Thompson (2011), which examines whether a state was actively making/receiving 

military threats against another state. Dreyer and Thompson (2011) use examination 

of diplomatic relations to see how states interact with each other, whether diplomatic 

messaging around another state treats the other side as a threat, and whether military 

exercises appear to be targeted at the other side.  
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For each minor power, I designated whether it had any of the five security 

ties/incentives (formal alliance, military aid from the United States, bilateral 

JMEs/multilateral JMEs, arms transfers, or peace-time deployments) with each of the 

7 major power countries.64  This captures the second key independent variable in my 

theory. When a major power country invests more into security incentives for their 

minor power allies and is therefore a more credible security partner, I would expect 

the minor powers to be more dependent on their major power allies.  

All of the security incentives were made to lead by a single year, that is that 

they are a year in advance of the possible intervention year. I did this in order to 

account for timing. While these relationships are most likely cyclical and mutually 

beneficial, security cooperation is unlikely without a single security tie signaling 

interest from the major power. Consequently, I make the assumption security 

incentives should be first theoretically and empirically.  

The first security ties I included are formal military alliances, which I took 

from the dyadic-version of the ATOP project data (Leeds et. al. 2002). I used only the 

subset of active military alliance agreements, and do not include neutrality pacts or 

consultative agreements. I chose to focus on these active alliances because they 

require a more visible military investment and are a more credible signal of security 

support to a minor power. These active alliances are therefore both substantively 

different from neutrality pacts or consultative agreements and more important to 

explore as formal, costly security investments. These alliances exist in roughly 14% 

 
64 Except military aid, which is only available for the United States.  
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of the total major power-minor power relationships. Again, additionally, I see 

significant variation over the major powers, as illustrated in Table 5.4.  

Table 5.4: Percentage of Ties with Minor Powers with Alliance (UCDP)65 
United States 26.38% 

United Kingdom 7.83% 

France 10.12% 

Germany 0.45% 

Russia 3.79% 

China 0.5% 

Japan 0% 

  
While the United States has alliance ties in 26.38% of their minor power 

dyads, Japan and China functionally have ties in 0% of their cases.  

The second security tie is a dichotomous (and amount) based measure of how 

much military aid the Department of Defense in the United States offered the minor 

power from the USAID Greenbook/United States Overseas Loans and Grants data, 

hereafter referred to as the Greenbook.66 This is used only in the United States’ 

statistical models, as no other country offers this fine-grain level of data on the 

military aid provided to their minor power allies.  57.39% of minor power – major 

power dyads reflect some amount of military aid from the United States.  

The third security tie is a count of the JMEs performed with the major power 

and the possible minor power ally between 1974-2009 as taken from D’Orazio’s 

JMEs dataset (D’Orazio 2010), coding a count for the presence of bilateral and/or 

 
65 As the major powers participate approximately the same amount in the TIES and Regan et. al. 

(2009) data, this approximate breakdown is most likely applicable to all of the data examined 
herein.  

66 Both were used in models and were robust, I use the dichotomous measure in the models as it more 
clearly shows the impact of the variable.  
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multilateral JMEs per year. For multilateral exercises, I recoded them into dyads with 

any major powers involved.  

Table 5.5 Percent of Minor Power – Major Power Dyads with JMEs (count) 
 Bilateral Joint 

Military Exercise 
Multilateral Joint 
Military Exercise 

0 97.93% 91.42% 
1 1.52% 4.93% 
2 0.33% 1.80% 
3 0.09% 0.88% 
4 0.06% 0.48% 
5 0.02% 0.26% 
6 0.01% 0.09% 
7 0.00% 0.06% 
8 0.01% 0.04% 
9 0.01% 0.01% 
10 0.00% 0.00% 
11 0.01% 0.00% 
12  0.01% 
13  0.00% 
14  0.01% 
15  0.00% 
16  0.01% 

 
As illustrated in Table 5.5, bilateral military exercises are a fairly rare event, 

occurring in only about 2% of the cases – multilateral military exercises are less rare, 

occurring in about 10% of the cases. There is variation in the frequency of 

participation in military exercises per year for each country, with countries like 

Australia participating in up to 16 multilateral JMEs per year.  

The fourth security incentives I include are arms transfers from the major 

power in the dyad to the possible minor power ally, which I took from the yearly 

arms transfers recorded for each dyad in SIPRI (SIPRI 2018) data for the period of 

1974-2009. In order to focus on more substantive military investments, I included 

arms transfers of 1 million dollars’ worth of products or above, and in the modeling I 
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divided it by tens of millions of dollars to make the modeling impact more 

meaningful. Roughly 20 percent of the dyad-years sees some form of arms transfer of 

a million dollars or more.  

The fifth security tie I include in my data is troop deployment in peace-time, 

that is, that the major power ally had troops stationed in the minor power country if 

the minor power country was not currently involved in a domestic civil war. I took 

this count of soldiers from the Military Balance (2018) data.  

Control Variables 

For controls, I use other variables that have been suggested in the literature as 

important for motivating military intervention. I start with the basic threats against 

survival that civil war overflow or refugee overflow might pose to a minor power 

state. I capture this by measuring contiguity and distance between capitals. To control 

for regional impacts or diffusion, I therefore use distance between capitals (Gleditsch 

2019). I divided the Gleditsch measure by 1000 kilometers to make the modeling 

impact more meaningful. To capture refugee overflow, I use data on refugees that the 

country absorbed from neighboring countries from Salehyan (2006).  

As discussed in the literature review, there is emerging research which 

suggests characteristics of a potential intervenor and institutions may play a large role 

in motivating intervention. I include Polity IV (Marshall et. al. 2015) in my models to 

capture the relative democracy level of the possible intervening minor power. 

Additionally, with burgeoning research suggesting economic incentives even for 

minor powers, I include a control (logged value of oil reserves) for how much a minor 

power might benefit from intervention, as suggested by Bove, Gleditsch and Sekeris 
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(2016) based on oil reserve data collected by Cotet and Tsui (2013). To control for 

ethnic or religious ties, I use San-Akca (2016) and her measure of ethnic, religious, or 

shared regime type between two countries.   

To include a measure of state capacity, assuming that states with a very low 

capacity will most likely be unable to intervene, I include the Composite Indicator of 

National Capability (CINC) score from the Correlates of War National Material 

Capabilities Data Version 5.0 (Singer 1987). The functional relationship with time 

was modeled flexibly by including squared and cubed time (Carter and Signorino 

2010). Data was clustered by civil war-minor power country as my data violates the 

assumptions of independent observations; clustering allows me to take into account 

the fact that a given country-civil war relationship does not change as much over time 

from its own entries and removes the assumption of having independent data for each 

year.  

Statistical Methods – Military Intervention  

To test my theory, I use a set of logistic regression models with standard error 

clustered for dyads (civil war – minor power). I use a logistic regression as my 

independent variable is dichotomous, and a regression in order to track the correlation 

between my independent variables of interest and my outcome of interest.  

I follow these with a k-fold cross-validation predictive approach, placed at the 

end of my “Robustness Checks” section. This technique is used to test predictive 

capability of the logistic regression model. The method splits the data into 4 

segments, then uses the 3 segments to make a training set for the data using the 

model, then attempts to predict the remaining segment. I use it in answer to the valid 
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concerns of Ward, Greenhill and Bakke (2010) that statistically significant variables 

can sometimes have only moderate predictive impacts and to explore how much 

predictive capability my models have for military intervention.  

Results – Military Intervention  

United States  

My statistical models show that all of the security contexts – rivalry, invasion 

in the past 10 years, and NATO aspiration –increase the likelihood of minor powers 

participating in military interventions in which the major power is participating. The 

results in Table 5.6 focus first on the security contexts and how they impact the 

relationship of United States and minor powers alone (Model A), then introduce the 

controls (Models B, C, D, E, F).67 The impact of security contexts on the minor 

powers’ relationship with the United States were coded to be conditional on the 

United States being involved in the civil war, as I assume that the United States cares 

less about their minor power allies joining wars they are not involved in. The control 

variables are present for all observations where they were available.  

  
Table 5.6 Minor Power Drivers of Military Intervention – Security Contexts – 
United States – Logistic Regression 
 Model A Model B Model C Model D Model E Model F 
NATO Aspirant 2.367*** 

(0.320) 
2.053*** 
(0.319) 

Omitted - 
(perfect) 

1.999*** 
(0.587) 

2.286*** 
(0.321) 

Omitted - 
(perfect) 

Intervention Past 
10y 

0.691** 
(0.299) 

0.634** 
(0.290) 

0.748** 
(0.352) 

0.889** 
(0.390) 

0.637** 
(0.300) 

1.763*** 
(0.598) 

Rivalry 1.318*** 
(0.397)  

1.246*** 
(0.386) 

1.147** 
(0.554) 

1.137** 
(0.544) 

1.296*** 
(0.402) 

0.268 
(0.693) 

State Capability 0.028*** 0.025*** 0.031*** 0.019*** 0.024*** 0.019*** 

 
67 Fluctuations in the population of observations is due to lacking data in controls. I did not impute 

data.  
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(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 
Distance between 
capitals 

 -0.327*** 
(0.057) 

    

Log of refugees 
from close 
countries 

  0.102*** 
(0.021) 

   

Oil Reserves    5.573*** 
(0.942) 

  

Polity     
 

-0.001 
(0.002) 

 

Shared Ethnicity, 
Religion or 
Leftist Politics 

     0.895*** 
(0.198) 

Year 1 -0.723 
(0.476) 

-0.723 
(0.471) 

-0.021 
(0.592) 

-0.139 
(0.633) 

-0.801* 
(0.475) 

-1.211 
(0.795) 

Year 2 -0.065 
(0.324) 

-0.102 
(0.322) 

-0.903* 
(0.489) 

-0.368 
(0.443) 

0.064 
(0.325) 

0.897 
(0.586) 

Year 3 0.091 
(0.058) 

0.098* 
(0.057) 

0.301*** 
(0.113) 

0.130 
(0.084) 

0.078 
(0.058) 

-0.199* 
(0.114) 

Observations 594,086 
(28,998 
clusters)  

584,801 
(27,993 
clusters) 

462,339 
(26,483 
clusters) 

339, 267 
(17,281 
clusters) 

515,282 
(24,972 
clusters)  

29,883 
(1,998 
clusters) 

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.  

  
The minor power experiencing an intervention in the past 10 years is 

statistically significant at either a .05 or .01 p-value level in all of the models. 

Translating the coefficient into log odds, then an odds ratio, the impact of 

experiencing an intervention in the past 10 years almost doubles the likelihood of 

joining the United States in an intervention. The strong statistical significance of 

experiencing intervention supports H3a, but it is a mixed support. It does appear to 

correlate with an increased likelihood, but this likelihood is not significantly larger 

than the impact on likelihood from rivalry.  

NATO aspiration in all the models where there is variation is statistically 

significant at a .01 p-value level. In the main model, being a NATO aspirant increases 

the odds ratio and likelihood of joining the United States in an intervention by 10-
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fold. While this does not apply to a wide amount of countries, the impact on the 

countries it does apply to is very significant. This strongly supports H3b, that NATO 

aspiration is highly correlated with increased likelihood of joining the United States 

in military intervention.  

Rivalry is positive and statistically significant for every model except for 

Model F, the model with the smallest amount of reporting dyads due to limitations 

with the ethnic ties data. From the odds ratio, the presence of competitive rivalry with 

another country and the United States intervening in that conflict, the odds of a minor 

power joining the United States in that military intervention quadruple.  

Overall, these results suggest the security context of minor powers has a 

strong impact on their likelihood of joining their major power allies in intervention. 

This is most likely because vulnerable minor powers more desperately seek a security 

umbrella, which supports the overall H3.  

My theoretical models show that some of the security ties – formal and 

informal – between major powers and minor powers do increase the likelihood of 

minor powers participating in military interventions in which the major power is 

participating. The results in Table 5.7 focus first on the security ties of the United 

States and minor powers alone (Model A), then introduce the controls (Models B, C, 

D, E, F). The security ties of the United States were coded to be conditional on the 

United States being involved in the civil war, as I assume that the United States cares 

less about their minor power allies joining wars they are not involved in. The control 

variables are present for all observations where they were available.  

Table 5.7: Minor Power Drivers of Military Intervention – Security Incentives – 
United States - Logistic Regression 
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 Model A Model B Model C Model D Model E Model F 
Alliance 0.871*** 

(0.290)  
1.362*** 
(0.294) 

0.999* 
(0.554) 

0.652 
(0.477) 

1.051*** 
(0.296) 

1.843* 
(1.007) 

Military Aid 0.784*** 
(0.165) 

0.630*** 
(0.170) 

0.270 
(0.194) 

0.594*** 
(0.221) 

0.742*** 
(0.163) 

0.212 
(0.402) 

Arms Transfers 
(tens of millions) 

0.008*** 
(0.003) 

0.007** 
(0.003) 

0.013*** 
(0.003) 

0.009*** 
(0.003) 

0.008*** 
(0.003) 

0.009* 
(0.005) 

Multilateral JME 0.287*** 
(0.063) 

.256*** 
(0.071) 

0.427* 
(0.080) 

0.158 
(0.110) 

0.262*** 
(.063) 

-0.510 
(0.366) 

Bilateral JME -0.135 
(0.090) 

0.026 
(0.110)  

0.715*** 
(0.284) 

0.877 
(0.140) 

-0.117 
(.091) 

0.705* 
(0.417) 

Peace-time 
Deployments 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

State Capability 0.024*** 
(0.004) 

0.019*** 
(0.004) 

0.030*** 
(0.004) 

0.015*** 
(0.005) 

0.019*** 
(0.004) 

0.019*** 
(0.005) 

Distance between 
capitals 

 -0.343*** 
(0.040) 

    

Log of refugees 
from close 
countries 

  .116*** 
(0.019) 

   

Oil Reserves    5.570*** 
(1.014) 

  

Polity     
 

-0.007*** 
(0.002) 

 

Shared Ethnicity, 
Religion or 
Leftist Politics 

     0.676*** 
(0.258) 

Year 1 -0.755 
(0.538) 

-0.728 
(0.522) 

0.563 
(0.789) 

0.146 
(0.078) 

-0.773 
(0.544) 

-0.965 
(0.780) 

Year 2 0.022 
(0.356) 

-0.045 
(0.347) 

-1.361** 
(0.614) 

-0.505 
(0.516) 

0.075 
(0.358) 

0.740 
(0.585) 

Year 3 0.067 
(0.062) 

0.082 
(0.062) 

0.404*** 
(0.135) 

0.151* 
(0.093) 

-0.057 
(0.063) 

-0.168 
(0.115) 

Observations 594,086 
(28,998 
clusters)  

584,801 
(27,993 
clusters) 

463,354 
(26,483 
clusters) 

339, 267 
(17,281 
clusters) 

515,282 
(24,972 
clusters)  

29,913 
(1,998 
clusters) 

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.   

 
Translating the coefficient into log odds, then an odds ratio, the presence of 

alliance ties with the United States and the United States intervening in that conflict, 

the odds of a minor power joining them in that military intervention more than 



  

 

121 
 

double, increasing by 2.38-fold. The coefficient is consistently positive and 

statistically significant in all of the models but Model D, where the model overall size 

is significantly diminished by the control variable. The alliance ties are uniformly 

very statistically significant military tie with the most serious impact on the likelihood 

of a minor power joining the military intervention. Therefore, my theory that the 

more formal and important a security tie is, the more likely the minor power will join, 

is supported, H3c. This is also in line with the purpose and stated goals of alliance 

ties. 

The presence of military aid between United States and the minor power is 

statistically significant and positive in all but two models. In the main model, the 

presence of military increases the likelihood of a minor power joining a major power 

intervention by a little more than double, increase by 2.19-fold. This means there is 

mixed support for H3d, as military aid does appear to have a positive relationship 

with increased likelihood of joining the United States in military intervention, but it is 

not entirely robust.  

Presence of arms transfers from a major power has a smaller impact per unit 

on odds of minor power intervention, even measured in tens of millions of dollars’ 

worth of arms, but the impact is consistent, positive, and statistically significant in all 

models. For every single ten million unit of change in arms, the odds of a minor 

power intervention increased. As some countries receive up to 4 billion dollars’ worth 

of arms a year, this variable could have a substantive impact in practice in several of 

these dyads. Arms transfers appear to have a very strong impact on minor powers’ 

likelihood of joining major power intervention.  
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The presence of multilateral JMEs with a major power performs strongly in 

the model, and the coefficient is both positive and statistically significant in most of 

the models. These multilateral JMEs also increases the odds of minor power 

intervention by more than 30%, an impact which is statistically significant in all cases 

but the two very restrictive control variables. Otherwise, the presence of multilateral 

JMEs shows a strong, statistically significant positive effect in every model.  

Bilateral JMEs do not respond as expected, and also fail to achieve statistical 

significance in all but two models. This may also be an artifact of how few bilateral 

JMEs are recorded, but nonetheless bears further investigation. 81 countries appear in 

the bilateral JMEs data, and while there are a few countries with a notable amount of 

bilateral JMEs- Honduras, Chile, Argentina, Egypt, Kuwait, South Korea, India, 

Thailand, the Philippines and Australia being the ten with the most - no country 

dominates entirely. South Korea, with roughly 10% of the total bilateral JMEs, is the 

minor power with the most exercises. It is unclear why bilateral JMEs might have a 

negative impact on likelihood to join into military intervention, but as it is never 

statistically significant, it is unclear if this is a true correlation. Therefore, not every 

military incentive impacts the likelihood of intervention in these models.  

In every model, peace-time deployment of troops has no impact. I would 

argue that certain security incentives are more to the benefit of the major power than 

the minor power, such as military bases or peace-time deployment of troops, and the 

ties which are most important to minor powers are the ties which are focused on their 

own improvement rather than benefiting the major power. And finally, a diverse 

range of major powers station their troops in their allied countries outside of conflict. 
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The United States has a standing force of roughly 10,000 men in Italy and France 

maintains a roughly 1,000-man base in Reunion (Military Balance 2018). These 

minor power countries are not at war, and yet they feel the constant presence of their 

major power allies. While an interesting outlay of resources, peace-time deployments 

are often of more benefit to the major power ally than the minor power ally. In Italy, 

the United States uses bases to restock or train on the way to their current theaters of 

conflict or their usual naval patrols. In Reunion, France is maintaining a colonial 

presence rather than supporting the Reunion population in any of their own military 

goals. These relationships are therefore less of a signal to minor power allies of 

support, and more of direct utility to the major powers who are involved.  

Overall alliance ties, military aid, arms transfers, and JMEs exercises all 

behave as expected and have a positive impact on the likelihood of minor powers 

joining a military intervention. This strongly supports H3 that security incentives and 

security contexts impact likelihood of minor powers joining major powers in external 

intervention, and supports that the vulnerability of minor powers to their major power 

allies is contingent on these factors.  

This chapter will now discuss the control variables and how the controls 

impacted the significance of the security context or security ties, in general the 

controls perform as expected. State capabilities significantly increase the likelihood 

of states intervening, which makes sense as higher-capability states would have 

further resources to intervene. With diffusion and the decreased need for resources in 

close wars, contiguity also behaves as expected with a positive impact on 

intervention. It is not significant, but that is unsurprising considering the rarity of 
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contiguity in all possible dyads. Distance between capitals is much more significant 

and also responds as expected, with more distance diminishing the likelihood of 

conflict. Oil reserves have an impressive impact on intervention, as Bove, Gleditsch 

and Sekeris (2016) argue they would due to the profitability of export industries and 

concerns about civil wars causing an economic shock that would impact oil prices. As 

they argue it will, the logged value of oil reserves has a positive and statistically 

significant impact on the likelihood of intervention in these models. Polity has a small 

impact considering the size of its units, but as countries become more democratic, 

they are less likely to intervene, at a statistically significant level. Ethnic, religious, or 

leftist ties from San-Akca (2016) also perform as expected, with ties increasing the 

likelihood of a minor power intervening in an external conflict.68 It is important to 

note that none of these control variables entirely take away the statistical significance 

of the security contexts or the security incentives.  

Overall, the data shows strong support for the importance of both security 

contexts and security ties in encouraging minor powers to join the United States in 

their interventions into external civil war. Alliance ties, multilateral JMEs and arms 

transfers all correlated strongly with a higher likelihood of minor power intervention 

on the side of the United States.  

Other Major Powers 

 Examining variation between minor powers, I rerun the main models for 

France, then turn to briefly explore variation amongst all the other major powers 

 
68 San-Akca (2016), like other ethnicity data in the field, unfortunately covers only a small portion of 

the data population, so should be carefully considered, as this result has limitations.  
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comparatively. There is significant variance both in the number of interventions that 

major powers conduct, and in the number of security ties they choose to possess and 

invest in. Therefore, it is unsurprising there is significant variance in the impact that 

each major power might have in convincing their security allies to join military 

interventions. I chose to examine France as my second major power as 67% of the 

French interventions are without the United States, so this data was sure to capture 

more dyads that were not directly overlapping with the United States. 

 
Table 5.8: Minor Power Drivers of Military Intervention – Security Contexts – 
France - Logistic Regression 

Rivalry  1.383*** 
(0.294)  

NATO Aspirant 2.738*** 
(0.742) 

EU Aspirant 2.406*** 
(0.302) 

Intervention Past 10y 0.922*** 
(0.224) 

State Capability 0.028*** 
(0.003) 

Year 1 -0.772 
(0.509) 

Year 2 0.013 
(0.347) 

Year 3 0.082 
(0.062) 

Observations 594,086 (28,998 clusters)  
Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.  
 

In Table 5.8 there are again similar impacts to the security contexts on minor 

powers joining with the United States with one major difference – NATO aspiration 

has a much larger impact, increasing the likelihood of a minor power joining France 

in intervention by 15-fold. EU aspiration has its own, separate impact, increasing the 

likelihood of a minor power joining France in intervention by 11-fold. Running this 
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same model, EU aspiration is not statistically significant for joining the United States 

in intervention, so it is unlikely that EU aspiration is serving as a proxy for countries 

who may generally be more likely to intervene. This finding may indicate that France 

is better at leveraging the multilateral organizations it exists in, or perhaps that allies 

feel they must go further to gain French favor in helping them to join multilateral 

organizations.  

Table 5.9 Minor Power Drivers of Military Intervention – Security Incentives – 
France - Logistic Regression 
 

Alliance 3.160*** 
(0.237)  

Arms Transfers (tens of 
millions) 

0.003*** 
(0.001) 

Multilateral JME 0.191* 
(0.102) 

Bilateral JME -0.027 
(0.317) 

Peace-time Deployments -0.001** 
(0.000) 

State Capability 0.027*** 
(0.004) 

Year 1 -0.692 
(0.522) 

Year 2 0.045 
(0.356) 

Year 3 0.085 
(0.063) 

Observations 594,086 (28,998 clusters)  
Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.  
 
 In Table 5.9, security incentives respond much as they did in the models for 

the United States. The alliance variable actually performs better in this model, 

increasing the odds by 10-fold that a country would join France in an external 

intervention as opposed to the 2-fold for United States’ alliances. Peace-time 

deployments are statistically significant for France, but actually show a small 
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negative relationship, indicating they decrease the likelihood of minor powers joining 

France in intervention. This still remains in line with my expectations, as peace-time 

deployments are to the benefit of the major power, not the minor power, so may 

actually decrease the minor power’s debt to/need to appease the major power. 

My next model looks at all the major powers outside the United States to 

check the variance in their security incentives’ impact on their minor power partners. 

 
Table 5.10 Minor Power Drivers of Intervention – Differing Major Power 
Impacts - Logistic Regression 
 USA United 

Kingdom 
Russia France China 

Alliance  1.447*** 
(.263) 

4.150*** 
(309)  

1.402*** 
(.685) 

3.204*** 
(.232) 

.475 
(.888) 

Arms Transfers 
(tens of millions) 

.008*** 
(.003) 

.008*** 
(.003) 

.001*** 
(.000) 

.003*** 
(.000) 

.007*** 
(.002) 

Multilateral JME .275*** 
(.062) 

.344** 
(.171) 

.291** 
(.132) 

.216** 
(.099) 

.849 
(.847) 

Bilateral JME -.132 
(.093) 

1.639*** 
(.627) 

-.218 
(.299) 

.041 
(.315) 

+ 

Peace-time 
Deployments 

.000 
(.000) 

-.003 
(.000) 

-.000 
(.000) 

-.002** 
(.000) 

+ 

Year 1 -7.594*** 
(1.04) 

-8.112*** 
(1.04) 

-8.451*** 
(.966) 

-8.033*** 
(.957) 

-8.56*** 
(.943) 

Year 2 .0001*** 
(.000) 

.0001*** 
(.000) 

.0001*** 
(.000) 

.0001*** 
(.000) 

.0001*** 
(.000) 

 618,562 
(29,840 
clusters) 

618,562 
(29,840 
clusters) 

618,562 
(29,840 
clusters) 

618,562 
(29,840 
clusters) 

618,562 
(29,840 
clusters) 

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
Year cubed dropped for lack of significance. Year squared omitted because of 
collinearity. Germany and Japan excluded because of how little they intervene alone. 
+ indicates there were so few or no ties that the category was omitted. 
 
 Looking at Table 5.10, which includes the impact of security ties for the major 

powers who often intervene compared against Model A (titled “USA” here). 

Germany and Japan were excluded from this model as they rarely intervene alone, 



  

 

128 
 

and China is included but with the caveat that China has few similar security ties in 

the time period of these models (1975-2009). For the United Kingdom, France and 

Russia, all of the security tie variables which performed positively in the previous 

models perform positively and are statistically significant. The United Kingdom and 

France show significantly stronger impacts from their security ties. An alliance 

between the United Kingdom and a minor power increases the likelihood of the minor 

power joining the United Kingdom in intervention by 620% at a statistically 

significant p-value (.000).  

Multilateral JMEs shared with a major power and arms transferred from a 

major power respond almost exactly as they do in the earlier models, increasing odds 

of minor power military intervention. Bilateral JMEs, again, are not statistically 

significant but impact likelihood of intervention in a slightly negative way, except in 

the case of the United Kingdom, who sees both a positive and a statistically 

significant relationship for their bilateral JMEs. Peace-time deployments are not 

statistically significant and generally do not impact likelihood of minor power 

intervention, except in the case of France, where they actually decrease likelihood of 

the minor power joining French interventions. 

 The differences between major power countries is highlighted in this model. 

Every major power other than the United States is more likely to have minor powers 

with whom they share security ties join them in intervention. This could perhaps be 

because they intervene less often, so the interventions they choose may be 

interventions with a “tipping point” of many countries already involved. This may 

explain why scholars such as Sullivan, Tessman and Li (2011) found that military aid 
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was not an effective persuasive tool, as they focused entirely on the influence and 

persuasiveness of the United States, and highlights why it may be important to 

examine other major powers and their success in drawing minor powers into 

intervention with them. 

Robustness Checks 

 This data is not entirely driven by the Afghanistan and Iraq Wars, and the 

coalitions that the United States formed around those wars, although removing them 

from the population does impact the results for the United States. 

 
Table 5.11 USA and France Alliance Trends Without Afghanistan and Iraq - 
Logistic Regression 
 USA France 
Alliance  .038 

(.350) 
.822** 
(.419) 

Arms Transfers 
(tens of millions) 

.009*** 
(.001) 

.003*** 
(.000) 

Multilateral JME .518** 
(.253) 

.759*** 
(.122) 

Bilateral JME .956*** 
(.319) 

Omitted – 
perfect 
failure.  

Peace-time 
Deployments 

.000 
(.000) 

-.002** 
(.000) 

Year 1 -1.889 *** 
(1.08) 

-1.948*** 
(1.127) 

Year 2 .0001*** 
(.000) 

.0001*** 
(.000) 

 560,807 
(28,751 
clusters) 

560,807 
(28,751 
clusters) 

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
Year cubed dropped for lack of significance. Year squared omitted because of 
collinearity.  
 From Table 5.11, the impact of alliances for the United States is still positive, 

but is no longer statistically significant. Arms transfers, bilateral and multilateral 



  

 

130 
 

JMEs are all positive and significant at a p-value of .05. Peace-time deployments, 

again, have little impact and no statistically significant impact. When I look at 

countries who have a portfolio of interventions that is not as focused around the 

Afghanistan and Iraq Wars, like France, removing those wars from the population 

leaves France with in essence the same security tie coefficients that were present in 

Table 5.10, except for bilateral JMEs, where again there are so few of them that they 

had to be omitted from this model. French alliances, arms transfers, and multilateral 

JMEs all have a positive and statistically significant impact on minor powers joining 

France in their interventions, while peace-time deployments have a statistically 

significant negative effect, as they did in Table 5.10.  

Table 5.12 Removing all US Interventions - Logistic Regression 
 
 UK France Russia China 
Intervention in 
Total Percent of 
Remaining Civil 
War Years 

1% (5,301 
obsv) 

3% (15,979 
obsv) 

8.7% 
(45,213 
obsv) 

3.1% 
(16,513 
obsv)  

Alliance  2.238*** 
(.518) 

1.211*** 
(.438) 

1.514** 
(.673) 

1.224* 
(.690) 

Arms Transfers 
(tens of millions) 

.005*** 
(.001) 

.002*** 
(.000) 

.010*** 
(.000) 

.068*** 
(.015) 

Multilateral JME .589*** 
(.134) 

.718*** 
(.128) 

-.101 
(.265) 

+ 

Bilateral JME Omitted – 
perfect 
failure. 

Omitted – 
perfect 
failure.  

.041 
(.520) 

+ 

Peace-time 
Deployments 

.0003* 
(.000) 

-.000 
(.000) 

-.000 
(.000) 

+ 

Year 1 -1.641 
 (1.09) 

-1.442 
(1.115) 

-1.647 
(1.06) 

-1.558 
(1.06) 

Year 2 .0001 
(.000) 

.0001 
(.000) 

.0001 
(.000) 

.0001 
(.000) 

 520,548 
(29,839 
clusters) 

520,548 
(29,839 
clusters) 

520,548 
(29,839 
clusters) 

520,548 
(29,839 
clusters) 
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Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
Year cubed dropped for lack of significance. Year squared omitted because of 
collinearity. + indicates there were so few or no ties that the category was omitted.  
 

 Removing the United States and all wars in which the United States 

intervened impacts the coefficients of the security ties for the remaining major powers 

on their allies joining them in intervention. However, the same trends remain, with 

alliance ties and arms transfers having a positive and statistically significant impact 

on minor power intervention. Multilateral JMEs respond as expected for the UK and 

France, but both Russia and China have few JMEs in general in this population, so it 

is hard to find statistical significance when it the population is limited in this way. In 

the case of China both measures were automatically omitted. Peace-time deployments 

again, find little significance, and as China actually had no peace-time deployments in 

this population, that was also automatically omitted. In general, security 

ties/incentives, specifically those highlighted – alliances, multilateral JMEs and arms 

transfers - still improve the likelihood of minor power intervention for other major 

powers even without the presence of the United States. 

 Previous models have included all measures of external support from the 

UCDP External Support dataset, but to focus on the narrowest definition of military 

intervention, I next run the two main models using only the dichotomous measure 

from the UCDP External Support dataset on whether the minor power put troops on 

the ground.  

Table 5.13: Troops – Security Contexts – United States - Logistic Regression 
 Troops 
Rivalry 1.647*** 

(0.409) 
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NATO Aspirant 2.469*** 
(0.359) 

Intervention in Past 
10 Years 

.433* 
(0.267) 

State Capacity 0.029*** 
(0.003) 

Year 1 -1.217* 
(0.620) 

Year 2 0.249 
(0.423) 

Year 3 0.051 
(0.074) 

 594,085 
(28,998 
clusters) 

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.  

 
Table 5.14 Troops – Security Incentives – United States - Logistic Regression 
 Troops 
Alliance  0.976*** 

(0.286) 
Military Aid 0.897*** 

(0.207) 
Arms Transfers 
(tens of millions) 

.008*** 
(.000) 

Multilateral JME 0.341*** 
(0.053) 

Bilateral JME -0.204** 
(0.089) 

Peace-time 
Deployments 

-.000 
(.000) 

State Capacity 0.022*** 
(0.004) 

Year 1 -1.206* 
(0.731) 

Year 2 0.312 
(0.483) 

Year 3 0.031 
(0.084) 

 594,086 
(28,998 
clusters) 

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.  
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For both tables, all independent variables are statistically significant and go in 

the expected direction, as they behaved in previous models. State capacity, 

unsurprisingly, has a larger impact, as troops on the ground requires more military 

capacity over some of the other possible external support measures.  

This dissertation turns now to the question of predictive ability for these two 

models, and the k-fold cross-validation method applied to the main models (referring 

back to the United States “Model A” of Tables 5.6 and 5.7).  

Figure 5.1 ROC Curve (Security Contexts) 

 

 Figure 5.1 shows that the main security contexts logistic regression model has 

a predictive power in terms of are under the ROC curve of around 0.669. A perfect 

predicting model would be 1.0, and the curve for that model would make a right angle 

in the upper-left hand corner of the model. A model with no predictive power would 

be 0.5, and would completely overlap with the black line in the center of the ROC 
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figure graph. This graph therefore indicates that the security context has only medium 

predictive power. Figure 5.1 is therefore representing a model which is offering some 

predictive power, but there are likely other factors that have yet to be included.  

Figure 5.2 ROC Curve (Military Incentives)

 

Figure 5.2 shows that the main security contexts logistic regression model has 

a predictive power in terms of area under the ROC curve of around 0.675. While it 

does predict slightly better than the first model, this is not a statistically significant 

difference from Figure 5.1, which examines security contexts. Again, this indicates 

that Figure 5.2 is offering some predictive power, but there are likely other factors 

that have yet to be included. In summary, security contexts and security incentives 

therefore offer some predictive power as models, although there are still clearly other 

factors that should be meshed into the model to improve overall predictive power. 
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Introduction – Economic Intervention 

As suggested in Chapter 2, less costly intervention by smaller powers is more 

for domestic audiences than major power allies. This chapter now moves on to further 

examine H4, that major power allies predominately motivate financially costly 

intervention in a comparative perspective. Financial support for civil war actors or 

sanctions are generally costly but most likely less costly than boots on the ground or 

extensive military support for minor power countries. Therefore, I expect that for 

financial support or sanctions there is a similar but smaller (or less statistically 

significant) impact of major power incentives and threat contexts for encouraging 

small power intervention.  

Data – Economic Intervention  

Dependent Variable / Independent Variables 

In order to examine economic intervention, I used the economic outcomes of 

the UCDP data, as used in the military intervention section but narrowing to focus 

only on whether the minor power offered funding or economic support. I additionally 

repeated the statistical modeling process I employed for military intervention for the 

Threat and Imposition of Sanctions (TIES) dataset (Clifton et. al. 2014). While UCDP 

includes civil wars where there is no intervention, the TIES dataset is focused on 

sanctioning activity. This means they do not cover civil wars where countries could 

financially sanction and chose not to do so, and TIES is not a complete dataset of all 

possible intervention/sanction-scenarios. Thus, the unit of analysis is minor power-
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sanction year due to the limitations of the data. The TIES dataset runs from 1945-

2005.  

TIES designates which state is the “lead” state who drove sanctions, and I 

assume that for every sanction-year, every United States’ minor power ally could join 

any United States’ sanctioning effort, and every other major power - minor power ally 

could join any other major powers in their sanctioning effort. I include all sanctions 

from major powers, including those that no minor powers joined them on, assuming 

that minor powers could have joined them in these cases if they wished. As the scope 

of this dissertation is intervention into external conflict, I narrow the cases to only 

those sanctions which deal with military behavior (2 in TIES), regime-destabilization 

(3 in TIES), territorial disputes (5 in TIES), or termination of support for non-state 

actors in conflict (10 in TIES).69  

To confirm that these interventions are not driven entirely by one intervening 

state, below is a table of the most common intervening minor powers, and the 

percentage they make up of the total interventions in the dataset. 

Table 5.15 Most Common Minor Power Intervenors (TIES) 
TIES Country TIES Percentage 

Canada 45.19% 

Australia 16.34% 

Germany70 12.50% 

Belgium 4.80% 

 
69 While this method will capture some sanctioning activity that is not civil war related, I assume that 

the same foreign policy calculus may be present for policymakers in small countries in related 
sanctioning activities. 

70 From the time before the Correlates of War designated Germany as a major power country. 
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Argentina 3.84% 

 

It is more likely in the TIES dataset than the UCDP dataset that one minor 

power might make up the majority of the data, with Canada making up a little less 

than half the economic sanction observations. Overall, sanctions appear to be a major 

power game, even if minor powers do intervene on behalf of these major powers. 

Table 5.16: Most Common Major Power Intervenors (TIES) 
TIES Country TIES Percentage 

United States 59.51% 

United Kingdom 16.61% 

Russia 15.10% 

Japan 5.74% 
France 2.11% 

China 0.90% 

Germany 0.00% 

 

The United States, as illustrated in Table 5.16, makes up more than half of all 

major power interventions in the TIES dataset. Germany, on the other hand, is the 

intervenor in less than 1 percent of the total major power interventions in their 

respective columns.  

The independent variables used in these models are those that were previously 

discussed in the section on military intervention.  

Results – Economic Intervention  

 Now this dissertation turns to examine the impact of our previous independent 

variables (as discussed in the “Independent Variables” portion of the “Military 
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Intervention” section) on the UCDP measures of external support which are purely 

financial. This section examines if security contexts such as rivalry, experiencing 

intervention and NATO aspiration, or security incentives such as alliances or military 

aid impact minor power likelihood of joining major powers with financial support. 

There are some similar impacts to their impact on minor power likelihood of military 

intervention with their major power allies:   

Table 5.17 Only Financial – Security Contexts – United States – Logistic 
Regression 
 Financial 

Intervention 
Rivalry 1.582** 

(0.576) 
NATO Aspirant 1.264*** 

(0.504) 
Intervention in Past 
10 Years 

0.838** 
(0.429) 

State Capacity 0.039*** 
(0.003) 

Year 1 -0.601 
(0.604) 

Year 2 0.152 
(0.413) 

Year 3 0.076 
(0.077) 

 594,085 
(28,998 
clusters) 

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.  
 

Security contexts appear to have much the same impact they did on military 

intervention/troops on the ground, with rivalry, NATO aspirations and past 

intervention all positive and statistically significant. As in the main military models, 

rivalry and NATO aspirations have an especially large impact on increasing 

likelihood by around 2-fold.  
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Table 5.18: Only Financial – Security Incentives – United States – Logistic 
Regression 
 Financial 

Intervention 
Alliance  0.653 

(0.564) 
Military Aid 0.543*** 

(0.187) 
Arms Transfers 
(tens of millions) 

.001*** 
(.000) 

Multilateral JME -0.068 
(0.169) 

Bilateral JME 0.197 
(0.191) 

Peace-time 
Deployments 

-.000* 
(.000) 

State Capacity 0.039*** 
(0.004) 

Year 1 -0.207 
(0.797) 

Year 2 -0.362 
(0.521) 

Year 3 0.110 
(0.093) 

 594,086 
(28,998 
clusters) 

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by war-
minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.  

  
  
Security incentives, however, do not seem as effective at encouraging minor 

powers to join their major powers through economic intervention into civil war. 

Especially surprising is how little significance alliance has, when it serves as such an 

important factor in previous models focused on military intervention. This indicates 

that while security contexts might motivate general cooperative behavior by minor 

power allies, some security incentives may buy military intervention specifically.  

Second, using the TIES dataset, created by Morgan, Bapat and Kobayashi 

(2014), I examine the impact of security incentives and security contexts on joining 
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major powers in multilateral sanctions. This section focuses on the TIES data from 

1975-2005, close to the time period of UCDP, and narrows to look at sanctions where 

the major powers were involved.  

 
Table 5.19 Summary Statistics of Type of Joining in Economic Sanctions  
 Number of Cases Percent of Total Cases 
Major power-minor 
power 

28 28.28% 

Minor power (alone) or 
minor power-minor 
power 

33 33.33% 

Major power (alone) or 
major power-major power 

38 (10 of which are United 
States alone) 

38.38% 

Total diplomatic 
interventions  

99 100% 

  
 There are more cases of economic sanctioning by minor powers alone, but 

still a significant proportion of the overall economic sanction actions involve a major 

power-minor power combination, indicating the possibility that major powers might 

be driving economic intervention the same way they drive military intervention.  

 Unfortunately, with such a small amount of sanction-actions, it is difficult to 

find significance in a statistical model. Nonetheless, in the logistic regression of 

security incentives from the United States to minor powers, alliance does have an 

impact.  

Table 5.20 Minor Power Drivers of Sanctions – Incentives Offered by the United 
States – Logistic Regression 
  
Alliance  1.952*** 

(0.572) 
Military Aid (in millions) -0.002 

(0.002) 
Arms Transfers (tens of millions) 0.001 

(0.001) 
Multilateral JME 0.103 

(0.080) 
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State Capacity  250.720* 
(160.150) 

Year 1 -0.241 
(0.290) 

Year 2 0.103 
(0.079) 

Year 3 0.001 
(0.044) 

 50,055 (45 clusters) 
Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses, logistic regression clustered by 
sanction event-minor power dyad with time controls. Significance: * p<0.1, ** 
p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Bilateral-JMEs and peacetime deployments omitted as they are 
consistently non-significant in other models and this model. Looking at a total 
population of any sanctioning year where any type of sanction occurred. 

 

Alliance is the only security incentive with any statistical significance, but 

responds in the expected direction, increasing the likelihood of a minor power joining 

a major power in a territorial dispute or civil conflict related sanction by around 5-

fold. Unfortunately, there are not enough countries with the relevant security contexts 

who do intervene for a security context model to offer a lot of leverage on the impact 

of security context on economic sanctioning activity. 

In conclusion, there is mixed evidence that security contexts and incentives 

impact economic intervention into external civil war. In the UCDP data, security 

contexts still play a clear role in motivating cooperative behavior with major powers, 

including cooperative economic intervention behavior. The results for security 

incentives are more mixed. Security incentives have some mixed results in the TIES 

data as well, but the population simply does not exist in the TIES data to test the 

impact of security contexts. This data offers far less conclusive answers, but suggests 

that while these independent variables may have some limited explanatory value, 
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other factors may play a more significant role in the decision to take an economic 

intervention action into external civil war.  

Introduction – Diplomatic Intervention 

 H4 demands a comparison of military, economic, and diplomatic intervention 

to compare how often costly intervention versus visible intervention is driven by 

particular audiences. The rest of this chapter shows that military intervention is 

heavily driven by particular audiences, which is in line with H4. There is mixed 

support for economic intervention also being motivated by major power allies.  

Diplomatic intervention is generally less costly than both military intervention 

and sanctions, and a less important signal for major power legitimacy, therefore I 

expect diplomatic intervention is mostly driven by domestic concerns. 

Data – Diplomatic Intervention  

Dependent Variable 

I employ the Regan et. al. (2009) data to examine diplomatic intervention into 

external civil war and its motivation. This dataset covers 1945-1999, and includes 

mediation, forums between combatants, arbitration, recalling ambassadors, or a 

rejected explicit request/offer for any of the former actions. Unfortunately, as Regan 

et. al. (2009) include less than 500 cases, it is too small to perform statistical 

modeling in a meaningful way. I therefore do not use the independent variables and 

controls of my other statistical models and instead examine summary statistics from 

the data. I also use it to identify cases when minor powers intervene with their major 
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power allies, then examine those cases for the motivating factors for their particular 

interventions.  

To confirm that these interventions are not driven entirely by one intervening 

state, below is a table of the most common intervening minor powers, and the 

percentage they make up of the total interventions in the dataset. 

Table 5.21 Most Common Minor Power Intervenors (Regan et. al.) 
 
Regan et. al. (2009) 
Country 

Regan et. al. (2009) 
Percentage 

Tanzania 7.57% 

Kenya 7.07% 

India 5.55% 

Italy 5.55% 

South Africa 5.55% 

 
The Regan et. al. (2009) data shows variation similar UCDP, with Tanzania as 

the most frequent intervenor, but displays plenty of variation in the minor powers 

who choose to diplomatically intervene. 

Table 5.22 Most Common Major Power Intervenors (Regan et. al.) 
 
Regan et. al. (2009) 
Country  

Regan et. al. (2009) 
Percentage 

United States 53.33% 

United Kingdom 22.87% 

Russia 14.28% 

France 7.61% 
Germany 1.90% 

Japan 1.90% 

China 0.00% 
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The United States, as illustrated in Table 5.22, makes up more than half of all 

major power interventions, as it has in the other two datasets. China, on the other 

hand, is the intervenor in less than 1 percent of the total major power interventions in 

their respective columns. While it may have participated in multilateral organization 

diplomatic intervention, this does indicate that trends of using this form of 

intervention may vary between major powers.  

Results – Diplomatic Intervention 

It is unfortunate there is not enough data to model the relationship between 

diplomatic intervention and security incentives/security contexts, however summary 

statistics and exploration of some of the cases in the Regan et. al. (2009) dataset offer 

a remarkable amount of leverage on if major power allies motivate diplomatic 

intervention.  

 
Table 5.23 Summary Statistics of Type of Diplomatic Interventions  
 Number of Cases Percent of Total Cases 
Major power-minor 
power 

3 0.6% 

Minor power (alone) or 
minor power-minor 
power 

170 38.8% 

Major power (alone) or 
major power-major power 

72 (42 of which are United 
States alone) 

16.4% 

Multilateral organizations 194 44.3% 
Total diplomatic 
interventions  

438 100% 

  



  

 

145 
 

Small powers chose to intervene alone or with another small power in the 

majority of the cases they are involved in outside of multilateral organizations.71 

Minor powers and major powers joining in diplomatic intervention make up a very 

small percentage of the overall population of diplomatic intervention, which suggests 

that major powers are not motivating the majority of minor power diplomatic 

intervention.  

I now turn to those two exceptional cases of minor power-major power 

intervention to examine the dynamics which motivated them. Examining the two 

cases, these diplomatic interventions do appear to follow the theory of major power 

appeasement, with minor powers joining their major power allies for symbolic 

obeisance and legitimacy reasons.72 This suggests while in the majority of cases 

major power countries are not pushing for diplomatic intervention, it is plausible that 

they can and do take that course of action in a very limited amount of diplomatic 

intervention cases.  

The United States and the Costa Rican Revolution of 1948 

The United States, Mexico, Argentina and Panama were all involved in the 

mediation of the Costa Rican Revolution in 1948 (Regan et. al. 2009). Otilio Ulate, 

the opposition candidate, unexpectedly defeated the party of former president Rafael 

Angel Calderon. The incumbent and the president overturned the result and a 

 
71 It is possible that cases coded as a multilateral organization such as the UN reflect the interests of 

major powers seeking multilateral coalitions in a similar fashion, however more than half of the 
multilateral organizations involved do not involve major power states (for example, the Economic 
Community of West African States).  

72 The last of the 3 appears to be a miscoding of a UN action, and should therefore be considered a 
multilateral organization intervention.  
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rebellion promptly rose to install Ulate in power. There was brief (18 month) junta 

rule, and then Ulate was installed and he served his full term.  

Truman took control of the United States in 1945 to find the challenge of 

balancing a Latin America largely distrustful of United States’ unilateral action and 

the desire for a stable inter-American system purged of Communism (Longley 1989) 

waiting for him. The United States wanted any intervention into the Costa Rican Civil 

War, therefore, to combat instability and Communism, but also wanted it to be a 

multilateral coalition for legitimacy reasons, which the United States stressed in its 

discussion with the dictator of Nicaragua, Anastasio Somayle Debayle (from Office 

of American Republic Affairs’ Deputy Director, Robert Woodward in a telephone 

call to the dictator in 1948 as cited in Spokes 2010).  

The United States played the lead role in intervening to install Ulate, refusing 

to sell arms to the government and eventually intimidating the incumbent into 

resigning (Longley 1993) – while Regan highlights this as a multilateral intervention, 

Longley (1993), Olander (1996) focus purely on the United States and their efforts 

alone. By all regards, they were putting extensive pressure on the Costa Rican 

government, and their pressures were, as a Costa Rican government official said, like: 

“the air, which is felt even if it is not seen” (from Olander 1996). Panama and 

Argentina are not mentioned at all in these accounts. Mexico is mentioned to the 

extent that there was discussion of whether or not Mexico denied Costa Rica arms 

because of United States’ pressure (Longley (1993) suggests yes, while Olander 

(1996) disputes this). It does appear from other telegrams at the time (Davis 1948) 
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that these three countries were seen as a voting bloc and some of the closest allies of 

the United States in the region.  

It is indicative that the two most-cited sources on this moment in history both 

defer to the United States as the only actor worthy of note in the mediation of the 

Costa Rican war. A short review of this cases indicates a major power country who 

wished to intervene (the United States), putting noted pressure on its allies to 

intervene with it in order to preserve its legitimacy. This democratic intervention 

therefore appears to follow the causal mechanism at play in the military interventions 

highlighted in the rest of this chapter outside of the fact it is difficult to discern if the 

minor powers received anything from the United States for their participation in its 

coalition. Suggestively, however, Mexico was in the middle of trade negotiations with 

the United States as this mediation was occurring, and an agreement was reached the 

day the mediation negotiations concluded (Department of State – Document 463 

1948).  

The United States and the Nicaraguan Crisis 1978-1979 

The United States, Guatemala and the Dominican Republic were all involved 

in the mediation/intervention into the Nicaraguan Crisis of 1978-1979 (Regan et. al. 

2009). The Nicaraguan dictator Anastasio Somoza Debayle’s repressive tactics had 

driven growing numbers of Nicaraguans to join the far left Frente Sandinista de 

Liberacion Nacional (FSLN). By 1978 this dissatisfaction had spread to a popular 

mass movement against the government. In a surprisingly similar situation to the 

Costa Rican revolution, the United States executive branch was strongly against 

taking a unilateral intervention role in Nicaragua (or really any role at all), with the 
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Secretary of State Cyrus Vance ordering: “You should make clear to Nicaraguans that 

this is of a purely Nicaraguan internal political character and one which the United 

States will play no role” (Department of State – Document 041757 1978). However, 

with Somoza’s increasingly large human rights violations with weapons and training 

derived from the United States, and Carter’s hard stance against human rights 

violations, it became increasingly difficult for the United States to play no role in 

Nicaragua. Carter was reluctantly drawn to the mediation table in September of 1978 

(Schmidli 2012).  

At this point, the United States took the lead role in multilateral mediation 

talks involving Guatemala, and the Dominican Republic. These countries were 

included as the talk was under the aegis of the Organization of American States, 

however Deputy Secretary of State Warren Christopher noted that the United States 

jumped at the opportunity for its multilateral legitimacy. This mediation proposal 

allowed the United States to intervene without the appearance of direct intervention. 

Beyond officially taking a lead role, the instructions for what would take place at the 

negotiating table was orchestrated and controlled by the United States, as shown by 

their orders for the negotiation being delivered to all 3 external negotiating states 

(Department of State – Document 252512).  

While the United States led this multilateral mediation effort, and chose this 

effort because it sought the legitimacy of multilateralism, it is less clear in this case if 

Guatemala and the Dominican Republic were there on the United States’ behest or 

their own. The OAS was certainly separately worried by the developments in 



  

 

149 
 

Nicaragua (Wallis 2018), so it is possible domestic pressure or a combination of 

domestic and pressure from the United States drew them to the mediation table. 

Conclusion – Diplomatic Intervention Cases 

In conclusion, diplomatic intervention from a minor power on behalf of a 

major power is rare, occurring in less than 1% of all diplomatic intervention cases. 

This suggests that, as argued in other chapters, diplomatic interventions by minor 

powers are for other reasons. The same dynamics at play in military intervention do 

appear to be at play in these 1% minor power-major power diplomatic intervention 

cases. The other chapters in this dissertation argue instead these reasons are a 

mobilized domestic public. 

Examining these rare cases where a minor power intervenes with a major 

power, the same dynamics are at play in them that exist in the symbolic obeisance of 

military intervention, with a major power requiring legitimacy from coalition partners 

and minor powers stepping up to support that major power.   

Conclusion 

This chapter provides theoretical explanation for why minor powers might 

choose to militarily intervene into external conflict. By taking into account 

threatening security contexts and both formal and informal security ties, scholars can 

more easily understand what might tempt minor powers into military intervention: for 

such a state, the promise of a deeper security relationship with a major power can be 

very persuasive. From this statistical analysis, it is clear that a more threatening 
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regional environment or a more robust security relationship with a major power will 

make a minor power more likely to join its major power ally in external war.  

 
Table 5.24 Table of Hypotheses – Major Power Relationships - Conclusions 

Hypothesis Variable Expected Outcome Result 
3 Minor power 

experiencing security 
threats and receiving 
security incentives 

Increase likelihood 
of conflict 

Strongly 
supported 

3a Minor power recently 
experienced 
intervention 

Increase likelihood 
of conflict more 
than other security 
contexts (rivalry) 

Supported 
(but not 
stronger than 
rivalry) 

3b Minor power aspirant 
to NATO/EU 

Increase likelihood 
of conflict more 
than other security 
contexts like 
(rivalry) 

Strongly 
supported 

3c Minor power in 
alliance with major 
power 

Increase likelihood 
of conflict more 
than other security 
incentives (arms 
transfers, JMEs, 
peacetime 
deployments) 

Strongly 
supported 

3d Minor power receives 
military aid from 
major power 

Increase likelihood 
of conflict more 
than other security 
incentives (arms 
transfers, JMEs, 
peacetime 
deployments) 

Supported 
(not entirely 
robust) 

4 If major powers 
support intervention 

Increase likelihood 
of military or 
financial 
intervention but not 
diplomatic 
intervention 

Strongly 
supported 
(military 
intervention) 
Weakly 
supported 
(financial 
intervention) 
Suggestively 
supported 
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(diplomatic 
intervention)  

 

As summarized in Table 5.24, this chapter strongly supports H3, that these 

relationships will lead to an increase in the likelihood of a minor power joining a 

major power, and the specific contexts and incentives are all statistically significant 

and positive, although H3b and H3c are particularly statistically significant and 

robust. Therefore, all of the variables which appear to make minor power countries 

more vulnerable to major power pressure (H3, H3a, H3b, H3c, Hd) are supported.  

International variables including alliances and rivalry appear more important 

than domestic variables in motivating military intervention (further supported in 

Wolak 2014). This chapter has certainly borne out that international security contexts 

and threats have a robust relationship with military intervention with major powers. 

Using a k-fold predictive approach, this chapter additionally shows that these models 

have medium-predictive power, which simultaneously shows they do have predictive 

capabilities, but leaves the door open to including other variables to strengthen that 

predictive power. 

This chapter offers mixed evidence that these same factors impact minor 

power decisions to economically intervene in external civil war. Finally, there are 

very few cases where minor powers choose to diplomatically intervene with major 

powers in external civil war, suggesting other factors are more important in 

convincing minor powers to diplomatically intervene. However, in those rare cases 

where minor powers diplomatically intervene with their major power allies, the same 

dynamics of seeking a security quid-pro-quo appear to be at play. The comparative 
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rarity of diplomatic intervention with the strong impact of these incentives and 

contexts on military intervention suggests support for H4 as well.  

This chapter has several contributions to the literature. This is a data on a 

more fine-grain level than the level of Lake (2009), which captures a more complete 

picture of the security hierarchy and network. I have split the security ties into several 

forms of formal and informal military investment, I can evaluate the effectiveness of 

certain security incentives or threat contexts. Using my interviews from the Republic 

of Georgia, I argue threat is foremost, and the security incentives which are most 

influential are those which are the costliest and most focused on the benefit of the 

minor power ally, as these are the ties which the minor power would most like to 

preserve and cement.  

Second, I look at the influence of major powers beyond simply the United 

States, a key contribution with the increasing development of external security 

incentives by other major powers. In this chapter specifically, I look at the United 

States and France, but this work can be extended to all of the other major powers 

using the same data and modeling format.  

 Finally, because the UCDP External Support dataset (Högbladh et. al. 2011) 

captures several different forms of support to participants in civil war, I can examine 

the impact of interventions with and without the United States to see if minor powers 

are offering different forms of support in these disparate circumstances. I therefore 

look at financial support as well. I further tease these differences out by looking at the 

importance of these security incentives in other economic instances (sanctions, using 
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the Threat and Imposition of Economic Sanctions (TIES) dataset) and in some forms 

of diplomatic intervention, as captured by Regan et. al (2009). 

In summary, this chapter was a large quantitative study of military and 

economic intervention, and a qualitative examination of diplomatic intervention. It 

shows that security incentives and contexts heavily impact elite policymaker 

vulnerability to major power allies, and both correlate with joining those major power 

allies in military intervention. There is mixed evidence these relationships and 

contexts impact economic intervention similarly, and they rarely impact the 

diplomatic interventions in my data. 
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Chapter 6:  Conclusion 

Introduction 

Small countries intervene in external civil war – regularly. They do it 

diplomatically, financially, or militarily. The leaders of these countries make the 

choice to extend their country beyond its borders, and they do not only intervene into 

contiguous states. In both cases, contiguous and non-contiguous, the audiences within 

and outside the country who desire that intervention matter in when the intervention 

occurs and what form it takes.  

Prime Minister Indira Gandhi, looking forward to her electoral future and 

recognizing the instability of a major region in her country, listened to the “thousands 

of people [who] took to the streets, denouncing Sri Lanka and calling upon Indian 

Prime Minister Indira Gandhi to stop the genocide” (p84 Swamy 2003).  

President Mikheil Saakashvili, knowing the importance of the United States’ 

security umbrella to his country, and aspiring to join the NATO, heeded the United 

States’ requests to join them in coalition in Afghanistan.  

As an ex-ambassador, and director of several peacebuilding and conflict 

efforts for the Georgian government said:  

“We build our reputation as strong and steadfast allies, because we can 

do things that not even Germans can do in Afghanistan because of their 

political caveats imposed by their parliament. And we protect German forces 

in Afghanistan and against Al-Qaeda or ISIS […] We have no caveats. And 

that was why Petraeus said we are the best allies when they are fighting, that 'I 

want to see Georgian soldiers – because they're really, they fight everywhere, 
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they really go where the action needs to be done, and they prove their worth 

hand-to-hand with Americans.’ We did not prove it already with our word, but 

also with our deeds. And American generals appreciate that very much and 

then the American diplomats and politicians will as well I hope.”73 

 Neither of these motivations are purely because of a direct threat to their 

country from an external civil war, or due to oil or concerns about repression in that 

country experiencing external conflict. The Indian Republic was not seeking empire 

in their intervention, but to satisfy domestic constituents. The Georgians did not seek 

military intervention for its own sake here, but to call out to The United States, to 

reinforce that security relationship.  

From here this chapter proceeds in 3 sections. First, I explore the theory I 

posed and the results I found. Then, I move on to discuss the implications of this 

research and its academic and policy importance. Finally, I close with open questions 

and implications for future research.  

Summary of Results 

 Domestic audiences in minor power countries do care about security and 

foreign policy. However, this is only true in a few cases, cases where there is both 

media attention and solidarity ties to bind the public to an external group. Chapter 3 

finds strong support that media attention and solidarity ties are important for 

increasing salience of public interest in external civil war. Chapter 4 further illustrates 

the importance of ethnic ties by highlighting the role of Tamil ethnic ties in 

 
73 Interview #06-5261, conducted in Tbilisi, 4/11/2017, McCulloch. 
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motivating protest of Indian Tamils which eventually led to intervention in Sri Lanka, 

an instance where there was media attention on the external conflict within India. 

Thus, H1, that media attention and solidarity ties motivate salience of foreign policy 

to the domestic public is supported.  

The mobilized domestic public overwhelmingly favors diplomatic 

intervention (H2). This hypothesis too was strongly supported in two of my chapters. 

First, in Chapter 3 - the Georgian public opinion survey strongly bolsters the 

argument that the public desires foremost a diplomatic intervention. Chapter 4 further 

illustrates that this occurs in other countries, with the Tamils in India supporting 

intervention – diplomatic and mediation. When there was military intervention, it was 

noted as not being heavily supported by the Tamil groups in Tamil Nadu, and their 

support for LTTE waned with the continued casualties during their ceasefire under 

Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi.  

This domestic public mobilization does not explain the more financially 

expensive interventions that minor power countries may pursue. The other major 

actor who motivates intervention is major power allies, who desire support and 

legitimacy for their own interventions via coalition forces of minor power countries 

joining them.  

This was explored in depth in Chapter 5, which indicates the important role 

that major powers play in motivating intervention into external conflict by showing 

the heavily increased frequency of intervention when major power allies with serious 

security ties are already present in an external conflict, or when minor powers are 

more actively seeking security guarantees. 
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In Chapter 5, while security contexts and security incentives have a strong, 

robust, and statistically significant impact on likelihood of minor powers joining 

major powers, there is some mixed support for the same factors being at play in 

financial intervention/sanctions. While not as decisive as military incentive, it is 

suggestive that some of these contexts/incentives play a role. Diplomatic intervention, 

on the other hand, appears to be mostly driven by minor powers and multilateral 

organizations.  

Academic Implications 

This dissertation has defended further exploration of minor power 

intervention, expanded on the role of the domestic public in foreign policy, looks 

further at explaining motivation of intervention rather than simply its impact, and it 

offers a deeper look at non-military intervention.    

Throughout this dissertation I have sought to show that minor powers are 

critical to examine. They intervene often, and from the elite interviews with Georgian 

policymakers, there are suggestive results that they may consider intervention, 

military or otherwise, with different audiences in mind than major power elites do. 

This dissertation is broadly focused on minor powers and narrowly focused in 

portions on the Republic of Georgia, and thus this dissertation therefore extends both 

intervention research and public opinion research outside of their usual domains.  

Work focused on intervention largely focuses on the United States and Russia. 

Trends which are applicable for world superpowers eager to show off their very 

robust security capabilities are not applicable to minor powers – who again, make up 

the majority of intervenors. This work shows that military intervention for minor 
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powers is heavily based in ally appeasement. These very different populations, most 

likely on a gradient depending on military capability and regional power status, mean 

that future scholars studying military intervention should be very careful of large 

aggregate studies with major power countries included in an overall population. This 

work also supports future digging into low military capacity countries and their 

foreign policy decision-making around war and intervention. They may be 

contributing smaller forces, but they still end up stakeholders in these conflicts, and 

the legitimacy they confer is important to explore.  

The typical domain of public opinion literature focuses on the United States 

and Western Europe.74 Minor power countries, again, often receive much less 

attention in the public opinion literature, which is focused first on the United States.  

This is dangerous, as my elite interviews in the Republic of Georgia mentioned 

multiple times that they felt the public in Georgia had to pay more attention to foreign 

policy, because in minor power countries foreign policy is a matter of survival.75 

Additionally, academic research has shown that public response to media agendas is 

different in the United States and the United Kingdom (Blumler and Gurevitch 1991), 

which indicates not only might the public find foreign policy more generally salient 

in countries outside the United States, they may also treat the media and media 

agenda-setting differently.  

This is troubling in a literature where public opinion research is often 

performed in the United States and then applied to other countries, or footnoted as an 

 
74 Although there have been a few notable extensions (for just one example, Byoungkwan, 

Lancendorfer and Lee 2005) the majority of articles on public opinion remain in the large Western 
states.  

75 Interviews #9-8577, #15-3540, #20-5217, conducted in Tbilisi, 2017, McCulloch. 
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area of possible variation at the end of a results.  My work shows that while the 

Georgian public appears responsive to the media, they also seem to respond more 

strongly than an American public to questions of war and diplomacy. If they are more 

responsive, and have stronger policy positions, public opinion around foreign policy 

becomes a more important area of research.  

This dissertation also offers a simultaneous public opinion survey and set of 

elite interviews in the same country, and therefore an interesting window into the 

interaction between the public and elites in a country outside of the United States. 

This further supports the fact that public opinion in smaller countries may be more 

important than it is in the United States in regards to foreign policy. The Georgian 

policymakers strongly supported the fact that the public impacted their decisions to 

take these security and foreign policy actions, something which is still controversial 

in foreign policymaking. This is a contribution to the way that academia 

conceptualizes elite manipulation of the public in foreign policy, and again suggests 

that minor powers and major powers may have different domestic public dynamics at 

play with foreign policy.  

This broadening to focus on intervention as a menu of possible interventions 

rather than either focusing primarily on military intervention offers a more complete 

map of the decisions available to foreign policy elites at any given time in regards to 

external war. While scholarly work often simplifies elite decisions to civil war to 

intervene or not, there is a broad menu of choices to policymakers. This dissertation 

has supported that different audiences may have different menu preferences. Military 

intervention is simultaneously not the only possibility and not the only costly possible 
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foreign policy choice. Economic and diplomatic intervention have their own impacts, 

and understanding their motivation is important. Not every article needs to address 

every method of intervention, but the field would be strengthened by taking into 

account these interventions co-exist, and that theories for one form of intervention 

may interact or provide foundations for other forms of intervention. Further research 

into these different forms of intervention is clearly necessary, especially diplomatic 

intervention into external conflict.  

Beyond these broad contributions, each of my chapters provides their own 

benefits and contributions. Chapter 3, with its focus on public opinion, adds to the 

literature around what group identities can motivate public interest and mobilize 

action. It looks at ties that are neither ethnic nor religious but still appear to motivate 

a large section of the Georgian population to desire action. The shared threat of 

Russia and the post-Soviet history that Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia all hold 

appears to bind them as a united group in the eyes of the Georgian. This plays the 

same role in reinforcing a group identity, and may in fact play a stronger role as it 

offers a very clear external force to reinforce the “other” versus the “group”. 

Chapter 5 pushes beyond just the motivation of military intervention for minor 

powers, and helps to explain why major powers may enter into asymmetric 

formalized alliances or informal security ties with minor powers: it implies an issue 

linkage which may benefit the major powers in their other military pursuits. The field 

of security cooperation has struggled extensively with defining outcomes of interest 

and evaluations of the fruitfulness of security relationships, and this is a second step 

beyond Lake (2009) to further refining that. Additionally, this offers a deeper look 
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into the types of vulnerabilities which might make a smaller power more amenable to 

the security-tie attention of a major power country. This chapter stresses the 

importance of the lure of multilateral security organizations in driving state behaviors, 

beyond simply actually belonging to these organizations modifying behavior.   

Policy Implications 

 This is important for policy in two major ways – first, my work speaks to 

democratic governance, identifying and supporting the domestic public groups who 

mobilize for diplomatic intervention like mediation. Second, my work on military 

intervention and the role of military alliances can help by guiding major power 

security policies and identifying countries who are more likely to burden-share and 

cooperate in security policy with them.  

I have shown that the domestic public strongly prefers diplomatic action, 

especially diplomatic statements and mediation. My elite interviews show elites do 

listen to the public, although they may listen more closely in specific salient cases. 

These elites paid attention to protests or votes on these foreign policy issues, but that 

they also paid attention to public opinion polls. They also spoke to the importance of 

security quid-pro-quo relationships with large patrons like the United States, and how 

these relationships often involve military intervention in “payment” as a “security 

investment” for the informal military alliance ties America has provided to Georgia. 

All of these findings support that the elites will give the public intervention when 

asked, and that the public generally requests diplomatic intervention. 

If this is true, empowering the public to take further action into external 

conflict implies it may sway countries towards diplomatic intervention. My work can 
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help with better forecasting and understanding of the groups which motivate 

diplomatic (non-violent) intervention into external civil war. This means a better idea 

of who is interested in and will support diplomatic intervention domestically, and 

how to gauge if there is a large enough constituency to successfully support 

diplomatic intervention. 

The other side of this research speaks to the military aspects of alliances. In 

the Republic of Georgia in 2019, policymakers pondered whether their American 

security ties were sufficient, whether they needed to develop ties with the European 

Union or to join the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).  At the same time, 

Armenia held several JMEs with and moved closer to Russia. As the United States 

defense establishment considers competing with Russia, the strength of American 

alliances and partnerships abroad have been the source of much debate and analysis. 

What characteristics make small countries turn to the United States for security 

reassurance? What security inducements are especially effective in providing this 

reassurance? When and how might the United States lose these allies to great-power 

competitors?   

All of these are important for maintaining alliance networks, and knowing 

what allies to invest into for the greatest return in security cooperation is key to 

maintaining alliance networks and resilience in the future. As we move onward to a 

time when the NATO alliance seems further out of reach for countries like Ukraine, 

Georgia and Moldova, this research brings up interesting question of whether the 

United States will see a weakening of its alliances as these countries turn towards the 

EU instead.  
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Future Avenues of Research 

 This research brings up several interesting open questions and avenues of 

future research, the most pressing of which are (1) the importance of the public in 

other minor powers, (2) the differences and gradients in the minor power definition, 

(3) threat as a group-maker in foreign policy public opinion, and (4) exploring other 

security contexts and security incentives between major and minor powers.   

 This dissertation has explored the public in two countries – India and Georgia 

– which opens the door to further research on the interaction between the public and 

their leaders in other minor power countries. Regime-type plays an important role in 

this relationship, as does the domestic constituent group mobilized. This variation 

deserves further nuanced exploration. For example, a comparison between Georgia, 

Armenia and Azerbaijan would allow for a comparison of differing regime-types and 

differing powerful domestic constituents, and would be an excellent possible project 

building off the work presented in this dissertation.  

 Exploring the countries captured by the minor power label is also of 

significant interest to the scholarly community. Regional powers may act more like 

major powers in certain situations. Very small countries may be more dependent on 

their major power allies to the point of diminishing the role of the domestic public in 

foreign policy. There is variation in this category that would benefit from further 

research. 

 I have introduced a non-ethnic, non-religious grouping as a mobilizing in-

group/out-group for foreign policy, by highlighted the role of shared threat for 

forming transnational groups. This is supported by both the Georgian public and 
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elites, but further research should examine this is in other country contexts. It would 

be especially interesting to see if countries like the Ukraine feel a responding kinship 

with Georgia in this scenario.  

  Finally, Chapter 5 includes several interesting variables capturing threat and 

different security incentives, but there are others which should also be explored in the 

future. Most pointedly, how long these security relationships have continued and the 

impact of aspirations to join other multilateral organizations in other regions. Both of 

these provide further leverage on the question of what security contexts impact minor 

power decision-making. 

 More research should be devoted to motivation for intervention into external 

civil war. Important questions still remain about minor power countries intervening 

into external conflict, however, this dissertation has offered a novel framework for 

how elite policymakers approach these decisions and which groups influence them 

towards making particular intervention choices.  

Conclusion 

 Why do minor power elite policymakers choose to intervene into external 

war? They choose to intervene because their domestic public bids them to. They 

choose to intervene because they depend on their major power allies to protect them 

and have to give something in return. These intervention decisions are costly, with 

long-standing impacts. Increased fatalities, longer wars, diplomatic shunning, the 

heavy burden of sanctions, all of these impacts are rooted in these decisions. 

Understanding why minor power policymakers make these choices is therefore vital 

for trying to influence those impacts in the future.  
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Appendices 
 

Chapter 3: Public Opinion and External Intervention in Georgia 
 
Figure A.1 Public Trust in Georgian Media  
 

 
 

CRRC Caucasian Barometer – question asked: “Please assess your level of trust 

toward each of social institutions and political unions – Media” 

 
Figure A.2 Most Trusted Georgian Television Channel 
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CRRC Media Survey 2011 - question asked: “Please name the Georgian TV channel 

that you trust most when it comes to the coverage of politics and current events in 

Georgia.” 

 
Figure A.3 Most Trusted Georgian Television Channel: Imedi 
 

 
 

CRRC Media Survey 2011 - question asked: “How much do you trust news on 

politics and current events in Georgia on Imedi?” 
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Figure A.4 Most Trusted Georgian Television Channel: Rustavi 2 
  

 
 

CRRC Media Survey 2011 - question asked: “How much do you trust news on 

politics and current events in Georgia on Rustavi 2?” 

 
Figure A.5 Most Trusted Television Channel: BBC 
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CRRC Media Survey 2011 - question asked: “How much do you trust news on 

politics and current events in Georgia on BBC?” 

 

Public Opinion Survey/Questionnaire 

Exact questions asked:  

How much do you know about the current situation in Ukraine with Crimea?  

How much do you know about the current situation in Moldova with Transnistria? 

How much do you know about the current situation in China with Taiwan? 

How much do you know about the current situation in Somalia with Somaliland? 

Answers available:  

A lot about it 

Some about it 

Nothing about it 

Don't know/prefer not to answer 

 

Percentage of the public which says they have knowledge;  

Crimea: 61% 

Transnistria: 17% 

Taiwan: 13% 

Somaliland: 8%  

Exact question asked: Respondents were asked to identify the conflict zone on a 

map – they were asked to select a dot which represented the conflict out of 4 possible 
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dots. For all maps, only the actual dot indicating the conflict was in the real country 

(Ukraine/Moldova/China/Somalia).  

 

Percentage of the self-diagnosed “knowledge” group which actually possesses 

basic knowledge; 

Crimea:  

“Knowledgeable” Group with Knowledge: 49%  

Total Population: 31% 

 

Transnistria:  

“Knowledgeable” Group with Knowledge: 31% 

Total Population with Knowledge: 5% 

 

Taiwan: 

“Knowledgeable” Group with Knowledge: 45% 

Total Population with Knowledge: 5% 

 

Somaliland:  

“Knowledgeable” Group with Knowledge: 34% 

Total Population with Knowledge: 3% 

 

Exact question asked:  

Military: Do you think that the Republic of Georgia should take military action 
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(troop deployment, bombing, weapons aid, military training, etc.) against 

[secessionist group] for its actions involving [country with secessionist region]? 

Economic: Do you think that the Republic of Georgia should take economic action 

(sanctions, boycotting of certain goods, etc.) against [secessionist group] for their 

actions involving [country with secessionist region]? 

Diplomatic: Do you think that Georgia should take diplomatic action (statement 

condemning actions, information gathering, mediation, etc.) against [secessionist 

group] for their actions involving [country with secessionist region]? 

 

 

Crimea [solidarity + media attention];  

Should Georgia take… 

…military action? 68% no, 12% yes.  

…economic action? 43% no, 44% yes.  

…diplomatic action? 20% no, 67% yes.  

Transnistria [solidarity + no media attention]; 

Should Georgia take… 

…military action? 92% no, 5% yes.  

…economic action? 61% no, 28% yes.  

…diplomatic action? 26% no, 66% yes.  

Taiwan [no solidarity + media attention]; 

Should Georgia take… 

…military action? 94% no, 1% yes.  
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…economic action? 90% no, 1% yes.  

…diplomatic action? 74% no, 20% yes.  

Somaliland [no solidarity + no media attention]; 

Should Georgia take… 

…military action? 94% no, 2% yes.  

…economic action? 71% no, 22% yes.  

…diplomatic action? 39% no, 52% yes.  

In a group of 35 elites asked about the importance of public opinion:  

49% (N = 17)….the public is important. [Defined: Specifically stresses their 

importance by referring to them as “obvious”, “influential”, “important” or “key”.] 

20% (N = 7)….the public is sometimes important. [Defined: Mentions specific 

instances of importance, mentions them as important amongst other important actors 

or secondary to other important actors.] 

20% (N = 7)….the public is not important. [Defined: Specifically states they are not 

important or are entirely dependent on elite or media opinion.] 

[Neutral/unclear response: 11% (N = 4)] 

 

Although elites generally agree that they are ignorant of specifics, and know 

broad sweeps of policy. 

17% (N = 6)…the public has broad and specific knowledge. 

54% (N = 19)…the public has broad/vague knowledge. 

17% (N = 6)…the public has low knowledge. 
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6% (N = 2)…the public has no knowledge.  

[Neutral/unclear response: 6% (N = 2)] 

 

Demographic Information 

 

There appears to be little to no demographic differences for age or gender – examples 

pulled from knowledge tests on Crimea.  

 
Table A.1 Comparison of Age Difference Group Means on Crimea Knowledge 
 
 Statistic F(df1, df2) F Prob>F 
Wilks’ lambda 0.9680 6.0, 593.0 3.27 0.036 (exact) 
Pillai’s trace 0.0320 6.0, 593.0 3.27 0.036 (exact) 
Lawley-Hotelling trace 0.0331 6.0, 593.0 3.27 0.036 (exact) 
Roy’s largest root 0.0331 6.0, 593.0 3.27 0.036 (exact) 

 
 

The results indicate that the groups are not statistically significantly different, 

despite high degrees of freedom. We cannot reject the null hypothesis that they both 

have similar responses to how much knowledge they possess about Crimea. 

 
Table A.2 Comparison of Gender Difference Means on Knowledge of Crimea in 
T-Test 
 
Variable Mean (SD ) 

(n=600) 
Mean 
difference 
(95% CI) 

t-statistic (df) P-value 

 Men 
(n=263) 

Women 
(n=337) 

   

 5.0913 
(1.017) 

4.641 
(0.794) 

0.450 (-2.047, 
2.947) 

0.354 
(598) 

0.723 
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The results indicate that the mean of the two groups are not statistically significantly 
different, and we cannot reject the null hypothesis that they both have similar 
responses to how much knowledge they possess about Crimea.  
 
Table A.3 Comparison of Educational Difference Group Means on Crimea 
Knowledge 
 
 Statistic F(df1, df2) F Prob>F 
Wilks’ lambda 0.9874 7.0, 592.0 1.08 0.3773 (exact) 
Pillai’s trace 0.0126 7.0, 592.0 1.08 0.3773 (exact) 
Lawley-Hotelling trace 0.0127 7.0, 592.0 1.08 0.3773 (exact) 
Roy’s largest root 0.0127 7.0, 592.0 1.08 0.3773 (exact) 

 
 

The results indicate that the groups are not statistically significantly different, 

and we cannot reject the null hypothesis that these differing educational groups have 

similar responses to how much knowledge they possess about Crimea.  

Examining the impact of demographic variables on support for military 

intervention, we would expect gender to play one of the largest roles in support of or 

lack of support of military intervention in Crimea, table below. 

 
Table A.4 Comparison of Gender Difference Means on Support for Intervention 
in Crimea in T-Test 
 
Variable Mean (SD ) 

(n=600) 
Mean 
difference 
(95% CI) 

t-statistic (df) P-value 

 Men 
(n=180) 

Women 
(n=192) 

   

 5.256 
(1.291) 

5.989 
(1.392) 

-0.734 
(-4.480, 
3.012) 

-0.385 
(370) 

0.703 

 
While there appears to be slightly more impact on desire for military 

intervention than there is on self-reported knowledge about Crimea, there is no 

statistically significant impact of gender on desire for military intervention. We get 

very similar lack of statistical significance for support for economic intervention 
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likelihood, with a p-value of .67. Thus we cannot conclude that mean is statistically 

significantly different between the two groups. Gender is additionally statistical 

insignificant for support for diplomatic intervention likelihood, with a p-value of .56 

thus we cannot conclude that mean is statistically significantly different between the 

two groups. 

 

Elite Policymaker Questionnaire  

Q1. Who are the important groups or actors shaping foreign policy? Who are the 

important groups or actors shaping security foreign policy, if different? Why? [Asked 

to think off the top of their heads, then to rank a list of actors. Follow up on leverage 

these actors possessed.] 

Q2. Do you think the same groups influence foreign policy in other countries?  

Q3. How knowledgeable do you think the Georgian public/Georgian society is about 

foreign policy? [Asked to think off the top of their heads, then prompted about 

specific or general information if they responded the Georgian public was 

knowledgeable.] 

Q4. Who or what influences public opinion and knowledge in society about foreign 

policy?  

Q5. How does the voting public communicate their foreign policy desires to the 

Georgian government?   

Q6. What do you think academics or the media get wrong about how foreign policy is 

formed?  
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Q7. Who else should I interview? Who should I talk to who might have a different 

view on this topic? 

Q8. Anything else you want to discuss on foreign policy?  

 
Chapter 5: Major Power Allies and Intervention  
 
Table A.5 Dependent Variable Information 
Variable Source Definition/Coding 
External support 
(“military intervention”) 

Uppsala Conflict Data 
Program – External 
Support (UCDP) 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the minor power: 
offered troops as 
secondary warring party, 
access to territory, access  
to  military or intelligence  
infrastructure, weapons, 
material or logistics, 
training/expertise, 
funding/economic  
support, intelligence  
material, other forms of 
support, or unknown 
support to a civil war 
actor in a given year.  

Just “troops as a 
secondary party” 

Uppsala Conflict Data 
Program – External 
Support (UCDP) 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the minor power: 
offered troops as 
secondary warring party 
to a civil war actor in a 
given year.  

Just “financial support” Uppsala Conflict Data 
Program – External 
Support (UCDP) 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the minor power: 
offered funding/economic  
support to a civil war 
actor in a given year.  

Sanctions  Threat and Imposition of 
Sanctions (TIES) Data 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the minor power  
sanctioned another 
country for: military 
behavior (2 in TIES), 
regime-destabilization (3 
in TIES), territorial 
disputes (5 in TIES), or 
termination of support for 
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non-state actors in 
conflict (10 in TIES) to an 
actor in a given year.  

Diplomatic intervention Regan, Frank and Aydin 
(2009) Diplomatic 
Intervention and Civil 
War Data 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the minor power 
diplomatically intervened, 
defined as offered or 
hosted negotiation, 
mediation or a forum, or 
pulled ambassadors or 
diplomatic staff in a civil 
war in a given year. 

 
Table A.6 Independent Variable Information 
Variable Source Definition/Coding 
Experienced intervention 
in the past 5/10 years. 

Uppsala Conflict Data 
Program – External 
Support (UCDP) 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the minor power had 
another country in UCDP 
intervene into it (any of 
the previous measures of 
external support).  

EU/NATO aspirant.  Coded – Caitlin 
McCulloch (out of official 
EU/NATO 
documentation) 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the minor power 
either officially applied to 
join the European Union 
or went to one of the two 
stages beyond a 
Partnership for Peace with 
the NATO (either a 
Membership Action Plan 
or further formal action). 
– Conditional on if the 
major power involved in 
the civil war was a 
member of that 
organization. 

Rivalry Dreyer and Thompson 
(2011) Rivalry Data 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the country was 
currently participating in 
a rivalry, as measured by 
competitive diplomatic 
threats with another 
country or referring to 
another contiguous 
country as such.  
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Alliances Alliance Treaty 
Obligations and 
Provisions (ATOP) Data 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the minor power and 
major power had an 
offensive or defensive 
alliance between them as 
defined by the ATOP 
data.  

Military aid The USAID Greenbook 
Data 

A dichotomous (also 
robust to continuous) 
measure of if the United 
States had given minor 
power military aid in a 
given year.  

Arms transfers Stockholm International 
Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI) Arms Transfers 
Data 

A continuous measure of 
if the major power 
involved in the civil war 
had transferred arms to 
the minor power, in tens 
of thousands of dollars 
worth of arms. 

Joint military exercises D’Orazio (2010) Joint 
Military Exercises’ Data 

A continuous measure of 
if the major power 
involved in the civil war 
had participated in a joint 
military exercise with the 
minor power. 

Peace-time deployments Coded – Caitlin 
McCulloch (out of the 
Military Balance Data)  

A dichotomous measure 
of if the major power 
involved in the civil war 
had troops deployed to 
the minor power, if the 
minor power was 
currently in a peaceful 
state (not experiencing its 
own civil war).  

 
 
Table A.7 Control Variable Information 
Variable Source Definition/Coding 
Distance between capitals Gleditsch (2018) Capital 

Distance Data 
A continuous measure of 
the distance between the 
minor powers’ capital and 
the country experiencing 
civil wars’ capital, in 
kilometers. 
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Log of refugees from 
close 
countries 

Salehyan (2006) Civil 
War Data 

A logged continuous 
measure of the refugees 
the country was currently 
receiving from contiguous 
countries. 

Oil Reserves Cotet and Tsui (2013) Oil 
and Civil War Data  

A logged measure of the 
oil resources the country 
involved in civil war 
currently possesses.  

Polity Polity IV Democracy 
Data 

A categorical measure of 
relative democracy based 
on aggregation of 
democratic 
characteristics.  

Shared Ethnicity, 
Religion or Leftist 
Politics 

San-Akca (2016) External 
Support Data 

A dichotomous measure 
of if the country in civil 
war and the minor power 
shared ethnicity, religion, 
or regime type (if leftist). 

Time  Carter and Signorino 
(2010) Time Control 
Guidelines 

Time, time cubed and 
time squared to measure 
the relationship between 
time and the outcome of 
interest. 

State capability Correlates of War (2012) 
National Material 
Capabilities Data 

A continuous measure of 
the capabilities of a 
country built from 
normalized measures of 
military expenditure, 
military personnel, energy 
consumption, iron and 
steel production, urban 
population, and total 
population. 
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