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Introduction 

 

Since the end of World War II, the world has seen a decline in external wars and a rise in 

civil wars. Cold War politics, increasing socioeconomic disparity, colonial independence, and 

ethnic and religious tensions have resulted in this rise. Besides that, these civil conflicts have 

become more brutal and globalized, with combatants conducting gruesome human rights 

violations (e.g. genocide, ethnic cleansing, politicide, massacres, etc.) to achieve their goals and 

foreign countries heavily intervening in the conflict. Numerous international procedures and 

policies have been adapted to prevent such atrocities, and third-party countries have intervened 

in civil wars to prevent such things, like NATO’s intervention in Kosovo. Regardless, the 

international community has failed to act in other cases, such as the Rwandan Genocide during 

the Rwandan civil war. This poses the question about why some governments choose to 

intervene in civil wars and not in others?  A reason for this is because of ethnicity.   

Literature Review  

There are various reasons why a foreign country would intervene in a civil war. A third-

party may have economic or security interests in the conflict state and the civil war is disrupting 

those interests. While a foreign country may have interests in the conflict state it wants to 

protect, it may also involve itself simply due to humanitarianism.  

Resources and Economic Interests  

 Regarding economic reasons, Findley and Marineau argue that third parties may 

intervene in civil wars to gain access to economic opportunities or resources (Findley & 

Marineau 2014, 469). A third party may intervene if “(a) had no previous access to the resources, 

(b) loses access at some point during the war, or (c) fears losing access because of war-related 

events, a third party may choose to intervene in order to protect its interests in the resources or 
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gain access before others do.” (Findley & Marineau 2014, 469) Countries such as the Democratic 

Republic of Congo, Senegal, and Sierra Leon have seen outside involvement in their civil wars 

due to their economic resources (Findley & Marineau 2014, 478-479). Specifically looking at the 

Sierra Leon Civil War, the Liberian government supported the Revolutionary United Front 

(RUF) to gain access to Sierra Leon’s diamonds (Findley & Marineau 2014, 479). “In return for 

diamonds, Liberia illegally traded arms and other supplies with Sierra Leone’s rebel group, 

RUF.” (Findley & Marineau 2014, 479) While foreign countries may intervene because of 

resources, “who controls the lootable resources” is also important (Findley & Marineau 2014, 

470). “[W]hile the presence of a resource should entice third parties to intervene, government or 

rebel control of the resources is probably a crucial consideration for the side on which 

intervention will occur.” (Findley & Marineau 2014, 470) Regardless, Findley and Marineau’s 

data supports that lootable resources play a key role in third parties intervening in civil wars 

(Findley & Marineau 2014, 480). While economic interests are one reason for intervention, 

enforcing and defending security interests is another. 

Defending Security Interests    

 Foreign countries may intervene in a civil war to defend their security interests. Security 

interests are assets, resources, geography, or actions that defend a country’s national security or 

influence. According to Krain, Tanzanian intervention in Uganda and Vietnamese intervention in 

Cambodia, while ending human rights disasters and internal strife, were performed for realpolitik 

reasons (Krain 2005, 366). Both intervening countries had political tensions with the politically 

unstable states at the time and intervened merely to protect their security interests. Also, 

neighboring countries might intervene to defend themselves from spillover effects. An example 

of this is Indian military intervention in East Pakistan (Bangladesh). While India intervened in 
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Bangladesh to counter Pakistan, another reason was “to stem the tide of refugees,” a spillover 

effect of the genocide (Krain 2005, 366). Besides avoiding spillover effects from a neighboring 

conflict state, a third party may intervene to defend their power from rival states who can 

potentially be interested in the conflict state. An example of this is NATO’s 2011 intervention in 

Libya.  

It might be added that, in the context of a rising China and a more assertive Russia, 

NATO countries暢 leaders might have cause to consider again the benefits of democratic 

enlargement à la Clinton. A democratically-governed Libya, if such a polity were to be 

established, might be less inclined to seek to develop mutually beneficial trade with 

fellow non-democracies Russia and China and instead direct economic advantages 

westward. (Fermor 2012, 342) 

Though some states may intervene in civil wars to defend their security interests, others may 

intervene on simply humanitarian grounds.  

Humanitarianism 

  Civil conflicts have seen humanitarian intervention for the sake of humanitarianism. The 

United States’ intervention in Somalia is a prime example of this. When the United States 

intervened in Somalia, the U.S. had no political, economic, or security interests (Finnemore 

1996, 2-3). Not only that, but the U.S. did not have any interest in state building or spreading 

democracy to Somalia (Finnemore 1996, 3). “Humanitarian justifications have been used to 

disguise baser motives in more than one intervention. More frequently, motives for intervention 

are mixed; humanitarian motives may be genuine but may be only one part of a larger 

constellation of motivations driving state action.” (Finnemore 1996, 4) Finnemore argues one 

reason for humanitarian interventions might be because of international norms (Finnemore 1996, 
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3-4). While interests and agenda are important motivators for foreign intervention, states may 

intervene in internal conflict due to international norms (Finnemore 1996, 3-4). This would 

establish a humanitarian reason for intervention.  

Analysis 

 Literature on conflict intervention shows there are many factors for outside intervention 

in civil wars. Economic interests, enforcing or defending state power, avoiding spillover effects, 

and humanitarianism, are some reasons why a foreign country would intervene. While these are 

reasons why a country would intervene, they need to be able to convince their populations to 

militarily intervene. The potential intervener’s people will probably not care about their 

country’s economic and resource interests in the conflict state unless it is super vital and benefits 

the majority of the population. Also, the third-party’s government may convince some of its 

people to support defending the state’s security interests, but most people will not understand or 

care about them unless they are important. Regarding humanitarianism, most people will not 

support a humanitarian intervention unless they care about the victims. For foreign governments 

to militarily intervene in a civil war, they need to convince their populations to support the 

intervention. This is where ethnicity comes into play.  

Theory  

 Ethnicity affects a country’s decision to militarily intervene in a civil war, regardless of 

other reasons. According to Davis and Moore “transnational ethnic alliances influence foreign 

policy behavior.” (Davis & Moore 1997, 181) Davis and Moore “argue that two types of dyads 

will experience higher levels of conflict than other dyads: (1) those where an advantaged 

minority in state A has an ethnic tie to a nonadvantaged minority in state B, and (2) those with a 

transnational ethnic alliance where the group in one of the states is politically mobilized.” (Davis 
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and Moore 1997, 171) Furthermore, Woodwell states ethnicity is significant when there is a 

dyadic relationship between a state that possesses a majority ethnic group and minority version 

of that group engaging in rebellion in another country (Woodwell 2004, 220). Woodwell’s 

theory is based on the size of the ethnic groups in the two countries and if there is an ethnic 

diaspora occurring (Woodwell 2004, 199-200). Davis and Moore’s theory is based on two 

assumptions: 1) a country is responding to domestic pressure and 2) the foreign intervener is 

concerned about their kin in another country (Davis & Moore 1997, 173). The difference 

between their theories and this paper’s theory is this one states ethnicity affects intervention 

regardless of reasons and size of the ethnic groups. Whether a country is militarily intervening to 

promote their own interests, security reasons, domestic pressure, or because they value their kin, 

ethnicity will somehow affect the decision to intervene.  

Third-parties may use ethnicity to promote their own interests or because they value their 

kin. When looking at the Cold War and ethnicity, Regan states “The empirical evidence would 

suggest that many of the unilateral interventions are carried out by the major powers, and 

conventional wisdom would posit that most of these are tied to the geopolitics of the Cold War.” 

(Regan 2010, 465) But, Regan also states “Carment et al. articulate a model of interventions, 

which suggests that the twin factors of group affinity and cleavage drive intervention policies, 

and we know from others that cross-border ethnic kin can influence both.” (Regan 2010, 465) 

Besides that, ethnicity might be used to defend a third-party’s security interests. According to 

Woodwell “encouraging ethnic rebellion and domestic instability within a neighboring state may 

bring about a reduction in the level of security threat represented by that state. When neighboring 

states are potentially irredentist, the increased opportunity to exercise force is coupled with a 

powerful motivation to do so.” (Woodwell 2004, 199) Regardless: 
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Whether ethnic rebellion encourages leaders to engage in foreign policy adventurism in 

order to foster national unity and divert attention from other domestic issues, or whether 

an embattled domestic situation encourages outside states to take advantage of a "soft 

target," liberal and realist theory both seem to suggest that ethnic rebellion would 

increase dyadic conflict propensity. (Woodwell 2004, 204) 

Domestic Support and Pressure for Intervention  

A reason why ethnicity is important is because third-party governments need support 

from their populations to intervene. Without support from the population, foreign countries 

would not be able to militarily intervene. In fact, Saideman states “In reacting to ethnic conflicts 

elsewhere, they consider what their constituents want, and the primary cue they use to determine 

such preferences is their ethnic composition. As a result, elites are likely to support that side of a 

conflict with which their constituents share ethnic ties.” (Saideman 2007, 734) One reason a 

third-party’s population may support military intervention is because of ethnic affinity for their 

kin. An example of this is Turkish intervention in Cyprus.   

When looking at the Cyprus Crisis and the Turkish invasion, Nome argues that ethnic 

affinity affected Greek and Turkish interventions (Nome 2012, 751-752). “Transnational ethnic 

affinities had arguably a major impact on the Greek intervention in Cyprus to support the 

dominant Greek Cypriots… [and] When in 1974 Turkey landed its army on the shores of 

Northern Cyprus, it did so in part because of transnational ethnic affinities.” (Nome 2012, 751-

752) “Behind Turkey’s intervention in Cyprus stood a reportedly enthusiastic population, 

greeting the intervention with demonstrations outside the Prime Minster’s office and the 

Parliament building.” (Nome 2012, 752)  

Selectorate Theory 
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While ethnic affinity and nationalism can get the population to support the intervention, 

the final decision comes from the third-party government. According to Koga, democracies are 

more likely to intervene in civil wars than autocracies (Koga 2011, 1145-1146). Koga states that 

because democratic leaders are elected, those leaders will enact policies that appease the public 

to maintain their support (Koga 2011, 1145). “Thus, we should, in the context of military 

intervention, observe that democracies are likely to intervene militarily in civil conflict when 

intervention is consistent with the preferences of a significant portion of their citizens and its 

outcome is likely to satisfy them.” (Koga 2011, 1145) Regarding autocracies “an autocratic 

leader’s political survival is thought to depend on a much smaller portion of the society than its 

democratic counterpart…autocracies are considered to have much smaller winning coalitions 

whose support a leader must maintain to remain in office.” (Koga 2011, 1145) Koga’s theory 

draws on selectorate theory, a theory about how people choose their leader (Koga 2011, 1145). 

The selectorate are those who choose the leader and the winning coalition are those who support 

the leader (Koga 2011, 1145). “Selectorate theory shows how different reselection institutions 

surrounding an office-seeking leader would influence the leader’s policy choice.” (Koga 2011, 

1145)  

The Selectorate theory argues that political leaders in both democracies and autocracies 

must keep members of their winning coalition happy in order to stay in power and that 

for this purpose, a political leader would provide two types of goods: public and private 

goods. Private goods are, by definition, exclusively distributed to members of the 

winning coalition; public goods benefit all members of the selectorate. (Koga 2011, 1145) 

Pertaining to ethnicity and civil conflict, a democratic country may intervene if their 

population (the selectorate) feels affinity for their kin because the democratic leaders do not want 
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to lose power. Autocracies might intervene if the winning coalition supporting them feels affinity 

for their kin. Democratic leaders rely on the selectorate to remain in power while autocratic 

leaders rely on the winning coalition (Koga 2011, 1145). Also, the private and public goods 

distributed are the results of the intervention. While the people supporting the leaders may 

pressure them to act, democracies and autocracies may decide to intervene for reasons besides 

saving their kin. In this case, leaders promote ethnic affinity or nationalism to achieve support 

from their population and wining coalition. Though ethnicity is important because it either 

pressures the third-party government to act or gives it domestic support, it is, at the core, 

important because of domestic politics.  

Ethnic Affinity and Kin-Country Syndrome  

 Looking at ethnic affinity further, the third-party’s population needs to have an affinity 

for their kin for the third-party government to intervene. That is the only way the potential 

intervener will be able to achieve support for a military intervention. Either the people will have 

a natural affinity to their kin and pressure their government or the government may promote 

ethnic affinity to achieve support for armed involvement. According to Huntington, “As people 

define their identity in ethnic and religious terms, they are likely to see an ‘us’ versus ‘them’ 

relation existing between themselves and people of different ethnicity or religion.” (Huntington 

1993, 29) “Differences in culture and religion create differences over policy issues, ranging from 

human rights to immigration to trade and commerce to the environment.” (Huntington 1993, 29) 

Eventually ethnic affinity leads to kin-country syndrome. Kin-country syndrome is when 

“Groups or states belonging to one civilization that become involved in war with people from a 

different civilization naturally try to rally support from other members of their own civilization.” 

(Huntington 1993, 35) In the case of ethnic conflict and civil war, the kin-country syndrome 
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would mean a foreign country that shares the same ethnicity as a group targeted in a civil war in 

another country will see its people rally support for their kin. Whether the kin-country syndrome 

is formulated by the government or created by the people, it is important, so the third-party 

government can achieve support for military intervention.  

Ethnicity Matters Regardless of Reasons for Intervening  

 Overall, ethnicity matters, regardless of a country’s reasons for intervening in a civil war. 

For a foreign country to intervene in an internal war where it shares the same ethnicity as the 

victims or a group fighting, the foreign country needs to convince its people to intervene. 

Whether that is the majority of the population (democracies), the winning coalition (autocracies), 

or both, those people need to be convinced to support military intervention, and ethnicity is the 

best way to achieved this. People will share an affinity for their kin being slaughtered or fighting, 

and this will give the third-party government the backing it needs to intervene.  

Hypothesis  

This research project looks at two hypotheses: 

 

H1: Countries with ethnic ties to people fighting in a civil war are more likely to militarily 

intervene than countries without such ethnic ties.  

H2: Democratic countries with ethnic ties to people fighting in a civil war are more likely to 

militarily intervene than non-democratic countries with ethnic ties. 

 

The main independent variable is ethnic ties and the key dependent variable is military 

intervention. The unit of analysis is described as the following:  
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The data are organized in a dyadic format: each observation is a pair of a conflict state 

and a potential intervening state. Potential interveners include all countries except the 

conflict state. Each pair of conflict states and potential interveners is observed from the 

year when a given civil conflict begins to the year when it ends. Thus, the total number of 

observations is calculated as the number of civil conflicts times the number of years 

during which a given civil conflict persists times the number of potential intervener states 

in a given year. This produces 147,933 observations. (Koga 2011, 1150) 

The hypotheses differ though when looking at regime type. H1 does not take regime type into 

account while H2 does. H2 sees how democracies interact with ethnic ties, and if that 

relationship leads democracies to intervene more than non-democracies. H2 predicts democratic 

countries will more likely in civil wars than non-democracies because leaders in democracies 

will need to appease their people who share ethnic ties with the victims to stay in power. 

Democracies have a bigger incentive to intervene than non-democracies because leaders in non-

democracies do not need to worry about appeasing their people, who share the same ethnicity as 

the victims, to stay in power. Overall, democratic leaders have a bigger incentive to intervene 

than non-democratic leaders.  

 

Research Design   

Models  

The dataset used in this research is Jun Koga’s civil war data used in her paper “Where 

Do Third Parties Intervene? Third Parties’ Domestic Institutions and Military Interventions in 

Civil Conflicts.” The data is time-series cross sectional and the unit of analysis is each dyadic 

state to state relationship for countries involved in civil conflicts across the temporal domain of 
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1945 to 1999. Regarding the empirical analysis, linear regression models are used to measure the 

probability of ethnicity effecting a third-party’s decision for military intervention. The regression 

models are stratified to examine what circumstances ethnicity affects military intervention; and 

they are clustered because the dyads are used repeatedly, the data is not fully independent, and 

there is a chance of bias in the standard errors.  

Variables  

 All the variables looked at are dichotomous except Capability Ratio, Contiguous, Natural 

Log Distance, Previous Military Intervention Years, Spline1, Spline2, and Spline3 which are 

continuous. Military Intervention is the focal dependent variable, and it is whether a country 

intervened in a civil war or not. It is a dichotomous variable (0 = no military intervention, 1 = 

military intervention), and Koga describes it as the following: 

Regarding third parties’ military interventions and the sides of interventions, I obtain this 

from Regan (2002). His definition of a military intervention in a civil conflict is 

‘‘convention breaking military 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 a supplement to 

Regan’s data, I also use Pearson and Baumann’s (1993) and Kisangani and Pickering’s 

(2007) data on military interventions for those civil conflicts that are not covered by 

Regan but are recorded in Fearon and Laitin (2003). To make it consistent with Regan’s 

definition of military intervention in civil conflict, I include only those military 

interventions that are coded as ones that take sides in a domestic dispute in Pearson and 

Baumann’s and Kisangani and Pickering’s data set. (Koga 2011, 1150) 
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Table 1. Military Intervention Distribution  

  

 

 

Based off the distribution, there has been a total of 344 military interventions by third-parties. 

That means .23% of the observations conducted a military intervention while 99.77% (147,933) 

of observations did not perform a military intervention.  

Table 2. Ethnic Ties Distribution  

 

 

Ethnic Ties is the focal independent variable, and it is a dichotomous variable that 

measures whether the potential intervener and conflict state share the same ethnicity. “Ethnic Tie 

is coded 1 if a political leader’s key supporters in a third-party state have the same ethnicity with 

any group in a conflict state and coded 0 otherwise.” (Koga 2011, 1153) To create Ethnic Ties 

Koga uses “Fearon et al.’s (2007) data on the ethnicity of the head of state and Austvoll’s (2006) 

data on ethnic identity of civil conflict actors.” (Koga 2011, 1152) In the dataset, 3,217 

observations have a shared ethnic relationship to the conflict state. That means 2.64% of 

observations have ethnic ties while 97.36% (111,526) do not.  

 

Table 3. Military Intervention and Ethnic Ties Cross-Tab 

Military Intervention Frequency Percentage 

Yes 344 0.23% 

No 147,589 99.77% 

Total 147,933 100% 

Ethnic Ties  Frequency Percentage 

Yes 3,217 2.64 % 

No 118,526 97.36% 

Total 121,743 100% 

Military Intervention 

 

Ethnic Ties  

              Yes                                  No                               

Total 

Yes 83 255 338 

No 3,134 118,271 121,405 

Total 3,217 118,526 121,743 
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When cross tabulated, 83 observations that performed military interventions have shared 

ethnic ties to the conflict state, while 255 observations that performed military interventions do 

not have shared ethnic ties to the conflict state. 3,134 observations that have ethnic ties have not 

performed military interventions.  

Eleven control variables are used to control for spuriousness. Third Democracy classifies 

whether a potential intervener is a democracy, and it is measured based of a polity scale—if the 

third-party’s polity score is greater than 17 it is a democracy but if it is less than 17 it is not a 

democracy. Capability Ratio is a numerical variable that measures “a third-party state’s military 

advantage over a conflict state.” (Koga 2011, 1152) Regarding how it is calculated, Koga states: 

“To calculate this variable, I use the natural log of the ratio of the Correlates of War’s Composite 

Index of National Capability (version 3.02) in a given year that is, ln(third-party 

capabilities/conflict state capabilities).” (Koga 2011, 1152) Ally is a binary variable that 

determines if a potential intervener is an ally of the conflict state (Koga 2011, 1153). Natural 

Log Distance is a continuous variable that measures the natural log distance between the 

potential intervener and the conflict state. Colonial History determines if the third-party and 

conflict state have a past colonial relationship, Cold War determines if the civil war is occurring 

in the cold war, and Previous Military Intervention determines if the potential intervener 

performed a previous military intervention in the conflict state. Also, Major Power, which is 

used for only two models, indicates if the third party is a major power. Previous Military 

Intervention Years is a continuous variable measuring “how many years have passed since the 

beginning of conflict and also how many years have passed since the previous military 

intervention for the same dyad.” (Koga 2011, 1153) Spline1, Spline2, and Spline3, are Previous 

Military Intervention Years but transformed into cubic splines to make the data more liner. 
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 Two variables that are not used in the models but used for stratifying the data are 

Contiguous and Weak Intervener. Contiguous is an ordinal variable that measures if the conflict 

state and potential intervener share a land border, are separated by less than 400 miles of water, 

or have no land border and are not separated by less than 400 miles of water. 0 means the 

conflict state and potential intervener share a land border, 2 means they are separated by 2 to 12 

miles of water, 3 means they are separated by 13 to 24 miles of water, 4 means they are 

separated by 25 to 150 miles of water, 5 means they are separated by 151 to 400 miles of water, 

and 6 means no land border nor separated by less than 400 miles of water. Weak Intervener is a 

dichotomous variable measuring if the potential intervener is a weak or non-weak intervener, and 

it is based off the Capability Ratio. 1 means the third-party is a weak intervener and has a value 

that is less than the Capability Ratio’s mean which is -1.058528. 0 means the third-party is a 

non-weak intervener and has a ratio greater than the mean of the Capability Ratio.  

Empirical Analysis 

Based off the linear regression in Table 1, Ethnic Ties is statistically and substantively 

significant. Controlling for other factors, a country with ethnic ties to a group fighting in a civil 

war is 1.9% more likely to militarily intervene than a country with no ethnic ties. Those with 

ethnic ties are .021 standard deviations more likely to intervene than those without ethnic ties.  

The percent change for a country having no ethnic ties to having ethnic ties is 770.5%. Third 

Democracy and Natural Log Distance are also statistically significant. If a potential intervener is 

a democracy, there is a significant chance it will intervene. Also, the closer the potential 

intervener is to the conflict state, the more likely it will intervene. Capability Ration, Cold War, 

Previous Military Intervention, and Previous Military Intervention Years are statistically 

significant as well. If a country has the capability to intervene, it will most likely intervene. 
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**p<.01 *p<.05 = Statistical Significance 

Also, the Cold War affects a third-party’s decision to intervene because they may intervene to 

promote their own ideology or promote their own interests. Regarding Previous Military 

Intervention and Previous Military Intervention Years, if a third-party performed a previous 

military intervention in the past, it will most likely do so again if the previous intervention did 

not occur too long ago. Pertaining to the variable Ally, it may not be statistically significant 

because most foreign interveners may not have tendency to militarily intervene in their ally’s 

affairs. This variable significant though under certain circumstances. Lastly, the variable 

Colonial History is both statistically and substantively significant. Controlling for other factors, a 

potential intervener is 2.2% more likely to militarily intervene if they have Colonial History to 

the conflict state than if they do not. The potential intervener may have interests in the conflict 

state dating back to its colonial days, so as a result it may intervene.  

 

 Table 4. Regression Analysis   

Military Intervention B SE 

Third Democracy .0012796** .003504 

Ethnic Ties .0192815** .0011594 

Capability Ratio .0012325** .0000748 

Ally .0012325 .0010667 

Natural Log Distance -.0034491** -.0034491 

Colonial History .0220009** .0017962 

Cold War .001716** .0003707 

Previous Military 

Intervention 

.0045958** 

 

.0004161 

Previous Military 

Intervention Years 

-.0052684** 

 

.000327 

Spline 1 -.0002404** .0000232 

Spline 2 .0000836** .0000102 

Spline 3 -1.58e-06 1.38e-06 

Constant .0389375** .0020753 

N 108,945 

.0207 

.05447 

r2 

Root Mean Square Error 
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Table 5. Regression Analysis: Third Democracy and Previous Military Intervention 

 Model 1 

Third Democracy-Yes  

Model 2  

Third Democracy-No 

Model 3 

Previous Military 

Interventions-Yes  

Model 4 

Previous Military 

Interventions-No 

Military 

Intervention 

B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Third 

Democracy 

    .0020194 .0017577 .0008148 .0004293 

Ethnic Ties  .030687* .0151248 .014226* .0069568 .0521899 .0282805 .0110183* .0044631 

Major Power .035507** .0063309 .0113292* .0050664     

Capability 

Ratio 

    .003597** .0006678 .000746** .0001568 

Ally .002109 .0066079 -.0016469 .003816 -.0058777 .0139341 .0034954 .002755 

Natural Log 

Distance 

-.0013377 .0011082 -.00519** .0010636 -.01021** .0025302 -.00140** .0004656 

Colonial 

History 

.0061358 .0123559 .0324717 .0215886 .0420087 .0244462 .0168158 .0099289 

Cold War .000925 .0008309 .0011577* .0005303 .007643** .0020097 .0008223* .0003934 

Previous 

Military 

Intervention 

.006779** .0015575 .005149** .0009756     

Previous 

Military 

Intervention 

Years 

-.007074** .0016355 -.00425** .0008735 -.01284** .0023028 -.00211** .0005648 

Spline 1 -.000328** .0000895 -.00019** .0000463 -.00063** .0001322 -.00008** .0000314 

Spline 2 .000116** .0000345 .000068** .0000176 .000235** .0000532 .0000268* .0000123 

Spline 3 -3.13e-06 2.49e-06 -1.24e-06 1.27e-06 -.00001** 4.82e-06 4.41e-07 1.10e-06 

Constant  .0233521* .0105615 .050793** .009692 .1059883 .0225227 .017180** .0044364 

N 41,457 67,488 23,754 85,191 

r2 0.0426 0.0197 0.0422 0.0125 

Root Mean 

Square Error 

.06217 .0486 .08878 .03938 

**p<.01 *p<.05 = Statistical Significance 

Pertaining to what circumstances ethnicity effects military intervention in civil wars, 

Table 2 shows that ethnicity is statistically and substantively significant if the intervener is a 

democracy or an autocracy. Models 1 and 2, which stratify democracy, shows Ethnic Ties is 

statistically and substantively significant for democracies (Model 1) and non-democracies 

(Model 2). Controlling for other factors, Democracies are 3.0% more likely to militarily 

intervene if they Ethnic Ties than democracies that do not. Democracies with ethnic ties are .034 
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standard deviations more likely to intervene than democracies without ethnic ties. Non-

democracies have a 1.4% greater chance of performing a military intervention if they have ethnic 

ties than non-democracies with no ethnic relationship. Non-democracies with ethnic ties are .016 

standard deviations more likely to militarily intervene than non-democracies without ethnic ties. 

The percentage change for democracies having no ethnic ties to having ethnic ties is 911.0% and 

for non-democracies it is 721.5%. Major Power, Previous Military Intervention, and Previous 

Military Intervention Years are statistically significant for democracies and non-democracies. 

Major Power is also substantively significant for both models. Democracies are 3.5% more 

likely to militarily intervene if they are major powers than if they are not. Non-democracies are 

1.1% more likely to engage in military intervention in internal conflicts if they are major powers 

than if they are not major powers. Regarding Natural Log Distance and Cold War, those 

variables are statistically significant for non-democracies but not democracies. Natural Log 

Distance is probably not significant for democracies because if the selectorate decides to 

intervene, regardless of the conflict state’s location, the democratic leaders must oblige by the 

people’s will. For non-democracies, since the decision to intervene is controlled solely by the 

political leaders and not the people, the distance between them and the conflict state may matter. 

Regarding Cold War, the Cold War is probably not significant for democracies performing 

military intervention because the government’s decision to intervene is influenced by the 

selectorate and they may have preferred military intervention regardless if the Cold War was 

occurring or not. The Cold War may be important to non-democracies since those governments 

are not elected by their people, and those governments may have seen the Cold War as a battle 

for survival and influence since it was an ideologically driven conflict.  
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For states who have performed previous military interventions (Model 3) and states that 

have not (Model 4), Capability Ratio, Natural Log Distance, Cold War, and Previous Military 

Intervention Years, are statistically significant for both models. Ethnic Ties is not significant for 

countries who have performed a previous military intervention, but it is statistically and 

substantively significant for countries that have not engaged in a previous military intervention. 

Countries that have not performed a previous military intervention are 1.1% more likely to 

perform a military if they share ethnicity to a group in a civil war than if they do not share 

ethnicity. Countries that have not performed a previous military intervention and have shared 

ethnic ties are .012 standard deviations more likely to militarily intervene than countries who 

have not performed a previous military intervention and have no shared ethnic ties. Countries 

that have not performed a previous military intervention and have no ethnic ties experience an 

874.0% change when they do have ethnic ties. A reason why Ethnic Ties is statistically and 

substantively significant for Model 4 is because a country with shared ethnic ties may use this 

relationship to round up its populations support for military intervention. If the third-party 

performed a previous military intervention, Ethnic Ties is probably not significant because it 

already has military experience or a foreign presence in that conflict state.  

For major power status, Ethnic Ties is statistically and substantively significant for 

potential interveners that are major powers (Model 5) but not for potential interveners that are 

not major powers (Model 6). A state that is a major power has a 7.8% increased chance of 

performing military intervention if they have an ethnic relationship than compared to major 

powers that do not have a shared ethnic relationship. Major powers with ethnic ties are .106 

standard deviations more likely to perform military intervention than major powers without 

ethnic ties. Ethnic Ties also see a 279.9% change. Ethnic Ties is probably significant for major 
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powers because they have the capability to militarily intervene in most civil wars while non-

major powers lack the capability to intervene in most of them. 

Table 6. Regression Analysis: Major Power and Cold War 

**p<.01 *p<.05 = Statistical Significance 

Due to this capability difference, major powers may see ethnicity as important because they 

know they can defend their kin, while non-major powers may not see shared ethnicity s as 

important because they know they lack the capability to defend their kin. Also, Third Democracy 

is statistically and substantively significant for states that are major powers but not states that 

 Model 5 

Major Power-Yes  

Model 6  

Major Power-No 

Model 7 

Cold War-Yes  

Model 8 

Cold War-No 

Military 

Intervention 

B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Third 

Democracy 

.020454** .0064234 -.000476 .00041 .0017017 .0009194 .0004039 .0005932 

Ethnic Ties  .078544** .0292269 .013999 .0074246 .020362* .01028 .0159326 .0086914 

Major Power         

Capability 

Ratio 

    .001709** .0002875 .0003776* .0001511 

Ally .0477463* .0186911 -.0031574 .0035325 -.0000136 .0055097 .00278 .00289 

Natural Log 

Distance 

.001383 .008124 -.00433** .0007971 -.00457** .0012054 -.001474* .0006527 

Colonial 

History 

.0118529 .0195604 .0061182 .0052818 .0205304 .013651 .0247774 .012731 

Cold War .0073255 .0055238 .0006201 .0003963     

Previous 

Military 

Intervention 

.056817** .0112995 .003793** .0007259 .005122** .0010393 .002050** .0007803 

Previous 

Military 

Intervention 

Years 

-.040062** .0088381 -.00325** .0007502 -.00614** .0011236 -.00276** .0009808 

Spline 1 -.001859** .0005047 -.00015** .0000405 -.00028** .0000613 -.0001044 .0000544 

Spline 2 .000663** .0002002 .000053** .0000155 .000101** .0000238 .0000324 .0000212 

Spline 3 -.0000207 .0000177 -1.40e-06 1.04e-06 -2.45e-06 1.92e-06 1.12e-06 1.68e-06 

Constant  .0565233 .0721961 .0425826 .0074917 .051405** .011256 .019396** .0063428 

N 4,527 104,418 68,973 39,972 

r2 0.0887 0.0151 0.0231 0.0164 

Root Mean 

Square Error 

.16999 .04151 .06218 .03743 
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lack major power status. A country that is a major power has a 2.0% greater chance of 

performing a military intervention in a civil war if it is a democracy than a major power that is 

not a democracy. Major powers that are democracies might see an increased chance of military 

intervention because they have the means to perform it, while non-major powers might not have 

the capability to perform military intervention and thus lack their population’s support. Ally is 

statistically and substantively significant for major powers but not for non-major powers. A 

reason for this maybe because major powers have the capability to intervene on behalf of allies 

while non-major powers do not. A potential intervener that is a major power has a 4.7% 

increased chance of military intervention if it is an ally than a potential intervener that is a major 

power and not an ally. Also, Natural Log Distance is not statistically significant for major 

powers that intervene in a civil war, but statistically significant for non-major powers. A reason 

for this is major powers have the capability to intervene in civil wars far away from them, while 

non-major powers lack this capability and can only intervene in civil wars closer to them. 

Regarding Previous Military Intervention and Previous Military Intervention Years, those 

variables are statistically significant regardless if a country is a major power or not.  

Pertaining to countries that have militarily intervened in civil wars in the Cold War 

(Model 7) and not in the Cold War (Model 8), Capability Ratio, Natural Log Distance, Previous 

Military Intervention, and Previous Military Intervention Years are statistically significant 

regardless if a military intervention occurred in the Cold War or not. Ethnic Ties is statistically 

and substantively significant for countries intervening in civil wars in the Cold War, but it is not 

statistically significant for countries intervening in the post-Cold War. Countries in the Cold War 

have a 2.0% increased chance of performing a military intervention if they have ethnic ties than 

those that do not. Countries in the Cold War with ethnic ties are .023 standard deviations more 
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likely to perform military intervention than countries in the Cold War without ethnic ties. Ethnic 

Ties also see a 609.87% change. Ethnic Ties are probably significant for Cold War interventions 

because since that was a superpower rivalry between the U.S. and Soviet Union, countries with 

shared ethnic ties had greater support from the superpowers to intervene in civil wars that their 

ethnic kin were fighting in. Once the Cold War ended, some of those countries probably lost 

support from the superpowers, and thus lacked the capability to intervene in civil wars their kin 

were fighting in.  

Regarding states that share a colonial history with the conflict state (Model 9) and states 

that do not share a colonial history (Model 10), Previous Military Intervention Years is 

statistically significant for both models. Ethnic Ties is statistically and substantively significant 

for countries that do not have a colonial history but not for countries that do. Third parties that do 

not have a colonial relationship to the conflict state have a 1.8% greater chance of performing 

military intervention if they have shared ethnic ties than those that do not have shared ethnic ties.  

Countries without colonial history with ethnic ties are .02 standard deviations more likely to 

perform military intervention than countries without a shared colonial history and ethnic ties. 

When countries with no colonial history have ethnic ties, an 801.9% change occurs. Ethnic Ties 

may not influence a country’s decision to militarily intervene in a civil war if they share a 

colonial history with the conflict state because most colonial powers (which are Western 

European countries) may not have ethnic ties to the conflict states. Most states that do not have a 

colonial history probably have ethnic ties affect military intervention because they are probably 

next to each other or close by, and thus will probably share the same ethnicity. Furthermore, 

Third Democracy, Capability Ratio, Natural Log Distance, Cold War, and Previous Military 
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Intervention are statistically significant for third parties without colonial ties but not for third 

parties with colonial ties. 

Table 7. Regression Analysis: Colonial History and Contiguous 

**p<.01 *p<.05 = Statistical Significance 

These variables are probably not significant for potential interveners with colonial history 

because they already have an influence and presence in the conflict state. Since the potential 

interveners will have some form of post-colonial influence and interests in the conflict state, they 

will intervene regardless of other factors.  

 Model 9 

Colonial History-Yes  

Model 10  

Colonial History-No 

Model 11 

Contiguous-Yes 

Model 12 

Contiguous-No 

Military 

Intervention 

B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Third 

Democracy 

.0170091 .0218974 .0013694* .0006046 .0015008 .0079782 .001390** .0004839 

Ethnic Ties  .1463597 .0988226 .0183977* .0075633 .0244149* .0120662 .0107755 .0067793 

Major Power         

Capability 

Ratio 

.0117441 .0066239 .001187** .0002039 .008840** .0022528 .000974** .0001818 

Ally .0554294 .0298968 .0004161 .0038367 -.016144* .0079833 .0067072 .0035518 

Natural Log 

Distance 

-.0076918 .0077046 -.00352** .0008215 -.0055937 .0045574 -.0002837 .0004415 

Colonial 

History 

    -.0242288 .0207484 .0245891 .0133725 

Cold War .0037137 .0102132 .001835** .0005085 .0089711 .0063771 .000936** .0003595   

Previous 

Military 

Intervention 

.0326123 .0167392 .004396** .0008175 .052124** .0112999 .002694** .0005999 

Previous 

Military 

Intervention 

Years 

-.0331872* 

 

.0146437 -.00488** .0008662   -.03789** .0080587 -.00315** .0006472 

Spline 1 -.0014835 .0007621 -.00022** .0000468 -.00168** .0004464 -.00014** .0000349   

Spline 2 .0005034 .0002962 .000077** .0000179 .000580** .0001748 .000049** .0000134 

Spline 3 -3.35e-06 .0000288 -1.39e-06 1.27e-06 -9.66e-06 .0000144 -8.85e-07 1.02e-06 

Constant  .0939401 .0754355 .038776** .0075936 .12729** .037055 .0083781* .0038766 

N 945 108,000 4,330 104,615 

r2 0.0930 0.0184 0.0906 0.0149 

Root Mean 

Square Error 

.16252 .05241 .15207 .04279 
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Models 11 and 12 look at whether the potential intervener and conflict state share the 

same border or separated by less than 400 miles of water, (Model 11) or not (Model 12). 

Capability Ratio, Previous Military Intervention, and Previous Military Intervention Years are 

statistically significant for third parties performing military intervention, regardless if they are 

contiguous or not. Ethnic Ties is statistically and substantively significant for potential 

interveners who share border with the conflict state or who are within 400 miles distance by 

water, but not statistically significant for potential interveners who do not share a border or are 

not within 400 miles distance by water. Foreign countries that share ethnic ties and share a 

border or are within 400 miles distance by water are 2.4% more likely to perform a military 

intervention than foreign countries that do not share ethnic but do share a border or are within 

400 miles distance by water. Countries that are contiguous and have ethnic ties are .044 standard 

deviations more likely to perform military intervention than countries that are contiguous but do 

have ethnic ties. Countries that are contiguous and have no ethnic ties experience a 118.9% 

change when they do have ethnic ties. Ethnic Ties would be significant for potential interveners 

that are contiguous with the conflict state because those countries are more likely to share 

ethnicity with the war-torn state than states that are not contiguous. Ally is statistically and 

substantively significant for contiguous states, while Third Democracy and Cold War are 

statistically significant for non-contiguous states. Potential interveners that are contiguous with 

the conflict state and are allies have a 1.6% decreased chance of performing a military 

intervention than potential interveners that are not allies of the conflict state but are contiguous. 

If a conflict state is an ally to one of its neighbors, that neighbor may not intervene in the civil 

war either because they do not want to intrude on their ally’s sovereignty or because they do not 

want to feel the direct effects of the war. Third Democracy and Cold War are probably important 
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for countries that do no share a border or region with the conflict state because they are not 

feeling the direct effects of the civil war (e.g. refugee crisis, spillover, etc.). Potential interveners 

that are contiguous are feeling the civil war’s direct effects, so their decision to intervene may 

not be affected by the Cold War or democratic choice.  

Table 8. Regression Analysis: Weak Intervener and Ethnic Ties 

**p<.01 *p<.05 = Statistical Significance 

Table 5 shows Weak Intervener stratified (Models 13 and 14) and Ethnic Ties stratified 

(Models 15 and 16). Ally and Natural Log Distance are the only statistically significant variables 

 Model 13 

Weak Intervener-Yes  

Model 14 

Weak Intervener-No 

Model 15 

Ethnic Ties-Yes  

Model 16 

Ethnic Ties-No 

Military 

Intervention 

B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Third 

Democracy 

.0003181 .0002985 .001682 .0009055 .020232 .0115524 .0009854 .0005179 

Ethnic Ties  .0066436 .0047374 .0258746* .0110292     

Major Power         

Capability 

Ratio 

.0000765 .0000801 .003392** .0033921 .011552** .0029506 .001010** .000186 

Ally -.0023363* .0011818 .0028803 .0053357 -.0290507 .0157861 .0069697* .0031652 

Natural Log 

Distance 

-.0014693* .0005842 -.00551** .0013083 -.02009** .0067696 -.00269** .0007505 

Colonial 

History 

.0001183 .0003704 .0199115 .0116897 .1013862 .0977215 .0185757 .0119533 

Cold War -.0003671 .0005101 .002869** .0007608 -.0036152 .0118302 .001727** .0004396 

Previous 

Military 

Intervention 

.0011105 .0005881 .006216** .0011269 .0342019* .0172734 .003860** .0006789 

Previous 

Military 

Intervention 

Years 

-.0005535 .0003955 -.00746** .001278 -.04070** .0153522 -.00400** .0007173 

Spline 1 -.0000159 .0000192 -.00035** .0000708 -.001908* .0009148 -.00018** .0000379 

Spline 2 3.79e-06 7.15e-06 .000126** .0000275 .0006963 .0003687 .000062** .0000144 

Spline 3 6.92e-07 5.59e-07 -3.98e-06 2.12e-06 -.0000307 .0000324 -9.66e-07 1.02e-06 

Constant  .0143913* .0057122 .055174** .0118714 .263575** .0702099 .030118** .0068192 

N 44,267 64,678 3,028 105,917 

r2 0.0061 0.0284 0.1084 0.0139 

Root Mean 

Square Error 

.02171 .06808 .15358 .04809 
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for weak interveners. Regarding non-weak interveners, Ethnic Ties, Capability Ratio, Natural 

Log Distance, Cold War, Previous Military Intervention, and Previous Military Intervention 

Years are all statistically significant. Ethnic Ties is also substantively significant. Non-weak 

interveners with ethnic ties have a 2.5% greater chance of militarily intervening than non-weak 

interveners that do not have shared ethnic ties. Non-weak interveners with ethnic ties are .029 

standard deviations more likely to perform military intervention than non-weak interveners 

without ethnic ties. Non-weak interveners without ethnic ties see a 642.9% change when they 

have ethnic ties. Ethnic Ties are probably significant for non-weak interveners because they have 

the capability and means to intervene in a civil war so either the intervener’s people can feel an 

ethnic affinity because they know they can intervene, or the government can use ethnicity as an 

excuse to round up support for a military intervention. Since weak interveners lack the capability 

and means to intervene in a civil war, they may not feel ethnic affinity for their kin because they 

know they cannot intervene. Also, Ally might be significant for weak interveners because if the 

conflict state is an ally of theirs, they will probably not perform a military intervention because 

they lack the capability to assist.  

For potential interveners that share ethnic ties to the conflict state (Model 15), Capability 

Ratio, Natural Log Distance, Previous Military Intervention, and Previous Military Intervention 

Years are all statistically significant. Those variables are also statistically significant for potential 

interveners that do not share ethnic ties to the conflict state (Model 16). Ally and Cold War are 

also statistically significant for countries that do not share ethnic ties to conflict state but are not 

statistically significant for countries that do share ethnic ties. Pertaining to Ally, an alliance 

between a conflict state and potential intervener that share the same ethnicity might not influence 

the potential intervener’s decision to militarily intervene because of the ethnic relationship. 
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Alliance status may not matter in the third-party’s decision to militarily intervene because the 

ethnic relationship, alone, will be good enough. Also, if two countries that are allies share an 

ethnic relationship, the potential intervener in the relationship may not intervener in order to 

respect the ally’s sovereignty. Alliance status might matter to countries without shared ethnicity, 

though, because since there is no established ethnic relationship between the two countries, the 

third-party might need to rely on alliance status to rally their selectorate’s support for military 

intervention. When it comes to Cold War, countries that do not share ethnicity are more likely to 

intervene in civil wars in the Cold War than countries that do share ethnic ties due to the 

ideological, economic, and superpower rivalry of the conflict. Most potential interveners 

militarily intervened in internal wars back then to spread their ideology and compete with their 

rivals for influence. While Model 7 (see Table 3) shows Ethnic Ties is significant for countries in  

the Cold War, the Cold War is not significant for countries with Ethnic Ties simply because of 

the Cold War’s ideological nature and lack of ethnocentric conflict compared to post-Cold War 

civil wars. 

Case Study: Russia and the Transnistria War 

 A case study of a country intervening in a civil war on behalf of their kin is Russia and 

the 1992 Transnistria War in Moldova. The Transnistria War was a civil war in Moldova 

between the Moldovan government and the breakaway territory of Transnistria. Most people in 

Transnistria are Russophones (a mix of Russians and Ukrainians), and tensions between them 

and the government over policy enacted resulted in declared secession (Roper 2001, 106). In 

1990, Transnistria voted for autonomy and in 1991 the paramilitaries started forming in 

Transnistrian cities (Roper 2001, 106-107). After Moldova declared independence from the 

Soviet Union in 1991, Transnistria declared it also (Roper 2001, 107). By 1992, tensions reached 
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a breaking point and Moldovan military forces fought against Transnistrian paramilitary (Roper 

2001, 107). After fighting occurred, Russia militarily intervened to defend their fellow kin.  

In the politics of the Russian Federation the conflict in Transnistria became an important 

test case for the defence of ethnic Slavs in the near abroad. In April 1992 Russian Foreign 

Minister Andrei Kozyrev warned that Russia could intervene to protect the rights of 

ethnic Russians, and Russian president Boris Yeltsin placed the 14th Army under direct 

Russian control (the 14th Army had been to this point under CIS control). (Roper 2001, 

107-108) 

While Russia intervened because of ethnic affinity, they also intervened to protect their security 

interests. Russia also wanted to defend their “own political influence and military bases in the 

region” (Kaufman 1996, 129-130) for future possibility of annexing the region and forcing 

Moldova to join the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) (Kaufman 1996, 132). 

 Russian intervention in Moldova can be seen as them genuinely caring about their kin 

and protecting their own interests. Kin-country syndrome and ethnic affinity is seen here because 

Russia did view itself as the protector of ethnic Russians. Regarding security interests, Russia did 

have political and military interests in the region they wanted to protect (e.g. possible future 

annexation). Selectorate theory can also apply to this case. The Russian government, a newly 

established democracy at this time, could have intervened to appease popular support for their 

Russian brethren, thus making the selectorate satisfied. Also, the Russian government could have 

intervened to appease their winning coalition, in this case the Russian military. The Russian 

military could have had ethnic affinity for their kin in Transnistria or they could have wanted 

their security interests protected. Regardless of why Russia militarily intervened, their 

involvement shows why ethnicity matters. Russia cared about their fellow kin and wanted to 
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secure their influence in the region, thus showing that ethnicity was a reason and an excuse to 

intervene.  

Conclusion 

 Based off the linear regression models, ethnicity does affect military intervention 

regardless of the circumstances. The data supports hypothesis one and hypothesis two. States 

will more likely militarily intervene in civil wars if they share the same ethnicity, and 

democracies are more likely to militarily intervene than autocracies. An important thing to note 

about democracy is its relationship to distance. Model 1 shows ethnicity matters for democracies, 

but distance is irrelevant. When looking at Models 11 and 12, democracy does not matter for 

potential interveners that are contiguous to the conflict state but does matter for potential 

interveners that are not contiguous. This means democracy matters when countries are farther 

away from the conflict state but is irrelevant if they are neighboring countries. This makes sense 

because if the potential intervener shares ethnic ties and is a neighboring country, the type of 

government would not matter because either the intervener’s people feel an ethnic affinity to 

intervene or the neighboring state may intervene to avoid spillover effects.  

Further regarding democracies and autocracies, ethnic ties is significant for both regime 

types but more substantially for democracies. The reason why democracies are more likely to 

intervene is because of selectorate theory. Democratic governments will feel political pressure 

from their people (the selectorate) to intervene and defend their kin, and in order to maintain 

power the political leaders will oblige in the selectorate’s political preference: military 

intervention. 

Pertaining to the Cold War, ethnicity is important for countries in the Cold War (Model 

7) but not out of the Cold War (Model 8). While significant for the Cold War, the Cold War is 
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not significant for countries that share ethnicity, it is only significant for countries that do not 

share it (Models 15 and 16). Furthermore, shared ethnicity is important for countries that have 

not performed a previous military intervention, but it is not significant for states that have 

performed previous military interventions (Models 3 and 4), yet previous intervention is 

significant for countries with ethnic ties (Model 15). Lastly, ethnic ties are significant for major 

powers (Model 5) and non-weak interveners (Model 14), but not significant for non-major 

powers (Model 6) and weak interveners (Model 13). All this indicates two things. First, shared 

ethnicity is more of an excuse to militarily intervene than it is an actual reason to. While 

countries might care about their kin, they may intervene for other reasons, as seen with Russia 

intervening in Moldova to protect its own interest. Second, military capability matters for 

ethnicity to effect military intervention. Based off the models, ethnicity affected countries who 

had significant military capability (major powers and non-weak interveners), but not those who 

lacked such capability (non-major powers, and weak interveners). This would mean that 

countries who have the military capability to intervene in a civil war will have shared ethnicity 

effect the decision because they know they can intervene. Countries who lack the military 

capability to intervene will not see ethnic ties effect military intervention because they know they 

lack the military capability to involve themselves in an internal conflict, even if that conflict is 

about their kin.                                        

Overall, the data does show that ethnicity is a reason and excuse to perform military 

interventions in civil wars, and military capability plays an important role in ethnicity effecting 

military intervention. There are countries with shared ethnicity that do care about their kin and 

intervene to defend them, but there are others that have other reasons for intervening and use 

defending their kin as an excuse to promote their own agenda. Besides that, there are countries 
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that do have an ethnic relationship to a conflict state but lack the capability to intervene 

compared to others, or simply choose not to intervene because it is against their interests. An 

example of the latter is China refusing to intervene in the Cambodian Genocide when their kin 

were killed because they were allied with the Cambodian government. According to Tables 1, 2, 

and 3, there have been 344 observations of military intervention, 3,217 observations that share 

ethnicity, and 83 observations of military interventions where the intervener has shared ethnic 

ties to the conflict state. 3,134 observations have shared ethnicity but do not have military 

intervention occur. These observations and the data from the regression tests all support the 

conclusion that while ethnicity matters regardless of circumstances, ethnicity’s use as an excuse 

and the role of military capability in making ethnicity important matter as well. From a policy 

standpoint, there are many lessons that can be learned. One lesson is states can easily manipulate 

ethnicity to get their people to support military intervention (e.g. Russia and Moldova). Another 

lesson is the international community could better observe when another state uses ethnicity as 

an excuse to intervene itself in another country’s internal conflict. Seeing all the current civil 

conflicts occurring globally right now and rising ethnic tensions in different parts of the world, 

states will most likely use the ethnicity card to involve themselves in civil wars to promote their 

own interests (e.g. Russia and Ukraine today). The international community can better respond to 

such interventions by understanding the role ethnicity plays in a country’s decision to intervene. 
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Appendix A 

Table 9. Ethnic Ties Standardized Coefficients 

**p<.01 *p<.05 = Statistical Significance 

 

Table 10. Ethnic Ties Percentage Changes 

 

 

Model Standardized Coefficient  

Table 1. Regression Analysis  .0217838** 

Model 1. Third Democracy-Yes .0340556* 

Model 2. Third Democracy-No .0161977* 

Model 3. Previous Military Interventions-Yes .0591364* 

Model 4. Previous Military Interventions-No .0122789** 

Model 5. Major Power-Yes .1066045** 

Model 6. Major Power-No .0153814** 

Model 7. Cold War-Yes  .0237007* 

Model 8. Cold War-No  .0170075 

Model 9. Colonial History-Yes .1721174 

Model 10. Colonial History-No .0206916** 

Model 11. Contiguous-Yes .0449325** 

Model 12. Contiguous-No .0124475 

Model 13. Weak Intervener-Yes .0069519 

Model 14. Weak Intervener-No .029899** 

Model Percent Changes  

Table 1. Regression Analysis  770.5% 

Model 1. Third Democracy-Yes 911.0% 

Model 2. Third Democracy-No 721.5% 

Model 3. Previous Military Interventions-Yes 751.3% 

Model 4. Previous Military Interventions-No 874.0% 

Model 5. Major Power-Yes 279.9% 

Model 6. Major Power-No 1,012.6% 

Model 7. Cold War-Yes  609.87% 

Model 8. Cold War-No  1,482.3% 

Model 9. Colonial History-Yes 568.2% 

Model 10. Colonial History-No 801.9% 

Model 11. Contiguous-Yes 118.9% 

Model 12. Contiguous-No 644.4% 

Model 13. Weak Intervener-Yes 2,154.9% 

Model 14. Weak Intervener-No 642.9% 


