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Abstract 
 
This paper explores problems of credible commitment in ethnic conflict in the face of minority 
radical fractionalization. It draws on the theoretical basis first developed in Lichbach and 
Weerasinghe (2006) to present a rational choice model of collective action in ethnic conflict to ask, 
specifically, whether credible commitments are harder to come by when radical groups increase in 
number; whether there is any qualitative difference in terms of commitments between having one 
dominant radical group versus many groups; whether achieving military commitments versus 
political commitments are influenced the same way by minority radical fractionalization; and finally 
whether talks, either as precursors to credible commitments or by themselves, are influenced by the 
number of radical groups operating at one time.  
 
The enduring Sri Lankan conflict is used as the case study to test the general hypotheses using a 
novel and extensive event dataset that we created and continue to update. An accompanying coding 
scheme was developed which could possibly be replicated in other ethnic conflicts as well. Utilizing 
various specifications and estimation methods we find robust evidence that radical fractionalization 
significantly reduces the probability of credible commitments, and that the effect is non-linear in the 
number of groups. These results hold whether the commitments are military or political in nature, 
though with a few caveats. Talks are significantly affected by the number of groups as well, albeit 
non-linearly, although once again with a few qualifications. Also, there is a qualitative effect in 
having one dominant group versus a multitude of radical groups on credible commitments and this 
result is statistically significant. In addition to the key hypotheses we find empirical evidence that the 
presence of past agreements does not necessarily translate into agreements today or tomorrow, and 
that talks do not have a significant effect on agreements in some cases. Both of these results were 
surprising findings. This paper is one of the first to test a theoretical credible commitment model in 
ethnic conflict using an extensive dataset and methodology. Though these results are preliminary 
they are certainly suggestive, and their policy implications are potentially important. Moreover, they 
beg further research.  
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Introduction: 
 
Some scholars assert that having many radical minority groups who use violence to achieve political 
ends, as opposed to moderate minority groups who use peaceful political processes, prevent the 
minority from credibly committing to the majority, since the majority cannot believe that the 
commitments would be respected since there are many groups that could potential “spoil” these 
assurances. Others say that negotiations, either privately or publicly, affect credible commitments. 
How are things different if you have one radical group versus many radical groups? Does the 
fractionalization of radical groups affect talks and commitments differently? These are some of the 
issues pondered in this paper.  
 
This paper explores credible commitment problems in Sri Lanka, which has seen a fierce ethnic war 
between the majority Sinhalese led government and minority Tamil radicals lasting more than thirty 
years. The structure of the piece is quite straightforward: we first present the ethnic conflict model 
that was developed in Lichbach and Weerasinghe (2006) and explore its relevance and implications 
for minority radical fractionalization in the following section. Note that this model is quite general in 
its scope and therefore should be applicable to all ethnic conflict where there are collective action 
(CA) problems among minority moderates and radicals vis-à-vis commitments with the majority. 
Here we present several hypotheses that could be generated and tested using the model that we 
developed, namely whether credible commitments, captured here by actual written or verbal 
agreements, are harder to come by when radical groups proliferate; whether there is any qualitative 
difference in terms of commitments between having one dominant group versus many groups; 
whether achieving military commitments versus political commitments are influenced the same way 
by minority radical fractionalization; and finally whether talks, either as precursors to credible 
commitments or by themselves, are influenced by the number of radical groups operating at one 
time. In the section following the hypotheses we present the general econometric specifications that 
test our hypotheses.  
 
The model is then applied to our case study, the Sri Lankan conflict. We present a brief overview of 
the evolution of the Tamil minority radical movement, which culminated with one rebel group 
emerging as the dominant voice of the radicals. We also focus on how the groups related to each 
other along with their similarities and differences, and conclude the section by looking at how 
radical strategies changed over time. The methodological issues pertaining to our case study are 
next, and we first focus on the dataset that we created and the corresponding coding scheme used to 
capture the variables in question (presented in the Appendices). The coding scheme is general in its 
categorization and thus should be applicable to other conflicts as well with suitable adjustments. 
Estimation and the results follow, and we find significant validation of our hypotheses with some 
possibly important qualifications. We conclude with a section on possible shortcomings of this paper 
along with improvements, policy implications, and potential avenues for further research. 
 
 
The Theoretical Model: 
 
In Fearon’s (1995) influential bargaining model of ethnic politics, the parties must divide some 
resource, but fighting over the distribution can impose quite large costs on the minority (c) and 
the majority (C).  Given the potential gains from cooperation, the parties ask: Why can’t we all 
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get along?  If the minority and the majority could commence negotiations, reach a settlement, 
and assure themselves that their agreement was self-enforcing, they could share the resource and 
save the c + C costs of ethnic warfare.  Avoiding a fight would leave everyone better off. 
 
Fearon’s model also locates a potential pitfall: once the minority agrees to negotiate rather than 
to fight, the majority can take advantage of it. In other words, the majority cannot credibly 
commit to caring about a demobilized and disarmed minority. Left to pursue their own interests, 
majorities behave opportunistically toward minorities, callously taking advantage of them.  Since 
the minority cannot believe in the credibility of the majority’s claim to treat it well, the minority 
prefers to fight initially rather than to negotiate.1  Of course, most ethnic groups in most places at 
most times get along.  The central empirical problem of the bargaining theory of ethnic politics is 
therefore to locate the institutions and environments that induce majorities to make credible 
commitments to minorities.  
 
Figure-1: Fearon’s Model of Ethnic Politics and Credible Commitment. 
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To grasp these issues, consider Fearon’s model, shown in Figure 1. At the beginning of the 
game, the minority (m) chooses whether to negotiate or to fight; in the middle of the game, the 
majority (M) makes an offer x to the minority; the game concludes when the minority chooses to 
accept the offer or to fight. Resources are allocated as follows: the total surplus available to both, 
m and M, is normalized to 1. If at the beginning of the game the minority decides to fight, its 
payoff is p1 – c (if the minority wins the fight, it receives 1 with a probability of p1, 0 with a 
probability of 1-p1, and regardless of the outcome it must pay the c costs of fighting); and the 
majority’s payoff is 1-p1-C (if the majority wins the fight, it receives 1 with a probability of 1-p1, 
0 with a probability of p1, and regardless of outcome it must pay the C costs of fighting). If the 
minority decides to negotiate, the majority keeps 1-x and gives the minority x, which are the 
payoffs if the minority accepts the majority’s offer. If the minority decides to reject the 

                                                
1 In Weingast’s (19???) model of reciprocal vulnerability, minorities must also credibly commit to majorities. 
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majority’s offer of x and to fight, the probability of a minority victory is updated to p2, and 
payoffs are calculated as they were at the beginning of the game. 
 
Fearon treats the key probability (p), the chances that the minority wins and captures the gains 
from a fight, as exogenous. His model, moreover, is driven by the assumption that,  
 
p2 < p1    (1) 
 
In other words, once the majority makes its offer (x) and a potential majority-minority agreement 
exists, the probability of a minority victory in a fight decreases – presumably because the 
government’s proposal defuses opposition, buying off the moderates and decreasing the 
minority’s fire power. The minority thus prefers to fight at the beginning of the game when p=p1 
rather than at the end of the game when p=p2. The result of striking early, of course, is ethnic 
conflict rather than ethnic cooperation.  Moreover, the majority’s offer in the middle of the game 
to the minority is,  
 
x = p2 – c    (2) 
 
since the probability of the minority’s victory (p2) has decreased, the majority’s offer (x) is less 
than it might have been earlier.  Since both its probability and its utility of victory decrease 
during the game, the minority prefers to fight at the outset.  
 
In Fearon’s assumptions, therefore, the minority fears that the majority’s peace offer will cost it 
power and resources. After the majority has suitably weakened it, the minority fears that an 
untrustworthy adversary will victimize it. The root problem is credible commitments: in 
extending its offer, the majority opportunistically takes advantage of the minority.  The majority, 
growing in relative strength, will make so meager an offer that the weakening minority must 
initiate a fight.  A sufficient war-avoiding bargain is unavailable. Unable to make a dynamic 
commitment, the majority leaves the minority with no choice but to seize the advantages of 
striking first and of undertaking a preemptive war.   
  
There is already a lot of wisdom here. However, a CA interpretation of the probability of a 
minority victory, and more generally of the minority’s and the majority’s decision calculi, gives 
further insights to Fearon’s seminal ideas. Modelers typically assume that it is the government 
that must make credible commitments to peace. Fearon thus studies the strategic calculations that 
underlay the majority regime. In adding CA elements to Fearon’s model, however, we focus on 
the minority’s CA problems in sustaining mobilization over time. Credible commitments to 
majority-minority bargains result from solutions to its two central CA problems.   
 
The first minority CA problem that affects majority credibility is the mobilization of extremists.  
If a minority is split between moderates and radicals, as Lake (2002) indicates, the radicals can 
bring down a minority-majority agreement. The minority, through its violent activities, is a threat 
to peace. If radical minorities, as many claim, reduce the chances that majorities will make 
credible commitments, extremists should be demobilized. A common expectation is that if 
minorities disarm their radicals and fanatics, majorities can commit to policies of moderation and 
appeasement. Demobilization of extremists allows majority regimes to make credible 
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commitments, which deters minorities from violence and, in turn, eliminates the state’s incentive 
for repression. Restraining minority mobilization therefore secures majority-minority peace. 
 
As specialists in violence, however, radicals have low costs and high benefits. Raising the costs 
and lowering the benefits of minority mobilization allows fanatics to monopolize the political 
space. Unless moderate minorities remain mobilized, reducing extremism is unlikely to produce 
peace. To successfully reduce extremism, alternative avenues of mobilization must be available 
to the moderates. The second CA problem that affects majority credibility is thus the 
mobilization of the moderates. 
 
These twin CA problems affect the willingness of the majority to offer credible commitments to 
the minority. From the minority’s point of view, if it remains unified, it can extract a tougher 
deal from the majority. Empowering moderates protects minority interests in the post-agreement 
world. The possibility of better terms make the majority’s credibility worth the price to the 
minority of laying down its arms. From the majority’s point of view, if minorities demobilize, 
why should it credibly commit to their policy accommodation? Without the continuing threat of 
protests by moderates, actual war is likely. Aware that the threat of mobilization produces the 
policy commitments that keep peace, a prescient majority realizes that a minority usefully 
restrains it. Since dissidents must be able to tie the regime’s hands, the regime will be willing to 
unconstrain the opposition. 
 
In order to show how these CA ideas affect credible commitment theory, we stay as close as 
possible to Fearon’s model. Instead of a single minority player at the beginning of the game, 
assume the following: if the minority coalition chooses to fight rather than to negotiate, a 2-
person game occurs between moderate and reformist factions. As under Fearon, each faction 
receives p1-c. Depending on how resources are allocated, the within-minority game produces 0, 
1, or 2 cooperators. To see the pure-strategy equilibria, Table-1 sets out the game in normal 
form: 
 
Table-1: The CA Game Within the Minority.                                             
                                                                        Minority Radicals 

     Join Fight  Abstain 
Join Fight p1(2)-c, p1(2)-c p1(1)-c, p1(1) 

 
Minority 
Moderates Abstain    p1(1), p1(1)-c    p1(0), p1(0) 

 
 

If p1(2)-c ≥  p1(1), or p1(2)-p1(1) ≥  c, mutual cooperation is Nash: since each faction believes 
that it contributes more to the collective victory that its individual costs, both factions decide to 
join the fight against the majority. If p1(0) ≥  p1(1)-c, or c ≥  p1(1)-p1(0), mutual defection is 
Nash: since individual costs exceed the gains from an increasing likelihood of victory, both 
factions abstain from the fight against the majority. Finally, two equilibria can arise in two ways.  
If p1(1) ≥  p1(2)-c, or c ≥  p1(2)-p1(1), the players play a chicken game: there are two equilibria in 
which one faction cooperates and the other defects. If p1(2)-p1(1) ≥  c and c ≥  p1(1)-p1(0) mutual 
cooperation is Nash and mutual defection is Nash, and we have a coordination problem. 
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Now suppose that p1, the probability of victory by the minority at the beginning of the game, is 
an increasing function of the number, which can either be 0, 1, or 2, of cooperating minority 
factions:  
 
p1(0) <  p1(1) <  p1(2)  (3) 
 
For example, if both reformists and radicals cooperate in fighting the majority, p1(2) = .5; if the 
reformists defect and the radicals must fight alone, p1(1) = .2; and if no one cooperates in the 
decision to fight, the minority cannot win, or p1(0) = 0. By the end of the game, the majority has 
made its offer. If the minority coalition again chooses to fight rather than to negotiate, the 2-
person game reoccurs between moderate and reformist factions. A similar payoff structure exists, 
and a similar inequality holds, with the defection of the radicals still hurting the minority’s cause: 
 
p2(0) <  p2(1) <  p2 (2)  (4) 
 
Given this set up, one likely CA mechanism behind Fearon’s assumption (1) above becomes 
clear: the majority’s offer in the middle of the game induces the defection of the moderates from 
the fight at the end of the game: 
 
p2(1) < p1(2)   (5) 
 
Another likely CA mechanism is that sustaining mobilization over time is difficult, and that the 
opportunity costs of participation has taken its toll on the minority, and it is the moderates who 
defect. Under either interpretation, we have a new understanding of the credible commitment 
problem in ethnic politics: if the minority knows that the majority’s offer will split its coalition, 
in other words if the minority believes that time will diminish its capacity for mobilization, the 
minority realizes that its CA problems will increase in the future. To avoid an even more severe 
Rebel’s Dilemma (Lichbach, 1995), the minority fights at the outset of the game. 
 
Supplementing credible commitment ideas with the CA approach also tells us about majority-
minority bargains. Suppose that the minority has solved its CA problem with a strong institution.  
Such an organization can withstand the majority’s efforts to split its coalition; it can also 
withstand the simple test of time. Then, 
 
p1(2) = p2(2)   (6) 
 
and the CA problem of the minority has not increased.  If the minority knows that it will 
continue to solve its CA problem, it will negotiate early on.  Moreover, a higher probability of a 
minority victory induces the majority to offer the minority larger concessions: 
 
x = p2 (2) – c > p2 (1) – c  (7) 
 
After the majority’s offer, a well-organized minority, or one that continues to solve its CA 
problem, maintains its probability of victory and thereby induces a better offer from the majority.  
Minority mobilization has thus increased the majority’s offer (x), in a sense expanding the 
bargaining space. Most importantly, the minority has obtained the enhanced credible 
commitments it needs from the majority, and it refrains from fighting. So there’s a paradox: the 
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efficient use of majority power is not to overpower minorities in a fight but to empower 
minorities to avoid a fight. Since majorities benefit from the threat of losing wars to minorities, 
majorities help minorities impose the threat of such a harsh penalty on itself.   
 
 
Fractionalization of Radicals and Credible Commitments: 
 
What would happen if the moderates couldn’t solve the credible commitment problems of the 
minority, especially if the majority prevented them from doing so? If so, from our theoretical 
argument it follows that the radicals will try to solve the CA problem of the minority and there will 
be violence. What if the radicals fractionalize? Indeed, if the radical groups were competitive along a 
sufficient number of dimensions like strategies, ideology, funding, training, recruiting, etc., then 
even if they agreed on the ultimate objective of their armed struggle we would expect significant 
complications in terms of credibly committing to the majority. There would be too many spoiler 
groups that can potentially thwart any such understanding that other radicals reach. These myriad 
radical groups could also spoil any effort by the moderates to credibly commit to the majority. 
 
These problems could be compounded if the majority, just as it might have adopted a divide and 
conquer approach in its relations with the moderates versus radicals in order to demobilize the 
former, attempts to co-opt some radical groups but not others. This would further increase the 
probability that other groups would trash any commitment with the majority. In either case, we see 
that according to our model we would expect failure by the minority to credibly commit to the 
majority in the face of fractionalization of minority radicals. Therefore, our main hypothesis 
concerns the affect fractionalization of the minority radicals has on credible commitments: 
 

Hyp.1: The number of radical minority spoiler groups has a significant negative affect on 
credible commitments. That is, the greater the fractionalization of the minority radicals, the less 
the chance of the radicals credibly committing to a peaceful equilibrium, and hence less 
agreements between the minority and the majority. 

 
Therefore these different radical groups act essentially as ethnic minority veto players. Thus, we 
would expect that credible commitments between the minority and majority would be less likely if 
many radical minority groups are present in the scene. An important consideration here is that we 
will be using an ex-post proxy for credible commitments, namely signed or verbal agreements, since 
we can only gauge whether an atmosphere of trust between the two groups exist enough to believe 
that the other would respect an agreed upon pact after such an agreement is forged. We could also 
further divide agreements into two broad categories, namely political agreements and military 
agreements, and ask if there is any qualitative difference in the effects fractionalization of the 
minority radicals has on these two agreement types. One could argue that although military 
agreements and political agreements should both be adversely affected by a proliferation of radical 
spoiler groups, the affect on military agreements should arguably be more for two reasons: first, 
radical spoiler groups could more easily jeopardize military commitments than political ones, and 
second in terms of credibility, military agreements should be more important among both the 
warring minority and majority. Hence we have three more ancillary hypotheses: 
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Hyp.1.1: The number of radical minority spoiler groups has a significant negative affect on 
political agreements (commitments). 
 
Hyp.1.2: The number of radical minority spoiler groups has a very significant negative affect on 
military agreements (commitments). 
 
Hyp.1.3: If there is a dominant minority radical group, there is a significant possibility of the 
dominant group solving the credible commitment problem of the minority radicals. 

 
The last hypothesis above is important in its own right. In Sri Lanka, our test case, there was one 
dominant radical group when, circa 1991, the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) 
consolidated power by assimilating other rival groups or decimating them. If having the LTTE by 
itself speaking for all of the Tamil radicals, and later allegedly for all Tamils, made it easy for the 
regime to come into agreements with the minority, then this would have important implications from 
a policy perspective. 
 
Credible commitments are captured by either signed or verbally expressed agreements, but there 
have been talks, both isolated and in series, that have at times preceded agreements. Though talks do 
not capture credible commitments in our paper they do send a signal of intent to commit and hence 
are worth exploring. How are these talks affected by the presence of many radical groups? This is 
the question posed in Hypothesis 2: 
 

Hyp.2: Fractionalization of the minority radicals makes it less likely that talks between minority 
and majority ethnic groups would result.  
 

 
The Rise and Consolidation of Radicalism in Sri Lanka: 
 
Early Militancy 
 
Tamil radicalism in Sri Lanka was a direct result of the failure of the moderate Tamil politicians to 
obtain concessions from the Sri Lankan government. After the abrogation by the Sinhalese led 
governments of the Bandaranaike-Chelvanayagam Pact (BC Pact) in 1957, and later the 
Senanayake-Chelvanayagam (DC Pact) in 1965, which were meant to ensure that the majority 
government did not egregiously violate the rights of the Tamils and that they were given limited 
political freedoms,2 the minority Federal Party (FP) started losing credibility among the Tamil 
population. This discontentment with the moderate Tamil leadership started in early 1961, and as a 
direct response to it the FP started its Ghandian satyagraha movement, which they called “direct 
action.” As the satyagrahis were violently dealt with by the government, a few dozen members of the 
FP thought that Ghandism had no place in Sri Lanka and formed Pulip Padai (Army of Tigers). The 
group was comprised of civil servants for the most part, according to Swamy (2002). The group was 
to be secret, even from FP members, and on August 12, 1961, Pulip Padai members met at the 

                                                
2 See Lichbach and Weerasinghe (2006), and references therein, for further details of these political developments. 
Swamy (2002) outlines the events leading to the rise of radicalism in great depth and breadth, and the subsequent 
dominance of the radicals among the Tamil minority.  Most of the details in this section come from the latter source. 
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historic Koneswaran temple in Trincomalee, in the northeast of the country (see Appendix III for a 
map of Sri Lanka), and took an oath to fight for a Tamil homeland. 
 
After the DC Pact of 1965, the main Sinhalese opposition party, the United National Party (UNP), 
won the election with the help of FP. Pulip Padai dissolved and disappeared after the FP supported 
the UNP. Yet this union between FP and UNP was torn asunder when UNP reneges on the Pact of 
1965. Faced with mounting Tamil youth unemployment, the FP’s Youth League showed signs of 
increasing radicalism in early 1968 in response to government delays in bringing about favorable 
resolutions to address their grievances. They publicly maintained that they had lost all confidence 
not only in the government but also in the FP (Pfaffenberger, 1990). In May 1969, a few of the youth 
gathered in Jaffna, the capital of the Northern Province, to form an informal group named Tamil 
Liberation Organization (TLO). TLO decided to plunge straight into violent struggle.  
 
In 1970, the majority Sri Lanka Freedom Party (SLFP) government introduced communal quotas for 
higher education, among other restrictions, and the Tamil Students League (TSL) was formed to 
protest these proposals for communal quotas. Swamy (2002) contends that two incidents took place 
in 1971 that greatly influenced Tamil radicals: the first was the radical Marxist Sinhalese-nationalist 
militant uprising in the South of the country by the Janatha Vimukthi Peramuna (JVP), in March-
April of 1971. The SLFP government mercilessly crushed it killing 10,000 Sinhalese youth. 
Emergency powers were enacted to accomplish this. The Tamil radicals leant from the JVP 
insurrection. The Tamils also learnt from the creation of Bangladesh. The Pakistani army cracked 
down on the Awami League, which was comparable to the FP, which had protested the colonization 
of East Pakistan. When millions of Bengalis fled to India as refugees, the New Delhi government 
secretly armed them. This gave the Tamils an invaluable insight: an armed struggle, under the 
patronage of India, was the only way to achieve freedom.  
 
Proliferation of Radical Groups 
 
Tamil Elaingyar Peravai, or Tamil Youth League (TYL), was formed in 1973, and they too 
emphasized armed struggle to achieve a separate homeland for the Tamils, quite distinct from 
greater autonomy, which the moderates continued to call for. TYL functioned as the youth wing of 
the newly formed Tamil United Front (TUF), a coalition of moderate Tamil parties led by the FP. 
The latter became the Tamil United Liberation Front (TULF) after 1976. TUF dictates produced 
resentment within the TYL, whose members were divided into two groups: those who supported the 
moderate Tamil leadership, and others who had leftist leanings and doubted the leadership of the 
moderates.  
 
Vellupillai Pirabhakaran (or more commonly, Prabhakaran), who would later become the 
consolidated leader of the radical movement, formed the Tamil New Tigers (TNT), mainly with a 
group of college students in May of 1972. In February-March of 1973 a series of police arrests 
crippled the TYL as well as the older TSL. Pirabhakaran and other rebel leaders escaped to India to 
escape the crackdowns. In January of 1975, a group of Sri Lankan Tamils living in London formed 
Eelam Revolutionary Organizers (EROS)3. EROS drew its cadres mainly from the northeast areas of 

                                                
3 “Eelam” means motherland, or as some have argued, simply a synonym for Sri Lanka. The South Indian Chola kings 
used this term for regional governance of Sri Lanka. It is also mentioned in reference to imports from the island, circa 
200BC-200AD. Sinhalese have also been a part of Eelam, along with the Tamils, in this context. 
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Batticaloa and Amparai. The student wing of EROS, General Union of Eelam Students or GUES, is 
formed in London.  
 
In 1975, TUF begins to have problems with the TYL. Some members of the TYL began to see 
mainstream Tamil leadership as “half-hearted armchair revolutionaries” (Swamy, 2002). The final 
split within the TYL happened and one branch put its support behind TUF while the other branch 
broke away and formed the Eelam Liberation Organization (ELO), which advocated armed struggle 
but remained a reformist organization. Yet the ELO was completely decimated by swift and decisive 
police action in the aftermath of a successful bank robbery in 1976. On May 5, 1976, Prabhakaran 
renamed TNT as the LTTE. In September, 1977 the Tamil Eelam Liberation Army (TELA), a 
militant group, and Tamil Eelam Liberation Organization (TELO), its political wing are formed. In 
1978, The Tamil Eelam National Army (TENA) was organized. 
 
Tamil militant attacks completely waned in 1980 but pick up the following year. In 1980, EROS and 
GUES went their separate ways, and the EPRLF was born. EPRLF started as a leftist group with a 
strong Marxist element. After a bitter split within the LTTE, People’s Liberation Organization of 
Tamil Eelam (PLOTE) was created in 1980. In March of 1982, TULF splits into two groups: The 
breakaway group calls themselves Tamil Eelam Liberation Front (TELF), and the rest remained in 
the TULF. Yet, the real mushrooming of radical groups took place in the aftermath of the violent 
1983 July ethnic riots. According to some estimates as much as 38 radical groups, chief among these 
newer groups was Tamil Eelam Army (TEA), existed in Sri Lanka, while many of them were merely 
namesake organizations that did not conduct any violent operations. Many radicals would later cite 
the anti-Tamil violence of 1983 as the main catalyst for intensifying their struggle for a separate 
homeland.  
 
Disagreements and Internecine Warfare 
 
At first the radical groups cooperated with each other, for example: in 1976, LTTE reached an 
agreement with EROS and used their training camp in Vavuniya, and with the help of EROS sent 
cadres to be trained by the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) in Lebanon; in 1976-77, EROS 
themselves trained LTTE for a while; EPRLF joined TELO and EROS to form an umbrella group 
called the Eelam National Liberation Front (ENLF) in April 1984. The ENLF coordinated attacks 
and shared intelligence etc. The LTTE formally joined the ENLF in April of 1985; in December 
1985 when the Sri Lankan Army (SLA) launched a coordinated attack on an LTTE base guerillas of 
TELO, EPRLF, and TEA joined the battle with the LTTE against the SLA. LTTE, in a rare gesture, 
publicly acknowledge the help given by the other militant groups in this occasion; in January-
February of 1986 when battle weary SLA soldiers began moving out of their camp at 
Kankesanthurai rebels belonging to LTTE, TELO and EPRLF fought together against the 
government forces; and EPRLF, ENDLF, TELO, and PLOTE formed the Tamil National Council 
(TNC) to coordinate their actions in as late as October 1989.  
 
The only common feature to all the Tamil militant groups, other than their use of violence, was their 
avowed espousal of Marxism, according to Swamy (2002). The only exception was TELO, which 
was purely nationalistic. LTTE later took this same route. A few of them were idealistic: once 
EPRLF was launched they faced financial difficulties because they were, along with EROS, the only 
two groups not to engage in bank robberies to support their movements since they did not believe in 
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robbing from the Tamils; and PLOTE strongly condemned the LTTE attack on Navalwathe in 
November 1985, a Sinhalese village in Trincomalee, in which many farmers were slaughtered. 
PLOTE stated that they had been disgusted by the killings. These idealistic tendencies changed with 
time when by mid 1980’s all of the main groups were targeting civilians as well as armed forces. 
Many abandoned their Marxist leanings later as well. In 1977 the LTTE were considered too close 
and sympathetic to the TULF, much to the chagrin of EROS other leftwing Tamils who thought that 
the TULF were merely bourgeois politicians.  
 
There were other stark distinctions between the groups as well. Some even negotiated with their 
sworn enemy, the majority Sri Lankan government: in December 1985, PLOTE secretly opened 
talks with the Sri Lankan government to try to get both money and weapons. Colombo wanted 
information on other Tamil groups from PLOTE; and by mid-1988 EPRLF joined the political 
process and became a moderate political party. They also had militants in their ranks but they now 
fought against the LTTE and cooperated with the majority government. The final source of 
disagreement among the rebels was vis-à-vis their foreign well wishes. Rival Indian politicians 
sponsored most of the radical groups, and they were trained and armed in keeping with these 
separations by the Research and Analysis Wing (RAW) of the Indian army. This was arguably by 
design. The consequence of this was that the radical groups saw themselves as distinct entities 
fighting for different reasons employing different methods, rather than brothers dying for the same 
cause. 
 
There were many incidents of squabbling within the groups that lead to split ups, as was mentioned 
earlier. A prominent example was Pirabhakaran’s exit from the LTTE, the group that he founded. 
Around 1979 Pirabhakaran and another prominent LTTE leader named Uma Maheswaran began to 
quarrel concerning Uma's alleged sexual relationship with a member, which was a serious crime in 
the LTTE. After a long drawn out confrontation Uma was ultimately sacked from LTTE and went 
onto form PLOTE. While this was going on Pirabhakaran resigned in despair in 1980 when a faction 
broke away from the LTTE and internal bickering grew worse. He joined TELO for nearly a year. In 
April 29 1982, Pirabhakaran, who had not been happy with jointly leading TELO, officially broke 
ties with them and headed back to the LTTE.  
 
As the radical movement grew intra-group violence increased. Even in its nascent stages there were 
incidents of infighting. A prominent TNT member killed another in cold blood after breaking out of 
prison in the province of Anuradhapura in 1973. This was the first murder within the ranks of the 
TNT of its time. Pirabhakaran later directly took part or ordered the execution of many members that 
he disagreed with within the LTTE. He was castigated by other Tamil groups and by the Tamil 
moderate politicians for doing so. In 1985 PLOTE defectors were killed under Uma’s orders. 
According to Swamy (2002), Uma conducted purges reminiscent of Stalin in their ferocity within the 
PLOTE ranks in November of 1985: members suspected of disloyalty were killed and dumped in the 
ocean, among other locations. Other rebel groups cleaned up ranks too but PLOTE did so at an 
unprecedented scale. TELO started persecuting dissenters circa 1985, and there were personality 
clashes at this time, most notably between TELO the supreme and their Vadamarachchi area chief.  
 
The within group clashes paled in comparison to the inter-group fighting that took place. It began 
with several instances of wounding or persecuting other group members. The leaders tried to kill 
each other as well: in May 1982, Pirabhakaran tried to shoot Uma when the latter stepped out of a 
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cinema theatre in India, and later the two, along with other members of LTTE and PLOTE had a 
shootout in Madras, India. On August 14, 1983, two LTTE gunmen shot and killed the leader of the 
very small Tamil Eelam Liberation Army (TELA). In March 1985, a group of LTTE members 
barged into the Tamil Information Center in Madras and fired at some PLOTE members, injuring 
two, including PLOTE's military secretary. In 1985 PLOTE supporters had a shoot-out with 
members of the miniscule Eelam Revolutionary Communist Party (ERCP) in India. The first known 
offensive against another group occurred in mid 1985 when TELO and LTTE clashed in 
Vadamarachchi. Fighting flared up again between TELO and LTTE in Jaffna in late 1985.  
 
The internecine fighting continued. In February of 1986 LTTE stopped attending meetings of the 
ENLF, the umbrella organization that it had joined the previous year. This was a prelude to the 
onslaught to follow. On April 29 1986 LTTE crippled the second largest rival rebel group, TELO in 
fighting in the north of the country. Hundreds of rebels died. In his first major interview in the 
aftermath of the TELO attacks, Pirabhakaran confessed that the LTTE believed in a single party state 
and would have no opposition (Swamy, 2002). He said that it is through one party rule that they can 
achieve Eelam more expeditiously. EROS was spared this fate because they were allied with the 
LTTE. In October 1986, PLOTE announced that it was "withdrawing" from Jaffna, claiming that 
that they understood that the Tigers were planning to eradicate their organization. PLOTE suspended 
operations after clashing with LTTE. On December 13, 1986 LTTE launched a surprise attack 
against the EPRLF. The attack began at 7.30pm and by midnight LTTE overran all EPRLF camps in 
Jaffna, including its headquarters. In September 1987 120 people, mostly civilians, died in clashes 
between LTTE and rival Tamil groups the Three Stars, EPRLF, PLOTE, and TELO. LTTE claimed 
self-defense. This last incident occurred when the Indian Peace Keeping Force (IPKF) was in Sri 
Lanka. In November 1989 the LTTE commenced attacks against TNC following the IPKF 
withdrawal from the Amparai area. As late as 1993 LTTE raided a base of rival PLOTE, who had by 
now joined the majority regime against the LTTE. By the early 1990’s the LTTE was the only 
radical Tamil group operating against the government. All of the other groups were either killed off, 
forced to join the LTTE, compelled to flee the country, or make alliances with the government and 
join the political mainstream.  
 
Evolution of Radical Strategies 
 
At first the strategies employed by the radical groups were only marginally violent: Pulip Padai 
distributed leaflets, pamphlets, which were printed secretly, advocating militancy. Some members of 
Pulip Padai tried to influence decisions of the FP in a militant direction. A section of the Pulip Padai 
membership floated a trawler company in Colombo to facilitate arms smuggling. Then they started 
targeting key political and military government officials. As an example, a TSL member tried to 
assassinate the Sri Lankan Deputy Minister for Cultural Affairs in September 1970. Simultaneously, 
they targeted Tamil government “collaborators:” in 1972 three men unsuccessfully tried to kill a 
government supporter in Jaffna; there was an attempt on the life of a Tamil Congress MP who voted 
for the Republican constitution; and an attempted assassination of the Tamil mayor of Jaffna by 
TNT. At the same time the rebels started killing policemen and innocent civilians, Tamil or other. 
They started engaging military targets towards the end of the 70’s. On July 27, 1975, TNT finally 
assassinated the mayor of Jaffna who, although a popular man, personified the government regime in 
the north. Pirabhakaran was one of his four assassins. Significantly, no Tamil moderate politician 
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criticized the mayor’s murder. TNT and Pirabhakaran became famous not only in Jaffna but all over 
Sri Lanka after this incident. The number of Tamil militants in Jaffna at the time was less than 50. 
 
In 1971 the radicals started experimenting with home made bombs. Bombs were thrown at a police 
jeep in Kankesanthurai by Pirabhakaran's TNT. Another bomb was detonated by TNT members at 
the residence of a communist leader who was to be the interpreter for the Prime Minister on her visit 
to Jaffna. Bombs were also exploded at a railway station in Jaffna causing extensive damage, and at 
Jaffna's main market. The TNT orchestrated the latter, but the explosion did not cause much damage 
and instead created great panic. The radicals started to rob banks and steal money to finance their 
operations at this time: The first successful bank robbery blamed on Tamil militants took place in 
1974 when money was taken from a cooperative. On March 5 1976, Pirabhakaran lead TNT on a 
raid on the state run People's Bank. This was the first successful bank robbery in Jaffna. The money 
would go into building the newly conceived LTTE. The ELO follows up with a robbery of its own 
after the TNT heist. Nearly all of the Tamil groups engaged in these robberies. Radicals also 
engaged in arson and general looting: in July of 1983 TELA set the Colombo-Jaffna Yal Devi train 
on fire, and violence aimed at government property showed a marked increase. They also stole 
weapons and ammunition from customs officers, police stations, and later from army camps that 
they attacked.  
 
The radicals were ready to use lethal force if necessary to advance their cause almost from the 
begining: On June 5 1974, the police trapped a TSL leader named Sivakumaran who, to evade 
torture, swallowed cyanide.  He was 17 years old. Sivakumaran was the first rebel to commit suicide 
via cyanide, and he certainly wasn’t the last. The LTTE requires that its members wear a vial of 
cyanide around their neck, a requirement that no other militant group in the world had and still has. 
More than 600 Tigers have committed suicide by taking the cyanide before being captured, 
according to Pape (2005). In 1987 the LTTE launched the first of its suicide attacks. They have 
launched more suicide bombings than all of the Palestinian groups combined (Pape, 2005). From 
1987-2001 they carried out 76 suicide attacks.  
 
 
The Econometric Specifications: 
 
We use the following model, Model 1, which is our primary specification, to see if the first 
hypothesis fits the above narrative:  

 
Agreementst = β0 + β1Radgrpcountt + β2 Radgrpcountt

2 + β3 Agreementst-1 + β4 Zt + ut     (8) 
 
Agreementst  is the binary proxy for credible commitments and is equal to 1 if there was a signed 
agreement at time t, and Radgrpcountt is a count variable that keeps track of the number of radical 
minority ethnic groups at time t. This is the measure of the number of spoiler groups. Radgrpcountt

2, 
is the spoiler group number squared. It is the usual variable aimed at capturing diminishing or 
increasing returns with regards to the number of spoiler groups at time t. We include this term since 
theory does not preclude its inclusion, and since there might arguably be some non-linearity in 
Radgrpcount’s effect on agreements. Agreementst-1 is a binary variable equal to 1 if there was a 
signed agreement at time t-1. Zt is a vector of binary controls comprising the following: Talkst-
dummy variable equal to 1 if there were talks at time t; Minpolconcessiont-equal to 1 if a political 
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concession is granted by the minority at time t; Majpolconcessiont-equal to 1 if a political concession 
is granted by the majority at time t; Minmilconcessiont-equal to 1 if a military concession is granted 
by the minority at time t; and Majmilconcessiont-equal to 1 if a military concession is granted by the 
majority at time t. How these variables are coded is given in the data section and in the appendix in 
more detail. 
 
The following models, Models 2, 3, 4 respectively, test the auxiliary hypotheses of hypothesis one: 
 
Polagreementst= β0 + β1Radgrpcountt + β2Radgrpcountt

2 + β3Agreementst-1 + β4Zt + ut       (9) 
 
Milagreementst= β0  + β1Radgrpcountt + β2Radgrpcountt

2 + β3Agreementst-1 + β4Zt + ut     (10) 
 
Agreementst = β0+β1Radgrpcountt+β2Radgrpcountt

2+β3Agreementst-1+β4Zt+β5 LTTEDomt+ ut (11) 
 
Here Polagreementst and Milagreementst represent political and military agreements respectively, 
and the rest of the variables in specifications (9) and (10) are similar to (8). Equation (11) is 
essentially Model 1 with the addition of a dummy variable equal to 1 for any time period when 
LTTE was the dominant radical group.  
 
Hypothesis number two is tested using the following econometric model, Model 5: 
 
Talkst = β0 + β1Radgrpcountt + β2 Radgrpcountt

2 + β3 Agreementst-1 + β4Wt + ut       (12) 
 
In this specification Talkst is the regressand, with Radgrpcountt and Radgrpcountt

2 the same as 
before. Agreementst-1 is a dummy  variable equal to 1 if there was an agreement at time t-1, and Wt is 
a vector of binary control variables comprising Minpolconcessiont, Majpolconcessiont, 
Minmilconcessiont, and Majmilconcessiont, defined as above. 
 
 
The Data: 
 
The dataset that we made, and continue to work on, has daily event data from 1950 to present. To 
our knowledge there isn’t a dataset with as much detail as we required, and all of the existing 
datasets, for Sri Lanka at least, aggregated events of interest, and did not have as much variety in 
their selection of events, as we would have liked. Hence our dataset is a valuable contribution in and 
of itself. The events that we included in the dataset pertain to anything that could be linked to the 
ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka, from its inception. It includes any minority action pertaining to the issue 
as well as all governmental action. From this master dataset (with over 2500 events, as of 11/08/06) 
we created a subset for the purposes of this paper, which contains data aggregated monthly. The 
observations of interest for the hypotheses span from Nov. 1955 to June 2003 (572 observations). 
The data sources are available upon request, and are mostly from news reports, interviews, 
biographies, and various handbooks. Some observations were gathered from online sources. We 
have tried to screen the data and verify them to the best of our ability by cross referencing, and when 
major discrepancies have arisen we decided to either omit certain events due to the lack of proper 
verification or chose one source that seemed more credible than others. Swamy (2002), which is a 
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biography of the rebel movements from its nascent stages, was a major source for our data. The 
other data sources are listed in the references at the end of the paper.  
 
There are many abbreviations used in the descriptions and subsequent analyses below and we 
describe some of the key ones here and the rest when apropos.  From now on “SLG” stands for Sri 
Lankan Government, which in this case represents the majority ethnic group, although there are 
minorities within the administration. “SLF” stands for Sri Lankan Forces (army, navy, air force, and 
police, although the latter are not generally conceived to be such), who are directly under the SLG. 
“MinRads” stands for Minority Radicals (we also use MinRad according to the context), while 
“MinMods” stands for Minority Moderates (MinMod at times, according to context). “Opp” stands 
for the majority opposition party in government. The latter are important since a handful of times 
they chose to break ranks with the majority party in power and seek agreements or talks with the 
MinMods.  
 
This paper also assumes that the overall objectives of the MinMods, regardless of the moderate 
party, are largely peaceful, and entail seeking political compromises to the ethnic problems, while 
the objectives of the MinRads are violent and they seek to obtain a separate homeland or a close 
approximation to that at all costs. MinRads are sufficiently different, as explained below, in their 
ideologies, particular aims, tactics that they employ, and even certain grievances, yet they remain 
identical in the above dimension (described in the case study). There is homogeneity to a great 
degree among the MinMods, although this changed somewhat with the widespread growth of 
minority radicalism post 1983.  
 
We present a brief overview of the variables and how we coded for them in our dataset. See the 
Appendix II for a thorough discussion of these matters. The variable Radgrpcount in the various 
Models (Rebel Group Count, in the dataset), which keeps track of the number of groups operating at 
a particular time, is complemented by Rebel Group Names (LTTE, EROS, etc.), which lists the 
groups that are present at a particular period of time. This way we can keep track of which groups 
were annihilated or went defunct and at which time. For every month there are also two variables 
called Active Group Count, and Active Group Names, that keeps track of how many groups were 
active in some form. This is different to the number of groups since some groups remain dormant for 
some time. This is a count variable as well. Even though we had data on these two dimensions for 
the radical groups, we chose to use the number of existing rebel groups in a given month over the 
number of active groups since the latter was harder to come by during certain periods.  
 
Fractionalization, which Radgrpcount captures, can be thought of as being two fold: Organizational 
Fractionalization and Behavioral Fractionalization. Rebel Group Count and Active Group Count 
capture the former, which is essentially structural in nature. In this case we do not care about how 
the groups behave with each other and with the outside world in determining whether they contribute 
to fractionalization or not. Behavioral fractionalization is different from structural fractionalization 
and should be handled as such. One could arguably create an index that captures a better estimate of 
fractionalization based on hostility between the rebel groups or some other criteria, which we did 
grapple with but later abandoned due to data difficulties. Thus, the number of radical groups 
represent fractionalization, albeit organizationally. 
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Table-2 presents the evolution of the main Tamil radical groups in Sri Lanka. Note that although the 
maximum number of radical groups listed is ten, there were as many as 38 at one point (between 
1983-1990), according to some, and 20 according to others. Most of these groups were namesake 
though, and we have listed only the ones that were active, and hence significant and well 
documented. Also note that (*) indicates periods of internecine warfare among the radical groups, 
from which the LTTE emerged as the supreme group.4 The names of the abbreviated radical groups 
are listed in Appendix I.  
 
Table-2: Existence of Main Radical Groups in Sri Lanka, Nov.1955-Jun.2003. 

Period Radgrpcount Names (abbreviated) 
Nov.’55 - Jul.’61 None - 
Aug.’61 - Mar.’65 01 Pulip Padai 
Apr.’65 - Apr.’69 None - 
May’69 – Jun.’70 01 TLO 
Jul.’70 – Apr.’72 02 TSL, TLO 
May’72 – Dec.’72 03 TSL, TLO, TNT 
Jan.’73 – Feb.’73 04 TSL, TLO, TNT, TYL 
Feb.’73 – Dec.’74 03 TLO, TNT, TYL 
Jan.’75 – May.’75 05 TLO, TNT, TYL, EROS, GUES 
Jun.’75 – Mar.’76 05 TLO, TNT, EROS, GUES, ELO 
Apr.’76 – Apr.’76 04 TLO, TNT, EROS, GUES 
May’76 – Aug.’77 04 TLO, EROS, GUES, LTTE 
Sep.’77 – Dec.’79 05 EROS, GUES, LTTE, TELA, TELO 
Jan.’80 - Jan.’80 06 EROS, GUES, LTTE, TELA, TELO, PLOTE 
Feb.’80 – Feb.’82 07 EROS, GUES, LTTE, TELA, TELO, PLOTE, EPRLF 
Mar.’82 – Sep.’83 08 EROS, GUES, LTTE, TELA, TELO, PLOTE, EPRLF, TELF 
*Oct.’83 - Apr.’86  09 EROS, GUES, LTTE, TELA, TELO, PLOTE, EPRLF, TELF, TEA 
*May’86 - Dec.’86 10 EROS, GUES, LTTE, TELA, TELO, PLOTE, EPRLF, TELF, TEA, ENDLF 
*Jan.’87 - Jul.’88 09 EROS, LTTE, TELA, TELO, PLOTE, EPRLF, TELF, TEA, ENDLF 
*Aug.’88 - Dec.’90 08 EROS, LTTE, TELA, TELO, PLOTE, TELF, TEA, ENDLF 
Jan.’91 - Dec.’91 04 LTTE, TELO, PLOTE, ENDLF 
Jan.’92 - Jun.’03 01 LTTE 

 
As was noted earlier the credible commitments aspect of the argument is captured by a variable that 
keeps track of whether there was an agreement or not between the minority and the majority regime 
at a given point in time. In essence, this is an ex post proxy for credible commitments, since we can 
only gauge whether an atmosphere of trust between the two groups exist enough to believe that the 
other would respect an agreed upon pact after such an agreement is forged. Talks by themselves do 
not indicate such an atmosphere, for talks carry a lesser cost of reneging.  
 
Table-3 gives us all of the political agreements between November of 1955 and June of 2003. There 
were five political agreements that were reached in this time frame, and all of them were preceded 
by talks. Three of the agreements were never implemented. We divided these political agreements 
into Low (L), Moderate (M) and High (H), based on two criteria: what the stated objectives of the 
particular groups are, and how the agreement in question would further those objectives; and the 
overall significance of the agreement. For example, an agreement aimed at reducing an embargo by 

                                                
4 Interestingly, full-scale internecine warfare resulted in the periods when the number of radical groups started to 
increase rapidly, an observation that could yield separate insights concerning the behavioral fractionalization of radical 
groups in ethnic conflict, which could have implications for credible commitments. These issues are of course not 
pursued here. 
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the Sri Lankan government is a Low-level agreement, while granting devolution of powers at a 
national scale would be a High-level agreement. The former is of a lower level since the impact of it 
is rather small and hence its significance, and also since such an agreement would only be of limited 
importance to both the minority and majority, compared to the latter, which is a tremendous 
compromise for the majority while arguably being the second best outcome for the minority (next to 
a separate homeland). See Appendix II for more on this.   
 
Table-3: Political Agreements in Sri Lanka, Nov. 1955-Jun. 2003 

Start Date Radgrpcount # Obs. Initiator Political 
Agreements 

Preceded 
by Talks 

Agreement 
Implement 

Duration 
(months) 

    L M H    
Jul.’57 0 1 SLG - 1 - Yes No 6 
Mar.’65 1 2 Opp. - 1 - Yes No 28 
Jul.’87 9 3 SLG/ 

MinRad/ 
Other 

- - 1 Yes Yes, 
partly 

3 

Aug.’02 1 4 SLG/MinRad 1 - - Yes Yes - 
Dec.’02 1 5 SLG/MinRad - - 1 Yes No - 
Total  5  1 2 2    

 
Table-4 presents all of the military agreements in the same time period as above. We found ten 
military agreements that we could establish, with the majority of them being preceded by talks. As 
before we divided these military agreements into Low (L), Moderate (M) and High (H), based on: 
the military objectives of the warring groups (MinRads, SLG, and SLF) and how the particular 
agreement would accomplish these objectives; and the importance of the agreement in the larger 
picture. As an example, ceasefire agreements, or troop redeployment or partial disarmament treaties 
are Moderate-level agreements, while complete disarmament, and agreements aimed at actual troop 
surrender would be categorized as High-level agreements. The former examples are important yet 
not as significant as the latter ones. Although the criteria between military and political agreements 
might at first glance appear to be identical, its components are very dissimilar as can be observed 
from Appendix II. 
 
Table-4: Military Agreements in Sri Lanka, Nov. 1955-Jun. 2003 

Start 
Date 

Radgrpcount # 
Obs. 

Initiator Military 
Agreements 

Preceded 
by Talks 

Agreement 
Implement 

Duration  
(months) 

    L M H    
Jun.’85 9 1 SLG/MinRads - 1 - No Yes, partly 3 
Dec.’85 9 2 MinRads 1 - - Yes Unknown Unknown 
Oct.’86 10 3 MinRads/SLF 1 - - Yes Yes >1 
Jul.’87 9 4 Other/MinRads/ 

SLG 
- - 1 Yes Yes, partly >=3 

Jun.’88 9 5 SLF/MinRads - 1 - Unknown Yes >13 
Jun.’89 8 6 SLG/MinRads - 1 - Yes Yes >12 
Jun.’90 8 7 SLG/SLF/ 

MinRads 
- 1 - No No - 

Jun.’90 8 8 SLG/SLF/ 
MinRads 

- 1 - No No - 

Jan.’95 1 9 SLG/MinRads - 1 - Unknown Yes 3 
Feb.’02 1 10 SLG/MinRads/ 

Other 
- 1 - Yes Yes Unknown 

Total  10  2 7 1    
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Table-5: Talks Between the Warring Parties in Sri Lanka, Nov. 1955-Jun. 2003 

 
 
Table-5 lists all of the talks that took taken place between November of 1955 and June 2003 between 
the parties to the ethnic conflict. There were seventeen episodes of talks, although some of them 
were part of a series of talks. The actor/s who initiated the talks along with the participants are given 
as well. For example, in July of 1985 SLG, MinMods and MinRads agreed to hold  
talks, which lasted less than two months. As before, we give the number of MinRad groups existing 
at the time of the particular talks. 
 
The correlation matrix for the variables in Models 1-5 is given in Table-6. We can clearly see that 
the independent variables are not significantly correlated with each other. We present only the 
correlation coefficients that are greater than or equal to 0.20 (ρ≥0.2). 
 
Table-6: Correlation Matrix  

 
 
 
 

Start Date Radgrpcount #Obs. Talks Initiator Parties to the Talks Duration 
(months) 

    MinRad- 
SLF 

MinRad- 
SLG 

MinMod-
SLG 

 

Apr-May’57 0 1 SLG-SLFP - - 1 >1 
Apr.’61 0 2 SLG-SLFP - - 1 >1 
Mar.’65 1 3 UNP - - 1 >=1 
Jan.’84 9 4 SLG/MinMod - - 1 >8 
Aug.’84 9 5 MinMod - - 1 5 
Jul. ‘85 9 6 SLG/MinMod/ 

MinRad 
- 1 1 >2 

Dec.’85 9 7 MinRad/SLG - 1 - >1 
Feb.’86 9 8 MinMod - - 1 >1 
Jul.’86 10 9 MinRad/SLG - - 1 >4 
Aug.’86 10 10 SLG-UNP 1 - - >4 
Dec.’86 10 11 MinRad/SLG - 1 - >1 
May.’89 8 12 MinRad/SLG - 1 - >1 
Mar.’90 8 13 MinRad/SLG - 1 - >1 
Oct.’94 1 14 MinRad/SLG - 1 - >1 
Dec.’94 1 15 MinRad/SLG - 1 - >=1 
Sep.’02 1 16 MinRad/SLG - 1 - >=7 
Total  17  1 8 8 >39 

 Radgrpcount Radgrpcount2 Talks Minpolconcession Minmilconcession 

Radgrpcount 1.00000     
Radgrpcount2 0.96996     
Agreements t-1      
Talks 0.24498 0.30124    
Minpolconcession   0.20090   
Majpolconcession 0.29687  0.20005 0.34224  
Minmilconcession      
Majmilconcession  0.20065 0.21719  0.42222 



 20 

Estimation and Results: 
 
We estimated all the specifications using a Linear Probability Model (LPM), and logit and probit 
models to confirm our findings, all implemented on TSP. Errors were mean zero, and on the face of 
it there was no indication of multicollinearity among the regressors as is evidenced by the correlation 
matrix above. As expected, because we have qualitative dependent variables we had serious 
heteroskedasticity. We tested using the Breusch-Pagan (BP) test and our LM statistic was 20.9216. 
We corrected for this by generating the heteroskedasticity-robust estimates using White’s procedure. 
We tested for AR1 using the Durbin-Watson statistic (DW), which indicated that there was no 
serious AR1 (DW=1.99541). The results for equations (8)-(10) are given in Table-7 below. 

 
Table-7 Results for Equations (8)-(10) 

 Model 1 Specification  
(2) 

Specification  
(3) 

Specification  
(4) 

Model 2#  Model 3#  

Radgrpcount -0.17122*** 
(-2.16873) 

-0.01775*** 
(-2.24411) 

0.006139** 
(1.64877) 

-0.015985*** 
(-2.06795) 

-0.0013759*** 
(-0.32538) 

-0.010896*** 
(-1.68196) 

Radgrpcount2 0.002715** 
(2.10942) 

0.0028069** 
(2.30990) 

- 0.0025517** 
(2.01993) 

-0.0000285 
(-0.04621) 

0.0019949** 
(2.03788) 

Agreements t-1 -0.06630*** 
(-2.49644) 

-0.065328*** 
(-2.43336) 

-0.056658** 
(-2.26127) 

- -0.019774 
(-1.06528) 

-0.070644* 
(-1.92270) 

Talks 0.012392*** 
(0.191529) 

- 0.032187*** 
(0.518818) 

0.0097101*** 
(0.149885) 

0.055883*** 
(1.07519) 

-0.037664 
(-1.21736) 

Minpolconcession -0.033305 
(-0.57338) 

-0.031474 
(-0.56356) 

-0.033135 
(-0.56587) 

-0.036279 
(-0.62305) 

-0.032421 
(-1.39663) 

-0.028572 
(-1.26826) 

Majpolconcession 0.063033 
(1.29468) 

0.064078 
(1.32857) 

0.066346 
(1.34079) 

0.064139 
(1.34692) 

0.013291 
(0.432912) 

-0.053461** 
(-2.48255) 

Minmilconcession 0.187102* 
(1.79314) 

0.187570* 
(1.81050) 

0.183159* 
(1.75525) 

0.183305* 
(1.75890) 

0.042254 
(0.757023) 

0.128566** 
(1.19782) 

Majmilconcession -0.025739 
(-0.37356) 

-0.024058 
(-0.35596) 

-0.013793 
(-0.20299) 

-0.031464 
(-0.45578) 

0.027195 
(0.591010) 

0.183917* 
(1.65110) 

Adjusted- R2 0.056364 0.057794 0.046467 0.053485 0.021985 0.150273 
F- Test 5.25582 5.99475 4.96809 5.60940 2.06166 13.6004 
df 563 564 564 564 563 563 
Heteroskedasticisty-robust estimates in parentheses; * indicates 10% significance level; ** indicates 5% significance level; *** 
indicates 1% significance level. Significance levels are for a one-tail t test. # denotes a different regressand.  Models 2 and 3 run 
all of the regressors on political agreements (Agreementspol) and military agreements (Agreementsmil) respectively.  All of the 
other regressions use Agreements as the dependent variable. 

 
From Model 1 we test our main hypothesis, Hyp. (1), using a one-sided t-test (H0: β1< 0). You 
cannot reject the null at any significance level, and as the radical spoiler groups increase, the 
probability of credibly committing significantly decreases. When the number of radical groups 
increases from 0 to 1, the probability of reaching an agreement falls by 16.6%. Interestingly, the 
quadratic term captures increasing returns phenomenon, and the minimum is at 31 spoiler groups. At 
10 spoiler groups, which is the maximum number in our dataset, the probability of credibly 
committing decreases by 11.7%, ceteris paribus. Specifications 2-4 are robustness checks on our 
main model, and these basically confirm our findings in Model 1. The quadratic term is very 
significant and robust as seen from Model 1, and specifications 2 and 4. If you omit it as in 
specification 3 the sign on the Radgrpcount becomes positive, which does not make sense, and you 
can reject Hyp.1 at 5% significance level.  
 
The vector of control variables is jointly insignificant, and the above results were unaltered when we 
included interaction terms between talks and the various forms of concessions. The results are also 
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unaltered for the most part when we included interaction terms between lagged agreements and the 
number of radical groups, with one big exception: lagged agreements lose its statistical significance 
although the direction is preserved. We omit all of these interaction effects in Model 1 for brevity. 
We ran equation 8 using probit and logit analyses as well and the basic findings are confirmed, with 
the significances on Radgrpcount and Radgrpcount2, and the respective directions, preserved. Note 
that although we divided agreements in to L, M, and H in Tables 3 and 4, the above regressions only 
use a binary variable for agreements, as per our hypotheses.  
 
The sample was split up into two groups to test Models 2 and 3 above, which are very interesting in 
their own right. Model 2, which is our equation 9, tests the hypothesis that political agreements are 
negatively affected by fractionalization (Hyp.1.1). The number of radical groups is significantly 
negatively correlated with credible commitments, although the magnitude drops considerably. 
Having one radical group when there was initially none decreases the probability of credible 
commitments by 0.1%. Now, when ten groups are present the probability of having a political 
agreement is decreased by approximately 0.2%. Interestingly, the sign on Radgrpcount2 is reversed, 
although this is insignificant in magnitude. Hence we cannot reject the null (Hyp.1.1) at any 
significance level using a one-sided t-test (H0: β1< 0). Model 3 tests Hyp.1.2, and once again we 
cannot reject the null at any significance level using a one-sided t-test (H0: β1< 0). Our specification 
is robust and Radgrpcount2 is significant. When we have ten radical groups the probability of having 
a military agreement falls by 3.0%. Note the significant differences in the coefficients on the number 
of radical groups between Models 2 and 3. The results confirm what we suspected that military 
agreements are more adversely affected when there are a multitude of radical groups. Also, the F-
statistics of the two models and adjusted R-squares vary considerably between the two models, 
partly indicating a better fit in Model 3.  
 
Hypotheses 1.3 & 2 are tested using Models 4 and 5 (eqs. 11 & 12), and the results are given below 
in Table-8. We find statistically significant validation of Hyp.1.3 (Model 4), and the results are 
robust across various specifications. We omitted these alternate specifications from Table-8. The 
coefficient on LTTEDom, which captures the effect of having one dominant group versus many on 
credible commitments is very low though, implying that when the LTTE solved the collective action 
problem of the minority radicals it only increased the probability of reaching agreements with the 
majority by 1%. This is very statistically significant and therefore we cannot reject the null at any 
significance level using a one-sided t-test (H0: β5>0).  
 
Model 5, and its various specifications 5-7, test hypothesis two and once again we find significant 
validation across the board. Note that heteroskedasticity-robust estimates were used. Since we had 
serious AR1 (DW=1.06167) we corrected estimates for this on TSP. We find that you cannot reject 
the null that talks are adversely affected by a proliferation of radical groups at any significance level 
using a one-sided t-test (H0: β1<0). Once again note that the non-linear specification for the number 
of radical groups is robust throughout and that if we omit it as in specification 6 our results are 
reversed and counter intuitive. In Model 5, when we go from 0 radical groups to 1, the probability of 
having talks decreases by 4.0%. Notably, increasing returns sets in at 3.4 radical groups. When we 
have less than that the probability of talks decreases with each additional group, but after 4 groups 
the addition of an additional group increases the probability of talks taking place. Since our sample 
only contained a maximum of 10, the addition of another after that actually increases the probability 
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of having talks by 9.8%. It seems that the vector of controls are once again jointly and individually 
insignificant and omitting them from the regression only strengthens our result as in specification 7. 
 
Table-8: Results for Equations 11 & 12 

 
In addition to significant validation of our hypotheses we find some unexpected results, most 
importantly in terms of past agreements and talks. From Model 1we find that previous agreements 
significantly negatively influence the probability of credible commitments: if past agreements 
increase by one, the probability of reaching a credible agreement in this period decreases by 6.6%, 
ceteris paribus. This is statistically significant at any level under the null β3>0. This finding is robust 
across Table-7, although the significance changes between the specifications. It also holds for Model 
4, where we included LTTEDom (see Table-8). Then, the coefficients change in direction when we 
regress lagged agreements on talks, as in Model 5 and its various specifications. We find statistically 
significant evidence that increased levels of credible commitment in the past increases the 
probability currently engaging in talks (null is once again β3>0). So the question arises, why do 
lagged agreements affect current talks and agreements differently? One explanation fort he latter 
could be that both parties broke the majority of commitments in the dataset, and that even the ones 
that were honored were short-lived. Hence, past agreements do not necessarily increase credibly 
committing at the present or the future. This difference definitely needs to be examined further.  
 
From Model 1 we see that talks have a statistically significant affect on credible commitments, 
which is not too surprising (under the null that β4>0). This is a robust finding as is evidenced from 
other specifications of Model 1. It is also robust when we use Models 2 and 4. Curiously, this 
changes in Model 3 where we find statistically insignificant evidence in favor of rejecting our null. 
One possible explanation for the rejection at a very small significance level could be that talk is 
cheap in terms of military agreements, as it certainly was in the Sri Lankan conflict.  

 Model 4# Model 5 Specification 
(5) 

Specification 
(6) 

Specification 
(7) 

Radgrpcount -0.17028*** 
(-2.16114) 

-0.050822*** 
(-4.68994) 

-0.051757*** 
(-4.90143) 

0.013699*** 
(3.00259) 

-0.056977*** 
(-5.13840) 

Radgrpcount2 0.00276624*** 
(2.13319) 

0.0074432*** 
(4.58232) 

0.00761392*** 
(4.84217) 

- 0.00847255*** 
(5.17760) 

Agreements t-1 -.067195*** 
(-2.53107) 

0.078417*** 
(0.655256) 

- 0.110872*** 
(0.960464) 

0.104455*** 
(0.839338) 

Talks 0.010702*** 
(0.164848) 

- - - - 

Minpolconcession -0.033726 
(-0.580154) 

0.147786 
(1.69286) 

0.155186 
(1.77789) 

0.156760 
(1.73010) 

- 

Majpolconcession 0.061758 
(1.26643) 

0.084319 
(1.42489) 

0.076051 
(0.32843) 

0.098764 
(1.65899) 

- 

Minmilconcession 0.182046 
(1.74078) 

0.037722 
(0.468163) 

0.042859 
(0.535339) 

0.028454 
(0.342127) 

- 

Majmilconcession -0.025865 
(-0.374741) 

0.135613 
(1.13531) 

0.144423 
(1.23248) 

0.178028 
(1.47546) 

- 

LTTEDom 0.010106*** 
(0.712559) 

- - - - 

Adjusted- R2 0.055207 0.167486 0.165474 0.121268 0.129334 
F- Test 4.70072 17.3819 19.8701 14.1103 29.2236 
df 562 564 565 565 568 
Heteroskedasticisty-robust estimates in parentheses; * indicates 10% significance level; ** indicates 5% significance level; 
*** indicates 1% significance level. Significance levels are for a one-tail t test. # denotes a different regressand.  Model 4 
uses Agreements as the dependent variable.  All of the other regressions use Talks as the dependent variable. 
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Shortcomings and Future Research: 
 
One of the notable shortcomings was the number of dependent variable observations, but such is the 
nature of the topic of examination. Overall our regressions are all significant as seen by the F-
statistics, although adjusted-R2 remains low in all of them. Other specification concerns also persist: 
we could incorporate memory processes for lagged agreements instead of using the one-period lag as 
we did, and in proxying for fractionalization we used a count variable but instead we could have 
used a weighted count variable to correct for relative influences of the different radical groups on 
credible commitments. The latter would also make sense since we do have a hypothesis that pertains 
to relative power (relative capabilities) among the radical groups affecting commitments (Hyp.1.3). 
These are possible extension but we do not expect our results to change qualitatively.  
 
We also omitted any structural variables that could affect credible commitments. For example, we 
could have time dummies that proxy for foreign party influences, majority government regime 
changes, etc and examine how these dummies influence credible commitments (see Appendix-IV for 
a detailed table on regime changes post-independence). Our initial testing using dummies to capture 
regime changes indicated that our basic findings do hold, although the significances vary across the 
models and their specifications. 
 
A dyadic analysis on the dataset could have also been considered, but refrained due to the fact that 
this would have been methodologically and operationally somewhat problematic. Appendix V shows 
that possible main dyad combinations and stresses that fact that such primary dyads cannot be easily 
defined for a few time periods. There are no clear main dyads for the time periods 1976-1983, 1983-
1990, 1990-1992 and 2004-Present. There were clearly such dyads for periods 1948-1972, 1973-
1976, and 1992-2004. According to our coding scheme there were: 3 Talks and 2 Political 
Agreements from 1948-1972 (main dyad present); no Talks or Agreements from 1973-1976 (main 
dyad present); no Talks or Agreements from 1976-1983; 9 Talks, 1 Political Agreement and 6 
Military Agreements from 1983-1990; 1 Talks and 2 Military Agreements from 1990-1992; and 3 
Talks, 2 Political Agreement and 2 Military Agreements from 1992-2004 (main dyad present).  
 
Using Dyads could possibly give us more extensions and possibly more tractability on our 
hypotheses. A few possible hypotheses could pertain to radical-radical interaction among the groups, 
whether some bandwagon or free ride, when they cooperate and when they do not, and the 
qualitative (general orientation or position on certain issues, etc) and quantitative (does rebel group 
size matter in these questions, etc?) similarities and differences among the groups that engage in 
these behaviors. We could also plot the changes in interaction types among the groups, i.e. whether 
they dissent or cooperate with one another, and when they do so. Therefore a dyadic analysis would 
help us better grasp the behavioral component of fractionalization. We could also track majority 
regime attitudes towards these behaviors, i.e. when and where the government divides and conquers, 
when it stays neutral etc. We could also ask questions about the crosscutting nature of radical 
relationships, both within themselves and with the regime. In addition, we can ask questions like 
does the fact that the regime has launched an offensive matter for radical-radical cooperation, and if 
so which dyads are affected, etc. 
 
From an estimation point of view it would be interesting to see if we used quasi-maximum 
likelihood estimation using a Poisson regression whether our results would change (or some other 
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estimation procedures for that matter). We will do this for the next iteration of the paper. We will 
also be using a multinomial logit model to capture agreements, which were divided into three 
categories, low, moderate, and high, as was originally planned. The initial testing showed some 
technical difficulties when using the dataset and this is why we used a binary variable for credible 
commitments.  
 
Overall the paper addresses key questions regarding credible commitments in ethnic conflict in the 
face of minority radical fractionalization and provides overwhelming support for our arguments. 
They also raise additional questions, especially with regards to talks and agreements. Though the 
results are suggestive, they are preliminary and much work needs to be done.  
 
A final note on the scope and limitations of our arguments: we did not endeavor to explain how we 
could end ethnic conflict. Our argument has been that having many radical minority groups is 
detrimental for credible commitments between the minority and the majority in an ethnic conflict. 
Hence, not having many radical groups is a necessary condition, and not a sufficient one, for 
credible commitments. This is a definite policy implication of the argument laid out in the paper. We 
must first deal with all of the spoiler groups if we are serious about having any form of agreement. 
Here we are not referring to the final agreement that ultimately solves the ethnic problem, which in 
the case of Sri Lanka could be a compromise that would grant the Tamils significant autonomy in a 
federal state, but also maintains the military, financial, and other key institutions in state hands to be 
administered by a central government. We are instead referring to military and political agreements 
between warring ethnic groups that signal the ability to credibly commit to each other, which will 
guide us to ultimately solve the conflict once and for all. These intermediate agreements are a 
definite step in the right direction and could only result if radical minority fractionalization has been 
dealt with effectively. 
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Appendix I: 
Listing of Main Radical Groups 
 
Pulip Padai- Army of Tigers 
TLO - Tamil Liberation Organization 
TSL - Tamil Students League 
TNT - Tamil New Tigers 
TYL - Tamil Youth League 
EROS - Eelam Revolutionary Organizers 
GUES - General Union of Eelam Students 
ELO - Eelam Liberation Organization 
LTTE - Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam 
TELA - Tamil Eelam Liberation Army 
TELO - Tamil Eelam Liberation Organization 
PLOTE - Peoples Liberation Organization of Tamil Eelam 
TENA - Tamil Eelam National Army 
TELF - Tamil Eelam Liberation Front 
TEA - Tamil Eelam Army 
ENDLF - Eelam National Democratic Liberation Front 
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Appendix II: 
General Coding Scheme for Select Variables 
 
Overview: 

1. Data 
- The dataset has 2500 observations of events approximately, spanning from November 

1955 to June 2003. We are working on expanding the data and adding more depth and 
breadth to it.  

- Although we have coded the various events, the events are aggregated monthly since 
to form monthly variables to facilitate analysis. 

- The main actors captured in the dataset are:  
The government led by the majority Sinhalese since independence 
The Sinhalese population 
The Tamil political and rebel groups, who are the main minority 
The Tamil population in the country 
Other minority groups, esp. the Muslims 
Foreign governments and governmental actors who intervened on both sides 
Foreign NGO’s that intervened on behalf of either side 

- The main actors that we have coded are the Sri Lankan government, designated as 
SLG, the Sri Lankan military SLF, who are under the purview of the government, the 
Tamil moderate groups MinMods, and the Tamil radical groups MinRads. 

- The data sources are given at the end of this brief scheme. Please note that the sources 
are ones used as of right now and will be added to as the dataset expands. 

 
2. The Variables 

- There are many variables that we have coded for as of right now, but in this scheme I 
am presenting only the seven broad types of action variables. Only the first three of 
these are used in this paper. They are coded monthly from daily events: 

Talks 
Agreements 
Concessions 
Special Cooperative Gestures 
Threats  
Coercive Acts 
Conflict 

- These variables are elaborated upon below. Also note that some of them have not 
been coded as yet and will be indicated as such. The coding schemes represent 
possibilities that reflect the dataset. 

- There are many other aspects of ethnic relations not noted above for which the dataset 
has observations. These include, but are not limited to, refugee flows, civilian attacks 
and casualties inter minority violence, and civilian orchestrated violence.  
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1. Talks 
- Coded whenever talks took place at a particular time. Hence for every month in the 

dataset we have a 1 if talks took place and a 0 otherwise. 
- We also have data on the dates of the talks, who initiated the talks, the duration of the 

talks if available, and the actors concerned. The dyads are given below. 
 
TalksMinRad-SLF (between rebels and SL Forces):   

-We are concerned about talks between the SL Forces and the rebels only.  
- This is a binary variable, with TalksMinRad-SLF= 1 if talks between rebels and SLF 
takes place. 

 
TalksMinRad-SLG (Talks between rebels and SL Government): 

-We are concerned about talks between the SL Government and the rebels only.  
- This is a binary variable, with TalksMinRad-SLG= 1 if talks between rebels and SLG 
takes place. 

 
TalksMinMod-SLG (Talks between Minority Moderates and SL Government): 

-We are concerned about talks between the SL Government and the minority moderates 
only.  

- This is a binary variable, with TalksMinMod-SLG = 1 if talks between moderates and 
SLG takes place. 

 
 
- We also have the following data on Talks for minority moderates, minority radicals 

and the Sri Lankan government (the three parties involved).  
 

Initiation: 
(a) Talks requested by a party, and whether the directed party agreed or disagreed 

to talks. 
(b) Talks by a third, possibly foreign actor on behalf of a party, and whether the 

directed party agreed or disagreed to talks. 
 
Termination: 

(a) When a party walks out of ongoing talks, and the reasons stated for doing so. 
 
EX: As an example, in August 1986 the SLG led by the UNP political party initiated talks 
through the SLF with the MinRads. The talks lasted less than 4 months. This is observation 
number 10 in Table-5 in the text.  
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2. Agreements  
- Coded whenever an agreement took place at a particular time. Hence for every month 

in the dataset we have a 1 if there was an agreement in that month and a 0 otherwise. 
- We have data on the dates of the agreements, who initiated the agreements, the 

duration of the agreements if available, and the actors concerned. The dyads are given 
below. 

- We also broke down agreements into two broad categories: military agreements and 
political agreements.  

- If an agreement took place we further break it down by level of intensity of the 
agreement. So we have low, moderate and high level agreements designated by 1, 2, 
and 3 respectively. 

- Whether an agreement was implemented or not will be noted under Implement and 
the duration of it under Agree Duration. 

 
Agreements-Political (between MinRad-SLG or between MinMod-SLG): 

- Any signed or verbally expressed political agreement between these groups, and 
explicitly nothing to do with the military situation. 
-Has three sub categories: 

Low- Agreements aimed at ending embargoes, releasing political prisoners, to hold talks, 
etc.(=1)  
Moderate- Creating development councils, autonomous councils at a regional scale, 
language parity, etc(=2) 
High- Autonomy agreements, devolution of power agreements at a national scale, etc.(=3) 
 
Agreements-Military (between MinRad-SLG): 

- Any signed  or verbally expressed military agreement between these groups, and 
explicitly nothing to do with the political situation. 
-Has three sub categories: 

Low- military prisoner releases, combatant swaps, etc.(=1)  
Moderate- Includes ceasefires, truces, troop redeployments, military armament, etc.(=2) 
High- Disarmament, troop surrender, end to fighting, etc.(=3) 
 

- As under Talks, also have data for the following on Agreements:  
Initiation: 

(c) Agreements by a party, and whether the directed party agreed or disagreed to 
the agreements. 

(d) Agreements by a third, possibly foreign actor on behalf of a party, and 
whether the directed party agreed or disagreed to the agreements. 

 
Termination: 

(b) When a party reneges an existing agreement, and the reasons stated for doing 
so. 
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3. Concessions 
- Coded whenever a concession took place at a particular time. Hence for every month 

in the dataset we have a 1 if there was a concession granted in that month and a 0 
otherwise. 

- We also have data on the dates of the concessions, who initiated the concessions, the 
duration of the concessions if available, and the actors concerned. The dyads are 
given below. 

- We also broke down concessions into two broad categories: military concessions and 
political concessions.  

- If a concession took place we further break it down by level of intensity of the 
agreement. So we have low, moderate and high level concessions, designated by 1, 2, 
and 3 respectively. 

- Whether a concession was implemented or not will be noted under Implement and 
the duration of it under Concession Duration. 

- Concessions are judged according to the stated and known goals of the party 
concerned. For example, the stated goals for SLG were/are a unitary state, supremacy 
for Sinhalese language and later parity with Tamil, and law and order in the country. 
The stated goals of the MinMods were/are peaceful devolution of powers and parity 
for Tamil culture, and this later turned to autonomy but within a single state. The 
stated goals of the MinRads were/are a separate Tamil homeland and this later turned 
to autonomy but within a single Sri Lankan state, and later when LTTE consolidated 
power the preeminence of the LTTE leadership in Tamil matters.    

 
Concessions-Political (between MinRad-SLG and MinMod-SLG): 

- Concessions are given by one group unilaterally, and may or may not be reciprocated, 
and do not explicitly involve any agreements. Also involves concessions that are 
stated. 

- Concessions are policy concessions and not cooperative acts.  
- They might be preceded by talks, but this is not a requirement.  
- Can be further broken down depending on the actors granting concessions, and 

corresponding degrees of concession: 
- Has three sub categories each. 

Low-  includes lifting embargoes, low concessions on language parity, agreeing to hold 
meetings, lifting curfews, appointing committees to monitor these activities, etc.(=1) 
Moderate- providing parity for languages, merging regions together, revoking bans, etc(=2) 
High- ending proscription, accepting autonomy and devolution of power, ending calls for  

complete autonomy, etc.(=3) 
- There is a variable called PolConcess-Implement, which is =1 if the stated 

concession is implemented. If this is 0, then it implies that the concessions was 
merely stated and not carried out.   

 
 

Concessions-Military (between MinRad-SLG and MinRad-SLF): 
- Concessions are given by one group unilaterally, and may or may not be reciprocated, 

and do not explicitly involve any agreements. Also involves concessions that are 
stated. 
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- Concessions are policy concessions and not cooperative acts.  
- They might be preceded by talks, but this is not a requirement.  
- Has three sub categories: 

Low-  prisoner release, etc.(=1) 
Moderate- Includes ceasefires, truces, troop redeployments, granting amnesty to fighters, 
providing arms, halting arms purchases, etc(=2) 
High- Disarmament, troop surrender, end to fighting, etc.(=3) 

- There is a variable called MilConcess-Implement, which is =1 if the stated 
concession is implemented. If this is 0, then it implies that the concessions was 
merely stated and not carried out.   

 
- As under Agreements, we also have data for the following on Concessions:  

Initiation: 
(e) Concessions by a party, and whether the directed party agreed or disagreed to 

the concessions. 
(f) Concessions by a third, possibly foreign actor on behalf of a party, and 

whether the directed party agreed or disagreed to concessions. 
Termination: 

(c) When a party breaks a concession that it promised to uphold, and the reasons 
stated for doing so. 

 
EX: Four examples of political and military concessions are: 
Political concessions 
- In January of 1979 the SLG put forth a plan to decentralize administration through the 
District Development Councils, which was a moderate political concession to the minority, 
mostly the MinMods. The government wanted a unitary, centralized national administration 
from the start, and hence it was a significant concession but not as important to warrant a 
high political concessions status. It was never enacted and enforced.  
- In November of 2000 LTTE (the only MinRads at this point) decided to hold unconditional 
peace talks with the SLG, in contrast to their previous position of insisting on war as the only 
means to solve the conflict. This was a low concession since according to our coding scheme. 
The talks were held and they were a part of a series of talks that did lead to a significant 
truce.   
 
Military concessions 
- The MinRads had held a unilateral ceasefire, a moderate military concessions vis-à-vis the 
coding scheme for four-five months from December 2000 to April 2001 and they let it expire 
because the government refused to reciprocate.  

- In August 1983 the SLG expressed its wish to remove the SLF from the northern 
provinces, the minority dominated areas, and this was a moderate military concession. 
It was never carried out. 
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4. Special Cooperative Gestures  
- Coded whenever a cooperative gesture took place at a particular time. Hence for 

every month in the dataset we have a 1 if there was a cooperative gesture in that 
month and a 0 otherwise. 

- We also have data on the dates of the cooperative gestures, who initiated these acts, 
the duration of the acts if available, and the actors concerned. The dyads are given 
below. 

- We also broke down cooperative gestures into two broad categories: military special 
cooperative gestures and political special cooperative gestures.  

- Since it would not make sense to have a high level cooperative act that is not part of 
an overall policy, we will not have gradations of special cooperative gestures. 

 
Special Cooperative Gestures-Political (between MinRad-SLG, MinRad-SLF, and 
MinMod-SLG): 

- These are clearly not policy related but refer to acts of engagement and amity 
between rival groups. 

- Special Cooperative Gestures-Political will therefore be a binary variable that is 1 if 
such a political act takes place, and 0 otherwise. 

 
Special Cooperative Gestures-Military (between MinRad-SLG, MinRad-SLF): 

- These are clearly not policy related but refer to acts of engagement and amity 
between rival groups. 

- Special Cooperative Gestures-Military will therefore be a binary variable that is 1 if 
such a political act takes place, and 0 otherwise. 

 
 
EX: We present two examples of each below. 
Political special cooperative gesture 
- In March of 1965 the MinMods decided to back the SLG as a part of a major cooperative 
gesture that was an extension of a major agreement between the two groups. It was a political 
special cooperative gesture, which was carried out.  
 
Military special cooperative gesture 
- The MinRads did not engage in military violence in the run up to elections in March of 
1994. This sign of restraint a special military cooperative gesture aimed mostly at the 
MinMods who were contesting the elections.  
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5. Threats 
- Coded whenever a threat took place at a particular time. Hence for every month in the 

dataset we have a 1 if there was a threat in that month and a 0 otherwise. We could 
also add up the number of threats in any given month if need be.  

- We have data on the dates of the threats, who issued the threat, the duration of the 
threat if applicable, and the actors concerned. The dyads are given below. 

- We also broke down threats into two broad categories: military threats and political 
threats.  

- The threats levels are broadly broken down low and high levels, and these, unlike 
previous variables, do not depend on the parties concerned or whether the threats are 
military or political in nature.  

 
Political Threats (between MinMods-SLG, MinMods-MinRads and MinRads-SLG):  
Low- The threat is issued but the immediate effect of the threat is minor. These are threats 
where the consequences are either relatively small or no consequences are explicitly stated.  
High- Threat is issued and the immediate consequences of the threats are significant. These 
are threats where the consequences are considerable and include possible imprisonment, and 
proscription.   
 
 
Military Threats (between MinMods-MinRads and MinRads-SLG):  
Low- The threat is issued but the immediate effect of the threat is minor. These are threats 
where the consequences are either relatively small or no consequences are explicitly stated.  
High- Threat is issued and the immediate consequences of the threats are significant. These 
are threats where the consequences are considerable and include possible threats of violence 
and counter violence.   
 
 
EX: We give two examples of political and military threats below. 
Political threats 
- The MinMods threatened to hold a peaceful civil disobedience campaign in August 1956. 
This threat was aimed at the SLG in response to the intransigence of the latter. It was a low 
level political threat. The threat was carried out and was broken down quite brutally by the 
majority population with the help of the SLF.  
 
Military Threats 
- In March of 1983 the MinRads threatened any Tamil with death if they cooperated with the 
government. This threat, which was a high level military threat, was aimed also at the 
MinMods who were pursing peaceful avenues to resolve the conflict with the SLG. The 
threat was carried out as the MinRads routinely executed supposed collaborators.  
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6. Coercive Acts 
- Coded whenever a forceful action took place at a particular time. Hence for every 

month in the dataset we have a 1 if there was a forceful action in that month and a 0 
otherwise. We could also add up the number of forceful actions for each actor in any 
given month if need be.  

- The coercion events are broken down by the actors involved and the intensity of the 
actions, as given below. 

 
For the MinRads: 
Low- No violence, instead there are other activities such as purchasing weapons, reinforcing 
barriers, consolidating camps, issuing permits, holding public meetings etc. 
Mod- Limited frontal engagement, land mines, missile attack but no gun battle, suicide 
bombing, etc. 
High- All out violent frontal engagement.  

 
For the MinMods: 
Low- Walkouts, signing petitions, passing resolutions. 
Mod- Attending and organizing rallies, organizing civil disobedience campaigns. 
High- Engaging in violent activities. 
 
For the SLG: 
Low- political actions such as imposing embargoes, passing resolutions, declaring curfews 
and ceasefires etc, buying weapons, and consolidating positions, etc. 
Mod- Limited violent military engagement, imprisoning militants, etc. 
High- All out military campaigns and attacks.  
 
 
EX: We give three examples below. 
- The MinRads purchased anti-aircraft missiles from Ukrainian government in April 1994, 
and this was a low level coercive act for the MinRads. 
- The MinMods protested SLG plans to revamp vehicle license plates to reflect Sinhalese 
dominance in December 1957. It was a moderate coercive act for the MinMods.  
- In April 1995 the SLG re-instituted an embargo in the northern provinces on fuel, batteries, 
gasoline, etc. in response to the MinRads escalation of violence. It was a low level coercive 
act for the SLG. 
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7. Conflict 
- These events were already coded for under force, but we also have additional 

variables that could capture conflict dynamics between the SLG/SLF and MinRads. 
- We have data for who initiated a battle, approximately how many soldiers were used, 

what armaments were used in the attacks, the casualty rates, who won a given battle, 
and whether leaders were killed in battle. Note that these details are not available for 
every battle, but could be found for most. 

- We have the occasional defection rates of the rebels and SLF. 
- We have data for battles within larger operations as well as those that were isolated 

attacks.  
-  

 
EX: The following tables (omitted for the purpose of this paper) were taken from 
Weerasinghe (2003), and reflect some of the conflict statistics that are found in the data. 
There were 71 battles in the original sample, and the present dataset has updated this 
considerably.  
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(Appendix-III is the map of Sri Lanka, in pdf) 
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Appendix-IV 
 
Labels: 
UNP- United National Party (Sinhalese Party) 
SLFP- Sri Lanka Freedom Party (Sinhalese Party) 
FP- Federal Party (Tamil Party) 
MEP- Mahajana Eksath Peramuna (“Peoples United Front,” a coalition of parties, headed by 
SLFP) 
PA- Peoples Alliance (Coalition of parties led by SLFP) 
UNF- United National Front (Coalition of parties headed by UNP) 
UPFA- United Peoples Freedom Alliance (Coalition of party led by SLFP) 
LTTE- Liberation tigers of Tamil Eelam (Radical Tamil rebel group formed in 1976) 
 
Election Years and Changes in SLG Regimes 

Year Regime Old Regime New Regime Change* Reason 

1952 UNP UNP No Death of 
previous PM 

1953 UNP UNP No Previous PM 
steps down 

1956 UNP MEP Yes Election victory 
1959 MEP MEP No Death of 

previous PM 
1960 MEP SLFP No Election victory 
1965 SLFP UNP Yes Election victory 
1970 UNP SLFP Yes Election victory 
1972 SLFP SLFP No Presidency 

instituted. Still 
executive PM. 

1977 SLFP UNP Yes Election victory 
1978 UNP UNP No Executive 

presidency 
instituted. 

1989 UNP UNP No Election victory 
1993 UNP UNP No Death of 

previous 
President 

1994 UNP PA Yes Election victory 
1999 PA PA No Election victory 
2001 PA UNF Yes, partly Election 

victory. ** 
2004 UNF UPFA Yes Election victory 
 
* -A regime change represents a change not only in political parties, but a different approach to 
governance, political economy, and ethnic relations. 
** -Represents a change in the cabinet and not in the executive presidency. 



 37 

Appendix-V 
 
Labels: 
SLG- Sri Lanka Government (Represents the majority Sinhalese, and minority groups, in 
some cases Tamils as well) 
MinMods- Tamil minority moderate political party or parties 
MinRads- Tamil minority radical group or groups 

 
 

Period breakdown 1948-2006 
Period Actors Main Dyad Description 

1948-1972 SLG, MinMods SLG-MinMods Only one main MinMod party, FP, formed in 1949. 

1973-1976 SLG, MinMods, 
MinRads 

SLG-MinMods 3-5 Radical groups. MinMods still speaking for the 
minority, amidst rising violent action by the radicals 

1976-1983 SLG, MinMods, 
MinRads 

? 4-8 Radical groups. Radicals are interacting with 
other radical, SLG and MinMods in dyadic 
relationships.  

1983-1990 SLG, MinMods, 
MinRads 

? 8-38 Radical groups. Radicals are interacting with 
other radicals, SLG and MinMods in dyadic 
relationships. MinMods are weakening in power. 

1990-1992 SLG, MinMods, 
MinRads 

? 4-8 Radical Groups. MinMods are very weak. 
Radicals are interacting with other radicals and SLG 
in dyadic relationships.  

1992-2004 SLG, MinMods, 
MinRads 

SLG-MinRads Only one main MinRad group, the LTTE. MinMods 
are severely weakened. Several former radical 
groups are now MinMods. 

2004-Present SLG, MinMods, 
MinRads 

? Breakaway group from LTTE formed. MinMods are 
still pretty weak. Radicals are interacting with other 
radicals, SLG and MinMods in dyadic relationships. 
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