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Abstract

Recent studies demonstrate that turnover in domestic political leadership is associated with change
in states’ foreign policies. While domestic changes matter even after controlling for international
factors, many theories of international relations imply that international factors should overwhelm or
moderate the effects of domestic turnover on foreign policy change. Yet existing studies tend to focus
on other domestic-level variables (e.g., domestic political institutions or winning coalition size) as
constraining factors on domestic turnover. We evaluate whether three sets of international factors that
scholars have argued might outweigh the influence of domestic changes – security environment,
institutional socialization, and economic interests – moderate the effects of domestic coalition changes
on variance in voting patterns in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA). To do this, we
interact a measure of domestic coalition turnover with a variety of proxies for a state’s international
environment in a statistical model of voting consistency. We find first that many international factors
are associated with greater consistency in UNGA voting behavior in ways expected by theory. Further,
though the effects of domestic change on foreign policy often persist in the face of potential
international constraints, we also find some evidence that they attenuate as states face higher levels of
international constraints, especially regarding trade dependence and IGO socialization. As such, the
results reinforce the importance of understanding the role of both domestic political factors and
international context in shaping foreign policy.
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Introduction

When political factions win power, they enact foreign policies that reflect their interests (Moravcsik

1997). Recent research lends support to this view by demonstrating that leadership changes that

empower groups with policy preferences that differ substantially from their predecessors lead to

foreign policy changes (e.g., Mattes, Leeds and Carroll 2015; McGillivray and Smith 2004; Leeds,

Mattes and Vogel 2009). The long debate over whether states’ foreign policies are solely a product

of systemic international factors has given way to a productive stream of research that asks under

what conditions domestic factors affect foreign policy behavior. However, this work has focused

mainly on how domestic institutions (e.g., democracy versus autocracy) moderate the effects of

domestic coalition turnover on foreign policy.

This paper asks an important, complementary question in this agenda: to what extent, if any,

do international factors constrain the effects of domestic political change on foreign policy

change? Existing research shows that domestic political changes do matter for foreign policy

behavior (McGillivray and Smith 2004; Mattes, Leeds and Carroll 2015) even after controlling for

international contextual factors (e.g., Cold War versus post-Cold War period) (Mattes, Leeds and

Carroll 2015). Yet scholars have not considered the potential for international context to lessen

the effects of domestic change on foreign policy. We focus on three central international-level

factors that may constrain foreign policy: a state’s international security environment (security

environment), the extent to which it is integrated with the international economy and socialized to

international norms (international socialization), and its economic dependence on other states in

the system (economic dependence). We argue that all of these factors might plausibly constrain
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the range of policy options that new political leaders perceive as feasible or desirable.

To maintain comparability with previous research on domestic change, we build directly on

the work of Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015) and measure change in foreign policy preferences

as the change in a state’s ideal point in the United Nations General Assembly from one session to

the next (Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten 2013). We use a variety of measures – alliance

relationships, rivalry status, aid dependence, foreign direct investment dependence, state capacity,

trade openness, and membership in intergovernmental organizations – to understand how

international factors condition the effects of domestic coalition changes on states’ foreign

policies. While the positive relationship between domestic coalition changes and ideal point

change often persists in light of international context, we also find some evidence that they

attenuate as states face higher levels of international constraints. We further find that even in

non-democracies – where theory and evidence suggests that domestic change should matter most

– there is evidence that high levels of trade dependence and integration with international

institutions promote foreign policy stability in the face of domestic turnover. As such, the findings

highlight the importance of considering not only domestic political change and domestic context,

but also international context in predicting foreign policy change.

This paper makes two central contributions. First, it contributes to our overall understanding

of the determinants of foreign policy change. We find substantial evidence of the robustness of

both domestic political change and international context as determinants of foreign policy.

Second, it begins to answer an important but neglected question in the debate over the relative

influence of domestic versus international factors in explaining foreign policy. Until now, most

analysts have focused on demonstrating that domestic factors do matter. Where they have

considered conditions under which domestic changes matter, they have focused on other domestic
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level variables (i.e., domestic political institutions, winning coalition size). This paper contributes

to our ability to predict when domestic changes should have the greatest effect on foreign policy

by examining the role of the international environment and domestic institutions in concert. We

show that the effect of domestic political change on UN voting stability persists even when we

model potential conditional relationships, but that international constraints can lessen the effects

of domestic change.

Domestic and International Sources of Foreign Policy

Scholars have long debated the relative weight of international and domestic political concerns in

states’ foreign policies. Domestic politics is, at its most basic level, a competition between groups

that differ in their political preferences and ideological priorities. International political dynamics

have important implications for domestic politics and impact different political groups within

states in varied ways (e.g., Lobell 2006; Narizny 2003, 2007; Smith 2009). Not surprisingly, then,

different societal groups pursue different foreign policy agendas, and foreign policy may change

when a new group ascends to power within a state. Scholars have demonstrated this point in a

variety of issue areas, including rivalry termination (Bennett 1997; Rooney 2018), trade

(McGillivray and Smith 2004, 2005), voting behavior in the United Nations General Assembly

(Mattes, Leeds and Carroll 2015), alliance politics (Leeds, Mattes and Vogel 2009), and

adherence to International Monetary Fund rules (Grieco, Gelpi and Warren 2009).

While this growing body of evidence suggests that turnover of domestic groups can influence

foreign policy, many have argued that foreign policy is primarily driven by international factors

rather than domestic concerns. In other words, some argue that there are state interests that differ
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from the interests of ideological groups within states, and that these interests sometimes or mostly

override particularistic interests within society when it comes to foreign policy. We focus broadly

on three sources of international interests: a state’s security environment, its exposure to

international socialization, and its degree of economic dependence. In discussing each set of

perspectives, we propose a set of more specific measures that can reasonably proxy for those

broader concepts.

Security Environment

First, emerging from the realist tradition, a number of scholars argue that states’ foreign policies

are driven by the anarchic environment in which they find themselves, with security

overwhelmingly driving foreign policy (Waltz 1959, 1979).1 According to this view, states will

change their foreign policies only in response to the changing power dynamics of the

international system and to counter the emergence of new threats to survival. Individual leaders

under systemic pressures will tend to pursue the policies of their predecessors, as they are mainly

focused on maintaining national security. As a result, foreign policy exhibits relative consistency

across regimes and political coalitions.

Perhaps the starkest example of this argument is the Cold War. Although the division of the

international order was underscored by ideological, political, and economic partitions, at the core

of this conflict was the military tensions between the United States-led West and the Soviet Union-

led East. The overarching security threat provided by the opposing side led to foreign policy

choices that remained rigid even in the face of significant and frequent domestic political turnover.

Indeed, empirical evidence suggests that foreign policy differences between the East and the West

1See Leeds and Morgan (2012) for an overview.
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remained remarkably stable throughout the conflict (Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten 2013; Dreher

and Jensen 2013), owing to the primacy of intense security concerns above domestic politics.

The logic above has a variety of implications, several of which we elaborate on here for the

purpose of empirically testing for a conditional effect. First, security concerns will be particularly

salient when the state faces a consistent external threat, such as that from a strategic rival. Strategic

rivals engage in violent conflict with one another at a pace much greater than can be explained by a

random distribution of conflict between states (Goertz and Diehl 1993, 1995). As such, we would

expect that if security concerns can overwhelm the impact of domestic change on foreign policy

change, they will be most likely to do so when a state is engaged in a number of interstate rivalries.

Hypothesis 1: The positive relationship between domestic political change and foreign

policy change is weaker when a country has a greater number of external rivals.

Further, states may not be willing or able to alter their foreign policy when they are heavily

entangled in alliance commitments. Alliances serve as a reflection of a state’s willingness to

engage in multilateral foreign policy decision-making, at least in certain contexts. Such

multilateral decision-making allows states to ease the burden of the costs of defense, but at the

cost of restricted control over foreign policy (Hawkins et al. 2006). Indeed, institutional alliances

are considered a form of collective identity (Hemmer and Katzenstein 2002) and foreign policy

converges so greatly between allied states that the pattern of alliances amongst states is

commonly accepted as reflecting the extent to which states have common or conflicting foreign

policy interests (Signorino and Ritter 1999).2

2States may also be reluctant to take foreign policy decisions that will jeopardize the alliance. Given that states
build reputations regarding their likelihood of upholding their alliance commitments according to their prior actions
(Gibler 2008; Crescenzi et al. 2012), states will be reluctant to take actions that violate an alliance agreement. While
there is evidence that states experiencing domestic coalition changes are more likely to abrogate alliance agreements
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Hypothesis 2: The positive relationship between domestic political change and foreign

policy change is weaker when a country has a greater number of alliance commitments.

Finally, there is reason to believe that weaker states will be unable to shift foreign policy

dramatically following domestic change, as they are more sensitive to the changing dynamics of

the international system. Research suggests that weaker states subordinate their foreign policy

interests to dominant states in exchange for security or economic benefits (e.g., Lake 2009).3

Additionally, since weaker states already have minimal say in dictating political events (O’Neill

1996; Leech and Leech 2006), they have little ability to assert themselves in the international

arena. These states must cooperate in groups to overcome their institutional disadvantage (Kim

and Russett 1996; Prantl 2005), which often further entails subjugating their own policy

preferences to alternative ideological positions. Domestic political change might therefore have

little effect on the foreign policies of weaker states.

Hypothesis 3: The positive relationship between domestic political change and foreign

policy change is weaker at lower levels of state capacity.

International Socialization

Another approach relevant to our context argues that states adhere to certain foreign policies due

to international norms and socialization. This work asks whether and how intergovernmental

than states who do not experience such shifts (Leeds 2003; Leeds, Mattes and Vogel 2009), this does not imply that
these states are as likely as those without alliance commitments to shift their foreign policy, and alliances that include
nonmilitary cooperation are less likely to be abrogated (Leeds and Savun 2007). A state may similarly be reluctant
to take positions opposite an alliance partner for fear that the ally may opportunistically terminate the alliance. States
with a greater number of alliance commitments, to ensure that those commitments are upheld, should maintain more
consistent foreign policies in the face of domestic coalition changes so as not to precipitate abrogation or indicate
disunion.

3As Keohane (1967) argues, major powers often need not explicitly coerce weaker states, as their very presence
serves to assert pressure.
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organizations (IGOs) and international law can affect states’ foreign policies by “socializing”

them to adopt international norms (e.g., Checkel 2005; Bearce and Bondanella 2007; Goodman

and Jinks 2013).4 International relations scholars have analyzed state socialization in a variety of

contexts, including hegemonic dominance (Ikenberry and Kupchan 1990), European integration

(Checkel 2005), military cooperation (Atkinson 2006; Gheciu 2005) educational exchange

programs (Atkinson 2010), and interactions in international organizations (Johnston 2001, 2014;

Finnemore 1996b; Pevehouse and Russett 2006; Bearce and Bondanella 2007). International

organizations play important roles in shaping how states define and pursue their foreign policy

interests. Finnemore’s claim that norms originating in the United Nations (UN) have influenced

how and where states conduct humanitarian interventions (specifically the 1994 US-led

intervention in Haiti) is one example of this argument (Finnemore 1996a). Others argue that the

United Nations General Assembly and the UN Human Rights Council have been instrumental in

promoting Western norms about human rights throughout the ongoing crisis in Syria such that

these institutions have influenced voting patterns in the UNGA (Gowan 2012).

Prominent statements of this position explicitly claim that international institutional interaction

– not domestic politics – determines how states conceive of their foreign policy interests. Indeed,

the core claims of systemic constructivism as articulated by Wendt are: “(1) states are the principal

units of analysis for international political theory; (2) the key structures in the states system are

intersubjective, rather than material; and (3) state identities and interests are in important part

constructed by these social structures, rather than given exogenously to the system by human nature

or domestic politics” (Wendt 1994, 385, emphasis added).5 This approach suggests that states’

4Socialization refers to “the process of inducting actors into the norms and rules of a given community” (Zürn and
Checkel 2005, 1046).

5Wendt (1999, 217) provides an illustration of the last claim in noting: “[h]ad Bob Dole won the 1996 election,
even though the US government would have changed the US state would have remained the same.” Likewise,
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foreign policy interests should therefore persist in the face of domestic change insofar as states

encounter and internalize international norms.6

We consider two indicators of international socialization. First, the socialization literature

emphasizes that socialization occurs in the context of international institutions. Because

international institutions are forums for states to interact with one another on a repeated basis, and

because interacting with other states is how states learn to conduct their foreign policies,

institutions are important determinants of states’ interests both directly and indirectly. The direct

impact refers to institutions’ role promoting their own standards of behavior (even while these

standards result from the efforts of the states that create those institutions), while the indirect

impact is the facilitation of interactions between states within institutions. As such, if

international socialization exerts an impact on foreign policy, this should be evident when we

examine rates of participation in international organizations.7

Hypothesis 4: The positive relationship between domestic political change and foreign

policy change is weaker when a country holds more memberships in international

organizations.

Scholars also provide various explanations as to why increased integration in the global

economic system, primarily through trade, will lead to similar interests and policy convergence.

In particular, states have incentives to converge on questions of foreign policy so as to avoid

Finnemore argues that “states’ redefinitions of interest are often not the result of external threats or demands by
domestic groups,” but are “shaped by internationally shared norms and values that structure and give meaning to
international political life” (Finnemore 1996b, 3).

6At the same time, the extent to which socialization is resilient to domestic change is unclear. For instance,
while some suggest that socialization in institutions offers the promise of promoting preference change that facilitates
sustained cooperation on climate change (Keohane and Victor 2016), support for international climate protocols has
varied notably in the United States with changes in party control of Congress and the White House in recent decades.
Of course, as a global superpower, the US may be an exception to the rule.

7This is also a key indicator that others have emphasized in testing for socialization effects (Bearce and Bondanella
2007).
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disputes that could disrupt trade (Hirschman 1969; Rosecrance 1986; Russett and Oneal 2001).

Recent evidence supports these claims, as states that trade with one another exhibit higher degrees

of foreign policy similarity (Flores-Macı́as and Kreps 2013; Strüver 2016). Additionally,

countries heavily engaged in trade are more exposed to competitive pressures in the global

market. Thus, these states’ policies may converge with those of other similar states to avoid the

potential loss of trade that additional barriers or regulatory burdens could entail (Drezner 2001;

Simmons and Elkins 2004; Holzinger and Knill 2005). As such, states that are more involved in

international trade may demonstrate foreign policy resilience due to systemic economic pressures

and an incentive to harmonize policies with trading partners.

Hypothesis 5: The positive relationship between domestic political change and foreign

policy change is weaker as a country becomes more involved in international trade.

Economic Dependence

Finally, some argue that certain states lack the economic freedom to adjust foreign policies freely.

For instance, states may adopt policy positions in exchange for foreign aid. Aid plays a strategic

role in international politics (Alesina and Dollar 2000), and both states and multilateral

organizations place conditions on its disbursement (Easterly 2003). Donors often condition aid on

recipients’ commitments to take steps towards democracy (Bratton and Van de Walle 1997;

Knack 2004) and structural economic adjustment programs (Collier et al. 1997; Dreher 2009).

These are important policy commitments that may bring recipients in line politically with donors.

However, conditionality also extends (often implicitly) to foreign policy, as states provide foreign

aid in exchange for the recipient promoting the national interests of the donor. Dreher,
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Nunnenkamp and Thiele (2008) and Carter and Stone (2015) present evidence that the US

impacts votes in the UN General Assembly through a mix of threats and enticements regarding

aid, and scholars have demonstrated that vote buying even extends to the UN Security Council

(Vreeland and Dreher 2014; Alexander and Rooney 2019).8 If dependent states’ foreign policy

positions do not reflect their preferences, but rather reflect positions they have adopted in

exchange for aid, domestic political change may be largely unrelated to foreign policy positions.

Similarly, states heavily reliant on foreign investment may sacrifice foreign policy autonomy

to attract or retain investors. Numerous studies examine how states manipulate their currency

(Froot and Stein 1991), exchange rates (Grubert and Mutti 1991; Kogut and Chang 1996;

Blonigen 1997), tax structures (De Mooij and Ederveen 2003), trade barriers (Blonigen 2002) and

more in an effort to spur investment in their countries. This suggests that states must converge on

similar policy choices to convince outside investors of the viability of their nation as a location for

investment, with states often engaging in a type of “race to the bottom” (Olney 2013).9 Once

states have attracted such investment, the range of potential political action is curtailed (Rodrik

2000). For firms, economic and political integration are complementary and beneficial for

innovation and growth (Brou and Ruta 2011), necessitating the subjugation of the recipient’s

preferences further. As Friedman states, the government’s choices reduce to just “slight nuances

of tastes, slight nuances of policy, slight alterations in design to account for local tradition”

(Friedman 1999, 87). Thus, states may take consistent foreign policy positions in the economic

8Additionally, the effects are more pronounced when the issue at stake is important to the donor (Wang 1999;
Kuziemko and Werker 2006).

9This does not necessitate that foreign direct investment is itself independent of domestic political turnover.
Indeed, scholars have found evidence that the ideological nature of a ruling coalition can impact the level of FDI
it receives, including several studies that report a positive relationship between leftist regimes and FDI (Jakobsen and
De Soysa 2006; Pinto 2013; Wisniewski and Pathan 2014). However, dependence on foreign direct investment may
still weaken, if not entirely erase, the impact of domestic political turnover on foreign policy change.
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realm by virtue of the necessity to secure foreign investment.

Because arguments about the constraining nature of economic dependence are closely related

to intuitive and widely-used indicators of economic dependence, formulating specific hypotheses

about different dimensions of economic dependence as they might matter for foreign policy

autonomy given a domestic change is more straightforward. We summarize our expectations for

these factors in Hypotheses 6 and 7.

Hypothesis 6: The positive relationship between domestic political change and foreign

policy change is weaker when a country is more dependent on foreign aid.

Hypothesis 7: The positive relationship between domestic political change and

foreign policy change is weaker when a country is more dependent on foreign direct

investment.

In sum, a variety of perspectives suggest that international conditions and relationships should

constrain foreign policy and make it less responsive to domestic turnover within states. We have

characterized these arguments broadly as focusing on security, socialization, and economic

dependence. All are related to international pressures that may constrain the ability of domestic

groups within a state to enact new foreign policy agendas once they assume office within a state.

The next section outlines a research design to evaluate these hypotheses.

Research Design

To minimize the likelihood that particular research design choices explain any findings that depart

from previous research, we start with the replication data from Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015).
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That data set consists of country-years for 165 countries over the period of 1946-2008. They

identify leadership changes using data from Goemans, Gleditsch and Chiozza (2009).10

Dependent Variable

The key variable of interest is change in foreign policy interests. A common approach to

measuring countries’ foreign policy interests is using voting records from the United Nations

General Assembly (UNGA). Though imperfect, this measure has a number of benefits. First,

looking at UNGA votes allows us to observe states registering their opinions in a number of issue

areas that the international community deems important. Insofar as international concerns and

domestic changes influence foreign policy interests, we should observe their effects in UN voting.

Second, because UNGA resolutions are non-binding, there is less concern that states engage in

strategic voting in the context of the organization iteself. In other words, “states are relatively free

to vote their interests,” and thus we can expect that states’ voting records in the UNGA reflect

their true foreign policy preferences (Bearce and Bondanella 2007, 710).11 Bailey, Strezhnev and

Voeten (2013) estimate a state’s ideal point based on its voting record in the UNGA. This measure

uses issues that are voted on multiple times across sessions to facilitate comparability across

UNGA sessions using a Bayesian Markov Chain Monte Carlo approach. Following Mattes, Leeds

and Carroll (2015), the dependent variable in our statistical analysis is the absolute value of the

change in a state’s ideal in the UNGA point from the previous year to the current year.

10See Mattes, Leeds and Matsumura (2016) for an overview of the coding procedures and descriptive statistics
from the CHISOLS project. We provide an extended quote from Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015) explaining the
sample selection and coding procedures in Section B of the Online Appendix.

11While votes are non-binding, states may still anticipate the symbolic value of voting in particular ways and thus
may feel constrained by the pressures we have identified above.
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Independent Variables

Our key independent variable is domestic political turnover. Following Mattes, Leeds and Carroll

(2015), this variable is a dichotomous measure of whether or not there was leadership change in

a country during a given year that involved a shift in the underlying political base of the head of

state. Mattes, Leeds and Matsumura (2016, 259) measure instances of change in the source of

leader support (“SOLS changes”) by identifying “leadership changes within countries [that] bring

to power a new leader whose primary support is drawn from different societal groups than those

who supported her predecessor.” Their resulting data set codes all leadership transitions from 1945

to 2008 (for countries with populations exceeding 500,000).

So that our model specifications are as similar as possible to those in Mattes, Leeds and Carroll

(2015), we include each of the control variables from their primary models. To distinguish SOLS

changes from more dramatic forms of political turnover, we control for a measure of change in the

state’s domestic institutions (Regime Transition) and non-SOLS change leadership changes (Other

Leader Transition; that is, leadership transitions that do not involve a SOLS change). Regime

transitions are operationalized as transitions from democracy to autocracy and vice versa. To

construct this measure we use the Polity IV data, and code a “1” for years where a country goes

from below a score of 6 to a score of 6 or higher on the Polity scale (Marshall, Jaggers and Gurr

2010), or vice versa. We also include a dummy variable for democracy (as defined above), a

dummy varible that takes a value of 1 in the post-Cold War period and 0 otherwise, and dummy

variables indicating whether or not a state is an ally of the United States or the Soviet Union, all

from Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015).
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Conditioning Variables

Security environment measures. To operationalize rivalries we count the number of rivalries in

which a state is involved as coded by Thompson (2001). To measure alliance relationships, we

count the number of defense pacts of which a given state is a member during a given year (Leeds

et al. 2002). Both of these variables should capture aspects of a state’s security environment at

a particular point in time, as discussed above. Lastly, we measure state capacity using relative

political extraction from the Relative Political Capacity dataset (Arbetman and Kugler 2018). This

is a composite indicator for the ability of governments to utilize portions of the national output to

advance public goals where higher values indicate greater levels of capacity.

International socialization measures. To measure international socialization, we follow Bearce and

Bondanella (2007) in using the count of intergovernmental organization (IGO) memberships in the

year t− 5 from Pevehouse, Nordstrom and Warnke (2004).12 We follow Bearce and Bondanella

(2007, 716) in using a 5-year lag on IGO memberships to account for the fact that the effects of

socialization should take time to set in.13 To measure trade integration, we use trade as a percentage

of GDP from the World Development Indicators (World Bank 2014).

Economic dependence measures. To measure a state’s economic dependence on external actors,

we include measures of foreign aid and foreign direct investment (FDI). We use a logged measure

12Because the IGO data are only available at 5-year intervals prior to 1970, we linearly interpolate (and round)
values from one point of measurement to the next for country-years pre-1970.

13Some IGOs might produce stronger effects than others, or some states might systematically be more or less
receptive to socialization. We do not have theoretical expectations about these potential relationships. Instead, we
assume that the more IGO memberships a state has, the more likely it is that effects of international socialization
are present. We assume that the norms promoted by IGOs remain relatively consistent over time. If it were the case
that IGOs were constantly changing their goals and preferences, then there would clearly be no reason to expect that
membership in IGOs would lead to any greater consistency in states’ foreign policy interests. IGOs might expand their
priorities, but it seems reasonable to expect that they will not adopt entirely contradictory goals from one year to the
next.
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of total budget support that a country received during a given year using the AidData data base

(Tierney et al. 2011) to account for foreign aid dependence. To account for dependence on foreign

investors, we include a measure of FDI as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) from the

World Bank (World Bank 2014).

Results

We begin with the model specification of Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015), adding to that baseline

specification a set of interaction terms to test for conditioning effects of international contextual

factors on domestic political change. We estimate each interactive equation separately to ease the

interpretation of the component and interaction terms. The basic equation that we estimate in each

column is given by

|∆Ideal Point from t-1 to t|it = β0+β1SOLS Changeit +β2Cit +β3(SOLS Changeit×Cit)+α
>Xit +

N

∑
i=1

δiri+εit (1)

In this equation, we use i subscripts to denote countries and t subscripts to denote years. β0 is the

intercept, and the term β1 represents the marginal effect of a SOLS change on change in foreign

policy when the conditioning factor in each equation equals zero. We use the term C to represent

each potential conditioning factor. β2, then, is the direct effect of a given conditioning factor in

the absence of a SOLS change. β3 is the coefficient for the multiplicative interaction term. The

term α represents a set of coefficients for our matrix of country-year controls which we represent

with the term Xit . This includes a dummy indicator for non-SOLS change leader changes and its

interaction with the conditioning variable. δi represents determinants of foreign policy change in
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country i that do not vary over time, with ri as a country indicator dummy. The term εit represents

unmeasured factors that influence foreign policy change for country i in year t.

Table 1 reports the results from seven models that test the conditioning hypotheses.14 It is

important to note that each model displays the results of interactive models, meaning that the

baseline estimated coefficients in the first row of the table correspond to the estimated effects of

SOLS changes when the conditioning variable takes a value of zero. Likewise, the base estimated

coefficient for each conditioning variable is the estimated relationship when a SOLS change has

not occurred. Across six of the models, the estimated coefficient on the SOLS change variable is

positive and statistically significant. This indicates that SOLS changes are associated with greater

changes in expressed foreign policy interests, as reported in Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015).15

Interestingly, six out of the seven conditioning variables (all except the measure of rivalries)

are significantly associated with consistency in UN voting patterns in ways anticipated by our

theoretical discussion. The estimated coefficient for state capacity, though in the opposite

direction, is consistent with this basic logic – states with greater levels of capacity plausibly enjoy

more leeway in adjusting foreign policy. We thus find substantial evidence that is consistent with

our basic expectations that these international factors should affect states’ abilities to freely

express their preferences in international politics. Having more defensive alliance partners,

having lower levels of state capacity, holding a greater number of memberships in

intergovernmental organizations, being more involved in international trade, and being more

dependent on aid and foreign investment are all factors that are correlated with greater foreign

14Table 2 in the Online Appendix reports summary statistics for our key variables.
15In Model 3, which adds an interaction term for state capacity, the baseline coefficient on the SOLS change

variable remains positive but is no longer statistically significant. However, zero is an extreme value for this state
capacity measure and, as shown below, the SOLS change variable is statistically distinguishable from zero around
much of the typical range of the state capacity variable.
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Table 1: International context, domestic turnover, and foreign policy change
Dependent variable:

Change in UNGA Ideal Point
Defense Pacts Rivalries Capacity IGO Memberships Trade Aid FDI / GDP

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

SOLS Change 0.183∗∗ 0.165∗∗∗ 0.120 0.322∗∗ 0.225∗ 0.199∗∗∗ 0.199∗∗∗

(0.072) (0.062) (0.163) (0.137) (0.116) (0.064) (0.070)
No. Defenders −0.031∗∗∗

(0.003)
No. Rivals 0.046

(0.029)
State Capacity 0.141∗∗

(0.069)
Total IGO Memberships −0.016∗∗∗

(0.001)
Trade (pct. GDP) −0.006∗∗∗

(0.001)
Aid (log) −0.015∗∗∗

(0.002)
FDI/GDP −0.014∗∗∗

(0.004)
Other Leader Transition −0.028 0.027 0.236 0.231 0.396∗∗∗ 0.097 0.223∗∗∗

(0.082) (0.070) (0.187) (0.153) (0.119) (0.070) (0.086)
Democracy −0.233∗∗∗ −0.344∗∗∗ −0.404∗∗∗ −0.069 −0.311∗∗∗ −0.264∗∗∗ −0.379∗∗∗

(0.053) (0.052) (0.058) (0.055) (0.059) (0.054) (0.066)
Regime Transition 0.122 0.076 −0.056 0.179 0.001 0.125 −0.056

(0.106) (0.107) (0.115) (0.110) (0.115) (0.109) (0.124)
Cold War End 0.112∗ 0.055 0.046 0.178∗∗∗ 0.071 0.123∗∗ 0.136∗∗

(0.062) (0.062) (0.064) (0.062) (0.065) (0.062) (0.066)
US Ally 0.090 −0.143 −0.177 0.058 −0.122 −0.133 −0.198

(0.095) (0.092) (0.116) (0.098) (0.118) (0.104) (0.134)
USSR Ally 0.222∗ 0.072 0.827∗∗∗ −0.184 0.615∗∗∗ 0.060 1.012∗∗∗

(0.124) (0.124) (0.252) (0.123) (0.199) (0.130) (0.284)
SOLS Change × No. Defenders −0.002

(0.004)
Other Leader Transition × No. Defenders 0.008

(0.005)
SOLS Change × No. Rivals 0.019

(0.048)
Other Leader Transition × No. Rivals 0.060

(0.049)
SOLS Change × State Capacity 0.036

(0.155)
Other Leader Transition × State Capacity −0.070

(0.181)
SOLS Change × No. IGOs −0.003

(0.002)
Other Leader Transition × No. IGOs −0.003

(0.003)
SOLS Change × Trade (pct. GDP) −0.001

(0.002)
Other Leader Transition × Trade (pct. GDP) −0.004∗∗

(0.002)
SOLS Change × Aid −0.004

(0.006)
Other Leader Transition × Aid −0.001

(0.008)
SOLS Change × FDI/GDP −0.0001

(0.011)
Other Leader Transition × FDI/GDP −0.023

(0.015)

Observations 7,049 7,049 5,744 6,575 5,353 6,842 4,471
R2 0.842 0.840 0.851 0.849 0.853 0.842 0.864
Adjusted R2 0.838 0.836 0.846 0.844 0.848 0.838 0.858
Residual Std. Error 1.176 1.184 1.162 1.160 1.156 1.182 1.152
F Statistic 209.387∗∗∗ 206.129∗∗∗ 190.344∗∗∗ 206.099∗∗∗ 179.324∗∗∗ 203.593∗∗∗ 163.043∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Two-tailed tests. Estimated standard errors in parentheses.
OLS estimates. Country dummies included in all models.
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policy stability.

These results help broaden our understanding of the determinants of foreign policy change.

However, the finding that these international measures are, on their own, associated with greater

foreign policy consistency does not address our key concern about whether these international

factors actually reduce the effects of SOLS changes on foreign policy change. In most models the

interaction term is in the direction expected by the hypotheses, indicating that as each respective

international factor increases the estimated effect of SOLS changes diminishes, though the

interaction term is never statistically significant. However, as Brambor, Clark and Golder (2006,

74) note, one cannot understand a conditional effect via the magnitude and significance of the

coefficient on the interaction term alone, as “[i]t is perfectly possible for the marginal effect of X

on Y to be significant for substantively relevant values of the modifying variable Z even if the

coefficient on the interaction term is insignificant.”
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Figure 1: Security, Capacity and Domestic Turnover

Following the advice of Brambor, Clark and Golder (2006, 74), we display the estimated

marginal effect of a SOLS change along with its 95% confidence interval across typical ranges of
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variation in the conditioning variables in Figures 1 through 3. The shaded bands around the lines

correspond to the 95% confidence intervals around the estimates. The darker shaded region marks

the range of the conditioning variable corresponding to a typical range of variation in that variable

(either from zero to two standard deviations above the mean, or ± two standard deviations around

the mean).

−0.4

−0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0 50 100

Number of IGO memberships

M
ar

gi
na

l e
ffe

ct
 o

f S
O

LS
 c

ha
ng

e

IGO Memberships

Note: Shaded region indicates 95% confidence interval around 
marginal effect. Darker shaded area corresponds to estimated effect 

from minimum number of IGOs to 2 standard deviations above mean (89).

−1

0

1

0 200 400

Trade as a percent of GDP

M
ar

gi
na

l e
ffe

ct
 o

f S
O

LS
 c

ha
ng

e

Trade dependence

Note: Shaded region indicates 95% confidence interval around 
marginal effect. Darker shaded area corresponds to estimated effect 

for 2 standard deviations above/below mean.

Figure 2: IGOs, Trade, and Domestic Turnover

The results from these figures show that the estimated coefficient on the SOLS change

variable tends to remain positive and statistically significant across much of the reasonable ranges

of our international conditioning factors. Where the effect of SOLS changes is closest to zero or

statistically indistinguishable from zero tends to correspond to extreme values of the conditioning

factors. However we do find evidence of attenuation of the effect at higher values of the

constraining factors, even within the stated bounds of the range of typical variation. Two

conditioning factors most obviously display this pattern – trade and aid dependence, as shown in

Figures 2 and 3, respectively, though all conditioning factors outside of interstate rivalry appear to

mitigate the influence of domestic political turnover.

This initial test provides some evidence of the constraining impact of the international context.

It is possible that this limited evidence for a conditioning effect of international context on foreign

policy change is due to including both democratic and non-democratic countries in our sample.
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Figure 3: Aid, FDI and Domestic Turnover

Indeed, Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015) find that the positive effect of SOLS changes on foreign

policy change only persists for non-democratic countries (those scoring below at 6 on the Polity

IV scale) when they model this potential conditional relationship using an interaction term. This

finding is consistent with the view that democracies may adopt more consistent policies across

different governing coalitions as a result of leaders’ need to appeal to broad bases of support in

formulating policy (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003). As such, testing for conditioning effects of

international factors on the full sample of country-years may make it difficult to detect an effect

when SOLS change may not matter for foreign policy change in a substantial portion of the sample.

To account for this possibility, we estimate a set of models that include a three-way-interaction

term. We interact our international constraint proxies variables with both the SOLS change dummy

and the democracy dummy. The three-way interaction equation is given by:

|∆Ideal Point from t-1 to t|it = β0 + β1SOLS Changeit + β2Cit + β3Democracy + β4(SOLS Changeit × Cit) +

β5(SOLS Changeit ×Democracyit)+β6(SOLS Changeit ×Cit ×Democracyit)+α>Xit +∑
N
i=1 δiri + εit , (2)

with the terms defined as described for Equation (1). For any given constraining variable, C, we

can estimate the effect of a SOLS change conditional on regime type and the constraining variable

with the equation ∂Change in UNGA voting
∂SOLS Change = β1+β4Cit +β5Democracyit +β6(Cit×Democracyit) (3).

This means that the effect of a SOLS change depends both on the value of the conditioning
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Figure 4: Marginal effects of SOLS changes across range of international constraints, democracies
versus non-democracies
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factor and a country’s regime type at a given point in time. To estimate confidence intervals for the

estimated coefficients, we draw 1000 sets of coefficients from a multivariate normal distribution

with mean β̂k and variance σ̂k where β̂k is a vector of coefficients estimated from model k and σ̂k

represents model k’s variance-covariance matrix, with k = 1, ...,7. We then calculate the marginal

effect of a SOLS change for all unique combinations of values of the conditioning variable k

with regime type (democracy or non-democracy) using Equation (3). We take the 2.5% to 97.5%

quantiles of the distributions for the resulting coefficients to construct 95% confidence intervals.

Each figure displays a dashed horizontal line at zero on the y-axis.16

Figure 4 plots the marginal effect of a SOLS change across the range of the conditioning

variables for democracies and non-democracies separately. Whereas Figures 1 through 3 display

the full range of variation in the conditioning factors but color a region of typical variation in a

darker shade, here we simply limit the x-axis to the range of typical variation for each variable.

The panels help show the importance of domestic institutions in conditioning the effects of

SOLS changes on foreign policy change and, in some cases, the importance of international

factors. In democracies, SOLS changes are not associated with changes in voting patterns in the

UNGA. This remains true across the typical ranges of variation we display in each panel.

Consistent with Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015), the positive relationship between SOLS

changes and variation in UNGA ideal points is driven by non-democratic countries. However, in

all of the panels except for the top-right panel that displays the results for the rivalries model,

there is at least some region of the international constraining factor where the effect of SOLS

changes on UN voting consistency becomes indistinguishable from zero. This relationship is

particularly pronounced in the models that include an interaction with trade dependence and

16We report the coefficient estimates in Table 5 in Section E of the Online Appendix.
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number of IGO memberships.17 SOLS changes are associated with changed voting patterns in

non-democracies, but this relationship becomes indistinguishable from zero when

non-democracies are members of many IGOs or relatively dependent on trade. Although the

figure includes calculated coefficients and confidence intervals for relevant values of the

conditioning variable, the coefficient estimates in Table 5 in Section E of the Online Appendix

also suggest that the interaction of SOLS changes, trade, and democracy is statistically

significant, as is the interaction of SOLS change, IGO memberships, and democracy. The

evidence, on balance, suggests that international factors do reduce the impact of domestic change,

and can even overwhelm its effect.

Discussion and Conclusion

Commentary and predictions surrounding the likely direction of the Philippines’ foreign policy

following the election of Rodrigo Duterte illustrate the influence of ideas about how international

imperatives might overpower pressures for policy change. From late 2009 through the end of the

Aquino administration in 2016, the Philippines seemed to follow realist predictions that relatively

small states will balance with strong allies against threatening neighbors (Walt 1987). Alarmed by

China’s increasingly aggressive behavior in the Spratly Islands, President Aquino pushed back

through diplomatic protests, formal assertions of sovereignty, bolstered military ties with the

United States, and force modernization (Dolven, Kan and Manyin 2013; Reyes 2013;

Parameswaran 2015). Even as president-elect Duterte signaled his preference for strategic

17In Sections C and D of the Online Appendix, we take an alternative approach of splitting the sample into
democratic and non-democratic country years and re-estimating the seven models above, which produces similar
results.
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distance from Washington and rapprochement with Beijing, many predicted that the Philippines

would continue balancing against China (O’Hanlon 2016; Bremmer 2016). Of course, events

since then have cast doubt on this expectation. The Duterte administration brought a significant

shift to Filipino foreign policy by distancing itself from the United States, increasing economic

and security ties with China, and all but ending formal acknowledgements of Sino-Philippine

territorial disputes (Paddock 2016; Tiezzi 2018).

This case provides but one example of the ways in which domestic political turnover can drive

foreign policy change even in the face of pressing international concerns. Our results suggest that

the effects of domestic change on foreign policy change are often fairly consistent in the presence

of international conditions that could plausibly reduce the effects of domestic change on foreign

policy. At the same time, our statistical estimates are consistent with the view that international

context can reduce the effects of domestic change on foreign policy. We find evidence that the

constraints of economic dependence and institutional socialization are associated with reduced

impacts of domestic changes on foreign policy. In particular, for non-democracies that are highly

involved in IGOs and involved in international trade, we see the estimated effects of SOLS changes

weaken or disappear in ways anticipated by theory.

Recent research has focused on studying how domestic institutional factors condition the

relationship between domestic coalition changes and foreign policy change. This paper expands

the discussion to include a focus on whether and how the international context in which a state

operates constrains the impacts of domestic turnover on foreign policy. Many major theoretical

perspectives in international relations make arguments that imply or explicitly argue that

international factors should overwhelm any influence of domestic politics on foreign policy. Our

findings provide mixed evidence for those perspectives.
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It is important to note, however, that while this paper evaluates many dimensions of

international constraints, it investigates only one measure of foreign policy change – variance in

voting in the UN General Assembly. This approach has the advantage of making our results more

directly comparable to those reported by Mattes, Leeds and Carroll (2015), which is our main

inspiration. However, future research should look at other foreign policy actions, like alliance

abrogation, economic interaction, and even military conflict, to understand how, if at all,

international context moderates the effects of domestic changes in other domains.
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A Summary statistics for key variables
Table 2 displays summary statistics for the key variables in our data set.

Table 2: Summary statistics for key variables

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

logvotech 7,103 −2.661 1.206 −9.944 0.607
solsch 8,120 0.086 0.281 0 1
n defenders 8,120 9.233 10.712 0 52
n rivals 8,120 0.753 1.139 0 7
total igos impute 7,373 44.652 21.713 0.000 129.000
ln total budget support 7,712 4.907 7.835 0.000 24.740
fdi pct gdp 4,649 2.638 6.182 −82.892 161.824
trade pct gdp 5,784 68.184 45.880 0.021 531.737
state capacity 6,270 0.990 0.391 0.025 3.305
othldrtrans 8,120 0.091 0.287 0 1
demboth 7,953 0.379 0.485 0.000 1.000
regtrans 8,120 0.023 0.148 0 1
CWend 8,120 0.054 0.226 0 1
USally 8,120 0.319 0.466 0 1
USSRally 8,120 0.061 0.240 0 1
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B Description of analysis data from Mattes, Leeds and Carroll
(2015)

The following excerpt of Mattes, Leeds and Carroll 2015, 284 provides a description of the domain
and coding of the baseline analysis data set to which we append additional variables:

To test our hypotheses, we take advantage of countries’ yearly voting records in the
UNGA between 1946 and 2008. Using the country-year as the unit of analysis allows
us to contrast years in which a new leader with a different source of societal support
comes to power, years in which there is a leader change but the new leader represents
the same segment of society as her predecessor, and years in which there is no
leadership transition. We expect that, on average, UNGA voting change is most likely
to be observed in years in which a new leader with a different supporting coalition
assumes office. We identify the leaders in office each year using the Archigos data,
version 2.9 (Goemans, Gleditsch and Chiozza 2009). Since voting in the UNGA
typically occurs late in the year, the country’s voting record in leader transition years
is attributed to the new leader rather than her predecessor. The exceptions are leader
transitions that occur in the month of December. In the case of December leader
transitions, we attribute the country’s voting record in that year to the leader in power
before December 1st. If there are multiple leader transitions in a given year, we code
the leader in power during November as the leader in charge of the country’s voting
in that year.

Because we are interested in the change in the state’s ideal point from the previous
year, data from the first UNGA session for each state during our observation period
are not included in the analysis. We also drop state- years in which the country did not
vote in the UNGA. Finally, we exclude years with interim leaders who do not represent
any particular societal groups but rather are tasked with maintaining the status quo
until a new regular leader takes office. This leaves us with 7,049 state-years.
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C Subset of non-democratic country years

Table 3: International context, domestic turnover, and foreign policy change in non-democracies
Dependent variable:

Change in UNGA Ideal Point
Defense Pacts Rivalries Capacity IGO Memberships Trade Aid FDI / GDP

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

SOLS Change 0.297∗∗∗ 0.312∗∗∗ 0.176 0.593∗∗ 0.577∗∗∗ 0.323∗∗∗ 0.269∗∗

(0.113) (0.101) (0.233) (0.242) (0.194) (0.102) (0.126)
No. Defenders −0.024∗∗∗

(0.005)
No. Rivals 0.037

(0.032)
State Capacity 0.039

(0.081)
Total IGO Memberships −0.010∗∗∗

(0.002)
Trade (pct. GDP) −0.003∗∗∗

(0.001)
Aid (log) −0.016∗∗∗

(0.003)
FDI/GDP −0.014∗∗∗

(0.005)
Other Leader Transition −0.025 −0.028 0.100 0.168 0.425∗∗∗ 0.094 0.274∗∗

(0.115) (0.101) (0.230) (0.230) (0.161) (0.096) (0.121)
Cold War End 0.016 −0.027 −0.061 0.071 −0.027 0.049 −0.001

(0.080) (0.080) (0.083) (0.080) (0.086) (0.080) (0.088)
US Ally 0.408∗∗ 0.308∗ 0.623∗∗∗ 0.373∗∗ 0.583∗∗ 0.360∗∗ 0.542

(0.166) (0.165) (0.237) (0.184) (0.237) (0.181) (0.330)
USSR Ally −0.168 −0.310 1.029∗∗ −0.424∗ 0.906∗∗ −0.416 3.011∗∗

(0.258) (0.259) (0.419) (0.257) (0.419) (0.277) (1.266)
SOLS Change × No. Defenders −0.002

(0.008)
Other Leader Transition × No. Defenders 0.009

(0.008)
SOLS Change × No. Rivals −0.008

(0.067)
Other Leader Transition × No. Rivals 0.099

(0.062)
SOLS Change × State Capacity 0.103

(0.249)
Other Leader Transition × State Capacity 0.131

(0.241)
SOLS Change × No. IGOs −0.007

(0.006)
Other Leader Transition × No. IGOs −0.002

(0.006)
SOLS Change × Trade (pct. GDP) −0.005∗

(0.003)
Other Leader Transition × Trade (pct. GDP) −0.004∗∗

(0.002)
SOLS Change × Aid −0.008

(0.011)
Other Leader Transition × Aid 0.001

(0.011)
SOLS Change × FDI/GDP −0.003

(0.015)
Other Leader Transition × FDI/GDP −0.014

(0.017)

Observations 4,228 4,228 3,239 3,912 2,896 4,099 2,338
R2 0.833 0.832 0.842 0.838 0.844 0.835 0.856
Adjusted R2 0.828 0.827 0.836 0.832 0.837 0.829 0.848
Residual Std. Error 1.179 1.182 1.156 1.175 1.154 1.181 1.149
F Statistic 152.777∗∗∗ 151.710∗∗∗ 138.778∗∗∗ 146.571∗∗∗ 120.943∗∗∗ 149.566∗∗∗ 108.142∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Two-tailed tests. Estimated standard errors in parentheses.
OLS estimates. Country dummies included in all models.
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D Subset of democratic country years

Table 4: International context, domestic turnover, and foreign policy change in democracies
Dependent variable:

Change in UNGA Ideal Point
Defense Pacts Rivalries Capacity IGO Memberships Trade Aid FDI / GDP

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

SOLS Change 0.121 0.131∗ 0.239 −0.037 0.015 0.145∗ 0.210∗∗

(0.092) (0.075) (0.230) (0.191) (0.143) (0.081) (0.083)
No. Defenders −0.036∗∗∗

(0.005)
No. Rivals 0.222∗∗∗

(0.083)
State Capacity 0.395∗∗

(0.155)
Total IGO Memberships −0.021∗∗∗

(0.002)
Trade (pct. GDP) −0.014∗∗∗

(0.002)
Aid (log) −0.013∗∗∗

(0.004)
FDI/GDP −0.014∗∗

(0.007)
Other Leader Transition −0.026 0.069 0.500 0.194 0.258 0.089 0.230∗

(0.119) (0.098) (0.333) (0.252) (0.185) (0.101) (0.132)
Cold War End 0.208∗∗ 0.139 0.187∗ 0.292∗∗∗ 0.187∗ 0.181∗ 0.307∗∗∗

(0.099) (0.100) (0.099) (0.097) (0.098) (0.100) (0.100)
US Ally −0.058 −0.326∗∗∗ −0.291∗∗ 0.101 −0.127 −0.317∗∗ −0.242

(0.128) (0.123) (0.147) (0.130) (0.152) (0.146) (0.160)
USSR Ally 0.558∗∗∗ 0.553∗∗∗ 0.576∗ −0.174 0.497 0.855∗∗∗ 0.592∗

(0.211) (0.213) (0.316) (0.212) (0.302) (0.236) (0.318)
SOLS Change × No. Defenders 0.001

(0.005)
Other Leader Transition × No. Defenders 0.006

(0.007)
SOLS Change × No. Rivals −0.005

(0.072)
Other Leader Transition × No. Rivals −0.005

(0.083)
SOLS Change × State Capacity −0.087

(0.210)
Other Leader Transition × State Capacity −0.355

(0.301)
SOLS Change × No. IGOs 0.003

(0.003)
Other Leader Transition × No. IGOs −0.003

(0.004)
SOLS Change × Trade (pct. GDP) 0.002

(0.002)
Other Leader Transition × Trade (pct. GDP) −0.002

(0.003)
SOLS Change × Aid 0.001

(0.008)
Other Leader Transition × Aid −0.003

(0.011)
SOLS Change × FDI/GDP 0.003

(0.017)
Other Leader Transition × FDI/GDP −0.060∗

(0.032)

Observations 2,821 2,821 2,505 2,663 2,457 2,743 2,133
R2 0.860 0.858 0.868 0.871 0.872 0.861 0.878
Adjusted R2 0.854 0.852 0.861 0.865 0.866 0.854 0.871
Residual Std. Error 1.161 1.169 1.153 1.123 1.134 1.166 1.140
F Statistic 136.335∗∗∗ 134.117∗∗∗ 132.947∗∗∗ 145.035∗∗∗ 136.307∗∗∗ 132.689∗∗∗ 126.124∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Two-tailed tests. Estimated standard errors in parentheses.
OLS estimates. Country dummies included in all models.
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E Output for three-way interaction model

Table 5: Three-way interaction results for Figure 4
Dependent variable:

logvotech

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

solsch 0.316∗∗∗ 0.322∗∗∗ 0.177 0.643∗∗∗ 0.546∗∗∗ 0.371∗∗∗ 0.367∗∗∗

(0.105) (0.096) (0.209) (0.218) (0.160) (0.098) (0.118)
n defenders −0.026∗∗∗

(0.004)
n rivals 0.040

(0.030)
state capacity 0.063

(0.076)
total igos impute −0.011∗∗∗

(0.001)
trade pct gdp −0.005∗∗∗

(0.001)
ln total budget support −0.016∗∗∗

(0.003)
fdi pct gdp −0.014∗∗∗

(0.005)
demboth −0.106 −0.351∗∗∗ −0.660∗∗∗ 0.478∗∗∗ −0.006 −0.281∗∗∗ −0.344∗∗∗

(0.075) (0.061) (0.145) (0.112) (0.104) (0.068) (0.070)
regtrans 0.049 −0.012 −0.146 0.095 −0.092 0.050 −0.154

(0.112) (0.112) (0.123) (0.120) (0.123) (0.116) (0.136)
CWend 0.115∗ 0.053 0.045 0.175∗∗∗ 0.071 0.126∗∗ 0.138∗∗

(0.062) (0.062) (0.064) (0.061) (0.065) (0.062) (0.066)
USally 0.083 −0.152 −0.175 0.108 −0.069 −0.128 −0.202

(0.095) (0.092) (0.116) (0.099) (0.119) (0.104) (0.135)
USSRally 0.256∗∗ 0.062 0.778∗∗∗ −0.187 0.545∗∗∗ 0.057 0.990∗∗∗

(0.125) (0.125) (0.253) (0.123) (0.199) (0.131) (0.285)
solsch:n defenders −0.002

(0.007)
solsch:n rivals 0.017

(0.062)
solsch:state capacity 0.159

(0.218)
solsch:total igos impute −0.007

(0.005)
solsch:trade pct gdp −0.004∗

(0.002)
solsch:ln total budget support −0.008

(0.009)
solsch:fdi pct gdp −0.003

(0.013)
solsch:demboth −0.265∗ −0.249∗∗ −0.242 −0.880∗∗∗ −0.657∗∗∗ −0.292∗∗ −0.263∗

(0.143) (0.125) (0.333) (0.301) (0.232) (0.130) (0.150)
n defenders:demboth −0.008∗

(0.004)
n rivals:demboth 0.071

(0.061)
state capacity:demboth 0.318∗∗

(0.145)
total igos impute:demboth −0.011∗∗∗

(0.002)
trade pct gdp:demboth −0.004∗∗∗

(0.001)
ln total budget support:demboth 0.005

(0.005)
fdi pct gdp:demboth −0.0005

(0.008)
solsch:n defenders:demboth 0.002

(0.009)
solsch:n rivals:demboth −0.047

(0.099)
solsch:state capacity:demboth −0.053

(0.320)
solsch:total igos impute:demboth 0.013∗∗

(0.006)
solsch:trade pct gdp:demboth 0.007∗∗

(0.003)
solsch:ln total budget support:demboth 0.006

(0.012)
solsch:fdi pct gdp:demboth 0.011

(0.024)

Observations 7,049 7,049 5,744 6,575 5,353 6,842 4,471
R2 0.842 0.840 0.851 0.849 0.854 0.843 0.864
Adjusted R2 0.838 0.836 0.846 0.845 0.849 0.838 0.858

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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