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Abstract

Do ideological ties affect international conflict, and if so, why? Existing research
has produced little consensus on this question, but these investigations pool together
the different types of disputes states can have. I argue that ideological similarity specif-
ically reduces the likelihood of regime-related disputes. It does so by shaping both how
leaders perceive regime threats from other countries and their willingness to resort to
subversion. First, states that share common legitimating principles are not threatened
by the possibility that a leader has ideologically-revisionist preferences. Second, con-
cerns about political contagion incentivize states that share an ideology to prop each
other up against domestic threats and to refrain from using subversion to pursue their
other foreign policy interests. Using a variety of conflict data sets, I show that pairs
of countries that legitimate their rule according to similar principles are less likely to
intervene in civil conflicts against one another, less likely to experience policy/regime
disputes, and are more cooperative than pairs of ideologically-dissimilar states. Overall,
these findings suggest that regime disputes are not simply the product of other foreign
policy rivalries, but a source of international conflict in their own right.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, the world has increasingly witnessed international conflict along ideological
fault lines. Western policymakers warn that authoritarian countries like Russia and China are
seeking to exploit divisions within liberal societies to promote autocratic tendencies, while for
decades, authoritarian countries have accused the West of doing the same–of manufacturing
domestic uprisings as a way to force liberalism upon them. Of course, these dynamics herald
back to the Cold War, where international conflict was defined by ideological competition
between capitalist and communist regimes, and before the Cold War, to the Concert of
Europe. For the 70 years following the French Revolution, European powers frequently
found themselves in conflict promoting monarchical or republican regimes.

Despite these and numerous other examples, there is little consensus in the existing
literature about whether ideology has a systematic effect on the relations between states.1

Realists, for instance, have long argued that behavior that appears to be ideologically-driven
is often just the pursuit of power or other material interests in disguise (Morgenthau 1948,
Krasner 1978, Waltz 1979, Walt 1987, and Mearsheimer 2001). Yet, more recent work–
especially that by Haas (2005) and Owen (2010)–challenge this view, suggesting that clashes
between different political ideologies are a driving force of international conflict. Somewhere
in between these two poles lies the literature on the democratic peace.2 While there has been
substantial research attributing the democratic peace to institutional constraints (e.g. Lake
1992; Fearon 1994; Schultz 2001; Bueno de Mesquita et al 1999; Reiter & Stam 2002), some
strands emphasize features of liberal ideologies that make democratic states more pacific
towards one another (e.g. Doyle 1986; Maoz & Russet 1993; Owen 1994; Risse-Kappen
1996). So, it remains unclear whether ideological ties ever matter, and if they do, whether
any effects are unique to liberalism in particular.

I argue that scholars have largely missed the pacifying effect of shared ideological ties, in
part, because they have failed to distinguish between the types of disputes that states have.
Most studies of international conflict black box the issues over which states are fighting or
focus more exclusively on territorial disputes.3 However, while scholars have persuasively
shown that territory is a source of prolonged conflict between states (e.g. Simmons 2005;

1Importantly, ideological competition is not only reserved for great powers. Liberal and conservative regimes
in Central America frequently attempted to topple one another in the 19th century, and politics in the
Middle East has involved a complex history of conflicts between various secular and Islamist regimes.

2There is also a small body of work investigating the possibility of an autocratic peace. See for example,
Werner (2000); Peceney et al (2002); Souva (2004); Bennett (2006); Letkzian & Souva (2009); Gartzke &
Weissiger (2013); and Conrad & Souva (2011).

3For prominent calls for an issue-based approach to studying international conflict, see Diehl 1992; Hensel
2001; and Hensel et al. 2008. For a useful review of the literature on territorial disputes, see Toft (2014).
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Rasler and Thompson 2006; Senese and Vasquez 2008; Rider 2009; Carter 2010; Fearon 2018),
it is by no means the only issue states conflict over. Even among the dyads characterized by
frequent and repeated hostilities (often deemed “rivals”), fewer than half involve conflicting
territorial claims (Tir and Diehl 2002).

Aside from territory, disputes over other countries’ regimes are another important source
of international conflict and competition. Between 1816 and 1992, there were 100 cases
of governments forcefully removing the leadership of other countries (Downes and Monten
2013). These cases of foreign imposed regime change represent twice as many instances of
other externally-driven state deaths–like those through territorial conquest and annexation–
in the same time period. They represent almost three times as many instances of those state
deaths that were violent (Fazal 2004). Regime disputes generate far more conflict than the
particular instances of successful and direct removal of foreign political leaders with military
force. Militarized disputes also proliferate as a result of countries providing aid to domestic
actors seeking regime change and the efforts of targeted states to retaliate (Gleditsch et
al. 2008). Beyond the militarized incidents directly related to countries intervening in the
regimes of others, the anticipation of these adverse interventions can greatly contribute to
hostilities between these states.

In this paper, I argue that sharing an ideology can significantly reduce the likelihood of
these regime-related disputes, as opposed to territorial ones. I define ideology in terms of
the principles states use to legitimate their rue domestically, as opposed to understanding
ideology as a theory of foreign policy (e.g. Morgenthau 1948, Snyder 2013) or focusing on
specific ideologies that call for universal norms (e.g. Walt 1987; Smith 1994; Desch 2007).
Conceived in this sense, leaders care about ideologies because they are a significant basis
for their hold on to power at home. At the international level, there are two dynamics at
work that cause leaders to see states with different ideologies as potential threats to their
power and states with similar ideologies as, at a minimum, not threatening, and possibly
even bolstering their rule.

First, when states legitimate their rule according to different principles, leaders are more
likely to fear–correctly or incorrectly–that the other has regime revisionist preferences. If a
leader believes in the ideological principles he or she advocates, that leader may have a nor-
mative preference for spreading those principles abroad. This possibility creates uncertainty
among ideologically-dissimilar states over whether the other has regime-revisionist prefer-
ences. Leaders of different regimes, therefore, often regard each other with suspicion. Even
without active efforts to promote one’s ideology abroad, leaders are unsure whether the other
will intervene against their regime in the future. This dynamic can lead governments with
no inherent ideological preferences to subvert governments they believe hold ideologically-
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revisionist preferences against their own. By contrast, governments that legitimate their
rule according to similar principles have little reason to fear the other has such revisionist
preferences.

Second, concerns about political contagion may drive states to try to undermine govern-
ments with different ideological principles, while ideologically-similar states face incentives to
cooperate. Various studies have documented that revolutions and other political upheavals
tend to spread to other countries, and this is especially likely among states with similar po-
litical systems.4 Undermining a new revolutionary regime is one way to remove the threat of
ideological contagion at its source. For example, the Holy Alliance authorized interventions
in Italy in 1821 and in Spain in 1822 to reinstall absolute monarchies after republican up-
risings there. Moreover, even if states have little hope for toppling another’s regime, fueling
domestic unrest in ideological competitors can make targeted governments less appealing
models for domestic opponents to try to replicate.

Notice how the dynamic differs among ideologically-similar governments. Concerns about
political contagion do not create incentives for governments that share political ideologies
to undermine each other; rather, they create incentives for them to prop each other up
against domestic threats and to see each other thrive. In fact, contagion concerns may even
constrain states’ use of subversion to achieve other foreign policy goals. To use an example
where shared ideological threats have generated similar dynamics, consider Iran and Iraq in
the lead up to the Iranian Revolution. Despite severe foreign policy disputes–including a
territorial conflict over the Shatt al-Arab waterway–Saddam Hussein did not seek to exploit
or aid anti-Shah opposition in Iran. Instead, Hussein exiled Khomeini from Iraq at the Shah’s
request because he feared that a successful Islamist revolution in Iran would embolden the
al-Dawa movement in his own country that opposed his secular Baathist regime.

I offer three pieces of correlational evidence for these arguments. My approach exploits the
fact that some institutional arrangements are tied to shareable, or generalizable, ideological
underpinnings (i.e. liberal democracies, communist regimes, and monarchies) while others
are not (i.e. personalist, non-communist party regimes, and military regimes). First, I show
that pairs of countries with common ideological underpinnings are both significantly more
likely to intervene in support of each other in civil wars and less likely to provide aid to rebel
groups than pairs of countries that do not legitimate their rule in similar ways. Second,
because regime conflicts entail more than just the provision of aid to opposition groups in
civil wars, I show that pairs of liberal democracies, communist regimes, and monarchies
are all significantly less likely to engage in policy and regime militarized disputes (MIDs)

4For selected research on the contagion of regime contention, see Buhaug and Gleditsch 2008; Weyland 2009;
Hale 2013; Wejnert 2014; Gleditsch and Rivera 2017.
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with one another than other types of dyads. Importantly, however, shared ideology does
not reduce the likelihood of territorial MIDs. This suggests that ideological similarity does
not have a pacifying effect on all kinds of international conflict, as theories emphasizing
in-group/out-group dynamics or lack of mutual understandings would predict (Haas 2005).

Third, I use data from the peace scale (Goertz, Diehl, and Balas 2016)–which incorpo-
rates information not only on the occurrence of military conflict between states but also
information on other aspects of states’ diplomatic and cooperative behavior–to examine how
ideological ties affect the overall quality of relations between states. I show that relations
between ideologically-similar states become significantly more hostile when one state under-
goes a regime change, while mixed dyads become more cooperative after one state becomes
more ideologically similar to the other. Overall then, the analysis suggests that ideological
cleavages are an important source of regime conflict between states, and as a result, can help
us understand the broad patterns of hostilities in the international system.

I also conduct a series of additional tests to rule out alternative explanations for these
results, including whether the results are primarily detecting the effect of the democratic
peace, general institutional affinities, incentives stemming from US-USSR Cold War compe-
tition, or shared foreign policy interests more broadly. Specifically, I show that the evidence
for a Marxist peace and a monarchical peace are often just as strong–if not stronger–than
the evidence of the democratic peace and that states that share institutional arrangements
but not necessarily ideological ties do not display similar patterns of behavior. Further, the
results hold when subsetting the data to contiguous dyads or when excluding dyads with the
United States or Russia, suggesting that the results are not driven exclusively by attempts
of the U.S. and USSR to promote or prevent the spread of communism in the developing
world. Finally, even though my argument predicts that states develop shared interests in
the success of similar ideologies and the failure of alternatives ones, controlling for shared
foreign policy preferences (as measured by states’ UN ideal points or alliance status) does
not significantly change the results. In fact, while conflicting foreign policy interests are a
good predictor of regime-related disputes in dyads without a common ideology, they do little
to explain the use of subversion or other regime-related conflicts in dyads that do share an
ideology.

The remainder of this article is divided into five parts. In the next section, I briefly review
existing debates on the relationship between states’ ideologies and their foreign policies. I
then develop the theoretical arguments of this paper, explaining why ideological cleavages
between states increase the risk of regime conflicts, but not territorial ones. The fourth
section describes the hypotheses to be tested, the operationalization of key variables, and my
research methods. The fifth section presents the results from my statistical analysis: pairs of
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ideologically-similar states are less likely to intervene in civil conflicts against one another,
are less likely to experience policy and regime disputes, and are overall more cooperative
than pairs of states that do not legitimate their rule in similar ways. I address alternative
explanations for these results in the fifth section as well. Finally, in the conclusion, I reflect
more broadly on future directions for a research agenda focused on regime conflicts.

2 Existing Debates on Ideology and Conflict

Does sharing ideological ties have any effect on the relations between states? While there
has been an explosion of research on the effects of ideology on the dynamics of civil con-
flicts in recent years, there is still little consensus in the IR literature as to whether states’
political ideologies have any discernable effect on their foreign policy.5 Realist scholars, for
instance, have long been skeptical of any genuine influence of ideology. Morgenthau (1948)
suggested that while ideological rhetoric is common, such rhetoric is used as a disguise for
states’ “genuine” desire for power. Structural realists would go even further to dismiss the
role of ideology. Because today’s friend may be an adversary tomorrow, the structure of
the international system would naturally select against ideologically-driven behavior (Waltz
1979). Only newly formed governments who have yet been socialized to the international
system or the most powerful states facing little international threat could pursue such policies
(Krasner 1978; Walt 1987; Walt 1996). For realists, examples of U.S. support for dictators
like Chile’s Pinochet and South Vietnam’s Thieu, as well as the friction between China and
the USSR after the Sino-Soviet split, provide compelling evidence against a pacifying effect
of sharing an ideology.

At the other end of the spectrum lies work by Haas (2005) and Owen (2002; 2010). These
authors suggest that ideological cleavages not only matter, but are one of the driving forces
of international conflict and cooperation. For Haas (2005), ideological difference can lead
to conflict because demonstration effects from other countries can threaten states’ domestic
interests, because states naturally define their in-groups and out-groups along ideological
lines, and because states without a common ideology also lack common understandings
of language and symbols necessary for effective communication. Owen (2002; 2010), by
contrast, focuses more specifically on states’ efforts to change the political institutions of
other countries. In periods of transnational polarization, Owen suggests that elites face
powerful incentives to promote their own ideology abroad either to prevent demonstration
effects or to revise the international balance of power in its favor. To provide evidence for

5For work on ideology and domestic conflict, see Thaler 2012; Gutierrez Sanin and Wood 2014; Costalli and
Ruggieri 2015; Polo and Gleditsch 2016; Shubiger and Zelina 2017; Wood and Thomas 2017; and Maynard
2019.
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their arguments, both Haas (2005) and Owen (2010) conduct impressive historical surveys
detailing a high rate of conflict along ideological lines.

The literature on the democratic peace falls somewhere between these two poles. Starting
with Doyle (1986), researchers have uncovered a robust empirical finding that pairs of liberal
democracies rarely go to war with one another.6 Explanations for this empirical relationship
have largely emphasized the constraining features of democratic institutions.7 For instance,
Maoz and Russett (1993) theorize that the difficulty of mobilizing a broad base of support
for conflict may afford democratic leaders more time to find diplomatic solutions with one
another.8 Others suggest that because democratic leaders must retain a broad base of
support to stay in office, they tend to be more cautious about the types of conflicts they
enter (e.g. Lake 1992; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999; Reiter and Stam 2002). Finally,
democratic institutions – including the transparency of the political process and electoral
competition – can make democratic states better able to resolve their disputes without
resorting to violence as they can more credibly reveal their intentions (e.g. Fearon 1994;
Schultz 2001).

Significant strands of the democratic peace research, however, do advance arguments
that we might interpret as being about ideology. Some of these theories emphasize the
components of a liberal ideology, in particular. Because liberalism entails commitments to
equality, consent, and non-violent dispute resolution, liberal states externalize these norms in
their relations with other liberal states. In turn, liberal states are both less likely to engage in
conflict with one another and more likely to form security communities together (Kant 1970;
Deutsch 1957; Doyle 1986; Owen 1994; Risse-Kappen 1996). Others suggest that normative
commitments to liberalism can sometimes motivate states to intervene against autocratic
states in order to convert them to democratic states, in a so-called “democratic crusade’
(Kegley and Hermann 1997; Hermann and Kegely 1998; Hegre et al. 2007; Desch 2008).9

A final and related literature is the work investigating the possibility of an “autocratic
peace.” A direct off-shoot of the democratic peace, works in this body of research hypothesize

6Jack Levy has described this finding as “the closest thing we have to an empirical law in the study of
international relations” (Levy 1988, 88).

7There is a vast body of research advancing different explanations for the democratic peace, and it is beyond
the scope of this article to review this literature in detail. For useful reviews of the democratic peace, see
Ray (1998), Hayes (2012), Schultz (2013).

8Maoz and Russett (1993) find evidence that support both structural and normative (discussed below) models
of the democratic peace, but gives precedence to the normative model.

9There is also a significant body of research investigating whether and the conditions under which inter-
ventions by democracies are more likely to result in democratization itself. See, for example, Peceny 1999;
Pickering and Peceny 2006; Pickering and Kisangani 2006; Bueno de Mesquita and Downs 2006; Enterline
and Greig 2008; Downes and Monten 2013).
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that there may be a more general peace between states with similar regime types (e.g. Werner
2000b; Peceny et al. 2002; Bennett 2006). Importantly, these theories are not framed as being
“about” ideology; rather, they suggest that institutional similarity can have a pacifying effect
on international conflict either by facilitating the formation of in-groups versus out-groups
(Letkzian and Souva 2009; Gartzke and Weisiger 2013) or because similar domestic political
processes can lead institutionally-similar states to pursue similar foreign policies (Conrad
and Souva 2011). However, there is not strong empirical evidence for a general institutional
peace. The conclusion of much of this research pointed more to there being variation in
the conflict propensities of different autocratic regimes, which later work by Weeks (2008;
2012) ascribes to the degree to which different autocratic institutions can constrain political
leaders.

Overall then, one can find research that suggests ideology does or does not matter–or that
perhaps the liberal ideology in particular matters, but not other ideological arrangements–
depending on where one looks. There are two primary limitations of existing research that
can help explain these conflicting findings. First, research on ideology outside of the work
on the democratic peace is overwhelmingly qualitative. While historical case methods are
extremely useful for grounding theories in real-world applications and for providing evidence
for theoretical mechanisms, they are more limited in their ability to detect systematic rela-
tionships. In any given case, it is difficult to say whether an association between two variables
is likely to apply elsewhere or if it depends on other contextual nuances specific to the case.
Further, even though Haas (2005) and Owen (2010) augment the generalizability of their
claims by conducting impressive historical surveys covering both a large number of countries
and vast time periods, documenting a high rate of conflict along ideological fault lines does
not necessarily provide evidence of a systematic relationship. After all, we should expect a
lot of conflicts between states with different ideologies because most states are ideologically
different from one another. Further, because Haas (2005) and Owen (2010) cover such a vast
historical period, they necessarily direct their attention to cases where conflict does occur.
But this introduces problems associated with selection on the dependent variable: that is,
researchers may assign causal weight to variables that are often present in cases where there
is conflict and where there is not.

Second, like much of the literature on international conflict, these existing bodies of
research largely do not distinguish between the types of disputes that states can have. I argue
below that there are important reasons to distinguish between territorial disputes–where the
fear leaders face is territorial conquest and annexation–and regime-related disputes–where
the fear leaders face is foreign interference in their domestic politics. For some of the theories
above, black-boxing these disputes makes sense, as they suggest that shared ideology and/or
institutions have general pacifying effects on conflict. For instance, if democratic institutions
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make states better able to signal their resolve (e.g. Fearon 1994; Schultz 2001), then we
would not expect joint democracy to reduce only territorial or only regime-related disputes.
Likewise, if ideology matters because it is a natural division for drawing in-groups versus out-
groups (e.g. Haas 2005; Hermann and Kegley 1995; Gartzke and Weissiger 2013), we might
expect pairs of ideologically-disparate states to ascribe hostile intentions to one another for
both territorial and regime-related conflicts.

Other arguments advanced in the literature above, however, should only apply to one
type of dispute, so the conflicting findings may result from the fact that they are essentially
studying different things. Realist theories, for instance, tend to implicitly or explicitly assume
that states are motivated primarily by the fear of territorial conquest. This is apparent
in theories like the security dilemma, where there is uncertainty over whether states are
territorially expansionist (e.g. Jervis 1978; Kydd 1997; Glaser 2010). In fact, in Origins of
Alliances, Walt implicitly conceives of “aggressive intentions” in terms of territorial conquest
when using cases like perceptions of Germany’s expansionist designs prior to World War II
to illustrate that it is intentions, not power itself, that matters.

Yet, much of the research that is suggestive of ideological effects appears to apply to
regime-related disputes instead. The literature on the democratic crusade, for instance,
should only apply to conflicts over other states’ political regimes, even though their empirical
tests use any militarized disputes or interventions (e.g. Hermann and Kegley 1997; Hermann
and Kegley 1998; Hegre et al. 2007). In many ways, it is not surprising that Walt is more
open to a role of ideology in his second book, Revolutions and War, where the conflicts he
devotes his attention to generally involve attempts to overthrow new revolutionary regimes.10

Owen (2002; 2010) is explicit in both his theory and methods that his outcome of interest
is the foreign promotion of domestic institutions. Yet, even though there are compelling
reasons to think that these arguments may only apply to certain types of disputes and not
to others, none of the existing research has systematically theorized or investigated whether
this is the case.

3 Ideological Ties and Regime-Related Disputes

To preview my argument, I suggest that ideological ties between states strongly shape how
leaders identify which countries may intervene adversely in their domestic politics. When

10In this work, Walt suggests that ideological differences may exacerbate spirals of suspicion in the aftermath
of revolutions, but that “relations between the revolutionary states and the rest of the system will become
increasingly ‘normal’ as the former becomes socialized into the system” (Walt 1996, 43). Walt also provides
a number of other mechanisms linking revolution to war, such as revolutions creating new “windows of
opportunity” by temporarily weakening the state, that are independent of ideological considerations.
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countries share similar legitimating principles, there is less reason for them to fear adverse
regime interference due to normative preferences or unrelated policy disputes. Instead, con-
cerns about ideological contagion incentivize ideologically-similar states to prop each other
up against domestic challenges and be more cautious in their use of subversion for other
policy objectives. These arguments do not imply that ideological ties have a pacifying effect
on all types of conflict, but rather those disputes involving subversion and other attempts
to overthrow one another’s regimes. Below, I first elaborate on the need to distinguish
regime-related disputes, before explaining in more detail why ideological similarity should
only reduce regime-related disputes as opposed to territorial ones.

Before moving on, it is important to define what I mean when using the term “ideology”
and “regime-related disputes”. I use ideology to refer to the set of ideas that governments use
to legitimate their rule domestically. These principles can help dictate how much authority
a government should have over society, who in society is able to participate, and the ends
toward which government action is designed to serve. Common ideologies, like liberalism,
Marxism, and ethnonationalism, are used for these purposes. “By providing society with a
unified political culture,” Heyward (2007) explains, “political ideas help promote order and
stability” (3). In other words, I use ideology to refer to the political ideas that governments
use to elicit voluntary compliance with its rule (Gaventa 1982). I do not use ideology
to refer to theories of foreign policy, such as imperialism (Snyder 2013), ideologies of the
offensive (Morgenthau 1948), or those ascribed to particular leaders, like Jeffersonianism or
Wilsonianism (Mead 2002, 2017).

I define regime-related disputes as any conflict that results from efforts of states to try to
change the leadership or institutions of other countries. Regime disputes therefore include
both the use of subversion, as well as the efforts of states to retaliate for such interference
(Gleditsch et al. 2008). Regime disputes can take many forms, since states can use a variety
of methods to change to leadership of other countries. At the most extreme end, states
sometimes launch full scale wars of regime change.11 But states can also provide support to
rebel groups in civil wars, encourage coups, and interfere in elections.12 Importantly, regime-

11For selected works on wars of regime change, see Werner (1996), Enterline and Greig (2005); Lo et al.
(2008); Reiter (2009); Coe (2012).

12For selected works intervention in civil war, see Lemke and Regan (2004); Findley and Teo (2006); Gent
(2007); Koga (2011); Stojek and Chacha (2015); and Findley and Marineau (2015). For examples of work
specifically on the provision of aid to rebel organizations, see Salehyan (2007); Salehyan et al. (2011); Bapat
(2012); Carter (2012); Maoz and San Akca (2012); Carter (2015); and San Akca (2016). For research on
foreign electoral interventions, see Levin (2016); Corstange and Marinov (2012); and Bubeck and Marinov
(2017, 2019). Finally, for research on foreign-imposed regime change (which can entail a variety of methods,
including covert support for coups), see Downes and Monten (2013); Berger et al (2013); and O’Rourke
(2018).
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related disputes do not require that states change the institutions of other governments to
be more like their own; otherwise, arguing that sharing ideological ties reduces the likelihood
of regime-related disputes would be tautological.

Although there has been a significant amount of research on the different strategies of
subversion that states may use, there is little sense across these disparate literatures that
attempts to undermine foreign governments represent a broad class of regime-related conflicts
that merit study in the same way as territorial disputes. In fact, to the extent that there
is a common theme among the various literatures on subversion, it is that regime-related
disputes are a product of existing and often untheorized foreign policy disputes, rather than
a source of international conflict in their own right.13 Some argue, for example, that states
use the provision of aid to rebel organizations as a bargaining chip for concessions on issues
they care about (Bapat 2012; Findley et al. 2012), while others suggest it is a useful strategy
for draining their rivals resources (Maoz and San-Akca 2012; San-Akca 2016). Still others
argue that interference serves primarily to turn an unfriendly country into a friendly one
(Findley and Teo 2006; Salehyan et al. 2011). The primary evidence for this view is that
countries seem especially likely to interfere adversely in the regimes of their international
rivals (Findley and Teo 2006; Salehyan et al. 2011; Maoz and San-Akca 2012; San-Akca
2016; Lee 2018).

While the recognition that subversion can be a strategy for pursuing other foreign policy
disputes is certainly useful, the use of rivalry to predict subversion largely side-steps the
question of why states conflict in the first place. Sometimes, attempts to undermine or
remove an existing government stems from problems with the regime itself, rather than an
unrelated foreign policy dispute where the targeted state could make a concession. U.S.
efforts to remove Frederico Tinoco from office in Costa Rica is only one example of such
types of conflicts. More importantly, this view overlooks that states’ fear of subversion–
regardless of other foreign policy disputes–appears to be a powerful motivator of their foreign
policy behavior. Even anecdotally, significant features of international politics appear to be
motivated by states’ desires to prevent external actors from threatening their ability to
hold on to power at home. For instance, 36% of alliances formed between 1815 and 2008
include commitments by both partners not to intervene in one another’s domestic politics.14

Similarly, the norm of Westphalian sovereignty arose in a direct response to the Thirty
Years War, where one of the major sources of conflict was states intervening in the domestic

13The most notable exception is the work on how ethnic ties shape decisions to intervene in the domestic
affairs of other countries. Here, the policy in dispute is frequently the treatment of ethnic kin, and regime
change is seen as a viable way of ensuring these policies change. See Carment and James 1997; Saideman
1997; Austvoll 2005; and Koga 2011 for notable examples of this literature.

14This statistic can be calculated using the ATOP data set (Leeds et al. 2002).
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affairs of others.15 Therefore, regardless of whether regime-related disputes stem from a
preference for policy change or an underlying disagreement with the regime itself, it is useful
to distinguish regime-related disputes as a distinct type of conflict since these disputes create
a similar source of threats to states.

3.1 Potential for Ideological Activism

Why does sharing an ideology reduce the likelihood of these regime-related disputes? Perhaps
most straightforwardly, ideologically-similar states have little incentive to try to change each
other’s regimes out of normative commitments to their ideology. After all, if a leader believes
in the ideological principles he or she advances, that leader may believe that promoting
these principles abroad is an inherently worthwhile pursuit. Some ideologies, like Marxism,
include specific prescriptions for spreading its principles abroad. Moreover, while liberalism
does not include any specific obligations for states to promote these values abroad, existing
research suggests that democracies are likely to go to war against autocratic states as a way
to transform them into liberal societies (Hook 2002; Smith 1994; Peceny 1997). If states
already govern according to similar ideological principles however, normative commitments
to the ideology would push leaders towards supporting each other’s regimes.

For states that do not share of a common ideology, the threat of ideologically-motivated
regime interference can be quite severe. Even if ideologically-disparate states are temporar-
ily enjoying good relations, there’s no guarantee that leaders would not support domestic
challengers that they are ideologically-sympathetic to if the opportunity arose. For instance,
consider U.S. relations with Panama’s Manuel Noriega. The United States maintained close
relations with him throughout the majority of the Cold War, providing millions in military
aid and foreign assistance to prop up his regime against potential communist threats. But,
as the Cold War came towards its close, U.S. ideological aversion for supporting repressive,
authoritarian regimes began to outweigh its utility for propping him up. Indeed, once pro-
democratic forces took to the streets in large number in 1988, the Untied States was quick
to reverse course on Noriega and backed calls by the National Civic Crusade to remove him
from office. The United States even sent over 2,000 troops to Panama to help remove Noriega
from power.

In fact, the fear of such ideological preferences can lead states with no inherent nor-
mative commitments to adopt regime-revisionist policies against states that are ideologi-
cally dissimilar. If leaders fear–correctly or incorrectly–that another state has ideologically
revisionist-preferences, then it may be incentivized to overthrow that government. Here,

15Owen (2010) documents at least 47 unique instances of states intervening to promote the primacy of
Catholicism over Protestantism or vice versa between 1618 and 1648.
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regime change is a viable way to alter the disputed foreign policy, i.e. potential ideological
activism, because the policy preference is linked to the nature of the regime itself. Changing
the ideology of the targeted government would remove the source of the threat. In many
ways, this logic mirrors that of the security dilemma (e.g. Jervis 1978; Kydd 1998; Glaser
2010), but the uncertainty is not over territorial revisionism but rather whether states are
ideological zealots.16

3.2 Risks of Political Contagion

Another reason why ideological similarity is likely to reduce regime-related disputes stems
from concerns about political contagion. Scholars have extensively documented that regime
change in one country can encourage domestic mobilization against governments elsewhere—be
it in the form of protests, civil conflict, or even military coups.17 Some scholars have noted
that regime cascades often take on an ideological character (Haas 2005; Owen 2010). Even
anecdotally, the “big four” episodes of regime contention–the republican uprisings of 1848,
the 1989 post-communist revolutions, the 2003-2005 color revolutions, and the 2011 Arab
Spring–are suggestive of the ideological nature of these events.

There are two primary reasons why political contagion is likely to occur along ideological
lines. First, as Haas (2005) explains, “when people across states claim allegiance to the same
set of ideological principles, the perceived legitimacy and effectiveness of these beliefs will
likely be affected by events that take place in different countries” (7). In other words, if
foreign publics are willing to undertake costly mobilization against one ideology in pursuit
of another, then domestic audiences may begin to question the legitimacy of these same
ideals. Other scholars go even further to suggest that the mere existence of an alternative
models of government–especially ones that appear to provide a better life for its citizens–
can create demands for regime change at home (Kennan 1947; Huntington 1991; Werner

16In Revolutions and War, Walt (1996) makes a similar argument when he suggests that ideological differences
in the aftermath of a revolution can exacerbate spirals of suspicion. Yet, Walt expects this effect of
ideology to be fleeting. After a state has been socialized to the international system, it would naturally
avoid pursuing ideologically-driven policy, so outside states would have little reason to fear ideologically
revisionist preferences in the long run. It may certainly be true that the fear of ideologically-revisionist
preferences may be the strongest in the aftermath of a domestic revolution, but as the US-Noriega example
suggests, ideological activism and the fear of ideologically-driven policies does not appear to be reserved
only for revolutions.

17For a useful review of the research on regime change cascades, see Hale (2013). For selected work on the
diffusion of non-violent protests, see Givan et al. 2010; Bunce and Wolchik 2011; Gleditsch and Rivera
2017. For selected work on the contagion of civil conflicts, see Buhaug and Gleditsch 2008; Kathman 2010;
Braithewaite 2010; Maves and Braithwaie 2013. For the diffusion of democracy, see Starr 1991; Brinks and
Coppedge 2006; Elkink 2011; and Wejnert 2014.
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and Lemke 1997; Werner 2000b; Owen 2010; Lada 2014). Second, ideological ties between
states can make demonstration effects from mobilization abroad more likely by creating
a common frame of reference for domestic audiences to interpret events abroad as being
relevant to events at home (Hale 2013). When there is a common frame of reference for
interpreting events abroad, foreign regime contention can encourage domestic mobilization at
home either because citizens interpret it as a signal they are also likely to be successful (Kuran
1991; Weyland 2009; Chen and Suen 2016), because it creates a focal point for coordination
(Schelling 1960), or because it can help unravel systems of preference falsification (Kuran
1991; Lohmann 1994).

States that share ideological ties have strong incentives to prop each other up against
domestic threats in order to prevent these regime change cascades from occurring. Without
the optics of a successful challenge to an ideologically-similar regime, foreign audiences will
have less reason to try to emulate these attempts at home. Further, visible efforts by states
to suppress foreign uprisings may counteract any signal that their government is weak since it
is willing and able to project power abroad (Weyland 2016). In fact, suppressing ideological
challenges abroad may be even more effective than trying to preempt mobilization at home
with repression. This is because governments are less able to target opposition members
prior to mobilization and because repression may be particularly prone to backfire when
audiences are already primed to mobilize (Rasler 1996; Hess and Martin 2006; Sullivan et.
al. 2012; Chenoweth et al 2017; and Smithey and Kurtz 2018).

Concerns about political contagion can also discourage regime-related disputes among
ideologically-similar states by making them less willing to use subversion to pursue their
other foreign policy goals. Using subversion against ideologically-similar adversaries risks
creating blowback against their own regimes. This is arguably the mistake that King Louis
XVI made when supporting the American Revolution. After witnessing his stunning reversal
of fortune, other European countries were reluctant to make the same mistake. For instance,
even though Russia and Austria had long conflicted over influence in the German territories,
Metternich refused to aid Polish rebels against Tsar Nicholas’s rule in 1831 precisely because
he feared it would encourage republican revolutionary contagion. A similar dynamic appears
to be in play today in the conflict between Qatar and Saudi Arabia. Even though both
countries are willing to fight each other in a proxy war in Yemen in their competition for
regional influence, neither are willing to cross the line and resort to subversion against one
another.

In comparison, states that do not share ideological ties are not only free to use subversion
to pursue their foreign policy interests; they may also be motivated by concerns about polit-
ical contagion to engage in regime-related disputes. Haas (2005) and Owen (2010) suggest
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that states are incentivized to reverse recent regime changes in countries that previously
shared ideological ties as a way to combat potential demonstration effects. As Olson (1990)
explains, what is important during these periods of regime contention is the expectations
of elites and revolutionary agents. A regime failure in one country can generate cascades if
elites think a similar fate awaits their own government, prompting their defection and con-
sequently making their expectations self-fulfilling. At the same time, revolutionary agents
are emboldened by these expectations. But reversing a recent regime change can keep these
expectations from spiraling. Even if revolutionary agents interpret the downfall of a similar
government as an indication that their own government can be overthrown, they may be
dissuaded from pursuing this outcome if they expect that their efforts will be reversed by
another country. In turn, these agents may be willing to accept more limited concessions,
which elites can grant without defecting.

Fueling unrest in ideological competitors can also make these regimes less appealing
models for domestic challengers to try to replicate at home. Some commentators have
suggested that this dynamic was one of the motivations for Russia’s electoral interference
in the 2016 U.S. elections (BBC News 2017). While there were many reasons for Russian
leadership to prefer Donald Trump over Hillary Clinton to be elected, analysis of Russian
propaganda–one of the primary means of interference–suggests that agents sought primarily
to exploit political divisions within the U.S. Russian agents, for instance, bought political
ads on Facebook that attacked both Clinton and Trump (Entous et al. 2017). Even after
the election, operatives continued to create ads for political rallies attacking Trump (Shapiro
2017). By making the United States appear chaotic and dysfunctional, Putin stands to face
fewer demands for liberal reforms at home (Diamond 2016).

Importantly, the above arguments do not predict that sharing an ideology would sys-
tematically reduce the likelihood of territorial disputes. The proposed mechanisms neither
suggest that ideologically-similar states would be less likely to have conflicting preferences
on non-regime related issues, nor do they predict more general pacifying effects. I do not
suggest, for instance, that shared ideology facilitates effective communication that allows
states to resolve their disputes peacefully or that states that share an ideology are less likely
to ascribe hostile intentions to one another in general (Haas 2005). Indeed, the theory ad-
vanced suggests that ideological ties shape how leaders perceive regime threats from other
countries and their willingness to resort to subversion more specifically.

Even if ideological similarity does not create specific preferences against territorial con-
flict with one another, we might still expect to observe lower rates of territorial conflict
among states that share an ideology if ideological differences created new preferences for
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other’s territory. But this is not likely to be the case. Annexing another country’s territory
is unlikely to be a common strategy for ideologically-dissimilar states to address concerns
about ideological revisionism or about political contagion. To remove the threat posed by
ideological activism through territorial conquest, a leader must be prepared to annex the en-
tirety of the revisionist state. Annexing only a small part of the target’s territory would be
unlikely to hamper its ability to provide resources and safe havens to the intervening state’s
domestic challengers. After all, existing research has shown that subversion can be a par-
ticularly useful weapon for the weak (Bapat 2012; Findley et al. 2012; Maoz and San-Akca
2012; San-Akca 2016). Annexing the entirety of another country is not only empirically rare
(Fazal 2004, 2011). It is also likely to be much more costly than changing the leadership of
the targeted state, for instance by encouraging a military coup or fueling domestic unrest
more generally.18 Therefore, responding to ideological activism with regime-revision is much
more likely than territorial-revisionism.

Territorial conquest is also unlikely to be a typical strategy for countering demonstration
effects from the success of rival ideologies abroad. Unlike the problem of ideological activism,
taking only a small part of an ideological competitor’s territory could–in theory–discourage
potential demonstration effects by signaling the government’s relative strength or by shoring
up nationalist sentiment within one’s own populace (e.g. Smith 1996; Gelpi 1997; Tir 2010;
Haynes 2017). But such a strategy entails much more risk than removing the threat of
contagion at its source or by fueling domestic unrest to make the regime a less appealing
model to replicate. Not only is territorial conquest more likely to prompt international
backlash (Zacher 2001; Werner 2000a; Melin & Grigorescu 2014), it is also not clear that
states worried about their regime stability would enhance their security by incorporating
a foreign, dissident population–one that has their own national sympathies and who may
already be supportive of alternative ideological arrangements–under their authority (Herbst
2000; Saideman and Ayres 2008; Mylonas 2012; Shelef 2016; Schultz and Goemans 2019).19

Therefore, while there may be some circumstances where it makes sense for states to respond
to fears of contagion with territorial aggression, we would not likely expect ideological-
dissimilarity to have a systematic effect on territorial conflict as we would with regime-related
disputes.

18See Lo et al. (2008), Downes & O’Rourke (2016), and O’Rourke (2018) for debate over whether FIRC
improves foreign policy outcomes for the intervening state.

19In fact, while Russia’s annexation of Crimea was arguably motivated, in part, by Putin’s desire to prevent
democratic demonstration effects from the Euromaiden protests, it may have only been possible since there
was significant pro-Russian sentiment among Ukrainians in Crimea.
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4 Testing the Argument

This study utilizes a variety of conflict-related data sets to conduct three primary sets of
analyses as a test of the arguments given above. First, I examine third-party involvement
in foreign civil wars, including both direct military intervention as well as the provision of
military aid to warring participants. While states undoubtedly use a variety of means to
promote or prevent regime change in other countries outside of civil war, these data are the
best way available to test whether pairs of ideologically-similar countries are more likely to
prop each other up against domestic challengers and less likely to use subversion to target
one another than pairs of ideologically dissimilar countries.

H1a: States are more likely to provide aid to a government experiencing civil war if
they share ideological ties with the government than if they do not share ideological
ties.

H1b: States are less likely to provide aid to rebel groups that target states with
which they share ideological ties than those that do not share ideological ties.

Second, I analyze the occurrence of militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) between pairs
of ideologically-similar countries compared to mixed dyads. This analysis is useful because
regime conflicts manifest in more ways than the active interference in foreign civil wars.
States can use their militaries to directly threaten the leadership of other countries, and
further, as Gleditsch et al. (2008) show, conflicts can also proliferate as a result of states’
retaliating for such interference. Moreover, by analyzing MIDs, we can test whether joint
ideology has a general pacifying effect on international conflict by examining its effect on
territorial disputes. While existing theories of ideology that emphasize in-group/out-group
dynamics or lack of mutual understanding would predict ideological ties would reduce both
policy/regime and territorial disputes (Haas 2005), the theory I advance suggests that we
should only seen an effect of ideological similarity on the occurrence of non-territorial dis-
putes.

H2a: Ideologically-similar states are less likely to experience regime-related dis-
putes than pairs of states that do not share a common ideology.

H2b: Ideologically-similar states are no more or less likely to experience territorial
disputes than pairs of states that do not share a common ideology.

Finally, we also are interested in whether the threat of regime conflict drives larger
patterns of hostilities between states. To answer this question, I turn to analyzing data
from the peace scale, which attempts to measure the quality of relations between states
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(Goertz, Diehl, and Balas 2016). If relations between states improve significantly when
regime conflicts become less likely, then we may be more confident that the threat of adverse
interventions against a state’s political leadership is an important driver of hostilities between
states, rather than simply being a reflection of other foreign policy disputes.

H3: Ideologically-similar states are more likely to have higher scores on the peace
scale than pairs of states that do not share a common ideology.

Below, I describe the data for this inquiry. To be able to compare more easily across
each set of analysis, I keep important aspects of the model specifications – including control
variables, unit of analysis, etc.–constant wherever possible. All models – unless otherwise
noted – are estimated on a subset of “nontrivial” dyads. Data on which dyad years have
“non-trivial relations” comes from the Peace Scale (Goertz, Diehl, and Balas 2016). These
dyads are slightly different from the “politically relevant” dyads that scholars typically use,
but subsetting to nontrivial dyads addresses the same inference problems as subsetting to
politically-relevant dyads. Dyads with non-trivial relations include contiguous states, dyads
with a global power, dyads containing a regional power and other members of that region,
dyads with colonial ties, and dyads where states are members of the same formal, regional
international organization. In the appendix, I show that the results presented below do not
depend on the use of “nontrivial” versus politically-relevant dyads.

In all models, I lag the independent variables so that the outcome variable at time t is
predicted by the independent variables at time t − 1. Standard errors for all models are
clustered at the dyad level. In the results presented below, I estimate the models using OLS
regressions.20

4.1 Measuring Ideological Ties Between States

The key explanatory variable is whether states share the same ideology. As discussed earlier,
ideology refers to a “more or less coherent set of ideas that provide the basis for organized
political action, whether this is intended to preserve, modify, or overthrow the existing system
of power” (Heyward 2007, 11). While this definition allows for any organized group to have
a unique ideology, this study focuses on the ideologies of formal state governments. We
can therefore narrow our conception of ideology as the set of legitimizing principles around
which its political and economic institutions are organized. These principles help dictate
how much “authority” a government has over a society, who in society is able to participate
in the government, and the ends towards which the government action is designed to serve.

20The appendix includes additional robustness checks using logistic regressions, which return similar results
to those presented in the text.
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Because ideology helps organize the relationships between the government and society, it can
also help inform how to arrange a government’s institutions. As Denzau and North (1994)
suggest, “ideologies and institutions [are] in co-evolutionary processes” (3).

Of course, governments can use a variety of different principles to organize their society
and to legitimate their rule. Some of these principles are inherently unique to a given state.
For instance, most modern governments rely on some degree of nationalism to legitimate their
rule, but these nationalisms are not necessarily “shared” with other governments. French
nationalism is inherently “French,” while English nationalism is “English.” Other principles
and political ideologies, however, are shareable with other countries. Both France and the
United Kingdom are liberal democracies, where their respective governments are legitimized,
in part, by reference to the will of the people.21 This study is expressly interested in the
effect of sharing or not sharing these generalizable legitimating principles.

The intuition that political ideologies are sometimes tied to the institutional structures
of a state’s government helps inform my approach to identifying ideological ties between
states. While it is not obvious how to code an exhaustive set of the legitimizing principles
governments use for large-N analysis, scholars have created reliable cross-sectional and time-
varying data on states’ political institutions. Some of these institutional arrangements –
in particular, monarchies, communist regimes, and liberal democracies – share common
ideological underpinnings. Monarchies, for instance, share a common origin in absolutism,
are often based in theories of divine right, and frequently act to protect traditional societal
values. Communist regimes, by contrast, require a strong central state and justify political
power through a commitment to advancing the interests of the working class. Finally, rule in
liberal democracies is justified by reference to the will of the people, which in turn suggests a
system of elected representatives. There is also a common belief that the role of government
is meant to protect individual liberties.22

Other institutional arrangements – such as, party systems, personalist dictatorships, and
military regimes – are not inherently tied to shareable ideological underpinnings in the way
that monarchies, communist regimes, and liberal democracies are. Institutionally, party
systems are quite similar to each other, but their ideology depends crucially on the party

21Importantly, I do not consider “shareable” principles as the same as “exportable” principles. Rather, I use
“shareable” to mean principles that states have in common. As discussed below, monarchies have shareable
principles in absolutism, but monarchy – at least in the modern era – is not exportable since it requires
historical dynastic claims.

22Of course, there is considerable debate over how to achieve these ends. Libertarians, for instance, would
suggest that individual liberty is best preserved by a limited government. But social democrats would
suggest that a large government is needed to ensure the liberty of those against whom society has tended
to discriminate.
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Regime Type Data Source Definition Common Ideology

Liberal
Democracies

VDEM V8

A country is considered to be a liberal
democracy if it scores higher than 0.5
on V-Dem’s liberalism index. V-Dem’s
liberalism index is not mainly based on
the existence of competitive elections.
It is based mainly on states’ protection
of negative liberty and minority rights.

Yes – Rule justified
through will of the
people. Commitment
to protecting
individual liberty.

Marxist Regimes Fearon (2018)
A regime is considered to be Marxist if
the country’s constitution asserts they
are based on socialist principles.

Yes – Rule justified
by commitment to
promoting the
interests of workers.

Monarchies
Geddes et al.
(2014)

This indicator captures authoritarian
regimes where the head of state is of
royal descent and inherits the position.
Ceremonial positions are not included.

Yes – Roots in
absolutism. Rule
justified by divine
right, tradition, and
custom.

Party Regimes
Geddes et al.
(2014)

Single-party regimes refer to govts
where “access to political office and
policy is dominated by one party,
though other parties may legally exist
and compete in elections” (Geddes 1999,
121).

No – Ideology
determined by party
in power, which varies
across regimes.

Personalist
Regimes

Geddes et al.
(2014)

Personalist regimes refer to govts where
“access to office and the fruits of
office depend on the discretion of an
individual leader” (Geddes 1999, 121).

No – Leaders can
ascribe to different
ideologies and justify
their rule, in part,
based on their
particularistic qualities.

Military Regimes
Geddes et al.
(2014)

Military regimes refer to govts where
a group of military officers decides
who will rule and exercises influence on
policy.

No – Rule justified
by reference to
specific domestic
circumstances that
gave rise to the regime.

Table 1: Observable regime types, data sources, and shareable ideological principles

that is in power. To illustrate how ideologically-diverse party regimes can be, consider the
example of Iran after the 1979 Revolution, the Soviet Union during the Cold War, and Egypt
under Nasser’s leadership in the 1950s and early 1960s. Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2014)
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consider each of these governments to be party regimes, but each has a different governing
ideology. The Soviet Union was communist and Iran an Islamic state. Meanwhile, Nasser’s
ideology is best described as Arab Nationalism.23

Similarly, leaders of personalist regimes chose among various political principles to jus-
tify their rule, and these principles are not directly tied to their political institutions. For
instance, Muammar Qaddafi famously justified his rule based on an ideology he created him-
self – known as “Third International Theory,” which combined various principles from direct
democracy, Islamic socialism, Arab nationalism, and African nationalism. Further, while
many personalist dictators rely in some ways on a cult of personality to legitimate their rule,
a cult of personality is not a “shareable” principle in the same way that nationalism is often
not “shareable” between states. In other words, a cult of personality innately relies on the
unique characteristics of the individual leader.

Finally, military regimes justify their rule in large part by reference to the particular
circumstances that they claim necessitated their governance–commonly in response to what
they see as a domestic threat. As a result, military regimes are not necessarily similar to one
another ideologically. Chile’s Pinochet, for instance, was staunchly anti-communist, while
the military regime that took power in Ethiopia in 1975 based itself on communist principles.
Sisi’s regime in Egypt today is anti-Islamist, whereas Pakistan’s military governments have
historically been sympathetic to Islamist values and groups. Again, like personalist dicta-
torships, there is some sense of a common pattern of justification among these regimes: in
the case of military governments, this pattern is a technocratic view that the military is best
suited for countering the domestic threat or failings of the previous regime. But because this
justification is context-dependent, it is not necessarily shareable or generalizable to other
countries’ circumstances.

Table 1 summarizes the types of political regimes states have, the data sources used,
and whether these regimes are tied to governing ideologies. By categorizing states political
regimes’ based on whether its institutions are directly tied to shareable legitimizing princi-
ples, we can develop a rough measure for identifying ideological ties between states. Pairs
of monarchies, communist states, and liberal democracies each share a common ideological
underpinning. However, pairs of non-Marxist party, military, and personalist regimes do
not necessarily have shareable underpinnings. This is not to say that these party, military,
and personalist regimes are “non-ideological.” They often are: Nasser’s regime, while it was
a non-Marxist party regime, had a clear governing ideology that could be applied beyond

23Coincidentally, Arab nationalism is a good example of a case where nationalism can be shareable across
different states because other states with Arab populations can use “Arab nationalism” to justify their rule
in a way that “English” nationalism cannot be used to legitimate rule in France.
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Egypt’s borders, and much conflict in the Middle East during the 1950s and 1960s was related
to this fact. Rather, it means that sharing these institutions does not proxy for ideological
ties in the same way as monarchies, communist regimes, and liberal democracies do.

This approach to identifying ideological ties between states, of course, does not come
without limitations. In particular, monarchism, communism, and liberalism are not the only
governing ideologies to which the theoretical arguments presented above apply. Legitimating
one’s rule along secular versus religious principles (or according to different religious princi-
ples), for instance, can be a salient ideological cleavage that increases perceptions of regime
threat and states’ willingness to resort to subversion. In this sense, we might think that
examining the effect of a small subset of generalizable legitimating principles biases against
finding an effect of ideology. The base category of no common ideology likely includes states
that do share other generalizable principles that the theory expects to reduce the risk of
regime conflict. As a result, the conflict rates associated with the residual category are
expected to be lower relative to a residual category that captured only states that did not
share ideological principles, which makes it harder to identify any effect of ideology.24

From the country-year data on states’ political regimes, I use two measures for identifying
ideological ties between states in the dyadic data. First, I created a collapsed indicator for
shared ideology, which is coded as a “1” if both dyad members are liberal democracies, if
both are Marxist regimes, or both are monarchies. I then created separate indicators for
joint liberal, joint Marxism, and joint monarchy in order to test whether any result on the
collapsed indicator is driven exclusively by one kind of regime. For example, we’d want to
be confident that the result is not driven mostly by the behavior of liberal democracies,
which theories of the democratic peace predict will be more pacific towards one another. I
similarly create separate indicators for joint non-Marxist party regimes, joint non-Marxist
military regimes, and joint non-Marxist personalist regimes. This will allow me to test
whether there is an effect of simply sharing political institutions, even if those institutions
are not directly tied to generalizable legitimating principles.

24Notice that the test is not biased towards finding that ideology reduces conflict if the theory is incorrect
(e.g. ideological similarity does not have an effect on conflict propensity, or instead, increases it). If there is
no effect of ideological similarity, then having “misidentified” some pairs of countries as not having shared
ideological principles when they do in reality would have no discernible effect on the conflict rates of the
base category retaliative to those pairs of countries identified as sharing ideological principles. If shared
ideology increases the rate of conflict, then “misidentifying” countries in the base category as not having
shared ideological principles when they do in reality would make it more difficult to find that ideological
similarity increase the risk of conflict, but it would not make it more likely to find an effect that these ties
decrease the rate of conflict.
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4.2 Data on Foreign Involvement in Civil War, Interstate Conflict,
and Political Rivalries

There are three sets of dependent variables used in this study, capturing information on
states’ involvement in foreign civil wars, participation in militarized disputes, and quality
of political relations. I discuss the data and operationalization of each of the dependent
variables in turn.

4.2.1 Data on Foreign Involvement in Civil Wars

The argument presented above predicts that countries that legitimate their rule in similar
ways will be more likely to prop each other up against domestic threats, while ideologically
dissimilar states will be more likely to try to undermine one another’s regimes. There
are undoubtedly many ways that states pursue these goals – both in reaction to domestic
challengers that have mobilized, as well as to ward off would-be opponents from organizing in
the first place. The difficulty of measuring states’ efforts to deter domestic challengers from
arising is that it is hard to know when policies, like the provision of foreign aid, are aimed
at leadership maintenance or if they have other purposes. As a result, looking directly
at patterns of hostile and supportive interventions during foreign civil wars provide the
cleanest test of the arguments above, even though involvement in civil wars is not the only
way conflicts over states’ regimes manifest.

In this study, I use data from Cunningham et al.’s (2009) Non-State Actor data set to
measure third-party involvement in civil conflict. There are two advantages of using the
Non-State Actor (NSA) data, compared to other measures of third-party involvement in
civil conflicts. First, while many data sets only track military interventions involving the
provision of military troops, the NSA data also codes lower-level interventions, including the
provision of military aid. Second, it includes information on both the support provided to
rebel organizations and to governments engaged in civil war, where as many data sets that
track lower-level support focus more narrowly on aid provided to rebel organizations. In the
appendix, I also use San-Acka’s Non-State Armed Group (NAG) data on rebel support to
illustrate the robustness of the results.

The NSA data collects information for all civil conflict dyads between a government and
non-state actor identified in the UCDP Armed Conflict data set. Cunningham et al. (2009)
codes whether rebel groups or government forces were supported by foreign governments, in
addition to coding the type of support. I restrict my analysis to support that is coded as
either troop provision or military aid.

The unit of analysis for this inquiry is the potential target-supporter dyad. To be con-
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sidered a potential target-supporter dyad, the target country must be experiencing a civil
conflict according to the UCDP Armed Conflcit Data Set. Potential supporters are identi-
fied by the set of states with non-trivial relations to the target – that is, domestic conflicts
that resulted in at least 25 battle-related deaths in the given year. I multiply the dependent
variables by 100, so the effect estimates are in percentage points. Since foreign involve-
ment in civil conflicts is a relatively rare event, multiply the DV by 100 allows us to avoid
small coefficients that make it difficult to compare substantive effects across variables due
to rounding.

4.2.2 Militarized Interstate Dispute Data

While the above argument makes predictions about states’ patterns of interventions to sup-
port or undermine governments during periods of civil unrest, at a fundamental level, we
are interested in whether ideological cleavages between states increase the incidence of in-
ternational conflict and particularly whether the increase is due to the occurrence of regime
disputes. To test these intuitions, I turn to analyzing the occurrence of MIDs between states.
I use the dyadic data from the COW Militarized Interstate Disputes (MIDs) 3.0 Data Set
(Maoz et al. 2018).

In the MIDs data, militarized disputes are “united historical cases of conflict in which
the threat, display or use of military force short of war by one member state is explicitly
directed towards the government, official representatives, official forces, property, or territory
of another state” (Jones et al. 1996, pg. 163). MIDs therefore capture varying levels
of hostilities between states, ranging from the threat of force to the occurrence of war.
Following convention in the literature, I restrict my analysis to MID onsets between the
original members of the disputes.

The dependent variable for this study is the dyadic MID onset, which is coded as a 0
if there was no outbreak between a pair of country in a given year and 100 if there was.
Again, I multiply a simple indicator by 100 in order to help us avoid small coefficients that
can make it difficult to compare substantive effects across variables due to rounding.

The MIDs data also collects information on whether states had revisionist goals in the
disputes. In some MIDs, neither states is coded as being revisionist, while in other cases,
both states are considered revisionist. For MIDs involving revisionist states, they further
code whether states were territory, regime, or policy revisionist. Here, the variable indicating
regime revisionism “identifies the desire by the revisionist state to change the government of
another state” (Jones et al. 1996, 178).

While this categorization of MIDs appears to be well-suited for testing the claim that
ideological cleavages increases the likelihood of regime conflicts, my own case research of
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a subset of the MIDs suggests that the codings for regime versus policy MIDs are not
particularly reliable. For example, consider MID #2741 between the United States and
Panama. This MID captures the U.S. deployment of over 2,000 troops to Panama in 1988
following Manual Noriega seizing control of the government, with Ronald Regan declaring
that the move was to demonstrate support for the former President and the National Civic
Crusade that was seeking to remove Noriega from office. Although this looks as if it should be
a clear cut case of a “regime conflict,” the MIDs data considers the United States to be policy
revisionist instead. There are many other MIDs that are considered to be “policy” MIDs,
even though the issue that states are fighting over appears to be their support for domestic
opposition. For these reasons, I collapse policy-revisionist MIDs and regime-revisionist MIDs
into one category in this analysis and distinguish these MIDs from territorial MIDs.25 In the
appendix, I report findings from analzying the cases a random sample of MIDs for the issue
in dispute.

4.2.3 Political Rivalry Data

I use the peace scale data from Goertz, Diehl, and Balas (2016) to measure the overall rela-
tions between quality of states. The peace scale is coded on a five-point scale, ranging from
“severe rivalry” to “security community.” Lower scores on this scale indicate more hostile
relations. To place pairs of states on this scale, the authors combine information on milita-
rized conflicts, whether there are major issue disputes, the quality of diplomatic relations,
and existing formalized agreements on issues like trade, travel, etc. The five-point coding
can be described as follows:

• Severe Rivalry (0.0) – Relationships with the expectation of future conflict, where
states have clear conflicting interests and the threat of military force largely shapes
interactions (e.g. India-Pakistan, US-USSR).

• Lesser Rivalry (0.25) – Relationships with fewer instances of military confrontations,
but states are still hostile and distrustful of one another (e.g. US-Russia post 1991).

• Negative Peace (0.50) – Most dyads of countries fall into this category, where “states
are neither friends nor enemies per se” (Goertz, Diehl, and Balas 2016, pg. 37).

• Warm Peace (0.75)– States with high levels of cooperation between them and an ex-
pectation that any dispute that does arise will be resolved peacefully (e.g. US-United

25Note that a MID is considered to be a territorial MID if either dyad member is coded as being territorially
revisionist. Similarly, a MID is considered to be a policy/regime MID if either is coded as being policy or
regime revisionist. Thus, these codings are not mutually exclusive. A single MID can be both a territory
and policy/regime MID.
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Kingdom).

• Security Community (1.0) – States with institutionalized peace and in many cases,
institutionalized foreign policy integration (e.g. EU members).

I also multiply these values by 100, in order to avoid difficulty interpreting small coeffi-
cients.

4.3 Control Variables

I include the following control variables, following standard model specifications found in the
international conflict literature: Geographic Contiguity, Major Power Status, and Dyadic
Capabilities. Broadly, these variables capture variation in the opportunity or ability of a
dyad to experience foreign interventions or international conflict.

Contiguity comes from the Correlates of War (COW) and is a simple indicator for whether
dyad partners share a land border or are separated by less than 150 miles of war. Major
is coded as a “1” if at least one state in the dyad is one of the five post-WWII major
powers during the Cold War. Following COW, I also code dyads containing Germany and
Japan after 1991 as major power dyads. Data on military cababilities comes from the COW
National Capabilities data set. CINC High refers to the natural log of the CINC score of the
stronger state in the dyad. CINC Low is the natural log of the CINC score of the weaker
state in the dyad.

I make two modifications to these control variables in the analysis of foreign involvement
in civil wars in order to take advantage of the data’s directional features. First, instead of
controlling for an indicator of whether either state in the dyad is a major power, I specifically
control for whether the potential supporter is a major power (Major Supporter). Second, I
control for supporter capability ratio, which is the natural log of the ratio of the potential
supporters’ CINC score to that of the target state (S. CINC Ratio).

To control for temporal trends in the data, I rely on year fixed effects. In the analyses
examining MID onset and the development of political rivalries, I also include dyad fixed
effects. Using dyad fixed effects means that models are estimating the effects of the explana-
tory variables using within dyad variation, which helps control for unobserved heterogeneity
in conflict-propensity specific to a paid of countries. Including dyad fixed effects makes sta-
tistical tests for an association with ideology very “hard,” as states’ ideology does not vary
over time and the outcome variables of interest are rare events (Beck and Katz 2001).

I avoid using dyad fixed effects in models examining third-party involvement in civil war
to avoid estimating off of outlier cases. While using dyad fixed effects in the analyses of MID
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onset and the peace scale data causes models to estimate the effect of shared ideology off of
any non-trivial dyad that becomes ideologically similar (or becomes ideologically-dissimilar)
at some point in the sample, the use of unit fixed effects is even more restrictive when
analyzing civil war since dyads only enter the sample if the target country is experiencing
a civil conflict in a given year. Therefore, a within dyad approach would only estimate the
effect of ideological change in three rare types of dyads: (1) dyads where the target country
experiences multiple civil wars between 1945 and 2010, but the ideology of the target state
changes between these wars; (2) dyads where the target country experiences multiple civil
wars between 1945 and 2010, but the ideology of potential supporter states change between
these wars; and (3) dyads where over the course of one civil war in the target country, the
ideology of the potential supporter state changes.

Finally, in the analysis addressing alternative explanations, I additionally control for
common measures of shared interests–a dyad’s alliance status and UNGA Voting distance.
Alliance is a simple indicator of whether members of the dyad share a defense pact, neutrality
pact, or entente based on the COW Alliance data set. From Bailey, Strezhnev, and Voeten
(2017), UNGA Distance is the absolute value of the difference between dyad members’ ideal
points, which are calcuated from their states’ voting records in the UN General Assembly.

5 Results

Below, I present the main results of this paper, which examines the relationship between
ideological similarity and three sets of conflict-related outcomes. I then address several
alternative explanations and present other model specifications to illustrate the robustness
of these results. Overall, the analysis below suggests that ideological similarity does reduce
hostilities between states, specifically through its effect on reducing the likelihood of regime-
related disputes.

5.1 Main Results

Figure 1 displays the estimated coefficients and 90% confidence intervals from several OLS
regressions, estimating the effect of shared ideology on three sets of dependent variables. The
first panel displays the analyses examining the provision of government-side versus rebel-side
support during civil war, the second panel displays the analyses examining policy/regime
MID onsets versus territorial MID onsets, and the third panel displays the analysis using
the peace scale data. For each model, the figure only displays the results for the primary
variable of interest, but full regression tables associated with these tests (and those reported
later in the paper) can be found in the appendix.
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The shaded areas in Figure 1 represent the predicted direction of the effect of shared
ideology for each outcome. Specifically, if the arguments presented above are correct, then
we would expect to see the following patterns. First, ideological similarity should increase
the likelihood of government-side interventions in foreign civil conflicts and decrease the
likelihood of rebel-side support. This means that the coefficients on shared ideology should
be positive for the model labeled “Gov’t-Side Support” in the first panel and negative for
the model labeled “Rebel-Side Support.” Second, the theory suggests that shared ideology
should not have a general pacifying effect on international conflict; rather, it should reduce
the likelihood of regime-related disputes in particular. This means that the coefficient for
shared ideology should be negative in the model labeled “Pol/Reg Onset” in the second
panel. By contrast, we would expect a null result on shared ideology in the model examining
territorial MID onsets, labeled “Terr Onset” in Figure 1. Since the theory predicts a null
result, no area is shaded to represent the predicted effect. Finally, the theory expects that
ideologically-similar states should have overall more cooperative relationships than pairs
of states that do not legitimate their rule according to similar principles. Therefore, the
estimated effect of shared ideology should be positive in the model labeled “Peace Scale” in
the third panel, as higher scores indicate more cooperative or friendly relationships.

The results in Figure 1 are consistent with these theoretical predictions. Starting with
the first panel, we can see that shared ideology is positively correlated with government-side
aid in foreign civil conflicts. In other words, when a government is experiencing significant
challenges to its hold on to power at home, foreign states are more likely to provide troops
and other forms of military aid to prop up that government if they share ideological ties than
they are if these governments did not legitimate their rule according to similar principles. The
estimated effect on share ideology is not only statistically significant; it is also substantively
meaningful. The average probability of a potential supporting providing aid to a government
experiencing civil unrest is 5.15%, and shared ideology is estimated to increases the likelihood
of government-side aid by 6.20%. This effect, therefore, represents a 120% increase over the
baseline probability of government-side aid. As predicted then, ideologically-similar states
appear to be significantly more likely to prop one another up against domestic challengers
than pairs of ideologically-dissimilar states.

The model examining rebel-side aid during civil conflicts in Figure 1 is also consistent with
the theoretical prediction, with the estimated coefficient on shared ideology being negative
and statistically significant. Shared ideology is estimated to reduce the likelihood of of rebel-
side aid by 5.87%, where the average probability of rebel aid is 8.67%. Thus, the estimated
effect represents a 68% decrease over the average probability of rebel aid in the sample
population. Thus, ideologically-similar states appear less likely to aid rebel groups against
one another, consistent with the theoretical predictions.
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Figure 1: Estimated Coefficients on Shared Ideology from OLS Regressions of For-
eign Intervention, MID Onset, and Rivalry, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-2010. Shaded

areas represent predict direction of effect for shared ideology for each outcome. Error bars show

the 90% confidence intervals, and p-values are two-tailed. For analyses of civil war intervention

and MID onset, estimates show the predicted change in the outcome’s probability if states share

ideological ties. See appendix A.1 for full regression tables.

Turning away from involvement in foreign civil conflicts, the models in the second panel
of Figure 1 examine the likelihood of MID onset between states. As a reminder, the theory
I advance suggests that shared ideology reduces international conflict specifically through
reducing the likelihood of regime-related disputes – not that shared ideology has a general
pacifying effect. If this is correct, then we would expect ideology to have no discernible
effect on the likelihood of territorial disputes, but a negative effect on policy/regime dis-
putes. Model 7 confirms that Shared Ideology is negatively and significantly correlated with
policy/regime dispute onset. Notice that this model is estimated with dyad fixed effects,
meaning that the effect is estimated off of dyads that experience shifts from sharing an ide-
ology to not sharing an ideology (or vice versa). Shared Ideology is estimated to reduce the
likelihood of policy/regime disputes by 1.34%. For perspective, the average probability of a
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policy/regime MID in the sample is 1.44%, which means that Shared Ideology reduces the
relative risk of these disputes by 93%.

The results, however, suggest that Shared Ideology does not significantly reduce the
likelihood of territorial disputes. The estimated coefficient on Shared Ideology for the model
examining territorial MID onset is 0.18. While the average probability of a territorial MID
is rare (0.7%), the estimated effect is not statistically distinguishable from zero, with the
standard error on the coefficient being much larger than the estimated effect. The analysis
of MID onsets yield strong support for the theory, suggesting that ideological ties between
states do not have a general pacifying effect on international conflict and instead specifically
reduce the likelihood of policy/regime disputes.

Finally, do pairs of states that legitimate their rule according to similar principles have
less hostile relations overall?26 The final model in the third panel of Figure 1 addresses
this question by examining a dyad’s score on the peace scale (where higher values represent
more cooperative relationships). Like the models examining MID onsets, the peace scale
model reported in Figure 1 is estimated using within-dyad variation. The estimated effect
is both positive and significant, suggesting that states that share an ideology do have more
cooperative relations overall. To give a sense of the substantive effects, the coefficient on
models without dyad fixed effects (reported in the appendix) is about the size is about the
size of the shift in one score from one peace scale category to another (from rivalry to lesser
rivalry, or from negative peace to warm peace, and so on). Again, the estimated effect of
Shared Ideology is positive and significant at the 0.01 level.

Overall then, this analysis yields strong support for the theoretical predictions. First,
pairs of ideologically-similar states are more likely to prop each other up against domestic
threats and less likely to use subversion against one another. Second, shared ideology reduces
the likelihood of policy/regime disputes, but has little to no effect on the occurrence of
territorial MIDs. Third, pairs of states that legitimate their rule according to different
principles have overall less hostile relations with one another than pairs of states that do not
share common ideological principles.

26It is worth reiterating that the peace scale is coded off of a variety of indicators, including the presence or
absence of war plans, the existence of militarized disputes, the degree of communication between states,
and the state of diplomatic relations. While the peace scale does not explicitly incorporate information
on states’ ideological ties in their measures, there is a possibility that coders are subconsciously using
ideological ties in their judgements of these other sub-components.
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5.2 Alternative Explanations

The evidence so far suggests that shared ideology does reduce hostilities between states,
specifically by making regime-related disputes less likely. However, these results could plau-
sibly arise for reasons unrelated to shared ideology. To strengthen confidence in these results,
I address several alternative explanations that in principle might explain some or all of the
observed associations: the democratic peace, institutional affinity, US-USSR competition
during the Cold War, and shared interests more broadly.

5.2.1 A Democratic or Institutional Peace?

Since the results above rely on a collapsed indicator for joint liberal, joint Marxist, and
joint monarchy dyads, we might be concerned that the behavior of democratic states are
driving these results. In particular, existing scholarship has already documented a robust
empirical relationship illustrating the democracies are less likely to experience conflict with
other democracies – although there is debate over whether this relationship is a result of
institutional constraints (e.g. Lake 1992; Fearon 1994; Bueno de Mequita et al. 1999;
Schultz 2001; Reiter and Stam 2002) or the ideological aspects of liberalism (e.g. Doyle 1986;
Maoz & Russett 1993; Owen 1994; Risse-Kappen 1995). Importantly, existing research does
not make distinct predictions regarding policy/regime disputes as compared to territorial
disputes, and the theory I advance in many ways provides an alternative mechanism linking
joint democracy to peace. My argument, however, does not only apply to pairs of democratic
states, so to have more confidence in the theory, we’d want to see that pairs of monarchies
and pairs of Marxist states display the same behavior as pairs of liberal democracies.

Moreover, if pairs of liberal democracies, Marxist regimes, and monarchies do all display
similar patterns of behavior, we may wonder if the results are are driven by an ideological
or institutional affinity. While existing work documents little evidence of an “autocratic
peace” similar to the democratic peace, several works hypothesize that institutional similarity
can have a pacifying effect on international conflict – particularly through facilitating the
formation of in-groups versus out-groups (Letkzian & Souva 2009; Gartzke & Weisiger 2013).
Again, it is not obvious that in-group/out-group dynamics would likely predict heterogenous
effects of institutional similarity on policy/regime disputes as opposed to territorial ones.
However, if the results are capturing the effects of institutional similarity, then we would
expect pairs of non-Marxist party regimes, personalist regimes, and military dictatorships
to display comparable behavior to pairs of democracies, Marxist regimes, and monarchies.

To investigate both possibilities, I replicate the analysis above using separate indica-
tors for Joint Liberalism, Joint Marxism, Joint Monarchy, Joint Non-Marxist Party, Joint
Personalist, and Joint Military dyads. Figure 2 displays the estimated coefficients and confi-
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Figure 2: Estimated Coefficients for Separate Ideological Dyad Indicators from
OLS models, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-2010. Shaded areas represent predict direction of

effect for shared ideology for each outcome. Error bars show the 90% confidence intervals, and

p-values are two-tailed. For analyses of civil war intervention and MID onset, estimates show the

predicted change in the outcome’s probability if states share ideological ties. See appendix A.2 for

full regression tables.

dence intervals from these analyses for the first three types of dyads (i.e. those that I argue
share common ideological underpinnings) while Figure 3 displays the estimated coefficients
and confidence intervals for the latter three dyad types (i.e. those that are institutionally-
similar, but do not necessarily share common ideological underpinnings).27 In both figures, I
again shade the regions representing the expected effect of shared ideology. For figure 3, this
means that the regions that are shaded represent what the results should look like if those
presented above are being driven by an institutional affinity, as opposed to an ideological
one.

The first thing to notice about Figure 2 is that the estimated effects on Joint Liberalism,
Joint Marxism, and Joint Monarchy are all in the predicted directions for each set of analyses,
and these estimates often reach standard levels of statistical significance. In other words,
each type of dyad with shared ideological underpinnings behave in a manner consistent with
the theoretical predictions: they appear more likely to prop each other up against domestic

27Full regression tables for these figures are included in the appendix.
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threats, less likely to resort to subversion against one another, less likely to experience
policy/regime disputes, and are overall more cooperative.

The models where the separate indicators do not all reach standard levels of significance,
further, are likely limited by power in the statistical tests, which may explain why the
combined indicator for shared ideology reaches standard levels of significance in the analyses
presented in Figure 1 above. The analyses on intervention in foreign civil conflicts, for
instance, is constrained by the fact that liberal democracies, Marxist regimes, and monarchies
rarely experience civil conflict.28 Moreover, the analyses of MID onset and the peace scale
still include dyad fixed effects. Because there is comparably little temporal variation in
these outcomes and ideological shifts are rare, we would expect the standard errors on the
individual indicators to grow larger in these analyses. But even with these restrictive tests,
the only estimate that does not reach standard levels of statistical significance is the one on
Joint Monarchy in the peace scale analysis.29

Another feature of the analysis in Figure 2 that suggests the behavior of liberal democ-
racies is not exclusively driving the results presented above is that the estimated effects of
Joint Liberalism are often much smaller than the estimated coefficients on Joint Marxism
and Joint Monarchy. For example, consider the results on policy/regime MID onset in the
second panel of Figure 2. When a dyad becomes jointly liberal, the model estimates that
there is a 0.72% reduction in the probability of a policy/regime disputes compared to when
both states in the dyad were not liberal. This represents a 50% reduction in the relative risk
of a policy/regime MID onset compared to the average rate of onset in the sample popula-
tion. While substantively meaningful, compare this effect to the estimated effects on Joint
Marxism and Joint Monarchy. The model estimates Joint Marxism and Joint Monarchy
to reduce the risk of policy/regime MID onsets by 1.35% and 5.44%, respectively – effects
much larger than that of Joint Liberal. In fact, the magnitude of the coefficients for Joint
Liberalism is smaller than those for Joint Marxism and Joint Monarchy across all models
reported in Figure 2. These results therefore suggest that the behavior of democratic states
towards one another are not driving the evidence presented in the previous section.

Figure 3 provides evidence against a more general institutional peace. If joint liberal, joint
Marxist, and joint monarchy dyads were more cooperative due to an institutional affinity as
opposed to an ideological one, then we would expect joint non-Marxist party, personalist,
and Military regimes to behave similarly. In other words, we would expect the estimated
coefficients for these dyads to fall consistently within the shaded regions of Figure 3, but this

28Only about a third of the sample dyads, for example, was the country experiencing civil unrest a liberal
democracy, Marxist, or Monarchical state.

29In the appendix, I also include a models examining a dyad’s score on the peace scale without dyad-fixed
effects, and the coefficient on joint monarchy is positive and significant.
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Figure 3: Estimated Coefficients for Separate Institutional Dyad Indicators from
OLS Models, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-2010. Shaded areas represent predict direction of

effect for shared ideology for each outcome. Error bars show the 90% confidence intervals, and

p-values are two-tailed. For analyses of civil war intervention and MID onset, estimates show the

predicted change in the outcome’s probability if states share ideological ties. See appendix A.2 for

full regression tables.

is not the case. With few exceptions, the estimated coefficients on these institutional dyads
do not reach standard levels of statistical significance, meaning that we cannot reject the
null hypothesis that these dyads behave similarly to institutionally mixed dyad (the omitted
category).

More importantly, the estimated coefficients on these institutional dyads often point in
the opposite direction than the coefficients on the shared ideological dyads. For instance,
the estimated coefficients on Joint Non-Marxist Party, Joint Personalist, and Joint Military–
while not statistically significant–are all positive in the analysis of policy/regime MID onsets,
suggesting these dyads are more conflict-prone with one another. Similarly, Joint Non-
Marxist Party Dyads are significantly less likely to prop each other up against domestic
challengers. Overall then, there is not much evidence that institutional similarity reduces
the likelihood of regime-related disputes or fosters cooperation between states more broadly.
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5.2.2 US-USSR Cold War Competition?

Are these results just illustrating a realist story about US-USSR competition during the
Cold War? If so, what are these results teaching us that’s new about international conflict?

Before moving to additional tests to examine if the results are primarily due to U.S.-
Soviet Cold War competition, it is important to address what realist theories predict about
regime disputes. In many ways, realist – or at least structural realist – theories say very
little about why states fight over the regimes of other countries. For instance, it is puzzling
why states would care about the leadership and institutions of other countries from a strict
structural realist position: because states interests are given from the distribution of power
and other system-level features, states’ foreign policies should not depend upon who is in
power or the types of institutions the state has. As a result, intervening in the regime of
another state should do little to extract a more favorable foreign policy position from that
state.

Of course, the historical record demonstrates that states frequently intervene in the do-
mestic politics of other countries, suggesting that states do have some significant preferences
over the regimes of foreign governments. So, what else might a less strict realist interpreta-
tion predict? If we grant that changing the regimes of other countries is a tool for extracting
policy concessions from target countries (another alternative explanation I address in the
next section), structural realist accounts still do not clearly predict that the U.S. and the
Soviet Union would frequently engage in regime disputes to promote liberalism or commu-
nism. Waltz (1979), for example, argues that a bipolar system is the most stable, in part,
because changes in the alignment of smaller states do little to upset the balance of power.
For Waltz and many other realists, U.S. interventions in countries like Vietnam to prevent
the spread of communism, then, were unusual deviations that went against the prescriptions
of a realist foreign policy.

The point of this discussion is not to re-litigate where realist theories are unable to explain
various aspects of state behavior. Rather, it is to illustrate that many of the historical facts
about U.S. and Soviet behavior during the ColdWar that we take as given or obvious are more
puzzling than we often admit. Indeed, one purpose of this study is to take more seriously
the reasons why the United States and the Soviet Union engaged in so many regime-related
disputes. Nonetheless, the theory I advance does not exclusively apply to U.S. and Soviet
behavior, so it is important to examine whether the results apply more broadly.

I take two approaches to investigate this possibility. Most directly, I replicate the anal-
yses reported in Figure 1, dropping any dyad containing the United States or Russia. The
estimated coefficients and confidence intervals on Shared Ideology from these regressions are
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Figure 4: Estimated Coefficients for Shared Ideology from OLS Models, Nontrivial
Dyads (excluding US and Russia) 1946-2010. Shaded areas represent predict direction

of effect for shared ideology for each outcome. Error bars show the 90% confidence intervals, and

p-values are two-tailed. For analyses of civil war intervention and MID onset, estimates show the

predicted change in the outcome’s probability if states share ideological ties. See appendix A.3 for

full regression tables.

reported in Figure 4. These results are very similar to the main findings presented in Figure
1. The estimated coefficients are all in the predicted direction, are substantively meaningful,
and in most cases, statistically significant. The major difference between the results pre-
sented in Figure 4 and those presented in Figure 1 is that the coefficient on Shared Ideology
for government-side aid loses statistical significance. Thus, these results suggest that the
estimated effects of shared ideology are not driven primarily by the behavior of the United
States and Soviet during the Cold War.

The second approach I use to investigate the extent to which Cold War competition
explains the results on ideology is to restrict the analysis to contiguous dyads. By excluding
non-contiguous dyads, I drop instances of US and Soviet involvement (as well as involvement
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by other major powers) in Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia, which
means we can be more confident that the results are not driven by major power competition
to promote or prevent the spread of communism around the world. I report these regressions,
as well as the full regression tables for the analysis excluding the United States and Russia,
in the appendix. The results restricting to contiguous dyads are nearly identical to those
excluding US and Russian dyads reported above. Overall then, the results remain consistent
with the theoretical predictions, suggesting again that the results cannot be written off as
the solely the result of Cold War competition and major power efforts to promote or prevent
the spread of communism.

5.2.3 Shared Interests?

A final, but related alternative explanation is that shared ideology is proxying for some
type of shared foreign policy interests that are not related to the effects of shared ideology
hypothesized in Section 3 above. And further, it is these shared interests that are causing
the observed behavior by joint ideological dyads. In other words, the apparent relationship
between shared ideology and international conflict is spurious. This “shared interest” argu-
ment is a prominent critique of the democratic peace (eg. Gowa 1993; Gartzke 2000), and it
usually relies on arguments about the structure of the Cold War (addressed above) to explain
why regime type and interests happen to be correlated. Outside of arguments about Cold
War competition, however, it is not obvious why ideology would proxy for unrelated foreign
policy interests. To be a compelling alternative explanation, one would need to provide a
clear argument for why pairs of liberal democracies, pairs of Marxist regimes, and pairs of
Monarchies would all have similar foreign policy interests that is unrelated to these states
sharing ideological ties with one another.

Indeed, the theory I advance suggests that ideology informs a state’s interests in the politi-
cal regimes of other countries, offering two possible mechanisms – the possibility of normative
preferences or concerns about political contagion – that predict states have foreign policy in-
terests in success of similar ideologies and failure of alternative ones. My argument therefore
suggests that common measures of shared interests (like alliances or UNGA voting distance)
are likely the consequence of having a shared ideology, rather than being spuriously corre-
lated. Further, since it is not possible to separate out ideology-related interests from other
material interests in these measures, controlling for them would introduce post-treatment
bias into the regression analysis (Angrist and Pishke 1998).30

Nevertheless, I estimate additional sets of analyses controlling for common measures of

30This is especially problematic for UNGA voting, since votes in the UN General Assembly overwhelmingly
take place in November and December and thus likely after many recorded dyadic ideological shifts.
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Figure 5: Estimated Coefficients for Shared Ideology from OLS Models controlling
for UN Distance, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-2010.Shaded areas represent predict direction

of effect for shared ideology for each outcome. Error bars show the 90% confidence intervals, and

p-values are two-tailed. For analyses of civil war intervention and MID onset, estimates show the

predicted change in the outcome’s probability if states share ideological ties. See appendix A.4 for

full regression tables.

shared interests. Figure 5 displays the estimated coefficients and confidence intervals for
Shared Ideology when controlling for the distance between dyad member’s ideal points in
the UN General Assembly. The results are again very similar to the main results reported
in Figure 1. Shared Ideology is positively correlated with the provision of government-
side aid during civil conflicts and negatively correlated with the provision of aid to rebel
groups. Further, joint ideological dyads appear to have fewer policy/regime disputes than
dyads where states do not legitimate their rule according to similar principles, but there is
no effect of shared ideology on territorial dispute onset. Finally, shared ideological dyads
appear to have overall more cooperative relations. All effects are statistically significant.

I also include full regression tables for models that control for shared interests by including
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an alliance indicator instead of UN ideal point distance in the appendix. Both sets of analyses
yield similar results, although Shared Ideology loses statistical significance when examining
the provision of government-side support in foreign civil wars. All in all, these analyses
suggests that the estimated effects of Shared Ideology are not a result of spurious correlations
with shared foreign policy interests.

It is important to stress that my argument about the impact of shared ideology is a
“shared foreign policy interests” argument. The main hypotheses is that shared ideology is
an important source of the content of the by-itself empty reference to “shared foreign policy
interests.” There of course may be other sources of common or divergent policy interests –
I find that UN distance generally increases the risk of regime-related disputes in the models
discussed above, so these measures may be picking up some idiosyncratic or systematic
aspects that are separate from shared ideology. See Appendix A.4 for full regression tables
for these models, as well as ones that include controls for Alliance to measure shared foreign
policy interests.

To further clarify the role of conflicting foreign foreign policy preferences and ideological
ties in encouraging regime-related disputes, I estimate the effect of these measures of foreign
policy interests on subsets of dyads that share ideological ties versus dyads that do not
necessarily share ideological ties. In particular, the theory suggests that concerns about
political contagion can also discourage regime-related disputes among ideologically-similar
states by making these governments less willing to use subversion to pursue their other
foreign policy goals. Therefore, while we would expect conflicting foreign policy prefernces
to be a good predictor of regime-related disputes among states without common ideological
underpinnings, we would expect these measures to have less explanatory power in dyads
where states share ideological ties with one another. That is, the effect of other, indirectly
measured foreign policy disagreements should be conditional on whether two states share
ideology.

Figure 6 displays the estimated coefficients on UN Distance for the various outcome
variables when examining dyads that are not known to share common legitimating principles
(e.g. institutionally-mixed dyads or pairs of non-Marxist party, personalist, and military
regimes).31 Figure 7 display the estimated coefficients for dyads that do share common
ideological underpinnings.32 Unlike other analyses presented earlier in the paper, none of
the reported models in Figures 6 and 7 include dyad fixed effects. The purpose of dropping
dyad fixed effects from these regressions is to make the analyses more generous toward

31As a shorthand, I refer to these dyads as “Unshared Ideological dyads,” although – as explained above –
this subset does likely contain some dyads that share other kinds of ideological ties.

32In the appendix, I replicate these analyses using Alliance as the measure of shared versus conflicting foreign
policy interests, and the results are largely the same.
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Figure 6: Estimated Coefficients for UN Distance from OLS Regressions using
subset of Unshared Ideological Dyads, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-2010. Shaded areas

represent predict direction of effect for UN Distance for each outcome. Error bars show the 90%

confidence intervals, and p-values are two-tailed. For analyses of civil war intervention and MID

onset, estimates show the predicted change in the outcome’s probability if states share ideological

ties. See appendix A.5 for full regression tables.

detecting an effect of conflicting foreign policy preferences in either of the two subsets.

Starting with Figure 6, UN Distance appears to be an overall good predictor of regime-
related conflicts for dyads that do not necessarily share ideological ties with one another.
In particular, as the distance between dyad member’s UNGA ideal points increases, the
likelihood of government-side aid decreases, the likelihood of rebel-side aid increases, and
the likelihood of policy/regime MIDs increases. Similarly, dyads with more distant UNGA
ideal points are overall more hostile towards one another than those with more closer ideal
points. These results–excluding that on the provision of government-side support in civil
conflicts–reach standard levels of significance. Thus, conflicting foreign policy preferences
appear to be consistently correlated with regime-related conflicts between governments that
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Figure 7: Estimated Coefficients for UN Distance from OLS Regressions using
subset of Shared Ideological Dyads, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-2010. Shaded areas

represent predict direction of effect for UN Distance for each outcome. Error bars show the 90%

confidence intervals, and p-values are two-tailed. For analyses of civil war intervention and MID

onset, estimates show the predicted change in the outcome’s probability if states share ideological

ties. See appendix A.5 for full regression tables..

do not necessarily legitimate their rule using similar principles.

However, this is not true among dyads with common ideological underpinnings. Figure
7 illustrates that there are only weak correlations between UN Distance and the outcomes
related to regime disputes.33 Increasing the distance between states’ UNGA ideal points
does not significantly affect the likelihood of these states’ propping each other up against
domestic challengers, providing aid to rebel groups that target one another, or experiencing a
policy/regime MID. In substantive terms, moving from the minimum observed UN Distance
among dyads that experience a policy/regime MID onset to the maximum observed distance
33Replicating this analysis with logit regressions returns some statistically significant coefficients on UN
Distance and Alliance, but the substantive effect sizes are not meaningful. See pages 19-20 of the appendix
for more.
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only increases the risk of a policy/regime MID by about two-hundredths of a percentage
points.34 Importantly, UN Distance is negative and significantly correlated with a dyad’s
score on the peace scale. This suggests that there are still important hostilities between
states that share ideological ties but have significantly different foreign policy preferences.
Taken with the null results on third-party involvement in civil conflicts and policy/regime
MID onset, this finding suggests that these states are just not likely to resort to subversion
to pursue these foreign policy disputes – consistent with the theoretical predictions.

6 Conclusion

The past few years have witnessed the return of major power rivalries as a defining threat
to international cooperation and stability. Russia, for instance, has intervened in several
elections across Europe and the United States, and in doing so, has exacerbated existing po-
litical divides in democratic societies. While China has not undertaken similar efforts against
liberal regimes, they are helping shore up autocratic countries across the globe through the
sharing of information control technologies. Existing research says surprisingly little about
why states conflict so frequently over the leadership and institutions of other countries.
Even the studies that have examined states’ use of subversion have overwhelmingly treated
regime disputes as a product of other foreign policy disagreements, rather than a source of
international conflict in their own right.

This study sought to address this gap by developing a new theory linking ideological
cleavages between states to the occurrence of regime conflicts. First, some states may have
ideological preferences for changing the leadership and institutions of other countries to be
more like their own, and as a result, ideologically-dissimilar states are more likely to be
suspicious of each other’s intentions. Second, ideologically-dissimilar states may end up in
regime-related conflicts by using subversion to prevent political contagion. Ideologically-
similar countries, by contrast, face pressure to prop each other up against domestic threats,
and they are less willing to use subversion to pursue other foreign policy goals.

To test this argument, I conducted three primary sets of analysis – examining foreign
involvement in civil wars, the occurrence of militarized conflicts, and the development of po-
litical rivalries. The results of these tests are largely consistent with the presented arguments.
Pairs of ideologically-similar countries are less likely to intervene against one another in civil
conflicts and are instead more likely to come to each others’ aid. Moreover, governments

34Moving from the minimum observed UN distance in shared ideological dyads that provide government aid
to the maximum observed UN distance decreases the likelihood of aid by about 4 percentage points, but
the standard error on the estimated coefficient is very large.
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that legitimate their rule according to different principles are more likely to conflict with one
another, and these ideological cleavages only increase the risk of policy and regime disputes.
In other words, ideological divisions do not have an effect on territorial disputes, suggesting
that there is not a general pacifying effect of shared principles as other theories of ideological
similarity predict (Haas (2005). Finally, there is evidence that ideological cleavages between
states have an overall negative effect on the quality of political relations. States that do not
share common ideological underpinnings are more hostile towards one another than pairs of
ideologically-similar states.

In all, this work makes three contributions to the study of international conflict. First, it
opens up the black box of conflicting preferences and illustrates the shortcomings of pooling
together different types of disputes states can have. Just as recent scholarship on territorial
disputes has illustrated the promise of taking the issues states are fighting over seriously,
this research highlights the case for studying the sources of conflicting preferences in regime-
related disputes. Second, this project advances our understanding of the relationship between
ideology and conflict by clarifying that ideology matters because it is the basis of regime le-
gitimacy and by providing new quantitative evidence of systematic ideological effects beyond
those stemming from liberalism. Finally, this research suggests a different way of thinking
about external threats in the international system. In particular, it directs our attention to
thinking more seriously about how states and other international developments can threaten
leaders’ abilities to hold on to power at home.

There are several possible avenues for future research. For instance, the results here sug-
gest that ideological cleavages between states are an important predictor of regime conflicts,
and future research could delve deeper into testing the conditions under which the suggested
mechanisms are likely to operate. Moreover, while this study examined the binding power
of shared ideology, it is plausible that sharing a common ideological threat can induce many
of the same effects. Countries that face similar ideological threats may also be more likely
to prop each other up against domestic challenges, and they also may be more reluctant
to resort to subversion for pursuing their other foreign policy disputes. More broadly, this
research illustrates the promise of studying regime disputes as a unique type of international
conflict.
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A Regression Tables for Coefficient Plots in Text

A.1 Main Results (Figure 1)

Table 1: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 6.201∗∗ −5.865∗∗∗ −3.881∗∗∗ −1.339∗∗∗ −0.184 25.765∗∗∗ 7.788∗∗∗

(2.971) (1.216) (0.849) (0.349) (0.413) (1.255) (1.293)
S. CINC Share 1.308∗∗∗ 0.980∗∗∗ 0.791∗∗∗

(0.289) (0.333) (0.209)
Major Supporter 12.084∗∗∗ −2.388 2.062

(3.377) (2.884) (2.274)
CINC Low 0.893∗∗ 0.250 −1.454∗∗∗ −4.136∗∗∗

(0.412) (0.282) (0.378) (0.949)
CINC High 0.750 −1.025∗∗∗ −0.512 −1.450

(0.503) (0.385) (0.382) (0.987)
Major 12.751 4.667∗∗∗ 0.041 −19.153∗∗

(11.145) (1.139) (1.805) (7.466)
Contiguous 3.048∗∗ 11.780∗∗∗ 6.235∗∗∗ 1.313 −0.788 −7.211∗∗∗ 1.795

(1.346) (2.098) (1.483) (4.045) (1.832) (1.098) (8.091)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.148 8.67 5.674 1.441 0.702 50.516 50.516

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1649 1649 1641 1721 1721 1718 1718
Obs. 16471 16471 17430 44566 44566 44087 44087

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.2 Separate Institutional Indicators (Figures 2 and 3)

Table 2: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Joint Liberal 3.127 −4.336∗∗∗ −3.441∗∗∗ −0.724∗ −0.438 29.648∗∗∗ 4.832∗∗∗

(3.455) (1.278) (0.776) (0.409) (0.502) (1.437) (1.444)
Joint Marxist 16.867∗∗∗ −9.349∗∗∗ −5.562∗∗ −1.351∗∗ 0.973 16.776∗∗∗ 14.859∗∗∗

(6.368) (2.902) (2.624) (0.593) (0.714) (2.467) (2.437)
Joint Monarchy 13.305 −19.446∗∗∗ −8.473∗∗ −5.442∗∗ −1.948∗∗∗ 5.824∗∗∗ 6.032

(9.789) (2.552) (3.673) (2.220) (0.650) (1.780) (4.557)
Joint NM Party −2.387∗∗∗ 2.027 −1.866 0.983 −0.336 0.214 −0.243

(0.665) (3.534) (2.383) (0.697) (0.218) (1.259) (1.033)
Joint NM Personal 5.368 −1.419 −1.883 0.902 0.146 −2.299∗ −0.537

(3.481) (2.580) (1.983) (0.624) (0.420) (1.274) (1.130)
Joint NM Military −0.383 −4.383 4.718 0.697 1.901 0.357 −0.555

(2.501) (12.405) (13.879) (0.866) (1.442) (4.045) (1.316)

S. CINC Share 1.145∗∗∗ 1.055∗∗∗ 0.826∗∗∗

(0.293) (0.349) (0.215)
Major Supporter 12.936∗∗∗ −2.795 1.780

(3.298) (2.992) (2.311)
CINC Low 0.871∗∗ 0.132 −1.531∗∗∗ −4.747∗∗∗

(0.427) (0.278) (0.372) (0.937)
CINC High 0.660 −1.182∗∗∗ −0.313 −2.090∗∗

(0.521) (0.416) (0.380) (1.000)
Major 12.480 4.759∗∗∗ −1.629 −17.948∗∗

(11.201) (1.146) (1.767) (8.059)
Contiguous 2.789∗∗ 12.008∗∗∗ 6.250∗∗∗ 1.478 −0.858 −6.790∗∗∗ 0.901

(1.311) (2.133) (1.483) (4.059) (1.840) (1.067) (7.617)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.148 8.67 5.674 1.441 0.702 50.516 50.516

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1649 1649 1641 1721 1721 1718 1718
Obs. 16471 16471 17430 44566 44566 44087 44087

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.3 Excluding US and USSR Dyads (Figure 4)

Table 3: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads (ex-
cluding US and RUS) 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 1.910 −9.942∗∗∗ −5.674∗∗∗ −1.713∗∗∗ −0.314 31.391∗∗∗ 9.299∗∗∗

(1.871) (2.139) (1.567) (0.504) (0.384) (1.393) (1.640)
S. CINC Share 0.663∗∗ 1.545∗∗∗ 1.179∗∗∗

(0.327) (0.584) (0.385)
Major Supporter 4.597 −0.099 3.244

(3.810) (5.127) (4.123)
CINC Low 0.537 −0.070 −0.947∗ −3.888∗∗∗

(0.548) (0.426) (0.484) (1.239)
CINC High 0.875 −0.903∗ −0.849∗ −5.691∗∗∗

(0.582) (0.466) (0.443) (1.334)
Major 13.039 4.816∗∗∗ 1.779 −23.065∗∗∗

(11.054) (1.188) (1.954) (7.235)
Contiguous 5.424∗∗∗ 12.730∗∗∗ 7.202∗∗∗ −3.069 1.209 −6.946∗∗∗ 3.229

(1.404) (2.321) (1.692) (2.532) (1.036) (1.101) (6.470)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 3.084 10.593 6.643 1.377 0.896 51.712 51.712

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1191 1191 1181 1426 1426 1424 1424
Obs. 11999 11999 11666 32026 32034 31713 31713

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.3.1 Robustness – Contiguous Dyads Only

Table 4: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Contiguous Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 1.891 −9.810∗∗∗ −5.136∗∗ −1.621∗∗∗ −0.469 27.351∗∗∗ 9.859∗∗∗

(2.067) (3.457) (2.242) (0.621) (0.901) (2.693) (2.099)
S. CINC Share 1.552∗∗∗ 2.935∗∗∗ 2.073∗∗∗

(0.578) (1.012) (0.582)
Major Supporter 4.917 −3.418 −0.538

(6.532) (8.715) (5.321)
CINC Low 1.643 0.750 −2.169∗∗ −4.914∗∗∗

(1.024) (0.778) (1.029) (1.416)
CINC High 0.193 −1.842∗∗∗ −0.577 −2.426

(1.023) (0.680) (0.854) (1.550)
Major 7.760 4.381∗∗ 2.917 −18.335∗

(16.659) (2.045) (3.735) (10.791)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.273 17.342 10.355 3.065 1.82 45.499 45.499

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 459 459 462 374 374 374 374
Obs. 5974 5974 5775 14941 14941 14813 14813

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.4 Controlling for UN Distance (Figure 5)

Table 5: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1947-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 6.262∗∗ −3.629∗∗∗ −2.480∗∗∗ −0.821∗∗ −0.256 23.964∗∗∗ 6.697∗∗∗

(3.009) (1.099) (0.813) (0.353) (0.435) (1.248) (1.307)
S. CINC Share 1.274∗∗∗ 1.521∗∗∗ 1.086∗∗∗

(0.307) (0.386) (0.244)
Major Supporter 13.501∗∗∗ −9.550∗∗∗ −1.886

(3.890) (3.344) (2.418)
CINC Low 0.646 0.392 −1.018∗∗∗ −3.566∗∗∗

(0.407) (0.252) (0.354) (0.860)
CINC High 0.903∗ −1.168∗∗ −0.124 −2.158∗∗

(0.546) (0.464) (0.392) (0.995)
Major 2.812

(1.773)
Contiguous 3.206∗∗ 13.223∗∗∗ 7.836∗∗∗ 4.144 −1.867 −7.180∗∗∗ 1.676

(1.425) (2.011) (1.444) (4.329) (2.106) (1.056) (9.339)
UN Distance −0.388 3.711∗∗∗ 2.322∗∗∗ 0.538∗∗ −0.219 −3.055∗∗∗ −1.890∗∗∗

(0.662) (0.888) (0.605) (0.209) (0.198) (0.483) (0.389)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.375 7.817 5.22 1.237 0.647 51.439 51.439

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1570 1570 1578 1694 1694 1690 1690
Obs. 15275 15275 16073 40667 40667 40276 40276

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.4.1 Robustness – Alliance for Shared Interest

Table 6: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 5.270 −4.793∗∗∗ −2.923∗∗∗ −1.285∗∗∗ −0.236 25.177∗∗∗ 7.504∗∗∗

(3.219) (1.202) (0.824) (0.342) (0.411) (1.245) (1.282)
S. CINC Share 1.273∗∗∗ 1.019∗∗∗ 0.832∗∗∗

(0.293) (0.335) (0.214)
Major Supporter 12.410∗∗∗ −2.763 1.606

(3.420) (2.872) (2.245)
CINC Low 0.894∗∗ 0.249 −1.540∗∗∗ −4.142∗∗∗

(0.413) (0.281) (0.375) (0.949)
CINC High 0.782 −1.056∗∗∗ −0.301 −1.622∗

(0.506) (0.389) (0.381) (0.979)
Major 12.707 4.711∗∗∗ −0.249 −18.921∗∗

(11.151) (1.136) (1.756) (7.516)
Contiguous 2.753∗∗ 12.120∗∗∗ 6.484∗∗∗ 1.409 −0.881 −7.454∗∗∗ 1.282

(1.373) (2.094) (1.480) (4.033) (1.837) (1.083) (7.900)
alliance 3.326∗ −3.827∗∗ −3.398∗∗∗ −0.449 0.438∗∗ 3.153∗∗∗ 2.347∗∗∗

(1.880) (1.629) (1.077) (0.403) (0.217) (0.864) (0.873)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.148 8.67 5.674 1.441 0.702 50.516 50.516

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1649 1649 1641 1721 1721 1718 1718
Obs. 16471 16471 17430 44566 44566 44087 44087

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.5 Effect of Shared Interests on Shared vs. Unshared Ideological Dyads (Fig-
ures 6 and 7)

Table 7: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Unshared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

UN Distance −0.219 3.959∗∗∗ 2.483∗∗∗ 0.703∗∗∗ −0.100 −2.126∗∗∗
(0.540) (0.986) (0.677) (0.202) (0.136) (0.501)

S. CINC Share 0.731∗∗ 1.723∗∗∗ 1.159∗∗∗

(0.287) (0.439) (0.276)
Major Supporter 14.291∗∗∗ −11.425∗∗∗ −2.026

(4.002) (4.011) (2.920)
CINC Low 0.733∗∗∗ 0.337∗∗∗ −2.271∗∗∗

(0.149) (0.081) (0.337)
CINC High −0.370∗∗∗ 0.076 1.135∗∗∗

(0.131) (0.163) (0.411)
Major 1.260∗ −0.991 −0.182

(0.647) (0.756) (1.934)
Contiguous 4.468∗∗∗ 13.667∗∗∗ 8.363∗∗∗ 2.926∗∗∗ 1.335∗∗∗ −7.178∗∗∗

(1.454) (2.135) (1.580) (0.409) (0.266) (1.028)

Prediction - + + + Null -

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 1463 1463 1475 1369 1369 1352
Obs. 13665 13665 14240 31181 31181 30825

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 8: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Shared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

UN Distance −0.684 −0.550 0.160 0.011 0.214 −13.202∗∗∗
(3.239) (0.833) (0.395) (0.120) (0.152) (1.015)

S. CINC Share 6.052∗∗∗ 0.460 0.514∗

(1.198) (0.282) (0.271)
Major Supporter 3.954 −1.023 −1.654

(8.198) (1.324) (1.505)
CINC Low 0.073 0.192 2.383∗∗∗

(0.077) (0.130) (0.671)
CINC High 0.142∗ −0.008 −4.237∗∗∗

(0.073) (0.085) (1.020)
Major 0.240 −0.064 10.421∗∗∗

(0.198) (0.251) (2.661)
Contiguous −8.324∗ 4.688∗ 1.647 0.974∗∗ 0.813∗∗ −8.705∗∗∗

(4.865) (2.693) (1.715) (0.400) (0.346) (2.439)

Prediction - + + + Null -

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 215 215 220 550 550 549
Obs. 1610 1610 1833 9486 9486 9451

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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A.5.1 Robustness – Using Alliance for Shared Interests

Table 9: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Unshared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Alliance 4.820∗∗ −4.318∗∗ −3.655∗∗∗ −0.435 −0.423 2.698∗∗∗

(2.008) (1.847) (1.234) (0.281) (0.274) (0.789)
S. CINC Share 0.728∗∗∗ 1.197∗∗∗ 0.884∗∗∗

(0.244) (0.376) (0.239)
Major Supporter 13.500∗∗∗ −3.527 2.073

(3.635) (3.307) (2.613)
CINC Low 0.865∗∗∗ 0.352∗∗∗ −2.844∗∗∗

(0.157) (0.082) (0.354)
CINC High −0.240∗ −0.011 1.086∗∗∗

(0.129) (0.149) (0.386)
Major 1.695∗∗ −0.849 −2.465

(0.733) (0.771) (1.927)
Contiguous 3.713∗∗∗ 12.851∗∗∗ 7.073∗∗∗ 3.246∗∗∗ 1.554∗∗∗ −7.333∗∗∗

(1.425) (2.260) (1.628) (0.432) (0.276) (1.078)

Prediction + - - - Null +

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 1547 1547 1541 1399 1399 1384
Obs. 14741 14741 15425 34004 34004 33567

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 10: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Shared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Alliance −7.204 −1.624 −1.762∗ −0.532 −0.332 7.182∗∗∗

(4.472) (1.240) (0.931) (0.328) (0.229) (2.168)
S. CINC Share 5.851∗∗∗ 0.563∗ 0.544∗∗

(1.215) (0.328) (0.260)
Major Supporter 4.952 −1.544 −1.649

(7.987) (1.530) (1.418)
CINC Low 0.173∗ 0.294 2.266∗∗∗

(0.102) (0.208) (0.864)
CINC High 0.126 0.051 −6.531∗∗∗

(0.082) (0.079) (0.998)
Major 0.299 −0.028 5.575∗

(0.231) (0.242) (2.934)
Contiguous −6.437∗ 4.794∗ 1.600 1.005∗∗∗ 0.818∗∗ −7.852∗∗∗

(3.491) (2.647) (1.405) (0.355) (0.355) (2.436)

Prediction + - - - Null +

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No
Dyads 224 224 229 560 560 559
Obs. 1730 1730 2005 10562 10562 10520

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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B What are in Policy/Regime MIDs?

Overview: The MIDs data collects information on whether states have revisionist goals in a given
dispute, and they code whether states were territory, regime, or policy revisionist. However, the
codings for regime revisionism does not map well onto this study’s conceptualization of a regime-
related conflict (i.e. “any conflict that results from efforts of states to try to change the leadership or
institutions of other countries”). Therefore, I coded a random sample of 100 MIDs from the post-1945
period to illustrate what “types” of disputes are found in MIDs coded as “policy” or “regime” MIDs
versus “territorial” MIDs. To code MIDs as “regime disputes,” I specifically focus on the actions that
would indicate a regime-related dispute, as opposed coding whether states seemed to be fighting
over each other’s ideology to avoid a tautological conclusion that conflicting ideologies produce
ideological disputes. Overall, while MIDs tagged as involving “policy” or “regime” revisionism do
of course include MIDs we would not consider to be a “regime-related” dispute according to this
study’s conceptualization, these types are disputes are quite common in the MIDs categorized as
“policy/regime” MIDs in the original MID’s codings.

Types of “Regime Disputes” found in Policy/Regime MIDs: There are 4 primary types
of regime-related MIDs I encountered during the coding exercises. Broadly, these categories track
on nicely with the types of MIDs that Gleditsch et al. (2008) code in their examination of MIDs that
occur during COW Civil Wars, although regime MIDs do not only arise in the context of violent
domestic conflicts.

1. Direct Use or Threat of Subversion

2. Retaliation/Coercion to Stop Subversive Activities

3. Cross-border Pursuit of Domestic Political Opponents Receiving External Support

4. Militarized Activities Relating to Intervention/Counter-Intervention in a 3rd Party

The first category, Direct Use or Threat of Subversion, involves militarized activities by outside
states to intervene or support domestic political opponents in an adversary. This may involve
military action that is coordinated with rebel groups against a state government in an ongoing civil
war (as in MID#3631) or that is meant to coerce a leader into stepping down (as in MID#2741).
I also include threats to intervene or cooperate with domestic political opponents in this category
(MID#1230), as well as any clashes that result directly from activities to aid rebel groups (as in
MID#2066).

The second category, Retaliation/Interstate Coercion for Subversive Activities, refer to milita-
rized actions undertaken by states to coerce adversaries to end support for or hosting of domestic
political opponents, including rebel groups (MID#3954), protests (MID#1379), etc. These MIDs
frequently are accompanied by explicit demands for subversive activities or threats of further action
in the event that the subversive activities continues. I also include militarized actions to deter this
kind of retaliation or coercion in this category (as in MID#4353).

The third category, Crossborder Pursuit of Domestic Political Opponents, includes MIDs that
involve the hot pursuit of rebel groups (as in MID#1333) or other kinds of political opponents (as
in MID#1002). In many cases, the target state is intentionally aiding or hosting these political
opponents. There are also some cases where it appears that rebel groups are able to cross over a
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states’ border due to general problems with policing a border and state weakness (as in MID#3960),
but it is difficult to assess the extent to which these host state implicitly approves over the opponents
operating within their borders.

The final category, Militarized Activities Relating to Intervention/Counter-Intervention in a 3rd
Party, includes MIDs that arise when two states intervene on opposite sides of a civil conflict in
a third party(MID#4252), threaten to do so (MID#1279), or attempt to deter an intervention
by another state in a third-party (MID#1351). Here, the activities that are in dispute are not
two states’ behavior towards each other, but rather their interference in the domestic politics of a
third-party.

Distribution of Regime Disputes in Original Policy/Regime MID Codings: Of the ran-
dom sample of 100 MIDs, only 6 MIDs were coded as involving “regime revisionism” according to
the original MIDs coding. 44 MIDs were coded as involving “policy revisionism,” and 34 were coded
as involving “territorial” revisionism. Another 16 MIDs were originally coded as not involving any
revisionism.

Of the collective 50 MIDs originally coded as policy or regime MIDs, 24 MIDs were considered
regime-related disputes according to the guidelines specified above. The most common type of
regime-related MID involved the pursue of domestic opponents across borders, followed efforts of
targeted states to coerce those supporting its domestic political opponents to stop their support.
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C Creating a Liberal Democracy Indicator Using VDEM

The varieties of Democracy (VDEM) data set includes a variety of indices that track different aspects
of democratic states, including indicators of electoral competition, a commitment to liberalism, and
democratic participation. Since this study is primarily interested in the effects of states using
similar ideological principles to legitimate their rule domestically, I used VDEM’s liberalism index
to identify liberal states, instead of relying on other common measures of democracy that focus
more on the existence of democratic institutions.

VDEM’s liberalism index is a continuous measure ranging from 0 to 1, where 1 indicates an
ideal liberal democracy. The maxium score on the liberalism index observed in the sample data is
0.892. Unlike other common data sets to measure democracy, there is no commonly used threshold
to create a binary indicator whether a state is liberal.

Figure 1: Density Plot of VDEM’s Liberalism Index. Cutoffs for binary indicator in analysis in the
main text is 0.5. Additional robustness checks with cutoffs at 0.4 and 0.6.

Figure 1 displays a density plot of VDEM’s liberalism index. As you can see, the distribution
of states on this index is bimodal, with a small clustering of states’ with scores around 0.8 and a
much larger clustering of states with scores around 0.1. Therefore, to create a binary indicator for
whether a state is a liberal democracy, I use a threshold of 0.5–approximately the midpoint between
the two peaks. 0.5 is also around the cutoff for the third quartile of the data (at 0.47).

I re-estimate the main results from the paper, varying the cuttof threshold to 0.4 and to 0.6 to
assess how influential the 0.5 threshold is. I report the results of these analyses below. As you can
see, the results are very similar to the main findings reported in the main text.
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Table 11: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010 (VDEM Liberalism > 0.4)

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology (.4) 6.184∗∗ −6.068∗∗∗ −4.090∗∗∗ −0.830∗∗ 0.091 23.286∗∗∗ 4.186∗∗∗

(2.627) (1.159) (0.754) (0.369) (0.338) (1.174) (0.991)
S. CINC Share 1.319∗∗∗ 0.962∗∗∗ 0.774∗∗∗

(0.287) (0.329) (0.208)
Major Supporter 11.946∗∗∗ −2.218 2.165

(3.237) (2.874) (2.264)
CINC Low 0.888∗∗ 0.264 −1.262∗∗∗ −4.165∗∗∗

(0.414) (0.282) (0.376) (0.963)
CINC High 0.758 −1.027∗∗∗ −0.728∗ −1.489

(0.504) (0.385) (0.390) (1.010)
Major 12.425 4.527∗∗∗ 0.871 −16.964∗∗

(11.247) (1.145) (1.862) (8.158)
Contiguous 3.009∗∗ 11.815∗∗∗ 6.259∗∗∗ 1.262 −0.819 −7.323∗∗∗ 2.200

(1.354) (2.088) (1.479) (4.049) (1.825) (1.114) (8.316)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.148 8.67 5.674 1.441 0.702 50.516 50.516

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1649 1649 1641 1721 1721 1718 1718
Obs. 16471 16471 17430 44566 44566 44087 44087

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 12: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010 (VDEM Liberalism > 0.6)

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology (.6) 6.224∗∗ −6.794∗∗∗ −4.162∗∗∗ −0.908∗∗∗ −0.027 27.764∗∗∗ 7.309∗∗∗

(2.983) (1.340) (0.957) (0.347) (0.413) (1.301) (1.373)
S. CINC Share 1.268∗∗∗ 0.995∗∗∗ 0.812∗∗∗

(0.281) (0.332) (0.209)
Major Supporter 12.387∗∗∗ −2.575 1.930

(3.409) (2.866) (2.266)
CINC Low 0.898∗∗ 0.256 −1.557∗∗∗ −4.061∗∗∗

(0.409) (0.284) (0.374) (0.944)
CINC High 0.713 −1.027∗∗∗ −0.335 −1.166

(0.502) (0.384) (0.369) (0.992)
Major 12.517 4.584∗∗∗ −0.042 −18.854∗∗

(11.238) (1.144) (1.748) (7.667)
Contiguous 3.013∗∗ 11.809∗∗∗ 6.266∗∗∗ 1.365 −0.802 −7.321∗∗∗ 1.034

(1.350) (2.098) (1.484) (4.043) (1.836) (1.082) (8.036)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.148 8.67 5.674 1.441 0.702 50.516 50.516

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1649 1649 1641 1721 1721 1718 1718
Obs. 16471 16471 17430 44566 44566 44087 44087

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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D Robustness Check–Replication of Results using Logit
Regressions

Table 13: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 1.369∗∗∗ −1.801∗∗∗ −1.672∗∗∗ −1.354∗∗∗ −0.295 1.093∗∗∗ 0.787∗∗∗

(0.442) (0.501) (0.472) (0.329) (0.543) (0.059) (0.121)
S. CINC Share 0.441∗∗∗ 0.203∗∗∗ 0.225∗∗∗

(0.082) (0.056) (0.049)
Major Supporter 1.201∗∗∗ −0.247 0.252

(0.382) (0.407) (0.352)
CINC Low 0.428∗ 0.695 −0.062∗∗∗ −0.344∗∗

(0.232) (0.495) (0.016) (0.138)
CINC High 0.284 −0.818∗ −0.020 −0.071

(0.240) (0.442) (0.016) (0.124)
Major 2.247∗ 1.754∗∗ 0.0003 −1.850∗∗∗

(1.272) (0.767) (0.078) (0.568)
Contiguous 1.177∗∗∗ 1.648∗∗∗ 1.325∗∗∗ 0.261 −0.667 −0.305∗∗∗ 0.040

(0.266) (0.294) (0.266) (0.842) (2.054) (0.047) (0.513)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Pr(Outcome|Unshared)x100 0.637 3.991 2.454 3.993 3.175 0.442 0.53
Pr(Outcome|Shared)x100 2.459 0.682 0.471 1.063 2.384 0.703 0.713

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1649 1649 1641 221 89 1718 284
Obs. 16471 16471 17261 9853 4192 44087 12566

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 14: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Joint Liberal 1.000 −2.351∗∗ −3.339∗∗∗ −1.462∗∗ −0.791 1.294∗∗∗ 0.256∗

(0.742) (1.039) (1.018) (0.654) (1.170) (0.074) (0.132)
Joint Marxist 1.958∗∗∗ −1.181∗∗ −0.915∗ −0.939∗ 0.792 0.689∗∗∗ 1.739∗∗∗

(0.521) (0.548) (0.554) (0.509) (0.716) (0.102) (0.237)
Joint Monarchy 2.121∗∗∗ −14.300∗∗∗ −1.395 −2.199∗∗ −1.394∗∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ 0.663∗

(0.685) (0.405) (1.024) (0.887) (0.448) (0.073) (0.380)
Joint NM Party −1.911∗ 0.420 −0.218 0.699 −0.987 0.007 −0.045

(0.994) (0.409) (0.599) (0.517) (1.427) (0.052) (0.251)
Joint NM Personal 1.216∗∗ −0.100 −0.270 0.800 0.490 −0.098∗ 0.087

(0.504) (0.321) (0.384) (0.574) (0.824) (0.052) (0.279)
Joint NM Military 0.088 −0.475 0.293 0.507 1.350∗∗ 0.020 −0.162

(0.848) (1.031) (1.054) (0.468) (0.596) (0.168) (0.201)

S. CINC Share 0.406∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗ 0.218∗∗∗

(0.090) (0.056) (0.048)
Major Supporter 1.425∗∗∗ −0.246 0.263

(0.392) (0.414) (0.359)
CINC Low 0.393 0.547 −0.066∗∗∗ −0.494∗∗∗

(0.240) (0.519) (0.016) (0.145)
CINC High 0.247 −0.924∗∗ −0.011 −0.200

(0.245) (0.462) (0.016) (0.127)
Major 2.312∗ 2.125∗∗ −0.079 −1.584∗∗

(1.183) (1.057) (0.077) (0.634)
Contiguous 1.092∗∗∗ 1.672∗∗∗ 1.323∗∗∗ 0.247 −0.807 −0.288∗∗∗ −0.069

(0.265) (0.293) (0.266) (0.845) (2.014) (0.045) (0.453)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Pr(Outcome|Mixed Dyad)x100 0.611 3.975 2.532 3.497 2.652 0.454 0.491
Pr(Outcome|Joint Liberal)x100 1.643 0.393 0.092 0.833 1.22 0.752 0.555
Pr(Outcome|Joint Marxist)x100 4.173 1.255 1.03 1.398 5.673 0.624 0.846
Pr(Outcome|Joint Monarchy)x100 4.879 0 0.64 0.4 0.672 0.515 0.652
Pr(Outcome|Joint NM Party)x100 0.091 5.927 2.047 6.797 1.005 0.456 0.48
Pr(Outcome|Joint NM Personal)x100 2.032 3.609 1.945 7.459 4.256 0.43 0.513
Pr(Outcome|Joint NM Military)x100 0.667 2.51 3.366 5.677 9.51 0.459 0.451

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1649 1649 1641 221 89 1718 284
Obs. 16471 16471 17261 9853 4192 44087 12566

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 15: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads (ex-
cluding US and RUS) 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 0.732 −1.603∗∗∗ −1.395∗∗∗ −1.422∗∗∗ −0.643 1.382∗∗∗ 0.732∗∗∗

(0.698) (0.521) (0.535) (0.420) (0.551) (0.072) (0.159)
S. CINC Share 0.299∗∗ 0.198∗∗∗ 0.215∗∗∗

(0.130) (0.071) (0.069)
Major Supporter 0.832 0.148 0.468

(0.673) (0.465) (0.434)
CINC Low 0.095 0.492 −0.042∗ −0.240

(0.327) (0.541) (0.021) (0.163)
CINC High 0.501 −0.829∗ −0.037∗ −0.420∗∗

(0.352) (0.485) (0.020) (0.170)
Major 2.438∗ 2.058∗∗∗ 0.082 −2.080∗∗∗

(1.270) (0.747) (0.091) (0.584)
Contiguous 2.127∗∗∗ 1.604∗∗∗ 1.323∗∗∗ −1.093 13.403∗∗∗ −0.299∗∗∗ −0.189

(0.416) (0.319) (0.320) (0.773) (1.131) (0.048) (0.368)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Pr(Outcome | Unshared)x100 0.3 4.263 2.745 4.765 5.857 0.423 0.415
Pr(Outcome | Shared)x100 0.622 0.888 0.695 1.192 3.167 0.745 0.596

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1189 1191 1181 162 81 1424 240
Obs. 11498 11999 11639 6852 3694 31713 10123

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 16: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Contiguous Dyads
1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 0.406 −1.365∗∗ −1.151∗ −1.057∗∗∗ −0.211 1.139∗∗∗ 0.700∗∗∗

(0.504) (0.589) (0.605) (0.356) (0.603) (0.121) (0.157)
S. CINC Share 0.326∗∗ 0.230∗∗∗ 0.248∗∗∗

(0.128) (0.079) (0.072)
Major Supporter 0.397 −0.265 −0.084

(0.688) (0.628) (0.503)
CINC Low 0.361 0.970∗ −0.094∗∗ −0.319∗∗

(0.323) (0.529) (0.045) (0.133)
CINC High 0.144 −1.212∗∗ −0.025 −0.151

(0.327) (0.486) (0.037) (0.143)
Major 1.622 1.208 0.123 −1.507∗∗

(1.557) (0.791) (0.164) (0.634)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Pr(Outcome|Unshared)x100 4.117 13.901 10.272 4.998 5.34 0.358 0.312
Pr(Outcome|Shared)x100 6.053 3.958 3.496 1.796 4.367 0.636 0.477

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 451 459 462 141 72 374 158
Obs. 5196 5924 5556 6265 3301 14813 7279

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 17: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 1.247∗∗∗ −1.366∗∗∗ −1.287∗∗∗ −1.058∗∗∗ −0.213 1.027∗∗∗ 0.694∗∗∗

(0.410) (0.508) (0.478) (0.388) (0.566) (0.060) (0.134)
S. CINC Share 0.440∗∗∗ 0.250∗∗∗ 0.274∗∗∗

(0.084) (0.065) (0.051)
Major Supporter 1.451∗∗∗ −1.165∗ −0.353

(0.386) (0.598) (0.486)
CINC Low 0.434∗ 0.890∗ −0.044∗∗∗ −0.338∗∗

(0.252) (0.511) (0.015) (0.133)
CINC High 0.272 −0.945∗ −0.005 −0.072

(0.299) (0.500) (0.017) (0.127)
Major −1.145 −9.984∗∗∗ 0.120 0.739

(0.743) (2.022) (0.078) (0.649)
Contiguous 1.123∗∗∗ 2.105∗∗∗ 1.868∗∗∗ 0.952 −14.040∗∗∗ −0.303∗∗∗ 0.028

(0.272) (0.316) (0.288) (1.004) (1.084) (0.045) (0.581)
UN Distance −0.191 0.562∗∗∗ 0.467∗∗∗ 0.226∗∗ −0.252 −0.127∗∗∗ −0.180∗∗∗

(0.119) (0.130) (0.120) (0.111) (0.275) (0.021) (0.067)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Pr(Outcome|Unshared)x100 0.724 2.284 1.321 9.208 3.412 0.461 0.334
Pr(Outcome|Shared)x100 2.473 0.593 0.368 3.401 2.775 0.705 0.501

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1570 1570 1578 183 75 1690 260
Obs. 15275 15110 15717 7596 3181 40276 10615

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 18: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 1.124∗∗ −1.707∗∗∗ −1.526∗∗∗ −1.352∗∗∗ −0.351 1.068∗∗∗ 0.700∗∗∗

(0.527) (0.489) (0.459) (0.329) (0.553) (0.059) (0.123)
S. CINC Share 0.474∗∗∗ 0.205∗∗∗ 0.230∗∗∗

(0.086) (0.055) (0.049)
Major Supporter 1.279∗∗∗ −0.314 0.133

(0.408) (0.407) (0.358)
CINC Low 0.428∗ 0.691 −0.066∗∗∗ −0.354∗∗

(0.232) (0.493) (0.016) (0.139)
CINC High 0.285 −0.829∗ −0.012 −0.096

(0.239) (0.447) (0.016) (0.122)
Major 2.247∗ 1.800∗∗ −0.012 −1.792∗∗∗

(1.272) (0.764) (0.076) (0.574)
Contiguous 1.156∗∗∗ 1.682∗∗∗ 1.358∗∗∗ 0.266 −0.690 −0.315∗∗∗ −0.089

(0.280) (0.290) (0.264) (0.837) (2.095) (0.046) (0.455)
Alliance 1.019∗∗∗ −0.534∗∗ −0.706∗∗∗ −0.035 0.281 0.131∗∗∗ 0.517∗∗∗

(0.391) (0.249) (0.246) (0.278) (0.348) (0.037) (0.149)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Pr(Outcome|Unshared)x100 0.406 4.569 2.917 3.994 2.824 0.434 0.48
Pr(Outcome|Shared)x100 1.239 0.861 0.649 1.065 2.004 0.691 0.65

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 1649 1649 1641 221 89 1718 284
Obs. 16471 16471 17261 9853 4192 44087 12566

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 19: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Unshared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

UN Distance −0.123 0.572∗∗∗ 0.474∗∗∗ 0.380∗∗∗ −0.198 −0.088∗∗∗
(0.105) (0.131) (0.119) (0.078) (0.154) (0.021)

S. CINC Share 0.309∗∗∗ 0.250∗∗∗ 0.264∗∗∗

(0.083) (0.068) (0.052)
Major Supporter 1.875∗∗∗ −1.214∗ −0.317

(0.421) (0.625) (0.500)
CINC Low 0.421∗∗∗ 0.653∗∗∗ −0.093∗∗∗

(0.061) (0.118) (0.014)
CINC High −0.209∗∗ −0.132 0.046∗∗∗

(0.087) (0.162) (0.017)
Major 0.831∗∗ −0.729 −0.005

(0.339) (0.627) (0.079)
Contiguous 1.355∗∗∗ 2.077∗∗∗ 1.862∗∗∗ 1.978∗∗∗ 1.886∗∗∗ −0.293∗∗∗

(0.275) (0.321) (0.294) (0.194) (0.300) (0.043)

Prediction - + + + Null -
Pr(Outcome | Min Dist.)x100 0.809 1.659 1.037 0.172 0.229 0
Pr(Outcome | Max Dist.)x100 0.473 20.152 9.968 1.043 0.088 0

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 1463 1463 1473 1357 1357 1352
Obs. 13665 13539 13957 31056 28682 30825

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 20: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Shared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

UN Distance −0.579 −0.791 −1.363∗ 0.564∗∗ 0.720∗∗ −0.636∗∗∗
(0.417) (0.574) (0.807) (0.280) (0.319) (0.051)

S. CINC Share 1.522∗∗∗ 0.315∗∗ 1.080∗∗∗

(0.359) (0.128) (0.364)
Major Supporter −1.344 −0.286 −2.532∗

(1.274) (0.877) (1.332)
CINC Low 0.035 0.623∗ 0.114∗∗∗

(0.109) (0.355) (0.036)
CINC High 0.706∗∗∗ −0.040 −0.256∗∗∗

(0.257) (0.422) (0.060)
Major 0.451 −0.230 0.618∗∗∗

(0.662) (0.941) (0.163)
Contiguous −0.936 2.930∗∗ 2.708 4.006∗∗∗ 4.246∗∗∗ −0.492∗∗∗

(0.907) (1.186) (1.842) (0.884) (1.209) (0.130)

Prediction - + + + Null -
Pr(Outcome | Min Dist.)x100 0.432 0.656 0.97 0.011 0.012 0.704
Pr(Outcome | Max Dist.)x100 0.046 0.252 0.208 0.033 0.057 0.431

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 210 180 145 543 497 549
Obs. 1506 872 483 4110 4031 9451

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 21: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Unshared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Alliance 1.306∗∗∗ −0.523∗∗ −0.664∗∗∗ −0.187 −0.358 0.111∗∗∗

(0.394) (0.249) (0.248) (0.171) (0.343) (0.032)
S. CINC Share 0.337∗∗∗ 0.203∗∗∗ 0.220∗∗∗

(0.086) (0.057) (0.049)
Major Supporter 1.896∗∗∗ −0.317 0.191

(0.432) (0.421) (0.366)
CINC Low 0.445∗∗∗ 0.595∗∗∗ −0.117∗∗∗

(0.060) (0.104) (0.015)
CINC High −0.086 −0.182 0.045∗∗∗

(0.073) (0.153) (0.016)
Major 0.713∗∗ −0.631 −0.101

(0.312) (0.631) (0.080)
Contiguous 1.343∗∗∗ 1.659∗∗∗ 1.347∗∗∗ 1.777∗∗∗ 2.059∗∗∗ −0.301∗∗∗

(0.273) (0.294) (0.269) (0.188) (0.284) (0.045)

Prediction + - - - Null +
Pr(Outcome | No Alliance)x100 0.376 4.833 2.998 0.413 0.192 0.459
Pr(Outcome | Alliance)x100 1.375 2.923 1.566 0.342 0.135 0.487

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 1547 1547 1541 1386 1386 1384
Obs. 14741 14741 15295 33848 31420 33567

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 22: Logit Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Shared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Alliance −0.216 −1.036 −2.122∗∗ −1.680∗∗∗ −1.034 0.362∗∗∗

(0.911) (0.992) (1.070) (0.551) (0.681) (0.110)
S. CINC Share 1.489∗∗∗ 0.317∗∗ 0.862∗∗∗

(0.308) (0.124) (0.318)
Major Supporter −1.498 −0.388 −2.109

(1.038) (0.758) (1.424)
CINC Low 0.314∗∗ 1.040∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗

(0.142) (0.363) (0.042)
CINC High 0.618∗∗∗ 0.089 −0.341∗∗∗

(0.224) (0.355) (0.056)
Major 0.813 −0.540 0.334∗∗

(0.705) (0.918) (0.157)
Contiguous −0.857 3.449∗∗∗ 2.782∗ 3.676∗∗∗ 4.002∗∗∗ −0.411∗∗∗

(0.924) (1.254) (1.483) (0.648) (1.098) (0.120)

Prediction + - - - Null +
Pr(Outcome | No Alliance)x100 0.216 0.442 0.689 0.032 0.026 0.598
Pr(Outcome | Alliance)x100 0.174 0.157 0.083 0.006 0.009 0.681

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 216 182 152 554 510 559
Obs. 1594 885 511 4869 4816 10520

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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E Robustness Check–Replication of Results with
Politically-Relevant Dyads

Table 23: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 12.665∗∗ −8.694∗∗∗ −5.932∗∗∗ −0.871∗∗∗ −0.065 21.273∗∗∗ 7.328∗∗∗

(5.736) (2.292) (1.797) (0.234) (0.278) (1.712) (1.489)
S. CINC Share 2.801∗∗∗ 2.192∗∗∗ 1.636∗∗∗

(0.634) (0.744) (0.467)
Major Supporter 0.531 −2.300 0.380

(6.664) (8.737) (5.250)
CINC Low 0.655∗∗ 0.082 −1.914∗∗∗ −4.793∗∗∗

(0.264) (0.200) (0.456) (1.096)
CINC High 0.456 −0.806∗∗∗ −1.247∗∗ −0.605

(0.288) (0.280) (0.603) (1.128)
Major 7.195 3.907∗∗ 6.440∗ −13.999

(16.289) (1.762) (3.624) (10.413)
Contiguous −3.211 16.495∗ 7.678 3.644 −3.069 −3.805 1.240

(7.488) (8.998) (5.341) (5.072) (2.314) (2.970) (16.846)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 9.442 14.311 10.046 1.205 0.576 47.382 47.382

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 675 675 674 1358 1358 788 788
Obs. 8483 8483 8232 53778 53778 28993 28993

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 24: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Joint Liberal 8.441 −7.162∗∗∗ −5.915∗∗∗ −0.375∗ −0.232 24.377∗∗∗ 4.281∗∗

(7.866) (2.633) (1.766) (0.213) (0.305) (1.992) (1.674)
Joint Marxist 22.915∗∗∗ −9.972∗∗ −5.053 −0.985∗∗ 0.846 14.868∗∗∗ 14.433∗∗∗

(8.366) (4.502) (3.973) (0.498) (0.590) (3.670) (2.985)
Joint Monarchy 14.605 −16.997∗∗∗ −8.009∗∗ −5.992∗∗∗ −1.654∗∗∗ 6.367∗∗∗ 6.442

(9.314) (2.961) (3.814) (2.210) (0.535) (2.039) (4.571)
Joint NM Party −0.802 4.602 1.772 0.952 −0.515∗ 1.813 0.350

(2.082) (6.092) (6.463) (0.946) (0.302) (2.124) (1.119)
Joint NM Personal 7.092 −1.690 −0.874 1.139 −0.102 −4.090 −0.928

(5.981) (4.549) (3.666) (0.734) (0.488) (2.703) (2.011)
Joint NM Military −1.146 −3.849 5.440 0.447 2.316 −0.394 −1.223

(2.860) (14.201) (15.479) (0.903) (1.798) (5.114) (1.597)

S. CINC Share 2.587∗∗∗ 2.318∗∗∗ 1.642∗∗∗

(0.669) (0.766) (0.484)
Major Supporter 1.879 −2.888 0.421

(6.685) (8.888) (5.286)
CINC Low 0.598∗∗ −0.012 −2.018∗∗∗ −5.344∗∗∗

(0.281) (0.198) (0.450) (1.079)
CINC High 0.405 −0.886∗∗∗ −0.968 −1.139

(0.298) (0.298) (0.610) (1.156)
Major 6.837 4.041∗∗ 5.493 −11.668

(16.273) (1.794) (3.540) (10.606)
Contiguous −3.304 16.575∗ 7.638 3.673 −3.286 −2.749 −0.222

(7.446) (9.017) (5.361) (5.131) (2.275) (2.855) (15.751)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 9.442 14.311 10.046 1.205 0.576 47.382 47.382

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 675 675 674 1358 1358 788 788
Obs. 8483 8483 8232 53778 53778 28993 28993

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 25: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads (ex-
cluding US and RUS) 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 0.618 −10.142∗∗∗ −5.157∗ −0.822∗∗∗ −0.286 28.930∗∗∗ 8.667∗∗∗

(2.348) (3.855) (2.761) (0.297) (0.242) (2.298) (2.124)
S. CINC Share 1.291∗∗ 3.010∗∗∗ 1.963∗∗∗

(0.655) (1.127) (0.718)
Major Supporter 10.269 4.177 −1.204

(8.983) (10.691) (5.851)
Contiguous 14.998∗ 23.200∗∗ 3.268 −6.963∗

(8.839) (11.589) (7.761) (3.958)
CINC Low 0.388 −0.072 −1.644∗∗ −5.798∗∗∗

(0.294) (0.230) (0.779) (1.602)
CINC High 0.736∗ −1.177∗∗∗ −1.110 −4.707∗∗∗

(0.399) (0.421) (0.765) (1.770)
Major 7.265 3.941∗∗ 3.629 −18.729∗

(16.272) (1.777) (4.285) (10.858)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.344 17.488 11.027 1.107 0.717 47.331 47.331

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 469 469 470 1053 1053 494 494
Obs. 6044 6044 5786 39313 39333 16619 16619

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 26: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Contiguous Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 1.891 −9.810∗∗∗ −5.136∗∗ −1.625∗∗∗ −0.470 27.351∗∗∗ 9.859∗∗∗

(2.067) (3.457) (2.242) (0.621) (0.901) (2.693) (2.099)
S. CINC Share 1.552∗∗∗ 2.935∗∗∗ 2.073∗∗∗

(0.578) (1.012) (0.582)
Major Supporter 4.917 −3.418 −0.538

(6.532) (8.715) (5.321)
CINC Low 1.623 0.701 −2.169∗∗ −4.914∗∗∗

(1.007) (0.766) (1.029) (1.416)
CINC High 0.209 −1.803∗∗∗ −0.577 −2.426

(1.007) (0.671) (0.854) (1.550)
Major 7.770 4.382∗∗ 2.917 −18.335∗

(16.646) (2.044) (3.735) (10.791)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 5.273 17.342 10.355 3.011 1.775 45.499 45.499

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 459 459 462 385 385 374 374
Obs. 5974 5974 5775 15376 15376 14813 14813

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 27: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 11.566∗∗ −4.429∗∗ −3.967∗∗ −0.575∗∗ −0.106 18.820∗∗∗ 6.651∗∗∗

(5.449) (2.236) (1.883) (0.248) (0.294) (1.736) (1.510)
S. CINC Share 2.963∗∗∗ 2.334∗∗∗ 1.645∗∗∗

(0.673) (0.770) (0.470)
Major Supporter 2.216 −9.272 −0.655

(8.137) (6.787) (5.663)
CINC Low 0.634∗∗ 0.158 −1.508∗∗∗ −3.968∗∗∗

(0.272) (0.193) (0.431) (1.020)
CINC High 0.445 −0.907∗∗∗ −0.806 −1.305

(0.326) (0.332) (0.626) (1.140)
Major 9.652∗∗∗

(3.568)
Contiguous −5.899 16.694∗∗ 11.704∗∗ 3.808 −3.094 −3.288 1.688

(9.188) (6.746) (5.924) (5.328) (2.372) (3.014) (16.591)
UN Distance −2.821∗∗ 3.744∗∗ 2.507∗∗ 0.176 −0.099 −3.059∗∗∗ −1.864∗∗∗

(1.353) (1.647) (1.187) (0.133) (0.105) (0.558) (0.415)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 9.911 13.333 9.62 1.073 0.544 48.372 48.372

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 629 629 638 1334 1334 770 770
Obs. 7830 7830 7588 47795 47795 26075 26075

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 28: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads 1946-
2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Shared Ideology 10.846∗ −7.582∗∗∗ −4.520∗∗∗ −0.838∗∗∗ −0.104 20.241∗∗∗ 6.906∗∗∗

(6.191) (2.258) (1.750) (0.229) (0.275) (1.732) (1.481)
S. CINC Share 2.866∗∗∗ 2.152∗∗∗ 1.596∗∗∗

(0.644) (0.738) (0.473)
Major Supporter 1.068 −2.628 −0.124

(6.954) (8.599) (5.109)
CINC Low 0.650∗∗ 0.087 −2.008∗∗∗ −4.794∗∗∗

(0.263) (0.201) (0.449) (1.096)
CINC High 0.473 −0.826∗∗∗ −1.001∗ −0.813

(0.294) (0.282) (0.597) (1.118)
Major 7.164 3.944∗∗ 5.984∗ −13.519

(16.288) (1.762) (3.525) (10.421)
Contiguous −3.339 16.573∗ 7.739 3.694 −3.130 −4.302 0.015

(7.738) (8.862) (5.189) (5.073) (2.273) (2.870) (16.243)
alliance 6.750∗∗ −4.128 −4.843∗∗ −0.308 0.375 4.193∗∗∗ 3.570∗∗∗

(3.380) (2.829) (2.027) (0.459) (0.233) (1.299) (1.193)

Prediction + - - - Null + +
Avg. Outcome 9.442 14.311 10.046 1.205 0.576 47.382 47.382

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Dyads 675 675 674 1358 1358 788 788
Obs. 8483 8483 8232 53778 53778 28993 28993

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 29: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Unshared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

UN Distance −1.898∗ 4.310∗∗ 2.919∗∗ 0.480∗∗∗ −0.110 −5.249∗∗∗
(1.060) (1.774) (1.286) (0.133) (0.080) (0.667)

S. CINC Share 1.871∗∗∗ 2.625∗∗∗ 1.753∗∗∗

(0.626) (0.870) (0.524)
Major Supporter 8.613 −9.923 0.817

(10.179) (8.793) (7.091)
CINC Low 0.442∗∗∗ 0.257∗∗∗ −0.483

(0.093) (0.074) (0.336)
CINC High 0.170 0.143 −0.963

(0.105) (0.156) (0.626)
Major 2.983 −2.163∗∗ 15.905∗∗∗

(1.892) (1.026) (4.106)
Contiguous −0.111 19.468∗∗ 14.713∗∗ 6.515∗∗∗ 0.243 −0.278

(10.806) (8.701) (7.400) (1.854) (0.458) (3.542)

Prediction - + + + Null -

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 590 590 595 1160 1160 746
Obs. 7073 7073 6835 37466 37466 18825

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 30: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Shared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

UN Distance −7.028 −1.425 −0.419 0.172 0.196 −4.456∗∗∗
(5.174) (1.727) (0.826) (0.139) (0.133) (0.912)

S. CINC Share 11.075∗∗∗ 0.766 1.197∗

(2.079) (0.560) (0.716)
Major Supporter −18.483∗∗∗ −2.934 −5.562∗

(5.137) (3.269) (2.865)
CINC Low 0.041 0.117 −1.258∗∗∗

(0.045) (0.077) (0.439)
CINC High 0.156∗ 0.023 −1.876∗

(0.093) (0.105) (0.958)
Major 1.558∗∗ 0.388 14.723∗∗

(0.765) (0.592) (6.528)
Contiguous −15.369 3.619 −0.688 2.181∗∗ 1.161∗ −4.194

(12.709) (4.027) (2.519) (0.950) (0.698) (5.559)

Prediction - + + + Null -

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 99 99 101 449 449 406
Obs. 757 757 753 10329 10329 7589

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 31: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Unshared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Alliance 8.592∗∗ −4.536 −5.081∗∗ −0.263 −0.534 8.531∗∗∗

(3.559) (3.168) (2.279) (0.438) (0.406) (1.437)
S. CINC Share 1.851∗∗∗ 2.398∗∗∗ 1.697∗∗∗

(0.589) (0.828) (0.527)
Major Supporter 7.280 −1.842 1.384

(7.998) (10.637) (6.249)
CINC Low 0.560∗∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ −0.803∗∗

(0.104) (0.065) (0.349)
CINC High 0.276∗∗ 0.109 −1.121∗

(0.117) (0.145) (0.611)
Major 3.183∗ −1.589 11.152∗∗∗

(1.839) (1.163) (4.223)
Contiguous 0.718 19.387∗ 9.811 6.976∗∗∗ 1.156 0.077

(8.627) (10.884) (6.358) (1.716) (0.733) (3.532)

Prediction + - - - Null +
Avg. Outcome 6.769 16.543 12.51 1.255 0.561 45.061

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 637 637 635 1200 1200 772
Obs. 7670 7670 7404 42113 42113 20951

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 32: OLS Regression of Foreign Intervention, MIDs, and Peace Scale, Nontrivial Dyads with
Shared Ideology 1946-2010

Gov’t Support Rebel Support MID Onset Rivalry

NSA NSA NAG Pol/Reg Terr Peace Scale

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

Alliance −5.067 −3.059 −3.705∗ −0.457 −0.264 3.925
(8.580) (2.727) (2.203) (0.319) (0.211) (2.453)

S. CINC Share 10.416∗∗∗ 0.857 1.097∗

(2.060) (0.608) (0.632)
Major Supporter −18.032∗∗∗ −2.209 −4.731∗

(5.945) (3.261) (2.657)
CINC Low 0.089 0.174 −1.610∗∗∗

(0.056) (0.121) (0.473)
CINC High 0.176 0.088 −1.955∗∗

(0.108) (0.113) (0.927)
Major 1.396∗∗ 0.437 11.557∗

(0.610) (0.585) (5.927)
Contiguous −11.297 5.639 −0.107 2.054∗∗ 1.228 −0.896

(10.488) (3.793) (2.127) (0.801) (0.757) (4.848)

Prediction + - - - Null +
Avg. Outcome 23.37 4.62 5 0.341 0.213 46.492

Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad FEs No No No No No No
Dyads 105 105 108 457 457 431
Obs. 813 813 828 11665 11665 8566

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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